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Executive Summary
Background to the LFSP
The Livelihoods and Food Security Programme (LFSP) is a GBP 45 million programme funded by the Department
for International Development (DFID) and designed to improve the food security and nutrition of Zimbabwean
farmers and consumers. The LFSP targets smallholder men and women farmers in eight diverse agro-ecological
districts of Northern and Eastern Zimbabwe, addressing constraints to productivity, market participation and the
supply and demand of nutritious foods.
LFSP is implemented in Mutare, Makoni and Mutasa districts of Manicaland province; Kwekwe, Gokwe South and
Shurugwi districts in Midlands province; and two districts, Guruve and Mount Darwin in Mashonaland Central
province. The programme targets 126,975 smallholder farm households and aims to reduce food insecurity for
348,975 Zimbabweans by 2017.
The LFSP is managed by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and Palladium:


Component 1: FAO manages the Agricultural Productivity and Nutrition (APN), which aims to improve
food, nutrition and income security among target smallholder farm households. This is achieved primarily
by working with Implementing Partners (IPs) through the LFSP Agricultural Development Fund managed
by FAO under the APN.



Component 2: The Market Development (MD) component, managed by Palladium, fosters innovative
ways of linking farmers’ groups and commercial markets, and brings about a step-change in farm
productivity and incomes by offering innovation grants to market actors (traders, storage providers,
processors and transporters) to strengthen markets for smallholder farmers through a Markets Innovation
Fund.

Purpose of the baseline report
In February 2015, DFID Zimbabwe contracted Coffey International as the Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation
(MR&E) service provider for LFSP. The objective of the MR&E is to deliver a robust monitoring, reporting and
evaluation of the LFSP which facilitates internal lesson learning for DFID throughout the programme’s lifetime,
and supports external lesson learning by filling gaps in the evidence base on effective ways of supporting
livelihoods and tackling food insecurity in Zimbabwe.
Following a three months Inception Phase, the MR&E team produced an Inception Report which outlines the
evaluation strategy for the LFSP. As part of this strategy, the LFSP Baseline Report describes the context in which
the programme is and will be implemented over the next three years. As such, it serves two different purposes:
1. It presents key information that will be used at endline to measure changes that the programme has
brought about; and
2. It provides information for immediate use among LFSP partners and DFID Zimbabwe, as it deepens the
knowledge of the populations LFSP is targeting.
The immediate recipient of this assignment is DFID Zimbabwe, but there are broader benefits for other
stakeholders working on the LFSP, including but not limited to the MOs, the IPs, the GoZ, smallholder farmers and
other beneficiaries and stakeholders in the agriculture, food security and livelihoods sectors.

Methodology
We have drawn upon a number of primary and secondary data sources to establish the baseline measures for the
evaluation. Our primary sources include:


Farmers’ Household Survey – to track high-level indicators;



Market Actor Interviews – to provide a qualitative understanding of the MD component;



Management Information System – to track achievement of IPs against targets set out in their work plans
and provide a record of the services (training, financial and material) each beneficiary is receiving; and
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Cohort Study – to understand how and why change is taking place and ensure evaluation findings are
thematically focussed and disaggregated by sub-groups of interest.

The secondary sources used to triangulate and verify our primary research findings include:


APN IPs baseline reports;



Value Chain Studies – undertaken by the MD component;



ZimVAC (Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee) Annual Rural Area Assessments; and



Other sources such as the Zimbabwe Demographic and Health Survey (2010-11) or the 2011 Poverty,
Income, Consumption and Employment Survey (PICES).

Key findings
LFSP target farming households are substantially more affected by poverty and especially food poverty than other
rural households in the country. However, most households suffer from little or no hunger, with 13% suffering from
moderate hunger and less than 1% suffering from severe hunger. Importantly, we found at baseline that food
security is largely dependent on households’ ability to consume their own production. While most targeted
households fall under the food poverty line, more than 75% are actually food secure, which indicates the
importance of farming production used for own consumption.
Livelihoods and assets owned by targeted farmers at baseline are limited. We also found the average annual
household income to be USD 560, with 43% being derived from agricultural sales. Large differences between the
median and mean income scores (USD 146 and USD 560, respectively) reflects high levels of income inequality
among eligible farming households. This suggests that LFSP activities should be tailored to the different subpopulations eligible in the programme, to ensure that all targeted famers achieve higher productivity and are able to
engage with markets in line with their priorities and capabilities.
Agricultural productivity in all LFSP areas is low. A major constraint is access to services, in terms of training,
inputs and finance. Findings also confirmed the lack of strong agricultural extension service delivery systems and
the absence of private sector extension services. Few households have access to savings or credit services;
however, the proportion of farmers having access to mobile money services is substantially higher, suggesting
opportunities for mobile-enabled initiatives.
Interestingly, baseline findings indicate that some conservation agriculture practices are already used by a majority
of households, while others are rarely practiced, suggesting that LFSP implementers should adapt the trainings to
targeted farmers’ needs in view of their time and resources available.
Finally, a key finding is farmers’ widespread dissatisfaction with the price achieved for their outputs – a result in
part of being used to the above-market prices paid by the Grain Marketing Board and having to take the low prices
offered by traders at farm gate to service immediate cash requirements. The low margin achieved on outputs,
caused by low prices paid for outputs and the relative high cost of inputs, is the primary barrier to accessing
markets for smallholder farmers.

Conclusions and recommendations
The baseline research revealed a large heterogeneity of the LFSP eligible population. While the LFSP Business
Case clearly indicates the intention to target both B1 and B2 farmers, dropping of the Productive Safety Net
component implies that a large majority of farmers do not have the human or financial capital to take on any
kind of risk necessary to increase investment to improve productivity.
LFSP partners may also have to revise their approach to using farmers’ groups as a way of providing training.
For farmer field schools or group trainings, implementers should recognise that farmers may not want to be forced
into groups if those are not pre-existing entities.
While baseline data does not contain information on the effectiveness and appropriateness of specific LFSP
interventions, it does shed light on a number of factors that will likely enhance or hinder positive outcomes resulting
from the programme. Following a Baseline Findings Workshop with LFSP partners and DFID Zimbabwe in Harare
in November 2015, the MR&E team strongly recommends the following:
Targeting and tailoring – We recommend LFSP partners take stock of the different types of trainings offered to
farmers, forming groups of farmers with different needs and capabilities to make the most of the range of LFSP
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activities offered. Once the APN component completes registration, there is an urgent need to assess what specific
needs are (some agricultural practices are already used by a majority of households, while others are rarely
practiced) and repackage the interventions according to farmers’ priorities.
Complementarity – Under the MD component, we strongly advise that the type of farmers taking part in MD
grantees’ projects is explored in more depth. A lack of coordination between the APN and MD components in
terms of their target groups (assumingly, the same groups of B1 and B2 farmers) means that both components
operate in silos, sometimes in different wards, with different farmer groups. Farmers may therefore not be able to
concurrently benefit from 1) activities aiming to improve the productivity of their farms; and 2) activities aiming to
enhance market access for their produce.
Do not harm – In light of the heterogeneity among LFSP beneficiaries revealed at baseline, it is recommended that
LFSP partners list and monitor the risks of subjecting low-income farming households or households with limited
assets to inappropriate risks that could irreparably damage their livelihoods and assets if they go wrong.
Social protection activities – Large inequalities among beneficiary households means that LFSP partners, as
well as DFID Zimbabwe, should adapt activities to some extent to support farmers to make incremental
improvements to productivity that are as risk-free as possible. This requires further discussion around the
overarching LFSP design and the lack of a Productive Safety Net component.
Access to finance – Lack of information on where to access credit, a distrust of banks and negative experiences
with some agencies entail that improving access to rural finance, while strongly in demand, will not be as
straightforward as it may seem. The Rural Finance component was launched relatively late compared to other
LFSP activities and the scale of roll-out, suitability of financial products and level of uptake is where efforts need to
be directed in 2016.
Contract farming arrangements – In view of the MD baseline findings, we strongly advise that the facilitation of
contract farming is tied to clear communication activities between farmers and contractors. While there is
widespread demand for contract farming, farmers who have engaged in contract farming before have been
disappointed with the prices realised, resulting in a wide-spread feeling that the agencies involved in contracting
operate unfairly. On the other hand, the agencies themselves have also had bad experiences with farmers, side
selling and default on loans being two main problems. Re-establishing trust between farmers and contractors
will take considerable work and requires that farmers fully understand all elements of the contract, while contractors
obtain the desired quantity and quality of product.
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BASELINE REPORT

1 Context, Purpose and Scope of LFSP Baseline
1.1 Introduction
In February 2015, the Department for International Development (DFID) contracted Coffey International as the
Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation (MR&E) service provider for the Livelihoods and Food Security Programme
(LFSP). Following a three months Inception Phase, the MR&E team produced an Inception Report1 which outlines
the evaluation strategy for the LFSP. After receiving approval from DFID Zimbabwe in June 2015, the team
proceeded to the Baseline Phase.
This report presents the activities that have been undertaken during the MR&E Baseline Phase between
June and November 2015. The first version of the report was submitted to DFID Zimbabwe in November 2015.
This is the revised version, which incorporates comments from DFID Zimbabwe, the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations and the Palladium LFSP team.
1.1.1

What does the LFSP aim to achieve?

The LFSP is a GBP 45.03 million four-year programme funded by DFID2 and designed to improve the food security
and nutrition of Zimbabwean farmers and consumers. The LFSP targets smallholder men and women farmers in
eight diverse agro-ecological districts of Northern and Eastern Zimbabwe, addressing constraints to productivity,
market participation and the supply and demand of nutritious foods.
The LFSP is managed by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and Palladium
(referred throughout this report as the Management Organisations (MOs)). The LFSP includes two components
that were designed as a combined programme from which a high degree of synergy and complementarity is
expected:


Component 1: FAO manages the Agricultural Productivity and Nutrition (APN) which aims to improve food,
nutrition and income security among target smallholder farm households. This is achieved primarily by
working with Implementing Partners (IPs) through the LFSP Agricultural Development Fund managed by
FAO under the APN.



Component 2: The Market Development (MD) component, managed by Palladium, fosters innovative
ways of linking farmers’ groups and commercial markets, and brings about a step-change in farm
productivity and incomes by offering innovation grants to market actors (traders, storage providers,
processors and transporters) to strengthen markets for smallholder farmers through a Markets Innovation
Fund.

The LFSP contributes to the Millennium Development Goals in food security, poverty reduction, environmental
sustainability and gender equality by enabling women and men farmers to produce more products and a greater
choice of products that consumers are able to access and afford. Implemented in Mutare, Makoni and Mutasa
districts of Manicaland province, Kwekwe, Gokwe South and Shurugwi districts in Midlands province and two
districts, Guruve and Mount Darwin, in Mashonaland Central province, the programme targets 126,975 smallholder
farm households and aims to reduce food insecurity for 348,975 Zimbabweans by 2017.
1.1.2

What are the objectives and scope of the MR&E for LFSP?

The objective of the MR&E is to deliver a robust monitoring, reporting and evaluation of the LFSP which:


Facilitates internal lesson learning to DFID throughout the programme’s lifetime; and



Supports external lesson learning by filling gaps in the evidence base on effective ways of supporting
livelihoods and tackling food insecurity in Zimbabwe.

To this end, Coffey International, as the MR&E service provider, provides:


1
2

Internal learning across the two components – through an integrated monitoring and reporting strategy.
This formative evaluation component will enable the IPs and MOs to capture and analyse appropriate

Available for download on the LFSP website. Please visit www.lfspzw.com
Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/world-location-news/dfid-launches-72-million-livelihoods-and-food-security-programme.
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evidence over the duration of the LFSP to adapt the design of each component in relation to the LFSP’s
overall performance and cross-cutting issues such as gender, power relations and innovative approaches.


External learning about programme-level synergy effects – through a theory-based summative
evaluation that assesses the contribution of each LFSP component to the intended outcomes. This
summative evaluation component includes a quasi-experimental approach that will help assess the highlevel impacts of the LFSP achieved by the synergy effects across both components. It will also produce
robust and reliable findings to inform policy and future programming and build the international evidence
base on effective ways of supporting livelihoods and tackling food insecurity.



Ownership of results and accountability – through continuous engagement of stakeholders from the
early phases of the design of the MR&E strategy. The overarching MR&E strategy performs a coordinating
function and as such requires early consultations with donors, other programmes and stakeholders in the
Agriculture and Food Security sector and the Government of Zimbabwe (GoZ).

The immediate recipient of this assignment is DFID Zimbabwe, but there are broader benefits for other
stakeholders working on the LFSP, including but not limited to the MOs, the IPs, the GoZ, smallholder farmers and
other beneficiaries and stakeholders in the agriculture, food security and livelihoods sectors.
The scope of the MR&E contract according to the ToR is “to design and implement a monitoring, reporting and
evaluation strategy for the Livelihoods and Food Security Programme (LFSP) in the 8 programme districts over 3
years”. The ToR (Annex 1) provides the criteria regarding the scope of the MR&E of LFSP. It covers seven areas:
setting up of systems; field monitoring; annual reviews; communications; knowledge management; interface with
other stakeholders; and reporting. More specifically, it requires the MR&E contractor to:


Put in place a robust baseline for the LFSP programme;



Put in place a comprehensive monitoring system for gathering data and information to assess
implementation progress;



Consolidate quarterly and annual reports from the lead management organisations into single compact
programme reports and provide necessary feedback. The reporting will endeavour to track progress
against target results as set out in the Business Case, parent Logframe and project proposals;



Inform DFID-led annual reviews with required reports and monitoring information;



Carry out thematic and formative evaluations on cross cutting issues such as gender, power relations and
innovative approaches within the programme;



Carry out a programme impact mid-term review;



Carry out the programme impact final evaluation; and



Consider a follow-up evaluation around two years after the programme has ended to ascertain the
sustainability of the programme.

Change to the Terms of Reference
Through our Project Initiation Document (PID), we have documented key changes in requirements from our ToR
that have been agreed with DFID. Regarding activities under the Baseline Phase, changes made related to the
roles and responsibilities in terms of the baseline data collection and overarching evaluation strategy for LFSP.
It was agreed with DFID and LFSP partners that FAO and Palladium would not conduct separate baselines for
their respective components. Instead, both organisations have provided support in the design and facilitated the
implementation of the baseline research carried out by Coffey. To maintain independence, the MR&E team was
ultimately responsible for the final design and the choice of sampling points was not communicated to the
management organisations.
In addition, the baseline is also expected to set the basis for measuring local economy wide impacts (LEWIE
model). This resulted in the inclusion of business-related questions in the household survey as well as a separate
business enterprise tool which was administered along with the programme level baseline survey. The analysis of
this survey component, which is beyond the scope of the LFSP evaluation, will be performed by FAO experts once
the baseline data are submitted to DFID.
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Finally, it was also agreed that Palladium’s Value Chain Analysis workshops and consultations as part of its
engagement with local actors, would be used by Coffey as part of the reporting of baseline findings, instead of
Coffey duplicating the Value Chain studies.
1.1.3

Who is the MR&E team?

The MR&E team has four functions.


The Core Team comprises the Team Leader, a Country Coordinator, a Communications Expert and an IT
Specialist.



The Survey and Research Team is led by the Evaluation Lead, and composed of a Quantitative Research
Lead, a Quantitative Data Analyst, a Qualitative Research Lead and a Local Research Partner in charge of
data collection.



Both these teams are supported by the Thematic Research Team, including a Political Economist, an
Agro-Economist, a Crop Specialist, a Livestock Specialist, a Women Economic Empowerment Specialist, a
Nutrition Specialist and a VfM Expert.



Finally, the MR&E team has a dedicated Programme Management Team, comprising the Programme
Director, a Programme Manager and a Programme Accountant.

1.1.4

What are the LFSP implementation timelines?

The MR&E team was contracted in February 2015, sometime after the MOs. FAO and Palladium received their
contracts in December 2013 and July 2014 respectively. Both MOs completed their Inception Phases and moved
to implementation in the second quarter of 2015.
As a result, the establishment of the baseline took place while the first activities were being put in place by
the APN consortiums and the MD grantees. The activities which had already started while baseline information
was being collected (July – August 2015) are summarised below:


Under the APN component, the second quarter mainly focused on contracting and mobilising downstream
implementing partners. FAO signed five contracts for technical assistance service providers to work with
financial institutions to develop rural outreach strategies aiming to enhance systems, processes and
delivery channels so that smallholder farmers and value chain actors can access financial services.
In terms of field activities, APN implementing partners started the registration of targeted farming
households, and are engaged with public and private sector players to develop agriculture content for
mobile extension services (e.g. the EcoFarmer platform). All three consortiums have undertaken their
Barrier Analysis and have developed their Design for Behaviour Change (DBC) frameworks.



For the MD component, the main activities between April and June 2015 included the identification and
contracting of grantees as well as the management and monitoring of the contracted grantees. In addition,
Palladium organised and hosted multi-stakeholder value chain analysis meetings for grain, dairy, poultry,
aquaculture, horticulture, coffee and groundnuts.
In terms of field activities, farmers in Makoni and Gokwe South districts were contracted to grow bio
fortified crops in 35 demonstration plots, with an agreement to then buy the produce for use in taste
testing in the other six programme districts. One grantee, Farm Shop, started selling inputs to farmers
in Makoni through their recently opened shop in Rusape.

While the evaluation process should mirror the lifespan of a programme, with the baseline exercise occurring
before the start of programme activities, we consider that the activities of the programme between April and June
2015 are fairly minor in terms of having an impact on productivity, farming techniques or changing behaviours, and
therefore did not affect the baseline findings.
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Contracting of implementing partners under each component: Progress to date
APN component
Under the APN component, FAO has contracted three consortiums, represented by World Vision International,
WeltHungerHilfe and Goal (Lead Partners). These consortiums are respectively implementing their baskets of
interventions in the three provinces targeted by LFSP.
Since the writing of the MR&E Inception Report (May 2015), FAO has finalised a service agreement with
HarvestPlus to lead the promotion of high vitamin A maize and high iron and zinc beans in the project districts
(and an additional three other districts outside of LFSP areas; refer to Section 1.2.2). The first orange maize variety
is expected to be officially released in Zimbabwe in October 2015. FAO has worked closely with the Department of
Research and Specialist Services and the Nutrition department within the Ministry of Health and Child Care to
ensure the provision of adequate bio fortified seeds to farmers for the 2015/16 agriculture season.
Additionally, the Rural Finance component has been mobilised through the contracting of MEDA, CARE and
SNV. MEDA (Mennonite Economic Development Associates) will provide technical assistance to two microfinance
institutions, Virl Microfinance and MicroKing, for the development of a rural finance outreach strategy and
implementation plan to enable them to address rural finance needs. In addition, two financial instruments were set
up: a refinance facility with the Zimbabwe Microfinance Wholesale Facility, created to allow MFIs to access funds
for lending; and a partial guarantee facility with the DCA, managed by USAID.
MD component
Palladium, in charge of the MD component, is structured across four funding windows3 covering all three
interventions areas (input markets, output markets and contract farming). To date, 14 organisations have been
identified and contracted4 – in some cases as a partnership between a private sector entity and a nongovernmental organisation (NGO).
During the second quarter of 2015, Palladium observed that contracted grantees from the Open Call window did
not always attract potential partners across the key value chains. In the Midlands, for instance, a number of key
market actors did not respond to the call, and most of those who responded lacked either the capacity or sound
innovations that could bring benefits to smallholder farmers. As a result, a new funding window, Targeted Call, is
now opened and aims to identify strategic market players.
Finally, contracting of MD grantees will be on-going until the end of 2015 and potentially in early 2016. In
this report, we present the baseline findings for the first twelve organisations which were contracted by Palladium
(Aquafeeds, Ba’yoba, ETG t/a IETC, Goal & Farm Shop, Help From Germany & Agricultural Marketing Solutions
(AMS), Mercy Corps & Econet, Paperhole, Peak Trading, Weathersfield t/a Green Trade, Westale & Windward
Commodities, World Vision & African Breeders Services (ABS), and Zimbabwe Coffee Mill). We will establish a
baseline for the subsequently contracted organisations in February 2016, to reflect the staged contracting process.
1.1.5

Why establish a LFSP Baseline?

The LFSP Baseline Report describes the context in which the programme is and will be implemented over the next
three years. As such, it serves two different purposes:
1. It presents key information that will be used at endline to measure changes that the programme has
brought about; and
2. It provides information for immediate use among LFSP partners and DFID Zimbabwe, as it deepens the
knowledge of the populations LFSP is targeting.
3

Early Bird – This window is for organisations identified during the MD Inception Phase through existing partnerships and market analysis.
These are private sector market players, in some cases paired with NGOs, who will respond to various value chain challenges with innovative
ideas.
APN Synergy – This window is for activities that promote synergy between production and marketing, specifically market linkages for APN
farmer groups.
Open Call – The largest window of the MD component, for open calls.
HiHiHR – The High Innovation, High Impact, High Risk window is for innovative ideas with a high impact if successful, but with a significantly
higher risk profile than would be acceptable in the other windows and a significantly higher chance of failure.
4
Aquafeeds, Ba’yoba, Goal & Farm Shop, Help From Germany & AMS, Mercy Corps & Econet, Paperhole, Peak Trading, World Vision & ABS,
Zimbabwe Coffee Mill, Westale & Windward Commodities, ETG t/a IETC, Weathersfield t/a Green Trade, Farm Shop, and Byskner t/a MOLU’s
Meats.
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It is important to note that the MR&E team investigated the range of secondary data sources available in the LFSP
target and control areas in order to identify potential datasets that could serve as baseline. For instance,
ZimVAC data could have been an ideal candidate to create a baseline using secondary data. However, the data
collected as well as the level of data disaggregation were deemed insufficient for the purpose of this evaluation,
and the content of the ZimVAC questionnaire tends to be difficult to change for the purpose of one evaluation as it
is administrated nationally every year in Zimbabwe.
In relation to the second purpose of the baseline research, the MR&E team chose to focus on LFSP target
populations, that is, as defined under the APN component (see Section 1.2.2). This implies that, at the time of
baseline data collection, with LFSP beneficiaries still entering the registration process, the baseline research
focused on eligible farmers rather than already identified beneficiaries. As such, our baseline data allows a
broader understanding of the targeted population of farmers as a whole (some of which will benefit while others will
not), and will enable us to conclude whether the programme, by design or by implementation effect, reached:


Farmers who were most in need at baseline;



Farmers who were substantially well-off among Category B farming households;



Women farmers, by benefiting more women farmers than the average estimate in the target population;
and



Any other socio-economic and cultural groups.

1.1.6

How is the Baseline Report structured?

Following this introductory section, the Baseline Report is structured as follows:


Section 2 presents the design of the LFSP baseline methodology.



Section 3 outlines the demographic profile of sampled farmers.



Section 4 presents the status of food security, nutrition and poverty in LFSP areas at baseline.



Section 5 details the livelihoods and assets of targeted farmers at baseline.



Section 6 discusses the status of agricultural productivity in LFSP areas at baseline.



Section 7 describes market access, information and constraints as observed at baseline.



Section 8 outlines the above findings in greater detail for marginalised groups, including women-headed,
low-education, and low-income households, as observed at baseline.



Section 9 discusses the relevance of LFSP targeting strategy and programme design in light of the
baseline findings.



Section 10 presents our conclusions and recommendations.

Finally, Annexes provide the original Terms of Reference for the assignment (Annex 1), the LFSP Evaluation
Framework (Annex 2), the logframe indicators (Annex 3), the detailed tables used (Annex 4), the research tools
used at baseline (Annex 5), a concept note on the use of Contribution Analysis in the LFSP evaluation (Annex 6), a
concept note outlining the methodology of the cohort study (Annex 7), a learning brief of the cohort study (Annex 8)
and a list of references (Annex 9). In addition, complete summaries from the interviews informing the analysis in
Section 7 are available upon request.

1.2 Background to LFSP
1.2.1

Context

Since 2000, Zimbabwe has experienced a long economic and social crisis which has left about one-third of
the rural population vulnerable to food insecurity5. Although the situation has been improving in recent years,
changes to the agrarian structures, disruptive land reforms, deterioration of commercial farming, production decline
and economic difficulties leading to hyperinflation, lack of investment in crucial infrastructure and weakening of the

5

ZimVAC (2012) ‘Rural Livelihoods Assessment’.
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input supply chain have contributed to the current situation of poverty, food insecurity and precarious livelihoods of
smallholder farmers in the country6.
Food assistance has been provided in response to this situation, although most food aid programmes in the 2000’s
have focused on providing humanitarian, ‘reactive’ assistance7 to the Zimbabwean population. Nonetheless, over
the past years, the international donor community has shifted its focus towards longer-term development
assistance to foster stronger foundations to the agricultural system, in order to sustain long-term food and nutrition
security.
Reviving and strengthening the structures which were affected by multiple crises is seen as the way
forward to ensure systematic change and sustainable impact for the smallholder populations and the
Zimbabwean population as a whole.
The LFSP revised Business Case8 provides a clear rationale for the type of support required in Zimbabwe to
address food security and nutrition issues. The LFSP is designed to:


Support the smallholder sector: Smallholder farmers have been identified as lacking the means to
increase the productivity of their farms and reach short-term food security. The smallholder sector is seen
as a sector affected by systemic issues that can be addressed by interventions directed at agrarian,
financial and behavioural structures. In the medium and long-term, the programme is expected to have
created the conditions for the smallholder sector to become sustainable and profitable for farmers.



Develop market structures for smallholder farmers: Currently, smallholder farmers have limited access
to markets for inputs (e.g. seeds and fertilisers) and outputs. Farmers also require support from operational
agricultural extension services, and rural financial institutions have failed to address the needs of (mainly
poor) smallholder farmers.



Support the production of more nutritious foods and change consumption behaviours: Lack of
dietary diversity has been identified as causing high stunting rates in Zimbabwe. Maize is the main staple
food for most of the population, and while changing nutritional habits sustainably may require several
decades (a generation), the bio-fortification of the main staple food can be seen as an effective first step
towards reducing vitamin and nutrient deficiencies.

1.2.2

Target groups and geographical coverage

In Zimbabwe, rural households are officially categorised into one of four groups according to their access to land,
other productive assets and labour. In Communal Areas, Category B1 and Category B2 farmers account for 80% of
households:


Category B1 farmers – Poor households with some access to land and labour, typically involved in lowinput/low productivity agriculture or livestock rearing and depending partly on wage labouring for their
livelihoods, who could be supported to increase their productivity and become more food and nutrition
secure.



Category B2 farmers – Emerging smallholders with land and labour but cash constrained and subject to
shocks, who can increase productivity and links to markets to achieve food and income security and
become engines of rural economic growth.

The LFSP focuses on eight districts, selected on the basis of poverty levels, food insecurity, prevalence of stunting,
potential for market development and the geographical concentration of other key programmes (districts where
other donor-funded programmes related to livelihoods and food security are currently implemented were
excluded)9.
The APN component targets a total of 126,975 Category B1 and B2 households10.

6

For a detailed analysis of the political and economic situation of smallholder farmers in Zimbabwe, refer to the Political Economy Analysis
report submitted to DFID as a separate deliverable, which is available upon request.
7
“Food aid and free, or heavily subsidised, input distribution addressed an immediate humanitarian need, but undermined market recovery and
created dependency” (LFSP Revised Business Case, 08 May 2013).
8
LFSP Revised Business Case (08 05 2013).
9
FAO APN Final Proposal (as of 12 April 2013).
10
The criteria for selecting APN household beneficiaries, as outlined in the APN Proposal, include: all beneficiaries must fall within the B
household categories; willingness to engage in recommended enterprises; willingness to market and source inputs as a group; labour
availability of at least two economically active members (18-59 age group); access to land is more than 0.5 Ha (for crop beneficiaries only);
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Additionally, participation in nutrition education and campaigns, for instance, is expected to reach the poorest and
most vulnerable households, which may not fall under the above criteria. The public extension personnel from
MAMID also benefits from the LFSP interventions as frontline workers.
Given the final design of the Rural Finance component, Category C households (farmers that have labour and land,
but no credit access) were recently included by FAO as part of the group of LFSP direct beneficiaries. 214,815
Category C households are estimated to be potential beneficiaries, based on national figures.
Finally, the MD component benefits value chain actors (traders, wholesalers, input suppliers) who provide services
along the value chain. The selection process for value chain actors is based on the expected synergies and
opportunities for shortening the value chains in the same districts in which the APN component intervenes.
Inclusion of three additional districts for the promotion of bio fortified varieties (HarvestPlus)
FAO, under the APN component, contracted HarvestPlus in October 2015. HarvestPlus will provide “technical and
operational support to ensure the successful and sustainable uptake of bio fortified food crops (vitamin A ‘orange’
maize and iron/zinc beans) in 11 districts, specifically to improve micronutrient intake and as an integral part of a
broad nutrition strategy that promotes diversified diets and year-round access to safe, nutritious foods”.
Including more districts to support the introduction of Vitamin A maize is justified by HarvestPlus as a strategy to
ensure the dissemination of larger quantities of seeds: although smallholder farmers are the main target group of
the activity, involving larger farmers to multiply seeds is deemed necessary.
First, the selected districts where LFSP activities are currently being implemented are not optimal, as the Vitamin A
variety GV665A is a medium maturity variety. Growing the varieties in districts with less than the required growing
days (as determined by the rainy season) may reduce the quality and grain yield of the variety, adversely affecting
the early adoption of the crop. Second, to reduce risk of losing produce due to droughts during the project period,
spreading the production is favourable.
The rationale for selecting Mazowe, Bindura and Banket as additional districts for intervention was based on the
rainfall regime in these districts, proximity with other interested seed companies and the mix of LFSP target
groups (B1 and B2) and farmers with larger plots of land who can produce larger quantities of grains.
The inclusion of those three districts has implications for the evaluation design, which are discussed in Section 2.
Source: HarvestPlus proposal

1.2.3

Interventions and anticipated impact, outcomes and outputs

The programme aims to contribute to:
Impact – Increased incomes and reduced poverty in Zimbabwe
Outcome – Improved food and nutrition security in eight targeted districts
Through the following set of outputs:
Output 1 – Women and men farmers better able to manage farm enterprises in climate resilient ways
Output 2 – Commercial markets, traders and processors better able to respond to women and men
farmers’ needs
Output 3 – Improved availability and access to diverse nutritious foods
Output 4 – Evidence generated and communicated effectively to influence policies and investments
Output 5 – LFSP funds managed and allocated effectively and in a transparent manner
The specific interventions planned as part of the programme are summarised in Table 1. Recent changes to the
programme design are highlighted in blue. It is important to note that the LFSP included a Productive Safety Net
component (Component 3) at design stage, which failed to receive secure funding during the Inception Phase. As
such, the programme’s focus on the poorest of farmers (with limited access to land and resources) is lessened
compared to farmers who have the capacity to establish farming as a business. The set of LFSP interventions

capacity to look after livestock (for livestock beneficiaries only); and farmers with history of crop or livestock production. In selecting the
households, the APN component emphasises the need to give priority to existing farmer associations/ groups, presenting common interest
profiling, commitment and satisfactory records of collective achievements.
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presented does not account for the interventions previously planned under the Productive Safety Net component.
Implications for poverty, exclusion and equity issues addressed by the programme are discussed in Section 1.2.5
and Section 8.
Table 1. Overview of LFSP interventions
Intervention type

Examples

Delivery

 Promote climate smart agriculture;
Farmer trainings and
extension

 Promote access to market information and market literacy; and
 Promote post-harvest handling and storage best practices.
11

Activities aim to complement and strengthen existing extension support systems :
APN

 Extension service providers capacitated to provide extension services to men and women farmers;
Operational resources for
extension services

 Establishment of a platform that will facilitate dialogue and inclusive market development by all
stakeholders and contribute to the provision of up to date extension information;
 Strengthen farmer-to-farmer extension; and
 Promote the use of mobile based extension methods.

Access to financial
services
Updated based on APN
Rural Finance Strategy

 Strengthen and upscale community-based Microfinance institutions (especially ISALs), including
linkages with banks and MFIs;
 Support banks and MFIs interested to enter and expand their outreach into communal farming
areas and related value chain actors (rural agro-dealers, traders) and farmers through technical
assistance, guarantee instruments and refinance.

APN through
12

MEDA , CARE
and SNV

14

(September 2015)
Establishment/
strengthening of farmer
groups and mentoring
Market development
Updated based on newly
contracted MD grantees
(up to November 2015)
Promotion of bio-fortified
crops and food
Updated based on
HarvestPlus proposal

 Organise farmers into groups and ensure access to improved pluralistic agricultural extension
services from lead farmers, community based trainers, public sector, cell phones, study circles
innovation platforms and the private sector; and

APN and MD

 Mobilise farmers into organised groups using the Gender Action Learning System (GALS).
 Facilitate and incentivise market-based organisations, including traders, processors and financial
institutions, to find sustainable ways to connect farmers to wider national and regional markets;
 Support contract farming;
MD

 Support to agro-actors to supply inputs;
 Strengthen supply chains for nutritious food; and
 Shorten value chains.
 Promote the production of bio-fortified seed with seed houses and research institutions; and
 Enhance awareness of the benefits of diverse diets and good nutrition practices, to build
acceptance and taste for bio-fortified food.
The FAO-HarvestPlus joint programme will be implemented in eleven districts (three
additional districts compared to LFSP’s original list of targeted districts).

APN through
HarvestPlus

15

(October 2015)
Nutrition education and
behaviour change
promotion

 Develop a nutrition communication strategy and roll out;
 Raise awareness on food safety and utilization of locally available nutritious foods; and
 Support community-Infant and Young Child Feeding (c-IYCF) promotion through caregiver groups.
 Conduct a gender and social inclusion analysis;

APN and MD

 Conduct capacity assessments of partners and stakeholders;
Women empowerment
and gender mainstreaming

 Foster male and local leadership engagement;
 Support basic services and infrastructure and technologies that help women save time; and
 Provide financial support for women in agribusiness.

11

Achieved by working closely with ‘front-line’ departments (AGRITEX and DVS), NGOs and private sector firms, who work with farmers, which
would strengthen these organisations and influence government policies (e.g., on the role of the private sector in smallholder development).
12
MEDA (Mennonite Economic Development Associates): The Zimbabwe Rural Outreach Strategy consultancy with FAO Zimbabwe involves
the provision of technical assistance to two microfinance institutions, Virl Microfinance and MicroKing, for the development of a rural finance
outreach strategy and implementation plan.
13
CARE International: International relief and development agency working with Microplan and CBZ Bank in LFSP target areas.
14
SNV Netherlands Development Organisation is a non-profit organisation, working with Steward Bank in all eight LFSP districts.
15
HarvestPlus will provide technical and operational support to ensure the successful and sustainable uptake of bio fortified food crops (vitamin
A ‘orange’ maize and iron/zinc beans) in 11 districts, specifically to improve micronutrient intake and as an integral part of a broad nutrition
strategy that promotes diversified diets and year-round access to safe, nutritious foods.
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Figure 1. LFSP Theory of Change
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1.2.4

Theory of Change

During the Inception Phase, the MR&E team coordinated with the MOs, IPs and DFID to develop the consolidated
programme-level Theory of Change (Figure 1). Outputs and outcomes (Figure 1) refer to the outputs and outcomes
specified in the LFSP Logframe (Annex 3).
Following the submission of the first version of the Baseline Report, we presented and discussed the
implications of the baseline findings for LFSP with DFID and the MOs during a Baseline Findings workshop
(November 2015). As a result of this workshop, the MR&E team submitted a list of action points to LFSP partners,
capturing the agreed programme adaptations to account for baseline results (see Section 10: Conclusions and
recommendations).
1.2.5

Issues of equity, poverty and exclusion addressed by LFSP

As documented in the MR&E Inception Report (May 2015), LFSP is targeting smallholder farmers as part of its
strategy to address poverty and food insecurity “in the most direct way”, as per the LFSP Business Case.
Nonetheless, the programme’s rationale has shifted as a result of dropping the Productive Safety Net component
(Component 3) during the Inception Phase. As such, the programme’s focus on B1 farmers (farmers with limited
access to land and resources) is lessened compared to B2 farmers, who have the capacity to establish farming as
a business.
In terms of implications for reducing poverty, the assumption that a smallholder agriculture-led strategy will raise
rural incomes and enhance employment may be hindered in the absence of an intervention strand directed
towards productive safety nets and livelihoods. Lack of investment in community assets, or creation of
employment opportunities for poor farmers in the low seasons may affect LFSP’s effect on poverty among its target
population.
In terms of equity, the rationale for intervention is supported by the expectation that improved market access
resulting from LFSP interventions should not only favour better-off households who are net-sellers of agricultural
produce. Improved market access should provide increased access to better quality food for both the rural and
urban poor16. It also has the potential to improve the participation of poorer farmers in the market as labour hired in
farms to support agricultural production and sales.
An important focus for LFSP in terms of addressing exclusion is gender mainstreaming and women’s economic
empowerment. Inequalities with regards to men farmers and exclusion from active participation in farming and
markets characterise the situation of women farmers, in spite of women representing about 70% of the agricultural
labour work force. Women have limited access to land and finance – only 20% of women farmers own their land,
resulting in more difficulties in terms of using land as collateral, for instance. Household dynamics regarding
women’s workload also tend to affect women’s participation in markets. In addition to household chores and child
care, negative values are attached to women farmers travelling outside their communities. Finally, decision-making
within households is often held by men, which has implications on child nutrition, as mothers rarely have the
freedom to decide how and when to feed their children.
Since May 2015, the APN component has completed its Gender Analysis and moved towards developing a
Gender Strategy for the programme. One of the key recommendations was the need for a technical partner to
support gender mainstreaming in APN activities. At the time of writing, Oxfam has been identified as a potential
partner, due to its wide global experience in gender equity. An implementation plan for the gender mainstreaming
strategy will be produced by Oxfam in the coming months.
The main findings from the APN Gender Strategy, received in November 2015, are outlined below.

16

LFSP Revised Business Case (08 May 2013).
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APN Gender Strategy: Outline
APN’s Gender Strategy aims to enable LFSP partners to understand the gender and social norms at play in their
districts of implementation and their potential impact on project interventions, ultimately contributing to gender
equality and women’s empowerment via food and nutrition security interventions. Importantly, the analysis
recognises that issues of livelihoods and food security are embedded in socio-cultural norms, and that patriarchal
structures remain prevalent in targeted communities, with an impact on power allocation within the household and
on women’s access to resources. For this reason, it provides a list of recommendations for programme
implementation, outlined below.
Methodology
The APN Gender Strategy employed both qualitative data collection and secondary data analysis. This involved
conducting an in-depth analysis of household practices; using field-based observations; participatory focus group
discussions; in-depth interviews with both men and women; and interviews with key informants in the community.
The analysis sampled eight programme districts, within which wards were clustered according to the Agricultural
Ecological Zones. One ward was purposively selected in each zone, considering the number of value chains in that
zone, so as to capture the diversity of value chains in APN districts. A gender capacity and training needs
assessment of the gender mainstreaming gaps within the Cluster Organizations was also undertaken.
The gender strategy’s core areas of investigation were outlined as follows:


Gender roles, responsibilities and time use;



Household patterns of power and decision making;



Access to and control over assets and resources;



Meaningful participation in public decision making and rural institutions; and



Magnitude of Gender Based Violence (GBV).

Implications for programme implementation
In light of the issues identified within the Gender Strategy, the document outlined a series of key
recommendations for project implementation. These concerned various aspects of the programme, including:


Raising awareness on gender-sensitive policies: the programme should continue to raise awareness at the
community level on national laws and policies supporting LFSP objectives on gender equality;



Supporting structures for gender equality in leadership: LFSP activities should support women to assume
decision-making positions where they are underrepresented by providing them with leadership skills;



Ensuring equitable access to extension services: such services should be provided in a way which is able
to reach both men and women, by using group- and family-centred farming approaches. In addition, the
programme should ensure the security and ease in mobility of female extension workers;



Introducing gender-sensitive climate smart technologies: LFSP’s APN component should promote
knowledge dissemination on how women can cope with climate change by engaging in economic activities
that can sustain them through erratic changes in climate



Ensuring an equal division of work at the household level: in particular, men should be targeted to ensure
that labour surrounding issues of nutrition and childcare is divided in a balanced manner;



Guaranteeing men’s engagement in the programme: it is important to ensure that men participate in APN
activities;



Establish linkages between women and high-value markets: this can be achieved by addressing their
barriers to marketing, such as lack of information and lack of access to group marketing mechanisms;



Increase women’s access to rural finance: for instance, lobbying for group lending projects;



Develop gender accountability and coordinating mechanisms in each cluster;



Ensure that project communications, knowledge management, and reporting are gender sensitive: develop
a common reporting system with specific gender markets and indicators.
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Via the analysis of the 5 core areas, the document also identified some minimum standards that FAO’s
implementation plan should follow:










All data and information should be sex and gender-disaggregated and made available to all project
stakeholders;
All interventions should be applied using the Human Rights-Based Approach;
Women should be equitably represented in all aspects of the project;
All LFSP staff is to be trained in gender equality and mainstreaming;
Selection of beneficiaries should be participatory and encompass all members of the community;
Extension services should be accessible to all beneficiaries in a fair manner, taking into account their
varying education levels;
Training activities should take into account the different responsibilities that women and men hold within
the households: mechanisms should be in place to ensure women’s equal participation; and
Information should be distributed using print and electronic media.

Coffey has analysed APN’s Gender Strategy, and identified some potential issues:






In the area of rural financing, assumptions were made about ISAL, which was considered optimal for
increasing women’s access to finance. Although it is not explicitly stated in the document, this method
usually involves mobilizing joint savings at the community level and then lending from pooled savings. A
core issue is that, when productivity is low, savings will also be limited. It might be advisable to further
investigate the potential effects of this mechanism, and considered whether it is appropriate in this context;
It would be interesting to analyse gendered constraints to land access and how LFSP will improve women’s
situation therein; and
Regarding the use of Heifer International’s ‘passing the gift’ method, its interaction with cultivation activities
should be analysed with care. For instance, although livestock rearing can be beneficial for women, proper
housing of animals should be available, so as to avoid damages to crop. It is also important to consider
issues of access to feed and marketing of produce.

Overall, the strategy focuses on changing perceptions through education and training on improved social norms. It
might be relevant to include a greater understanding of the costs and losses imposed by gender inequality on the
economy and on society as a whole, which include:


Lower investments in productivity-enhancing technologies in areas of women’s work, as well as women’s
unequal access to resources, lead to lower growth within households and across economies;



Gender inequality has an impact on the inter-generational transmission of poverty: when women lack
access to education there are negative consequences for children’s health and education This affects the
human capital of labour (both male and female) in the country, which in turn has an impact on economic
growth;



Lack of recognition and support for women’s work in agriculture and business and for women’s roles in
value chains is likely to have negative consequences on business development and on national growth.

Awareness of these constraints can lead to accelerated change in the behaviour of suppliers, businesses,
community leaders and fathers. A greater awareness of such issues is thus advisable and could lead to improved
gender equity and equality within the scope of the Gender Strategy.
With progress in programme implementation, further insights have been gained into the barriers to
(gender) equity and inclusion, and should be considered by implementing partners, including:

17



According to FAO17, the inclusion of men in traditionally women-dominated activities (e.g. nutrition) is
proving to be useful in changing gender stereotypes in communities;



Youth remains invisible in APN activities, and FAO18 concludes that there is need to identify enterprises
that can incite them to participate in agriculture value chains; and

Quarterly reports.
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Under the MD component, progress has been made towards contracting rural agro-dealerships operated
by women, with a view of improving gender attitudes. In addition, B’ayoba (MD grantee) contracted 80% of
women harvesters as part of its activities in Mount Darwin district since the start of the programme.

It is also important to note that important efforts to tackle harmful gender dynamics have already been put in place
by implementing partners. For instance, the ENTERPRIZE consortium is specifically targeting gender dynamics at
the household and community level by facilitating Gender in Local Value Chain Development Action Learning
System (GALS) processes. These are employed to strengthen women’s existing enterprises and to identify genderbased constraints in existing and potential value chains. This process sees communities analysing and addressing
gender dynamics in order to identify constraints and potential solutions. This is defined in the ENTERPRIZE
Technical Proposal Template as a participatory facilitation process, led by trained local facilitators and replicated
through community-based champions. This allows households to find gender-equitable solutions in livelihoods
planning and value chain development, constituting an innovative and participatory approach for gender
mainstreaming.

1.3 LFSP Baseline
1.3.1

Purpose and scope

As indicated in the introduction of this report, the purpose of establishing a baseline is two-fold. First, the baseline
is meant to synthesize key information that will be used at endline to measure changes that the programme has
brought about. And second, it should provide information for immediate use, as it deepens the knowledge of the
populations LFSP partners will be working with and therefore should lead to relevant changes in LFSP
interventions.
The scope of the baseline research covers intended beneficiaries under both LFSP components:


APN component: Category B1 and B2 households in eight targeted districts.



MD component: Farmers and market actors targeted by 12 out of 14 contracted MD grantees Aquafeeds,
B’ayoba, ETG t/a IETC, Goal & Farm Shop, Help Germany & AMS, Mercy Corps & Econet, Paperhole,
Peak Trading, Weathersfield t/a Green Trade, Westale & Windward Commodities, World Vision & ABS,
Zimbabwe Coffee Mill).

The remaining MD grantees (contracted after the baseline or still to be identified/ contracted) are not within the
scope of the baseline research presented in this report. Due to the staggered contracting of LFSP implementing
partners, the baseline research for the remaining MD grantees will be carried out in the first quarter of 2016.
With regards to the three additional districts to receive HarvestPlus interventions, the MR&E team was made aware
of these after baseline data collection was completed. Implications for the evaluation are discussed in Section 2.
1.3.2

Baseline research questions

We structure the findings following a set of baseline research questions (Table 2) derived from the LFSP
Evaluation Framework (Annex 2). These research questions are aligned with the second aim of the baseline
research, which is to answer a number of questions in relation to the LFSP target population and areas.
The primary objective is to explore whether the assumptions made as the programme was designed are found to
be valid among the eligible population and intended beneficiaries. If assumptions are challenged at baseline,
certain aspects of the programme (e.g. intervention type, geographic coverage, eligibility criteria) may have to
be adapted in light of the findings.

18

Quarterly reports.
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Table 2. Baseline research questions
Baseline research questions

Report sections addressing
research questions

To what extent are targeted farmers in LFSP areas food insecure at baseline?

Section 4 – Food security, nutrition
and poverty

What are the livelihoods and assets owned by targeted farmers at baseline?

Section 5 – Livelihoods and assets

What is the status of agricultural productivity in LFSP areas at baseline?

Section 6 – Agricultural productivity

What are the barriers to market access observed at baseline?

Section 7 – Market access

Are baseline findings significantly different for marginalised groups, including womenheaded, low-education, and low-income households?

Section 8 – Sub-group Analysis

Are assumptions made at design stage confirmed or challenged? Is LFSP targeting
strategy and programme design relevant in light of the baseline findings?

Section 9 – Relevance of LFSP
targeting strategy and programme
design

How can baseline evidence influence programme implementation going forward?

Section 10 – Conclusions and
Recommendations

1.3.3

Baseline indicators

We use an evaluation framework to guide the data collection and analysis of primary and secondary data. It
includes the evaluation questions that were developed during the Inception Phase, the judgment criteria the MR&E
will use to answer the questions at endline, and the indicators we will look at to inform our judgment.
Baseline data were collected across a range of indicators, which are detailed in Table 3. In Annex 2 we present a
full version of the Evaluation Framework and key indicators. Further information on methodology and data
collection tools can be found in Section 2.

Logframe

Evaluation
framework

Table 3. Key baseline indicators

Proportion of B1 and B2 food insecure households (%)





Mean Household Dietary Diversity Score (score)





Proportion of households below the Food Poverty Line and below the Total
Consumption Poverty Line (%)





Percentage of households using an improved drinking water source and improved
sanitation facilities (%)





Land used for agriculture, irrigated land used and arable land owned (Ha)





Percentage of households with access to agricultural assets (%)





Value of agricultural assets owned, including tools and livestock heads (USD)













Baseline indicators

Total livestock value in Livestock Unit Equivalents and Tropical Livestock Units (unit)
Household income from all sources (USD)
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Yield of crop harvested over area of cultivation, by crop including bio fortified (kg/ha)





Percentage of households producing different types of crop including bio fortified (%)





Percentage of households consuming, selling or consuming/selling their production (%)





Percentage of households following conservation agricultural practices (%)





Percentage of households applying pest and disease control treatments before or
during storage; shelling, threshing, dry and cleaning crops; and milling (%)





Use of seed and fertiliser for main crop planted per area of cultivation (kg/ha)





Proportion of households consuming bio-fortified food over last 7 days and consuming
bio-fortified food from own production (%)





Percentage of farmers registered in a farmers’ organisation (%)





Percentage of farmers marketing as a group and individually (%)





Proportion of farmers selling under contract farming arrangements (%)





Quantity sold under contract farming agreements over last season (kg)





Proportion of farmers receiving extension support training by service provider (%)













Proportion of household income derived from agricultural sales (%)
Percentage of expenditure spent on household items over the last thirty days (%)

Percentage of farmers with access to financial services (%)
Access and satisfaction with market information by source (%)

1.3.4

Market Actors
Interviews

Target audience, key stakeholders and communication/dissemination of findings

Throughout the Inception Phase, we engaged with key LFSP internal and external stakeholders. We also
conducted a stakeholder analysis of internal and external stakeholders to inform the scope of our Communication
and Stakeholder Engagement plan (submitted to DFID as a separate deliverable; available upon request).
The following provides a summary of stakeholders identified and engaged during the Baseline Phase with a view of
sharing baseline findings.
LFSP partners


DFID Zimbabwe: DFID is the primary recipient of this Baseline Report and has final ownership of the data,
the analysis and related reports. As expressed in our contract, we will provide the original and anonymised
baseline dataset to DFID Zimbabwe19.



Management Organisations (FAO and Palladium) and Implementing Partners: To date, LFSP is
implemented by three consortiums under the APN component and another 14 organisations have been
identified and contracted under the MD component. Each APN IPs conducted a baseline survey in May
2015 before the start of activities. The analysis and reporting of findings relating to these project-level

19

DFID owns the copyright of all outputs we produce as part of the MR&E of LFSP. Quantitative data are stored on the COSMOS database. It is
accessible through a password-encrypted service to the MR&E team. We archive original and cleaned data. Qualitative data is stored on a
secure Coffey server. When specified in our contract, we hand over to DFID all anonymised and non-disclosive data. All hardcopy and
electronic files are also archived for seven years in a secure site.
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baselines was finalised shortly before the first submission of this report (November 16), and therefore have
only been included in this revised version to triangulate baseline information.
We have presented our conclusions and recommendations at the end of this report for the attention of the
programme implementers. Following the submission of the first version of the Baseline Report, we presented and
discussed the implications of the baseline findings for LFSP with DFID and LFSP partners during a Baseline
Findings workshop (November 2015). A consensus on relevant and necessary changes to the programme has
been reached during the workshop and these changes are summarised in the Conclusions and Recommendations
section.
LFSP stakeholders


Wider audience: These stakeholders include government, value chain actors, thematic experts, civil
society and other actors working in a similar space to LFSP (see section below).

This audience is primarily targeted through the LFSP website, where anonymised baseline data and the LFSP
Baseline Report will be available for download after the formal approval of this report. This should ensure access to
evaluation findings to a range of national and international stakeholders and partners to fill gaps in the knowledge
base around food security and nutrition.
Additionally, baseline findings and wider implications will be communicated through a policy brief, a press release
and our quarterly newsletter. Communications materials that we produce are written in plain English to minimise
the opportunity for misrepresentation and are clearly linked to evidence that has emerged from MR&E baseline
research.
Other donors/ programmes working in the same space as LFSP
As the evaluation uses contribution analysis as one of its evaluation approaches (please refer to Concept Note in
Annex 6), it is important for the MR&E team to understand and gather information about other donors and
programmes in Zimbabwe who may be contributing to the outcomes observed. Additionally, these have or will
produce useful evaluation material that can inform the evaluation of LFSP.
As indicated in the LFSP MR&E Inception Report, given the geographical and sectoral scope of the LFSP, the
programme shares space with a variety of donors and other programmes. Below is a non-exhaustive list of donors
and programmes working in the same space as LFSP:


Donors: DfAT; EU; SIDA; DANIDA; USAID.



State actors: Ministry of Agriculture, Mechanization and Irrigation Development; Food and Nutrition
Council; Ministry of Women Affairs, Gender and Community Development; Department of Research and
Specialist Services; Agricultural Research Council; AGRITEX; Department of Livestock Production and
Development.



Non-state actors: World Food Programme; International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI); Department
of Agricultural Economics, University of Zimbabwe; Zimbisa Trust Fund; Forestry Commission; Farm
Community Trust of Zimbabwe; Commercial Famers Union; Zimbabwe Farmers Union.



Value chain actors: Grain Marketing Board; Staywell; Croplink; Intergrain; Servcor Catering Ltd; Blue
Ribbon Foods Ltd; Quton Seed Company; Agrifoods; Cairns Holding; TSL Limited; Agricultural Marketing
Authority; Zimbabwe Microfinance Wholesale Facility.

Further information regarding the main activities of international donors mentioned above is presented in Section
2.2.4 of this report.
As explained in Section 2, we use data and reports produced by such actors to triangulate our baseline findings.
For instance, we have adjusted our reporting format and methodology to USAID’s Title II Development Food
Assistance Programs20, with a view of enhancing the comparability of results and findings across different
programmes and different provinces in Zimbabwe. In terms of communication and dissemination, we will share
findings via policy briefs, one-to-one meetings where relevant, and the LFSP website after the final version of the
baseline report is approved by DFID Zimbabwe.

