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LFSP MIDLINE EVALUATION BRIEF  
 

A lessons-learned brief from Zimbabwe’s Livelihoods and Food Security Programme  

 
Background 

The UK’s Department for International Development (DFID) contracted Coffey 
International as the Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation (MR&E) service provider for the 
LFSP. Coffey completed a Midline evaluation in 2017 to assess the impact and 
effectiveness of the LFSP. The findings that inform this brief were drawn largely from 
primary sources that included a survey of more than 1,800 farming households in LFSP 
districts.  

Key Findings  

• LFSP has benefited the poorest farming households.  
• Agricultural production and crop diversity has increased substantially since baseline, 

particularly biofortified and drought resistant crops.   
• LFSP has been successful in targeting women.  

• The proportion of LFSP farmers accessing financial services has increased.   

• Farmers’ main source of market information is direct contact with LFSP stakeholders and 
extension workers.  

• Participation in markets among the poorest households has increased significantly in LFSP 
districts.    

• Cash shortages are not helping smallholder farmers to effectively participate in markets.   

• There is evidence that households have improved their food security. Household hunger has 
decreased and households are consuming an increased variety of foods. 

• However, there remains a low level of synergy between the three main LFSP components 
(Agricultural Productivity and Nutrition, Rural Finance and Market Development). 

© LFSP 2018 
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Scope of the evaluation 

At the time this Midline evaluation was commissioned, two seasons of activity had gone 
by since the baseline of 2015. The objective was to produce evidence of programme 
impact comparing against the Baseline situation of farmers, and to identify lessons that 
could be applied for future programming.  

This Midline evaluation brief highlights the patterns of impact and changes across LFSP 
components and thematic areas: The Agricultural Productivity and Nutrition (APN) and the 
Markets Development (MD) components and another thematic focus area of Rural 
Finance (RF).  

Findings 
Relevance and coverage 

• The LFSP has successfully ensured that beneficiaries were Category B farmers, 
targeting 39% of Category B1 farmers, and 61% of Category B2 farmers. 

• Aggregating the figures of beneficiaries reached through the APN, RF, and MD, 
the LFSP as a whole has benefitted over 126,975 farmers.  

• Within LFSP-targeted households, at least 88% of households in our sample 
included female participants of the programme.  

Agricultural production and productivity 
• The total value of agricultural production increased substantially from Baseline to 

Midline. The median value of household crop production has risen from USD145 to 
USD422 in LFSP areas.  

• The increase in farmers’ production is both due to an increase in yields, and an 
increase in the diversity of crops planted.  

• Crop yields have more than doubled overall, but the same result was found in 
comparison areas. Findings suggests that external factors, such as more favourable 
weather conditions and the presence of the Command Agriculture (CA) programme, 
are important contributing factors to the change. 

• The diversity of crops grown and harvested by farmers has increased substantially. 
While farmers on average planted two to three crops at baseline, they are now 
planting over five types of crops. The greatest increases of households planting 
certain crops from Baseline to Midline were seen in ground nuts, round nuts, 
sorghum, orange maize, and finger millet. Importantly, orange maize, sorghum, and 
millet are important food security crops that are also increasingly consumed.  

Agricultural practices and farm management 
• The proportion of LFSP farmers who apply one or more CA practice is now on a par 

with levels in comparison areas (97%).  
• The most commonly used practice was crop rotation in both LFSP (93%) and 

comparison (91%) groups. This represents a significant increase in uptake of almost 
30% in both groups.  

• High labour requirements is the primary reason given for not adopting as many CA 
practices. This may negatively impact the sustainability of farming practices in the 
absence of adopting CA techniques to new crops or larger areas. 
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Access to financial services 
• Between Baseline and Midline, access to financial services has increased from 19% 

to 50% in LFSP districts. As similar increases were also observed in comparison 
districts, national level policy such as the National Financial Inclusion Strategy is a 
likely contributing factor.  

• There remains a gender imbalance in access to financial services in the LFSP 
areas, where male-headed households are more likely to access financial services.  

• LFSP has had a positive effect particularly in relation to increasing the uptake of 
financial services among poorer households.  

• Approximately 14% of respondents in LFSP districts had accessed loans compared 
to 16% in comparison districts. There continues to be significant barriers to uptake 
of loans and poor perceptions of the services available from financial services 
providers.  

• LFSP households that have accessed loans report the benefits of flexible and 
carried use of loans provided by LFSP-supported Rural Finance Institutions, we well 
as through Internal Savings and Lending Schemes (ISALs) supported by LFSP. 

• While the use of mobile money services rose from 47% to 61% in LFSP supported 
districts, the use of mobile money services for agricultural transactions remains low. 

Internal savings and lending schemes 
• ISALS supported by LFSP are widely accessible and are very positively received 

by those participating in them.  
• Group members are primarily women but there is growing interest from men.  
• Groups provide a framework that closely resembles the formal sector with rules 

clearly designed and interest fixed. However ISALs provide more flexibility in terms 
of contributions and loan repayment.  

• The continuing cash shortage appears to be the main constraint to the expansion 
of these groups as it limits farmers’ ability to contribute to the group fund. 

Market development 
• Farmers’ access to markets has increased from 28% at baseline to 59% at Midline.  
• While the rate of increase for comparison group households was similar, 

participation in markets among the poorest households has increased significantly 
more in LFSP areas compared to comparison districts.  