20

USAID (2015) ‘Baseline Study of the Title II Development Food Assistance Programs in Zimbabwe’.
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2 LFSP Baseline Methodology
In this methodology section, we present the factors around the evaluation and practical issues which have
influenced baseline design and sampling. For more details on the development process of the evaluation design
and the baseline research as part of the overarching LFSP evaluation, please refer to the MR&E Inception Report.

2.1 Overview of data sources
We have drawn upon a number of primary and secondary data sources to establish the baseline measures for the
evaluation. Our primary sources include:


Farmers’ Household Survey – to track high-level indicators (refer to Table 3 in Section 1);



Market Actor Interviews – to provide a qualitative understanding of the MD component;



Management Information System – to track achievement of IPs against targets set out in their work plans
and provide a record of the services (training, financial and material) each beneficiary is receiving; and



Cohort Study – to understand how and why change is taking place and ensure evaluation findings are
thematically focussed and disaggregated by sub-groups of interest.

Our secondary sources which we use to triangulate and verify our primary research findings include:


APN IPs baseline reports;



Value Chain Studies – undertaken by the MD component;



ZimVAC (Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee) Annual Rural Area Assessments; and



Other sources such as the Zimbabwe Demographic and Health Survey (2010-11) or the 2011 Poverty,
Income, Consumption and Employment Survey (PICES).

2.2 Farmers’ Household Survey
2.2.1

Design

We developed the Farmers’ Household Survey (FHS) to track most of the outcome and high-level impact
indicators of the programme’s Evaluation Framework (available in Annex 2). It covers an extensive range of
smallholder farmers’ livelihood dimensions, both from a consumption (demand) and a production (supply)
perspective. The different sections of the survey include the key aspects of rural livelihood, food security, crop and
livestock production, market interaction and nutrition.
Where feasible, we have aligned the FHS questions with the ZimVAC Annual Rural Livelihood Assessment (ARLA)
survey, which is an on-going, nationally representative survey of approximately 10,000 farmers’ households
conducted by the Food and Nutrition Council. The benefits of this alignment include the availability of prior time
series on some key indicators for intervention and control locations, enhanced counterfactual across the life of the
programme, and a potential boost of sample for key indicators.
We have used a quasi-experimental evaluation approach and designed the sample to collect data from a
“treatment” group and a “control” (or “comparison”) group. This approach will allow us to assess the impact of the
LFSP on its targeted beneficiaries by comparing the outcomes of the two groups over time. The treatment group is
made of a representative sample of the beneficiary households in the eight districts targeted by the programme.
Since the interventions are district-wide, the control groups were selected from outside the intervention districts and
formed of category B farmers who would be eligible to the LFSP if it was provided in their district.
2.2.2

Sampling

Our sampling strategy was designed to capture information from a representative sample of category B1 and B2
farmer households (those eligible for participation in the programme) in the eight target districts as well as a
counterfactual control group in non-LFSP districts. In the following, we outline our approach and rationale for the
sample selection from allocation across the districts to selecting eligible respondents.

LFSP MR&E – JANUARY 2016

17

BASELINE REPORT

Selection of treatment and control districts
The treatment group was made up of a representative sample of beneficiaries across the eight LFSP districts. To
select the control group, we restricted selection to districts within the three provinces of intervention: Mashonaland
Central, Midlands and Manicaland. Some districts were already targeted by interventions similar to the LFSP. For
instance, the Buhera, Chimanimani and Chipinge districts in Manicaland are all parts of the USAID-funded
ENSURE program. These districts were automatically excluded from the list of potential control districts. We then
selected one control district in each LFSP province on the basis of the proportion of those employed in agriculture
and the proportion working in communal farms, so these control districts have similar characteristics to the eight
LFSP intervention districts.
Inclusion of three additional districts for the promotion of bio fortified varieties (HarvestPlus)
Under the APN component FAO have contracted HarvestPlus to introduce bio fortified iron beans and Vitamin A
Maize (Orange Maize) in Zimbabwe. The project had not begun implementation at the time of our baseline data
collection so will not have affected the data.
However, after completing the baseline data collection we were made aware that in addition to the eight LFSP
districts, the HarvestPlus project will be implemented in three additional districts including Bindura (one of our
control group districts). Our control group now includes two districts in which there are no LFSP activities and
Bindura in which one element of APN will be implemented. This reduces the effective control group sample by 180
households and will impact upon the statistical power of our survey. Although this situation is not ideal, from a
methodology perspective, it does create an opportunity to look, qualitatively, at the effectiveness of the HarvestPlus
as a project implemented in isolation from other LFSP activities.
Sample size and district-level distribution
The sample is designed to detect a minimum of 15 percentage points increase in any prevalence of a binary
indicator (such as the “Proportion of farmers using conservation agricultural practices”) and a 0.3 Standard
Deviation increase in any mean level of continuous indicator (such as the “Average nutrient level of crop grown or
any made-up index or score”). With hypotheses of 95% significance level and 80% power, and an assumed attrition
rate of 20%, the required total sample size is of 2565 households: 1710 treatment and 855 control group
households.
Allocating two-thirds of the sample to the intervention sample, rather than a simple 50:50 division, enables us to
disaggregate the prevalence of household-level indicators within the LFSP districts by different types of intervention
to a greater extent than would be possible with a 50:50 division, whilst not substantially reducing the power of the
study. Our sample allows us to assess effect at the provincial level and for any household sub-population with
prevalence of at least one third of the total household population. This includes female-headed households, a subgroup of particular interest to LFSP, who represent about 35% of the households in the selected provinces
according to the 2014 ZimVAC RLA.
Based on the review of the LFSP-APN Overall Strategy document (FAO, 2014) and assuming that the proportion of
targeted farmers is the same in all LFSP districts, we divided our total sample according to the assumed ratio of
category B farmers in each district. The resulting intended sample sizes as a number of wards and households to
be selected in each district is shown in Table 4 below.
Selecting villages
The strategy was to conduct 15 interviews at each sampling point (defined as a village). The number of villages
per ward was randomly selected based on a list of wards provided by FAO that covers LFSP-intervention and
control districts. In each ward where at least one village was selected, supervisors obtained a list of the villages
from the Ward Councillors and then selected the village/s by using random numbers selected from a hat.
Selecting households
Supervisors then requested lists of households in the selected villages from the village heads and numbered them
from 1 to n. Random numbers were selected from a hat (by the village head) to select the first household. From the
first household selected, the enumerators were given a particular direction in which to walk to select subsequent
households. The sample interval (number of houses between sampled households) was proportional to the size of
the village. One call back was made in the event that the respondent in the selected household was not available
when the researcher visited, before substitution could be made. During the first few days of the fieldwork
LFSP MR&E – JANUARY 2016
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supervisors provided information on the percentage of interviews requiring substitution to ensure the substitution
rate was at an acceptable level (as a high rate of substitution can skew a sample towards the types of respondent
who are more likely to be at home). An overall substitution rate of 16.6% for the survey was observed and not
thought to be sufficient to warrant the additional time and cost of additional call-backs.
Respondents’ eligibility
At the time of the survey design the exact definitions of B1 and B2 farmers were not known and, when found in the
literature, they were often inconsistent and somewhat contradictory. FAO uses multi-dimensional definitions that
are mostly qualitative and rely on a subjective assessment of capabilities more than on a clear and precise set of
criteria:


Category B1 farmers – “Poor households with some access to land and labour, typically involved in lowinput/low productivity agriculture or livestock rearing and depending partly on wage labouring for their
livelihoods, who could be supported to increase their productivity and become more food and nutrition
secure” (FAO).



Category B2 farmers – “Emerging smallholders with land and labour but cash constrained and subject to
shocks, who can increase productivity and links to markets to achieve food and income security and
become engines of rural economic growth” (FAO).

For the purpose of the survey, we only included farmer households which satisfied the following conditions:


Used more than one hectare of total land or more than 0.2 hectare of irrigated land during the previous
agricultural season (including land that is owned, borrowed, leased or on communal land);



More than one household member aged 18-59 provided agricultural work on the land during the past
season.

These criteria were chosen as proxies because they could be quickly and easily asked to farmers and because
they included an absolute quantitative threshold. The latter also ensures consistency over time as the same
thresholds can be used at endline for screening potential substitute households.
We decided that either the head of household or his spouse would be eligible to take part in the survey.
2.2.3

Data collection

Interviewer training and piloting
The piloting and fieldwork was conducted by our local research partner Q Partnership, a research agency based in
Harare. Coffey undertook the enumerator briefing and training, provided the mobile data collection system and
carried out quality control checks on the data and the sample achieved throughout the fieldwork process.
Training and piloting took place during the week of the 12th to the 17th July 2015. During the week, the enumerators
were introduced to the background and purpose of the survey and trained on the sampling approach and
administering the survey. Representatives of the MOs were also present at specific times to respond to any
technical questions.
The key activities undertaken by the team for training included:


Reviewing of the instruments with enumerators based on their practical experience of research into food
security and farmers’ livelihoods in rural Zimbabwe.



Training enumerators on using COSMOS, Coffey’s proprietary mobile data collection system.



Developing translations of instruments in two local languages, Shona and Ndebele.



Refining the sampling strategy with supervisors to ensure that all enumerators apply the same rigorous
methodology to sampling villages and households; in particular that call-back and substitution rules are
consistently defined and applied across the different teams.

The pilot survey took place on 15th July in Mount Darwin, a rural LFSP intervention district in the Mashonaland
Central Province. All enumerators and supervisors participated in the pilot, along with the Coffey and Q Partnership
teams. After the pilots were completed, the research team reconvened to discuss issues encountered and the most
effective ways to resolve them. Some of the key issues included:
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The field crop section was taking too long (up to an hour) and so was shortened: most questions were
asked only for the three main crops planted, rather than for all crops.



Some skip patterns were amended to improve the logical flow of the survey.



A number of improvements to question wording and response categories were made.



Some improvements were made to the COSMOS software (e.g. a function to enable the enumerators to
switch to an overview of responses already provided) and additional text displayed to help with some
questions that require tables of information to be completed.

Fieldwork and related challenges
Six research teams carried out the baseline survey of farmers, each team comprising a supervisor and between
four and five enumerators, totalling 28 enumerators overall. The teams mobilised on 22nd July and completed the
fieldwork on 14th September. While the overall fieldwork process went well, there were a number of challenges
encountered involving local research permissions and technological problems.
Research permissions were leveraged through the Implementing Partners (IPs). While the IPs had obtained all
permissions required for the treatment districts by 21st July 2015, there were delays in obtaining in the control
districts. To minimise the impact on timing, we adapted our fieldwork plans so that researchers only collected data
in intervention districts first, following up with control districts if and when permissions were obtained. The teams
also withdrew from the field, leaving on 7th August and returning on 13th August to avoid working in the field in the
run up to and during the “Heroes Weekend”. As a result of these difficulties the total control group sample included
43 interviews less than the 855 originally planned and the fieldwork finished four weeks later than originally
planned.
The teams encountered a number of technological challenges in using our recently developed mobile data
collection software (COSMOS) resulting from poor connectivity in rural areas and small bugs in the programming
that had not been identified during the piloting exercise.
With poor connectivity, supervisors often had to drive considerable distances to obtain a strong enough signal to
upload batches of completed interviews to our secure server. During the third week of interviewing, connectivity
was too poor for the teams to continue using COSMOS. They switched to pen and paper interviews and inputted
the data once back in the agency’s office in Harare.
In order to resolve any bugs in the software problems were reported through a ‘Whatsapp’ group, including
descriptions of the problems and screenshots of error messages. Problems were then resolved by the technical
expert at Coffey and versions developed for the enumerator teams to remotely download.
During the fieldwork process three wards had to be substituted for alternative wards. These included one ward in
Kwekwe, where the ward councillor was away from the district and refused to grant permission without being
present, and two wards in Nyanga that did not contain the required types of farming activity (one was a national
park with hotels and lodges and the second was comprised of hotels and commercial farms). Within Bindura the
number of wards the enumerators could work in was restricted by the Rural District Council, meaning that instead
of sampling one village in each of 12 selected wards, the 12 sampled villages had to be selected from across four
wards.
Three of the sampled villages had to be substituted with replacement villages. In one village, the village head
insisted upon selecting the households and calling upon people from other villages to take part in the survey; in a
second village the village head was not available to grant permission; and in the third, there were un-cleared
landmines in the area. In seven villages within the Bindura district, there were insufficient target beneficiary farmers
to interview, so the sample areas were increased to include neighbouring villages to allow the team to interview the
required numbers.
Sample Achieved
In terms of the number and distribution of the sample achieved, two factors have had a minor impact of the
statistical power of the survey: the slightly reduced control sample (from 855 to 812) and the increased clustering of
the sample in one control group district, Bindura, with interviews completed across four villages instead of the
intended 12. Table 4 below illustrates the total final number of valid questionnaires that were used for analysis
(excluding screened-out questionnaires and incomplete questionnaires) in each province and district.

LFSP MR&E – JANUARY 2016

20

BASELINE REPORT

Table 4. Number of interviews conducted per district (excluding screened-out questionnaires)
Sample
achieved

Original
strategy

Mashonaland Central

374

360

1 – Guruve

120

120

2 – Mt Darwin/Karanda

254

240

Midlands

602

600

3 – Gokwe South

375

360

4 – Kwekwe (rural)

160

165

5 – Shurugwi (rural)

67

75

Manicaland

748

750

6 – Makoni

299

300

7 – Mutasa

179

180

Intervention districts

8 – Mutare (rural)

270

270

Total

1724

1710

Sample
achieved

Original
strategy

154

180

154

180

285

300

285

300

374

375

Nyanga (rural)

374

375

Total

812

855*

Control districts

Bindura (rural)

Gweru (rural)

* due to problems with obtaining research permission in the control group districts, the final achieved sample was 43 interviews lower than
planned.

Quality and reliability of data
The COSMOS system has a number of pre-programmed checks that limit the potential for human error. Logic skips
are integrated to the questionnaire so that questions that are irrelevant with respect to previous answers are
automatically skipped. It is also impossible to skip a question unintentionally as a value is systematically asked by
COSMOS in order to proceed to the next section (this does not apply to sections). “Comments” sections were also
added, where enumerators can describe challenges faced during the interview and any other comment that are
relevant to analysis. This has proven helpful to double-check location (ward and village) values of questionnaires
that were conducted with hard copies and inputted in Harare. For the other questionnaires, GPS coordinates
(automatically recorded by COSMOS) were used to confirm that interview took place in the exact location
mentioned in the questionnaire. Data inconsistencies were forwarded to the local research partner for review and
correction before the start of analysis.
A number of questionnaires were incomplete due to enumerators having unintentionally skipped one section.
These questionnaires were considered invalid and do not form part of the final database, except for the
questionnaires that miss only one section from the second half of the questionnaire (the first half containing
sections on identification, demographic characteristics, land owned, farming production and techniques).
Data collected from the household survey rely on self-reporting which can be subject to a number of
biases: omission or exaggeration biases; inaccurate recollection of past events (recall bias); social-desirability
bias; and reporting of wrong information, leading to reduced validity when respondents do not fully understand a
question. As a result, a number of checks were performed on the data to increase its validity and reliability. Key
variables in each section were tabulated by enumerator identifiers to check for patterns of outliers and enumerator
biases. Inter-related variables or variables measuring the same dimensions were also cross-tabulated to check for
inconsistencies.
Analysis of answers to screening questions showed that some farmers were included in the final sample while they
should have been screened out. Six households in intervention areas did not use a sufficient amount of labour (two
or more people aged 18-59) over the past season to be considered belonging to the B category, and one
household in control group had only one person providing agricultural work. While these discrepancies would have
not occurred in COSMOS where screening is done automatically, those cases happened when enumerators had to
use paper-based versions of the household questionnaire due to technical issues with COSMOS phones. Four
more households were excluded from the final dataset as they declared owning more than 20 hectares of arable
land. The final number of valid cases in the questionnaire is therefore equal to 2526 households (1724 in the
intervention group and 812 in the control group).

LFSP MR&E – JANUARY 2016

21

BASELINE REPORT

2.2.4

Other donors active in LFSP areas

As was outlined in the LFSP MR&E Inception Report, several donors and programmes are active within areas of
LFSP activities, including the German Society for International Cooperation (GIZ), the European Union (EU), the
Swedish International Development Cooperation (SIDA), the Danish International Development Agency (DANIDA)
and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID).
It is important to be aware of other programmes in place, as the evaluation is using contribution analysis as an
approach to impact evaluation. Therefore, other donors may be contributing to the outcomes observed in LFSP
treatment or control districts, potentially limiting the strength of the evaluation. As outlined in the LFSP MR&E
Inception Report, the design of the programme took this into account: districts that received support from USAID or
the EU were not included among implementation areas, while those with existing GIZ programmes were deemed
complementary, and were not automatically excluded. A more thorough analysis of institutional differences
between treatment and control districts will be provided at endline.
Main donors active in Zimbabwe’s Food and Livelihoods sector, as of the last donor mapping exercise undertaken
in Zimbabwe, conducted in May 2013, are outlined below.
USAID has 2 active programmes which have similar objectives and activities to LFSP, namely:


Amalima, which is not working in the same districts as LFSP, but has very similar objectives. Therefore, its
districts have not been selected as counterfactuals; and



Enhancing Nutrition, Stepping Up Resiliency and Enterprise (ENSURE), which supports B1 farmers in
Chivi, Zaka, Bikita in Masvingo Province, and Chipinge, Buhera and Chimanimani districs of Manicaland
Province. ENSURE’s areas of activity were not included as counterfactuals.



In addition, the Zimbabwe Agricultural Income and Employment Development (Zim-AIED), whose targeted
provinces included Mashonaland Central, Manicaland and Midlands, concluded its activities in February
2015.

The EU is active in the country’s agricultural sector with 7 projects, namely:


Integrated Food, Nutrition and Income Security Programme (FNI), implemented by the Netherlands
Development Organisation in Binga and Hwange districts of the Matabaleland North province;



Delivering Innovation and Technology through the Reinforcement of Agricultural and Research Capacity for
Small-Scale Farmers (DREAM), implemented by CIRAD in the Hwange District of Matabeleland North
Province, Great Limpopo (South East Lowveld), and Lower Zambezi-Mana Pools (Mid-Zambezi Valley);



World Vision is implementing a project on sustainable fisheries and aquaculture production in Kariba
(Mashonaland West Province) and five districts in Matabeleland North and South. The project will
complement the work of LFSP where there is geographical overlap;



Forest Forces, implemented by FAO in eight districts across four provinces to improve food security and
incomes through participatory and sustainable forest management, value addition to forest products, and
diversification of livelihood strategies. These activities were considered complementary to those of LFSP;



Contributing to the implementation of the Food and Nutrition Security Policy through the set-up of a
centralised Food and Nutrition security information management system. This was also considered
complementary to the work of LFSP;



FAO is implementing a programme to increase household food security in the Nkayi and Lupane districts of
Matabeleland North; and



Welthungerhilfe is implementing a market-based agriculture project in Gokwe South district. As it is an
LFSP implementing partner, this will complement their work with LFSP.

GIZ is active in the region with the Agricultural Input Supply Project, implemented by AGRITEX. This was
considered complementary to LFSP activities. GIZ is also working with WFP on logistics support in Manicaland and
Masvingo Provinces, as well as with the Zimbabwe Farmers’ Union.
The Swiss Development Cooperation is currently supporting FAO with a Smallholder Irrigation Support Project in
Manicaland and Matebeleland South, and UNICEF with a Rehabilitation and Construction of Water, Sanitation and
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Hygiene (WASH) Infrastructure project. Both are in similar geographical areas of the LFSP and were considered to
be complementary to LFSP activities.
DANIDA is funding the Rural Agro-dealer Restocking Project (RARP) in Mashonaland West and Mashonaland
Central provinces of Zimbabwe. SIDA has also supported Zimbabwe’s agriculture and forestry sectors, although we
do not have details on their programmes.
Finally, DFID is also currently supporting a WASH programme in Mashonaland West, Midlands, Masvingo, and
Matabeleland North and South Provinces. In the areas of overlap, it was considered that such interventions will
complement LFSP activities.
This vast scope of activities has limited the number of districts which can be used for control purposes.
Donor presence is outlined in more detail in the LFSP MR&E Inception Report, Section 2.1.6.

2.3 Market Actor Interviews
2.3.1

Design

Our Market Actors’ Survey evaluates the Market Development (MD) component of LFSP. The approach reflects the
targeted approach of the MD component and collects information on specific intended beneficiaries or localised
groups of beneficiaries rather than seeking to measure any broader scale changes across sectors or districts.
The purpose of the survey is to:


Provide qualitative validation of the data provided by the MD component;



Understand the impact of the intervention upon the operation and commercial viability of the market actors;
and



Understand the main challenges faced by the projects and provide valuable learning points for the
programme.

In coordination with the MOs and IPs, we developed two semi-structured survey instruments, one for the nonfarm businesses (the grantees and agro-dealers) and a second for the farmers (the targeted beneficiaries).
The instruments were designed to collect a combination of quantitative and qualitative information on a range of
factors including agricultural inputs and outputs, market information, financial services and business relationships.
It is worth noting that, while the interviews collected some quantitative information (e.g. on pricing and satisfaction
ratings), they are not intended to be representative of the population. Rather they are intended to provide an
indicative snapshot of the situation and to lead to more qualitative questioning, for instance asking farmers to
explain why they rate the appropriateness of market information received as being poor.
2.3.2

Sampling

The sample included all 12 of the MD projects contracted at the time of the fieldwork. We will conduct a second
round of fieldwork in early 2016 to interview those contracted since this current phase of baseline research up until
the end of 2015. For each of the contracted projects we sampled 10 beneficiary farmers (or targeted beneficiary
group farmers). Where feasible, the survey will be longitudinal and we will interview the same beneficiaries at the
endline phase. The projects which had established head offices at the time of the fieldwork were also included
within our non-farmer survey.
2.3.3

Data collection

Interviewer training
As for the FHS, the fieldwork was conducted by Q Partnership, a research agency based in Harare. A team of ten
experienced qualitative researchers from Q Partnership were trained by Coffey on the Market Actors’ Survey
(MAS) on 18 August 2015, specifically on the tool to be used for farmers.
In addition, one of the researchers was also trained on the non-farmers tool to be administered to head office
personnel for the projects and to agro-dealers. A representative from Palladium (managing the MD component)
briefed the researchers on the background to the various projects that had already been contracted. All
interviewers practiced conducting interviews in pairs as part of the briefing to ensure they were comfortable with all
of the questions before starting the fieldwork.
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To facilitate the sampling, Coffey requested lists of all targeted beneficiaries from the IP (Palladium). Where
provided by the IP, farmers were sampled from lists of target beneficiaries. Target beneficiary lists were provided
for the following projects: Aquaculture; B’ayoba; Peak Trading and Zimbabwe Coffee Mill.
For the remaining projects, for which beneficiary lists had not been made available, the enumerators found the
relevant target beneficiaries within the wards in which the component programmes will be operating. The
enumerators used a variety of approaches to identify the intended beneficiaries, including speaking to a ward
councillor, village head or extension worker, as well as asking a representative from the implementing partner’s
organisation working within the district.
Fieldwork and related challenges
All fieldwork was completed during August and September 2015. Overall the fieldwork process went well, with very
few challenges. Refusal rates were very low, with only two farmers out of a total of 101 approached refusing to take
part in the survey (one agro-dealer from the Farm Shop sample and one farmer from the Zimbabwe Coffee Mill
sample).
The challenges encountered included:


The enumerators were unable to collect the full quota of ten completed interviews for the Coffee Mill
project, for which only ten eligible famers were identified and one refused to take part.



Members of the War Veterans’ Association in Mount Darwin threatened the research team upon
encountering them doing their work, and the team moved further away to complete the interviews.



Many farmers do no keep records and thus sections requiring referring to records were sometimes not
completed.



Interviews with representatives of Head Offices of the contracted companies were best done after the
questionnaire had been emailed or delivered to the respondents, as it was apparent after doing the first
interview that the information required of respondents was not readily at hand.

Quality and reliability of data
Upon receipt, all interviews were reviewed by members of the Coffey team to ensure that the interviews were fully
completed and the right level of information was collected. On 29th September all enumerators reconvened with the
Coffey team in Harare to discuss their key take-outs from the interviews for each of the projects. They also
discussed issues encountered with the sampling or the interviews to help improve the process for subsequent
fieldwork.
Sample achieved
In total, 135 interviews were completed between August and December across nine districts. The sample includes
119 interviews with farmers, 10 with agro-dealers and 6 with project management. Table 5 shows the number of
interviews completed, by project and by district.
Table 5. Interviews completed for Market Actors’ Survey
Grantee

District (s)

No. of interviews completed

Farmer Surveys
Goal with Farm Shop & Hurudza

Makoni

10

Peak Trading

Guruve

10

Makoni

2

Mutare Rural

2

Mutasa

2

Guruve

2

Mt. Darwin

2

Mt. Darwin

10

Mutare

4

Mutasa

5

Paperhole Investments

World Vision with African Breeders Services
Zimbabwe Coffee Mill
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Grantee
Mercy Corps (with Econet)
Help Germany (w/ Agricultural Marketing Services)
B’ayoba

Aquafeeds (Aquaculture Zimbabwe)
Wethersfield t/a Green Trade

ETC t/a IETC

Westale Trading

District (s)

No. of interviews completed

Guruve

5

Mt. Darwin

5

Mutasa

10

Mt. Darwin

3

Mt. Darwin

4

Mt. Darwin

3

Gokwe South

6

Kwekwe Rural

1

Shurugwi

3

Gokwe South

3

Mt. Darwin

3

Guruve

4

Gokwe South

4

Mt. Darwin

3

Guruve

3

Mutasa

Total

10
119

Non-Farmer Surveys
Farm Shop (Agro-dealers)

Makoni

10

Farm Shop (Head Quarters)

Harare

1

Zimbabwe Coffee Mill

Mutare

1

Peak Trading

Harare

1

Paperhole Investments

Harare

1

Green Trade

Harare

1

Westale Trading

Harare

1

Total

16

2.4 Management Information System data
Data on the delivery of outputs against work plan targets for both APN and MD IPs’ activities have been collected
since June 2014 and are currently in the process of being mapped to an automated system accessible via the
LFSP website.
Analytical functionality is also being added as part of the automation process. As data collected through the MIS
only concerns activities and outputs, it is not directly relevant to this baseline report. Its value will be realised at the
mid-term review and when the process review and VfM assessment are carried out, as it will provide an accurate
picture of the extent to which project activity targets have been achieved and the level of effort expended.

2.5 Cohort Study
Under the cohort study, 96 farmers selected from the baseline sample on the basis of a range of
characteristics are being tracked over the three years of the programme. The first round of data collection
was completed in late October 2015, and the resulting learning brief is available as an annex to this report (Annex
8).
Experience from the first round of data collection resulted in valuable lessons related to the data collection tool, the
selection of interviewees and the length of time required to collect the data. These lessons will be used to fine tune
the second wave of data collection, due to take place in February 2016.
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2.6 Secondary data
At the outcome level we will draw upon secondary data sources to triangulate and verify our primary research data.
Where possible, we will also use the data to increase the effective sample sizes of our intervention and control
groups. While there are a number of relevant and regularly commissioned studies conducted in Zimbabwe, we
have no guarantee of their continuation or quality of the data. By collecting our own primary data in the first
instance and using secondary data to triangulate and verify our findings, we are not completely dependent upon on
secondary sources to report against the outcome indicators. At the impact level, upon which the LFSP has limited
influence, we are dependent upon secondary data sources to provide national level data. The secondary sources
we will draw upon have been presented below:
2.6.1

APN IPs baseline reports

APN Implementing Partners (IPs) conducted consortium-specific baselines in the first quarter of 2015. The IPs
utilised slightly different methodologies, namely:


Using a sample size of 646 households in Mutare, Mutasa, and Makoni districts of Manicaland Province,
INSPIRE conducted stratified random sampling to sample wards from each agro-ecological region in each
district, with sample sizes being proportionally allocated. A questionnaire was designed in consultation with
advisors from all thematic areas in the consortium and uploaded into the SurveyCTO database. The
contextual analysis data was analysed using Excel and SPSS. Data was disaggregated by sex of
household head, and where there were major differences between districts, it was further disaggregated by
district.



ENTERPRIZE employed a triangulation approach, whereby a range of techniques were used to facilitate
the collection of both qualitative and quantitative data in Mount Darwin and Guruve districts of
Mashonaland Central Province. The methodology included consultative stakeholder meetings, review of
secondary data, key informant interviews, individual questionnaires, and focus group discussions. As for its
qualitative component, a household questionnaire was administered to 997 of its 25.500 target farmers.
This looked at household demography, income and expenditure, household food security, consumption
patterns and dietary diversity, access to finance and markets, crop and livestock production, health and
hygiene practices, as well as women’s participation and humanitarian accountability. Key informant
interviews were also conducted with district agricultural extension officers, Ministry representatives and the
District Veterinary Services to gain insight on the uptake of different livelihood initiatives in the district.
Focus group discussions were conducted to record perceptions on climate smart agronomic technologies,
their adoption, access to input and output markets, and satisfaction with extension services.



EXTRA conducted a contextual analysis survey in Gokwe South, Kwekwe and Shurugwi districts of the
Midlands Province. A total of 495 farmers were sampled in 12 wards selected to represent the agroecologies of the districts. A stratified random sampling technique was used to select respondents, using
purposive sampling: the total number of households from each district were selected in proportion with
intended number of project beneficiaries. The Gokwe South stratum was also further sub-divided to reflect
varying agro-ecologic regions found in the district. The survey analysed the following issues: demographic
characteristics of farming household; sources of farming information; field crop production and utilisation of
harvests; production, management and utilisation of garden crops; livestock production; livelihood
strategies and assessment of wealth; access to credit and financial resources; networks, organisation and
social capital; market information and use of agricultural inputs, and farming goals and aspirations.

Unfortunately, these baselines used non-standard tool and sampling frames, and the results were subsequently
deemed unfit for quantitative assessment purposes at a consortium or programme level. However, some of the
data collected provides useful context information, and is reported in comparison with LFSP MR&E baseline
findings throughout this report.
2.6.2

Value Chain Studies

Palladium produced a study of the five value chains highlighted as important for the MD component – horticulture,
poultry, dairy, aquaculture and grains. The study explored the barriers to market access experienced by value
chain members in each one of the sectors and presented project recommendations to improve market access. The
studies were used to inform the design of the MD component and the subsequent selection of grantees.
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2.6.3

ZimVAC

The Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee (ZimVAC) is a consortium of Government, UN agencies,
NGOs and other international organisations responsible for conducing food and nutrition assessments. Since its
inception, ZimVAC has conducted 13 Annual Rural Livelihood Assessments (ARLA). Data is collected for the ARLA
through a large-scale annual household survey that includes questions on key issues affecting rural life, many of
which are particularly relevant to our evaluation; namely, food and income sources, income levels, expenditure
patters, crop production, child nutrition, water and sanitation and crop post-harvest management.
Where appropriate, we have aligned our indicators and survey questions with those in the ARLA survey
instruments, enabling us to verify and triangulate our own survey findings as well as to create counterfactual
measures based upon larger sample sizes and wider geographic areas than was feasible with our own FHS. For
this baseline study we have used data from the 2015 ARLA survey. Examples of these indicators include:


Prevalence of households with moderate or severe hunger (Household Hunger Scale) in eight targeted
districts (Logframe outcome indicator);



Volume of agricultural inputs used over area of cultivation in targeted farms (Evaluation Framework:
Effectiveness);



Diversity of crops grown by targeted farmers including bio fortified crops (Evaluation Framework: Impact);
and



Total expenditure on non-food items by targeted households such as healthcare, WASH and education
(Evaluation Framework: Impact).

2.6.4

Other sources

A number of other sources of secondary data will be used to provide data required for the logframe including:


The State of Food Security in the World (FAO), which provides updates of undernourishment and progress
towards Millennium Development Goals and World Food Summit hunger targets.



The Poverty Income and Consumption Survey (UNDP), that provides data on a range of relevant factors
including income distribution, consumption, Consumer Price Index and living conditions.



Government of Zimbabwe Crop and Livestock Assessments, which is designed to provide early warning on
the progress of cropping seasons in relation to national agricultural and food security targets.

2.7 Ethics and confidentiality
Our research approach and methodology adheres to The European Society for Opinion and Market Research
(ESOMAR) Code of conducting Marketing and Social Research. ESOMAR is a worldwide association for market,
social and opinion researchers. Founded in 1948, ESOMAR began as a regional association within Europe. The
association currently includes over 5,000 members from over 130 countries.
The key fundamentals of the code have been presented below21. Researchers shall conform to all relevant national
and international laws.


Researchers shall behave ethically and shall not do anything which might damage the reputation of social /
market research.



Researchers shall take special care when carrying out research among children and young people.



Respondents’ cooperation is voluntary and must be based on adequate, and not misleading, information
about the general purpose and nature of the project when their agreement to participate is being obtained
and all such statements shall be honoured.



The rights of respondents as private individuals shall be respected by researchers and they shall not be
harmed or adversely affected as the direct result of cooperating in a research project.

21

The full Code of Conduct can be found at the following address: http://www.esomar.org/uploads/public/knowledge-and-standards/codes-andguidelines/
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Researchers shall never allow personal data they collect in a social / market research project to be used for
any purpose other than social / market research.



Researchers shall ensure that projects and activities are designed, carried out, reported and documented
accurately, transparently and objectively.



Researchers shall conform to the accepted principles of fair competition.

We have ensured that our approach to the research process and data collection is fully compliant with the guiding
concepts and principles set out in DFID’s Evaluation Policy22.
1. We obtained all necessary institutional, local or national research permission before commencing any
fieldwork.
2. The evaluation team assured the confidentiality of information, privacy and anonymity of research
participants by:


All data being stored securely on the COSMOS database;



PDAs wiped clean of collected data upon submission through COSMOS;



All identifiers (address, telephone and names) stored separately and linked by a key. They will be
archived and released for use only for data linkage that has been approved by the respondent and
relevant ethical bodies, and for re-contact where permission has been given;



All identifiers removed from all internal analytical products; and



All identifiers and potentially disclosive information (such as unusual combinations of occupation and
location) removed from external products in a manner proportional to the risk of identification and
sensitivity of context and context.

3. The evaluation team took account of differences in culture, local behaviour and norms, religious beliefs
and practices, sexual orientation, gender roles, disability, age and ethnicity and other social differences
such as class by:


Proactively engaging and communicating with MOs, IPs and key stakeholders throughout the
evaluation process to ensure that the findings and process as a whole are presented in ways that are
accessible, useful and relevant to the evaluation’s target audiences.

2.8 Baseline analysis
2.8.1

Quantitative data analysis

Sampling weights were calculated as the inverse of the probability of each household to be selected in the sample.
In the absence of accurate information on the size of villages and wards (size being measured by the number of
eligible households per village), this probability was estimated for each district as the number of villages selected
over the total number of eligible villages. Sampling weights are constant across the questionnaire and do not take
into account the varying level of non-responses across different questions.
All main indicators are provided with 95% confidence intervals for both groups (intervention and control) and the
overall sample. Variance estimation is derived using Taylor-linearized series and displayed in graphs when
relevant. The methodology used for calculating indicators is described in each section. Scales of prices and values
used for calculating some of these indicators are shown in Annex 4.
For the total annual income in USD, two variables are used: one is the total income declared from all sources; the
other is a made-up sum of income declared separately from a range of sources. Although both indicators are
correlated at 88%, they show some discrepancies at the individual level. We considered the sum of all declared
incomes as the reference for annual income and used it to derive other income-related indicators, except for the
proportion of people below poverty line which is based on the declared total annual income in USD (another
measure introduced uses the total value of agricultural production as another proxy for annual income).

22

DFID (2013) ‘International Development Evaluation Policy’, Department for International Development, May 2013
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Missing data and “Don’t know” responses were excluded from the calculation of indicators. The amount of “Don’t
know” answers is usually low (< 5%) although it varies across the questionnaire. The amount of missing responses
is generally very low across the dataset, since COSMOS was programmed to only move on the next question once
a valid response has been provided. However, missing responses depend on logic skip patterns and can be
significantly high for some indicators (see next section).
2.8.2

Comparison of treatment and control groups

Main indicators are reported separately for treatment and control groups, and for the sample as a whole. Standard
errors are reported alongside means. They are used to calculate whether treatment and control groups differ
significantly (at a 5% level). It is worth noting that most indicators do not exhibit statistically significant differences
between the two groups (see Section 8).
Still, at endline, we will use difference-in-difference estimators comparing the endline outcomes of the treatment
and control groups to their baseline outcomes in order to assess the overall impact of the programme. Differencein-difference estimators will be calculated through a regression-based approach that will be complemented with
non-parametric matching methods to control for the influence of pre-intervention confounding variables. Matching
will be done on observable socio-economic (livelihood) and demographic characteristics using baseline data
collected through the farmers’ household survey. The exact list of corresponding survey variables will be built both
upon literature review and findings from quantitative analysis.
Propensity-score matching (PSM) will be used as the default method, although ex-ante balancing methods such as
Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM) can be explored as well. We will use several matching techniques (nearest
neighbour with and without replacement, radius matching, kernel matching) and test their consistency in terms of
the composition of the groups obtained.
Statistical matching presents two threats to validity: potential selection bias due to unobservable variables (internal)
and exclusion of extreme values in the search of common support between treatment and control groups
(external). The latter threat can be estimated by comparing the characteristics of the two groups before and after
applying the matching procedure, and can be mitigated by adjusting techniques and their parameters. The former
is by definition impossible to estimate quantitatively, but will be assessed and interpreted through extensive
analysis of qualitative data – from the cohort study and non-LFSP intervention mapping in the first place.
2.8.3

Disaggregation by sub-groups and sub-samples

The household survey sample is designed to be representative of the overall LFSP population and most findings in
the report are disaggregated by intervention and control areas. To ensure the sample is representative of the LFSP
population, districts and provinces with higher number of targeted households have been allocated a higher
proportion of the sample – proportional to the size of overall LFSP population that lives there. Consequently, our
sample is not representative of individual provinces and districts and the indicators disaggregated at these levels
need to be interpreted with caution and with the above limitation in mind.
Table 27 in Section 8 shows the levels of the main outcome indicators relating to farmers’ livelihoods and
agricultural production (including all outcome-level Logframe indicators). These indicators are disaggregated by
subgroups according to the gender of household head, education level of household head, and quintiles of
declared annual income. This implies that means are based on sometimes much smaller samples. For instance,
the average on female-headed household is based on 28% of the overall sample (see Table 7 on Household
characteristics at baseline); households where the head as a secondary or more educational level represent only
47% of the sample; and by definition, households in the lowest and highest quintile of incomes represent about
20% of the overall sample.
Sample sizes are further reduced by missing data as a result of non-response and “Don’t know” answers to the
related household survey questions. Although the amount of missing data is low in core variables (~ 5%), it is, as
expected, higher for income-related questions (~ 20%). Besides, some indicators are defined on a subset of the
population. Crop yield rates can be calculated only from households which declared planting a specific crop.
Consequently, these rates are calculated on a much smaller portion of the overall sample for some crops such as
bio-fortified maize and beans. The total number of observations used to calculate each main indicator is shown in
column “N” of Table 27, Section 8.
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2.8.4

Selection process for Cohort Study

The cohort was purposively selected as a sub-sample of the households surveyed in the FHS. The FHS baseline
results were analysed and 96 households were selected to represent a range of household livelihood strategies.
The sampling also ensured that the ratio of female-/male-headed households is constant in each village and
representative of the national average. The same was also done for educational level of the head of household.
The selection variables were chosen based on the availability of data for a wide range of respondents and crosschecked with related variables for consistency (e.g. annual income was compared with the sum of income received
from different sources). We considered a number of other variables, such as the proportion of expenditure spent on
food products; however, these were discarded either because they were either too correlated with another selected
variable (and not helping) or because they exhibited too little variation across the sample. The final list of sampling
variables was as follows:


Location: Households were selected in clusters of two or three villages, with a fixed number of villages
selected within each district.



Socio-demographic variables: Gender of head of household; Educational level of head of household;
Dependency ratio.



Livelihood strategies and wealth/food security status: Reported annual income in USD; Proportion of
income derived from farming activities; Total value of productive assets owned (including livestock);
Amount of expenditure over the past 30 days.

Upon reception of lists of beneficiaries from the IPs, we will match them with farmers’ names and national ID
numbers from our sample and check whether sampled farmers appear in the lists. Those who do not will be
replaced with substitute farmers randomly selected among the beneficiaries following the same method as stated
above.
This will enable us to select households that form a broadly representative sample of the whole LFSP target
population relating to socio demographic variables. We provide a detailed sampling methodology in Annex 7.

2.9 Reporting of baseline findings
Table 6 below presents a summary of the different types of tools and data used to carry out the analysis and
reporting of baseline findings.
Table 6. Summary of data, tools, frequency and reporting schedule
Data/ Tools
Farmer
Household
Survey

Analysis/ Reporting
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Reporting: Baseline Report and Final Evaluation Report.

Frequency: Baseline and Endline. Staggered.
Market Actor
Interviews

Reporting: Baseline Report and Final Evaluation Report. Additional
report to present baseline findings from late-contracted MD grantees.
Frequency: Every four months.

Cohort Study
Reporting: Learning briefs after each data collection wave.

Timeline
November 2015
and July 2017
November 2015
and July 2017
Additional report:
February 2016
First brief: December 2015
Final brief: May 2017

Frequency: Monthly (APN component)/ Quarterly (MD component).
Management
Information
System

Reporting: On-going (LFSP website). MIS data used in Process
Evaluation for the Mid-Term Review and to update the Logframe on an
annual basis.
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2.10 Methodological Limitations
The LFSP MR&E Inception Report identified various methodological limitations, associated both with the overall
evaluation of the programme and with each of the methods used. For details regarding these, please refer to
Section 5.5 of the Inception Report.
Additional issues, specific to the farmers’ survey, were identified in Coffey’s Baseline Pilot Survey Report, which
summarises findings from a piloting exercise that took place on 15 July 2015 in Mount Darwin district. They are
outlined below.
Although the pilot survey was deemed to be overall successful, some issues were found with the length and
structure of the interviews. This led to some respondents to fail to complete them, and the Coffey team decided to
alter the survey as a result. In particular, the module regarding field crop production was found to be too lengthy,
discouraging respondents from completing it. It has therefore been divided into two sections: one about plots used
for crop production, and another about specific crops planted. Moreover, some questions required adaptation to the
local context. For instance, the number of possible household members was increased from 10 to 20, and the
number of person days hired for agricultural activities from 300 to 900. Some questions were also reworded, such
as the one about group marketing, as they were previously not clearly understood by respondents.
Moreover, skip patterns in survey completion were revised to ensure that the questionnaire would flow logically, as
they had proven to be problematic. Another issue encountered was the fact that the head of household was not
always in the premises when the interview was conducted. As a result, it was decided that the spouse can answer
the questions in this type of situation. Actually, it was found that, other than being more often present on the
household’s premises, women are also often more knowledgeable about farming and broader livelihood issues.
In addition to problems with the survey structure, several technical difficulties were reported. Some COSMOS
features were found to be problematic, and subsequently altered. For instance, a new feature was included which
allows for sliding the screen to view a summary of all the questions asked, along with subsequent answers.
The LFSP Weekly Data Collection Update from July 2015, delivered by Q Partnership, has also identified some key
issues faced in initial data collection. Firstly, there were delays in obtaining permission for fieldwork from the
relevant authorities.
Further, there were important technological problems linked to the inadequacy of the hardware to cope with the
large size of the survey tool. These included frequent system freezes, data losses, with approximately 29-34% of
data initially collected being lost, and poor network connectivity in implementation regions.
Although most of these problems were resolved by mid-August, after the first round of surveys, some potential
issues remain, and were identified as follows:


It is possible that some questionnaires have been input twice. In fact , due to low connectivity, the teams
resorted to filling out paper questionnaires, which were then input into the mobile system once the team
had returned to Harare;



Despite considerable data losses, it was considered too expensive to return to affected wards: hence, new
interviews were conducted in wards still to be covered in each district. Therefore, the intended cluster size
of 15 was not achieved; and



There have been significant delays in obtaining permission to undertake research in control districts.

Moreover, and as outlined in Section 2.2.4, there is the possibility that other programmes will be operating in the
control group districts, potentially contaminating the control group. As explained above, one of our control districts,
Bindura, has also been contaminated, posing significant challenges to the analysis.
Additionally, as regards comparability with secondary data sources, it is important to note that the ZimVAC survey
was not focused on a specific sub-set of farmers, but, rather, was conducted on a random sample of farmers from
all categories, therefore including Category A and C producers. Comparisons with LFSP Baseline Findings should
therefore be interpreted with caution, as the two groups are not perfectly comparable.
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3 Demographic Profile of Sampled Farmers
This section gives an overview of household characteristics in both intervention and control groups.

3.1 Household characteristics at baseline
With respect to household size, the average is 5.1 people for intervention households and 5.0 for control
households. This is lower than what was found by the IPs at baseline23, for whom household size averaged 5.99.
This varied across project areas, likely reflecting regional diversity. Namely, EXTRA (Midlands Province) reported
an average household size of 6.09, ENTERPRIZE (Mashonaland Central Province), of 6.2, and INSPIRE
(Manicaland Province) of 5.7.
The average age of the head of household is the same across the two groups, at 51 years. This is slightly higher
than that found by the IPs, which averaged 50.2 years. Again, there appears to be regional variety: 53 years in
EXTRA districts, 47.6 years in the case of ENTERPRIZE, and 50 in that of INSPIRE.
With regards to children below the age of 14, their number averages 1.9 per household for the control and 2.0 for
the treatment group. The average number of economically active individuals stands at 2.8 people for both
control and treatment households. This data was used to calculate dependency ratios, defined as the number of
children below the age of 14 and adults above the age of 65, divided by the number of total working-age people.
The average dependency ratio stands at 0.91, slightly higher in the intervention group (0.93), compared to the
control group (0.88).
With regards to household composition, 2.9% of total households do not include any individuals of economically
active age, while approximately a fifth of households include a child younger than 24 months and 5.1% one below
the age of six months. Female-headed households constitute 28% of the total sample, a proportion slightly higher
in the control group (31%) than in intervention areas (26%).
The educational achievement of head of households varies according to the highest level of educational
certification attained. While 11% of household heads do not have any educational qualification altogether, an
average of 42% has completed primary school. This is slightly higher for control households, at 45%, than
intervention households, at 41%. The proportion sharply decreases when looking at those who have achieved the
Zimbabwe Junior Certificate (ZJC), which was the highest level of qualification for 15% of total household heads.
Approximately 30% of household heads halted their studies after obtaining their O-levels, while only 1% attained Alevel certification. Finally, only 1.7% completed Tertiary Education, with the proportion slightly higher among control
households (2%), than intervention households (1.6%).
IP data confirmed the relative diffusion of schooling, at least to a primary level, and the decrease in educational
achievement thereafter. In the case of ENTERPRIZE project areas, the proportion of those with no educational
attainment was much lower, at 3% for male and 5% for female respondents. As for EXTRA project areas, the
average number of years of education averaged 7.49 – higher for men, at 7.98, than women, at 6.03 – reflecting
that most attained at least primary education.

23

Using figures reported in APN IP baseline reports shared by FAO in December 2015.
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Table 7. Household characteristics at baseline
Intervention
Household characteristics

Unit

Control

Total

Mean

SE
Mean

Mean

SE
Mean

N

Mean

SE
Mean

Average household size

people

5.1

0.05

5.0

0.09

2537

5.0

0.04

Average age of head of household

years

51.2

0.40

51.3

0.53

2423

51.2

0.32

Average number of 0-14 year old children

people

2.0

0.04

1.9

0.06

2537

1.9

0.03

Average number of active-aged (15-64) people

people

2.8

0.03

2.8

0.05

2537

2.8

0.03

N/A

0.9

0.02

0.9

0.03

2464

0.9

0.02

Percentage of households with no active-aged people

%

2.8%

0.004

3.1%

0.006

2537

2.9%

0.003

Percentage of households with a child younger than 24 months

%

19%

0.009

17%

0.013

2537

19%

0.008

Percentage of households with a child younger than 6 months

%

5.3%

0.005

4.6%

0.007

2537

5.0%

0.004

Percentage of female-headed households

%

26%

0.011

31%

0.016

2478

28%

0.009

None

%

11%

0.008

11%

0.011

2454

11%

0.006

Primary level

%

41%

0.012

45%

0.018

2454

42%

0.010

ZJC level

%

15%

0.009

13%

0.012

2454

15%

0.007

O level

%

31%

0.011

27%

0.016

2454

30%

0.009

A level

%

1%

0.002

1%

0.004

2454

1%

0.002

Tertiary / Graduate level

%

2%

0.003

2%

0.005

2454

2%

0.003

Average dependency ratio (1)

Education level of head of household

Note: (1) Dependency ratio is calculated as the ratio of the number of 0-14 year old children and +65 year old adults in the household, over the
total number of active-aged people. This average therefore excludes households with no active-aged people (infinite ratio).

As can be seen in Table 7, treatment and control groups are very similar, as no statistically significant
differences were found for any of the indicators outlined above.

3.2 LFSP intervention areas compared to national averages
When comparing findings from LFSP intervention areas with results from the Zimbabwe Demographic and Health
Survey (2010-11)24, several differences emerge. We must note that, as the ZDHS has been completed five years
ago, national conditions are likely to have changed. However, because updated detailed data is otherwise lacking,
the ZDHS is used in order to compare LFSP provinces with national averages.
With respect to household composition and size, the percentage of female-headed households is substantially
higher in the ZDHS sample, at 45%, while average household size is lower, at 4.1 people. Although this is higher
for rural households (4.3), it remains below the LFSP sample’s 5.1. According to Zimbabwe’s 2012 National
Population Census25, household size is close to the national average in Manicaland (3.4) and Mashonaland Central
(4) Provinces, while it is higher in the Midlands Province (5). According to the World Bank (2015), the average
dependency ratio in the country was 0.8 as of 201426, lower than the LFSP average. This indicates a higher
proportion of dependants in LFSP areas, perhaps reflecting a higher number of children in rural households.

24

National-level data from the Zimbabwe Demographic and Health Survey can be found at: https://dhsprogram.com/pubs/pdf/FR254/FR254.pdf.
Provincial-level data from the Zimbabwe National Population Census can be found at:
http://www.zimstat.co.zw/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=65.
26
Data available from: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.DPND.
25
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Educational attainment was recorded separately for men and women, rather than by household head. When
looking at gender-differentiated findings of the ZDHS, we can see that women appear to have, on average, lower
educational achievement than men. At the national level, 8.6% of women had no access to education, while 34.3%
obtained some primary education and 13.3% completed primary schooling. Moreover, although 39.4% attended
some secondary education, only 0.9% completed it. Finally, 2.8% moved on to tertiary education (ZDHS, 2010).
Mashonaland Central appears to be the province with the lowest educational achievement for women: as many as
12.6% of those sampled had no education at all. In addition, 40.9% had attended some primary schooling, with
14.3% completing it, and while 29.4% had attended some secondary education, only 0.4% completed it. As regards
tertiary education, it was attended by 2.1% of respondents, and data for the remaining 0.4% was missing. On the
other hand, values for Manicaland and Midlands provinces are closer to national averages.
As regards the findings for men, 5.5% had not received any schooling, while 35.1% had attended some primary
education, which was completed by 11.1%. In the case of secondary education, this was at least partially attended
by 40.8% of sampled men, and completed by 2.2%. Approximately 4.3% moved beyond secondary education.
Among LFSP areas of interest, Midlands Province fares slightly worse in terms of men’s schooling completion
rates, while the others present findings close to the national average. A notable exception is tertiary education in
Mashonaland Central Province, whose rate of 2.2% is significantly lower than the national average. In Midlands
Province, 6.8% did not have access to education, while 35.6% attended some primary schooling, which was
completed by 10.8%. As for secondary education, this was attended by 41% of sampled men but only completed
by 1.2%. Around 4.1% of respondents continued to tertiary education.
Comparing this data with LFSP findings, we can see that respondents – both in the control and treatment group
– present lower levels of secondary school completion, while a higher proportion had not accessed education at all.
Tertiary education was also accessed by a lower percentage of respondents, with a higher proportion halting their
studies after primary education. It would thus seem that LFSP respondents have levels of educational achievement
lower than both the national and provincial averages.
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4 Food Security, Nutrition and Poverty at
Baseline
This section presents the household survey findings for the Household Hunger Scale, followed by the results for
the Household Dietary Diversity Score. We also present the baseline results for poverty and WASH indicators.
Interpretation of the findings follows the presentation of each indicator and is complemented by secondary sources
for triangulation purposes. For further information, Section 2 describes the methodology, while research tools are
presented in Annex 5.
Issues/problems and assumptions identified at design stage
Limited capacity to afford food products other than home production
Zimbabwean rural households’ major source of food intake is households’ own production27, usually followed by
purchases, except in the case of meat or other animal products. As a result, food security and diversity are heavily
constrained by the products cultivated in farms or gardens, in addition to the products farm households are able to
afford on markets (affordable white maize versus more expensive – but also more nutritious – food such as beans).
For smallholders who cannot support their families with their own production, cash income spent on buying food
from markets is creating an additional restriction to farmers’ investments in seeds or fertilisers, for instance.
Lack of awareness about positive nutrition practices
The causes of poor nutrition or malnutrition have been reported as being closely related to the lack of awareness
about nutrition practices. More specifically, farmers’ lack of knowledge on how to diversify their diet using available
food, poor child care practices, seasonal food shortages resulting from inappropriate post-harvest management
practices, and poor hygiene and sanitation have been found to contribute to food insecurity and poor nutrition.

4.1 Food security and nutrition
Household hunger was measured using the Household Hunger Scale, a perception-based food deprivation scale.
The scale consists of three components to measure inadequate household food access, with each component split
into an occurrence question (whether the episode of food deprivation occurred at all in the past four weeks) and a
frequency of occurrence question (how many times the episode had occurred in the past four weeks). The
responses to the questions are coded and summed into a numerical score (with a minimum possible score of 0 and
a maximum possible score of 6) representing three levels of hunger:
1. Little to no hunger (score = 0 to 1);
2. Moderate hunger (score = 2 to 3); and
3. Severe hunger (score = 4 to 6).
The scale is based on perceptions of hunger in the previous four weeks and may therefore be sensitive to the
season during which the survey is conducted. The household survey data were collected during July and August,
during the green harvest period. The peak hunger period is defined by ZimVAC as spanning from January to
March.
The Household Dietary Diversity Score is based on the number of different food groups consumed by the head
of household or any other household members in the previous 24 hours. The score is equal to the number of
categories consumed out of 11 the following categories: “Cereals”, “White tubers and roots”, “Vegetables”, “Fruits”,
“Meat”, “Eggs”, “Fish and seafood”, “Legumes, nuts and seeds”, “Milk and other milk products”, "Oils and fats”,
"Sweets”. It ranges from 0 to 11, with lower numbers indicating less dietary diversity.

27

ZimVAC, 2013.
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Although the Household Dietary Diversity Score gives an indication of food groups consumed in the household, it
should not be interpreted as a nutrition indicator that reflects diet quality, but rather as an indicator of food access.
Table 8 shows the baseline findings for the Household Hunger Scale and Household Dietary Diversity Score, while
Figure 2 and Figure 3 illustrate the findings on a national level map of Zimbabwe.
Table 8. Household Hunger Score and Dietary Diversity Score
Household
Hunger Scale

% suffering from
no to little hunger

% suffering from
moderate hunger

% suffering from
severe hunger

Household
Dietary Diversity
Score

Mashonaland Central

0.55

83%

15%

2%

4.8

Guruve

0.46

87%

11%

2%

5.4

Mount Darwin

0.68

77%

21%

2%

4.3

Bindura*

0.41

89%

9%

2%

5.2

Midlands

0.54

83%

16%

1%

4.8

Gokwe South

0.53

82%

17%

1%

4.7

Kwekwe

0.56

83%

17%

1%

5.0

Shurugwi

0.58

79%

19%

1%

5.2

Gweru*

0.51

85%

14%

0%

4.8

Manicaland

0.28

91%

8%

0%

5.3

Makoni

0.29

91%

9%

1%

5.3

Mutasa

0.04

99%

1%

0%

6.0

Mutare

0.62

81%

18%

0%

5.2

Nyanga*

0.15

96%

4%

0%

5.0

Total

0.43

87%

13%

1%

5.0

Note: District-level figures are greyed because they are not representative of the district population and should therefore be interpreted with
extreme caution. * indicates control areas.

The average score on the 0–6 Household Hunger Scale is 0.43.
Overall, 87% of households suffer from little or no hunger, 13% suffer from moderate hunger and 1% suffer
from severe hunger. Similarly, 2015 ZimVAC data across all three LFSP provinces (including all districts, not only
the LFSP treatment and control districts) indicate that 15% of households suffer from moderate to severe hunger. It
is important to note that ZimVAC data reflect the food security situation for April 2015, which is considered as a
particularly food insecure period compared to our data, collected in August 2015. As such, this could potentially
explain the difference between ZimVAC data and the LFSP baseline.
In Manicaland, we found an average score of 0.28, compared to 0.54 in the Midlands and 0.55 in Mashonaland
Central. These scores are in line with 2015 ZimVAC data, which indicate that 14% of households suffer from
moderate to severe hunger in Manicaland, compared to 19% in the Midlands.
The data for Manicaland Province was somewhat confirmed by the findings of the APN baseline reports, while data
for Midlands and Mashonaland Central were not reported. In fact, INSPIRE findings indicated that 15.83% of
respondents in Manicaland Province were suffering from moderate to severe hunger. LFSP districts selected in the
Midlands (Kwekwe and Shurugwi) have relatively more food insecure households than other districts in the
province, as indicated by province-level ZimVAC data for the Midlands (19% of food insecure households). Mount
Darwin (0.67) and Mutare (0.62) have the highest scores (and proportion of food insecure households) among
LFSP districts.
The overall diversity score of 5.0 indicates that on average 5 of the 11 food groups are consumed in each
household. This is slightly below the ZimVAC national rural average of 5.9 in 2015, suggesting that access to a
variety of food is more limited in programme areas.
In Manicaland, we found an average score of 5.4, compared to 5.0 in Mashonaland Central and 4.9 in the
Midlands. Mount Darwin (4.3) and Gokwe South (4.7) have the lowest dietary diversity scores among LFSP
districts.
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Manicaland findings are slightly superior to those reported by INSPIRE, which found an average score of 5.02 in
the Province.
Figure 2. Household Hunger Score (treatment and control areas)

Figure 3. Household Dietary Diversity Score (treatment and control areas)
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As shown in Figure 4, our multivariate analysis has found that farmers who are part of a food secure household
also present higher median values in terms of arable land used, value of livestock and agricultural tools. They also
enjoy higher median total production value. This suggests that there is an important relationship between food
security and a number of factors affecting farmer productivity.
Figure 4. Medians of agricultural indicators depending on whether the household is food secure or not
Food insecure household

Food secure household

2000

1500

1000

500

0
Arable land used
(Ha x 1000)

Livestock value
(USD)

Agricutural tools
value (USD)

Total production
value (USD)

Key findings
Overall, 87% of households suffer from little or no hunger, 13% suffer from moderate hunger and 1% suffer
from severe hunger. Similarly, 2015 ZimVAC data across all three LFSP provinces indicate that 15% of
households suffer from moderate to severe hunger.
The overall diversity score of 5.0 indicates that on average 5 of the 11 food groups are consumed in each
household. This is slightly below the ZimVAC national rural average of 5.9 in 2015, suggesting that access to a
variety of food is lesser in the programme areas compared to the rural population as a whole.

4.2 Poverty
Poverty indicators reported in this section are based on proxies of annual household income derived from the
household survey. It is important to note that these are not poverty rates, as officially defined in Zimbabwe.
The lack of official purchasing power parity rates for Zimbabwe28 prevented the computation of the standard
indicator “percentage of people living on less than USD $1.25 per day”. Instead, this indicator and the percentage
of people living under the food poverty line are based on Zimbabwe’s own poverty lines29, derived from the 2011
Poverty, Income, Consumption and Employment Survey (PICES)30.

28

Computing the prevalence of poverty in Zimbabwe using international standards presents several challenges. Zimbabwe has been a
dollarized economy since 2009, when it abandoned the Zimbabwe dollar in favour of a multi-currency regime prominently featuring the US
dollar. This should not represent a problem if the $1.25 line could be adjusted using a PPP rate to account for the different purchasing power of
a US dollar in the United States and Zimbabwe. Unfortunately, neither the World Bank nor the IMF publish data on PPP rates for Zimbabwe,
either currently or for some baseline year. Source: USAID (2015) Baseline Study of the Title II Development Food Assistance Programs in
Zimbabwe.
29
Based on ZimSTAT (2013) ’Poverty and Poverty Datum Line Analysis in Zimbabwe 2011/12’, available from:
www.zimstat.co.zw/dmdocuments/Finance/Poverty2011.pdf
30
ZimSTAT (2013) ’Poverty and Poverty Datum Line Analysis in Zimbabwe’, available from:
http://www.zimstat.co.zw/dmdocuments/Finance/Poverty2011.pdf
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As a result, we report on two poverty indicators at baseline:


Proportion of households below the Total Consumption Poverty Line (TCPL), which is equivalent to
an allowance for non-food requirements, including housing, clothing, transportation, health care, etc.



Proportion of households below the Food Poverty Line (FPL), which is based on the standard 2100
calories criterion; and

These were calculated in two different ways: first using reported annual cash income, then using total value of
agricultural production as a proxy for income. The latter measure is considered the most reliable, due to the
numerous biases that cash income-based measures normally suffer from. Details on our methodology are outlined
below.
Methodological note: TCPL and FPL
The Coffey Evaluation team decided to employ the Proportion of households below the Total Consumption Poverty
Line (TCPL) and the Food Poverty Line (FPL) as proxies of poverty rates in Zimbabwe. As briefly mentioned
above, these are not official poverty rates, as calculated in Zimbabwe. In fact, official rates are calculated using
consumption-based measures, which tend to be affected by recall biases. To face this issue, we decided to
calculate TCPL and FPL instead, and compare respondents’ declared annual cash income and their total value of
agricultural production with the standard benchmark.
The latest Total Consumption Poverty Line published by ZimSTAT (February 2014) is set at USD 102 per capita
per month, and the Food Poverty Line at USD 32 per capita per month. The “proportion of households below the
Food Poverty Line” should be interpreted with caution, as a majority of farmers consume part of their production,
which contributes to their consumption but is not captured as part of their cash income.
For this reason, cash income-based measures are likely to not capture the full amount of income generated by
farmers through their production. They are also subject to a number of recall and social desirability biases.
Furthermore, in the context of rural Zimbabwe, cash income measures are unable to capture the importance of
barter trading. For this reason, we contended that the total value of agricultural production might be a better proxy
for poverty in this setting. In agreement with DFID, we therefore present the TCPL and FPL calculated using the
total value of agricultural production in USD, and consider this to be the most accurate measure of poverty
incidence available.
However, it is important to note that, as will be outlined below, such measures are likely to overestimate the
incidence of poverty in the context of rural Zimbabwe. In fact, the reliance on the consumption of their own produce
entails that, although farmers may be below the FPL line, they may not be experiencing food insecurity.
Figure 5 and Table 9 present the baseline findings for the prevalence of poverty, calculated using data on farmers’
total volume of production in USD.
Using the OECD-modified equivalence scale31 which assigns a value of 1 to the household head, 0.5 to each
additional adult member and 0.3 to each child, we adjusted the household total annual income declared in USD to
reflect household composition and monthly average income.
When calculated using total declared annual cash income in USD, 93% of households surveyed (in both
treatment and control areas) are found to currently live in poverty, defined as being below the Total
Consumption Poverty Line. For the FPL, the proportion amounts to 74%. However, considered the biases outlined
above, we consider production-based calculations as more reliable.
Figure 5 presents the proportion of households below both TCPL and FPL, as calculated using the total value of
agricultural production in USD, including tobacco and cotton.
Following this measure, 94% of households surveyed (in both treatment and control areas) are found to
currently live in poverty, defined as being below the TCPL. When looking at the FPL, this was the case for 83%
of respondents.

31

Available from: www.oecd.org/eco/growth/OECD-Note-EquivalenceScales.pdf
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Figure 5. Percentage of households below the Food Poverty Line and Total Consumption Poverty Line (%),
calculated using data on the total value of agricultural production in USD
Control

Intervention

Total

Mashonaland Central

100%

100%

90%

90%

80%

80%

70%

70%

60%

60%

50%

50%

40%

40%

30%

30%

20%

20%

10%

10%

0%

Midlands

Manicaland

0%
Proportion of households Proportion of households
below the Total
below the Food Poverty
Consumption Poverty
Line (FPL)
Line (TCPL)

Proportion of households Proportion of households
below the Total
below the Food Poverty
Consumption Poverty
Line (FPL)
Line (TCPL)

Table 9. Percentage of households below the Food Poverty Line and Total Consumption Poverty Line (%),
calculated using data on the total value of agricultural production in USD
Proportion of
households below the
Total Consumption
Poverty Line (TCPL)

Proportion of households
below the Food
Consumption Poverty Line
(FPL)

Mashonaland Central

82%

61%

Guruve

82%

61%

Mount Darwin

83%

63%

Bindura*

81%

58%

Midlands

99%

90%

Gokwe South

99%

85%

Kwekwe

100%

97%

Shurugwi

99%

96%

Gweru*

98%

90%

Manicaland

96%

89%

Makoni

88%

78%

Mutasa

96%

84%

Mutare

100%

98%

Nyanga*

98%

92%

Total

94%

83%

In (%)

Note: District-level figures are greyed because they are not representative of the district population
and should therefore be interpreted with extreme caution. * indicates control areas.
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As can be seen in Table 9, the Midlands and Manicaland, the poorest provinces in our sample, we found that
respectively 99% and 96% of households are below the TCPL, compared to 82% in Mashonaland Central.
Findings from the FPL present slightly lower levels of poverty, although these remain very high in absolute terms.
Mashonaland Central seems to fare better than the other two provinces, with 61% of households below the FPL,
against about 90% in the two other provinces.
Key findings
We estimated poverty rates by calculating the percentage of farming households below the Total Consumption
Poverty Line and the Food Poverty Line. To increase measurement accuracy, we have approximated farmers’
income by the total value of their agricultural production, rather than declared cash income.
From these, we found that 94% of households surveyed (in both treatment and control areas) currently live in
poverty, i.e. are below the Total Consumption Poverty Line.
On the other hand, 83% of households surveyed fall under the Food Poverty Line.
Both rates are considerably higher than the 23% estimated in 2011–12 for rural Zimbabwe.

4.3 WASH and breastfeeding practices
Poor WASH practices are associated with increased morbidity and mortality, particularly for diarrheal diseases.
They are a significant determinant of health and nutrition, and therefore a cross-cutting aspect of the programme’s
activities.
As part of our baseline research, household WASH practices were assessed based on the following indicators:


Percentage of households using an improved drinking water source: Improved drinking water sources
include piped water into the dwelling or yard, standpipe or public pipe, tube well or borehole, protected well,
protected spring or rain water.



Percentage of households using improved sanitation facilities: Improved sanitation facilities are "nonshared" and include flush toilets to sewer system, septic tank or pit latrine, Blair latrine, upgradable Blair
latrine, ventilated improved latrine, and pit latrine with a slab.

Table 10 presents the baseline findings in relation to the main source of drinking water, while baseline figures for
sanitation facilities are shown in Table 11.
Table 10. Main source of drinking water (%)
%

Total

Intervention

Control

Borehole*

43%

38%

54%

Protected well*

33%

36%

27%

Unprotected spring

1.3%

1.3%

1.5%

Surface water (river, dam, stream, etc.)

8.2%

8.4%

7.5%

Unprotected well

9.9%

12%

5.6%

Piped into yard or plot*

1.3%

1.4%

1.2%

Piped into dwelling*

1.2%

1.4%

0.9%

Piped into public tap or standpipe*

0.7%

0.6%

1.0%

Protected spring*

0.4%

0.3%

0.7%

0%

0%

0%

Other

0.2%

0.2%

0.1%

Households using improved drinking water source

80%

78%

85%

Rainwater harvester*

Note: Relates to household survey question “What is the main source of drinking water for members of this
household?”
* indicates an improved drinking water source.
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Data from the baseline survey indicate that about 80% of households use an improved drinking water source,
which is relatively higher compared to secondary sources in Zimbabwe. According to 2014 ZimVAC data, access to
improved water sources remains at 70% nationally. The Midlands (33%) have the highest proportion of households
accessing water from unimproved sources.
This is slightly higher than what was reported by EXTRA, according to which 64.7% of households access water
from a protected source (borehole or protected well), and 6.3% from piped water sources. ENTERPRIZE districts
presented closer findings, with 81% of respondents accessing boreholes, protected wells, and public taps.
About 71% of households report using improved sanitation facilities. 22% practice open defecation (bush),
which is slightly below the 2014 ZimVAC data, according to which the Midlands (47%) has the highest proportion of
households practicing open defecation, while Manicaland (18%) and Mashonaland Central (22%) have the lowest.
Table 11. Toilet facility used (%)
%

Total

Intervention

Control

Blair latrine

57

56

59

Bush

22

25

18

Pit latrine with slab

10

10

11

Pit latrine with no slab

5.5

5.8

4.8

Composting toilet

2.0

1.1

4.1

Upgradable blair latrine

1.3

1.3

1.2

Flush Toilet

0.4

0.3

0.7

Other

1.5

1.5

1.5

Households using improved sanitation facilities (%)

71%

69%

76%

Note: Relates to household survey question “What kind of toilet facility do members of this household usually use?”
* indicates an improved sanitation facility.

In this section, we also present baseline figures for breastfeeding practices. The pattern of infant feeding has an
important influence on the child’s health. According to the latest ZDHS report (2010-11), feeding practices are the
principal determinants of a child’s nutritional status, as poor nutritional status in young children exposes them
to greater risks of morbidity. Using our household survey data, we present the percentage of households with a
child under 6 months who practice exclusive breastfeeding (Table 12). It is important to note that this indicator is
restricted to 2015 new-borns only. Comparatively, the ZDHS collects data among last-born children born in the past
two or three years.
As can be seen in Table 12, a total of 63% respondent households reported to be practicing exclusive
breastfeeding. This differs drastically from what was found by the IPs: in Midlands, EXTRA found that 63% of
households were not practicing exclusive breastfeeding; in Mashonaland Central, ENTERPRIZE reported that 72%
of households were not doing so; and, finally, in Manicaland, INSPIRE found that this was the case for 55.6%.
Table 12. Percentage of households with a child under 6 months practicing exclusive breastfeeding (%)
%

Total

Intervention

Control

Households practicing exclusive breastfeeding

63%

64%

62%

Note: Relates to household survey question “Is breast milk the only food you give to NAME?”
Restricted to infants born in 2015.

Similarly, according to the National Nutrition Survey32, the current national exclusive breastfeeding rate in
Zimbabwe stands at 5%, which is substantially below the baseline figure we report for LFSP households. This
suggests that respondents may have misunderstood the question or have insufficient information about what
this practice means, for instance, that water should also not be given to the new-born.
32

Ministry of Health and Child Welfare. National Nutrition Survey. 2010.
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It is also possible that they practice exclusive breastfeeding for less than a total of six months (after the point of
data collection). ZDHS data (2010-11) shows that among children born in the three years preceding the survey, the
median breastfeeding duration is 17.8 months. Exclusive breastfeeding, in contrast, is relatively short, with a
median duration of 1.1 months. A recent study33 also revealed that while many respondents exhibit knowledge
and understanding of the meaning and benefits of exclusive breast feeding, mothers in rural areas are unable to
practice it because they are producing little milk owing to lack of food. Lack of education is also associated with low
exclusive breastfeeding uptake.
Key findings
Overall, positive WASH and breastfeeding practices reported by respondents in LFSP areas are relatively
widespread compared to the national and/or rural averages in Zimbabwe.
Data from the baseline survey indicate that 80% of households use an improved drinking water source and
about 71% of households report using improved sanitation facilities, which is relatively higher compared to
secondary sources in Zimbabwe.

Conclusion: To what extent are targeted farmers in LFSP areas food insecure
at baseline?
LFSP target farming households are substantially more affected by poverty
(TCPL) and food poverty (FPL) than other rural households in the country.
However, most households suffer from little or no hunger, with 13% suffering from
moderate hunger and less than 1% suffering from severe hunger, which is
consistent with national averages.
The gap between household hunger scores and food poverty rates suggests the
importance of farming production used for own consumption, which is not
captured by the Food Poverty Line. Food security and food diversity are heavily
influenced by the products produced in farms or gardens (which contributes to
consumption but is not captured as part of cash income), in addition to the products
farming households are able to afford on markets.
It is also worth noting that according to ZimVAC data, the second most common
form of support received by rural households in Zimbabwe during the last
season was food (40%), which is not captured in household annual incomes. This
may explain why household hunger scores differ from the poverty rates to a great
extent.
While the causes of poor nutrition or malnutrition have been reported as being
closely related to the lack of awareness about nutrition practices, we found at
baseline that positive WASH and breastfeeding practices reported by respondents
in LFSP areas are relatively widespread compared to the national and/or rural
averages in Zimbabwe. Poor hygiene and sanitation at baseline is lesser than
expected in the LFSP Business Case, which suggests that the factors contributing
to food insecurity and poor nutrition (targeted by LFSP partners) may differ from
those envisaged at design stage.

33

Muchacha and Mtetwa (2015) ‘Social and Economic Barriers to Exclusive Breast Feeding in Rural Zimbabwe’, International Journal of MCH
and AIDS, Vol. 3, No. 1, Pages 16-21.
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5 Livelihoods and Assets at Baseline
This section presents household survey findings in relation to land and other productive assets owned by sampled
households, followed by an overview of farming households’ revenue and expenditures.
Interpretation of the findings follows the presentation of each indicator and is complemented by secondary sources
for triangulation purposes. For further information, Section 2 describes the methodology and research tools are
presented in Annex 5.
Issues/problems and assumptions identified at design stage
Limited investment in agricultural assets and infrastructure
Investments in community-level infrastructure, sustainable maintenance and management systems (including
irrigation facilities, soil and water conservation and farm-to-market access such as vehicle-accessible roads)
remain low in Zimbabwe. Limited investment in processing, storage and value-addition decreases the opportunities
for famers to engage with markets.

5.1 Land
Landownership is one of the screening criteria used to ensure that Categories A and C farmers were excluded from
the sample population, in line with the LFSP targeting strategy: those who ‘owned’ less than 1 ha of arable land
and 0.2 ha of irrigated land were screened out. No upper screening criteria was used as a cap, but 11 households
were removed from the final dataset because they declared owning more than 20 ha of arable land.
Baseline figures indicate that 86% of surveyed farmers declared owning their main plot and 11% used a communal
plot over the last season. The average size of landholding for the overall sample population is 2.88 ha, with
households in intervention districts owning 2.94 ha compared to 2.75 ha for those in control areas (Figure 6).
This is close to what was found by IPs: an average of 2.97 ha and 2.4 ha for EXTRA respondents (Midlands
Province) and ENTERPRIZE (Mashonaland Central Province), respectively. It is interesting to note that the former
specified that the land owned by women was below that owned by men: 2.42 ha and 3.15 ha.
On average, 71% of the land area owned is utilised for agriculture – an average of 2.05 ha overall and 2.17 ha
and 1.8 ha for target and control households respectively (Figure 6). Incidence of access to irrigated land is
minimal, in line with 2015 ZimVAC figures (7%): only 6% of households reported access to irrigated land, and
within this group, the average size of plots is 0.06 ha.
Figure 6. Land used for agriculture, irrigated land used and arable land owned (ha)
Ha

Total

Intervention

Control

3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0
Land used for
agriculture*

Irrigated land used*

Arable land owned

Note: * based on screening questions in household survey.
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Key findings
Overall, the average area of land owned is 2.88 ha, of which 71% is used for agriculture.
Only 6% of households reported access to irrigated land. In light of the susceptibility of smallholder agricultural to
rainfall variability, the development, rehabilitation and maintenance of irrigation infrastructure appear to be
critical to effectively mitigate seasonal variability (ZimVAC, 2015).

5.2 Other productive assets
Surveyed farmers were asked about their ownership and/or timely access to a range of commonly used productive
assets, as shown in Figure 7 The indicators presented in this section are based on:


Agricultural assets owned (total value of livestock and agricultural assets owned over last season, compiled
using a price scale presented in Annex 4);



Livestock owned (Livestock Unit Equivalents and Tropical Livestock Units; refer to Annex 4);



Number of household members doing agricultural work in the household; and



Hired labour over the last season.

Figure 7 presents the total value of both livestock and agricultural assets owned by respondents. As we can see,
the value of livestock owned is slightly higher in control districts, compared with treatment ones.
Figure 7. Total value of livestock and agricultural assets owned (USD)
Control

Intervention

Total

2000
1800
1600
1400
1200
1000
800
600
400
200
0

Total value of livestock owned Total value of agricultural
in USD
assets (tools) owned in USD

As shown in Figure 8, baseline findings indicate that not owning a particular asset does not necessarily preclude a
farmer from accessing it in a timely manner. However, about half of the households who do not own a plough
or a scotch cart, for instance, are not able to access the equipment when they need it. This can have
considerable implications for productivity, especially during land preparation.
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Figure 8. Percentage of households with access to agricultural assets (%)
0
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Ox-drawn plough

56%

Ox-drawn planter

4%
3%

Tractor or power tiller

0%
4&

Water pump
Watering can

60

1%

70

80

90

100

68%

5%
29%

4%

49%
50%

Wheelbarrow
Knapsack sprayer

22%

35%
99%

Hand hoes

45%

Water tank

2%
1%

Jab planter

0%
0%
39%

Scotch cart
Hose pipe

3%

47%

10%

Proportion of households owning this asset (%)
If not owning, able to access in a timely manner last season (%)
Note: Both indicators are proportion of households, even the first one although the question it is derived from is
"Number owned".

The average value of productive assets owned for the entire sample is USD492, USD501 in control areas and
USD488 in target areas.
Overall, the average Tropical Livestock Unit (TLU) score is 4.1 (Figure 9). While 91% of households own
livestock, this figure suggests a relatively low proportion of households owning a significant number of livestock. As
can be seen in Table 13, livestock owned predominantly consists of other poultry, goats, and cows, for an average
of 9.5, .2.6 and 1.6 heads per household, respectively. Quantities owned in control and treatment groups are very
similar.
Such limited livestock ownership is likely to affect both household food (livestock consumption) and income (selling
livestock), while having little benefits for crop production other than plough traction.
The only APN IP to report on TLU was EXTRA, which found an average score of 3.33 in Midlands Province. Data
from other areas is lacking, which does not allow for a regional comparison. It is, however, important to note that
the TLU is lower than that the aggregate one reported above, which already indicated that livestock ownership was
limited. If accurate, this might signify that farmers in Midlands Province face particularly strong constraints in input
access.
The proportion of households selling livestock (among those who own livestock) is 25%. As indicated by
FEWS NET (USAID) in 2014, in relation to food availability, the most common reason for households to sell
livestock is to purchase food, and secondary reasons are to cover education costs and other household expenses.
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Figure 9. Total livestock value in Livestock Unit Equivalents (LUE) and Tropical Livestock Units (TLU) (unit)
Control

Intervention

Total
6
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4
3
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1
0

Total livestock value in Total livestock value in
Livestock Unit
Tropical Livestock Units
Equivalents (LUE)
(TLU)

Table 13. Average number of heads owned (heads)
Average number of heads owned

Total

Intervention

Control

Bulls

0.3

0.3

0.2

Cows

1.6

1.6

1.5

Heifers

0.4

0.4

0.5

Steers

0.4

0.3

0.6

Calves

0.4

0.3

0.5

Other cattle

0.4

0.3

0.6

Goats

2.6

2.5

2.9

Sheep

0.2

0.2

0.1

Pigs

0.3

0.3

0.2

Donkeys

0.1

0.1

0.2

Rabbits and guinea pigs

0.1

0.1

0.1

Broilers

0.8

0.4

1.7

Indigenous poultry

0.3

0.2

0.6

Other poultry

9.5

9.3

9.8

Bee hives

0.7

0.8

0.5

Fish ponds

0.0

0.0

0.0

During the last season, 29% of households hired casual labour to assist in land preparation, weeding or other
agricultural tasks (compared to 20% for rural households in Zimbabwe, 2015 ZimVAC data). Households tend to
employ most of their members of working age to be suppliers of labour in their farms: 88% of households used at
least two members to work in the household farm in the 2014–15 season, as shown on Figure 10.
This is confirmed by INSPIRE findings, which stated that, on average, two household members supply labour to
their farm in surveyed districts of Manicaland Province. In the case of EXTRA (Midlands Province), the number was
higher, with an average of at least three members supplying full-time and one member offering part-time labour.
This was even higher in ENTERPRIZE districts (Mashonaland Central Province), where the average labour force
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per farm was four people in Guruve and three in Mount Darwin, although this includes hired labour and not solely
the contribution of household members.
Figure 10. Percentage of households who have household members working in the household farm over
last season (%)
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A third of households are also suppliers of labour, with 31% of households having at least one member who hired
himself or herself out during the last season. This suggests that the rural labour market is relatively active.
On the other hand, this finding also indicates that households who hire their members to work on others’ farms
(31%) most likely suffer from inadequate labour resources for agricultural activities in their own fields, and
most importantly, at critical times such as land preparation. 2015 ZimVAC figures show that a total of 59% of rural
households in Zimbabwe report having inadequate labour from household members for agricultural activities.
Such findings are similar to those reported by IPs: EXTRA reports that 39.2% of households engage in casual
labour, although this does not solely refer to agricultural activities. Moreover, ENTERPRIZE reported that as many
as 26.7% of households rely on selling labour as their primary source of income, while in the case of INSPIRE, it
was 5.7% of surveyed households.
Finally, it is worth noting that the productivity of households in our sample may be partially affected by the presence
of chronically ill members (namely HIV-affected individuals): 7% of rural households had a chronically ill member
during the last season, according to 2015 ZimVAC data.
According to IPs’ findings, the average number of chronically ill members varies across regions. EXTRA’s baseline
findings report that 38.6% of households have vulnerable members, which includes the chronically ill. As for
ENTERPRISE districts, the findings indicate that 21.5% of households include a chronically ill member. Finally,
INSPIRE reported that 4% of households have chronically ill or disabled members. It is important to interpret these
figures with caution, as we do not have precise information on what definitions of ill or disabled were used in the IP
reports.
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Figure 11. Total value of agricultural production by categories of value of productive assets used (USD)
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As shown in Figure 11, and as might be expected, farmers with a higher median value of productive assets are
also experiencing higher median levels of agricultural production. This highlights the importance of agricultural
assets to sustainably improve farmers’ livelihoods, suggesting that this should be a key area for investment.
Key findings
Baseline findings about ownership and/ or timely access to a range of commonly used productive assets including
labour among eligible households indicate that about half of the households who do not own a plough or a
scotch cart are not able to access the equipment when they need it. This suggests negative implications for
productivity, especially during land preparation.
Limited livestock ownership is likely to affect both household food (livestock consumption) and income (selling
livestock), while having little benefits for crop production other than plough traction.
Category B farmers tend to provide slightly more labour than they hire – 29% of households hired in labour
over the last season, while 31% hired out their own labour at some point. This suggests that a third of the total
households had to work on others’ farms, potentially neglecting their own fields at critical periods.

5.3 Revenue and expenditures
Annual household income is calculated using self-reported household income by sources (sum of all sources).
Please refer to Annex 4 for a detailed list of income sources (Question 7.1). However, it is important to note that
self-reporting is usually subject to bias, and that recollection of income is likely to be inaccurate and often subject to
underreporting.
The average annual household income is USD 560, with 43% being derived from agricultural sales (Table 14
and Figure 12). This proportion means that either farming households do not sell much of their production, and/ or
that they receive most of their income from doing casual work in various places (including other farmers’ fields).
The considerable difference between the median and mean income scores (USD 146 and USD 560, respectively)
reflects high levels of income inequality among targeted farming households. Of LFSP target districts, median
incomes are highest in Makoni (USD 360) and lowest in Mutare (USD 55). 2015 ZimVAC data are aligned with
these findings, with the highest average household income reported in Mashonaland Central, followed by
Manicaland and the Midlands.
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Such income levels are significantly lower than those found by EXTRA and ENTERPRIZE in their baseline reports:
USD 1612 for targeted districts in Midlands Province and USD 1211 in Mashonaland Central Province per year,
respectively.
As for remittances, approximately 20% of respondent households included them among their three main income
sources. For such households, the average value of remittances is USD 252. According to 2014 ZimVAC data,
remittances were the third most commonly reported source of income, reported by 11.4% of rural households.
Not captured in our baseline survey, we note the importance of food support provided to households. As a
result, findings presented in this section should be interpreted and used with caution, as they may not reflect
accurate annual household income figures.
Table 14. Household income from all sources (USD)

Mashonaland Central
Guruve

Median annual
income (USD)

Mean annual
income (USD)

Derived from
agricultural
sales (1)

235

861

59%

808

49%

233

(2)

Mount Darwin

192

723

58%

Bindura*

360

1140

71%

Midlands

120

410

40%

Gokwe South

115

308

58%

Kwekwe

69

233

21%

Shurugwi

60

224

29%

Gweru*

200

686

31%

Manicaland

130

536

37%

Makoni

360

729

45%

Mutasa

200

744

46%

Mutare

55

313

23%

Nyanga*

70

443

35%

Total

146

560

43%

Note: (1) Agricultural sales include: crop sales from field, vegetable sales, livestock sales,
milk and dairy product sales, and other livestock product sales (e.g. skins, honey).
(2) District-level figures are greyed because they are not representative of the district
population and should therefore be interpreted with extreme caution.
* indicates control areas.
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Figure 12. Household income from all sources (treatment and control areas)

Note: Based on income from all sources in USD computed by summing amounts declared from all
different sources of income in Question 7.1 from household survey (Annex 4).

Baseline data on expenditure (Figure 13) reflects the time of year that the survey was conducted (July and August)
– when school fees are due (28% of expenditure), and when households generally have food from their own
production in stock, thereby reducing the need to purchase from shops (2%). Expenditure on building and health
also represent significant areas of expenditure, at 16% and 9% respectively.
Compared to 2015 ZimVAC data, the share of rural households’ expenditure spent on food items (54%) is
substantially lower (2% in our sample), suggesting that a majority of households still had food from their own
production in stock at the time of the survey (July–August 2015).
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Figure 13. Percentage of expenditure spent on various household items over the last thirty days (%)
Buying Church and
other
livestock
celebrations
2%
2%
Transport
3%

Other
9%

Clothing
3%

Education
28%

Burials and
funerals
4%

Energy and
mechanical
repairs
6%

Building
materials and
furniture,
maintenance
16%

Taxes
3%

Food
2%
Health
9%

Agricultural
inputs
6%

Social
occasions
7%

Note: In the survey questionnaire, this question was asked for the following categories: food, health, education,
agricultural inputs, social occasions and taxes. All other categories of expenditure presented on this graph were
coded using the open-ended responses of households (“Other, specify”) and are represented in grey.

Key findings
The average annual household income is USD560, with 43% being derived from agricultural sales.
The considerable difference between the median and mean income scores (USD146 and USD560, respectively)
reflects high levels of income inequality among eligible farming households.
As would be expected for the season, education represents the largest area of expenditure, while the level of food
purchases is low as many households still had food from their own production in stock at the time of the survey.
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Conclusion: What are the livelihoods and assets owned by targeted farmers
at baseline?
Livelihoods and assets owned by targeted farmers at baseline are relatively
limited.
Overall, the average area of land owned is 2.88 ha, of which 71% is used for
agriculture. Only 6% of households reported access to irrigated land. In light of the
susceptibility of smallholder agricultural to rainfall variability, the development,
rehabilitation and maintenance of irrigation infrastructure appear to be critical
to effectively mitigate seasonal variability (ZimVAC 2015).
Baseline findings about the restricted ownership and/or timely access to a range of
commonly used productive assets, including labour, among eligible households
suggest negative implications for productivity, especially during land
preparation. A third of total households work on others’ farms, potentially
neglecting their own fields at critical periods.
Low livestock ownership likely affects both household food (livestock consumption)
and income (selling livestock), while having little benefits for crop production other
than plough traction.
Finally, the average annual household income is USD 560, with 43% being derived
from agricultural sales. 20% of respondent households were found to have
remittances among their three main sources of income. Large differences between
the median and mean income scores (USD 146 and USD 560, respectively) reflect
high levels of income inequality among eligible farming households.
The findings suggest that targeted farmers’ situation at baseline is relatively assetsand resources-constrained, which most likely prevents farmers from achieving
higher productivity and engaging with markets.
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6 Agricultural Productivity at Baseline
This section presents household survey findings for agricultural production, reported by crop and district. It also
analyses baseline results for consumption and sale patterns, differentiated by crop.
It outlines the spread of conservation agricultural practices34, as well as reasons for the lack of usage, before
moving on to quantify the proportion of households applying pest and disease control treatment. Among these, it
looks at the percentage choosing to shell, thresh, and dry and clean their crops, as well as those opting for milling.
Finally, the use of seeds and fertilizers, is outlined.
Interpretation of the findings follows the presentation of each indicator and is complemented by secondary sources
for triangulation purposes. For further information, Section 2 describes the methodology, while research tools are
presented in Annex 5.
Issues/ problems and assumptions identified at design stage
Smallholder farms’ low agricultural productivity and lack of diversification
Lack of productivity is characterised by smallholder farmers’ reliance on rain-fed systems, limited availability of and
access to agricultural inputs, lack of knowledge for an efficient use of agricultural inputs and the difficulties faced by
farmers to invest in agricultural equipment (e.g. irrigation techniques) and farm management systems, and improve
their agronomic knowledge. In turn, these barriers create further constraints for farmers to diversify their production
or develop alternative livelihood opportunities. Smallholder farmers also lack funds (and liquidity) to buy the inputs
needed to invest in farming, which constrains their ability to mitigate risks and manage the seasonality of their main
income source.
Poor farming practices and farm management, and limited awareness of market opportunities
Poor agricultural practices and farm management are a crucial issue affecting smallholder farmers’ resilience to
risks and climatic constraints. Additionally, seasonal food shortages result from inappropriate post-harvest
management practices, demonstrating the importance of promoting good agricultural practices to enhance the
efficiency of the smallholder sector.
Conservation agriculture models will be adopted by targeted farmers
The uptake of Conservation Agriculture practices will likely depend on their ability to generate yields which are at
least at the level of more conventional agricultural approaches. Also, regardless of perceived benefits, behaviours
and attitudes related to traditional farming practices may be difficult to overcome, especially during the short
timeframe of the programme, as alternative farming practices usually require more skill, time, information, and
management.
Farming households will experience an increase in their available income as a result of an improved access to
markets
Improved access to markets will only result in increased sales of surplus agricultural products if yields increase
faster than the own-consumption of farmer households. Even if the marketable surplus does increase, this will only
increase farmer net incomes if unit prices for output is maintained and the additional costs of production and
logistics do not undermine margins.

6.1 Agricultural productivity at baseline
Agricultural productivity is presented by yield and type of crop, calculated as the ratio of total weight harvested (in
kg) divided by total area planted (ha).

34

Our definition of Conservation Agriculture follows that provided by FAO, which is: “an approach to managing agro-ecosystems for improved
and sustained productivity, increased profits and food security, while preserving and enhancing the resource base and the environment. It is
characterized by three linked principles, namely: i) continuous minimum mechanical soil disturbance; ii) permanent organic soil cover; iii)
diversification of crop species grown in sequences and/or associations.” The only difference with the FAO definition is our decision to focus on
mulching techniques, rather than permanent soil cover, most likely due to the predominance of vegetable gardens among respondents.
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As can be seen in Table 15, the largest proportion of surveyed farmers was engaged in maize production,
followed by groundnuts, sorghum and beans. Bio fortified products were planted by far fewer farmers compared to
other types of crops, and were only available in the case of maize and beans.
Yields varied widely according to district. Overall, groundnuts were found to have the highest yield, while
sorghum had the lowest.
Table 15. Median yield of crop harvested over area of cultivation, by type of crop including bio fortified
crop (kg/ha)
Median yield (kg/ha)
Mashonaland Central

Guruve

Mount Darwin

Bindura*

Midlands

Gokwe South

Kwekwe

Shurugwi

Gweru*

Manicaland

Makoni

Mutasa

Mutare

Nyanga*

Total

Maize

Bio-fortified
maize

Sorghum

Groundnuts

Beans

Bio-fortified
beans

741

300

412

741

494

807

498

1

87

236

93

10

1098

.

116

554

400

247

117

0

2

51

55

3

432

.

470

741

165

750

227

0

82

108

7

1

1236

300

247

824

800

944

152

1

3

77

31

6

225

185

208

250

150

258

786

53

128

480

49

8

329

307

247

376

207

.

334

8

55

230

6

0

214

247

247

247

99

113

138

12

35

47

9

1

75

136

30

141

.

.

55

12

7

54

0

0

157

182

61

200

151

376

260

21

31

149

34

7

357

528

200

388

152

122

973

34

179

472

110

11

400

.

313

494

76

86

294

0

9

186

24

6

540

438

15

304

300

80

167

5

3

38

43

1

100

.

50

120

76

100

203

0

64

111

9

1

428

577

371

600

151

600

310

29

103

137

34

3

371

247

240

400

247

297

2257

88

394

1188

252

29

Note: Grey medians are based on restricted sample sizes (< 400 households) and exhibit important standard errors. They are showed
here for indicative purposes only and should not be interpreted as representative of the target population in the related area. Note only
seven medians are based on large enough sample sizes to be representative.
* indicates control areas
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In comparison to the national average, districts of interest – both treatment and control – appear to be less
productive. According to the World Bank (2015)35, cereal yields in Zimbabwe – thus including only maize and
sorghum from the products listed in Table 15 – averaged at 724kg per hectare in 2013. In comparison, LFSP
treatment and control households had a yield of 371kg/ha for maize and 240kg/ha for sorghum. Although other
cereals might have had higher yields, it would seem that surveyed districts fare worse than the national
average.
Looking at FAO and WFP 2010 data36, we analyse maize yields by province. Here, Mashonaland Central appears
to be the most productive, at 1240kg per hectare, which seems consistent with LFSP survey findings. On the other
hand, Manicaland and Midlands provinces have a median yield of 500 and 680kg/ha, respectively. With regards to
groundnut production, the national average (FAO and WFP, 2010) is much higher than found in the LFSP survey,
at 1460kg/ha.
The relatively disappointing performance of targeted districts is confirmed by data from INSPIRE, whose baseline
report pointed out that maize and sorghum yields in the targeted Manicaland Province districts average 343kg/ha
and 143kg/ha, respectively. Yields reported by ENTERPRIZE for the Mashonaland Province districts were much
higher and close to the national average, at 750kg/ha in the case of maize, and 730kg/ha in that of sorghum. This
would seem to confirm the higher productivity of Mashonaland Province reported by FAO and WFP. This is not the
case of the Midlands Province data, which does not match either LFSP findings or national averages. According to
EXTRA, yields averaged 988kg/ha in the case of maize and 684kg/ha in that of sorghum in targeted districts of
Midlands Province.
Variation among LFSP provinces is high, with Mutare and Shurugwi districts presenting the lowest yields
among the selected areas.
This finding indicates that particularly low-productivity districts were included in this survey. However, it is important
to note that the secondary data used for triangulation was collected in different years, and that external factors may
be at play. For instance, negative weather conditions, limited access to inputs and a deteriorating economy can
potentially help to explain the results of the LFSP survey. Furthermore, our sample only reflects baseline figures for
the eligible LFSP populations and is not representative of the total (rural) population.
Table 16. Percentage of households producing different types of crop including bio fortified crop (%)
%
Maize
Bio fortified maize
Sorghum
Groundnuts
Beans
Bio fortified beans

Total
91%
4%
16%
48%
10%
1%

Intervention
91%
2%
15%
49%
9%
1%

Control
89%
6%
17%
46%
12%
2%

Table 17. Volume of different types of crop produced by households including bio fortified crop (tonnes)
Tonnes
Maize
Bio fortified maize
Sorghum
Groundnuts
Beans
Bio fortified beans

Total
1682
43
93
280
64
10

Intervention
1008
14
65
194
26
0.9

Control
674
30
28
87
38
9.3

35

As reported in: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/AG.YLD.CREL.KG.
Further information can be found from the ‘FAO/WFP Crop and Food Security Assessment Mission to Zimbabwe’ (2010), available from:
http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/ena/wfp231420.pdf.
36
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As shown in Table 16, a large majority of farming households produced maize (91%) and groundnuts (48%)
during the last season. 2015 ZimVAC data also indicate that maize and groundnut were the most common crops
produced by rural households in Zimbabwe in 2014–15.
LFSP baseline figures affected by low rainfalls and potential impact of El Niño in the next season
Agricultural season 2014-15 was characterised by relatively low rainfall. For this reason, at endline, the evaluation
team will assess whether agricultural production should be adjusted using a five-year rolling average.
Additionally, it is possible that a strong El Niño, active since February 2015, will continue until early 2016.
According to WFP37, its early stages greatly affected the last growing season, resulting in sharp production losses.
Intensity is beginning to increase, and a peak is expected in the last quarter of 2015, which implies that some
provinces will experience El Niño-induced below normal rains, and as a result, household incomes may be
significantly reduced between October and December.
The average value of agricultural production on all possible crops38 – excluding cotton and tobacco – per
farmer over the last season is estimated at USD 422. Please refer to Annex 4 for further details regarding
values used to compile this indicator39. This amounts to USD 1,066,488 when calculated for all surveyed eligible
farmers in control and treatment areas.
When including tobacco and cotton, this increased to USD 448, which, calculated for all surveyed farmers,
amounts to USD 1,131,390. This is reported solely for comparative reasons, as tobacco and cotton are not crops of
interest to the LFSP project.
With respect to consumption and sales patterns, we can observe in Figure 14 that the majority of LFSP survey
households are found to be engaged in both consumption and sale of their product. However, the group of those
reserving production for home consumption was larger than the other two. With regards to maize and groundnuts,
more than 85% of producers utilised their output solely for home consumption.
In the case of sorghum, the proportion was even higher, at 93%. As for beans, less than 60% reserved their
production for home consumption alone: 39% both sold and consumed them, and the remaining 4% reserved them
for commercialisation.
Figure 14. Percentage of households consuming only, selling only, or consuming and selling their
production, by crop (%)
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WFP (2015), ‘El Nino: Implications and scenarios for 2015’.
Farmers were asked to select between: maize (non bio-fortified); protein maize (bio-fortified); sorghum; finger millet (rapoko); pearl millet
(mhunga); tubers (e.g. sweet potatoes, potatoes, cassava, amadumbe/ taro) (non bio-fortified); orange fleshed sweet potatoes (bio-fortified);
cowpeas; ground nuts (unshelled); round nuts (unshelled); beans (non bio-fortified); beans (bio-fortified); tobacco; cotton; paprika; sunflowers;
summer wheat; vegetables (e.g. tomatoes, cabbages, onions, chou moellier); fruit trees (e.g. mango, papaya, citrus, bananas).
39
AGRITEX weekly urban producer prices for the week ending 31/07/2015. All prices reported are in USD for the Manicaland region. These
prices are used as benchmark values for the agricultural production of all LFSP farmers over past season.
38
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Key findings
Productivity of surveyed farmers – as measured by median yields per crop – is found to be lower than the
national average.


Survey findings indicate strong variation in productivity according to the province and district at hand, with
Mutare (Manicaland) and Shurugwi (Midlands), both in the treatment group, presenting the lowest yields in
the sample.



Yields also vary according to the crop at hand, with groundnuts offering the highest return per hectare.

In general, most farmers engaged in maize production, although this was destined by a large majority for
home consumption. Although maize is usually considered a cash crop, this finding suggests that a limited number
of farming household use maize to cover their immediate cash needs and/or envisage part of their production as a
marketable surplus.
The number of farmers able to commercialise their product is low, averaging 20% across all products except
beans, which are sold by more than 40% of producers.

6.2 Status of farmers’ agricultural practices and farming management
With respect to conservation agriculture practices, farmers were asked which ‘practice’ – if any – they were
utilising for their three largest plots.
As outlined in Figure 15, the majority of farmers engaged in this type of practices, with crop rotation being the
most common, employed by 69% of respondents. Additionally, 32% engaged in minimum soil disturbance, and a
fourth of farmers pointed to mulching. On the other hand, 7% mentioned other techniques, while 8% did not report
to be practicing any conservation agriculture practices.
Figure 15. Percentage of households following conservation agricultural practices (%)
Minimum soil disturbance
Mulching
No CA practiced

Crop Rotation
Other
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7%

8%

0%

For the 8% of respondents who stated they were not using any conservation agriculture practices, the survey
proceeded to ask them why this was the case (Figure 16).
Approximately one quarter of this sub-set of respondents stated they did not understand the explanations
they had received, while 11% emphasised that, among their neighbours or friends, nobody was using them. A
further 10% contended they did not believe that practices would be successful, while 7% mentioned that they had
not seen any farm demonstrations.
Importantly, almost half of respondents listed ‘other reasons’. Among these 49%, more than half claimed that they
were not using conservation agriculture practices because it is too time- and resource-consuming to do so.
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Others mentioned the fact that they require draft animal power, which is unavailable for many producers. Some
also added that these practices are labour-intensive and they were too old to consider putting them into practice.
Figure 16. Main reason for not using conservation agriculture practices (%)
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Other reasons
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cattle/ No tools

Do not understand
the explanations
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practices

Not convinced
Never tried / Not
used / Haven't
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Do not believe the
practices will be
successful
Time/ Resource
consuming / Labour
intensive

None of my
neighbours or
friends are using
them

Have not seen any
farm/ demonstration
when they are
working

Figure 17. Percentage of households applying pest and disease control treatments before or during
storage; shelling, threshing, dry and cleaning crops; and milling (%)
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The survey also asked farmers whether they had applied pest- and disease-control treatments to their crops in
the last season. Here, treatment and control groups present very similar results, close to the 60% average found
for the total of surveyed farmers.
This proportion is similar to that reported by EXTRA for its target districts, which averaged 56%. However, the
values found by ENTERPRIZE and INSPIRE are much lower, at 2% and 3% respectively. This might be due to a
differing definition of what constitutes an “appropriate” pest and disease control treatment40.
When asked which value-added practices they are following for their crops, approximately 60% of households
reported to be engaging in shelling, threshing, and drying and cleaning of crops. The proportion was slightly
higher for treatment households, at approximately 62%, while this value was about 58% for control households. In
the case of milling, a much smaller 12% of total households did so, a value lower for treatment (11%) rather than
control households (14%).
Key findings
92% of survey respondents reported engaging in conservation agriculture practices for their three largest
plots. Most farmers (69%) used crop rotation, which suggests that this practice is relatively well anchored in the
LFSP eligible population. Reasons for not using conservation agriculture practices included not understanding the
explanations received, and the view that such practices were time- and resource-consuming.
Approximately 60% of farmers had applied pest- and disease-control treatments on their crops. With respect to
value-added practices, around 60% of total households reported to be engaging in shelling, threshing, and drying
and cleaning of crops. In the case of milling, a much lower 12% of total households did so.
These findings indicate that some agricultural practices are already used by a majority of households, while others
are rarely practiced, suggesting that LFSP implementers should adapt their trainings to targeted farmers’
needs in view of the time and resources available.

6.3 Use of seeds and fertilisers
With respect to the quantity of inputs used by LFSP survey respondents over an area of cultivation, we can
see from Figure 18 that, in total, 31kg of seeds were planted per hectare, an amount slightly higher in treatment
(32kg/ha) than in control areas (28kg/ha). In the case of basal fertiliser, quantities used appear to be much higher,
averaging at 63kg per hectare in total, and higher in the control (83kg/ha), than in the treatment group (54kg/ha).
Finally, the use of top dressing was also higher in the control group (71kg/ha), than in the treatment group
(59kg/ha), averaging 63kg/ha in total.
As for the diversity of inputs in use, 54% of farmers reported using natural fertiliser on their main crop, 51% in
intervention areas, and 61% in control areas. Moreover, 7% of respondents reported using herbicides on their main
crop, 5% in intervention areas and 12% in control areas. Finally, 8% of farmers reported using pesticides on their
main crop, 9% in intervention areas and 6% in control areas.
Overall, although farmers in control areas appeared to be utilising slightly more inputs, numbers remain
comparable.

40

ENTERPRIZE referrs to appropriate pest treatment as ‘integrated’ and ‘mechanised’, hence probably using more sophisticated technology
than currently available to farmers.
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Figure 18. Use of seed and fertiliser for main crop planted per area of cultivation (among households using
seed and fertilizer; kg/ha)
kg/ha
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Note: Confidence intervals are particularly wide because these yields are
based on subsets of the sample (households using these particular seeds
and fertilisers).

Key findings
Over the last season, an average of 31kg of seed, 63kg of basal fertiliser, and 63kg of top dressing were used per
hectare. Regarding input diversity, 54% of farmers were using natural fertiliser on their main crop; 7% used
herbicides, and 8% used pesticides.
In the context of a population of farmers with low purchasing power and mostly producing for their ownconsumption, these findings suggest that access to fertiliser, seeds and pesticides may be already facilitated
for farming households in these areas. 2015 ZimVAC data corroborate this hypothesis, with the most common
form of support which households received in 2014–15 being crop inputs (72%), before food aid (40%).
Unfortunately, reliable and precise information on where inputs are being distributes is difficult to obtain.

6.4 Use of bio-seeds and production of nutritious foods
With regards to the production of bio-fortified crops, this has been measured through the household survey as well.
However, the extent to which farmers were aware of the type of seeds they were using remains unclear. It is
possible that producers may not have a clear understanding of the difference between bio-fortified and non biofortified products, and that input providers did not supply them with the necessary information. For this reason, we
have decided to not report on these findings.
Cohort Study findings will be used to further investigate on the nature of agricultural practices used, including the
spread of production and consumption of bio-fortified food.