• Excessive distances to markets, along with prices which farmers feel are too low to 
justify a sale, and the liquidity crisis continue to present significant barriers to 
farmers in securing sales for their products 

• Overall there is believed to be a low level of synergy between the agricultural 
productivity and market development of the LFSP in terms of farmers benefitting 
from both components.  

• Respondents reported a preference for accessing information through lead farmers 
or direct contact with stakeholders such as traders, farmers, processors or 
extension workers. 

• Farmers who reported dissatisfaction with prices in selling also reported problems 
with receiving quality or timely inputs. Off-take price satisfaction seemed to relate 
more closely to general satisfaction and experience with the off-takers.  
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Livelihoods and assets 
• Levels of income have increased substantially since baseline. The average income 

of LFSP beneficiaries has increased from USD 456 to USD 680, while comparison 
districts have increased from USD 468 to USD 788. This suggests that while it has 
been a good year overall, there are external factors in both intervention and 
comparison districts contributing to this change.  

• Whilst average incomes have increased, there remains income equality, with 
median incomes of LFSP farmers increasing only slightly from USD 146 to USD 
200.  

• The proportion of LFSP beneficiary households earning income from livestock sales 
has increased from 17% to 32% (a larger increase than comparison districts). 

• Average incomes from livestock sales have increased from USD 276 to 301, whilst 
ownership of livestock by LFSP farmers has increased by 6%.  

• While livestock appears to be one of the first investment farmers make when money 
is available, increasing agricultural assets is less a priority, especially for more 
expensive types of assets. It appears that ownership of less expensive equipment 
like ox-drawn ploughs has increased, while ownership of basic items like watering 
cans have decreased. This might be due to upgrading through purchases of or 
gaining access to better water equipment like hose pipes and water pumps. 

Food security and positive nutrition behaviours 
• Overall, food security has improved. Households in both LFSP and comparison 

areas were found to have a lower Household Hunger Score (HHS) at Midline than 
at Baseline.  

• Overall, 92% of LFSP households suffer from little or no hunger compared to 85% 
at Baseline. Those who suffer from moderate hunger has decreased by 50%.  

• There is not yet an observable impact of LFSP on the Household Dietary Diversity 
Score. However, qualitative data suggests households have an increased 
knowledge of the importance of a diverse and varied diet, and have diversified their 
diet within food groups. 

• The programme has had a positive effect in improving early childhood nutrition, by 
increasing levels of both exclusive breastfeeding of children under six months, and 
continued breastfeeding for children between 6-24 months.  
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Lessons learned 
• Lead farmers are an effective, efficient and sustainable way of delivering the 

LFSP as they continue to play a very important role including agricultural extension 
and organising loans. Going forward, the APN component is expected to do more 
with less with an increasingly resource constrained Ministry of Agriculture, 
Mechanisation and Irrigation Development (MAMID), and will rely heavily on lead 
farmers for knowledge transfer of existing and new innovations that will help to 
improve livelihoods.  

• At Midline, the main source of market information for farmers is direct contact 
with stakeholders - traders, other farmers, processors or extension workers 
but preferably with lead farmers – as opposed to ICT-based information systems. 
Farmers particularly value information provided on pricing which then informs their 
decision on whether to make the often distant journey to markets.  

• High labour requirements and local environmental conditions such as hard 
soils and drought affect adoption of good agriculture practices such as CA 
techniques. This in turn has an effect on food security and adoption of 
recommended farming practices. 

• Access to credit through attractive financial products is crucial to enhance 
the purchase of agricultural inputs and to create the necessary conditions for 
farmers to increase their productivity. However, a lot more sensitisation has to be 
done to strengthen the confidence of RFIs to provide relevant services particularly 
loans to farmers. 
 

Key challenges 
A number of key challenges have been identified that continue to affect progress in LFSP 
thematic areas of operation. 

Agricultural Productivity and Nutrition (APN) 
• There is a lack of a clear strategy to incentivise lead farmers to be fully 

effective in their role as delivery agents of the programme.  
 
Market Development (MD) 

• Limited access to markets, combined with a lack of information and long 
distances to markets remain constraints to market participation.   

• Low numbers of APN-beneficiary farmers reporting sales to or purchases 
from LFSP supported market actors suggests the market actors are not 
sufficiently active in APN wards, or working with better off farmers in APN wards 
who are not part of APN groups.  
 

Rural Finance (RF) 
• Some farmers have put their asset collateral at risk by taking too large loans 

from LFSP – more scrutiny and oversight is needed over the products and advice 
being given to farmers by RFIs  

• Lack of follow-up from RFIs and farmers’ ineligibility or lack of financial 
literacy continue to present barriers and difficulties for them to successfully secure 
loans. 
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Key Recommendations 
 

1. Put measures in place (in the form of technical guidance and coordination to 
encourage and support national level MD grantees to work more closely with 
local, small-scale offtakers and processors in LFSP Districts.  

2. Focus resources into catalysing and supporting local level offtakers and 
processors.  

3. Ensure that the staffing structures, job descriptions, reporting and appraisal 
systems, etc. are in place to maximise synergy between the APN and MD 
component at a District level. 

4. Incentivise lead farmers to play a greater role in the transfer of knowledge, and 
linking farmers with rural finance providers and offtakers.  

5. Tighten up the guidelines surrounding the issuance of loans to farmers to protect 
farmers from inappropriate products and the consequences of payment of funds 
or supply of inputs.  

6. Significantly ramp up third party monitoring to assess true numbers of people who 
have received training and are adopting technologies within operational ward 
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