6.5 Existence of farmers’ groups
When asked whether them or any members of their households are registered in a farmers’ organisation, 24% of
control group farmers said this was the case, compared to 20% in the treatment group – and 21% overall. The
proportion of households in which women are involved in farmers’ groups is only 10% (13% in the control group
and 9% in the treatment group).
Despite this, such groups appear to play an important role in agricultural productivity. As shown in Figure 19,
a multivariate analysis between access to various types of services and being part of a farmers’ group seems to
point to the importance of this type of organisation.
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In fact, while 26% of farmers who were part of a farmers’ group were using financial services, only 15% of farmers
who were not part of such groups said this was the case. An even greater difference existed in the case of
extension support training: 72% for registered farmers, and 37% for unregistered ones. On the other hand, there
was no significant difference in the case of market access.
Figure 19. Proportion of households with access to services
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However, only 2% of households registered in a farmers’ group report having access to services for the
commercialisation of produce, including transport and marketing support41.
As can be seen in Figure 20, most farmers who market their product do so individually (43%). Only 6% of
surveyed farmers choose to engage in marketing as a group, while 3% do so occasionally. In the case of
farmers’ main crop, the proportion is even lower, with less than 1% conducting any sales through group marketing
transactions.
As indicated by ZimVAC 2015, “rural households depend on agriculture for their livelihood; therefore membership
to an agriculture-related group offers information and learning that plays an important role in modifying farmers’
values by increasing their limited opportunities for interactive learning”.
Figure 20. Percentage of farmers marketing as a group and individually (%)
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41

This refers to one of the numerous services provided by farmers’ organisations, as outlined in question 12.4.3 of the Farmers’ Survey (refer to
Annex 4); namely, assistance in collecting, transporting, and marketing farmers’ produce. The questionnaire asked respondents whether any
organisation was providing this service to households in the area. If so, it asked them to identify the provider of the service, and then whether
their specific households had accessed it in the previous 12 months.
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It is important to notice, as shown in Figure 20, that almost half of farmers (48%) do not attend markets at all. This
finding is particularly striking, especially when compared to findings reported in Figure 21 below. In fact, we can
see that, on average, farmers attending the market are more likely to have more arable land, a higher value of
livestock and of agricultural tools, and a higher production value, compared to those who do not attend.
Figure 21. Means of agricultural indicators, depending on whether households does or does not go to the
market
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The decision of attending the market is likely to depend on the total value of agricultural production. Figure 22
shows a consistent increase in the proportion of farmers attending the market as their total value of
agricultural production also augments. It is interesting to notice a tipping point at USD 200: this is likely to
correspond to subsistence level, after which farmers are able to get a surplus from their own consumption, and
hence find it possible to engage in sales of their produce.
It is important to note, however, that the LFSP baseline survey did not collect data on barter trading, although it is
likely to be frequent in the rural Zimbabwean context we are analysing.
Figure 22. Proportion of households going to the market, depending on their total value of agricultural
production
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Key findings
Membership in farmers’ organisations is relatively low (21% of households). Moreover, only 10% of
households included women involved in farmers’ groups. It seems that most farmers choose their product
individually, or do not go to the market at all: only 6% stated they decided to market as a group.


Only 2% of households reported receiving any support for the commercialisation of their products.



In the case of group marketing, this seemed to be much lower than individual sales: only 6% of surveyed
farmers engaged in it, and in the case of their main crop the value was even lower.

This suggests that providing support through farmers’ groups to improve access and marketing strategies
may prove challenging, in particular for women, despite its potential advantages in the form of access to finance
and receiving extension support training.

6.6 Access to agricultural extension services
As shown on Figure 23, 44% of farmers declare receiving extension support training. The proportion is higher in the
control group (55%) than in the treatment group (39%). This is also higher than the national rural average, at 38%
(2015 ZimVAC data), suggesting that areas targeted by LFSP are on average receiving more training than other
areas.
This is lower than what was found by IPs. On the one hand, EXTRA stated that 92% of households in its targeted
districts of Midlands Province were receiving extension services, and that 94% accessed them via government
providers, including AGRITEX. The second most common source was found to be NGOs. In the case of
ENTERPRIZE (Mashonaland Central Province), 71% of famers were found to have received extension support
training in 2014/15, 64% of which from government extension officers. INSPIRE did not report any data on this type
of service in Manicaland Province.
As outlined in Figure 2342, the vast majority of those receiving extension support training, a total of 1016 farmers,
are supported by the Department of Agricultural Technical and Extension Services (AGRITEX), the Department of
Livestock and Development (LPD) or the Department of Livestock and Veterinary Services (VET). Similarly, 2015
ZimVAC data indicates that nationally, 95% of extension training came from the government during the last season.
Figure 23. Number of farmers receiving extension support training by service provider
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Note: (1) Total is higher than 1,107 (total number of farmers receiving extension support
training) because farmers were allowed to select multiple providers.

42

Figure 18 reports a total of more than 1107 responses, as farmers were allowed to select multiple providers of extension support training. For
this reason, it is impossible to report such figures in percentages.
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Specialised government departments are followed by NGOs, private companies, lead farmers, and other farmers.
Finally, only 8 farmers state they do not know who they received training from.
Figure 24. Average maize yield of farmers practising or not practising different farming and preservation
techniques, and having received or not having received extension support training (kg/ha)
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As can be seen in Figure 24, our multivariate analysis has found that farmers using various conservation
agricultural practices are also reporting higher maize yields, on average. Although average yields are higher for
each agricultural practice listed, it is interesting to note the importance of post-harvest treatment, which is even
higher than the impact of receiving extension training. This suggests that investing in extension training per se
might not be the best way forward, and that instead focusing on particularly effective techniques might benefit
farmers more.
Key findings
Less than half of the surveyed famers report having access to agricultural extension services. Trainings are
most commonly offered by Government Departments such as AGRITEX, LPD and VET, and rarely by lead farmers
or private companies.
Assumptions made at design stage indicated that there was limited information as to the number of farmers
actually reached by these services, and that the adoption of supportive technologies such as fertilizers, pesticides
and agronomic management practices had remained below 40% among smallholder farmers across the country.
Baseline findings appear to confirm the lack of strong agricultural extension service delivery systems and the
absence of private sector extension services.
The importance of agricultural extension services is confirmed by multivariate analysis, which has found that
farmers with access to training also report higher maize yields, on average. However, the utilisation of certain
conservation agriculture practices, especially post-harvest management, appears to have a stronger impact on
yields.

6.7 Access to financial services
As can be seen in Table 18, access to financial services, defined as savings, agricultural credit, and
agricultural insurance,43 is very limited, with 83% of farmers stating they have not used any financial
services in the past year. Slightly more farmers have access to financial services in the treatment (18%)
compared to the control group (15%).
Only 432 farmers reported using any financial services during this period, with the total value of credit secured by
farmers standing at USD 20,532 – an average of USD 159 per farmer having received a loan.

43

Please note that this does not include mobile money, which was part of another question in the survey.

LFSP MR&E – JANUARY 2016

65

BASELINE REPORT

Services utilised are mostly savings (10% of households in the control group and 13% in the treatment group) and
credit (4% and 6%, respectively). The proportion of farmers receiving agricultural insurance services is by far the
lowest: only one farmer in the sample.
Mobile money services, which were not included by the survey among traditional financial instruments, are used
more than traditional financial services, at 37.5% overall. The proportion was significantly higher in intervention
areas (41%) than in control areas (29%).
Data reported by IPs confirm our findings. In its targeted districts of Midlands Province, EXTRA found that, while
26% of respondents had borrowed money in the past, only 11.9% owned a bank account. This would seem to
suggest that informal credit sources are important in this population.
ENTERPRIZE (Mashonaland Central Province) reported that, while 26% of farmers were aware for formal financial
institutions in their district, only 16% of them mentioned using them. Among those who chose to do so, most
employed them for savings (8.8% of households), followed by credit and loans (6.6%), and agricultural insurance
(0.6%).
Finally, in the case of INSPIRE districts in Manicaland Province, only 0.7% of respondents were found to have
accessed formal credit in the previous 12 months. In the case of informal sources, the proportion was higher, at
3.8%. Also, 13% of respondents stated they were engaging in savings; 5% with formal and 8% with informal
institutions. Finally, only 1.39% of households reported accessing insurance services through formal institutions.
Table 18. Percentage of farmers with access to financial services (%)
%

Total

Intervention

Control

Financial services

17%

18%

15%

Mobile money

37%

41%

29%

Key findings
Access to financial services is very limited, while insurance is virtually non-existent among the LFSP eligible
population.
However, the proportion of farmers having access to mobile money services is substantially higher, suggesting
opportunities for mobile-enabled initiatives.
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Conclusion: What is the status of agricultural productivity in LFSP areas at
baseline?
Agricultural productivity in all LFSP areas is low and appears to be constrained
by a range of factors identified at design stage.
Farmers are often unable to commercialise their product, using it mostly for
home consumption. This is especially evident in the case of maize. A small
number of farmers are producing and consuming bio fortified food, although such
products tend to be used for household consumption, rather than for
commercialisation.
According to baseline findings, a major constraint is access to services, in
terms of training, inputs and finance, defined as savings, agricultural credit, and
agricultural insurance. Findings also confirmed the lack of strong agricultural
extension service delivery systems and the absence of private sector extension
services. Few households have access to savings or credit services. On the other
hand, the proportion of farmers having access to mobile money services is
substantially higher, suggesting opportunities for mobile-enabled initiatives.
Interestingly, baseline findings indicate that some conservation agriculture
practices are already used by a majority of households, while others are rarely
practiced, suggesting that LFSP implementers should adapt the trainings to
targeted farmers’ needs in view of their time and resources available.
Although a fifth of households are part of farmers’ organisations, only 2% received
support to commercialise their products. This suggest that providing support
through farmers’ groups to improve access and marketing strategies may
prove challenging.
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7 Market Access at Baseline
As part of their inception phase, Palladium produced a study of the five value chains highlighted as important for
the MD component – horticulture, poultry, dairy, aquaculture and grains. The study explores the barriers to market
access experienced by value chain members in each one of the sectors and presents recommendations to
improve market access.
In this section, we analyse how this study was used to inform the design of the MD component and the subsequent
selection of grantees. At the time of writing, 14 projects have been contracted under the MD component, of which
13 at the time of our baseline data collection.


In Section 7.1, we present a summary of the relevant value chain analyses (dairy is yet to feature as a
value chain within the component). Each summary is followed by a brief description of the relevant projects
and how they are designed to improve market access. For the projects contracted at the time of our
baseline data collection, we also present the key findings from the semi-structured interviews with
target beneficiaries by project. In addition, we have also included the main findings from the interviews
with the project headquarters for the six projects that had already begun implementation.



In Section 7.2, we present our overall analysis of the MD findings to identify cross-cutting barriers and
issues including margins, access to finance, market infrastructure and availability of accurate market
information.

A more detailed summary of the interviews conducted for each of the MD projects is available upon request.
Issues/problems and assumptions identified at design stage
Limited access to input/ output markets
Low agricultural productivity is closely related to farmers’ limited access to inputs on markets. More specifically,
Zimbabwe’s Land Reform Programme in the 2000s has had dramatic consequences on input/output markets, as
the main source of demand for inputs (large commercial farmers) upon which the agro-dealer network was based
was considerably reduced. The influence of support to farmers through the distribution of free inputs is also
creating a distorted market in Zimbabwe. As of 2015, market inefficiencies – in terms of the market’s inability to
respond to the needs of poor farmers – result from several underlying dynamics:


Smallholder farmers’ focus on subsistence rather than farming as a business, leading to a low demand for
inputs which does not create enough incentives for suppliers to respond to;



The remoteness, poor transport infrastructures and physical barriers to smallholder farms, leading
suppliers and buyers to focus on areas which are more accessible;



Low agricultural productivity, leading to the difficulty to realise economies of scale for farmers and buyers;



Low output quality, limiting the saleability of products due to poor post-harvest handling techniques;



Farmers’ poor organisational skills and lack of lobbying or negotiating capacity with suppliers and buyers;



Farmers’ expectations to receive free agricultural inputs from government and donors, which create market
distortions; and



Farmers’ lack of access to credit and insurance.

The combination of these factors and the limited access to input and output markets more generally tend to
discourage farmers from producing surplus or cash produce.
Limited capacity of market actors to respond to smallholder farmers’ needs
Suppliers, buyers and other market actors face high costs when servicing or engaging with smallholder farmers. In
addition to the costs related to low productivity, low output quality and lack of infrastructure, agricultural value
chains tend to be fragmented and markets are generally localised and segmented. The small volumes produced by
a large number of smallholder farmers also result in traders’ inability to aggregate sufficient production levels to
justify their involvement with smallholder farmers.
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Contract farming will offer an assured market and access to production support for farmers
Contracting is fundamentally a way of allocating risks between a company and its growers. Even though farming
risks can be reduced by contracting, such contracts may entail potential disadvantages for farmers and barriers to
the realisation of the contract benefits listed above. Decisions on strategic choices are primarily based on costbenefit analysis of the consequences of the decision options. The different interests and intentions of the two
groups, farmers and agribusiness firms (processors, retailers, etc.), can lead to unexpected outcomes.

7.1 Key value chains in LFSP areas
7.1.1

Grains

In the MD value chain study, the analysis of grain refers to maize and soya crops. The grain market in Zimbabwe,
consisting of maize and soya, has been unstable and under-performing for over a decade. Following land reforms
in Zimbabwe, the maize sector has become polarised between commercial farming and smallholder/communal
farming, with some of the former being formed through seizure and division of a significant number of large-scale
farms. As a result of this redistribution, and recent drought, production of grains has declined, and there is
currently a huge deficit of grain in Zimbabwe, which is supplemented periodically by imported maize.
There is also currently a shortage of soya bean in the market, as producers are no longer able to meet the
quantities demanded. The government has banned soya bean imports at the request of soya bean oil processors.
Therefore, stock feed manufacturers, the other main consumer of soya beans, are now complaining about
shortages, as the oil processors consume the majority of local crop.
Smallholder and communal farmers report constraints caused by lack of access to inputs (seed, fertiliser and
modern machinery) and markets, post-harvest losses due to limited silo access, lack of training and expertise, poor
support from extension workers, limited access to finance, and government regulation.
Table 19. Grain projects
Paperhole (Grain)
Project
Description

The project plans to establish district Agri-Hubs for smallholders to sell grains and oilseeds, buy inputs and
access agricultural services from different service providers (including extension information and financial
services). The centres will be equipped to carry out CABS TextACash44 transactions and will be established
as Eco-cash Agents, so that farmers can be paid using mobile money. Farmers will also have the opportunity
to register on the Eco-farmer platform, through which they will receive market and extension information.

Value Chain
Link

The Agri-Hub facilities will offer smallholder and communal farmers easier access to inputs including seeds,
fertiliser, and machinery and provide a direct point of market access. In addition, farmers will have the option
of receiving market and extension information.

Key findings
(Farmers)

Competition from other private sector input selling or commodity buying operations limits Paperhole’s scope
for undercutting competitors on price of inputs or paying more for outputs. It is not clear what advantage
Paperhole offers to farmers or how it contributes to LFSP objectives, as it does not seek to address the main
constraints of high price of inputs relative to the price of outputs, nor does it offer inputs on credit or loans.

Key findings
(Project)

At the time of writing all inputs are sold to large scale commercial farmers due to previous bad experience
with small-scale farmers engaging in contract farming. Although Paperhole has benefited from the liquidity
problems of the Grain Marketing Board, staff report to be less satisfied with the prices they are paying for
commodities and margins are reported as being low – just 1.75% for grain and 1.8% for wheat. The profit
margin for soya beans was higher (5%) but the total volume has been reduced due to flooding.

44

For further information regarding the TextACash service, please visit: http://www.cabs.co.zw/sme-banking/channels/textacash-agents.
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Peak Trading (Grain)
Project
Description

This project will build hermetic metal silos specifically designed for smallholders. This will be supported with
training workshops to train target communities on post-harvest handling and storage practices. The project will
also set up a Mobile Buying Station (MBS) that procures outputs at the farm gate and aggregates them at hub
depots where consolidated loads are moved back to urban markets. The MBS will also be available year round
to deliver seeds and fertiliser and silos to farmers.

Value Chain
Link

The project aims to reduce the risk of post-harvest losses caused by lack of infrastructure, including silos, and
knowledge to safeguard produce, which cause grain to lose quality or to become unmarketable due to stack
burn or insect infestation. It also consolidates smallholder farm outputs, which individually occupy small areas
of land and produce small quantities of grain, thus reducing transport costs.

Key findings
(Farmers)

Like other buyers in the market, one of Peak Trading’s main advantages is that the GMB is unable to pay
farmers the highly subsidised price it normally offers, and they are able to collect grain from the farm gate and
pay cash on collection. Because they lack alternative sources of income, interviews suggests that farmers will
need to accept the comparatively low price offered by Peak Trading and other buyers. The proposed postharvest storage improvements may also prove useful, allowing farmers to store grain safely until the price
rises.

Key findings
(Project)

The focus on buying from small-scale farmers has meant challenges with sourcing commodities of the correct
variety and quality, with moisture content, weevil damage and mixed types of beans being particular issues.
According to Peak Trading staff, exchange rate fluctuations – the weakening of neighbouring countries’
currencies against the dollar – have resulted in competition from cheap imports.

7.1.2

Horticulture

Since 1999, exports from Zimbabwe’s horticulture sub-sector to Europe have declined drastically, as quality and
production have fallen. Most food processors have failed, finding it impossible to continue their activities with a
collapsing currency and their traditional source of produce (large commercial farmers) harmed by the land
redistribution process. The remaining ones are struggling to obtain produce from a market mostly composed of
smallholder farmers. Now, these smallholder farmers face numerous market challenges that cause them to
produce unreliable yields that are often sub-standard in quality and/or of insufficient quantity to meet demands of
other market stakeholders. A number of weak linkages in the sub-sector value chains can be cited as causes of the
current status of the market.
Farmers struggle to purchase good quality farming inputs, such as seeds, fertiliser and equipment. The
seeds and fertiliser that are available in the market are largely imported, often too expensive for farmers to
purchase, and sometimes unsuitable for local soil or crops, respectively. Middlemen, who buy crops from farmers
below market value, at times also sell low quality inputs to decentralised farmers at high costs. Furthermore,
farmers are faced by unreliable access to water and energy.
Smallholder farmers often cannot get favourable lending rates to finance purchase of good quality inputs
due to insufficient collateral. Finance is needed to fund the inputs mentioned above and modern farming
technologies that increase the ease and efficiency of irrigating, tilling and storing crops.
Farmers lack market knowledge of how best to plant and farm produce, which types of packaging are necessary
for various crops, and of market demand in terms of size and quality of produce.
Because local producers cannot meet domestic demand, the supply gap is bridged by imports coming largely
from South Africa. Here, producers have bridged the supply gap and are selling produce that is better quality and
less expensive than the locally grown alternative.
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Table 20. Horticulture project
Help from Germany and Mutasa Auction Floor (Horticulture)
Project
Description

The project aims to establish an Internet based horticulture auction floor system in the Mutasa District.
Smallholder farmers would bring crops and advertise to buyers on the Internet, where bidding will take place.
The project will provide grading services and a pack shed and cold chain storage facility for farmers’ produce.
Farmers will receive market information to understand demands for quality, quantities, type of products, etc.

Value
Chain Link

The project will support marketing of smallholder farmers’ horticulture produce directly to formal markets. It will
also provide grading services and storage facilities to decrease the rate of crop degradation.

Key
findings
(Farmers)

The project had not started at the time of interviews, but interviews with potential target beneficiary farmers
found a high level of dissatisfaction with prices offered for bananas. The market is dominated by two main
players, Favco and Sunspun, both of whom farmers accuse of dubious business practices including, in the
case of Favco, rigging weighing scales.

7.1.3

Poultry

The poultry sector can be divided into two key businesses: the broiler industry and the egg industry. Prior to 2000,
poultry farming was the domain of big companies and Zimbabwe produced broilers and exported frozen birds to the
sub-region. However, the economic downturn in 2000 saw an influx of small-scale poultry farming, as families tried
to find an easy source of income by selling a cheap source of protein. During the hardships in 2008, there was a
shortage of stock feed, which reduced the size of the poultry industry and broiler stocks. This paved the way for
chicken imports from Brazil and from South Africa. The imported birds were cheaper than those produced locally
and the Brazilian birds quickly flooded the market.
Although the broiler industry has since recovered, current production rates are not yet sufficient and domestic
production is unable to meet demand. Ability to develop both the broiler and egg industries has been
constrained by many factors, including shortage of hatching eggs, high cost of feed, veterinary services, packaging
and energy, smallholder farmers’ lack of market knowledge and skills, access to markets and access to finance.
Heavy compliance costs driven by government policy on imports and genetically modified food further
constrain domestic production of poultry foods. These rules have created an unfavourable environment for the
poultry industry to operate and made the sector less profitable. The market gap between supply and demand has
been bridged by an influx of less expensive legally and illegally imported birds.
Table 21. Poultry project
Byskner t/a MOLU’s Meats (Poultry) – not contracted at the time of baseline data collection
Project
Description

This project plans to set up and operationalise a chicken abattoir and to acquire cold room/containers,
refrigerated trucks, and a collection truck. It plans to expand business by contracting smallholder cattle and
chicken farmers who will be able to increase production using access to inputs provided by the project,
private extension and access to finance. Stock feed will be provided by a partner company. They will be
guaranteed payment by MOLU and provide feed directly to beneficiary farmers. After the farmers deliver the
chicken/cattle, MOLU will pay the stock feed supplier. It aims to get into forward contracts with big market
players to secure future markets.

Value Chain
Link

Abattoirs will facilitate growth of smallholder farmers through outgrower contracts, increasing production
levels and, thereby, returns through provision of and access to inputs.

7.1.4

Aquaculture

Aquaculture began in Zimbabwe in the 1970s, but did not really take off commercially until the foundation of Lake
Harvest in 1997. There are now six commercial fish farms in the country and Lake Harvest is the only one which is
exporting produce. There are also some smallholder fish farmers, but they are not as established as the top six
commercial farmers. The limited number of players on the market has led to an undersupply of fish.
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However, the sector suffers from extremely high costs of compliance, access to fingerlings, access to feed and
general lack of knowledge and training on aquaculture.
Table 22. Aquaculture project
Aquafeeds (Aquaculture)
Project
Description

The company plans to encourage commercialisation of smallholder fish farmers through distribution of tilapia
fingerlings, feed and equipment using the existing ProFeeds distribution network. Three district-level shops
will be stocked with fingerlings and feed in the first year, followed by five additional district shops in the
second year. Aquafeeds will also provide training to directly market and support fish farming (supplying
fingerlings and commercial feed to existing farmers, producing an aquaculture handbook on production and
marketing, and carrying out input fairs). The project will aim to strengthen the Zimbabwe Fish Producers
Association (ZFPA) in order to increase the transfer of information between suppliers and farmers.

Value Chain
Link

Providing access to good quality fish farming inputs, Aquafeeds will enable smallholder fish farmers to
engage in larger scale production. By providing trainings, input fairs and an aquaculture handbook, as well as
strengthening the ZFPA, the project will bridge knowledge and communication gaps in the market.

Key findings
(Farmers)

The venture is still in its initial stages (the first batch of fingerlings were delivered a couple of months after this
survey), but it would appear that prospects are good. This is because the project is targeting slightly better off
farmers who are already involved in commercial value chains, such as poultry production, and who also have
a certain amount of financial and human capital to invest. The market for fish and associated margins are not
yet clear, but considering the relatively low level of labour required compared to poultry production, and the
demand for cheap protein, the prospects are promising.

7.1.5

Other value chains

Below are summaries of the interventions in value chains not included within the MD Value Chain analysis report.
Table 23. Other value chains projects
World Vision and Africa Breeders Services (Sorghum, Cowpeas and Livestock)
Project
Description

The project will set up a stock feed milling plant in Mount Darwin to utilise excess sorghum and cowpeas from
smallholder farmers. The plant will be co-owned by the company and local farmers, who will be expected to
buy shares in the mill company. Training will be provided in post-harvest management and for stock feed
manufacturing and livestock fattening for value addition.

Value Chain
Link

This project will create another market for the excess sorghum produced by smallholder farmers in the Mount
Darwin district, and it will reduce the knowledge gap of smallholder sorghum farmers.

Key findings
(Farmers)

Findings confirm the overproduction of sorghum and cowpeas that the intervention seeks to provide a market
for. Consequently, prices are so low that outputs are not sold, but used for home consumption or stored
awaiting better prices. Relationships with buyers are strained, with buyers having much stronger bargaining
power. Due to poverty and lack of alternatives farmers are forced to accept low prices. The presence of
intermediaries is seen as leading to a reduction in farmers’ selling prices.
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Mercy Corps and Econet (Field Crops and livestock) – Inputs and Outputs
Project
Description

The project aims to link smallholder farmers and buyers through a mobile-based platform enabling farmers to
advertise their crop yield and/or buyers to put out a call for crops. Farmers bring their crop or a sample of it to
the nearest EcoFarmer Brand Ambassador (BA), who then checks and validates its quality. Buyers make
payments via Eco-Cash and arrange transport.

Value Chain
Link

The project connects smallholder farmers to large-scale buyers, including wholesalers, retailers and processors
and provides information to farmers about the current quantities and qualities demanded in the market.

Key
findings
(Farmers)

The research confirms the problems of low prices identified by the project, as well as payment issues. Maize
prices were described as too low for producers to make a profit and there were also complaints concerning the
delays in payment from Grain Marketing Board (GMB), with some even doubting they would ever receive
payment. Compounding the problem, the price of has tobacco has also fallen: as its price varies on a daily
basis, the grading system is generally seen as unjust and unfair.

Westale Trading (Honey)ODUCTS
Project
Description

Westale Trading is being supported to launch a commercially sustainable brand of high-quality locally produced
honey for domestic and regional markets. The project will involve developing of a world-class brand for
Zimbabwe honey, establishing quality standards for honey and enabling a sustainable contract farming
approach. Through this project, a formal honey-processing centre is also being established in Harare.

Value Chain
Link

Honey production is largely a smallholder farmer business, with a number of informal small scale honey
operations producing honey related products, such as beeswax and candles, etc.. There is a lack of
management expertise and systems to run commercial operations, as well as cash constraints. Local production
has been failing to meet the quantity and quality demanded, hence the market is flooded with imported honey.
Current domestic honey brands are limited in variety and professionalism, and their branding is not welldeveloped, does not command a price premium, nor is able to compete against better packaged imports or in
export markets.

Key
findings
(Farmers)

There are some issues with the quality of the inputs, although some beekeepers are able to gain free access to
timber offcuts. Some have already switched from selling to informal traders, to selling to formal ones, and are
able to gain a more favourable price for their higher quality honey. Many are new to beekeeping and there is an
appetite for training and field workshops, which Westale Trading will provide, as there is currently limited
alternative support. Many would like support to purchase beekeeping equipment, which they are currently
unable to access.

Key
findings
(Project)

The business reports being very satisfied with the price it currently pays for the raw honey and believes the
prices are fair to both the producer and seller, as they enable both parties to realise a profit. The quality of the
honey is not currently at the desired level, although the business hopes this will improve with the training
provided. Relationships with suppliers were described as very good: they are eager to sell their honey, as many
do not have other work. The business believes that the relationship will further improve as the beekeepers
receive training and improve the quality and quantity of production, leading to increased revenue for both
parties.
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B’ayoba (Natural Products)
Project
Description

The project aims establish a bulking centre in Mount Darwin district for baobab harvesting and from there sell
various baobab produce to the commercial market. Land will be converted in order to respect organic criteria.

Value
Chain Link

The project connects smallholder farmers to processors and ensures that there will be demand for crop yield.
Processors will be guaranteed the amount of produce necessary for production.

Key
findings
(Farmers)

Collection of baobab fruit is time-consuming and sometimes dangerous, and therefore only appeals to the
poorest farmers. Contrary to what the project claimed, a market for Baobab fruit existed in the area before
B’ayoba’s arrival. Farmers are disappointed with the price offered by B’ayoba, with some saying the price was
lower than was originally agreed. Some said they had previously achieved better returns by selling shelled
baobab and are now reluctant to sell at the price offered.

Wethersfield t/a Green Trade (Mung Beans)
Project
Description

The project will aim to replace cotton with mung bean as the primary harvested crop in Gokwe South, Guruve
and Mt Darwin districts. It will contract cumulative batches and purchase them from farmers at pre-planting
contracted prices. Procurement, aggregation, fumigation and quality control of the mung beans will be done at
buying centres located at ward level and staffed by lead farmers. Extension service support will be provided to
farmers.

Value Chain
Link

The project establishes links between smallholder farmers and international markets through buying centres.
Contracting farmers will guarantee a source of income for them through guaranteed sale of their harvest.

Key
findings
(Farmers)

Farmers are open to contract farming arrangements, as they enable them to plan in advance, but have their
suspicions as they feel they have been cheated by companies and middlemen before. Green Trade will have
to ensure that farmers fully understand the roles and responsibilities of both parties to avoid the risk of them
becoming disillusioned and dropping out of the scheme or side selling.

Key
findings
(Project)

Road access is an issue and this will impact on Green Trade’s ability to interact with farmers on a face-to-face
basis, potentially reducing the uptake of the scheme and affecting the quality of beans produced.

Zimbabwe Coffee Mill (Coffee)
Project
Description

This project aims to provide modern technology to smallholder coffee farmers that will lower the amount labour
required and improve the quality of the coffee produced. This will include pulping machines that farmers will be
trained to use and maintain. The project will also facilitate access to better paying markets.

Value
Chain Link

By contracting farmers, the project will provide a reliable market for their crops and steady source of income.
The project aims to increase the quality of coffee produced and, thus, saleability on the export market.

Key
findings
(Farmers)

Farmers are not satisfied with the prices they achieve for their coffee, which requires high levels of inputs and
labour. Price fluctuations also affect farmers’ relationships and levels of trust with their buyers, while interviews
suggest that more should be done to explain the price changes.

Key
findings
(Project)

The Coffee Mill has bought significantly more coffee between 2013/14 to 2014/15. Large-scale commercial
farmers are able to provide better management of their crops and produce higher quality coffee. The low quality
produced by small scale farmers is due to the lack of funds required to manage the crop over the long period of
time required for it to mature. Improvements in quality in the past season have led to better relationships with
customers and increased confidence in the product, a more recognised output on the international market and
increased demand. Financial support and capacity building provided to help smallholder farmers could improve
the quality of their product.
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Goal, WHH, Farm Shop and Hurudza – Inputs and Outputs
Project
Description

Farm Shop will establish a network of rural agro-dealers who they will contract to provide stock on consignment.
The retailers will receive training on podcasts, branding and marketing. The project will also create a cloudbased platform that uses Point of Sale (POS), bulk SMS, and USSD components to monitor stocks and
generate credit history for agro-dealers and farmers based on transactions they make. Farmers will also be
offered in-store extension advice should they require it.

Value Chain
Link

This project will provide access to inputs for smallholder farmers at the ward level. It also aims to increase the
affordability of inputs by offering better prices.

Key
findings
(Agrodealers)

Dealers are generally satisfied with the price and quality of inputs, but there are important issues with the timing
of deliveries, which can be too late for the farmers to use. There are also issues with the inputs provided not
being of the type or quantity demanded by farmers.

Key
findings
(Project)

Farm Shop reports being satisfied with the prices it achieves for sales of maize and vegetable seed because it
can add value from production to sales. It is less satisfied with the fertiliser because it is ordered from
elsewhere. The fertiliser packaging has also changed and Farm Shop have made efforts to educate buyers
about the branding (although interviews with the agro-dealers suggest there is a need for more of this education
on new/new branded inputs). Whilst there is sufficient market information about maize, there is a lack of
information about fertiliser and almost none on vegetable seed, with Farm Shop reliant upon direct contact with
traders.

Goal, WHH, Farm Shop and Hurudza (Biofortified Crops)
Project
Description

This project will pilot production of bio-fortified foods, including Quality Protein Maize (QPM), Nua 45 sugar
beans, Pro Vitamin A Maize (PAM) and Orange Fleshed Sweet Potatoes. Farmers will be trained in the
production of these bio-fortified foods. Taste testing and cooking demonstrations will be held to promote
acceptability among farmers.

Value Chain
Link

The project will encourage market creation for bio-fortified foods, and link farmers to this market while reducing
their knowledge gap of proper production technique. It will also improve and enhance nutrition security for
smallholder farmers.

Key
findings
(Farmers)

Prices of inputs (mainly maize seed and fertilizer) are seen as too expensive (and sometimes, though not
always, higher than in previous seasons). A number of the farmers reported not being able to purchase the
quantity or variety of inputs that wanted and stated that, as a result, their production and income levels have
suffered.
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ETG t/a IETC (Sesame)
Project
Description

The project will introduce sesame as an alternative cash crop for smallholder farmers in cotton growing
districts and strengthen the soya bean value chain to increase diversity of production. Sesame farmers will be
contracted and given access to quality inputs (sesame seeds and microfinance for soya inputs), as well as
assistance for farming this new crop. The crops will then be processed in an established plant in Mozambique.

Value Chain
Link

This project will provide access to affordable inputs and market information to farmers. It will also serve to link
smallholder farmers to processors and bridge this market gap. Contract farming will allow smallholder farmers
to access a guaranteed market for their produce, and at the same time provide a stable supply for the
company’s sesame processing plant in Mozambique.

Key
findings
(Farmers)

Farmers are optimistic about the idea of contract farming, especially if they are able to obtain inputs or cash in
advance in order to buy inputs. It remains to be seen whether the price farmers are offered for sesame is
satisfactory, or whether they can produced quantities will be sufficient to boost incomes significantly.

7.2 Farmers’ linkages to markets at baseline
The MD component is intervening in specific value chains and particular locations. As a result, many of the findings
of the survey are only relevant to the individual project (as summarised above in Section 7.1). In this section, we
present the crosscutting barriers and issues found across multiple projects.
Inputs and outputs
The key issue for farmers is the low price achieved for outputs relative to the cost of inputs and the lack of
credit available. For grains and legumes, farmers are used to the subsidised prices paid by the Grain Marketing
Board (GMB). Although these prices are still offered in theory, farmers face lengthy delays (over 1 year) in
receiving their payments. A need for cash often forces them to sell on the open market at a considerably lower
price. The market is clearly a buyer’s market and farmers are price takers rather than price makers.
“We are also selling our sugar beans to the mobile traders because they pay us instantly, though the price
is low. GMB has a good price but it does not help when you have to wait for two years to get your money”
(Farmer; Guruve District; Peak Trading Sample).
“Customers are like robbers, they want to take our crops for free after working so hard in the fields. We do
not get the money that we expect for our quality produce. I end up buying less inputs and cultivating a
small portion because I cannot afford enough inputs” (Farmer; Makoni District; Goal, WHH, Farm Shop and
Huruzda Sample).
Although there is some awareness of the impact of global markets upon the prices achieved for outputs, many
farmers do not fully understand the effect on their prices and suspect that the pricing system is unfair and not
transparent. Better communication of why prices fluctuate, improved transparency and more detail on
current prices for crops could help ease tensions and allow farmers to plan the crops they grow accordingly.
“Banana prices are too low and there is a lot cheating. Why have the prices just gone down?” (Farmer;
Mutasa District; Help From Germany Sample).
“The prices are low and they are not true to their word when they (Zimbabwe Coffee Mill) came to us in the
beginning they said they will be buying for $6/kg but they came and bought or $3. That is not a way to carry
out any form of business” (Farmer; Mutasa District; Zimbabwe Coffee Mill Sample).
While there are some isolated issues, farmers are generally satisfied with the quality of the inputs they are using.
They are, however, fairly dissatisfied with the price they pay for their inputs (predominantly seeds, fertiliser and
chemicals amongst the survey respondents). The interviews suggest that although the price of inputs has not
increased significantly the low price achieved for outputs, combined with the lack of finance available to
farmers, is at the root of the problems farmers are facing.
“In 2013/14 prices were too high compared to the prices buyers were paying for our cotton, so I could not
afford inputs, but they were available for all crops, and the same varieties as were available in the 2014/15
season” (Farmer; Gokwe South District; IETC Sample).
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There have also been some issues of availability of inputs, either through late delivery or in instances where the
inputs the farmer is used to have been replaced by new brands. This suggests more could be done to keep farmers
informed, so they can make alternative arrangements if deliveries will be delayed. Further efforts are also include
informing farmers about new brands and varieties.
“I had to buy my seed from my neighbour this season because the government delayed in giving us the
inputs” (Farmer; Mount Darwin District; B’ayoba Sample).
“Suppliers should get down to the ground to establish farmers’ needs and supply exactly that and not what
they have” (Agro-dealer; Makoni District, Farm Shop Sample).
Finance
Many farmers said that they would like to have accessed a loan to buy more inputs to increase their production
and/or yield, but lacked the collateral required to secure a loan and hence purchase all necessary inputs. Some
said they were required to show evidence of a formal contract or payslips to loan providers, which they do not
have. There is also a general wariness of the formal system and many refuse to open a formal bank account after
the hyperinflation in the mid to late 2000s, which saw many bank accounts completely wiped out. In the absence of
using formal loans from banks, around one in six of the farmers stated that they had an input loan agreement (an
advance from the suppliers of inputs). Those using this form of advance were satisfied with the arrangement.
“There are no more banks in this area. They closed down. People no longer have trust with banks”
(Farmer; Mutasa District; Help from Germany Sample).
“Savings accounts were there but because of the past history, where I lost a lot of money I chose not to
bank my money” (Agro-dealer; Makoni District, Farm Shop Sample).
“There are no financial assistance available for beekeepers that I am aware of, if loans were made
available for beekeepers it would help us equip ourselves with the necessary inputs” (Farmer, Mutasa
District, Westale Sample)
Market information
All survey participants were asked to rate the sources of market information they have access to in terms of the
appropriateness of the data for their needs, the accuracy of the information and its timeliness, related to whether it
is up to date and available when needed. We have presented the mean scores in the tables below, according to
the type of respondent, to indicate overall satisfaction with the information received, and to highlight where
improvements could be made. Table 24 highlights responses of the 119 farmers, Table 25 those of 10 agrodealers, and Table 26 those of six MD grantees.
Please note that the sample is not representative of the beneficiary population. The mean ratings, therefore,
provide a general snapshot of the situation rather than an accurate measure across all target beneficiaries.
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Table 24. Satisfaction with market information by source (mean satisfaction ratings*) – farmers
Number
accessing (out
of 119)

Appropriateness
(mean rating)

Accuracy
(mean rating)

Timeliness
(mean rating)

Extension worker

57

4

4.3

3.9

Direct contact with traders/processors

34

3.3

3.3

3.6

Media including radio, TV, newspapers

38

3.7

3.5

3.8

SMS system/mobile phone

25

3.9

3.6

4

NGOs

28

4.5

4.3

4

Info boards at local agricultural offices

6

4

4

3.6

Farmers’ organisations

6

3.8

3.7

4

Other (predominantly other farmers)

18

4.4

4

3.8

*Scoring: 1= very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = neutral, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very satisfied

Table 25. Satisfaction with market information by source (mean satisfaction ratings*) – agro-dealers
Number
accessing (out
of 10)

Appropriateness
(mean rating)

Accuracy
(mean rating)

Timeliness
(mean rating)

Extension worker

9

4.44

4.11

3.88

Direct contact with traders/processors

8

4.12

4.12

3.5

Media including radio, TV, newspapers

7

2.85

3

3

SMS system/mobile phone

3

2.33

2.33

2.33

NGOs

4

3.25

3

2.5

Info boards at local agricultural offices

3

2

2.33

2

Farmers’ organisations

3

3.66

2.66

3

Other (predominantly input suppliers)

10

4.3

4.5

4.2

*Scoring: 1= very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = neutral, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very satisfied
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Table 26. Satisfaction with market information by source (mean satisfaction ratings*) – MD grantees
Number
accessing (out
of 6)

Appropriateness
(mean rating)

Accuracy
(mean rating)

Timeliness
(mean rating)

Extension worker

5

3.6

4

3.4

Direct contact with traders/processors

5

4

4

3.8

Media including radio, TV, newspapers

3

1.3

1

1

SMS system/mobile phone

2

2.5

3

3

NGOs

4

2.5

2.5

2.7

Info boards at local agricultural offices

2

1.5

1.5

2

Farmers’ organisations

3

2

2

2.3

Other (predominantly internet and field staff)

6

4

4.6

5

*Scoring: 1= very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = neutral, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very satisfied

Overall, mean ratings of information from the different sources typically range between three and four out of five in
for all three factors (appropriateness, accuracy and timeliness) suggesting that there is some room for
improvement in provision.
In the case of farmers, the ratings given to the information provided by extension workers, NGOs and other
sources (mostly other producers) were highest. Agro-dealers and grantees seemed to particularly value that
information to be provided via direct contact with traders or processors, as well as extension workers. For both
groups, the highest scores were received by other sources of information, which, in the first case mainly involved
input suppliers, and in the second, referred to the internet and to field staff.
Extension workers, among the most frequently used source of information in all three sub-groups, scored
particularly high scores for the accuracy of information provided. The second most frequently used source, overall,
is traders and processors. Farmers awarded them the lowest mean rating of appropriateness of information,
suggesting there may be issues (whether perceived or real) concerning the level of impartiality of
information from traders and processors. The media, while widely used, was seen as not providing specific or
sufficiently localised information, obtaining a particularly low score on the part of grantees. It is important to note
that agro-dealers and grantees both relied most on other sources of information, while this was not the case for
farmers.
“Fellow farmers give us information from the market on time but you can only verify if it is correct by also
going to the market yourself, because people interpret information differently. So we usually go with a small
quantity to sell at first to check the market then we sell the rest” (Farmer; Mount Darwin District; World
Vision Sample).
The interviews indicate that there is demand among many farmers for more accurate and timely information
and that there is potential to considerably increase the direct provision of regular through SMS services.
According to our Farmers Household Survey, mobile phone ownership amounts to 89% among B1 and B2 farmers
across the LFSP districts, while just 21% of the respondents currently use mobile services to access market
information.
“There should be better communication between buyers and sellers. Buying prices should be announced
before farming, rather than after harvesting” (Farmer; Mount Darwin District; Green Trade Sample).
“I think cell phones should be used to give farmers information as nearly everyone has one. Regular
updates to keep farmers informed” (Farmer; Guruve District; Peak Trading Sample).
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Contractual relationships
One of the objectives of LFSP is to increase the proportion of targeted male and female farmers in new contract
farming relationships with private traders. On balance, there is a preference for contract arrangements (both
verbal and written), over open market selling. Despite this overall preference, there were a considerable
number expressing dissatisfaction with both written and verbal contracts. This suggests that experiences with
contract arrangements vary and it is not simply the case that all farmers feel it is always better to be involved in
contract farming.
Helping women farmers
The questionnaire included a number of questions asked only to women respondents (of which there were 54in
total) asking for their suggestions on what could be done to help women famers in their local area.
A number of women raised issues of security when travelling to and from markets as well as at the market
places themselves. It was reported that women can face harassment from the authorities and police as well as
problems with thieves at market places. The solutions included improving the market places to make them more
women-friendly and to improve transport to and from markets to make it safer for women to travel with their
produce. Other solutions involve reducing the time taken to travel to markets, so women are not forced to sleep
there, for buyers to visit the women at their farms. It was also suggested that women should be served as a priority
as they have families to return to and look after.
“We need new markets because I do not think women should sleep outside trying to sell their crops. We
need markets where we can deliver, get paid and go back to our fields” (Famer; Makoni District; Goal,
Farm Shop and Huruzda Sample).
Many of the challenges faced by men are shared by women, just to a greater degree, as in the case of transporting
inputs and outputs, as well as when preparing the land. It was suggested that inputs should be sold more locally or
transported to their farms to avoid the need to transport them long distances. To help with preparing the land,
women could be provided with access to ploughs or someone with a tractor to prepare the land for them.
“Women do not have transport so it would be better if buyers came here and bought from us. We do not
have scotch carts. We also need loans” (Farmer; Guruve District; Peak Trading Sample).
“Most women, for instance widows, may not have draught power of their own to use for farming. Perhaps if
they could be given some service where they can get draught power or tractors to prepare the land for
them it could really assist them” (Farmer; Guruve District; Mercy Corps Sample).
Many comments concerned access to finance and, although this is an issue for most small holder farmers
(regardless of gender), some responses suggest that women find it even more difficult to access a loan because
they often have even less collateral available than their male counterparts.
“Provide women farmers with cooperative-type projects that would help them to acquire inputs [in an easier
way than by] accessing loans. It is hard for women to access loans individually because of issues of
collateral” (Farmer; Guruve District; Mercy Corps Sample).
“I want women to have access to loans so that they may be able to buy inputs. It’s very difficult for women
farmers to be able to buy inputs without any form of assistance” (Farmer; Mount Darwin District; Paperhole
Sample).
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Conclusion: What are the barriers to increasing farmers’ benefits from
involvement in markets observed at baseline?
Several issues were identified by conducting interviews with a sub-set of farmers
from 13 MD interventions, as well as with agro-dealers and grantees.
The main issue reported seems to be the low price achieved for outputs,
especially relative to the cost of inputs. However, quality of inputs was generally
considered to be satisfactory. Lack of access to financial services was identified
as a major constraint to productivity improvements and to the purchase of inputs.
Most farmers would have liked to access a loan, but were unable to do so due to a
lack of available finances. Several others also expressed the desire to engage in
contract farming as a way of obtaining a higher level of inputs.
There also seems to be a widespread perception of the pricing system as unfair.
Better communication regarding why prices fluctuate, as well as improved
transparency and more information on current prices for crops, were considered
desirable by respondents.
Farmers appear to access market information mostly from extension workers,
media sources, and NGOs. Information provided by extension workers was
considered to be particularly accurate. The interviews also indicate that there is
widespread demand for more accurate and timely information and that there is
potential to considerably increase tis direct provision through SMS services.
Finally, women were found to face specific issues. For instance, many respondents
spoke of security concerns when travelling to and attending markets. They also
seem to face greater issues in transportation, as well as in access to ploughs or
tractors. Some responses indicate that women face even greater constraints in
accessing financial services.
.
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8 Sub-group Analysis
This section analyses marginalisation of specific groups, by looking at indicators regarding poverty and hunger,
access to markets and training, main income sources, access to resources and inputs, and agricultural productivity.
The sub-group analysis more specifically focuses on female-headed, low-education (defined as households
whose head has none to primary-level schooling), and low-income households (households found in the lowest
income quintile). We present the main LFSP indicators disaggregated for these sub-groups in Table 27 below.
Grey cells are cells based on restricted sample sizes (< 200 households) and exhibit important standard errors.
They are showed here for indicative purposes only. Purple cells show cases where the mean is significantly lower
(at 5%) than that of the corresponding symmetrical category: Intervention vs. Control, FHH vs. MHH, None/Primary
vs. Secondary/Higher Education, Lowest vs. Highest income quintile. Yellow cells show cases where it is
significantly higher.
Poverty and hunger
Table 27 shows that food insecurity affects a higher proportion of marginalised households. In fact, it is reported to
affect 24% of low-education households, compared to 19% of households whose head achieved secondary to
higher education. Similarly, 27% of households in the lowest income quintile are affected by food insecurity,
compared to 14% in the highest quintile.
In the case of female-headed households (FHHs), there is no significant difference: only 20% of them are reported
to face food insecurity, compared to 22% of male-headed households (MHHs).
The latter point is somewhat contradicted by poverty indicators, as measured by TCPL and FPL: all three subgroups present poverty ratios higher than their respective counterparts. For FHHs, 98% were found to be below the
Total Consumption Poverty Line (TCPL), compared with 93% of male-headed ones. In the case of low education
households, this was true for 96% of sampled households, compared with 92% of their better educated
counterparts; and, in that of lowest income households, for 98%, compared with 77%.
A similar pattern was observed for the Food Poverty Line (FPL), with 91% of sampled FHHs being below the FPL,
compared with 80% of MHHs. Similarly, this was the case for 86% of low education households, compared with
80% of high education ones; and as many as 94% of the lowest-income households, compared with “only” 55% of
the highest-income ones.
As outlined in Section 4, this can partly be explained by smallholder reliance on their own production. However, we
should also note that, on average, female-headed, low-education, and low-income households were found to
be more likely to be affected by poverty and hunger.
Access to markets and training
FHHs and low-education households do not present any significant difference with regards to membership in
farmers’ groups, or in access to extension support training. However, this is not the case for income-poor farming
households in the sample, for which only 18% of households in the lowest income quintile include a member
registered in a FO, compared to 27% in the case of highest-quintile ones. Also, only 38% received extension
support training, compared to 45% in the case of highest-quintile households.
In terms of market access, a lower share of households in the three sub-groups reported going to the market to sell
their produce, compared to their respective counterparts. For FHHs, this is the case for 39% of sampled
households, versus 56%. In the case of low-education households, 45%, compared to 59%. As for the lowest
quintile households, the share was much lower: at 34%, compared to 75%.
Overall, while female-headed, low-education, and low-income households all seem to be facing greater
constraints in accessing markets, while low-income households present lower levels of membership to farmers’
organisations.
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Table 27. LFSP indicators disaggregated by sub-group
Intervention

Markets/
trainings

Poverty and hunger

Main LFSP indicators

Main income sources

Finance

Total – disaggregated by

Total

Gender of HOH

Unit

Education of HOH

Total declared
annual income

Mean

SE
Mean

Mean

SE
Mean

N

Mean

SE
Mean

FHH

MHH

None/
Primary

Secon
dary/
Higher

Lowest
quintile

Highest
quintile

%

24%

0.01

17%

0.01

2509

22%

0.01

20%

22%

24%

19%

27%

14%

Household Hunger Scale

N/A

0.47

0.02

0.33

0.03

2509

0.43

0.02

0.39

0.44

0.45

0.38

0.59

0.24

Household Dietary Diversity Score

N/A

5.03

0.06

4.97

0.08

2503

5.01

0.05

5.00

5.01

4.88

5.15

4.37

5.84

Proportion of households below TCPL

%

93%

0.01

95%

0.01

2513

94%

0.00

98%

93%

96%

92%

98%

77%

Proportion of households below FPL

%

82%

0.01

85%

0.01

2513

83%

0.01

91%

80%

86%

80%

94%

55%

Proportion of households with a member registered in a FO

%

20%

0.01

24%

0.02

2495

21%

0.01

22%

21%

21%

23%

18%

27%

Proportion of households who received extension support
training

%

39%

0.01

55%

0.02

2494

44%

0.01

44%

45%

43%

47%

38%

45%

Proportion of households who go to the market

%

58%

0.01

38%

0.02

2515

52%

0.01

39%

56%

45%

59%

34%

75%

Proportion of households who use financial services

%

18%

0.01

15%

0.01

2504

17%

0.01

13%

19%

14%

22%

13%

27%

%

20%

0.01

18%

0.02

2501

20%

0.01

33%

14%

23%

16%

15%

15%

%

41%

0.02

25%

0.03

2501

36%

0.02

24%

41%

31%

41%

22%

59%

%

35%

0.01

33%

0.02

2501

35%

0.01

33%

35%

34%

35%

40%

22%

%

17%

0.01

15%

0.01

2501

16%

0.01

12%

18%

14%

19%

6%

32%

%

8%

0.01

10%

0.01

2501

9%

0.01

6%

9%

6%

11%

2%

24%

%

18%

0.01

23%

0.03

2501

20%

0.01

18%

20%

20%

20%

23%

18%

%

44%

0.01

40%

0.02

2217

43%

0.01

34%

46%

42%

44%

41%

57%

USD

277

34

324

72

2501

292

33

141

352

184

417

1

1187

USD

5

na

0

na

2501

2

na

0

12

0

16

0

700

Ha

2.11

0.05

1.78

0.08

2516

2.00

0.04

1.76

2.10

1.94

2.07

1.96

2.32

Ha

1.80

na

1.42

na

2525

1.55

na

1.50

1.62

1.50

1.62

1.50

2.00

Ha

2.95

0.08

2.76

0.15

2494

2.89

0.07

2.57

3.02

2.87

2.93

2.61

3.43

Ha

2.20

na

2.02

na

2494

2.02

na

2.00

2.43

2.02

2.15

2.00

3.00

Proportion of food insecure households

Proportion of households declaring remittances as one of
their three main sources of income
Proportion of households declaring crop sales as one of
their three main sources of income
Proportion of households declaring casual labour as one of
their three main sources of income
Proportion of households declaring livestock sales as one
of their three main sources of income
Proportion of households declaring salary or pension as
one of their three main sources of income
Proportion of households declaring vegetable sales as one
of their three main sources of income
Proportion of income derived from agricultural sales
Annual household income derived from agricultural sales
Median

Access to
agricultural
land and
inputs

Control

Agricultural land used last season (capped at 10)
Median (entire population)
Arable land owned
Median
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Intervention
Main LFSP indicators

Total – disaggregated by

Total

Gender of HOH

Unit

Total livestock owned
Median
Total value of livestock owned
Median
Total value of agricultural tools owned
Median
Total value of agricultural production – excluding tobacco
and cotton
Median
Total value of agricultural production – including tobacco
and cotton
Median
Maize yield (capped at 10000)
Median (entire population)
Bio-fortified maize yield
Agricultural productivity

Control

Median
Sorghum yield (capped at 5000)
Median (entire population)
Groundnuts yield (capped at 10000)
Median (entire population)
Beans yield (capped at 5000)
Median (entire population)
Bio-fortified beans yield
Median

Education of HOH

Total declared
annual income

Mean

SE
Mean

Mean

SE
Mean

N

Mean

SE
Mean

FHH

MHH

None/
Primary

Secon
dary/
Higher

Lowest
quintile

Highest
quintile

TLUs

3.89

0.17

4.48

0.37

2520

4.08

0.17

3.22

4.43

4.16

4.01

3.41

6.37

TLUs

2.41

na

2.84

na

2520

2.60

na

2.02

2.88

2.68

2.44

2.30

4.45

USD

1564

71

1676

115

2526

1600

61

1256

1739

1595

1606

1383

2425

USD

900

na

1050

na

2526

959

na

678

1027

1000

860

900

1646

USD

488

15

501

32

2526

492

14

399

531

486

503

426

739

USD

206

na

216

na

2526

208

na

180

239

208

214

186

826

USD

369

25

534

69

2526

422

28

279

476

356

498

247

858

USD

197

na

217

na

2526

197

na

138

227

184

224

138

403

USD

850

47

734

66

2526

813

39

474

947

669

980

375

2324

USD

240

na

224

na

2526

237

na

138

296

201

296

161

827

kg/ha

605

20

741

34

2252

649

18

464

720

597

707

453

1095

kg/ha

350

na

400

na

2257

371

na

250

417

333

400

247

741

kg/ha

289

45

637

121

88

491

75

407

535

536

436

349

564

kg/ha

185

na

350

na

88

247

na

182

310

247

247

273

370

kg/ha

347

26

401

39

392

366

22

268

408

360

397

364

479

kg/ha

217

na

297

na

394

240

na

167

250

232

247

240

247

kg/ha

635

30

740

48

1180

667

26

564

707

644

690

506

953

kg/ha

376

na

494

na

1188

400

na

300

445

400

400

300

500

kg/ha

421

43

527

70

251

463

38

362

507

418

523

395

588

kg/ha

247

na

247

na

252

247

na

150

300

225

265

225

365

kg/ha

190

57

1001

250

29

637

158

513

714

654

666

301

895

kg/ha

113

na

732

na

29

297

na

376

277

750

194

25

297

Notes: Grey cells are cells based on restricted sample sizes (< 200 households) and exhibit important standard errors. They are showed here for indicative purposes only.
Purple shows cases where mean is significantly lower (at 5%) than this of the corresponding symmetrical category: Intervention vs Control, FHH vs MHH, None/Primary vs Secondary/Higher Education, Lowest vs
Highest income quintile. Yellow shows cases where it is significantly higher.
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Access to financial services
As would be expected, all three sub-groups also have slightly more limited access to financial services, which
include savings, agricultural credit, and agricultural insurance. In the case of FHHs, 13% reported having used
financial services in the year preceding the survey, compared to 19% of MHHs. As for low-education households,
14% of those in the sample reported having had access to finance, compared to 22% of better educated ones. The
level of income also seems to have an important effect: 13% of sampled households in the lowest income quintile
reported having used this type of service, compared with 27% in the highest.
Main income sources
With regards to the main income sources identified by respondents, observed trends depend on the livelihood
source at hand.
Low-education and female-headed households appear to have a greater reliance on remittances for their
livelihoods: in the case of FHHs, 33% identified them as their main source of income, compared to only 14% in that
of MHHs. Similarly, 23% of lower education households reported this was the case, compared to 16% for better
educated ones. This is likely to indicate their dependency on the financial assistance of family members,
particularly for women. It is also important to note that such figures may be an underestimation, because several
respondents classified funds received by children or relatives in the “other” category, implying they did not have a
clear understanding of the meaning of the term remittances.
As for reliance on crop sales, this seems to be lower in all three cases. For one, only 24% of FHHs in the sample
mentioned crop sales as their main source of income, compared with 41% for MHHs. In the case of low education
households, 31% did so, compared with 41% for those who had additional years of schooling. Among those in the
poorest quintile, 22% stated this was the case, versus 59% of wealthier respondents.
Reliance on casual labour is, as might be expected, much higher in the case of the lowest income
households in the sample, at 40% versus 22%. In the other two sub-groups, the share of households identifying it
as their most important income source was not significantly different from that of their respective counterparts.
On the contrary, the importance of livestock sales is lower for all three. This was slightly lower for FHHs and low
education households, at 12% versus 18%; and 14% versus 19%, respectively. The share was much lower for the
poorest households, at 6%, compared with 32% among the highest quintile households. This reflects the lower
average value of livestock owned by these sub-groups, which will be further outlined below.
The case of salaries or pensions is similar to that of livestock sales: slightly lower for women-headed and loweducation households, at 6%, compared to 9%; and 6%, compared to 11%, respectively. However, it is much lower
for households in the lowest income quintile: only 2% versus 24%.
In terms of vegetable sales, no significant difference was found depending on the gender of the household head or
on education levels. However, a slightly higher share of lower-income households identified it as their main income
source: 23%, compared to 18%.
The importance of agricultural sales is not significantly different depending on the education level of the household
head. By contrast, it is lower for FHHs – at 34%, compared with 46% – and low income ones – at 41% versus 57%.
It is also interesting to note that the importance of agricultural sales decreases for middle-income
households. Although we have no precise information as why this might be case, it could be due to the fact that
poorer households depend more on their –limited – agricultural sales, while ‘middle-income’ households might be
able to rely on other sources, such as remittances from relatives living in the city. This hypothesis seems to be
confirmed by findings on remittances outlined above. On the other hand, higher-income households are more likely
to be able to make greater investments in their farming activities, and to have access to productive assets, hence
deriving more of their income from this source.
Finally, total annual household income deriving from agricultural sales is much lower for all three sub-groups.
Namely, mean income from agricultural sales was reported to be USD 141 for FHHs, compared with USD 352 for
MHHs. In the case of low education households in the sample, it was found to be 184 USD, compared with USD
417. In the case of lowest income households, the difference is even greater: only USD 1, compared with USD
1187 for the wealthiest ones. It is also important to note that the median household income deriving from
agricultural sales amounted to 0 for all three sub-groups, and was higher for their counterparts: 12; 16; and 700,
respectively.
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Such findings are likely to indicate farmers’ reliance on the consumption of their own produce, as well as high
levels of inequality between farmers. Both such findings seem to confirm the conclusion drawn in Sections 4 and
5. Overall, it seems that the sub-groups rely more on remittances and/or consumption of their own production as
their main livelihood sources, than sales of crops and of livestock, or salaries and pensions. Poorer households
also tend to rely more on casual labour. Total annual household income from agricultural sales was also found to
be lower for female-headed, low-education and low-income households.
Access to agricultural land and inputs
In the case of both access to land and to agricultural inputs, the level of education does not seem to have a
considerable effect: namely, the mean for low-education households is not significantly different from that of their
counterparts for any of the indicators included in the survey. On the contrary, both gender and poverty appear to be
of importance. Findings point to more limited access to land, livestock, and agricultural tools in the case of both
women-headed and lowest-income households.
Firstly, in the case of agricultural land used in the previous season, this was reported to average 1.76 ha for FHHs,
compared with 2.10 ha for MHHs; and 1.96 ha compared to 2.32 for lowest income households.
In terms of arable land ownership, it was found to be slightly lower, at 2.57 ha versus 3.02 in the case of womenheaded households; and at 2.61 ha versus 3.43 ha in that of low-income ones.
Secondly, livestock ownership was also found to be significantly lower for women heads of household and
for low-income farmers. As measured in TLU, FHHs presented an average of 3.22, compared with 4.43. It is
likely that harmful gender norms could be at play here, and that livestock ownership may not be seen as socially
acceptable. As outlined in the APN Gender Strategy, a major constraint to be faced is the social acceptability of
women’s access to various types of agricultural inputs and resources. Despite this, the difference was even greater
for lowest-income households; at 3.41, compared with the 6.37 enjoyed by their wealthier counterparts.
Similarly, the value of livestock owned was also found to be lower for such groups: in the case of FHHs, at USD
1256, compared with USD 1739; and in the case of lowest-income households, at USD 1383 versus USD 2425.
Similarly to agricultural output, the value of livestock owned was found to decrease for middle-income households
compared to lower-income ones, before increasing again.
The value of agricultural tools owned was also found to be lower for women and lower-income households: at USD
399 versus USD 531; and USD 426 versus USD 739. As before, this could reflect an impact of cultural norms on
agricultural practices, as well as unaffordability, in the case of women heads of households.
Finally, the total value of agricultural production (excluding tobacco and cotton) was found to be lower for all three:
USD 279 versus USD 476; USD 356 versus USD 498; and USD 247 versus USD 858, for women-headed, low
education, and low income households, respectively.
Finally, it is important to note that median values were found to be significantly lower than the mean for most
indicators, perhaps pointing to inequality of access to assets within the same sub-groups.
Agricultural productivity
Finally, the sub-groups appear to be less productive than their counterparts, with agricultural yields lower for
all three. Although this varied according to the crop at hand, it is likely to reflect more limited access to agricultural
resources and inputs, as well as to extension training in the case of low-income farmers. Firstly, in the case of
maize, FHHs presented an average yield of 464 kg/ha, compared with 720kg/ha for MHHs. As for low-education
households, their average yield was reported to be 597 kg/ha, compared to 707kg/ha. The largest difference was
found for lowest-income households, likely reflecting their much more limited access to inputs: 453kg/ha, compared
with 1095kg/ha.
Secondly, in that of sorghum, low education households did not present a significant difference, unlike the other
sub-groups. For FHHs, average productivity amounted to 268 kg/ha, versus 408 kg/ha; and for those in the lowest
income quintile, to 364kg/ha, versus 479kg/ha. As for groundnuts, a similar pattern was found: no significant
difference for low education farmers, while productivity was lower for the other two – 564 kg/ha, compared with
707 kg/ha in the case of FHHs, and 506 kg/ha versus 953 kg/ha in that of lowest-income households.
However, it is important to note that the last two averages are based on restricted sample sizes, and exhibit large
standard errors as a result. They are reported solely for indicative reasons and should be interpreted with caution.
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Conclusion: Are there barriers specific to female-headed, low-education, and
lower-income households?
Several interesting findings emerge from the analysis. As would be expected, the
three sub-groups present higher levels of poverty and hunger, and lower
productivity and agricultural sales.
They also have more limited access to financial services and, in the case of lowestincome households, to extension services and membership in farmers’
organisations (FOs).
Finally, a larger share of FHHs and low-education households derives their main
source of income from remittances, while all three depend less on crop and
livestock sales, as well as salaries and pensions. Reliance on casual labour is
higher for lower-income households. Women headed and low income households
also seem to be having more difficulties in accessing agricultural assets, such as
land, livestock, and tools. As a result, their agricultural yields also tend to be lower.
Among the three sub-groups, low-income households seem to fare worse than
the others across most indicators. However, there also seem to be important
gender constraints, especially in terms of livestock and asset ownership. It is also
important to note that the data gathered solely refers to women-headed
households, and does not allow us to say anything about gendered power relations
within male-headed ones.
This has important implications for LFSP activities. There should be a focus on
building support networks for the poorest farmers, who lack the reliance on
remittances enjoyed by the other two sub-groups and face difficulties in
participating in farmers’ groups. Moreover, further supporting these sub-groups to
access agricultural assets and training services would be advisable.
Finally, specific activities targeted at combating harmful gender norms, which
may limit access to land, livestock, and tools, could help support FHHs’ livelihoods.
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9 Relevance of LFSP Targeting Strategy and
Programme Design
In this section, we discuss the relevance of the programme’s targeting strategy and intervention design in light of
the baseline findings presented in the previous sections. This is in line with the second aim of the baseline
research, which is to explore whether the assumptions made as the programme was designed are found to be valid
among the eligible population and intended beneficiaries.
If assumptions are challenged at baseline, certain aspects of the programme (e.g. intervention type,
geographic coverage, eligibility criteria) may have to be adapted in light of the findings.

9.1 Targeting strategy
At the time of baseline data collection (July/August 2015), with LFSP beneficiaries still entering the registration
process, the baseline research focused on eligible farmers rather than already identified beneficiaries. As such,
our baseline data allows for a broader understanding of the targeted population of farmers as a whole (i.e. some
farmers will benefit while others will not), and will enable us to conclude at endline whether the programme, by
design or by implementation effect, reached, for instance, farmers who were most in need at baseline versus
farmers who were substantially better off among Category B farming households.
At baseline, this in-depth understanding of the eligible population allows us to assess whether the eligibility
criteria applied to selecting beneficiaries effectively target the intended beneficiary groups.
It is important to note that not all registration lists were available to Coffey at the time of writing, which limited our
analysis of the characteristics of registered farmers. This information will be reviewed as part of the Mid-term
Evaluation.
Number of targeted and registered beneficiaries
With respect to the number of targeted beneficiaries, the programme plans to target 126,975 Categories B1 and B2
farming households over the lifetime of the programme. From the data available from IPs at the time of writing, a
total of 124,304 (98%) out of a planned total of 126,975 farmers had been registered on the programme.
However, it should be noted that farmer registration is on-going and that the figures presented above do not include
the farmers registered by the EXTRA consortium after October 2015.
Proportion of poor farmers registered by LFSP
Screening criteria applied at the time of registration was meant to ensure that all farmers on the programme are
drawn from the B1 and B2 categories, as farmers from Category A are too resource-poor to take full advantage of
the programme’s activities, and Category C farmers are already food secure, and do not need LFSP support.
Analysis of a partial registration dataset by FAO has revealed that there are significant inclusion errors, with
farmers from Categories A and C also having been registered as receiving LFSP support, which suggests
that some activities or interventions may not benefit the right populations.
Proportion of women farmers registered by LFSP
Registration records available at the time of writing show that 38% of registered farmers are male and 62%
female. Data provided by IPs do not offer the level of detail necessary to answer the question of whether women
hold leadership positions within groups. It is anticipated that further data provided by the IPs over the course of the
programme will allow reporting on this indicator.
Farmers’ groups registered by LFSP
The focus on ‘group maturity’ as a measure of programme success should be questioned in light of the baseline
findings. According to our baseline findings, only 21% of households declare being registered in a farmers’
organisation, of which 2% report having access to services for the commercialisation of produce, including
transport and marketing support. Additionally, only 6% of surveyed farmers choose to engage in group marketing.
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To ensure the success of LFSP activities, and in the case of most agricultural projects, farmers are assembled
into groups to maximise the efficiency of agricultural extension. Given that subsistence farmers tend to be
individualistic, with the household and not the group regarded as the traditional unit of production, transforming
these groups into more cohesive units that collectively manage resources and assets, buy inputs and sell produce
is a much bigger step, involving considerable time and staff resources. The assumption that farmer associations
will be organised enough and mature to the point of establishing effective linkages between the market and farmers
should be re-assessed by LFSP partners as they progress to implementation.
Key findings
While beneficiary registration stands at around 98% of the overall target, only 30% of beneficiaries started to
receive LFSP trainings before the critical rain-fed agricultural activity period from November to March.
FAO’s analysis of beneficiary registration data also indicates that Categories A and C farmers have been
registered, despite the use of screening criteria. This suggests that some activities or interventions may not
benefit the right populations.
Overall, 62% of registered farmers are female. This will clearly have implications for the design of activities –
ensuring that they are appropriate to the labour and resource endowments of these households. At the time of
writing, Oxfam has recently been engaged to provide IPs with direction in this area.
Finally, with only 21% of households declaring being registered in a farmers’ group, LFSP partners may have to
revise their approach and their estimation of the time required to using such groups as a way of providing
training. As pointed out in the MR&E Inception Report, many farmers are not collectivist by nature and farmer
groups, particularly those established by external agencies such as governments or donors, are often regarded by
members as alien structures.

9.2 LFSP design in light of baseline findings: Opportunities and challenges
In the MR&E Inception Report, we presented the assumptions made at design stage by LFSP partners and in light
of the LFSP Business Case45. In this section, we present our conclusions with regards to the question: Is the LFSP
design relevant to address the problems identified during baseline?
Firstly, the programme’s initial assumptions may have differed from the reality of the physical and economic
constraints prevailing in the LFSP eligible population. The limitations for the majority of smallholder farmers include
small parcels of land, limited and unstable water supply (depending mostly on rains) and poor infrastructure for
storage and transportation.
This suggests that the programme’s focus on a strategy that requires farmers to take on risk without any
kind of security or insurance is inappropriate to a significant portion of farmers. The key objective of the
programme is to improve production, yet only some of the main constraints to production are addressed.
Secondly, the LFSP population (eligible beneficiaries) was found to be relatively heterogeneous across districts
and provinces. This means that interventions should be tailored to the different groups of farmers that
receive support from the programme.
A recent paper by Dorward et al. (2006)46, despite being developed to understand livestock farmers in South
America, offers a useful schema for categorising the types of strategies followed by poor farmers in the
Zimbabwean context. Under the model, three scenarios are described: a) ‘stepping up’ (i.e. staying within farming
but upgrading production), b) ‘stepping out’ (i.e. applying what human capital the household is endowed with to
another [usually urban] livelihood strategy) and how it is mediated by natural resource potential and market
opportunities and c) ‘hanging in’ (i.e. carrying on as before with little prospect of improvement).
The LFSP baseline data would suggest that a large majority of households in the eligible population of B1
and B2 farming households are in the ‘hanging in’ category – none of them have the human or financial
capital to take on any kind of risk necessary to increase investment to improve productivity. This could

45
46

LFSP Revised Business Case 08 05 2013.
http://eprints.soas.ac.uk/6163/1/HangingInDIP.pdf
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even include the opportunity cost of attending an LFSP training session, over a day’s casual labour in someone
else’s fields.
This leaves a minority of households in the eligible population who could be considered non-poor, and it is arguable
that the MD component should focus its activities on this group, as those relatively well-off farmers should be better
able to take on risk and even expand operations to provide employment to their poorer neighbours.
The APN component could, in addition to supporting the least poor households, focus on poorer households
from a social protection perspective rather than a market development approach. These farmers need
support to make incremental improvements to productivity that are as risk-free as possible just to achieve food
security, rather than trying to steer them towards becoming entrepreneurs.
Key findings
The programme’s initial assumptions may have differed from the reality of the physical and economic constraints
prevailing in the LFSP eligible population. As a result of dropping of the Productive Safety Net component (formerly
Component 3), the programme lost its capacity to provide support to poorer farmers.
Baseline data shows that LFSP interventions that require farmers to take on risk without any kind of security or
insurance are inappropriate to a significant portion of farmers – most of them do not have the human or
financial capital to take on any kind of risk necessary to increase investment to improve productivity.
The portion of households who are relatively well-off should be targeted with more tailored activities as their
potential for ‘stepping out’ and ‘stepping up’ is much higher than the poorest B1 households.

Conclusion: Are assumptions made at design stage confirmed or
challenged? Is LFSP targeting strategy and programme design relevant in
light of the baseline findings?
A key finding of the LFSP baseline relates to the heterogeneity of the eligible
population – a significant share of the population is composed of low-income
farming households. While the LFSP Business Case clearly indicates the intention
to target both B1 and B2 farmers, the decision to drop the Productive Safety Net
component implies that a large majority of farmers do not have the human or
financial capital to take on any kind of risk necessary to increase investment
to improve productivity. Regarding market development interventions, it is
important to avoid subjecting very low income farming households to inappropriate
risks that could irreparably damage household livelihoods if they go wrong.
As a result, some LFSP activities may not be right for the eligible population (e.g.
B1 farmers versus B2 farmers), and conversely, some interventions may not
benefit the right populations (e.g. Categories A and C farmers). This suggests that
certain aspects of the programme may have to be adapted; more specifically, the
types of intervention and the eligibility criteria for some interventions should
be reviewed.
LFSP partners may also have to revise their approach to using farmers’ groups
as a way of providing training. For farmer field schools or group trainings,
implementers should recognise that farmers may not want to be forced into groups
if those are not pre-existing entities. This will likely prevent certain targeted
beneficiaries from engaging in LFSP activities.
Finally, without a clear understanding of how patriarchal authority relations and
gender dynamics are being dealt with by the programme (except in the
ENTERPRIZE consortium), it will be difficult for LFSP partners to promote
women’s empowerment and to influence the prevailing structure in a
sustainable manner. As part of the revisions to the programme’s activities,
specific interventions should be included to tackle these challenges – beyond the
simple registration of female beneficiaries.
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10 Conclusions and Recommendations
In light of the baseline findings presented in this report, we summarise here the evidence supporting and/or
challenging the assumptions made at design stage. We also present the evidence gathered regarding other
influencing factors, which helped refine the LFSP contribution story to be evaluated at mid-term and endline.
This process will enable us to assess whether the LFSP interventions, in light of the different factors influencing
LFSP results, made a noticeable difference after the end of the programme.
We conclude this section with our recommendations and action points for the programme’s implementers.
To what extent are targeted farmers in LFSP areas food insecure at baseline?
LFSP target farming households are substantially more affected by poverty and especially food poverty than other
rural households in the country. However, most households suffer from little or no hunger, with 13% suffering from
moderate hunger and less than 1% suffering from severe hunger.
This indicates that food insecurity among targeted farming households is slightly less widespread than envisaged in
the LFSP Business Case, which suggests that the programme’s targets may be easier to reach, although this will
largely depend on the quality of production in the next agricultural seasons. It is also worth noting that food
insecurity was measured for targeted households during July and August, which is the green harvest period. Food
insecurity during the peak hunger period (January to March) may reach much higher levels.
Importantly, we found at baseline that food security is largely dependent on households’ ability to consume
their own production. While most targeted households fall under the food poverty line, more than 75% are
actually food secure, which indicates the importance of farming production used for own consumption. A significant
proportion of households also receive food aid, which should be taken into account by the programme
implementers: as they attempt to increase targeted households’ productivity and incomes, this may potentially
undermine their eligibility to receive food aid.

Aim of the programme

Improving food security and nutrition

LFSP activities’ (anticipated)
contribution to achieving the aim of
the programme

Other contributing factors identified
at baseline that may complement or
compete with LFSP activities

 Increased farming productivity

 Food aid distribution

 Focus on own consumption to
achieve food security

 Remittances and family/friends gifts

 Nutrition awareness
 Knowledge of preservation
techniques

 Production from community gardens
(dietary diversity)
 Barter trade
 Income from casual work

What are the livelihoods and assets owned by targeted farmers at baseline?
Livelihoods and assets owned by targeted farmers at baseline are limited.
While baseline findings are in line with the assumptions made in the LFSP Business Case, dropping of the
Productive Safety Net component implies that investment in community assets such as irrigation infrastructure will
not take place and therefore the LFSP will not be able to support farmers’ access to appropriate resources and
assets. It is important that LFSP partners discuss the implications of this finding and propose solutions to integrate
such activities into the current programme design, without which the outcomes of the programme may altogether
not be achieved at the end of 2017.
We found the average annual household income to be USD 560, with 43% being derived from agricultural sales.
Large differences between the median and mean income scores (USD 146 and USD 560, respectively) reflects
high levels of income inequality among eligible farming households. This suggests that LFSP activities
should be tailored to the different sub-populations eligible in the programme, to ensure that all targeted famers
achieve higher productivity and are able to engage with markets in line with their priorities and capabilities.
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Aim of the programme

Increasing asset ownership and
incomes from agriculture

LFSP activities’ (anticipated)
contribution to achieving the aim of
the programme

Other contributing factors identified
at baseline that may complement or
compete with LFSP activities

 Access to finance

 Access to pasture

 Access to stock feed

 Improved livestock shelter

 Availability of veterinary care

 Access to tools and equipment

 Access to markets

 Income from casual work

What is the status of agricultural productivity in LFSP areas at baseline?
Agricultural productivity in all LFSP areas is low and appears to be constrained by a range of factors identified at
design stage.
A major constraint is access to services, in terms of training, inputs and finance. Findings also confirmed the
lack of strong agricultural extension service delivery systems and the absence of private sector extension services.
Few households have access to savings or credit services, although the proportion of farmers having access to
mobile money services is substantially higher, suggesting opportunities for mobile-enabled initiatives.
Interestingly, baseline findings indicate that some agricultural practices are already used by a majority of
households, while others are rarely practiced, suggesting that LFSP implementers should adapt the trainings to
targeted farmers’ needs in view of their time and resources available.

Aim of the programme

Improving agricultural productivity

LFSP activities’ (anticipated)
contribution to achieving the aim of
the programme

Other contributing factors identified
at baseline that may complement or
compete with LFSP activities

 Access to finance

 Free inputs distribution

 Enhanced agricultural extension
services

 Access to tools and equipment
(especially during land preparation)

 Knowledge of conservation
agriculture techniques

 Irrigation infrastructure
 Capacity to hire labour

What are the barriers to market access observed at baseline?
A key finding is farmers’ widespread dissatisfaction with the price they achieve for their outputs – a result in part of
being used to the above-market prices paid by the Grain Marketing Board and having to accept the low prices
offered by traders at farm gate to service immediate cash requirements. The low margin achieved on outputs,
caused by low prices paid for outputs and the relative high cost of inputs is the primary barrier to accessing
markets for smallholder farmers.
However, quality of inputs was generally considered to be satisfactory.
The low yields that farmers achieve – resulting from a combination of poor weather, poor agricultural practices, use
of recycled seed and insufficient fertiliser application – is exacerbated by a lack of access to the finance required
to buy inputs. Other main barriers include a lack of accurate market information and transparency in the market
system, time and travel costs, and security risks (particularly for women) involved in selling outputs at market
places.
Baseline findings also indicate that there is also a need for better communication across the value chain:


From suppliers of inputs to introduce farmers to new varieties and brands and to keep farmers updated on
the delivery schedule, allowing them to make alternative arrangements if inputs are delayed;



From buyers on how and why prices fluctuate and to provide greater transparency of the process of
pricing; and
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From other actors within the sector, such as the Department of Agricultural, Technical and Extension
Services (AGRITEX) and NGOs, as there is demand among farmers for more frequent and accurate
market information, with significant scope for increasing delivery through SMS/mobile services.

Finally, women tend to face greater issues in transportation, as well as in access to ploughs or tractors. Some
responses indicate that women face even greater constraints in accessing financial services.

Aim of the programme

LFSP activities’ (anticipated)
contribution to achieving the aim of
the programme

Other contributing factors identified
at baseline that may complement or
compete with LFSP activities

 Promotion of contract farming
 Timely access to accurate market
information
Improving market access

 Other agro-dealers/output prices
 Contract farming practices

 Processing/storage

 GMB guaranteed prices

 Preservation and value addition
techniques

 Affordability of transport to market
 Safety of travel to market

 Group marketing

Are assumptions made at design stage confirmed or challenged? Is LFSP targeting strategy and programme
design relevant in light of the baseline findings?
A key finding of the LFSP baseline relates to the heterogeneity of the eligible population. While the LFSP Business
Case clearly indicates the intention to target both B1 and B2 farmers, dropping of the Productive Safety Net
component implies that a large majority of farmers do not have the human or financial capital to take on any
kind of risk necessary to increase investment to improve productivity.
Regarding market development interventions, it is important for the programme to avoid subjecting very low income
farming households to inappropriate risks that could irreparably damage household livelihoods if they go wrong.
More broadly, some LFSP activities may not be right for the eligible population (e.g. B1 farmers versus B2
farmers), and conversely, some interventions may not benefit the right populations (e.g. Categories A and C
farmers). This suggests that certain aspects of the programme should be adapted in light of these findings, such as
the types of intervention and the eligibility criteria for some interventions.
LFSP partners may also have to revise their approach to using farmers’ groups as a way of providing training.
For farmer field schools or group trainings, implementers should recognise that farmers may not want to be forced
into groups if those are not pre-existing entities.
Finally, without a clear action plan in relation to tackling gender issues, it will be difficult for LFSP partners to
promote women’s empowerment and to influence the prevailing structure in a sustainable manner. As part of the
revisions to the programme’s activities, specific interventions should be designed by Oxfam to tackle these
challenges.
Recommendations for Management Organisations and Implementing Partners
While baseline data does not contain information on the effectiveness and appropriateness of specific LFSP
interventions, it does shed light on a number of factors that will likely enhance or hinder positive outcomes resulting
from the programme.
Following a Baseline Findings Workshop with LFSP partners and DFID Zimbabwe in Harare in November 2015,
the MR&E team strongly recommend the following:


Targeting and tailoring – We recommend LFSP partners take stock of the different types of trainings
offered to farmers, devising groups of farmers with different needs and capabilities, to make the most of the
range of LFSP activities offered. Once the APN component completes registration, there is an urgent need
to assess what specific needs are (some agricultural practices are already used by a majority of
households, while others are rarely practiced) and repackage the interventions according to farmers’
priorities.
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Complementarity – Under the MD component, we strongly advise that the type of farmers taking part in
MD grantees’ projects is explored in more depth. A lack of coordination between the APN and MD
components in terms of their target groups (assumingly, the same groups of B1 and B2 farmers) means
that both components operate in silos, sometimes in different wards, with different farmer groups, who are
therefore not able to concurrently benefit from 1) activities aiming to improve the productivity of their farms
and 2) activities aiming to enhance market access for their produce.



Do not harm – In light of the heterogeneity among LFSP beneficiaries revealed at baseline, it is
recommended that LFSP partners list and monitor the risks of subjecting low income farming households
or households with limited assets to inappropriate risks that could irreparably damage their livelihoods
and assets if they go wrong.



Social protection activities – Large inequalities among benefiting households entail that LFSP partners,
as well as DFID Zimbabwe, should adapt activities to some extent to support farmers to make
incremental improvements to productivity that are as risk-free as possible. This requires further
discussion about the overarching LFSP design and the lack of a Productive Safety Net component.



Access to finance – Lack of information on where to access credit, a distrust of banks and negative
experiences with some agencies entail that improving access to rural finance, while strongly in demand,
will not be as straightforward as it may seem. The Rural Finance component was launched relatively
late compared to other LFSP activities and the scale of roll-out, suitability of financial products and level of
uptake is where efforts need to be directed in 2016.



Contract farming arrangements – In view of the MD baseline findings, we strongly advise that the
facilitation of contract farming is tied to clear communication activities between farmers and contractors.
While there is widespread demand for contract farming, farmers who have engaged in contract farming
before have been disappointed with the prices realised, resulting in a wide-spread feeling that the agencies
involved in contracting operate unfairly. On the other hand, the agencies themselves have also had bad
experiences with farmers, side selling and default on loans being two main problems. Re-establishing
trust between farmers and contractors will take considerable work and requires that farmers fully
understand all elements of the contract, while contractors obtain the desired quantity and quality of
product.

Action points for the MR&E team
Based on the baseline findings, the MR&E team will be proposing themes for the thematic studies planned for
the Mid-term Evaluation. Tentatively, these will include separate in-depth studies on:


The different value chains targeted by the MD component;



The type of agricultural extension practices promoted under the APN component;



Gender dynamics and LFSP activities directed towards the promotion of gender mainstreaming;



Access to rural finance by LFSP target populations; and



Water, sanitation and hygiene behaviours and nutrition improvements resulting from LFSP activities.
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Original ToR for the LFSP MR&E Service Provider

Terms of Reference for Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation (MR&E) Livelihoods
and Food Security Programme (LFSP)
1.

Introduction

The Department for International Development (DFID) mission is to help eradicate poverty in the world’s poorest
countries and this is underpinned by our set of values:


Ambition and determination to eliminate poverty



Ability to work effectively with others



Desire to listen, learn and be creative



Diversity and the need to balance work and private life



Professionalism and knowledge

DFID is seeking to work with Service Provider(s) (SP) who embrace the DFID supplier protocol and in addition
demonstrate Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) by taking account of economic, social and environmental
factors in an ethical and responsible manner, complying with International Labour Organisation (ILO) standards on
labour, social and human rights matters.
Value for Money (VfM) is important for all DFID programmes and as such, in all our activities, we will seek to
maximise the impact of DFID’s spend on programmes and encourage innovative ideas from our partners and
suppliers to help us to deliver Value for Money.
DFID Zimbabwe wishes to engage a Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation (MR&E) contractor to design, and
implement a monitoring, reporting and evaluation strategy for a 4 year Livelihoods and Food Security Programme.

2.

Objectives of this Contract

The objective of this contract is to design and implement a monitoring, reporting and evaluation strategy for the
Livelihoods and Food Security Programme (LFSP) in the 8 programme districts over 3 years.
The contractor will be required to do the following:


Put in place a robust baseline for the LFSP programme,



Put in place a comprehensive monitoring system for gathering data and information to assess
implementation progress.



Consolidating quarterly and annual reports from the three lead management organisations into single
compact programme reports and providing necessary feedback to the lead Management Organisations
(MO). The reporting will endeavour to track progress against target results as set out in the Business Case,
parent logframe and project proposals.



Inform DFID led annual reviews with required reports and monitoring information.



Carry out thematic and formative evaluations e.g. cross cutting issues such as gender, power relations and
innovative approaches within the programme.



Carry out a programme impact mid-term review and



Carry out the programme impact final evaluation



Consider a follow-up evaluation around 2 years after the programme has ended to ascertain the
sustainability of the programme.
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3.

The Recipient

Smallholder farmers will be the primary recipients of services offered by this contract. DFID, the 3 Management
Organisations (MOs) and a wide range of stakeholders in the agriculture, food security and livelihoods sectors will
be secondary beneficiaries.

4.

Scope of Programme Monitoring and Reporting

The contractor will work in the following 8 rural districts of Zimbabwe: Mutare, Makoni, Mutasa, Shurugwi, Guruve,
Mt Darwin, Gokwe South and Kwekwe. The scope of the monitoring and reporting will be as follows:
1. Setting Up of Systems


The contractor shall be responsible for leading the development of a comprehensive programme
monitoring, reporting and evaluation strategy synchronised with the monitoring and evaluation strategies of
the lead management organisations. The strategy will ensure sub-baselines and should collect necessary
programme data required for the programme reports.



Working with the MOs, the contractor shall develop the final consolidated logframe with clear indicators for
tracking achievements towards the delivery of programme targets. The consolidated logframe should be
nested with the logframes of the three lead management organisations. There should be clear link between
the various outputs, indicators, milestones and target.



Working with MOs, the contractor will develop and establish a baseline for the programme and develop
standard methodologies on data collection for different indicators for MOs and Implementing Partners (IPs).



Working with MOs, the contractor will put in place a risk monitoring and mitigation strategy.



The contractor will support the MOs and IPs to build their capacity to develop and maintain synchronised,
coherent, efficient and effective programme monitoring and reporting systems.



Design and agree reporting formats for the three programme components for purposes of tracking overall
implementation progress and easier consolidation of the narrative reports, in line with DFID’s needs.



To the extent possible, synchronise the programme monitoring system with the systems of other donor
programmes supporting agriculture, food security and nutrition programmes maximising potential to
harmonise reporting through use of common indicators.

2. Field Monitoring


The contractor shall conduct independent monitoring visits to various component activities to triangulate
the reports received and to review field monitoring systems. They will report on programme field visits as
part of monitoring information triangulation.



The contractor shall accompany the lead MOs on monitoring visits to observe their monitoring approach
and make necessary recommendations to enhance the overall programme monitoring strategy.



The contractor shall work with the lead MOs to facilitate DFID and other stakeholder visits to the field,
including logistics and written and verbal pre-briefings.



The contractor will provide leadership to the design of tools and data collection mechanisms specifically on
field monitoring visits and oversee the collection of this information by MOs and will be responsible for
collating it and present a programme wide view.



The contractor will work with the MOs to promote the use of monitoring information to manage the
programme. The use of monitoring information will be reported regularly by the MOs and the contractor.
1. Reporting



The contractor will consolidate reports from the MOs and produce standard quarterly, bi-annual and annual
reports.



The reports must include both results and processes of the IPs, MOs and those of the contractor.



The contractor will also be required to produce ad hoc reports as and when requested by DFID, co-funding
donors and key stakeholders.
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The contractor shall be responsible for reporting to the LFSP governance structures during monthly,
quarterly, bi-monthly and ad hoc meetings.

3. Annual Reviews


Annually the contractor will collaborate with an independent DFID team carrying out annual reviews and
will facilitate meetings and field visits as necessary.

4. Communications


In addition to programme monitoring and reporting, the contractor will develop and produce branded
communications material, press releases and stories for the media in and outside Zimbabwe, based on
monitoring and reporting information.

5. Knowledge Management


The contractor will be the repository of all LFSP information over its period of implementation. This includes
all reports and lessons learnt from the programme.



The contractor will develop and manage a website with information on the program for the public and
intranet access for the organisations involved in the programme to share information. Innovation will be
encouraged on this area to enhance accessibility and interactive communication.



The contractor will work with the MOs to document lessons learnt.

6. Interface with other Stakeholders


5.

The role of the contractor require interface with other stakeholders including but not limited to the following:
o

Lead Management Organisation;

o

Sub-grantees/Implementing Partners

o

Donors supporting the Agriculture & Food Security Sector

o

Other programmes in the Agriculture and Food Security Sector

o

Government through the LFSP Governance structure

Scope of the Evaluation

The scope of the programme evaluation will be as follows:
1.

Evaluation design



Specify the recommended evaluation questions in more detail based on evidence gaps in the Theory of
Change, initial experience on the programme in the inception period and the requirements of stakeholders
of the evaluation



Propose an evaluation design for the Programme including recommended evaluation methods to be used,
proposed counterfactuals where appropriate, and proposed data collection methods



Provide a communication and dissemination plan for the evaluation, including the intended process for
engaging with and communicating findings to stakeholders at all levels



Define the resource requirements to implement the recommended evaluation design and methods,
including plans for contracting data collection or preparatory research as appropriate, and provide
indicative budgets and timeframes for its completion

2. Impact – proposed questions


The impact of the Agricultural Development Fund on raising the productivity of B1 farmers compared to the
baseline data.



Level of uptake of B1 farmers labour on B2 farms.



The extent to which the Productive Safety Nets improved the livelihoods and food and nutrition security of
B1 farmers.
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The extent to which B2 farmers have been able to engage in commercial agriculture.



The impact that the engagement of B2 farmers in commercial agriculture has had on their incomes
compared to the baseline data.



The extent to which rising incomes of B2 farmers has increased demand for goods and services for
agricultural sector and other non-food items like health and education.



The wider impact that this may have had on the local economy



The extent to which the markets were stimulated by the markets development initiatives including the
Markets Innovation Fund and the sustainability of the new business ventures created for both private sector
and smallholder farmers.



The increase in nutritional status of households consuming Vitamin A enriched maize flour and other
nutritious foods promoted by the programme.



The wider level of uptake of fortified foods in the targeted districts
3. Sustainability - proposed question



The extent to which markets and market actors have been strengthened and the sustainability of the new
business ventures created by the programme between farmers and private sector beyond the end of the
programme
4. Efficiency - proposed questions



What has been the overall Value for Money for the delivery of the agricultural productivity, Access to
markets and bio/fortification (nutrition) components of the programme?



Could the intervention have been implemented with fewer resources without reducing the quality and
quantity of the results?
5. Mid-term review



The midterm review will be carried out after two years of programme Implementation. The scope of the
midterm evaluation will be defined in the contractor Inception Phase report. The midterm review should
contribute to the final evaluation by including a review of the monitoring information available, the work on
counterfactuals, the key themes and detailed evaluation questions, and making any necessary
recommendations for refinement of plans for the final evaluation.



The midterm review will provide an assessment of progress made in areas being covered by the
evaluation.



Make recommendations to improve the design and delivery of interventions.



Ensure the appropriateness of the data gathering mechanisms and identify, plan and execute studies that
are necessary for the final evaluation.
6. Final Impact evaluation



6.

Carry out the final programme impact evaluation

Methodology

Bidders are expected to provide a clear description of the methodology they will use to address the issues set out
above. The plan should demonstrate the bidder's ability to design and deliver a clear, comprehensive and
coordinated monitoring, reporting and evaluation strategy. Applicants are encouraged to propose innovative
approaches that reflect global best practice. Bidders are also encouraged to creatively utilise longitudinal
approaches to impact, monitoring and evaluation methodologies in order to get the full benefit of previous work by
the donors in Zimbabwe.
It is envisaged that a mixed methods approach will be followed, incorporating both qualitative and quantitative
methods. The evaluation should be able to show that observed changes would not have happened in the absence
of the intervention. A quasi-experimental or randomised design, comparing districts within the programme and
some excluded from the programme is expected to be the best means of achieving this although bidders are
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invited to suggest alternatives. Applicants are encouraged to propose innovative approaches that reflect global best
practice.
It will be important to ensure that the treatment and comparison groups are similar. Statistical techniques such as
propensity score matching may be used to match the groups on relevant variables.
The qualitative methods should include case studies, semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions. The
focus group discussions will be particularly useful in generating information on lesson learning from farmers and
local leaders regarding the impact of the project.
As this programme will involve deploying a set of interventions in a number of differing environments, the scope of
the evaluation must go beyond simply assessing implementation. The evaluation will need to reinforce the process
of learning from interventions and test the validity of the relevant components of the theory of change. It will
examine whether/how the combination of programme interventions leads to enhanced agriculture productivity,
increased incomes and improved nutrition ultimately leading to improved and sustainable food and nutrition
security.
Submissions to deliver these services should set out a separate budget for monitoring & reporting and evaluation.

7.

Outputs

The contractor will produce an Inception Report within the first three months of signing the contract, the report
should include but not limited to the following:
1. M&R System


Monitoring and Reporting Overview



LFSP Logframe



Hierarchical Approach to Information Management



Headline Indicators



Links to DFID and national systems

2. Monitoring and MIS


Setting targets



Collection methodologies



Data Management



Reporting Schedules (IPs, MOs, contractor)



Field Verification (IPs, MOs, contractor)



Beneficiary accountability mechanisms



Risk assessment

3. Evaluation Assessment


IP evaluations



MOs evaluations



Baseline design and schedule



Preparation for independent mid-term and end line evaluation



Qualitative Socio Economic Tracking and Analysis



Thematic studies

4. Roles and responsibilities of


DFID, MOs, IPs, contractor, communities/beneficiaries
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5. M&R Capacity Development and Learning


MO capacity assessment and recommendations



IP capacity assessment and recommendation



Monitoring and Reporting Practice Group



Wider learning

6. Operationalising the Monitoring and Reporting System: An Action Plan


Regular monitoring reports



Annual Review Reports



Quarterly Communications pieces and upon request



Reports on lessons learnt from specific components of the program upon request.

7. Submit a mid-term evaluation report to DFID within two months of commencement of the programme midterm
review mission.
8. Convene a workshop with IPs, MOs, DFID, Government of Zimbabwe and other stakeholders and present the
evaluation strategy and get necessary feedback and agreement on how the strategy will be implemented. This
should be held within one month after production of the inception phase.
9. Submit a final evaluation report within 2 months following the final evaluation mission.
10. Produce accessible communication tool/strategy to inform policy makers such as the Ministry of Agriculture and
Food and Nutrition Council of programme achievements and best practice that can be used to improve policy and
replicated in other areas. This should be developed within 6 months of signing the contract and kept functional
throughout the programme life and 2 months after the final evaluation mission.
11. Produce a summary of the final evaluation and dissemination plan to ensure the information gleaned reaches
the intended audience outlined above
12. Produce a draft Project Completion Review for comments by DFID highlighting the main findings, challenges
and recommendations to future programming 3 months before the programme actual end date.
13. Submit an electronic final programme narrative report and final DFID Project Completion Review that takes into
account DFID comments. This must be submitted a month before the end date of actual programme activities.

8.

9.

Logistics and Procedures


The consultants will be expected to supply their own logistic requirements including office space and
transport.



The consultants are expected to undertake the tasks as laid out and all inputs including staff for survey
design, data collection and analysis, and report production should be in the agreed financial proposal.



The consultants should provide a design document in a form that can be published, not only on the DFID
website.



It is expected that the MR&E systems to be set up should conform to OECD-DAC principles of accuracy
and credibility and to the evaluation principles set out in the UK’s 2009 policy on evaluation for international
development. The contractor should set out how they will ensure the study is ethically sound and comply
with relevant ethical protocols.

Milestone/Deliverable based payments

Payments for this contract will be processed based on agreed deliverables and bidders must include a proposed
payment schedule stating the deliverable, percentage payment, amount and date. The deliverables should be
synchronised with the outputs stated in 8 above and should dissect through the design strategy, setting up of
systems, field monitoring, reporting, communication, knowledge management, annual reviews, mid-term review
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and the final impact evaluation. DFID will assess, discuss and agree the appropriateness of the proposed
milestones with the winning bidder before the contract is signed-off.

10.

Project Reporting

The contractor will produce quarterly, bi-annual, annual reports and any other reports as requests by DFID,
implementing partners and stakeholders. This section should be read in conjunction with paragraph 4 subparagraph 3.

11.

Timeframe

The LFSP programme was designed to be implemented over a period of 4 years with an official start date of 1
August 2013. Due to delays in the mobilization of lead management organisations, the actual programme
implementation is only expected to start towards the end of 2014. As a result of the start-up delays, the duration of
this contract for monitoring, reporting and evaluation will be 31 months and it is expected to commence in January
2015 with an end date of 31 July 2017.
The 31 months contract duration includes 3 months inception phase for designing the MR&E strategy. Progress
towards Implementation phase will be subject to acceptance of final inception report and agreed outputs for the
implementation phase. There is a possibility of 24 months contract extension which is conditional on extension of
the entire LFSP programme to recover time lost during programme mobilisation.
In order to evaluate the long term sustainability of the programme, the contractor will be required to consider the
possibility of a follow-up evaluation to take place two years after the programme has ended. Details and costing of
the follow-up evaluation will be considered at the contract extension stage.

12.

. DFID Coordination

The contractor will report to DFID Zimbabwe Livelihoods and Food Security Advisor.

13.

Duty of care



The contractor team will be responsible for their own safety and well-being and Third Parties affected by
the teams’ activities under this contract, including appropriate security arrangements. The contractor will
also be responsible for the provision of suitable security arrangements for their domestic and business
property.



DFID will share available information with the contractor on security status and developments in-country
where appropriate.



The contractor will be offered a security briefing by the British Embassy on arrival. They must register with
their respective Embassies to ensure that they are included in emergency procedures. A copy of the DFID
visitor notes (and a further copy each time these are updated).



The contractor team are responsible for ensuring appropriate safety and security briefings for all of their
Personnel working under this contract and ensuring that their personnel register and receive briefing as
outlined above. Travel advice is also available on the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) website
and the contractor team must ensure that they are up to date with the latest position.



Bidders must develop their Tender on the basis of being fully responsible for Duty of Care in line with the
details provided above and the initial risk assessment matrix developed by DFID (see Annex A of this
TOR). The contractor team must confirm in the Tender that:



They fully accept responsibility for Security and Duty of Care.



They understand the potential risks and have the knowledge and experience to develop an effective risk
plan.



They have capability to manage their Duty of Care responsibilities throughout the life of the contract.
o

If you are unwilling or unable to accept responsibility for Security and Duty of Care as detailed
above, your Tender will be viewed as non-compliant and excluded from further evaluation.
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o

Acceptance of responsibility must be supported with evidence of capability and DFID reserves the
right to clarify any aspect of this evidence. In providing evidence, Tenderers should consider the
following questions:



Have you completed an initial assessment of potential risks that demonstrates your knowledge and
understanding, and are you satisfied that you understand the risk management implications (not solely
relying on information provided by DFID)?



Have you prepared an outline plan that you consider appropriate to manage these risks at this stage (or will
you do so if you are awarded the contract) and are you confident/comfortable that you can implement this
effectively?



Have you ensured or will you ensure that your staff (if any), are appropriately trained (including specialist
training where required) before they are deployed and will you ensure that on-going training is provided
where necessary?



Have you an appropriate mechanism in place to monitor risk on a live / on-going basis (or will you put one
in place if you are awarded the contract)?



Have you ensured or will you ensure that your staff (if any) are provided with and have access to suitable
equipment and will you ensure that this is reviewed and provided on an on-going basis?



Have you appropriate systems in place to manage an emergency / incident if one arises?

14.

Skills and Qualifications

The team leader should have experience of successfully managing, monitoring, reporting and evaluation of large
programmes across multiple agencies. Skills and experience within the core multidisciplinary team should include:


Strong track record of designing, implementing, monitoring and analysing qualitative and quantitative
research and evaluation, demonstrating ability to employ a range of different and innovative methodologies
in complex, multi-component development programmes.



Experience of evaluating rural development programmes



Experience of working in Southern Africa and Zimbabwe is desirable and International experience is also
necessary.



Socio-economic analysis



Strategic analysis

15.

Background

DFID Zimbabwe is implementing a livelihoods and food security programme with a budget of £45.035 million over 4
years. Actual implementation on the ground has not yet started but expected to start toward the end of 2014. The
objective of the programme is to improve the food and nutrition security of smallholders in the following 8 districts:
Mutare, Makoni, Mutasa, Shurugwi, Guruve, Mt Darwin, Gokwe South and Kwekwe.
The programme aims to:


Raise farm productivity in a climate smart way, by training farmers and introducing improved agricultural
practices. This includes conservation agriculture, improved soil and water use, better adapted crops,
improved breeds of small livestock (poultry, goats) and, most importantly encouraging sound natural
resources management practices.



Establish an Agricultural Development Fund that will be the funding window for technical and advisory
services and rural finance to smallholder farmers. The fund should deliver innovative solutions to raise the
productivity of B farmers and increase their access to local markets.



Foster innovative new ways of linking farmers groups and commercial markets, to bring about a stepchange in farm productivity and incomes by offering innovation grants to market actors (traders, storage
providers, processors, transporters) to strengthen markets for smallholder farmers.
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Develop a productive safety nets programme to (i) provide incomes for poorer farmers so that they can
invest in their farms and engage in markets and (ii) construct productive community infrastructure (e.g.,
irrigation wells, soil conservation).



Stimulate demand and supply of affordable and nutritious foods including promoting bio-fortification and
fortification of maize – the mainstay of the Zimbabwean diet - with vitamin A and other micronutrients;



Generate and communicate evidence to promote investment and policy reform and improve practice in
programming.

These aims and results below will be jointly pursued through the following three inter-linked components and
delivery mechanisms:


Agricultural productivity: This component will address a), b), e), f) and part of c) above. This component
has substantial intersection with the market development component



Market development: This component will primarily address c) above and will interlink closely with the
agricultural productivity component in a number of areas.



Productive safety nets: This component will address item d) above. It is designed to create employment for
poorer rural people during the agricultural off-season through creation and rehabilitation of productive
community assets. This component has limited interface with the market development component.

The overall programme is designed to deliver the following results:


Food insecurity reduced by 69,795 households/348,975 people



Stunting in children under-5 reduced by 30,000;



Incremental increase in farm output for poor women and men farmers of $70 million;



53,200 new women and men farmers in programme villages in contract farming relationships with traders
and/or processors;



60,000 person-months of employment created for B1 farmers in Productive Safety Net programmes;



900 technically sound community assets (e.g., wells, irrigation channels, link roads and tracks) built,
operated, managed by and benefitting communities and



Improved diets based on varied and nutritious foods in programme households.
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Evaluation questions

Judgement criteria

Indicators

Logframe indicators

2 Evaluation Framework
Sources of evidence
MR&E team
LFSP partners
Baseline and Endline

Farmers
Survey

Market Actors
Survey

Mid-term

Thematic
studies

Secondary data

4-monthly

Process
Evaluation/
VfM
Assessment

Cohort Study

Beneficiary
lists

Value Chain
Analysis

MIS

Annual Rural
Livelihood
Assessment
(ZIMVAC)

Agriculture and
Livestock
Surveys
(ZIMSTAT)

Annual Crop and
Livestock
Assessment
(MAMID)

Demographic
and Health
Survey
(ZIMSTAT)

National
assessments
(PICES,
nutrition
surveys)

1) Relevance: Does the LFSP design and planned interventions address the problem stated in line with beneficiary needs?

1.1.1
1.1

To what extent has the LFSP targeted, reached
and benefited its intended beneficiaries?
1.1.2

1.2

Extent to which LFSP partners have targeted
beneficiaries in need

To what extent have the LFSP results benefited
women and the poor?

1.2.1

Extent to which LFSP partners have reached targeted
beneficiaries

Extent to which LFSP partners have carried out
activities in line with DFID’s objectives for its work with
women and the poor

1.1.1.1

Evidence of rationale for selection process

a

1.1.1.2

Number of intended targeted beneficiaries and characteristics

a

1.1.2.1

Number of targeted beneficiaries reached

a

a

1.1.2.2

Level of LFSP intervention exposure

a

a

1.2.1.1

Proportion of poor farmers targeted and benefiting from LFSP activities

a

a

1.2.1.2

Proportion of women farmers targeted and benefiting from LFSP activities

a

a

1.2.1.3

Percentage of rural population below poverty/extreme poverty line (% total population)

1.2.1.4

Empowerment of targeted women farmers

2.1.1.1

Number and proportion of targeted farmers trained in application of new technologies or management
practices disaggregated by gender and types of technologies or management practices

2.1.1.2

Proportion of farmers using drought tolerant crop varieties and conservation agricultural (CA) practices

a

2.1.1.3

Proportion of farmers using preservation techniques

a

a

a
a

a

a

2) Effectiveness: To what extent has the LFSP effectively delivered results?

2.1.1

2.1

2.2

2.4

2.5

Have LFSP partners effectively built the capacity
of targeted agricultural extension service actors
to support farmers?

To what extent has engaging with rural finance
actors effectively improved targeted farmers and
businesses' access to financial services?

a

a

2.1.1.4

Reasons for adoption of new practices

2.1.2

Extent to which support effectively improved targeted
farmers' capacity to market their produce

2.1.2.1

Proportion of targeted farmers marketing agricultural produce and products

a

2.1.3

Extent to which support effectively improved targeted
farmers' capacity to diversify their production

2.1.3.1

Farming Systems Diversification Index

a

2.2.1.1

Volume of agricultural inputs used over area of cultivation in targeted farms

a

2.2.1

Extent to which support effectively improved access and
use of agricultural inputs

2.2.1.2

Diversity of agricultural inputs used over area of cultivation in targeted farms

a

2.2.1.3

Additional hours of labour hired over area of cultivation in targeted farms

a

2.2.2.1

Variation in value of productive capital in targeted farms (purchases, sales, repairs, improvements)

a

a

2.2.2.2

Variation in cattle/ livestock owned in targeted farms

a

a

2.3.1.1

Group Maturity Index Score

2.3.1.2

Proportion of farmer groups engaging in group marketing

2.3.1.3

Conditions that led to functionning and sustainable farmers groups

2.4.1.1

Proportion of extension staff reporting improved access to customized training materials and operational
resources (disaggregated by private and public actors)

a

a

2.4.1.2

Proportion of extension staff with access to mobile or online information, both technical and marketing
(disaggregated by private and public actors)

a

a

2.4.1.3

Proportion of extension staff trained on good agricultural practices (GAP) including climate smart technologies
(disaggregated by private and public actors)

a

a

2.4.1.4

Proportion of extension staff trained in human nutrition including production of wide variety of crops and small
livestock (disaggregated by private and public actors)

a

a

2.5.1.1

Number and proportion of targeted farmers and businesses with facilitated access to financial services
(savings, agricultural credit and/or agricultural insurance) disaggregated by gender

a

a

a

2.5.1.2

Value (US$) and volume of agricultural credit and/or agricultural insurance secured by targeted farmers and
businesses

a

a

a

2.5.1.3

Number and proportion of farmers using mobile money services

a

a

2.5.1.4

Proportion of farmers subscribing to crop insurance

2.5.1.5

Conditions that led to facilitated access to financial services

Has the support provided to targeted farmers led
to an intensification in the use of agricultural
inputs and an increase in the productive assets
of targeted farms?

Have LFSP partners effectively built the capacity
of targeted farmers to form and sustain farmers
groups?

a

Extent to which support effectively improved targeted
farmers' practices

Has the support provided to targeted farmers
improved their agricultural practices and farming
management?

2.2.2

2.3

a

2.3.1

2.4.1

2.5.1

Extent to which access to agricultural inputs effectively
enhanced the productive capital and assets of targeted
farms

Extent to which new and existing farmers groups
supported by LFSP activities present the characteristics
of organised and sustainable farmers groups

Extent to which agricultural extension service actors
supported by LFSP activities have strenghetened their
capacity to deliver services to farmers

Extent to which farmers and businesses have been able
to access financial services as a result of LFSP
activities in the rural finance sector
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2.6.1

2.6

To what extent has engaging with farmers and
agribusiness actors effectively improved targeted
farmers' linkages to markets?
2.6.2

a

2.6.1.1

Number and proportion of targeted farmers trained in and using market information disaggregated by gender

2.6.1.2

Number and proportion of information exchange platforms established by the programme which are functional

a

2.6.2.1

Number and proportion of targeted farmers in new contract farming relationships with private
traders/processors disaggregated by gender

a

2.6.2.2

Number of targeted agro-actors supported to offer a variety of inputs

a

2.6.2.3

Value (US$) of inputs supplied under contract farming agreements

2.6.2.4

Number of contracted and open market traders and processors supported to buy agricultural outputs

2.7.1.1

Number and proportion of targeted farmers trained and producing bio-fortified crops disaggregated by gender

a

2.7.1.2

Volume of bio fortified seeds purchased/ or produced by targeted farmers

a

2.7.2.1

Number and proportion of retailers selling seeds/ inputs for the production of bio fortified food crops

2.7.2.2

Reasons for choice of using bio fortified seeds

2.8.1.1

Number and proportion of farmers reached via taste testing, food demonstrations of bio fortified crop and via
ICT systems with nutrition information disaggregated by gender

2.8.2.1

Proportion of targeted households demonstrating positive nutrition behaviours (diversified consumption,
exclusive breastfeeding, improved WASH)

2.8.2.2

Reasons for adopting positive nutrition behaviours

2.9.1.1

Empowerment of targeted women farmers

2.9.1.2

Number of women in leadership positions of farmer groups

2.9.2.1

Gender disparity within farming households

2.9.2.2

Decision-making processes within households regarding additional income secured

2.10.1.1

Evidence that each MO effectively managed its implementing partners (roles, responsibilities, timeliness,
coordination and oversight)

2.10.1.2

Evidence that each MO clearly articulated and communicated their policy and strategy to its implementing
partners

a

Extent to which farmers' capacity to access and use
market information has increased

Extent to which agribusiness actors' capacity to engage
in contractual relationships with smallholder farmers has
increased

a
a

a
a

a

a

a
a
a

2.7.1

2.7

Have LFSP activities effectively improved access
to and use of bio fortified seeds for targeted
farmers?

Extent to which LFSP acitivites improved access to and
use of bio fortified seeds for targeted farmers

a

a

2.7.2

2.8.1

2.8

How effectively have nutrition-related
interventions promoted the adoption of positive
nutrition behaviours?

2.8.2

2.9.1

2.9

Extent to which the targeted beneficiaries have made
changes to their nutrition related practices

2.10.1
Was LFSP effectively managed to deliver the
planned activities?

2.10.2

a
a

a
a
a
a

a

Extent to which targeted women farmers have been
empowered by LFSP activities

How effectively have gender-related
interventions promoted gender mainstreaming
across targeted actors and beneficiaries?
2.9.2

2.10

Extent to which nutrition promotional messages have
reached the targeted beneficiaries

FAO

a

Extent to which gender disparities have narrowed within
farming households

Extent to which each MO ensured quality of delivery
and coordination of its implementing partners

Extent to which MOs ensured coordination of their joint
interventions

a

a
a
a

2.10.1.3 Proportion of funds released by each MO in line with IPs contractual arrangements

a

a

2.10.1.4 Proportion of IPs for which each MO complete an annual financial system review

a

a

2.10.1.5 Proportion of IPs for which each MO complete an annual MIS usage review

a

a

2.10.2.1

Evidence that MOs effectively coordinated their joint interventions (roles, responsibilities, timeliness,
coordination and oversight)

a

3.1.1.1

Incidence and significance of collaboration between LFSP partners to share resources and comparitive
advantages

a

3.1.1.2

Evidence of optimised joint interventions between LFSP partners

a

3.2.1.1

Economy - the extent to which inputs were secured at the minimum necessary cost

a

a

3.2.1.2

Efficiency - the extent to which outputs were produced efficiently (ratio of inputs to outputs)

a

a

3.2.1.3

Effectiveness - the extent to which outputs have achieved the desired outcomes

a

a

a

a

a

a

3) Efficiency: To what extent was the LFSP delivered efficiently?

3.1

3.2

3.3

Have the LFSP partners made the best possible
use of their comparative advantages to optimise
achievement of results?

To what extent and in what ways have the LFSP
partners achieved good value for money?

How have the LFSP partners collaborated to
leverage additional resources?

3.1.1

3.2.1

Evidence of collaboration between LFSP partners, for
mutual benefit, organisational strengthening or
increased effectiveness

Evidence that the results generated by LFSP represent
good value for money

3.2.1.4

Equity - the extent to which benefits were distributed fairly

3.3.1

Evidence of collaboration between LFSP partners to
leverage additional resources and made best use of
existing resources

3.3.1.1

Incidence and significance of collaboration between LFSP partners to leverage additional resources

4.1.1

Extent to which agricultural yields increased

4.1.1.1

Percentage change in yields (kg/ha) and value (US$) of crop harvested over area of cultivation, by type of
crop including bio fortified (disaggregated between self-harvested versus seed supplier and variety)
(Maize yield only for logframe indicator)

4.1.2.1

Livestock total per ha or agricultural area (heads/ha) (TLU)

4.1.2.2

Percentage change in productivity of livestock (Tropical Livestock Units)

4.1.3.1

Barriers to achieving higher agricultural yields and livestock productivity

a

4) Impact: Has the LFSP achieved its objectives?

4.1

Did targeted farmers achieve higher agricultural
yields and livestock productivity?

4.1.2

Extent to which livestock productivity and non-crop
production increased

4.1.3

Extent to which barriers to productivity have been
tackled

MR&E LFSP – JANUARY 2016

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a
a

A2 - 2

ANNEX 2 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

4.2

4.2.1.1

Diversity index of crop grown by targeted farmers including bio fortified crops
(in FAO's result framework: Number of households producing at least three types of nutritious food)

a

4.2.1.2

Variation in proportionate volume (weight) and value (US$) of main crop compared to other crops

a

4.2.1.3

Diversity index of livestock owned by targeted farmers

a

4.2.2.1

Barriers to achieving diversity in production

4.3.1.1

Value (US$) and volume of sales of agricultural outputs (including livestock outputs) by targeted farmers
(disaggregated by: contract farming arrangements with traders/processors, open market transactions,
individual transactions and group marketing transactions)

4.3.1.2

Proportion of farmers' sales compared to home production self-consumption

a

4.3.1.3

Proportion of bio fortified crops compared to other crops sold by targeted farmers

a

4.3.2.1

Variations in food prices

4.3.2.2

Market performance

4.3.3.1

Barriers to accessing market

4.4.1.1

Percentage change in the annual cash household income derived from agriculture sales (including income
coming from gardens)

4.4.1.2
4.4.2

Extent to which sources of available income have
diversified for targeted farmers and their households

4.4.3

Extent to which targeted farmers have been able to hire
labour

4.2.1

Extent to which targeted farmers diversified their
production including bio fortified crops

4.2.2

Extent to which barriers to diversity have been tackled

Did targeted farmers increase the diversity of
their production?

4.3.1

4.3

To what extent has market access improved for
targeted farmers and resulted in increased
sales?
4.3.2

Extent to which market conditions have improved for
farmers

4.3.3

Extent to which barriers to market access have been
tackled

4.4.1
4.4

4.5

4.6

Did targeted farmers increase their income as a
result of increased sales of agricultural products?

Did markets provide enhanced supply of diverse
and nutritious food at affordable prices?

Did households experience greater food security/
lower prevalence of undernourishment?

4.5.1

4.6.1

4.7.1

4.7

Extent to which value and volume of sales including
sales of fortified crops increased
(disaggregated by: contract farming arrangements with
traders/processors, open market transactions, individual
transactions and group marketing transactions)

Did households change their behaviours towards
nutrition?

4.7.2

4.7.3

a

a

a

a

a

a
a

a
a
a

4.4.2.1

Household Income Diversification Index

a

4.4.3.1

Percentage change in amount of labour hired (paid in cash or kind)

a

4.5.1.1

Value (US$) and volume of sales of bio fortified outputs (disaggregated by: contract farming arrangements
with traders/processors, open market transactions, individual transactions and group marketing transactions)

a

4.5.1.2

Proportion of nutritious food products available on local markets compared to other food products

4.5.1.3

Variations in nutritious food products prices

4.6.1.1

Number of B1 and B2 households with moderate or severe hunger (Household Hunger Scale)

4.6.1.2

Total calories of food purchased and consumed (per household member, disaggregated by under 5/ child/
youth/ adult)

4.6.1.3

Prevalence of undernourishment (% total population)

4.6.1.4

Perceptions that food security has increased and barriers to achieving food security

4.7.1.1

Average Household Dietary Diversity Score

4.7.1.2

Diversity index of food purchased

a

a

4.7.2.1

Proportion of households purchasing nutritious foods

a

a

4.7.2.2

Proportion of households consuming nutritious foods from home production

a

a

4.7.3.1

Proportion of targeted households demonstrating positive nutrition behaviours

a

4.7.3.2

Barriers to positive nutrition behaviours

5.1.1.1

Evidence that the activities funded by LFSP will be maintained after the programme is completed

a

a

5.1.1.2

Evidence that the activities not dependent upon continuous funding (e.g. formation of farmers groups) will
continue after LFSP

a

a

5.1.1.3

Evidence that activities funded by the LFSP are mainstreamed in local or national policies

a

a

5.2.1.1

Total monetary value of resources leveraged

a

a

5.2.1.2

In-kind leveraging

a

a

5.2.1.3

Other evidence of leveraging

a

a

Extent to which household dietary habits relate to
nutritious food being purchased or home consumed

Extent to which households demonstrate positive
nutrition behaviours

a

a

a

Extent to which household dietary consumption has
become more adequate

a

a

Total expenditures on non-food items by targeted households such as health care, WaSH and education

Extent to which food security has been achieved and
barriers overcome

a

a
a

a

Extent to which available income has increased for
targeted farmers and their households

Extent to which availability and affordability of nutritious
food increased

a

a
a
a

a
a

a

a
a

a

a

a

5) Sustainability: Are the benefits that have been achieved by the LFSP likely to be sustained?

5.1

5.2

Are the results that have been achieved by LFSP
partners likely to be sustained?

Was LFSP successful in leveraging additional
support and resources (cash and in kind)?

5.1.1

5.2.1

Extent to which results are or will likely be sustained

Evidence that additional resources (direct or indirect)
were, or are likely to be, leveraged, as a result of LFSP
funding

6) Complementarity and coordination: To what extent has the LFSP complemented and contributed to the work of other stakeholders in the sector?

6.1

6.2

How successfully has the LFSP worked with
other organisations/ programmes to achieve
results they would not have achieved otherwise?

Has the LFSP's coordination with other
stakeholders led to the mainstreaming/ uptake of
best practice?

6.1.1

Synergetic effects – the extent to which the LFSP has
led to synergetic benefits with other DFID-funded
programmes and external stakeholders in the sector

6.2.1

Catalytic effects – the extent to which the LFSP has
resulted in changes in attitudes and behaviours
amongst other organisations in the sector

6.2.2

Leadership effects – the extent to which the LFSP has
resulted in mainstreaming of policy and practice and as
such led to greater sustainability of the benefits realised

MR&E LFSP – JANUARY 2016

6.1.1.1

Evidence that LFSP partners have engaged with the work of other LFSP partners

a

a

6.1.1.2

Evidence of collaborative working or other sharing between DFID-funded organisations producing results
greater than would have been achieved alone (specifically DFID Wash Programme)

a

a

6.1.1.3

Evidence of collaborative working or other sharing with external stakeholders producing results greater than
would have been achieved alone

a

a

6.2.1.1

Evidence of collaborative working or other sharing with organisations in the sector that has had a multiplier
effect on sector partners' strategy, targeting and geographical focus

a

a

6.2.2.1

Evidence that mainstreaming of best policy and practice has taken place within DFID and across the sector

a

a

6.2.2.2

Evidence that mainstreaming of best policy and practice has taken place among government and other
stakeholders

a

a
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PROGRAMME

Zimbabwe - Livelihoods and Food Security Programme

IMPACT

Impact Indicator 1

Baseline 2014/15

Increased incomes and reduced Percentage of undernourished in total
poverty in Zimbabwe
population (%)

Planned

2015/16

2016/17

Dec-17

2016/17

Dec-17

33.4%

Achieved
Source
Source: FAO/WFP/IFAD The State of Food Insecurity in the World.
Frequency: Annual reports.
Notes: Baseline data is data for 2014–16. Refers to provisional estimates.
Impact Indicator 2

Baseline 2014/15

Percentage of rural population below the
poverty line (total consumption poverty line TCPL) and below the extreme poverty line
(food poverty line - FPL) (%)

Planned

2015/16

84.3% (TCPL) / 30.4% (FPL)

Achieved
Source
Source: ZIMSTAT (funded by UNDP, DFID and UNICEF) Poverty, Income, Consumption, Expenditure, Survey (PICES).
Frequency: Every five years.
Notes: Baseline data is data for 2011–12. Next round expected for 2016–17.

OUTCOME

Outcome Indicator 1

Improved food and nutrition
security in eight targeted
districts

Maize yield (mt/ha)
Sorghum (mt/ha)
Sugarbeans (mt/ha)
Groundnuts (mt/ha)
in eight targeted districts (APN + MD)

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Assumptions
No serious political or macro-economic instability.

Means
Maize 0.60mt/ha
Sorghum 0.35mt/ha
Beans 0.41mt/ha
Groundnuts 0.63mt/ha

Means
Maize 0.8mt/ha
Sorghum: 0.4
Beans: 0.6
Groundnuts:0.8

Means
Maize 0.62mt/ha
Sorghum: 0.35mt/ha
Beans: 0.41mt/ha
Groundnuts:0.63mt/ha

Planned
Medians
Maize 0.33mt/ha
Sorghum 0.22mt/ha
Beans 0.25mt/ha
Groundnuts 0.38mt/ha

No severe or prolonged drought (i.e., for more than
one year consecutively) or major livestock disease
outbreak. food will be used for domestic food
consumption, and only surplus food will be sold.

Means
Maize 0.8mt/ha
Sorghum: 0.4
Beans: 0.6
Groundnuts:0.8

Government and other programmes (e.g. WASH,
nutrition education, hygiene education, health) address
other causes of under-nutrition.

Achieved

Source
Source: MR&E household survey, MAMID 2nd crop assesment.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: Baseline data is for 2014-2015. Beans include all beans, especially sugar and soya. To prevent any outlier effect, maize and groundnuts yields were
capped at 10mt/ha in the calculation of means (8 observations dropped). Similarly, beans and sorghum yields were capped at 5mt/ha (3 obs. dropped).
Outcome Indicator 2

Baseline 2014/15

Productivity of livestock (Tropical Livestock
Units) in eight targeted districts (APN + MD)

Mean: 3.9 TLUs
Median: 2.4 TLUs

Planned

May-16
5% increase over baseline

May-17

Dec-17

10% increase over baseline

15% increase over
baseline

Achieved
Source
Source: MR&E household survey.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: Baseline data is for 2014-2015. We used the following values: bull = 1 TLU, cow = 0.8, heifer = 0.5, steer and other cattle = 0.5, calves = 0.2, goats
= 0.1, sheep = 0.1, pigs = 0.2, donkeys = 0.5, rabbits/ guinea pigs = 0.1, broilers/ layers/ other poultry = 0.01.
Outcome Indicator 3

Baseline 2014/15

Annual household cash income ($) derived
from agriculture related activities in eight
targeted districts (APN + MD)

Planned

May-16

Mean: 277 USD
Median: 5 USD

10% increase over baseline

May-17

Dec-17

17% increase over baseline

20% increase over
baseline

Achieved
Source
Source: MR&E household survey.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: Baseline data is for 2014-2015. Agricultural-related activities include: crop sales from field, livestock sales, vegetable sales, milk/ dairy product
sales and other livestock by-product sales (skins, honey, etc.).
Outcome Indicator 4
Proportion of B1 and B2 food insecure
households (%) in eight targeted districts
(APN + MD)

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

24%

15%

6%

6%

Planned
Achieved

Source
Source: MR&E household survey.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: Baseline data is for 2014-2015. Household hunger 0-6 scale (USAID, Fanta). Households with score ranging from 1 to 6 are considered food
insecure, households with zero score are considered food secure.
Outcome Indicator 5
Mean Household Dietary Diversity Score
(score) in eight targeted districts (APN + MD)

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

5.03

6

8

8

Planned
Achieved

Source
Source: MR&E household survey.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: Baseline data is for 2014-2015. Score is equal to the number of categories consumed out of 11 the following categories the day before interview:
“Cereals”, “White tubers and roots”, “Vegetables”, “Fruits”, “Meat”, “Eggs”, “Fish and seafood”, “Legumes, nuts and seeds”, “Milk and other milk products”,
"Oils and fats”, "Sweets”.
Outcome Indicator 6 (former Output Indicator 1.4)
Value ($) of total agricultural output per
household (APN)

Planned

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Mean: $369
Median: $197

$10 million

$50 million (cumulative)

$70 million (cumulative)

Achieved
Source
Source: MR&E household survey.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: This includes all crops planted excluding tobacco and cotton. Not all production is being sold.
INPUTS (£)

INPUTS (HR)

OUTPUT 1

DFID (£)
45.03m
DFID (FTEs)
0.7 FTE A2 Livelihoods Adviser
0.5 FTE B1 Project Officer (throughout)

Govt (£)

Output Indicator 1.1

Women and men farmers better Number of farming households registered by
able to manage farm
implementing partners (APN)
enterprises and in climate
resilient ways

Total (£)
0.00m

DFID Share
45.03m

100%

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Planned

12,697 (10%) by May 2015

126,975 (100%)

126,975 (100%)

126,975 (100%)

Achieved

36,288 (28.6%) by May 2015

Assumptions

Source
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Source: FAO quarterly reports, compiled for annual figure by MR&E team.
Frequency: Annual.
Notes: N/a.
Output Indicator 1.2
Number of targeted farmers trained in
application of new technologies or
management practices, by gender (APN)

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Planned

76185

120626

126975

Male

45711

72376

76185

Female

30474

48251

50790

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Planned

7,000

15,000

15000
(cumulative)

Female

3,000

7,000

7,000

Male

4,000

8,000

8,000

Achieved
Male
Female
Source
Source: MIS data from APN IPs.
Frequency: Monthly.
Notes: N/a.
Output Indicator 1.3
Number of farmers accessing new
technologies and practices introduced by
Market Development grantees, by gender
(MD)

Baseline 2014/15

Achieved
Female
Male
Source
Source: MIS data from MD IPs.
Frequency: Quarterly.
Notes: Data for 2015/2016 include farmers reached from January to June 2015. To be updated in the next iteration.
Output Indicator 1.4
Number and proportion of additional farmers
using mobile money services (APN + MD)

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Planned

52000 (41%)

APN: 5000
MD: 2000

APN: 11000
MD: 5000

APN: 11000
MD: 5000

Male

37000 (40%)

APN: 3000
MD: 1200

APN: 4400
MD: 3000

APN: 4400
MD: 3000

Female

15000 (44%)

APN: 2000
MD: 800

APN: 6600
MD: 2000

APN: 6600
MD: 2000

Achieved
Male
Female
Source
Source: MR&E household survey
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: Baseline data is for 2014-2015. Extrapolated to the whole LFSP target population.
IMPACT WEIGHTING (%)

Output Indicator 1.5
Value ($) of agricultural credit secured by
targeted farmers and businesses (including
consignment on stock) (APN + MD)

Planned

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Farmers: 1.2 million USD

APN: $4.4 million
MD: $400,000
At least 1.95 million to farmers
(cumulative)

APN: $11 million
MD: $1000,000
At least 2.35 million to farmers
(cumulative)

APN: $15.4 million
MD: $1000,000
At least 4.3 million to
farmers
(cumulative)

RISK RATING

Achieved

Source

40%

Medium

Farmers
Source: MR&E household survey.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: Baseline data is for 2014-2015. Amount borrowed over the past 12 months, extrapolated to the whole LFSP target population.
Businesses
Source: FAO monitorting data from rural finance component.
Frequency: Quarterly.
Notes: FAO to provide reports to MR&E team.

OUTPUT 2

Output Indicator 2.1
Number of implementing partners contracted
(MD)

Baseline 2014/15
Planned

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

10

12

12

Source
Source: MD reports.
Frequency: Quarterly.
Notes: N/A.

Number and proportion of targeted farmers in
new contract farming relationships with
private traders/ processors, by gender (APN
+ MD)

Market responds with adequate supply of affordable
and nutritious foods.
Farmers and their families (mainly B2) use part of their
increased incomes to buy and consume more
nutritious food.
All outreach strategies being developed by TA
providers and partner FI are successful after
evaluation

Achieved

Output Indicator 2.2

Assumptions

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Planned

5000 (4.0%)

25,000

53,200

53,200

Female

920 (2.8%)

10,000

21,280

21,280

Male

4080 (4.4%)

15,000

31,920

31,920

Achieved
Female
Male
Source
Source: MR&E household survey.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline.
Notes: Baseline data is for 2014-2015. Extrapolated to the whole LFSP target population.
Output Indicator 2.3
Number of market actors offering a variety of
agricultural services (finances, inputs and
outputs) to farmers, disagregated by type of
service (APN + MD)

Baseline 2014/15
Planned

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Inputs: 16
Outputs: 22
Finance: 7

Inputs: 24
Outputs: 33
Finance: 7

Inputs: 24
Outputs: 33
Finance: 7

Achieved
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Source
Source: MD MIS data and FAO Rural Finance component reports.
Frequency: Quarterly.
Notes: N/A.
IMPACT WEIGHTING (%)

Output Indicator 2.4
Number of functional market information
exchange platforms established by the
programme (MD)

Baseline 2014/15
Planned

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

5

5

5

RISK RATING

Achieved
30%

Medium

Source
Source: MD MIS data.
Frequency: Quarterly.
Notes: N/A.

OUTPUT 3

Output Indicator 3.1

Improved availability and
access to diverse nutritious
foods

Number of farmers reached with nutrition
information (including nutrition related
behaviour change communication/ demo
plots/ food demonstrations/ farmers trained
in bio-fortified crop production), by gender
(APN + MD)

Baseline 2014/15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Assumptions

Planned

50000

240000

250000

Market responds with adequate supply of affordable
and nutritious foods.

Female

30000

144000

150000

Male

20000

96000

100000

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

118 (tonnes)

176 (tonnes)

294 (tonnes)

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

MD: 15
APN: 85

MD: 30
APN: 85

MD: 30
APN: 175

Achieved
Female
Male
Source
Source: APN and MD MIS data.
Frequency: Monthly and quarterly.
Notes: N/A.
Output Indicator 3.2
Quantity (mt) of biofortified maize and bean
seeds produced by seed houses and
smallholder farmers (APN)

Baseline 2014/15
Planned

Achieved
Source
Source: MR&E Baseline and Endline data for farmers; FAO reports for seed houses.
Frequency: Baseline and Endline; Quarterly.
Notes: N/A.
IMPACT WEIGHTING (%)

Output Indicator 3.3
Number of seed companies and agro dealers
trained in marketing of biofortified seed (APN
+ MD)

Baseline 2014/15
Planned

RISK RATING

Achieved
10%

Medium

Source
Source: APN and MD MIS data.
Frequency: Monthly and quarterly.
Notes: N/A.

OUTPUT 4

Output Indicator 4.1

Evidence generated and
communicated effectively to
influence policies

MR&E communication strategy established
and implemented, and LFSP website running
(MR&E)

Baseline Sept 15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Planned

Contract issued

LFSP website running

LFSP website running

LFSP website running

Achieved

Baseline completed and
systems set-up

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

Baseline report completed

Quarterly and annual reports

Endline report completed

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

MD: 2
FAO: 2
Coffey: 2

MD: 5
FAO: 6
Coffey: 5

MD: 5
FAO: 6
Coffey: 5

Source
Source: MR&E reports.
Frequency: Quarterly and annual.
Notes: N/A.
Output Indicator 4.2
Programme-level baseline and endline
survey designed, data collected and report
delivered (MR&E)

Baseline Sept 15
Planned

Assumptions
Political will exists or is generated by evidence to
change policies to improve food and nutrition security.
Governments, donors, the private sector and civil
society are unwilling and/or unable to invest in
enhancing the climate resilience of the rural poor.
Media willing to cooperate and publicise the evidence
from the programme.

Achieved
Source
Source: MR&E reports.
Frequency: Quarterly and annual.
Notes: N/A.
IMPACT WEIGHTING (%)

Output Indicator 4.3
Number of agriculture related policy
constraints identified and presented to GoZ
and subsequently discussed by GoZ in
relevant forums (MR&E, APN and MD)

Baseline Sept 15

Planned

Achieved
10%
Source
Source: MR&E, APN and MD reports.
Frequency: Quarterly and annual.
Notes: N/A.

OUTPUT 5

Output Indicator 5.1

LFSP funds managed and
allocated effectively and in a
transparent manner

Annual variance in budget and forecast of
Management Organisations (APN + MD)

Planned

Baseline Sept 15

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

APN 17.8%
MD 3%

<10%

<5%

<5%

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

100%

100%

100%

May-16

May-17

Dec-17

70%

85%

90%

Achieved
Source
Source: APN and MD reports.
Frequency: Quarterly and annual.
Notes: N/A.
Output Indicator 5.2
Proportion of IPs for which Management
Organisations complete an annual financial
system review (APN + MD)

Baseline Sept 15
Planned
Achieved

Source
Source: APN reports.
Frequency: Quarterly and annual.
Notes: N/A.
IMPACT WEIGHTING (%)

Output Indicator 5.3
Number of APN IPs submitting information
for MIS effectively (APN)

Baseline Sept 15
Planned

RISK RATING

Achieved
10%

Source

Medium

Source: APN reports.
Frequency: Quarterly and annual.
Notes: N/A.
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4 Detailed tables
Table 1. Graph tables
Like the subgroup table, the tables below are colour coded. Purple cells in the Intervention column show cases where Intervention is significantly lower (at 5%) than Control.
Yellow cells show cases where it is significantly higher. Blank cells exhibit no significant difference between Intervention and Control.

Intervention

Unit

Control

Total

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

% households below the Total
Consumption Poverty Line (TCPL)

%

93%

0.011

95%

0.014

94%

0.009

% households below the Food
Poverty Line (FPL)

%

82%

0.016

85%

0.025

83%

0.014

Unit
Average size of land used or agriculture
Average irrigated land used
Average size of arable land owned

Ha
Ha
Ha

Unit
Mean value of livestock owned
Mean value of agricultural tools owned

USD
USD

Unit
Mean stock of livestock owned in TLUs
Mean stock of livestock owned in LUEs
MR&E LFSP – JANUARY 2016

TLU
LUE

Intervention

Control

Total

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

2.17
0.06
2.95

0.06
0.02
0.08

1.80
0.06
2.76

0.08
0.03
0.15

2.05
0.06
2.89

0.05
0.01
0.07

Intervention

Control

Total

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

1564
488

71
15

1676
501

115
32

1600
492

61
14

Intervention

Control

Total

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

3.9
1.7

0.17
0.08

4.5
2.0

0.37
0.18

4.1
1.8

0.17
0.08
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Intervention

Unit

Control

Total

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

Proportion applying pest and disease control
treatments before or during storage

%

61%

0.014

62%

0.028

61%

0.013

Proportion of households shelling, threshing, dry and
cleaning crops

%

64%

0.014

57%

0.025

62%

0.013

Proportion of households milling

%

14%

0.014

18%

0.023

15%

0.012

Unit

Intervention

Control

Total

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

Mean

SE Mean

Seed used for main crop planted per area
of cultivation

kg/ha

32

4.1

28

4.7

31

3.2

Basal fertilizer used for main crop planted
per area of cultivation

kg/ha

54

4.6

83

9.4

63

4.4

Top dressing used for main crop planted
per area of cultivation

kg/ha

59

5.4

71

7.0

63

4.3
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Table 2. Main indicators – by districts
In (%)

Proportion of food insecure households

Mashonaland Central
Guruve
Mount Darwin
Bindura*
Midlands
Gokwe South
Kwekwe
Shurugwi
Gweru*
Manicaland
Makoni
Mutasa
Mutare
Nyanga*
Total

In USD
Mashonaland Central
Guruve
Mount Darwin
Bindura*
Midlands
Gokwe South
Kwekwe
Shurugwi
Gweru*
Manicaland
Makoni
Mutasa
Mutare
Nyanga*
Total

In TLUs
Mashonaland Central
Guruve
Mount Darwin
Bindura*
Midlands
Gokwe South
Kwekwe
Shurugwi
Gweru*
Manicaland
Makoni
Mutasa
Mutare
Nyanga*
Total
MR&E LFSP – JANUARY 2016

0.29
0.28
0.32
0.25
0.26
0.25
0.27
0.28
0.25
0.15
0.16
0.03
0.33
0.08
0.22

Annual income derived from
agricultural activities
629
391
592
888
170
211
60
41
208
230
365
380
37
186
292

Total livestock owned
3.24
3.26
2.83
3.92
4.87
4.37
4.48
5.01
5.70
3.84
4.77
2.78
3.61
3.77
4.08
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Table 3. Scales used for creating quantitative indicators from the household survey
Values used for agricultural assets and tools

Price of a unit in USD

Ox-drawn plough
Ox-drawn planter
Tractor, power tiller
Water pump
Watering can
Wheelbarrow
Knapsack
Hand hoes
Water tanks

120
450
2200
300
12
43
15
7.5
590

Jab planters
Scotch cart
Hose pipe

54
650
65

Source: FAO.

Values used for livestock

Price of a head in
USD

Bulls
Cows
Heifer
Steer
Calves
Cattle
Goats
Sheep
Pigs

750
500
450
400
200
100
35
62.5
70

Donkeys
Rabbits/ Guinea pigs
Broilers
Layers
Indigenous poultry
Other poultry
Beehives

150
5
6
12
1
1
4

Source: adapted from http://www.zimra.co.zw

International scale used for livestock
Bulls
Cows
Heifer
Steer
Calves
Cattle
Goats
Sheep
Pigs
Donkeys
Rabbits/ Guinea pigs
Broilers
Layers
Indigenous poultry
MR&E LFSP – JANUARY 2016

TLU unit

LUE unit

1.2
1.0
0.78
1.0
0.4
1.0
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.8
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.016

0.64
0.50
0.36
0.50
0.15
0.50
0.05
0.05
0.10
0.35
0.006
0.003
0.003
0.0024
A4 - 4

ANNEX 4 DETAILED TABLES
Other poultry

0.01

0.0015

Source: adapted from FAO.

Weight/ volume equivalence used for all
crops

One kilogram
equivalent

Kg
5 Litre Tin
20 Litre Tin
50 kg bag
90 kg bag
Bale
Tonne
Scotch cart

1
3.8
15.2
50
90
200
1000
600

Source: http://www.aqua-calc.com/calculate/weight-to-volume

Values used for total value
of agricultural production
Maize (all)
Sorghum
Finger millet
Pearl millet
Tubers
Cowpeas
Groundnuts
Roundnuts
Beans (all)
Tobacco
Cotton
Summer wheat
Vegetables
Fruit trees

Price of a 20 Litre Tin
6
7
12
6
7
15
6
8
21.4

Comments
Includes bio-fortified and non-biofortified maize.

Includes orange sweet potatoes. Price of sweet potatoes.
Price of unshelled groundnuts.
Price of unshelled roundnuts.
Includes bio-fortified and non-biofortified beans. Weighted average of the
price of sugar beans (25$, 70%) and soya beans (13$, 30%)

3 / kg
0.5 / kg
10
4
4

Price of wheat.
Price of tomatoes.
Price of mangoes and guavas in the Mashonaland West region.

Note: AGRITEX weekly urban producer prices for the week ending 31/07/2015. All prices reported are in USD for the Manicaland region. These
prices are used as benchmark values for the agricultural production of all LFSP farmers over past season.
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5 Research Tools
Farmers Household Survey Questionnaire
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#

Logic skips

Question

0

Questionnaire Identification

0.0

Enumerator Code

0.1

Date of interview

0.2

Starting time

0.3

Ending time

0.4

GPS Coordinates - Latitude

0.5

GPS Coordinates - Longitude

0.6

GPS Coordinates - Altitude

0.7

Province

Answer Units/Values

_________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________dd/mm/yyyy

___________________________________________________________________hh:mm

___________________________________________________________________hh:mm

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________
Select one: [_] 1 Mashonaland Central [_] 2 Midlands [_] 3 Manicaland
Select one: [_] 1 Guruve (Mashonaland Central) [_] 2 Mount Darwin/ Karanda
(Mashonaland Central) [_] 3 Gokwe South (Midlands) [_] 4 Kwekwe (Midlands) [_] 5

0.8

District

Shurugwi (Midlands) [_] 6 Makoni (Manicaland) [_] 7 Mutasa (Manicaland) [_] 8 Mutare
(Manicaland) [_] 9 Bindura (Mashonaland Central) [_] 10 Muzarabani/ Centenary
(Mashonaland Central) [_] 11 Gokwe North (Midlands) [_] 12 Gweru (Midlands) [_] 13
Zvishavane (Midlands) [_] 14 Nyanga (Manicaland)

0.9

Ward

0.10

Village / Enumeration Area

__________________________________________________________________ [01-99]

_________________________________________________________________________

Screening questions {guidance: ask anybody who can answer this question even if not

0.11

the head of household}

During the last season, how much land did your household use for agriculture (including

0.11.1

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

land that is owned, rented/leased in, borrowed and land in communal areas)?
Area Unit: [_] 1 Hectares [_] 2 Acres [_] 97 Other (specify)__________________________
If < 0.2 Ha (or < 0.5

0.11.2

or < 2000 m2) AND

How much of this land is permanently irrigated?

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

previous question is
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< 1 Ha (or < 2.5
acres or < 10000
m2), STOP

Area Unit: [_] 1 Hectares [_] 2 Acres [_] 97 Other (specify)__________________________

INTERVIEW
0.11.3

0.11.4

If 0 or 1, STOP

How many household members from 18 to 59 did provide agricultural work on your land

INTERVIEW

last season?

If more than 5,
STOP INTERVIEW

0.12

______________________________________________________[0-90] [_] 99 Don't know

How many heads of cattle do you own?

______________________________________________________[0-90] [_] 99 Don't know

Can we speak to the Head of Household or his Spouse?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [CONTINUE] [_] 2 No [STOP]

[To the Respondent] We are conducting a food and nutrition livelihoods assessment in
the rural areas of your district. We would like to ask you some questions about the
livelihoods of your household. The survey will take about 90 minutes to complete. Any
0.13

Consent

information that you provide will be kept strictly confidential and will not be shown to

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [CONTINUE] [_] 2 No [STOP]

other people. This is voluntary and you can choose not to answer any or all of the
questions if you want. However we hope that you will participate since your views are
important. Do you have any questions? May we begin now?
0.14

Is it a substitute household? {guidance: a substitute household is a household that was
originally sampled as a “reserve household” from the village list of households}
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1

Household demographics
1.1

1/3

1.2
Only for respondent

Household
member
{guidance:
record
respondent
first; then
head of
household}

Name of household member
{guidance: record
respondent’s name first}

1.3

1.3.1

Only for respondent

Only for respondent

National ID number
{guidance: if
respondent is not the
head of household
and does not have a
national ID number,
ask for the National
ID number of the
head of household}

Mobile number

Mobile number – comments
{guidance: include here any
additional information on
when and how the
interviewee can be reached}

[_] 95 Does not have

[_] 95 Does not have

an ID

a mobile number

[_] 99 Don’t know

[_]99 Don’t know

1.4

Sex

1.5

Year of birth

1.6

1.7
Ask only if year of
birth is before 2003

Relationship to head
of household

Marital status

See below

See below

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
[_] More

_______________________

than 20
household
members

Select one:
_______________________

1.6. Select one: [_] 1 Is head of household [_] 2 Spouse [_] 3 Brother / sister [_] 4 Child of head of household [_]
5 Parent of head of household [_] 6 Other relative [_] 7 Non related [_] 99 Don't know
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[_] 1 Male
[_] 2 Female

_______[1900-2015]
[_] 9999 Don't know

1.7. Select one: [_] 1 Married living together [_] 2 Married living apart [_] 3
Divorced/separated [_] 4 Widow/widower [_] 5 Live together but not married
(cohabiting) [_] 6 Never married
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1

Household demographics
1.8

2/3

1.9

Only if Year of
birth is after 1996

Household
member
{guidance: record
respondent first;
then head of
household}

Is [NAME] an
orphan?
{guidance:
consider single
and double
orphans}

1.10
Only for head of
household

Is [NAME]
physically/mentally
challenged or ill?
{guidance: to the
extent of being or
having been
unable to work,
play or go to
school for the last
3 months or more}

Has [NAME] ever
attended school?
[if No & age>17
then SKIP to
next member; if
No & 5<age=<17
GO TO question
1.13]

1.11
Only for head of
household

What is the
highest
educational level
attained by
[NAME]?

1.12
For children of
age 5-17 only

Is [NAME]
currently going to
school? [if Yes
then SKIP to
next member]

1.13

1.14

For children of
age 5-17 only

If Year or birth is
"2013"

What is the main
reason why
[NAME] is not
going to school?

Is the child
younger than 24
months? [if Yes
then go to next
question; if No
SKIP to next
household
member]

1.11. Select one: [_] 1 None [_] 2 Primary
level [_] 3 ZJC level [_] 4 O level [_] 5 A
level [_] 6 Tertiary/Graduate level [_] 7
Vocational [_] 99 Don't know

1
2
3
4

1.13. Select up to three reasons: [_] 1 Child

5

has a long-term illness [_] 2 Child has to

6

carry agricultural work [_] 3 Child has to

7

carry on-agricultural domestic chores

8

(including caring for relatives) [_] 4 Child

9

works outside household (non-agricultural)

10

[_] 5 School is too far or journey is

11

difficult/dangerous [_] 6 School is too

12

expensive [_] 7 Pregnancy or marriage [_] 8

13

Child is too young [_] 9 Expelled from

14

school [_] 10 Failed at an exam/ Dropped

15

out because the child level too far behind

16

other children [_] 11 Completed O/A level

17

[_] 12 No birth certificate [_] 13 Child

18

disabled (mentally or physically) [_] 97

19
20
[_] More than 20
household
members

Other
Select one: [_] 1

Select one: [_] 1

Select one: [_] 1

Yes [_] 2 No

Yes [_] 2 No

Yes [_] 2 No
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See on the right

Select one: [_] 1
Yes [_] 2 No

Select one: [_] 1
See on the right

Yes [_] 2 No
[_] 99 Don't know
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1

Household demographics
1.15 Breastfeeding practices for children younger than 24 months [if Year of birth is before 2013 OR if Yes to previous question]
1.15.1

1.15.2

1.15.3

3/3

Household
member
{guidance:
record
respondent first;
then head of
household}

What is his/her
month of birth?

Is [NAME]'s
mother a
member of your
household?

Has [NAME]
ever been
breastfed?

1.15.4

1.15.5

If “Yes” to
1.15.3

If “Yes” to
1.15.3

How long after
birth was
[NAME] first put
to the breast?
{guidance: do
not prompt}

1.15.6
If "Yes" to
previous
question AND
[NAME] was
born in 2015

1.15.7

1.15.8

Now I would like to ask you about some
medicines and vitamins that are sometimes
given to infants.

Was [NAME]
breasfed
yesterday?

Is breast milk
the only food
you give to
[NAME]?

Was [NAME] given
any vitamin drops or
other medicines as
drops or traditional
medicine yesterday
during the day or at
night?

Select one: [_] 1

Select one: [_] 1

Select one: [_] 1 Yes

Select one: [_] 1 Yes

Yes [_] 2 No [_]

Yes [_] 2 No [_]

[_] 2 No [_] 99 Don't

[_] 2 No [_] 99 Don't

99 Don't know

99 Don't know

know

know

Was [NAME] given
Oral Rehydratation
Solutions yesterday
during the day or at
night?

1.15.9
Next I would like to ask you
about some liquids that
[NAME] may have had
yesterday during the day or at
night.

Did [NAME] have any of these
items? {guidance: do not
prompt}

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
[_] More than
20 household
members

[_] 99 Don’t
know

Select one: [_] 1
See below

Yes [_] 2 No [_]

See below

99 Don't know

See below

1.15.2. Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No [_] 3 Mother

1.15.4. Select one: [_] 1 Immediately or less than one hour [_] 2 More than

1.15.9: Select all that apply: [_] 1 Plain water [_] 2 Infant formula [_] 99 Milk such

deceased (do not prompt, only if mentioned by

one hour but less than 24 hours (specify number of hours) [_] 3 More than

as tinned, powdered, or fresh animal milk [_] 4 Juice or juice drinks [_] 5 Clear

respondent) [_] 99 Don't know

one day (specify number of days)

broth [_] 6 Yoghurt [_] 8 Thin porridge [_] 8 Any other liquid
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2

Agricultural practices, training and extension

2.1

Land owned and used

2.1.1

What is the total amount of arable land your household owns?

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Area Unit: [_] 1 Hectares [_] 2 Acres [_] 97 Other (specify)__________________________
2.2

Hired labour
Did your household hire any casual labour to assist with agricultural activities last

2.2.1

season?

2.2.2

If "Yes" to 2.2.1

2.2.3

If "Yes" to 2.2.1

2.2.4

If "Yes" to 2.2.1

2.2.5

If "Yes" to 2.2.1

How many days of labour did you hire for land preparation last season? {guidance : in
person days}
How many days of labour did you hire for planting and weeding last season? {guidance :
in person days}
How many days of labour did you hire for harvesting last season? {guidance : in person
days}

Considering cash and in-kind payments, what was the total amount you paid for this

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No [_] 99 Don't know

__________________________________________________[0-9000] [_] 9999 Don't know

__________________________________________________[0-9000] [_] 9999 Don't know

__________________________________________________[0-9000] [_] 9999 Don't know

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

labour?
Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

2.2.6

Have you been paid in cash, in-kind or both?

Select one: [_] 1 In cash [_] 2 In kind [_] 3 Both

I’d like to know how you divide agricultural work among household members and whether men and women have different responsibilities. Do the men or the women of the household

2.3

do most of _____ [name of task from rows] or is the work shared about equally among men and women?
Select one: [_] 1 Female household members [_] 2 Male household members [_] 3 Shared

2.3.1

Work in the field (ploughing, hoeing, planting, weeding, irrigating, harvesting, etc.)

among male and female household members [_] 4 Hired labour [_] 96 Non applicable [_] 97
Other
Select one: [_] 1 Female household members [_] 2 Male household members [_] 3 Shared

2.3.2

Post harvest cleaning and sorting

among male and female household members [_] 4 Hired labour [_] 96 Non applicable [_] 97
Other
Select one: [_] 1 Female household members [_] 2 Male household members [_] 3 Shared

2.3.3

Marketing decisions (selling, transport to market, negotiating)

among male and female household members [_] 4 Hired labour [_] 96 Non applicable [_] 97
Other

2.4

Training and extension services
Did any member of this household receive any extension support training over the last

2.4.0
2.4.1

twelve months?
If "Yes" to 2.4.0

Who in your household received this training?
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Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No [_] 99 Don't know
Select one: [_] 1 Female household members [_] 2 Male household members [_] 3 Both
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male and female household members [_] 99 Don’t know
Select all that apply: [_] 1 AGRITEX/ LPD /VET [_] 2 NGO [_] 3 GMB/ARDA [_] 4 Academic
2.4.2

If "Yes" to 2.4.0

Who provided the extension support training?

institutions [_] 5 Private companies [_] 6 Lead farmers [_] 7 Other farmers [_] 97 Other
(specify)__________________________________________________________________
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Land preparation [_] 2 Seed type or variety [_] 3 Conservation
farming [_] 4 Fertilizer types/ usage [_] 5 Water usage and irrigation [_] 6 Pests and disease

2.4.3

If "Yes" to 2.4.0

What was the training on?

control [_] 7 Post-harvest handling techniques and value-adding [_] 8 Crop storage
techniques [_] 9 Marketing of crops and livestock [_] 97 Other (specify)
________________________________________________________________________
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Field days and training workshops/sessions [_] 2 Extension

2.4.4

If "Yes" to 2.4.0

How was the training delivered?

provider came to the farm [_] 3 Visited the extension office [_] 4 Received written
information [_] 97 Other (specify) _____________________________________________
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3

Field crop production over last season
3.1

1/3

3.1.1

How many plots
did you use for
agricultural
production last
season? {includes
garden. Ask
respondent to start
with the most
productive plot,
then the second
most productive,
etc. If necessary,
mention that it
means that crops
harvested in this
plot are the "most
valuable" in terms
of consumption
and/or production}
1

What is the area of
this plot?
{guidance:
measure by GPS
to confirm the
respondent's
answer}

3.1.2

Is this plot
irrigated?
{guidance: through
access to a
functional irrigation
scheme}

3.1.3

3.1.4

3.1.5

3.1.6

3.1.7

3.1.8

Ask only for the
three first (most
productive) plots

Ask only for the three
first (most productive)
plots

Ask only for the
three first (most
productive) plots

Ask only for the
three first (most
productive) plots
and if “95” to
previous question

Do you practice
inter-cropping on
this plot?

What is your
tenure on this plot?

Who in the household
makes the decisions
concerning crops to be
planted, input use and
the timing of cropping
activities on this plot?

Which
conservation
and/or good
agricultural
practices are you
following on this
plot?

Why do you not
use conservation
and/or good
agricultural
practices?

Which crops did you plant on this
plot last season? {guidance: “last
season” refers to period October
2014 – July 2015}

Select one: [_] 1
Yes [_] 2 No

Select one:
[_] 1 Owned
[_] 2 Rented/
leased in
[_] 3 Borrowed
[_] 4 Communal

See below

See below

See below

See below

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

[_] More than 10
plots

[_] 99 Don’t know
[_] 1 Hectares
[_] 2 Acres
[_] 97 Other
(specify)

3.1.5. Select one: [_] 1 Female
household members [_] 2 Male
household members [_] 3 Shared among
male and female household members [_]
4 Hired labour [_] 96 Non applicable [_]
97 Other
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Select one: [_] 1
Yes [_] 2 No

3.1.6. Select all that apply: [_] 1 Minimum
soil disturbance [_] 2 Crop rotation [_] 3
Mulching [_] 95 No CA practice followed
[_] 97 Other (specify) [_] 99 Don’t know

3.1.7. Select all that apply: [_] 1 Do not
understand the explanations describing new
practices [_] 2 Do not believe the practices
will be successful [_] 3 Have not seen any
farm/demonstration where these practices
are working successfully [_] 4 None of my
neighbours or friends are using these
practices [_] 97 Other (specify)

3.2.1. Select all that apply: [_] 1 Maize (non bio-fortified) [_] 2 Protein maize
(bio-fortified) [_] 3 Sorghum [_] 4 Finger millet (rapoko) [_] 5 Pearl millet
(mhunga) [_] 6 Tubers (e.g. sweet potatoes, potatoes, cassava, amadumbe/
taro) [non bio-fortified] [_] 7 Orange fleshed sweet potatoes [bio-fortified] [_] 8
Cowpeas [_] 9 Ground nuts (unshelled) [_] 10 Round nuts (unshelled) [_] 11
Beans [non bio-fortified] [_] 12 Beans [bio-fortified] [_] 13 Tobacco [_] 14
Cotton [_] 15 Paprika [_] 16 Sunflowers [_] 17 Summer wheat [_] 18
Vegetables (e.g. tomatoes, cabbages, onions, chou moellier) [_] 19 Fruit trees
(e.g. mango, papaya, citrus, bananas)
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AFTER HAVING GONE THROUGH THE LIST OF PLOTS, AGGREGATE THE CROPS FROM EVERY PLOT AND CREATE A LIST OF ALL CROPS PLANTED.
Note that for convenience this section is presented in different format from COSMOS, where all crop questions are asked in the same grid.

Overall, what are the three main crops you planted last season? {guidance: if necessary,

3.2.1

ask about the three most valuable crops and allow for less than three crops}

Select three (or less) among the aggregated list of crops planted last season.

NOW ASK THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS (3.3, 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6) FOR THE THREE MAIN CROPS (as defined in question 3.2.3).
FOR THE OTHER CROPS, ASK ONLY QUESTIONS 3.4.0, 3.4.1 and 3.4.2.

3

Field crop production over last season
3.3. Use of inputs over last season
2/5

3.3.1

3.3.2

What quantity of seed did
you use to plant this crop?
Main crops
Quantity

Unit

What type
of seed did
you mainly
use for this
crop?

3.3.3

3.3.4

How much basal fertilizer
did you use to plant this
crop?

How much top dressing did
you use to plant this crop?

Quantity

Quantity

Unit

Unit

3.3.5

3.3.6

3.3.7

3.3.8

3.3.9

Did you
use
natural
fertilizer
(compost
or
manure)
to plant
this crop?

Did you use
herbicides
on this
crop?

Did you use
pesticides
on this
crop?

How
many
times did
you hand
weed?

What were
the
sources of
your
inputs?
[Select all
that apply]

Main crop 1

Weight/Volume

Main crop 2

Unit: [_] 1
Kilogramme (kg)

Main crop 3
Select
[_] 99 Don't

See on the

know

right

See below

[_] 99 Don't

See on the

[_] 99 Don't

See on the

one: [_] 1

know

right

know

right

Yes [_] 2
No

[_] 2 5 Litre Tin [_]
Select one:

Select one:

[_] 999

[_] 1 Yes [_]

[_] 1 Yes [_]

Don't

2 No

2 No

know

3 20 Litre Tin [_] 4
See below

50 kg bag [_] 5 90
kg bag [_] 6 Bale
[_] 7 Tonnes [_] 8

3.3.2. Select one: [_] 1 Hybrid [_] 2 Retained from last season [_] 3 Bio-fortified [_] 4 OPV
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3.3.9. Select all that apply: [_] 1 Purchase [_] 2 Government [_] 3 NGO [_] 5 Retained [_] 7 Private
contractors [_] 97 Other (specify) [_] 99 Don't know

Bundles [_] 9
Scotch carts [_] 97
Other (specify)
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3

Field crop production over last season
3.4 Crop sales over current harvest (October 2014 – July
2015)
3.4.1
3.4.2

3.2. Crops planted over last season
3/5

3.2.2

3.4.0

If "2" to 3.4.1
Full list of
crops

What area did you plant this
crop?

How much has your household
harvested? [IF 0, SKIP TO
SECTION 3.5]

Area

Quantity

Unit

Do you normally sell or
consume this crop or both?

Why do you not consume
this crop?

Unit

Main crop 1
Main crop 2
Main crop 3
4
5
6

Area Unit:
[_] 1
Hectares
[_] 2
Acres
[_] 97
Other
(specify)

7
8
9
10
11
12
13

Weight/Volume
Unit: [_] 1
Kilogramme
(kg) [_] 2 5 Litre
Tin [_] 3 20
Litre Tin [_] 4
50 kg bag [_] 5
90 kg bag [_] 6
Bale [_] 7
Tonnes [_] 8
Bundles [_] 9
Scotch carts [_]
97 Other
(specify)

3.4.2. Select one: [_] 1 Produced
for the market because often not
available on the market and/or
prices are high [_] 2 Labour
intensive to process [_] 3 The
family finds the product
unpalatable [_] 4 Lack of
processing equipment [_] 5
Social/ religious/ cultural reasons
[_] 6 Non-food product that is not
used domestically [_] 97 Other
(specify) [_] 99 Don't know

14
15
[_] More than
15 crops

[_] 99 Don't know
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See on the
right

[_] 99 Don't know

See on the
right

Select one: [_] 1 Consume
[_] 2 Sell [_] 3 Both

See on the right
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3

Field crop production over last season
4/5

Main
crops

3.5. Crop sales over previous season {guidance: refers to the period
October 2013 – July 2014}

3.4 Crop sales over current harvest (October 2014 – July 2015)
3.4.3

3.4.4

If "2" or "3" to 3.4.1

If "2" or "3" to 3.4.1

How much of the
current harvest has
your household
already sold? [Quantity
or Proportion, if easier]

How much of the
current harvest does
your household still
expect to be sold?
[Quantity or
Proportion, if easier]

Quantity/
Proportion

Quantity/
Proportion

Unit (if
Quantity)

3.4.5
If "2" or
"3" to
3.4.1

3.4.6
If "2" or
"3" to
3.4.1

To whom
did you
sell your
produce?

Where
did you
sell most
of your
produce?

3.4.7

3.4.8

If "2" or "3" to 3.4.1

If "2" or "3" to 3.4.1

What was the amount
you got from what you
sold? {guidance: enter
only the amount that
has already been
received, if any}

What was the amount
you expect to get from
what you sold?
{guidance: enter only
the amount that has
not been received yet,
if any}

Unit (if
Quantity)

Amount

Currency

Amount

3.5.1

Currency

3.5.2

3.5.3

If 3.5.1 is > 0

If 3.5.2 is > 0

How much did you
harvest?

How much did you
sell?

What was the amount
you got from what you
sold?

Quantity

Quantity

Unit

Unit

Amount

Currency

Main crop 1
Main crop 2
Main crop 3
[_] 99
[_] 99
[_] 99
[_] 99
[_] 99
[_] 99
See
See
See
See
See
See
See
See
Don't
Don't
Don't
Don't
Don't
Don't
below
below
below
below
below
below
below
below
know
know
know
know
know
know
Weight/Volume Unit: [_] 1 Kilogramme (kg) [_] 2 5 Litre Tin [_] 3 20 Litre Tin [_] 4 50 kg bag [_] 5 90 kg bag [_] 6 Bale [_] 7 Tonnes [_] 8 Bundles [_] 9 Scotch carts [_] 97 Other (specify)

[_] 99
Don't
know

See
below

3.4.5. Select all that apply: [_] 1 Other households in the area [_] 2 Private Traders [_] 3 GMB/ARDA [_] 4 Local Millers [_] 5 Distant Markets [_] 6 Contracting Companies [_] 97 Other (specify) [_] 99 Don't know
3.4.6. Select one: [_] 1 Within village [_] 2 Within ward [_] 3 Within district [_] 4 Town [_] 5 Rest of country [_] 6 Abroad

3

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)

Field crop production over last season
5/5

Main crops

3.6. Market relationships [last season] [If 3.4.0 is > 0]
3.6.1

3.6.2

3.6.3

If “2” or “3” to 3.4.1

If “2” or “3” to 3.4.1

If “2” or “3” to 3.4.1

If “2” or “3” to 3.4.1

What quantity or proportion of this crop did
you sell through individual transactions?
[Quantity or Proportion, if easier]

What quantity or proportion of this crop did
you sell through group marketing
transactions? [Quantity or Proportion, if
easier]

What quantity or proportion of this crop did you sell
under contract farming agreements? [Quantity or
Proportion, if easier]
Quantity/ Proportion

Unit (if Quantity)

What quantity or proportion of this crop did
you sell through open market transactions?
[Quantity or Proportion, if easier]
Quantity/ Proportion

Unit (if Quantity)

Quantity/ Proportion

3.6.4

Unit (if Quantity)

Quantity/ Proportion

Unit (if Quantity)

Main crop 1
Main crop 2
Main crop 3
[_] 99 Don't know
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See above

[_] 99 Don't know

See above

[_] 99 Don't know

See above

[_] 99 Don't know

See above
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4

Post-harvest preservation and techniques
Over the past twelve months, did you apply any pest and disease control treatments to

4.1

your cereals and pulses before or during storage?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Ashes [_] 2 Drug [_] 3 Eucalyptus leaves [_] 4 Smoking [_] 5

4.1.1

If "Yes" to 4.1

Which traditional treatments do you apply? [Select all that apply]

Solar drying [_] 95 Not applicable
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________
[_] 99 Don't know
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Actellic Chirindamatura Dust [_] 2 Shumba [_] 95 Not applicable

4.1.2

If "Yes" to 4.1

Which chemical treatments do you apply? [Select all that apply]

[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________
[_] 99 Don't know

4.2.1

Where do you store your cereal (grain) and pulse crops?

Select all that apply: [_] 1 Pots or baskets [_] 2 Bags [_] 3 Traditional storage crib [_] 4 Brick
traditional bins [_] 5 Metal (or ferro-concrete bins) [_] 6 Ground pits [_] 95 Not applicable
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Drying them (bananas, papaya) [_] 2 Processing them [into jams,

4.2.2

Which storage techniques are you following for your fruit crops?

chutney, puree, juice (mango, banana, papaya, citrus)] [_] 3 Refrigerated fruit stores [_] 4
Underground holes [_] 95 Not applicable
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Cure and then store them (sweet potatoes, amadumbe) [_] 2 Dry,

4.2.3

Which storage techniques are you following for your tubers?

then mill them and store milled flour (cassava, sweet potato) [_] 3 Store in storage rooms or
bulk bins (cured tubers) [_] 4 Underground holes [_] 95 Not applicable
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Shell, thresh, dry and clean (cereal and pulse grain crops) [_] 2

4.2.4

Which value-adding practices are you following for your crops?

4.3

Over the past twelve months, did you use communal storage facilities?

Mill (cereal and pulse grain crops) [_] 3 Pack grain crops (milled) for sale [_] 4 Brew beer
from grain crops (sorghum) [_] 5 Roast for sale (yellow maize, green mealies, pumpkins) [_]
6 Pickle (onions, melons, paprika, peppers) [_] 95 Not applicable
Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Variety of seed (easily shatters/cracks) [_] 2 Harvesting methods
(damaging seed) [_] 3 Processing methods (shelling/threshing causing damage) [_] 4

4.4

What were the major causes if any of post-production losses last season?

Storage environment/conditions (encouraging pest and disease problems) [_] 5 Birds [_] 6
Rodents [_] 7 Insects as pests (e.g. large grain borer) [_] 95 Not applicable
[_] 97 Other (specify) _______________________________________________________
[_] 99 Don't know
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Visual together with hardness/softness assessment [_] 2

4.5

How did you check for moisture content after drying and before storing your cereals and
pulses?

Reduction in weight [_] 3 Period in the sun [_] 4 Period in the sun [_] 5 Biting/chewing [_] 6
Shaking / sound where tapped with metal or stone [_] 7 Humidity meter [_] 8 No method instinctive [_] 95 Do not check
[_] 97 Other (specify) _______________________________________________________
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Select all that apply: [_] 1 Hand-sheller [_] 2 Rotary sheller [_] 3 Motorised/manual sheller
4.6

Do you use any technology (equipment) for shelling, treshing, drying, cleaning?

[_] 4 Pedal operated grain cleaner [_] 95 Do not shell, tresh, clean
[_] 97 Other technology (specify)_______________________________________________

4.7

How much of your harvest from last season (October 2013 to July 2014) have you lost
due to post-harvest losses?

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know
Weight/Volume Unit: [_] 1 Kilogramme (kg) [_] 2 5 Litre Tin [_] 3 20 Litre Tin [_] 4 50 kg bag
[_] 5 90 kg bag [_] 6 Bale [_] 7 Tonnes [_] 8 Bundles [_] 9 Scotch carts
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________

5

Livestock production

5.1

5.1.1

5.1.2

5.1.3

5.1.4

Livestock types

Total owned (include
those kept elsewhere)

Total kept for others
over the past 12
months

What is the total amount you spent on feed for
this livestock type over the past 12 months?

What is the total amount you spent on
vaccinations and veterinary services for this
livestock type over the past 12 months?

Amount

Currency

Amount

Currency

[_] 99 Don't know

See below

[_] 99 Don't know

See below

Bull
Cow
Heifer
Steer
Calves
Other cattle
Goats
Sheep
Pigs
Donkeys
Rabbits/ Guinea pigs
Broilers
Layers
Indigenous poultry
Other poultry
Bee hives
Fish ponds
Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other
(specify)
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5
5.2

Livestock production
Sales over the past 12 months
Over the past 12 months, did you sell any livestock, milk, egg or other by-products (such

5.2.1

5.2.2

5.2.3

5.2.4

as skins/hides, meat, fish, cheese, etc.)?
If "Yes" to question
5.2.1
If "Yes" to question
5.2.1

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Other households in the area [_] 2 Business, store, trader [_] 3

To whom did you sell your livestock?

Livestock sale auctions
[_] 97 Other (specify) _______________________________________________________

Where did you sell your livestock?

If "Yes" to question

Over the past twelve months, in total, how much did you get from sales of cattle, sheep,

5.2.1

goats, chickens and rabbits? {guidance: live sales only}

Select one: [_] 1 Within village [_] 2 Within ward [_] 3 Within district [_] 4 Town [_] 5 Outside
district [_] 6 Abroad

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

5.2.5

If "Yes" to question

Over the past twelve months, on average, how much did you get per month from meat

5.2.1

sales?

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

5.2.6

If "Yes" to question

Over the past twelve months, on average, how much did you get per month from milk

5.2.1

sales?

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

5.2.7

If "Yes" to question

Over the past twelve months, on average, how much did you get per month from egg

5.2.1

sales?

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

5.2.8

If "Yes" to question

Over the past twelve months, on average, how much did you get per month from sales of

5.2.1

other by-products (such as skins/hides, meat, fish, cheese, etc.)?

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Other households in the area [_] 2 Business, store, trader [_] 3

5.2.9

To whom did you sell your livestock products?

5.2.10

Where did you sell your livestock products?

5.3

Livestock feeding practices

5.3.1

During the last dry season, did you use crop residues to feed your livestock?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

5.3.2

Over the past twelve months, did you produce on farm forage and fodder for your dairy

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
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herds?
Over the past twelve months, did you feed your livestock with commercial stock feed/

5.3.3

pen fattening?

5.4

Practices in livestock production

5.4.1

What type of rearing system do you use for your cattle?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

Select all that apply: [_] 1 Free grazing (open/ uncontrolled) [_] 2 Paddocks with fencing [_]
3 Zero-grazing [_] 4 Rotational grazing according to a map [_] 5 Semi-zero grazing [_] 95
Does not have cattle
5.4.2

If not “95” to 5.4.1

5.4.3

If not “95” to 5.4.1

5.4.4

If not “95” to 5.4.1

5.4.5

If not “95” to 5.4.1

Over the past twelve months, did you spray or dip your cattle to control external
parasites?
Over the past twelve months, did you use drugs and chemicals for disease prevention
and control (including vaccination) on your cattle?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

Which treatment methods did you use on your cattle [over the past twelve months]?

Select all that apply: [_] 1 De-horning [_] 2 De-worming [_] 3 Castration [_] 95 None of them

Which methods of breeding practices did you use to improve the genetics and the herd

Select all that apply: [_] 1 Live bull [_] 2 Artificial insemination [_] 3 Non-control methods [_]

size of your cattle [over the past twelve months]?

95 None of them [_] 97 Other (specify) _________________________________________
Select maximum three: [_] 1 Poor quality grazing land [_] 2 Insufficient grazing land [_] 3

5.5

Over the past twelve months, what have been the three main constraints to livestock

Lack of water [_] 4 Animal diseases [_] 5 Theft [_] 6 Not profitable/ no market [_] 7 Lack of

production in your area?

cash to buy feed [_] 8 Lack of knowledge/extension services [_] 9 No constraint
[_] 97 Other (specify) _______________________________________________________
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6

Household expenditure

6.1

In your household, who usually makes decisions about expenditures?

6

Household expenditure

6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

Household items

How much did your household
spend on the following items in
the last thirty days?

Cash or in-kind

Amount

Select one: [_] 1 Head of household [_] 2 Spouse [_] 3 Other female household members
[_] 4 Other male household members [_] 5 Male and female household members jointly

Currency

Education costs (incl. school fees and levies, uniforms,
stationery, etc.
Food
Agricultural inputs (including Seeds, Fertilisers and
chemicals, Agricultural labour, Veterinary chemicals and
drugs, Agricultural tools, Fuel for agricultural purposes)
Health, medical
Social occasions (weddings, parties/funerals)
Taxes
Other (specify) ______________________________
Select all that
Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other

[_] 99 Don't

(specify)

know

See below

apply: [_] 1 Cash
[_] 2 In-kind
[_] 3 Both
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7

Household livelihood activities, income and assets

7.1

During the past twelve months, what was your household's three main sources of income?
Select three main sources: [_] 1 Remittance [_] 2 Crop sales (from field, excluding
vegetables) [_] 3 Casual labour [_] 4 Cash grant (unconditional) [_] 5 Cash for work
programme [_] 6 Livestock sales [_] 7 Skilled trade/artisan [_] 8 Business/petty trade (nonagricultural) [_] 9 Quarrying/ mining [_] 10 Begging [_] 11 Formal salary or pension [_] 12

7.1.1

Source of income {guidance: select up to three}

Vegetable cultivation and sales (including from garden) [_] 13 Rental income [_] 14
Firewood/ charcoal sales [_] 15 Milk/ dairy product sales [_] 16 Other livestock products
(e.g. skins, honey) [_] 17 Natural resources (e.g. salt, gum, incense) [_] 18 Brick making [_]
19 Beer brewing/ selling [_] 20 Gold panning
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________
[_] 99 Don't know

7.1.2

Amount for source of income 1

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

7.1.3

Amount for source of income 2

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

7.1.4

Amount for source of income 3

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

During the past twelve months, what were your household's total earnings from all

7.2

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

sources? (Estimated annual income)
Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________

7.3.1

If “2” not selected in

How much of your income have you made from agricultural sales from field (e.g. crop,

7.1.1

livestock, by-product sales, etc.)? [Amount or Proportion, if easier]

___________________________________________Amount/Proportion [_] 99 Don't know

Currency (if Amount): [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)_____________

7.3.2

If “12” not selected

How much of your income have you made from agricultural sales from garden (e.g.

in 7.1.2

vegetables)? [Amount or Proportion, if easier]

___________________________________________Amount/Proportion [_] 99 Don't know

Currency (if Amount): [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)_____________
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Last agricultural season, did anyone in your household hire themselves out for

7.4

7.5

agricultural labour?
If "Yes" to previous
question

For how many days in total? {guidance: in person days}
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7

Household livelihood activities, income and assets
1/2

Household assets

7.6
How many of the following items are owned by you
or any member of your household?

TV
Radio
Bicycle
Kerosen Stove
Solar Panel
Mobile Phone
[_] 99 Don't know

7

Household livelihood activities, income and assets
7.7
2/2

Agricultural assets

7.8
If "0" or “Don’t know” to previous
question

Number owned in working
condition

Were you able to access this
item in a timely manner over last
season?

[_] 99 Don't know

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

Ox-drawn plough
Ox-drawn planter
Tractor or power tiller
Water pump
Watering can
Wheelbarrow
Knapsack sprayer
Hand hoes
Water tank
Jab planter
Scotch cart
Hose pipe
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8

Market information and contract arrangements
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Radio/TV/newspapers [_] 2 Direct contact with traders/processors

8.1

During the past 12 months, where did you get information about prices of staple
commodities? [Select that apply. Prompt]

[_] 3 Farmers' organizations [_] 4 Extension workers/services [_] 5 SMS system/mobile
phone [_] 6 Neighbors/friends/relatives [_] 7 Information boards at local agricultural offices
[_] 8 NGOs
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________

8.2

Do you go to market with a group of other farmers or individually? {guidance: "group"

Select all that apply: [_] 1 As a group [_] 2 Individually [_] 3 Individually and as a group, on

means "other than fellow household members"}

occasions [_] 95 Do not go to the market
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Head of household [_] 2 Spouse [_] 3 Other female household

8.3

Which members of your household usually go to the market?

members [_] 4 Other male household members [_] 5 Male and female household members
jointly
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9

Household water and sanitation behaviours
Select one: [_] 1 Piped into dwelling [_] 2 Piped into yard or plot [_] 3 Piped into public tap

9.1

What is the main source of drinking water for members of this household?

or standpipe [_] 4 Borehole [_] 5 Protected well [_] 6 Unprotected well [_] 7 Protected spring
[_] 8 Unprotected spring [_] 9 Surface water (river/ dam/ stream) [_] 10 Rainwater harvester
[_] 11 Water trucking [_] 12 Bottled water [_] 97 Other

9.2

Is water from the main source available at this time?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No [_] 99 Don't know
Select one: [_] 1 Piped into dwelling [_] 2 Piped into yard or plot [_] 3 Piped into public tap

9.3

When water from the main source of drinking water is not available, what is the

or standpipe [_] 4 Borehole [_] 5 Protected well [_] 6 Unprotected well [_] 7 Protected spring

alternative source of drinking water for members of this household?

[_] 8 Unprotected spring [_] 9 Surface water (river/ dam/ stream) [_] 10 Rainwater harvester
[_] 11 Water trucking [_] 12 Bottled water [_] 95 No other source of water [_] 97 Other

What do you usually do to make the water from your main source of drinking water safer

9.4

to drink?

Select all that apply: [_] 1 Boil [_] 2 Add bleach or chlorine (Jik) [_] 3 Strain it through a cloth
[_] 4 Use water filter [_] 5 Solar disinfection [_] 6 Let stand and settle [_] 7 Add water
treatment tablet [_] 95 Don't treat it [_] 97 Other
Select one: [_] 1 Piped into dwelling [_] 2 Piped into yard or plot [_] 3 Piped into public tap

9.5

What is the main source of water used by this household for cooking?

or standpipe [_] 4 Borehole [_] 5 Protected well [_] 6 Unprotected well [_] 7 Protected spring
[_] 8 Unprotected spring [_] 9 Surface water (river/ dam/ stream) [_] 10 Rainwater harvester
[_] 11 Water trucking [_] 12 Bottled water [_] 97 Other

9.6

Since this time yesterday, did you wash your hands with soap?

_____________________________________________________________________[0-9]
[_] 95 10 times or more [_] 99 Don't know
Select all that apply: [_] 1 After defecation [_] 2 After cleaning a baby's bottom after the

9.7

Under which circumstances did you wash your hands with soap? {guidance : do not

baby has defecated [_] 3 Before eating [_] 4 Before feeding a child [_] 5 Before cooking,

prompt}

cutting or preparing food [_] 6 Before retrieving water from a water storage container
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________

9.8

9.9

9.10

What kind of toilet facility do members of this household usually use?
If previous quetion is
not "Bush"
If "Yes" to previous
question

Select one: [_] 1 Flush Toilet [_] 2 Blair latrine [_] 3 Pit latrine with slab [_] 4 Pit latrine with
no slab [_] 5 Composting toilet [_] 6 Upgradable Blair Latrine [_] 7 Bush [_] 97 Other

Does this household currently share this toilet facility with any other households?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

How many households use this toilet facility (including your household)?

_____________________________________________________________________[0-9]
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10

Household consumption pattern and dietary diversity

10.1

10.1.1

10.1.2

10.1.3
If 10.1.2 is > 0 days

Food items

Yesterday, was [name of food] eaten
in your household? {guidance:
include foods eaten by any member
of the household, and exclude foods
prepared outside the home}

In the last seven days, how
many days was [name of
food] eaten in your
household? {guidance: ask
even if not eaten
yesterday}

What was the main source for
[name of food]?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

[_] 99 Don't know

See below

Maize, maize porridge (non bio-fortified)
Protein maize (bio-fortified)
Other cereals (e.g. rice, sorghum, millet, pasta, etc.)
Bread and other wheat flour products
Non-biortified roots and tubers (cassava, potatoes, sweet potatoes)
Orange fleshed sweet potatoes (bio-fortified)
Bio-fortified beans
Beans and peas/cowpeas, groundnuts (include peanut butter)
Sugar or sugar products(include sugarcane and syrups)
Vegetables (including relish and leaves)
Exotic fruits (guava, mangoes, bananas, oranges, etc)
Indigenous foods (leaves, roots, fruits, etc)
Meat (beef, goat, or other red meat, game meat, pork/mice)
Poultry (chicken, ducks, birds, etc.)
Eggs
Fish (fresh or dried include kapenta)
Oils, fats and butter
Milk and other dairy products (yoghurt, cheese, etc.)
Corn soya blend (CSB- mbida)
Edible insects (macimbi, ishwa, mandere, etc)
Did not eat
10.1.3. Select one: [_] 1 Own production [_] 2 Purchased from another household [_] 3 Purchased from trader [_] 4 Purchased from store/business [_] 5 Borrowed, bartered,
exchanged for labour, gift from friends or relatives [_] 6 Food assistance (government or non-state agencies) [_] 97 Other
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10

Household consumption pattern and dietary diversity

10.2

Household hunger scale module
In the past month, was there ever no food to eat of any kind in your house because of

10.2.1

10.2.2

lack of resources to get food?
If “Yes” to previous
question

In the past month, did you or any household member go to sleep at night hungry

10.2.3

10.2.4

because there was not enough food?
If “Yes” to previous
question

10.3

10.4

How often did this happen in the past month?
In the past month, did you or any household member go a whole day and night without

10.2.5

10.2.6

How often did this happen in the past month?

eating anything at all because there was not enough food?
If “Yes” to previous
question

How often did this happen in the past month?

How many meals did the adults (members whose age is above 18) in your households
eat yesterday?

How many meals did the children above 5 in your households eat yesterday?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
Select one: [_] 1 Rarely (1-2 times) [_] 2 Sometimes (3-10 times) [_] 3 Often (more than 10
times)
Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
Select one: [_] 1 Rarely (1-2 times) [_] 2 Sometimes (3-10 times) [_] 3 Often (more than 10
times)
Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
Select one: [_] 1 Rarely (1-2 times) [_] 2 Sometimes (3-10 times) [_] 3 Often (more than 10
times)

_____________________________________________________________________[0-9]
[_] 99 Don’t know

_____________________________________________________________________[0-9]
[_] 99 Don’t know
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11

Access to financial services

11.1
11.2

If "1" to 11.1

Which one of the following financial services have you used in the past twelve months?

Select all that apply: [_] 1 Savings [_] 2 Agricultural credit/ loans (including loans from

[Select all that apply]

friends and relatives) [_] 3 Agricultural insurance [_] 95 None

Savings

How much saving do you have available right now, whether in cash or in a savings

11.2.1

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

account?
Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________
Select 2 maximum: [_] 1 Friend/relative [_] 2 Money lender [_] 3 Commercial bank [_] 4
Informal savings group [_] 5 Farmer's organization [_] 6 Local trader/ shopkeeper [_] 7

11.2.2

Which group or institution did you mostly save with?

Buyer/trader [_] 8 Government/Rural Credit fund [_] 9 International development
organization [_] 10 NGO [_] 11 Micro-credit institutions
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________

11.3

If "2" to 11.1

11.3.1

Agricultural credit/loans

How much did you borrow over the past twelve months?

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________
Select 2 maximum: [_] 1 Friend/relative [_] 2 Money lender [_] 3 Commercial bank [_] 4
Informal savings group [_] 5 Farmer's organization [_] 6 Local trader/ shopkeeper [_] 7
11.3.2

Which group or institution did you mostly borrow from?

Buyer/trader [_] 8 Government/Rural Credit fund [_] 9 International development
organization [_] 10 NGO [_] 11 Micro-credit institutions
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________

11.4

11.4.1

If "3" to 11.1

Agricultural insurance

What was the amount of the biggest livestock or crop insurance you subscribed over the

____________________________________________________Amount [_] 99 Don't know

past twelve months?
Currency: [_] 1 USD [_] 2 Rand [_] 3 Pula [_] 97 Other (specify)______________________
Select 2 maximum: [_] 1 Friend/relative [_] 2 Money lender [_] 3 Commercial bank [_] 4
Informal savings group [_] 5 Farmer's organization [_] 6 Local trader/ shopkeeper [_] 7

11.4.2

Which group or institution did you insure your livestock or crop with?

Buyer/trader [_] 8 Government/Rural Credit fund 9 International development organization
[_] 10 NGO [_] 11 Micro-credit institutions [_] 12 Mobile crop insurance service
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________

11.5

Mobile money services

11.5.1

Do you or any member of your household own a mobile phone?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

11.5.2

Is there mobile connectivity on your farm?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
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11.5.3

If “Yes” to 11.5.1

Over the past month, did you use mobile money services?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No
Select all that apply: [_] 1 Paying for agricultural inputs [_] 2 Paying for other items [_] 3

11.5.4

If "Yes" to previous
question

Receiving cash for family elsewhere [_] 4 Receiving cash from buyer of crops or vegetables
What did you use mobile money services for? [Select all that apply]

[_] 5 Sending money to family elsewhere [_] 6 Saving (individual) [_] 7 Group savings (e.g.
ISAL or informal savings group) [_] 8 Obtaining loan/credit
[_] 97 Other (specify)________________________________________________________
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12

Farmers' organizations and external support

12.1

Are you or any member of your household registered in a farmer's organization?

12.2

12.3

If "Yes" to previous
question

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No [_] 99 Don't know
Select one: [_] 1 Head of household [_] 2 Spouse [_] 3 Other female household members

Which members?

[_] 4 Other male household members [_] 5 Male and female households members jointly

If "Yes" to question

Does this person hold an elected or appointed leadership position in the farmer's

12.1

organization?

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No [_] 99 Don't know

12

Farmers' organizations and external support

12.4

12.4.1

12.4.2

12.4.3

Services provided by farmers' organization

Does any
organization
provide [name of
service] to
households in this
area? [If No, SKIP
to next service]

Who provides this
service? [Select all
that apply]

Has your
household used
this service within
the past 12
months?

Training or technical assistance in agricultural practices or technology
Agricultural inputs on credit
Cash loans for agricultural purposes
Cash loans for non-agriculture purposes
Subsidized (or free) inputs
Help selling agricultural products (e.g. collecting, transporting, marketing)
Storage for agricultural commodities
Access to clearing services for commodities
Access to drying services for commodities
Chemical treatment of commodities to control insect pests
Crop insurance
Access to agricultural equipment (tractors, maize threshers, etc.)
Food support
Access to water
Access and information on markets
Women empowerment and capacity building for women
Lobbying policy-makers to attend fo farmers' concerns
12.4.2. Select all that apply: [_] 1 National/local NGO [_] 2 International
NGO [_] 3 National/local government [_] 4 Farmers' organization [_] 5

Select one: [_] 1

Religious organization/ Church [_] 6 International development agency [_]

Yes [_] 2 No [_] 99

7 Private sector service provider (e.g. private company, bank) [_] 97 Other

Don't know

Select one: [_] 1
See on the left

Yes [_] 2 No [_] 99
Don't know

organization [_] 99 Don't know
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13

FAO Local Business Module
Did your household have a nonfarm business in the past 12 months? [IF NO, SKIP TO

13.1.1

SECTION 14]

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

We would like to ask you some more questions about your non-farm business. This should
13.1.2

Consent

not take you more than 15 minutes. Do you agree to answer these questions? [IF NO,

Select one: [_] 1 Yes [_] 2 No

SKIP TO SECTION 14]
13.2

13.2

Busines
s ID

What kind of
businesses?

13.3

13.4

13.5

13.6

How
many
months in
the past
year did
your
househol
d have
this
business
?

In the
past
month,
how
much
did this
busines
s pay in
wages
to local
workers
?

In the
past
month,
how
much
did this
busines
s pay for
crop
produce
d from
local
farmers
?

In the
past
month,
how much
did this
business
pay for
animal
products
from local
livestock
producers
?

# months

USD

USD

USD

13.7
In the past
month, how
much did
this
business
spend on
locally
processed
products,
such as
locally
produced
processed
foods,
locally
produced
beverages,
locally
carpentered
products,
bread from a
local baker,
or other
locally
manufacture
d goods?

13.8

13.9

During
the last
month
how
much did
this
business
spend on
other
locally
produced
inputs to
produce
items
you sell
in your
business
?

In the past
month, how
much did
this
business
pay for local
transportatio
n of items
and
products
used in the
business,
like goods,
water,
merchandis
e to sell, or
other
inputs?

USD

USD

USD

13.10

13.11

13.12

13.13

13.14

13.15

13.16

What
was the
total
value of
sales in
this
business
in the
past
month?
That is,
how
much did
you
receive
from the
products
you sold
or the
services
you
provided
?

After all the
expenses in
inputs,
wages and
other costs,
what
approximatel
y was the
net takehome profit
(for the
owner) from
the
operation of
this business
during the
last month?

USD

USD

During
the last
month,
how
much did
this
business
spend on
goods for
resale
from
local
retailers?

In the past
month, how
much did
this
business
pay for the
rent of the
building/plac
e/area
where this
business
operates?
{guidance:
includes
transactions
paid on
credit}

In a typical
day of
operation,
how many
hours
does the
person in
charge
work at
this
business?

In a
typical
day of
operatio
n, how
many
hours do
people
12 years
or older
work at
this
business
?

If you had
to sell all
the assets
in this
business
right now,
how much
would you
ask for
them?
Please,
include the
price of the
land and
buildings
where it
operates in
case you
own them.

USD

USD

# hours

# hours

USD

1
2
3
4
5
Business codes for question 9.2: [_] 1 Grocery / corner shop [_] 2 Petty trader [_] 3 Food processor (baker, local beverages, foods to sell in markets) [_] 4 Butchery [_] 5 Hardware store / Construction materials [_] 6
Agricultural inputs store [_] 7 Mill (e.g., maize mill) [_] 8 Charcoal / firewood [_] 9 Mechanic / repair [_] 10 Carpenter [_] 11 Taxi / moto taxi [_] 12 Hotel / guest house [_] 13 Bar / restaurant / take‐away [_] 14 Electronics /
phone repair [_] 15 Seamstress / tailor/ clothes repair [_] 16 Hairdresser / barber [_] 17 Crafts (basket/ reedmat making, etc.) [_] 18 Clothing / shoe store
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_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
Comments {guidance: add any comment relevant to the interpretation of the
14

questionnaire data. In particular, record if somebody else than you and the respondent
has assisted to the interview, especially if not a member of the household}

_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
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Market Actors Questionnaires
1. Farmer Survey questionnaire
Enumerator name
MD grantee name
District name
Ward number
Village name
GPS coordinates
Date of interview
Start time:

End time:

Respondent name
Address
Contact number
Main outputs

1 Field crops
2 Horticulture
3 Large livestock
4 Dairy

5 Small livestock
6 Fish
7 Honey
8 Other SPECIFY

Main trading arrangements

1 Contract Farming
3 Other SPECIFY

2 Open market

Section A: Introduction
RESPONDENT MUST BE FARM OWNER OR HAVE COMPLETE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OPERATION OF THE
FARM AND INVOLVEMENT IN KEY DECISIONS
READ: Good morning / afternoon, my name is XXX from Q Partnership, an independent research agency based in
Harare.
Thank you for agreeing to take part in the study. We are conducting this survey to assess how effective a
programme has been in helping farms in the region like yours to develop. The programme is called the Livelihoods
and Food Security Programme and is funded by UK’s Department for International Development. The Programme
is being managed by locally based businesses and NGOs.
The research will require us to speak to farmers about a number of factors that affect their farms both now and
again in two years’ time. This will allow us to see whether and how the business environment has improved and
how this has affected farms within the region.
The information you provide will be treated in the strictest of confidence and will only be used to help us write our
report. We will not publish your name in the report or include any information relating directly to your farm. You
have the right to refuse to answer any questions and to withdraw from the interview at any time.
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With your permission I would like to record the interview. This is so we have a record of what we talked about to
refer to when writing the report as I will not be able to write everything down. The recordings will not be shared
with anyone outside of the research project team.
A1

Please can I just check are you the owner of the farm? IF YES GO TO NEXT SECTION

A2

IF NOT FARM OWNER Do you have complete knowledge of the operation of the farm and have
involvement in the decision making process? IF NO ASK TO SPEAK WITH FARM OWNER OR KEY
DECISION MAKER

A3

Can I also just check have you taken part in a survey in the past six months? READ OUT
A
B
C

No, and I am happy to take part in this survey
Yes, but I am happy to take part in another survey
Yes, and I would prefer not to take part in survey

CONTINUE
CONTINUE
THANK AND CLOSE INTERVIEW

Section B: Farm information
READ: During this interview I will be referring to the annual agricultural season. By agricultural season I am
referring to the 12 months from August to July e.g. 2013-14 or 2014-15
B1

Record gender of respondent owner

1 Male

B2

How many people worked on the farm as paid workers during the past agricultural season, by this I mean
the growing season 2014/15? And of those how many are family and non-family members? RECORD
ANSWERS IN TABLE BELOW

B3

How many people worked unpaid on the farm throughout past agricultural season? And of those how
many are family and non-family members? RECORD ANSWERS IN TABLE BELOW
Number paid

2 Female

Number unpaid

Non-family
Family
B4

How many seasonal or temporary people worked on the farm during the agricultural season?

B5

Overall how has the number of paid workers changed compared to the previous season? PROBE: By how
many has it increased / decreased? Is this full-time or seasonal workers?

Section C: Agricultural Inputs
IF FARMER DOES NOT BUY ANY INPUTS GO TO C22
READ: I would like to begin by asking you about the supply of agricultural inputs that you buy.

Supply / Inputs
C1

In terms of expenditure what are the main agricultural inputs (this includes livestock and agricultural
implements) that you bought during the past season, again by past season I am referring to the 2014/15
growing season? PROBE FOR UP TO THREE AND WRITE IN TABLE BELOW

C2

During the past season about how much of the following each did you buy? At which price per unit?
ASK FOR EACH INPUT
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Unit*

Quantity

Price per unit

Input 1______________
Input 2______________
Input 3______________
* Kilogrammes, 100 kg bags, 50 kg bags, metric tonnes etc.

C3

FOR EACH INPUT ASK
During the past season 2014/15 where did you buy (INSERT INPUTS 1-3)? RECORD UP TO THREE
MAIN SOURCES IN TABLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE USING CODES PROVIDED

C4

FOR EACH INPUT ASK
During the past season 2014/15 approximately what percentage of (INPUT) did you buy from…? And
where did you buy (INPUT)? USE RESPONSES FROM PREVIOUS QUESTION (ESTIMATES WILL BE
SUFFICIENT)

C5

FOR EACH INPUT ASK
During the season before 2013/2014 approximately what percentage of (INPUT) did you buy from…? And
where did you buy (INPUT)? USE RESPONSES FROM PREVIOUS QUESTION (ESTIMATES WILL BE
SUFFICIENT)

INPUT SOURCE CODES
A
B
C
D
E

Service Centre / Trading Point
Contract Farming
Agri Dealer
Neighbour / other famer
Mobile agent

F
G
H
I
Other

Government
Research Centre
NGO
Seed Fair
(Write in table)

LOCATION OF PURCHASE CODES
1
2
3

Within the ward
Outside the ward, within the district
Outside the district

INPUT 1: WRITE IN_____________________
ADD CODE / OTHER (WRITE IN) FOR
EACH SOURCE
C3

Source 1 ________________________
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C5

% of inputs
bought in
2014/15

Location of
purchase
2014/15

% of inputs
bought in
2013/14

Location of
purchase
2013/14
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Source 2 ________________________
Source 3 ________________________
INPUT 2: WRITE IN_____________________
ADD CODE / OTHER (WRITE IN) FOR
EACH SOURCE
C3

C4

C4

C5

C5

% of inputs
bought in
2014/15

Location of
purchase
2014/15

% of inputs
bought in
2013/14

Location of
purchase
2013/14

C4

C4

C5

C5

% of inputs
bought in
2014/15

Location of
purchase
2014/15

% of inputs
bought in
2013/14

Location of
purchase
2013/14

Source 1 ________________________
Source 2 ________________________
Source 3 ________________________
INPUT 3: WRITE IN_____________________
ADD CODE / OTHER (WRITE IN) FOR
EACH SOURCE
C3

Source 1 ________________________
Source 2 ________________________
Source 3 ________________________
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IF ANY INCREASES FROM 2013/4 TO 2014/5, GO TO C6.
IF ANY DECREASES FROM 2013/4 TO 2014/5, GO TO C8.
IF NEITHER, GO TO C10

FOR ANY INCREASES FROM 2013/4 TO 2014/5:
C6

Why have you bought a larger proportion of your agricultural inputs from INSERT SOURCE?

C7

How has this change benefited or disadvantaged your farming business?

IF ANY DECREASES FROM 2013/4 TO 2014/5:
C8

Why have you bought a smaller proportion of your agricultural inputs from INSERT SOURCE?

C9

How has this change benefited or disadvantaged your farming business?

C10

ASK ALL: How has the supply of the agricultural inputs that you buy changed compared to the previous
season? PROBE FOR availability / varieties / types / quality / prices

C11

What has been the cause of these changes to the supply of inputs?

C12

What are the key issues concerning the quality of the agricultural inputs you buy? PROBE And what else?

C13

ASK ALL How has the quality of the agricultural inputs that you have bought compare to the previous
season? How has this change affected your farm?

READ: Now I would now like to talk to you about the prices you pay for agricultural inputs
C14

How satisfied are you with the prices you currently pay for the agricultural inputs that you buy (for the past
season)? READ AND CODE ONE ONLY
1
2
3
4
5

Very dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Neutral
Fairly satisfied
Very satisfied
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ADD CODE FOR EACH INPUT

C14
Level of satisfaction
1-5

INPUT 1
INPUT 2
INPUT 3

C15

Please explain why you rate your satisfaction this way? PROBE Why do the prices represent good / bad
value?

INPUT 1:

INPUT 2:

INPUT 3:

C16

Would you say that you are more or less satisfied with the prices you currently pay for agricultural inputs
compared to the previous season (2013/14)?

C17

IF MORE OR LESS SATISFIED Why would you say are you more / less satisfied? PROBE FOR OTHER
FACTORS THAN PRICE: Changes in quality, amount of supply, timeliness of delivery etc.

C18

How satisfied are you with the quality of the inputs that you buy? READ AND CODE ONE ONLY FOR
EACH INPUT
1
2
3
4
5

Very dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Neutral
Fairly satisfied
Very satisfied

ADD CODE FOR EACH INPUT

C18
Level of satisfaction
1-5

INPUT 1
INPUT 2
INPUT 3
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C19

Please explain why you rate the quality of the inputs that you buy in this way?

INPUT 1:

INPUT 2:

INPUT 3:

C20

Are there any agricultural inputs that you would like to buy but are unable to? IF YES What inputs? IF NO
GO TO SECTION D

C21

Why have you not been able to buy these agricultural inputs? PROBE: Not available in area / lack of
transport / cost / lack of finance available etc.

FOR THOSE NOT BUYING ANY INPUTS ASK
C22

Please can you tell me why you do not buy any agricultural inputs? PROBE: Not appropriate to my type of
farming / not available in area / lack of transport / cost / lack of finance available etc.

Section D: Agricultural Outputs
READ: Now I would like to ask you some questions about the outputs you sell
D1

In terms of revenue what are the main agricultural outputs that you sold during the past season? PROBE
FOR UP TO THREE MAIN OUTPUTS

D2

During the last season about how much of each did you sell? At which price per unit?
D1
Unit*

D2
Quantity

D2
Price per unit

Output 1 ______________
Output 2 ______________
Output 3 ______________
* Kilogrammes, 100 kg bags, 50 kg bags, metric tonnes etc.

D3

FOR EACH OUTPUT ASK
During the past season (2014/15) who did you sell your OUTPUT to? USE CODES ON NEXT PAGE AND
RECORD UP TO THREE MAIN BUYERS

D4

FOR EACH OUTPUT ASK
During the past season (2014/15) approximately what percentage of your outputs did you sell to…? And
where did you sell (OUTPUT)? USE RESPONSES FROM PREVIOUS QUESTION (ESTIMATES WILL BE
SUFFICIENT) RECORD IN TABLES ON FOLLOWING PAGE
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D5

FOR EACH OUTPUT ASK
During the season before (2013/14) approximately what percentage of your outputs did you sell to …? And
where did you sell (OUTPUT)? USE SAME BUYERS LISTED IN TABLES (ESTIMATES WILL BE
SUFFICIENT)
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OUTPUT SALES CODES
A
B
C

Contract traders
Open market traders FORMAL
Open market traders INFORMAL

Other

(WRITE IN TABLE)

D
E
F

Government / Grain Marketing Board
Neighbours
Inventory Credit Scheme

LOCATION OF SALE CODES
1
2
3

Within the ward
Outside the ward, within the district
Outside the district

OUTPUT 1: WRITE IN_____________________
ADD CODE / OTHER (WRITE IN) FOR
EACH BUYER TYPE
D3

D4
% of outputs
sold in
2014/15

D4
Location of
sale 2014/15

D5
% of outputs
sold in
2013/14

D5
Location of sale
2013/14

Buyer type 1 _____________________
Buyer type 2 _____________________
Buyer type 3 _____________________

OUTPUT 2: WRITE IN_____________________
ADD CODE / OTHER (WRITE IN) FOR
EACH BUYER TYPE
D3

Buyer type 1 _____________________
Buyer type 2 _____________________
Buyer type 3 _____________________
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OUTPUT 3: WRITE IN_____________________
ADD CODE / OTHER (WRITE IN) FOR
EACH BUYER TYPE
D3

D4
% of outputs
sold in
2014/15

D5

D4
Location of
sale 2014/15

% of outputs
sold in
2013/14

D5
Location of sale
2013/14

Buyer type 1 _____________________
Buyer type 2 _____________________
Buyer type 3 _____________________
IF ANY INCREASES, GO TO D6.
IF ANY DECREASES, GO TO D8.
IF NEITHER, GO TO D10.
IF ANY INCREASES ASK:
D6

Why have you sold a larger proportion of INSERT OUTPUT(S) to INSERT BUYERS?

D7

In what ways has this change affected your farm, either positively or negatively?

IF ANY DECREASES ASK:
D8

Why have you sold a smaller proportion of your OUTPUT(S) to INSERT SOURCE?

D9

In what ways this change affected your farm, either positively or negatively?

D10

How satisfied are you with the prices you achieve for the outputs that you sell? READ AND CODE ONE
ONLY FOR EACH OUTPUT
1
2
3
4
5
6

Very dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Neutral
Fairly satisfied
Very satisfied
Not applicable GO TO SECTION E

ADD CODE FOR EACH OUTPUT

D10
Level of satisfaction
1-6
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OUTPUT 1
OUTPUT 2
OUTPUT 3

D11

Please explain why you rate the prices you achieved this way?

OUTPUT 1:

OUTPUT 2:

OUTPUT 3:
D12

Would you say that you are more or less satisfied with the prices you currently achieve for your outputs you
sell compared to the previous season (2013/14)?

D13

Why are you more/less satisfied with the prices you achieve for the outputs that you sell? PROBE FOR
OTHER FACTORS IN ADDITION TO PRICE ACHIEVED e.g. achieving higher / lower margins, changes in
overall volume of sales, changes to costs of accessing markets, lower production costs etc.

Section E: Market Information
READ: I would now like to talk about market information. By this I mean any information that it available to you to
help with your marketing decisions e.g. information on agricultural prices, fuel prices?
E1

How would you describe the availability of market information to your farming business / organisation?
READ AND CODE ONE ONLY
1
2
3
4
5

E2

Which sources of market information do you use? READ ALL AVAILABLE AND CODE ALL THAT
APPLY
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

E3

Information not available at all
Very little information available
Information available at times
Information available in most cases
Information available all the time

Media including radio, TV, newspapers
Direct contact with traders/processors
Farmers’ organisations
Extension worker
SMS system/mobile phone
Information boards at local agricultural offices
NGOs
Other PLEASE SPECIFY

IF NONE: Why don’t you use any market information? PROBE: None available, cost, not appropriate for
your farming business, out-of-date, etc. THEN GO TO SECTION F
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E4

Market information should be useful and appropriate to your farming business in order to help with decision
making. On a scale of one to five, in which one is very poor and five is very good, how would you rate the
appropriateness of the market information from…? ASK FOR EACH SOURCE USED AND RECORD
RESPONSES IN TABLE BELOW?

E5

On a scale of one to five, in which one is very poor and five is very good, how would you rate the accuracy
of the market information you receive from…? ASK FOR EACH SOURCE USED AND RECORD
RESPONSES IN TABLE BELOW

E6

On a scale of one to five, in which one is very poor and five is very good, how would you rate the timeliness
of the data? By this I mean that the data is up-to-date and available when you need it? ASK FOR EACH
SOURCE USED AND RECORD RESPONSES IN TABLE BELOW

E7

Which sources of market information do you pay for? TICK ALL PAID IN TABLE BELOW. IF NONE GO
TO E9

E8

FOR EACH PAID FOR ASK Using a scale of one to five, in which one is very dissatisfied and five is very
satisfied, how satisfied are you with the price that you pay for the information that you receive?
1
2
3
4
5

Very dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Neutral
Fairly satisfied
Very satisfied
E4
Appropriate
(1-5)

E5
Accurate
(1-5)

E6
Timeliness
(1-5)

E7
Pay?
(Tick: Yes, paying for;
No tick: No, not
paying for)

E8
Satisfaction
with Price
(1-5)

Media including radio, TV,
newspapers
Direct contact with
traders/processors
Farmers’ organisations
Extension worker
SMS system/mobile phone
Information boards at local
agricultural offices
NGOs
Other PLEASE SPECIFY

E9

What could be done to improve the market information that you currently use? PROBE USING TABLE
ABOVE AND FOCUS ON WHAT COULD BE DONE TO IMPROVE LOW RATINGS

MR&E LFSP –JANUARY 2016

ANNEX 5 RESEARCH TOOLS

Section F: Financial Services
READ: I’d now like to talk about the financial services that are available or perhaps you would like to be available
to your farming business including credit or loan services, savings accounts, insurance etc.
F1

Which of the following financial services have you used in the past year? READ AND CODE ALL THAT
APPLY
1

Credit or loan

2

Savings account

3

Insurance

IF NONE USED GO TO F8
F2

FOR EACH USED ASK: Who provided the service? RECORD IN TABLE BELOW

F3

FOR EACH CREDIT / LOAN USED ASK: What was the total value of the credit / loan you secured from?
RECORD IN TABLE BELOW

F4

FOR EACH INSURANCE SERVICE USED ASK: What was the total value you have insured through
PROVIDER? RECORD IN TABLE BELOW

Commercial
bank

Micro
finance
institution

Money
Lender

Government

NGO

Other
SPECIFY

Name of credit /
loan provider (F2)

Value ($) (F3):
Name of
insurance
provider (F2)
Value ($) (F3):
Name of savings
account provider
(F2)

F5

FOR EACH USED ASK: What assistance were you provided with, if any, to help you access the
FINANCIAL SERVICES USED you have used in the past year? IF NONE GO TO F7

F6

Who provided this assistance? How did it help you?

F7

FOR EACH FINANCIAL SERVICE USED: How would you describe the service you have received?
PROBE: What was good about the service / what could be improved?
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F8

Were there any financial services that you have wanted to / or tried to access in the past 12 months but
were not able to? IF NOT USED OR WANTED TO USE ANY SERVICES IN PAST 12 MONTHS GO TO
NEXT SECTION

F9

What services would you like to have accessed?

F10

What prevented you from accessing these services?

F11

How would accessing this / these services have helped your farming business?

Section G: Business Relationships
READ: Now I would like to discuss how you see your relationships with your suppliers from whom you purchase
agricultural inputs and your relationships with your customers.

Suppliers
G1

How would you rate your relationship with your main suppliers of agricultural inputs? READ AND CODE
ONE ONLY
1
2
3
4
5
6

Very poor
Fairly poor
Average
Fairly good
Very good
Don’t know

G2

Please explain why you have rated your relationship with your main suppliers of inputs in this way?

G3

How has this changed over the past 12 months? Why have they improved / worsened?

G4

IF CHANGED What effect have these changes had upon your farm?

G5

What could be done to improve these relationships?

Buyers / Customers
G6

How would you rate your relationship with your main customers / those you sell your outputs to? READ
AND CODE ONE ONLY
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1
2
3
4
5
6

Very poor
Fairly poor
Average
Fairly good
Very good
Don’t know

G7

Please explain why you have rated your relationship with your main customers in this way?

G8

How has this changed over the past 12 months? Why have they improved / worsened?

G9

IF CHANGED What effect have these changes had upon your farm?

G10

What could be done to improve these relationships?

Section H: Accessibility
H1

How would you describe the condition of the road networks your farming business requires access to?
READ AND CODE ONE ONLY

1
2
3
4
5
6

No roads/impassable
Very poor road network
Average state of road networks
Good road networks
Excellent road networks
Not applicable (Do not access road network)

H2

How would you describe the provision of Market Infrastructure available for your farming business, by
market infrastructure I am referring to facilities such as e.g. sheds, stalls, storage facilities, grading and
packing facilities READ AND CODE ONE ONLY

1
2
3
4
5
6

No market infrastructure at all
Poor market infrastructure
Average market facilities
Good market infrastructure
Excellent market infrastructure
Not applicable

H3

How would you describe the regulations governing your trade of agricultural products with buyers? READ
AND CODE ONE ONLY

1
2
3
4
5
6

Highly prohibitive regulations
Some good, some bad regulations
Average
Good - with room for improvements
Very conducive regulations
Not applicable (Do not trade with buyers)

H4

What licence, fees or charges are levied on your farming business or yourself by local government or other
government authorities? FOR EACH LICENCE, FEE OR CHARGE ASK THE FOLLOWING AND
COMPLETE TABLE BELOW
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H5
H6

Who do you pay the fee or charges to?
How much do you pay per month / per year/ per transaction?

License, Fee or
Charge

Purpose (livestock,
grain, etc.)

Levying Authority

Charge ($)

WRITE IN per
month or per year

Section I: Contractual Arrangements
On a scale of one to five, in which one is very dissatisfied and five is very satisfied, how satisfied are you with the
following….
Very

Very
dissatisfied

Fairly
dissatisfied

Neutral

Fairly
satisfied

satisfied

Not
applicable

Your open market
transactions – buying
and selling

1

2

3

4

5

6

I2

Your written contracts

1

2

3

4

5

6

I3

Your verbal contracts

1

2

3

4

5

6

I4

Input loan agreements

1

2

3

4

5

6

I5

The relationships you
have developed

1

2

3

4

5

6

I6

Satisfaction with
transactional costs
incurred in your trading
with suppliers/ buyers

1

2

3

4

5

6

I1

Section J: Suggestions for improvements and final comments
READ: To finish with I would like to hear your views on what could be done in the market to help farmers like you
to develop and grow
J1

What market changes would you like to see happening for farmers like you?

WOMEN FARMERS ONLY (J2-J5) FOR MALE FARMERS GO TO J5
J2

What could be done to help women farmers in this area when buying agricultural inputs?

J3

What could be done to help women farmers in this area when selling outputs?

J4

What could be done about agricultural services to help women farmers in this area (transport, tillage,
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warehousing, financial services, market information)?

J4

Is there anything else that could be done to help women farmers in this area?

ASK ALL
J5

And finally are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to make?

2. Non-Farm Business questionnaire
Enumerator Name
Date of interview
Start time:

End time:

Business name
Business address
Business contact number
Type of Organisation

1 Private company / Organisation

4 Government

2 Farmer Organisation

5 Other (WRITE IN)

3 NGO Partner
Main line of Agri-Business

1 Inputs Seller / Agri dealer
2 Outputs / Buyer
3 Market Information

4 Capacity Building
5 Other SPECIFY

Main input / output Market
Products

1 Field Crops
2 Horticulture
3 Large Livestock
4 Dairy

5 Small livestock
6 Fish
7 Honey
8 Other SPECIFY

Main trading arrangements

1 Contract Farming
2 Other SPECIFY

2 Open market

Section A: Introduction
RESPONDENT MUST BE BUSINESS OWNER OR HAVE COMPLETE KNOWLEDGE OF THE OPERATION OF
THE BUSINESS AND INVOLVEMENT IN KEY DECISIONS
READ: Good morning / afternoon, my name is XXX from Q Partnership, an independent research agency based in
Harare.
Thank you for agreeing to take part in the study. We are conducting this survey to assess how effective a
programme has been in helping businesses in the region like yours to develop. The programme is called the
Livelihoods and Food Security Programme and is funded by UK’s Department for International Development. The
Programme is being managed by locally based businesses and NGOs.
The research will require us to speak to businesses owners or key decision makers about a number of factors that
affect their businesses both now and again in two years’ time. This will allow us to see whether and how the
business environment has improved and how this has affected businesses within the region.
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The information you provide will be treated in the strictest of confidence and will only be used to help us write our
report. We will not publish your name in the report or include any financial or operational information relating
directly to your business. You have the right to refuse to answer any questions and to withdraw from the interview
at any time.
With your permission I would like to record the interview. This is so we have a record of what we talked about to
refer to when writing the report as I will not be able to write everything down. The recordings will not be shared
with anyone outside of the research project team.
A1

Please can I just check are you the owner of the business? IF YES GO TO NEXT SECTION

A2

IF NOT BUSINESS OWNER Do you have complete knowledge of the operation of the business and have
involvement in the key business decision making process? IF NO ASK TO SPEAK WITH BUSINESS
OWNER OR KEY DECISION MAKER

A3

What is your job title / what are your main responsibilities within the business?

Section B: Business information
READ: During this interview I will be referring to the annual agricultural season. By agricultural season I am
referring to the 12 months from August to July e.g. 2013-14 or 2014-15
B1

Record gender of company / business owner

1 Male

2 Female

ASK IF NOT SPEAKING WITH OWNER
B2

In what year was the business founded?
NB FOR RECENTLY FOUNDED COMPANIES QUESTIONS CONCERNING PREVIOUS SEASONS
MAY NOT BE APPLICABLE

B3

What was the total turnover of your business last year? INTERVIEWER NOTE: Ask for estimate if
respondent does not know exact amount

B4

How many people work for the businesses as paid employees during the past agricultural season, by this I
mean the growing season 2014/15? And of those how many are family and non-family members?
RECORD ANSWERS IN TABLE BELOW

B5

How many people worked unpaid for the business throughout past agricultural season? And of those how
many are family and non-family members?
Number paid

Number unpaid

Employees
2013/14

2014/15

2013/14

2014/15

Non-family
Family
B6

How many seasonal or temporary people worked for the business during the agricultural season?

B7

Overall how has the number of paid employees changed compared to the previous season? PROBE: By
how many has it increased / decreased? Is this full-time or seasonal workers?

Section C: Supply and Demand
READ: I would like to begin by asking you about the supply of agricultural commodities that you buy (i.e. the
commodities that you buy from farmers or farmer groups) followed by some questions about the commodities that
you sell.

Supply / Inputs
C1

In terms of expenditure what are the main agricultural commodities that you bought during the past season,
again by past season I am referring to the 2014/15 growing season? PROBE FOR UP TO THREE AND
WRITE IN TABLE BELOW
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C2

During the past season about how much of each of the following did you buy?
Unit*

Quantity

Commodity 1______________
Commodity 2______________
Commodity 3______________ **
* Kilogrammes, 100 kg bags, 50 kg bags, metric tonnes etc.
** Ensure Project Commodity is included (TBC)

NB THE INSTRUMENT WILL BE TAILORED FOR THE INTERVENTION. – FOCUS ON PROJECT
COMMODITIES ONLY
C3

FOR EACH COMMODITY ASK
During the last season 2014/15 approximately what percentage of the agricultural commodities did you buy
from…? USE RESPONSES FROM PREVIOUS QUESTION (ESTIMATES WILL BE SUFFICIENT) AND
RECORD IN FOLLOWING TABLE

C4

FOR EACH COMMODITY ASK
During the previous season 2013/2014 approximately what percentage of the agricultural commodities did
you buy from…? USE RESPONSES FROM PREVIOUS QUESTION (ESTIMATES WILL BE
SUFFICIENT)
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C3 (2013/14) C4 (2014/15)

Commodity 1 ___________
Commodity 2 ____________
Commodity 3 ____________*
*Ensure project agricultural commodity is included (TBC)
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20/1415

Other
SPECIFY

2013/14

20/1415

Certified
warehouses

2013/14

20/1415

Other
traders/middl
emen/village
agents

2013/14

20/1415

Farmer
organizations

2013/14

20/1415

Large scale
commercial
farmers (with
high productivity
and access to
markets)
2013/14

20/1415

2013/14

Medium scale
commercial
farmers (with
higher yields)

20/1415

2013/14

Small scale
farmers (with
subsistence
agriculture
and low
productivity)
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IF ANY PROPORTIONAL INCREASES FROM 2013/4 TO 2014/5
C5

Why have you bought a larger proportion of your agricultural commodities / some agricultural
commodities from INSERT SOURCE?

C6

How has this change benefited or disadvantaged your business?
IF ANY PROPORTIONAL DECREASES FROM 2013/4 TO 2014/5:

C7

Why have you bought a smaller proportion of your agricultural commodities / some agricultural
commodities from INSERT SOURCE?

C8

How has this change benefited or disadvantaged your business?

C9

ASK ALL: How has the supply in the commodities that you buy changed compared to the previous
season? PROBE FOR availability / varieties / types / quality / prices

C10

What has been the cause of these changes to the supply of commodities?

C11

What are the key issues concerning the quality of the commodities you buy? PROBE And what else?

C12

ASK ALL How does the quality of the commodities that you have bought compare to the previous season?
How has this change positively or negatively affected your business?

Demand / Outputs
C13

In terms of revenue what are the main commodities or outputs that you sold during the past season?
PROBE FOR UP TO THREE

C14

During the last season about how much of each did you sell?
2013/14
unit

quantity

2014/15
unit

quantity

Commodity 1______________
Commodity 2______________
Commodity 3______________ **
* Kilogrammes, 100 kg bags, 50 kg bags, metric tonnes etc.
**Ensure project Commodity is included (TBC)

C15

How has the demand for your commodities or outputs changed compared to the previous season? PROBE
What has there been more or less demand for?

C16

FOR EACH COMMODITY ASK
During the past season (2014/15) approximately what percentage of the commodities or outputs did you
sell to…? USE RESPONSES FROM PREVIOUS QUESTION (ESTIMATES WILL BE SUFFICIENT)

C17

FOR EACH COMMODITY ASK
During the previous season (2013/14) approximately what percentage of the commodities or outputs did
you sell to …? USE RESPONSES FROM PREVIOUS QUESTION (ESTIMATES WILL BE SUFFICIENT)

MR&E LFSP –JANUARY 2016

ANNEX 5 RESEARCH TOOLS

C16 (2013/14) C17 (2014/15)

Commodity 1 ___________
Commodity 2 ____________
Commodity 3 ____________ *
*Ensure project Commodity is included (TBC)
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20/1415

Other
SPECIFY

2013/14

20/1415

Certified
warehouses

2013/14

20/1415

Other
traders/middl
emen/village
agents

2013/14

20/1415

Farmer
organizations

2013/14

20/1415

Large scale
commercial
farmers (with
high productivity
and access to
markets)
2013/14

20/1415

Medium scale
commercial
farmers (with
higher yields)

2013/14

20/1415

2013/14

Small scale
farmers (with
subsistence
agriculture
and low
productivity)
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IF ANY INCREASES ASK:
C18

Why have you sold a larger proportion of - COMMODITIES LISTED - to INSERT BUYERS?

C19

In what ways this change benefited or disadvantaged your business?
IF ANY DECREASES ASK:

C20

Why have you sold a smaller proportion of your INSERT COMMODITIES to INSERT SOURCE?

C21

In what ways this change benefited or disadvantaged your business?

Section D: Prices and Quality
IF DO NOT BUY AGRICULTURAL INPUTS SKIP TO ‘Outputs’
Inputs
READ: Now I would now like to talk to you about the commodities you buy as inputs into your business
D1

On a scale of one to five, in which one is very dissatisfied and five is very satisfied, how satisfied are you
with the prices you currently pay for the commodities / inputs you buy? READ AND CODE ONE ONLY

Price of inputs

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

Satisfaction
1

Very dissatisfied

2

Fairly dissatisfied

3

Neutral

4

Fairly satisfied

5

Very satisfied

6

Not applicable

D2

Please explain why you rate your satisfaction for each commodity this way? PROBE Why do the prices
represent good / bad value?

D3

Would you say that you are more or less satisfied with the prices you currently pay for commodities
compared to the previous season (2013/14)?

D4

IF MORE OR LESS SATISFIED Why would you say are you more / less satisfied? PROBE FOR OTHER
FACTORS THAN PRICE: Changes in quality, amount of supply, timeliness of delivery etc.
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D5

Again, using a scale of one to five, in which one is very dissatisfied and five is very satisfied, how satisfied
are you with the quality of the inputs that you buy?

Quality of inputs

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

Satisfaction
1

Very dissatisfied

2

Fairly dissatisfied

3

Neutral

4

Fairly satisfied

5

Very satisfied

6

Not applicable

D6

Please explain why you rate the quality of the inputs that you buy in this way?

IF DO NOT SELL AGRICULTURAL OUTPUTS SKIP TO SECTION E

Outputs
READ: And now I would now like to talk to you about the outputs that you sell INTERVIEWER NOTE: These can
be the same as the commodities the business buys e.g. wholesaler
D7

On a scale of one to five, in which one is very dissatisfied and five is very satisfied, how satisfied are you
with the prices you achieve for the commodities / outputs that you sell?

Prices achieved

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

Satisfaction
1

Very dissatisfied

2

Fairly dissatisfied

3

Neutral

4

Fairly satisfied

5

Very satisfied

6

Not applicable

D8

Please explain why you rate have the prices you achieve this way?

D9

Would you say that you are more or less satisfied with the prices you currently achieve for commodities
you sell compared to the previous season (2013/14)?

D10

Why are you more/less satisfied with the prices you achieve for the outputs that you sell? PROBE FOR
OTHER FACTORS IN ADDITION TO PRICE ACHIEVED e.g. achieving higher / lower margins, changes in
overall volume of sales, changes to costs of accessing markets, lower production costs etc.

MR&E LFSP – JANUARY 2016

A5 - 53

ANNEX 5 RESEARCH TOOLS

Section E: Market Information
READ: I would now like to talk about market information. By this I mean any information that it available to you to
help with your marketing decisions e.g. information on commodity prices, fuel prices?
E1

How would you describe the availability of market information on each commodity to your business /
organisation? READ AND CODE ONE ONLY

Availability of Mkt Info

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

Satisfaction
1. Information not available at all
2. Very little information available
3. Information available at times
4. Information available in most cases
5. Information available all the time

E2

Which sources of market information do you use? READ ALL AVAILABLE AND CODE ALL THAT
APPLY

Source of Mkt info
1.

Media including radio, TV,
newspapers

2.

Direct contact with
traders/processors

3.

Farmers’ organisations

4.

Extension worker

5.

SMS system/mobile phone

6.

Information boards at local
agricultural offices

7.

NGOs

8.

Other PLEASE SPECIFY

E3

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

IF NONE: Why don’t you use any market information? PROBE: None available, cost, not appropriate for
your business, out-of-date, etc. GO TO E11
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E4

Market information should be useful and appropriate to your business in order to help with decision making.
On a scale of one to five, in which one is very poor and five is very good, how would you rate the
appropriateness of the market information from…? ASK FOR EACH SOURCE USED AND RECORD
RESPONSES IN TABLE BELOW?

E5

On a scale of one to five, in which one is very poor and five is very good, how would you rate the accuracy
of the market information you receive from…? ASK FOR EACH SOURCE USED AND RECORD
RESPONSES IN TABLE BELOW

E6

On a scale of one to five, in which one is very poor and five is very good, how would you rate the timeliness
of the data? By this I mean that the data is up-to-date and available when you need it? ASK FOR EACH
SOURCE USED AND RECORD RESPONSES IN TABLE BELOW

E7

Which sources of market information do you pay for? TICK ALL PAID IN TABLE BELOW. IF NONE GO
TO E9

E8

FOR EACH PAID FOR ASK Using a scale of one to five, in which one is very dissatisfied and five is very
satisfied, how satisfied are you with the price that you pay for the information that you receive?
E4
Appropriate
(1-5)

E5
Accurate
(1-5)

E6
Timeliness
(1-5)

E7
Pay?
yes / no

E8
Satisfaction
with Price
(1-5)

Media including radio, TV,
newspapers
Direct contact with
traders/processors
Farmers’ organisations
Extension worker
SMS system/mobile phone
Information boards at local
agricultural offices
NGOs
Other PLEASE SPECIFY

E9

What could be done to improve the market information that you currently use? PROBE USING TABLE
ABOVE AND FOCUS ON WHAT COULD BE DONE TO IMPROVE LOW RATINGS
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Section F: Financial Services
READ: I’d now like to talk about the financial services that are available or perhaps you would like to be available
to your business including credit or loan services, savings accounts, insurance etc.
F1

Which of the following financial services have you used in the past year? READ AND CODE ALL THAT
APPLY
Not available but would
like

Available but not used

Available and used

Credit / loan
Savings account
Insurance

IF NONE USED GO TO F8
F2

FOR EACH USED ASK: Who provided the service? RECORD IN TABLE BELOW

F3

FOR EACH CREDIT / LOAN USED ASK: What was the total value of the credit / loan you secured from?
RECORD IN TABLE BELOW

F4
FOR EACH INSURANCE SERVICE USED ASK: What was the total value you have insured through
PROVIDER? RECORD IN TABLE BELOW

Commercia
l bank

Micro
finance
institution

Money
Lender

Governme
nt

NGO

Other
SPECIFY

Credit / loan
provider (F2)
Value ($) (F3):
Insurance
provider (F2)
Value ($) (F3):
Savings account
provider (F2)
Value $

F5

FOR EACH USED ASK: What assistance were you provided with, if any, to help you access the
FINANCIAL SERVICES USED you have used in the past year? IF NONE GO TO F7

F6

Who provided this assistance? How did it help you?

F7

FOR EACH SERVICE USED: How would you describe the service you have received? PROBE: What
was good about the service / what could be improved?

F8

Were there any financial services that you have wanted to / or tried to access in the past 12 months but
were not able to? IF NOT USED OR WANTED TO USE ANY SERVICES IN PAST 12 MONTHS GO TO
NEXT SECTION

F9

What services would you like to have accesses?

F10

What or who prevented you from accessing these services?
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F11

How would accessing this / these services have helped your business?

Section G: Business Relationships
READ: Now I would like to discuss how you see your relationships with suppliers from whom you purchase
commodities from and with your customers.

Suppliers
G1

Using a scale of one to five, in which one is very poor and five is very good, how would you rate your
relationship with your main suppliers of commodities?

Relationship with
suppliers

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

Satisfaction
1

Very poor

2

Fairly poor

3

Neutral

4

Fairly good

5

Very good

6

Not applicable / Don’t know

G2

Please explain why you have rated your relationship with your main suppliers of commodities in this way?

G3

How has this changed over the past 12 months? Why have they improved / worsened?

G4

IF CHANGED What effect have these changes had upon your business?

G5

What could be done to improve these relationships?

Buyers / Customers
G6

Using a scale of one to five, in which one is very poor and five is very good, how would you rate your
relationship with your main customers / those you sell to?

Relationship with
customers

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

Satisfaction
1

Very poor

2

Fairly poor

3

Neutral

4

Fairly good

5

Very good

6

Not applicable / Don’t know
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G7

Please explain why you have rated your relationship with your main customers in this way?

G8

How has this changed over the past 12 months? Why have they improved / worsened?

G9

IF CHANGED What effect have these changes had upon your business?

G10

What could be done to improve these relationships?

Section H: Accessibility
H1

How would you describe the condition of the road networks your businesses requires access to? READ
AND CODE ONE ONLY

1
2
3
4
5
6

No roads/impassable
Very poor road network
Average state of road networks
Good road networks
Excellent road networks
Not applicable (Do not access road network)

H2

How would you describe the provision of Market Infrastructure available for each of the main
commodities, by market infrastructure I am referring to facilities such as e.g. sheds, stalls, storage facilities,
grading and packing facilities READ AND CODE ONE ONLY

Market Infrastructure

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

Satisfaction
1.

No market infrastructure at all

2.

Poor market infrastructure

3.

Average market facilities

4.

Good market infrastructure

5.

Excellent market infrastructure

6.

Not applicable / Don’t know

H3

How would you describe the regulations governing your trade of agricultural products with smallholder
farmers? READ AND CODE ONE ONLY

Regulations

Commodity 1

Commodity 2

Commodity 3

Satisfaction
Highly prohibitive regulations
Some good, some bad regulations
Average
Good - with room for improvements
Very conducive regulations
Not applicable (Do not trade with small holder farmers)
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H4

What licence, fees or charges are levied on your business or organisation by local government or other
government authorities? FOR EACH LICENCE, FEE OR CHARGE ASK THE FOLLOWING AND
COMPLETE TABLE BELOW

H5
H6

Who do you pay the fee or charges to?
How much do you pay per month / per year / per transaction

License, Fee or
Charge

Levying Authority

WRITE IN per month /
year / transaction

Charge ($)

Section I: Contractual Arrangements and Margins
On a scale of one to five, in which one is very dissatisfied and five is very satisfied, how satisfied are you with
the following….
Very

Very
dissatisfied

satisfied

Not
applicable

I1

Your open market
transactions – buying
and selling

1

2

3

4

5

6

I2

Your written contracts

1

2

3

4

5

6

I3

Your verbal contracts

1

2

3

4

5

6

I4

Input loan agreements

1

2

3

4

5

6

I5

The relationships you
have developed

1

2

3

4

5

6

I6

Satisfaction with
transactional costs
incurred in your trading
with smallholder farms

1

2

3

4

5

6
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I7

What are the gross margins for each of the main agricultural commodities you deal with? ASK FOR
THREE MAIN COMMODITIES
Commodity

Gross Margin (%)

1
2
3

Section J: Inputs Volumes and Quantities
FOR THOSE NOT PROVIDING / SELLING INPUTS GO TO NEXT SECTION
For each of the following ask for the three main LFSP related input commodities / most traded by the business /
organisation
NOTE Each of these needs a more straight-forward / non-technical explanation as well as a fixed period of
time e.g. per growing season

Commodity
J1. Inputs Quantity
demanded / required of
you by traders to meet
farmers’ demand.

1

J2. Inputs Quantity
purchased by traders
from you for resale to
farmers.

1

Quantity

Unit *

2
3

2
3
1

J3. The quantity of
inputs available for your
direct sales to farmers.

2
3

J4. Minimum viable
Input quantities to be
sold to farmers by any
trader in order to make
a viable margin

1
2
3

Unit e.g. Kilogrammes, 100 kg bags, 50 kg bags, metric tonnes etc.
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Section K: Inputs Volumes and Quantities
FOR THOSE NOT PURCHASING OUTPUTS GO TO SECTION L
For each of the following ask for the three main output commodities / most purchased by the business /
organisation

Commodity
K1 Output Quantity
demanded / required by
you (the trader) to meet
demand

1

K2 Minimum viable
Output Quantity
required by you (the
trader) from farmers.

1

K3 Output Quantity
available for purchase
from farmers by you
(the trader).

1

Quantity

Unit *

2
3

2
3

2
3
1

K4 Output Quantity
purchased by you (the
trader) from farmers.

2
3

Unit e.g. Kilogrammes, 100 kg bags, 50 kg bags, metric tonnes etc.

Section L: Suggestions for improvements and final comments
READ: To finish with I would like to hear your views on what could be done to help businesses like yours to
develop and grow
L1

What changes would you like to see that could help business like yours to develop?

L2

Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to make?
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6 Concept Note – Contribution Analysis
6.1 Defining Contribution Analysis
Contribution Analysis (CA) is a theory-based approach used to evaluate programmes in complex and dynamic
settings. It examines supporting conditions or alternative explanations which could affect programme achievements
and outcomes (Biggs et al., 2014). This entails evidence-based testing of the programme’s Theory of Change
(ToC), as well as its supporting hypotheses and assumptions.
A core issue faced in the evaluation of development or government policies lies in identifying a causal chain or link
between a programme and its desired results, as observed outcomes might be due to other interventions or
broader societal transformations (Mayne, 2001). In this context, CA seeks to provide plausible evidence to reduce
uncertainty regarding programme impact on observed outcomes (Biggs et al., 2014). This method was first applied
to the evaluation of public sector programmes by Mayne (2001), who proposed using a series of steps to address
attribution through performance measurement, including the development of a results chain and the assessment of
alternative explanations. The analysis begins by generating a list of assumptions underpinning programme logic,
and testing whether they pose plausible barriers to achieving desired outcomes. This entails identifying examples
of ‘influencing factors’, contextual conditions that might assist or inhibit mechanisms and alternative explanations.
In order to strengthen causality claims, CA tests the ToC against logic and available evidence, examining other
influencing factors. One can then assess whether the intervention made an observable contribution to the outcome.
According to Forss et al. (2011), a reasonable contribution claim can be made via CA if:


The intervention’s ToC is reasoned and well-developed;



Programme activities were implemented as established in the ToC;



The ToC is supported by evidence on observed results and underlying assumptions; and



Other influencing factors have been analysed and were either shown to not have made a significant
contribution, or recognised as having contributed to the outcome.

6.2 Contribution Analysis in LFSP Evaluation
The LFSP is designed to improve the food security and nutrition of Zimbabwean farmers and consumers, and is
constituted by two main components: one, managed by FAO, which aims to improve food, nutrition, and income
security among target smallholder farmers and their households; the second, managed by Palladium, which fosters
innovative ways of linking farmers’ groups and commercial markets, offering grants to market actors to strengthen
markets for smallholder farmers.
At inception, numerous external factors were identified as likely to affect the realisation of expected LFSP
outcomes, including a range of social, cultural, demographic, economic, political, legal, and environmental
variables. It is a complex programme, due both to the interactions between the two components and the contextual
factors influencing those interactions.
When evaluating complex programmes, attributing outcomes to an intervention can be challenging. Although the
evaluation employs a quasi-experimental approach, it will need to take into account contextual and external factors
which could also impact outcomes, such as a rapidly changing economic and political climate. To assess the
impact of external factors on changes in outcomes the evaluation includes a Contribution Analysis, in addition to its
quasi-experimental, counterfactual design. This approach is particularly apt for the evaluation of market
development programmes which facilitate, rather than directly deliver, change. The approach allows precise
assessment of the effects of confounding factors, particularly those of a contextual nature.

6.3 Benefits of using Contribution Analysis
The CA will test the causality claims in the face of political and economic uncertainty. By complementing
quantitative research with theory-based analysis, the CA will be able to:


Test the theoretical assumptions underlying the intervention, e.g. that farmers will change their behaviour in
ways that are predicted by the model;
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Determine the strength and causality linkages in the programme theory of change; and



Assess the impact of external factors upon programme outcomes.

Some of the external factors that could impact programme outcomes include:


Climatic conditions: for instance, rainfall failure, common in Zimbabwe, could impact the productivity of
rain-fed agriculture;



Political and legal environment: the government faces political incentives to intervene in agricultural
markets. Here, the delivery of subsidised inputs, although of lower quality than those present in the market,
would be likely to alter farmers’ incentives to purchase inputs;



Price levels, price setting legislation and regulatory context: the domestic prices of some commodities
are influenced or controlled by the government, increasing uncertainty of agricultural supply chains.

6.4 Methodology
Using Mayne’s (2001) methodology, LFSP’s CA will be undertaken employing the following steps:


Analysing the cause-effect relation. The CA will begin by assessing whether programme activities have
impacted the outcome of improved productivity and/or production systems. It will analyse the outcomes
observed on the ground, and develop a theoretical link between these and the intervention, using the
reasoning underlying the programme’s ToC.



Assessing rival explanations. The CA will take into account possible alternative explanations for the
outcomes observed, such as broader macroeconomic improvements, favourable weather conditions, and
conducive government policies. This will be achieved by analysing the contextual factors and rival
explanations identified via the Political Economy Analysis (PEA) conducted at inception.



Analysing existing evidence on the Theory of Change. Using the data accumulated in the previous
phase, the ToC will be assessed and potential limitations to it will be identified. Methods employed will
include farmer surveys, Market Actor Interviews, cohort study and semi-structured interviews.



Assembling the contribution story, and identifying challenges to it. Once the analyses have been
carried out, a “contribution story” will be developed, seeking to link empirical evidence with theoretical
assumptions regarding programme impact. After a link has been established between outcomes and
inputs, challenges to this reasoning will be identified, pointing to potential alternative explanations.



Gathering and analysing additional evidence. In order to “test” the previously developed theoretical
linkages, the CA will employ findings from secondary sources, along with data gathered at the programme
level, to determine the contribution of each component to the intended outcomes.



Revise and strengthen the contribution story. Once additional data has been gathered and analysed,
the CA will conclude by assessing whether programme interventions can be assumed to have contributed
to observed outcomes, or if the other explanatory factors identified appear more credible.

6.5 Reporting and lessons learning
Reporting to and engaging with key stakeholders is one of the central components of the evaluation. The results of
the Contribution Analysis will be shared with DFID, implementing partners and other key stakeholders as they
become available.
Main activities will include:


Continuous monitoring of political and economic aspects of the Zimbabwean agricultural and
agribusiness sectors. This involves analysing the prevailing incentive structures, having an awareness of
equity implications of interventions and potential for discrimination, understanding patriarchal authority
relations and gender dynamics, analysing the weaknesses of the agribusiness sector, and revising
assumptions with regards to LFSP’s potential influence on policy-making. Secondary data, such as price
levels, market environment, and climatic conditions, are continuously analysed to monitor external factors
that might impact programme outcomes in a manner independent from the intervention itself.
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Complementing quantitative findings with qualitative analysis. This includes conducting a Farmers’
survey, a Market Actors’ survey, as well as tracking a cohort of farmers throughout the duration of the
programme as part of quarterly field visits. Here, participatory research methods are being employed to
ensure that findings of the evaluation are granular, thematically-focused and disaggregated by sub-groups
of interest. In addition, a process evaluation will be conducted during the mid-term review. Such measures
will support the MR&E team determine relevance of programme activities in delivering the desired outputs.

Publications and dissemination activities include:


The Political Economy Analysis (PEA), conducted at inception stage, has identified some potential
alternative external explanations for change. Throughout the lifespan of the evaluation, such factors will be
taken into account and incorporated into the various stages of the analysis.



Continuous findings from the cohort tracking will be disseminated to stakeholders and implementing
partners on a quarterly basis in the form of learning briefs. These will include initial findings from
interviews, which will be analysed, together with external factors, to offer preliminary results of the CA.



Workshops and lesson-sharing activities will be organised with stakeholders and implementation
partners to gather further contextual information that can inform the CA, as well as to disseminate initial
findings of the analysis (Baseline findings workshop, Mid-term Review workshop and endline findings
workshop).



Findings of the Contribution Analysis will be included in mid-term (December 2016) and endline reports
(July 2017):


Initial findings will be presented during the mid-term review, along with an analysis of potential
alternative explanations for change.



The household and Market Actor Interviews undertaken at baseline will then be repeated at endline
to verify whether expected outcomes have been realised and if there is evidence to support the
assumptions and theoretical reasoning underlying the ToC. Alternative explanations for change will
be tested at endline by assessing empirical data gathered via quantitative and qualitative methods.
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7 Concept Note – Cohort Study
7.1 Approach and choice of variables
We plan to conduct participatory activities and qualitative interviews with a cohort of households. This cohort will be
purposively selected as a sub-sample of the households surveyed as part of the quantitative baseline survey. The
baseline survey results will be analysed and 96 households (60 households in Scenario 2) will be selected to
represent a range of household livelihood strategies. The following variables will be used as sampling filters:


Location: Households will be selected in clusters of two or three villages, with a fixed number of villages
selected within each district.



Socio-demographic variables:
o

Gender of head of household;

o

Educational level of head of household;

o

Dependency ratio.

Sampling will ensure that the ratio of female-/male-headed households is constant in each village and
representative of the national average. Same will be done for educational level of the head of household.


Livelihood strategies and wealth/food security status:
o

Reported annual income in US Dollars;

o

Proportion of income derived from farming activities;

o

Total value of productive assets owned (including livestock);

o

Amount of expenditure over the past 30 days.

Those variables were chosen based on availability of data for a wide range of respondents and cross-checked
with related variables for consistency (for instance annual income was compared with the sum of income
received from different sources). Other variables were first considered, such as the proportion of expenditure
spent on food products, but they were discarded either because they were too correlated with another selected
variable or because they exhibited too little variation across the sample.

7.2 Sampling distribution
The proposed sampling distributions for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 are shown in the table below.
Distribution
Scenario 1
Scenario 2

Number of HH
96
60

Districts covered
8 (all)
5

Villages/district
2
2

HH/village
6
6

HH per district
12
12

Although the number of households interviewed per district is the same in the two scenarios, the number of districts
covered is different. While Scenario 2 is limited to 5 districts, Scenario 1 covers all LFSP-intervention districts,
allowing us to capture information for each of the administrative areas of the programme.
The bigger number of households in Scenario 1 will allow for some attrition as the loss of a fixed number of farmers
will have a smaller effect on the significance of findings for a sample of 96 households compared to a sample of 60
households. In the case where a respondent is unavailable or physically unable to answer (for instance if she gets
a job, or moves away or dies) attrition will be minimised replacing the main respondent with another member of the
household – household being the principal unit of analysis.

7.3 Sampling methodology
As a first step, each livelihood variable was tabulated by districts of intervention. Districts with the highest and
lowest medians were selected. In case of medians of equal values, means were used as second criteria. The table
next page shows the tabulation of the annual income in USD across the eight districts from the quantitative
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baseline survey. Kwekwe exhibits the lowest median (along with the Shurugwi district which has a higher mean)
and Mutasa the highest median.
District
Gokwe South
Guruve
Kwekwe
Makoni
Mount Darwin/ Karanda
Mutare
Mutasa
Shurugwi
Total

min
0
12
0
0
0
0
30
10
0

mean
547
1120
480
961
948
581
1464
807
924

p50
263
533
200
500
350
215
936
200
400

max
6050
10000
6000
9900
10000
10000
9260
10000
18000

This operation was repeated for all four livelihood variables and two different districts selected each time.
Livelihood variables had been chosen so they exhibit different patterns across districts and the lowest / highestmedian districts should be different for each. However these variables represent interrelated dimensions of farmer’s
livelihoods and it is likely we will observe correlations in rankings. For instance, Mutasa might also be the district
with the highest amount of expenditure declared over the past 30 days, as amount of expenditure is inherently
related to income. In that case, we would choose the district with the second highest median.
The result of this process is that each of the eight LFSP districts will be uniquely associated with a lower or higher
level of one of the four livelihood variables, allowing us to select households from a wide range of various livelihood
dimensions. Note that if Scenario 2 covering 5 districts is chosen, the number of variables of interest will be
restricted to only two according to the following livelihood distribution: High (District 1) / Medium (District 2) / Low
(3) for Variable 1, High (4) / Low (5) for Variable 2.
If a district is selected as a higher-level district, only its villages whose median level is at least equal to 2/3 of the
district median level will be kept in the sampling list. Table below shows the example of the Mutasa district:
village_id
90101
90301
90501
90701
90801
90901
91101
91201
91401
91601
91901
Total

mean
1153
2104
1084
2482
1336
2087
1555
799
807
555
666
1464

p50
700
1400
875
1420
1060
1800
1100
490
400
430
350
936

p50*2/3

624

In districts selected as “lower-level” districts (such as Kwekwe), only villages with a median level below 3/2 of the
district median level will be kept. One village will then be randomly selected from the remaining list. The second
village will be chosen as the closest village from Village 1 (provided they belong to a different ward).
As a last step, the population of the two villages are considered jointly, and 12 households are selected (6 per
village) within the following eight strata to respect the programme-level distribution of the three socio-demographic
variables of interest:
1. 1 Female-Headed Household with < 0.66 dependency ratio and Primary or lower school level
2. 1 FHH with >= 0.66 dependency ratio and Primary or lower school level
3. 1 FHH with >= 1.5 dependency ratio and Secondary or higher school level
4. 1 FHH with Secondary or higher school level
5. 2 Male-Headed Households with < 1 dependency ratio and Primary or lower school level
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6. 2 MHH with >= 1 dependency ratio and Primary or lower school level
7. 2 MHH with < 1 dependency ratio and Secondary or higher school level
8. 2 MHH with >= 1 dependency ratio and Secondary or higher school level
If one of the previous strata has no individual among the two selected villages, one household is selected
randomly. This stratification will ensure that a range of household typologies are included as part of the cohort.

7.4 Sampling beneficiaries
Once we receive the lists of beneficiaries from the IPs, we will match them with farmers’ names and national ID
numbers from our sample and check whether sampled farmers appear in the lists. Those who do not will be
replaced with substitute farmers randomly selected among the beneficiaries following the same method as stated
above. If a selected village does not have a sufficient number of beneficiaries, we will select new farmers in the
closest village from the household survey sample.
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8 Cohort Study Learning Brief
8.1 Executive Summary
The Livelihoods and Food Security Programme (LFSP) cohort study has been designed to track and attribute the
reasons for changes in beneficiaries’ food security and dietary diversity status, livestock and asset holdings and
crop yields, all of which are the indicators that will be used to assess the programme’s effect. By collecting data
three times a year from a panel of 96 households to provide an oversight of changes within these indicators as well
as external and programme-related reasons for these changes, the cohort study will serve both as a useful dash
board indicating the direction of travel and a management tool, enabling Managing Organisations (MOs) and
Implementing Partners (IPs) to take reinforcing or corrective action in the field.
Two instruments are used to collect data: the relevant quantitative modules from the baseline survey, allowing the
size of the change within a particular indicator to be measured; and a force-field analysis tool, which allows the
reasons for changes in the indicator under question to be quantified. After selecting cohort households based on
various criteria to ensure that all household typologies are represented, data was collected by a team of especially
trained enumerators over a seven day period at the end of October / early November 2015. The fieldwork yielded a
combination of quantitative and qualitative data, which has been combined with the baseline dataset to produce
this learning brief.
As would be expected considering the short space of time between the collection of this data and the baseline
survey (July / August 2015), the extent of change observed in the indicators (especially asset holdings) under
analysis is minimal. Although, as is normal as the hunger season gains traction, a slight deterioration in food
security, dietary diversity and livestock holdings can be identified.
Beneficiaries’ main challenges with keeping livestock revolve around housing and veterinary care, both of which
require labour and cash resources. Death – that of chickens often resulting from an inability to access vaccines and
vets – was the main cause of livestock loss.
Important factors that drive food security and dietary diversity outcomes in a positive direction include community
vegetable gardens and remittances from family members, as well as good harvests in 2014/15 for the small
number of households that managed this.
The value of assets owned has varied little since the baseline, and one of the lessons that will be taken from this
round of data collection is that collecting data on assets is not appropriate on a four-monthly basis; rather it will be
collected annually.
In the coming months MOs and IPs should focus on supporting the things like community gardens, irrigation and
off-farm income generating activities.
Coffey will refine the tools to ensure, amongst other things, that more information on the efficiency and
appropriateness of LFSP interventions is collected. Sampling will also be reassessed before the second round of
data collection to ensure that all cohort households are registered beneficiaries - a process that will require the
complete beneficiary registration lists from IPs.

8.2 Objective
The objective of the cohort study is to track – and attribute the programme specific and external reasons for –
1
changes in key outcome indicators for a purposefully selected group of LFSP beneficiaries three times every year
over the course of the programme. This regular stream of information will complement MOs’ and IPs’ internal
monitoring products, add to the body of evidence that can be used for programme evaluation and be used as the
basis for correcting or reinforcing programme activities.

8.3 Methodology
1

LFSP outcome indicators encompass: number of Tropical Livestock Units Owned, Household Hunger, Household Dietary Diversity, Assets
owned, crop production (not collected in this round) and household income (not collected in this round).
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Executing the 1st wave of the cohort study involved the following steps:
1. Classification of all households from implementation districts into one of seven strata, each strata reflecting
a household’s overall livelihood security status as measured by dependency ratio, hunger score, dietary
diversity, value of assets and livestock and income.
2. Selection of between two and five villages per district where a range of households from different strata
were represented. This enabled clustering to cut down on enumerator travel time (figure 1)
Figure 1: Locations of households in cohort sample

2

3

3. Selection of 96 households from the ‘clusters’ that contained a sufficient range of households ensuring
that male and female headed households were represented. Figure 2 shows that while all selected
households were included in the baseline sample, not all of them had been registered in LFSP groups at
nd
the time of the survey (see section 7 for the implications of this for the 2 round of data collection due to
take place in March 2016).

2

Some households are wrongly identified as being in Gweru and Harare – this is because data pertaining to these households was entered into
the Electronic Data Capture devices in these locations.
3
In the event 103 households were sampled due to the inclusion of some replacements as well as original households (Annex 1). The cohort list
will be finalised before the second wave of data collection.
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Figure 2: Cohort sample status within LFSP

Cohort group
(96 hh)

4. Compiling data sheets containing all relevant baseline information for the selected households plus phone
numbers and other information that would allow the household head to be contacted and located and
baseline information to be referenced during interviews
5. Compiling lists of ‘alternative households’ that would allow replacements that fit the same strata and
geographic area if households rom the primary list were unavailable / unwilling to participate in the study
6. Designing the data collection instruments:
 Repeat baseline modules allowing the collection of relevant outcome data.
 Formats to allow the collection of ‘force-field’ data. This participatory approach basically engages
the respondent in identifying and weighting the various factors (forces related to the Programme
and external) that have contributed to or restrained change in a particular outcome (e.g. hunger
score) since the baseline or the previous round of data collection.
7. Training enumerators in the sampling approach, including the selection of replacement households
8. Training enumerators in the use of the two main data collection instruments and the study’s qualitative data
requirements
9. Data collection (a process that took about 7 days)
10. Enumerator debriefing
11. Data cleaning, analysis and presentation (including stakeholder feedback)
12. Consolidation of the large amount of quantitative data that was collected in addition to the scores
13. Report writing
The approach has a number of limitations. The first is that, although households have been selected to represent
the range of wealth found within the baseline population, the overall sample is not big enough to draw statistically
accurate conclusions on the wider population and large changes within a small number of households have a
disproportionate effect on the overall figures. This constraint will be inherent to all data collection rounds.
Nevertheless, the quantitative results (size of the change in outcome indicator scores) are only one part of the
story. Of more interest are the reasons why changes have taken place: these are likely to be common to other
beneficiary households outside the cohort group, and will inform management responses to prevent, reverse or
reinforce the direction of travel in a particular indicator.
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A second constraint – particular to this first round of data collection only – is that not all households sampled were
involved in the programme (figure 2 above). Beneficiary registration had reached about 60% of the target number
of households and was ongoing at the time of the survey. It is anticipated that the registration process will be
complete in early January 2016 allowing a modification of the cohort list (see section 7).
Respondents’ general propensity to answer questions in a way that they think will increase the likelihood of
receiving some kind of cash or in kind transfer presents a third challenge. Indeed, the first wave of cohort data
collection revealed that some households had considerably under-reported their livestock and asset holdings
during the baseline data collection phase. It is expected that the incidence of this will diminish over time as
households are involved in repeat rounds of data collection: they will be visited by the same enumerators over the
two year cohort study period, so discrepancies in answers will be easy to spot, plus there is no advantage to be
had in not telling the truth. A related constraint concerns respondents’ tendency to articulate ‘forces’ on outcomes
that are not specific to the period under analysis (in this case the three months since the baseline data collection)
rather identifying more general driving or restraining forces they face. Again, the incidence of this is expected to
diminish as the enumerators become more skilled in facilitating the conversation, the respondents become more
aware of the approach and the data collection system refined to preclude these general answers.
A final constraint is the sensitivity of some outcome data. Basically the size / rate of change in some outcomes
(notably assets owned) does not bear collection on a four-monthly basis. The approach will be modified to take
account of this for subsequent waves of data collection (section 7).

8.4 Findings
Tropical Livestock Units
All livestock were considered for this study, including chickens. There was minimal change in households’ livestock
holdings as measured by TLU (Table 1). Five Districts registered a mean decline in animals, while three registered
an increase. The overall mean increase was just 0.36 TLU - equivalent to about one or two goats. The large
difference between mean and median scores indicates that changes were brought about by one or two cohort
group members acquiring animals.
Table 1: Change in TLU owned
BL score

Oct 15
score

Change +/-

Mean

1.83

1.82

-0.01

(n = 12)

Median

1.91

1.85

0.09

Guruve

Mean

2.87

3.60

0.73

(n = 12)

Median

2.29

3.06

0.11

Kwekwe

Mean

3.67

4.22

0.14

(n = 10)

Median

3.28

3.49

0.12

Makoni

Mean

3.75

3.68

-0.07

(n = 12)

Median

3.43

2.67

-0.03

Mean

2.79

2.60

-0.19

(n = 12)

Median

2.23

1.60

-0.01

Mutare

Mean

4.35

5.92

-0.10

(n = 12)

Median

3.75

4.07

0.00

District
Gokwe South

Mt Darwin
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Mutasa

Mean

0.27

0.60

0.33

(n = 12)

Median

0.12

0.32

0.15

Mean

3.83

3.68

-0.11

Median

3.10

2.89

0.00

Mean

2.88

3.22

0.36

Median

2.08

2.21

0.14

Shurugwi
(n = 10)
Total
(n = 92)

A range of forces contributing to the decline in livestock numbers were identified (Table 2), the most frequent being
death (e.g. Newcastle disease) followed by inadequate feed / pasture and unaffordable drugs (the latter being a
general problem rather than something that emerged since the baseline). Most of the large number of ‘other’
responses referred to inappropriate shelter or housing for livestock (especially poultry), which resulted in theft or
predation by wild animals. Respondents also frequently mentioned difficulties with getting vaccines and veterinary
care for animals, with many resorting to traditional remedies, which are less effective and against which stock build
up resistance.
In terms of what LFSP can do to address the reasons for decline in numbers a number of issues stand out,
including improving farmers access to veterinary care and drugs and training farmers in the construction of
appropriate holding pens – although several female farmers mentioned that they did not have the labour necessary
to gather the required materials or construct the necessary structures.
The most commonly mentioned reason for an increase in livestock numbers (Table 3) was natural reproduction,
and reflecting one of the main constraints identified, the availability of veterinary care and vaccines and provision of
knowledge on feeding and shelter, both of which can at least in part be credited to LFSP. As would be expected
given the stratified nature of the cohort group, access to natural and labour resources varies considerably within
the group. One respondent mentioned that as he was the village chief he was able to graze his animals on areas
off-limits to others, and better off households (receiving remittances for example) were able to buy drugs that often
prevent the large scale deaths when poultry get diseased.
Table 2: Reasons for decrease in TLU owned
Number times
mentioned

Mean weight

Death

65

7.49

Inadequate pasture / feed

36

6.64

Other

36

6.48

Drugs unaffordable

31

6.81

Wild animals

30

6.27

Lack of knowledge

23

7.09

Theft

16

6.56

Sales / barter

15

5.60

Consumption

14

4.64

No water

13

6.69

Off season

5

6.80

Reason
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Shortage of males

4

7.25

Table 3: Reasons for increase in TLU owned
Reason

Number times
mentioned

Mean weight

Reproduction

45

7.26

Availability of vaccines

37

6.66

Local production of stock feed

31

6.38

Education on husbandry

25

6.57

Good vet treatment

25

6.71

Improved shelter

24

7.20

Other

23

6.63

Good Pastures

19

6.06

Purchases

16

5.67

Water

15

6.69

Predator control

10

5.75

Gifts

9

6.38

Decrease in theft

4

6.67

Lobola (incoming)

2

6.00

Household hunger score
The household hunger index is calculated by asking household heads six questions relating to various
consumption specific coping mechanisms. The highest possible score is 6, and the lowest possible score is zero.
As shown in Table 4, the average hunger index score increased in all districts apart from Mt Darwin, where it
dropped by 0.17 points. The mean increase is relatively small and in all cases the median change is 0. All this
indicates that there has been a negligible increase in hunger in the period under question, with the factors that
most frequently prevent hunger – remittances and community gardens (Table 6) - on the whole outweighing those
that most frequently drive it – lack of purchasing power (driven in part by limited opportunities for employment) and
the recent poor harvest (Table 5).
LFSP is working on community gardens in some areas, so should receive some credit for the contribution that
these play in keeping hunger at bay. How much LFSP is doing / can do to encourage the petty trade and small
business that also plays an important role will be explored in more detail in the next round of data collection. The
factor that is most highly ranked in terms of preventing hunger (though mentioned by just four households) is good
harvest. This indicates, if any more evidence were needed, that improving farm productivity is one of the best ways
of ensuring household food security. The effectiveness of the approaches used by LFSP to achieve this will be
explored in subsequent waves.
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Table 4: Change in HH hunger score
District

BL score

Oct score

Change +/-

Gokwe South

Mean

.73

1.00

.27

(n = 11)

Median

.00

1.00

.00

Guruve

Mean

.08

.25

.33

(n = 12)

Median

.00

.00

.00

Kwekwe

Mean

.20

.50

.30

(n = 10)

Median

.00

.00

.00

Makoni

Mean

.00

.25

.25

(n = 12)

Median

.00

.00

.00

Mt Darwin

Mean

.58

.42

-.17

(n = 12)

Median

.00

.00

.00

Mutare

Mean

.67

1.42

.75

(n = 12)

Median

.00

.50

.00

Mutasa

Mean

.08

.58

.50

(n = 12)

Median

.00

.00

.00

Shurugwi

Mean

.50

.92

.42

(n = 12)

Median

.00

.00

.00

Total

Mean

.35

.67

.33

(n = 93)

Median

.00

.00

.00

Of possible concern is the number of households that reported selling or bartering goods to maintain consumption.
Of course if the goods sold were produced for sale or exchange this does not present a problem as would the
disposal of productive assets. Qualitative evidence collected as part of this module revealed the disdain that a
significant portion of farmers hold for the barter trade, which has become a necessity for many households as the
economic crisis and associated liquidity problems have deepened. There is a perception that often the terms of
trade are unfair.
Table 5: Reasons for increase in hunger
Reason

Number times
mentioned

Mean
weight

Lack of money

28

8.00

Poor harvest

18

8.00

Other

15

7.43

Drought

11

7.64
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Disease

4

8.25

Increase family size

4

6.75

Lack of land

4

8.00

Lack of knowledge on nutrition

3

5.33

Barter

2

6.50

Late payment from buyers

2

3.50

Table 6: Reasons for decrease in hunger
Reason

Number times
mentioned

Mean weight

Gifts / remittance

14

8.25

Community garden

12

7.82

Sell / barter goods

12

7.50

Income from petty trade / casual labour

11

6.13

Wild seasonal fruits / foods

7

7.57

Income from small business

6

6.60

Good harvest

4

8.50

Improved knowledge of preservation

4

7.75

Improved knowledge of production

2

6.00

Irrigation

2

6.50

Dietary diversity
Table 7 presents the changes that were observed in household dietary diversity scores (one day recall period). As
with the hunger index scores, overall mean change is minimal at just 0.5 (highest possible score is 11), and median
change is zero, indicating that the small change in evidence is driven by a small number of households.
Nevertheless, what may be the start of a seasonal downward trend in dietary diversity may be emerging – driven
by lack of purchasing power and ‘other’ factors (Table 8), which qualitative data reveal to include lack of fencing for
gardens, lack of irrigation and few off farm labour opportunities. LFSP’s support the first two issues is particularly
important because, as can be seen from Table 9, community gardens are the primary driver of dietary diversity.
Improved knowledge of production and nutrition – both LFSP intervention area – was mentioned as a drivers of
dietary diversity in 12 and 10 instances respectively. Non-programme related factors that are also important in
maintaining dietary diversity are the ability to sell or barter goods for food and having friends or relatives that can
provide money for food purchases.
Table 7: Change in dietary diversity scores
District

BL score

Oct score

Change +/-

Gokwe South

Mean

3.8

4.4

0.7

(n = 12)

Median

3.0

4.5

0.0
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Guruve

Mean

5.9

4.8

-1.1

(n = 12)

Median

6.0

5.0

-1.0

Kwekwe

Mean

5.6

5.1

-0.4

(n = 9)

Median

6.0

5.0

0.0

Makoni

Mean

5.8

5.5

-0.3

(n = 12)

Median

6.0

6.0

0.0

Mt Darwin

Mean

3.9

4.2

0.3

(n = 12)

Median

4.0

4.0

0.5

Mutare

Mean

5.5

3.7

-1.8

(n = 12)

Median

6.0

3.0

-2.5

Mutasa

Mean

5.1

4.7

-0.4

(n = 12)

Median

5.0

4.5

-0.5

Shurugwi

Mean

5.8

5.1

-0.8

(n = 12)

Median

6.0

5.5

-0.5

Total

Mean

5.2

4.7

-0.5

(n = 93)

Median

5.0

5.0

0.0

Table 8: Reasons for decrease in dietary diversity
Reason

Number times
mentioned

Mean weight

Lack of money

44

7.50

Other

40

7.29

Drought

33

7.38

Poor harvest

32

6.75

No income

18

6.83

Disease

11

6.64

Lack of knowledge on nutrition

9

7.00

Increase family size

7

5.29

Late payment from buyers

6

8.67

Pests

6

5.67

Lack of land

5

5.20
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Table 9: Reason for increase in dietary diversity
Reason

Number times
mentioned

Mean weight

Community garden

29

7.96

Sell / barter goods

21

7.22

Gifts / remittance

19

7.33

Income from small business

17

6.73

Wild seasonal fruits / foods

17

6.57

Income from petty trade

15

6.43

Good harvest

14

7.23

Improved knowledge of
production

12

6.10

Improved knowledge of nutrition

10

6.38

Irrigation

10

6.78

Improved knowledge of
preservation

8

8.29

Assets
As mentioned in the methodology section (section 3), the ‘value of assets owned’ indicator is not sensitive enough
to warrant collection every four months: median data presented in Table 10, shows that in most households there
was no change in asset value since the baseline, the mean changes being driven by disposal of assets by just a
few households in the group. Livestock are more fungible than things like ploughs and hoes, and as such tracking
animal sales is more appropriate given the frequency of data collection; recollecting data on assets on an annual
basis will be considered.
Furthermore, the responses given to questions on the reasons for the depletion of assets were generally related to
an inability to purchase – which while important, is not specific to the period under question. With regard to
increases - in some cases farmers had deliberately under-reported their asset holdings at baseline in the hope that
they would receive a transfer of some kind. The correct value was discovered during this survey, and the resulting
‘increase’ recorded as ‘other’. The qualitative information gathered around the issue of asset ownership yielded a
couple of interesting points, including farmers’ desire for access to credit (within LFSP’s remit) and demands that
thieves receive stiffer penalties when caught (currently outside the programme remit).
Table 10: Change in value of assets
District

BL score

Oct score

Change +/-

Gokwe South

Mean

236

237

1

(n= 11)

Median

23

23

0

Guruve

Mean

380

380

0

(n = 12)

Median

143

143

0
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Kwekwe

Mean

0

0

0

(n = 11)

Median

0

0

0

Makoni

Mean

660

645

-15

(n = 12)

Median

827

823

0

Mt Darwin

Mean

424

364

-60

(n = 11)

Median

173

143

0

Mutare

Mean

811

766

-46

(n = 12)

Median

807

807

0

Mutasa

Mean

120

103

-17

(n = 12)

Median

92

69

0

Shurugwi

Mean

0

0

0

(n = 11)

Median

0

0

0

Total

Mean

336

319

-16

(n = 92)

Median

83

52

0

Table 11: Reasons for decrease in value of assets owned
Reason

Number times
mentioned

Mean weight

High cost

16

7.69

Other

12

6.00

Poor Harvest

10

7.10

Break downs

9

6.33

Obsolete

7

6.14

Theft

4

6.75

Exchange

2

6.50

Sell assets

2

8.00

Table 12: Reasons for increase in value of assets owned
Reason

Number times
mentioned

Mean weight

Other

15

6.00
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Gifts

8

7.38

Availability

7

6.71

More disposable income

6

6.50

Buying on credit

2

5.00

Contract farming

1

9.00

Donations from NGOS

1

7.00

8.5 Discussion
The first wave of the cohort study indicates that the process will be a useful addition to the LFSP M&E system,
especially once the tools and approach are refined for subsequent rounds. Findings are intuitive: one would not
expect a significant level of deterioration in households’ hunger or dietary diversity status in the three months since
the baseline data was collected but, due to the lag time associated with improving agricultural productivity (coupled
with the on-going El Nino event), the next round of data collection is likely to reveal a worsening of the food security
and livestock situation unless households receive transfers of some kind4. It is expected that the accuracy of
information collected will improve as sample households become more familiar with enumerators, and vice-versa.

8.6 Action points for MOs and Implementing Partners
While this round of data does not contain any information on the efficiency, appropriateness etc. of specific
interventions it does contain several pointers to what activities are likely to drive positive change in LFSP
outcomes. These include:


Improving access to veterinary care and animal vaccines, especially for poultry.



Improving knowledge on the appropriate housing of animals to prevent theft and predation. Ways of
addressing the constraints that some households face with regard to labour and building materials will also
have to be sought.



Continuing to support the development and operation of household or community vegetable gardens.
These are typically limited in size because of the need to carry water by hand. The importance of larger
scale irrigation is recognised, but should only be tackled by LFSP if the community management aspects
can be developed to the necessary standard.



Exploring ways that farmers can access cash during the periods when less labour is needed on farms,
specifically through value chains that are not dependent on rainfall in the same way that field crops are.

8.7 Action points for Coffey
Coffey’s main task before the second round of data collection is to refine the tools and approach to make them
more user friendly and efficient, and to ensure that they yield more usable data. Issues that need to be addressed
before March 2016 include:


Aligning the cohort sample with the lists of farmers registered on LFSP so that all households tracked are
genuine programme beneficiaries as well as baseline participants (see Figure 3). Once information on the
value chains that each farmer is involved in is available the force-field tool will be tailored to cover the

4

This depends to a large extent on whether the GoZ declares a state of emergency – an instrument that ‘unlocks’ additional funding from
bilateral and multilateral aid agencies.
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effect of specific LFSP interventions. It is anticipated that full beneficiary registration lists will be available in
early January 2016.
Figure 3: Revised Cohort sample status (2

nd

wave onwards)

Cohort
group



Removing the ‘assets’ module will avail more time for collection of output-specific information (based on
the value chains and interventions identified through the farmer registration process). New themes are
likely to include the appropriateness, efficiency and timeliness of delivery of LFSP support.



Further automation of data gathering using the COSMOS electronic data collection platform. The first
round of data collection allowed a better understanding (and hence coding) of the types of ‘forces’ that
farmers are likely to mention as having a bearing on the various outcomes of interest. It will also be
necessary to customise the system so that a households previous records (baseline and subsequent
waves) are available to enumerators in the field – i.e. permanently stored on the data collection devices
rather than in the cloud.

On the analysis and triangulation side, more can be done with regard to disaggregation by male and female
headed households or indeed other stratification variables, but it is preferred that a final list of cohort households is
established before this level of analysis commences. As more longitudinal data is accumulated through subsequent
data collection rounds it will be easier to identify trends, and use this as the basis for refining the programme
approach with MOs and IPs.

Table 13. Cohort Household Sample
District

Village

Number of
households sampled

Masuku

5

Mawarure

7

Kuradu

6

Mapira

6

Mfolo

7

Zebhedi

7

Gokwe South

Guruve

Kwekwe
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10

1

11

1

40A

7

7

4

8

1

9

1

Bandimba

5

Mugarapanyama

5

Mupetura

2

Daure

6

Murai

8

Chapinduka

7

Chisuko

5

2 Dorset

7

Makuvaza

5

Makoni

Mount Darwin

Mutare

Mutasa

Shurugwi

Total Households
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