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Executive Summary 
 

Over the past five years IOM has been implementing the Community Based Planning (CBP) 
process and various livelihoods interventions in close partnership with local government and 
community leadership. The initiatives were implemented in more than 50 wards spread across 17 
districts of Zimbabwe targeting communities that have been impacted by displacement and 
migration. Using the CBP as an entry point, the project main objective was to create opportunities 
for recovery and ultimately the attainment of a ‘durable solution’ for Internally Displaced Persons 
(IDPs) and migrants. The main product of this process was expected to be a ward based 
development plan endorsed by the Local authorities especially the Rural District Council and the 
Office of the District Administrator. Local leaders especially Councillors and village heads were also 
expected to play key roles like community mobilisation to enable the CBP process to happen in 
their respective areas. The support given by IOM was therefore meant to reintegrate IDPs and 
migrants into the communities in which they reside, improve access to basic social services and 
support the revival of sustainable livelihoods.  

 
The scope of the evaluation was in two parts namely; 

 Assessment of the CBP process conducted by IOM and Implementing partners. 
 A desk and field based assessment of the impact of IOM’s livelihood interventions. 

This evaluation focuses on measuring performance and impact of the CBP process implemented by 
IOM in Zimbabwe over the past three years.  

 
Field work for the evaluation was undertaken in June 2013. The focus of this evaluation was two-
fold: Firstly, to assess the achievement of the project using five evaluation performance measures 
which are relevance/appropriateness, efficiency, effectiveness, contribution towards impact and 
sustainability. Secondly, to review data gathered to draw lessons, recommendations and articulate 
critical success factors for sustainability and strategies for future interventions. The main approach 
is an evidence based analysis of lessons learnt, identification of good practices and 
recommendations for future programming by IOM. The specific objectives of this evaluation were 
to; 

 Assess the relevance of the CBP methodology in achieving a durable solution for IDPs and 
migrants? 

 Assess effectiveness of the CBP methodology in facilitating transition to a durable solution for IDPs 
and migrants and establish whether there are other approaches to strengthen it. 

 Identify the Critical Success Factors and gaps in the current CBP application in IOM 
 Recommend the sustainability and replicability measures for  the CBP process in the current 

Zimbabwe context 
 Identify emerging CBP lessons from the current practices 

 

Main findings: 

Overarching findings on the CBP process 

Based on an extensive study of the CBP process in five Districts in Zimbabwe as well as key 
informants interviews and focus group discussions with project beneficiaries, the CBP process 
implemented by IOM was found to be an all inclusive participatory planning and resource allocation 
tool that brings together different socio-economic groups and other stakeholders to define  and 
prioritise own development. This can only be achieved if key principles are upheld or not violated. 
The key principles include among others; 

 Recognising the CBP process as a continuous process and not a once off event 
 Good Facilitation skills 
 Facilitating a shared vision that promotes ownership of initiatives 
 Shift from seeing CBP as a standalone approach to identifying approaches that complement it. 
 Ensuring inclusion through representation of all socio-economic groups 
 Buy-in with action by all stakeholders 
 Clear micro-meso and macro linkages 
 A CBP process that is well resourced and clearly defined resource envelopes 
 A well defined community based monitoring and reflection system. 
 A sound CAP should be technically sound, presentable and empowering to the community and the 

stakeholders 
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There major difference between CBP and non CBP sites was that the communities in the former 
were found to be innovative/ adaptive and engaged in diversification while the later were found to 
be continuously be in the waiting mode. This was attributed to the visioning and strategy 
formulation processes promoted in the CBP process.  Table 1 below summarises the extent to 
which IOM was able to uphold the ten CBP principles. The detailed analysis of these principles is 
discussed in Section 2.1 of this report 

 

Table 1: Rating on upholding the CBP principles by IOM 

Principle fully 
upheld 

Principle where there 
is significant progress  

Principle requiring 
major restructuring 

Principle violated 

1. Inclusion 
through 
representati
on of all 
socio-
economic 
groups 

2. Facilitating a 
shared 
vision that 
promotes 
ownership 
of initiatives 

 

3. CBP as a continuous 
process and not a 
once off event 

4. Good Facilitation 
skills 

5. Identification of 
complementary 
approaches 

6. Buy-in with action by 
all stakeholders 

7. Value based service 
delivery 

8. Production of a sound 
Community Action 
Plan 

9. A well resourced and 
clearly defined 
resource envelopes 

 

10. A well defined 
community based 
monitoring and 
reflection system. 

 

 
Using the traffic light rating criterion the overall rating for IOM on upholding the ten principles is 
Orange plus: some steps taken to uphold and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets achieved 
and upheld. The traffic light rating criterion is also explained in Section 2.1 of this report. 

 
 Table 2 below summarises the key findings on the achievement of the project results using five 
evaluation performance measures which are relevance/appropriateness, effectiveness, efficiency, 
contribution towards impact and sustainability. 

Table 2: Achievement of projects results using five evaluation performance measures 

Performance measure Key Findings 

Relevance/Appropriateness  The active community participation constitutes a part of IOM’s 
overall rights-based approach which aims at strengthening local 
capacities to own and control their own development. 

 Coverage of more than 50 wards in more than 17 districts of 
Zimbabwe that have been impacted by displacement and 
migration will contributing to promoting the process in the country 

 The CBP is already enshrined in Zimbabwean law through the 
Rural District Council Act 29:13. 

 The current Social Protection policies focus on productive safety 
nets and include the Productive Community Works which uses 
CBP as an entry point.  

 The CBP process created space for IDPs and migrants’ voices 
and choices to be heard, raised, listened and responded to by 
support organisations, funders and leaders. 

 The CBP components and packages offered by IOM were in line 
with local structures.  The process revitalised the planning and 
development structures in the target districts by making sure the 
local authorities take the lead. 
Overall rating: Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the targets 
achieved. 
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Effectiveness IDPs and migrants participation as full citizens 
 IDPs and Migrants together with host communities were directly 

involved in producing their Community Action Plan which defines 
their community driven agenda and vision for the current and 
future generations 

 Planning and reviewing of the Community Action Plans did not 
continue after termination of IOM support. Community based 
monitoring was therefore weak. 

Overall rating: Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the targets 
achieved 
 
Reintegration of IDPs and migrants into the broader 
communities in which they reside. 
 There were two conditions required for the achievement of a 

durable solution that were met as a result of the IDPs and host 
communities planning together; 

 Formerly displaced persons do not suffer attacks, 
harassment, intimidation, persecution or any other form of 
punitive action upon settlement in other locations. 

 Formerly displaced persons are not subject to discrimination 
for reasons related to their displacement. 

 Evidence of evolution of a beneficial relationship and rebuilding of 
trust included IDPs no longer being viewed as  trouble makers- 
vekumatende! or “aliens” but as equal contributing members by 
the host communities 

Overall rating: Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the targets achieved. 
 
Improved access to basic social services 
 IDPs and migrants feel secure where they have been resettled 

and there is enthusiasm to invest in long term livelihood 
interventions. 

 Plans to improve access to education, health, Water and 
sanitation services were also reflected in the Community Action 
Plans although resources to establish the infrastructure had not 
been identified. 
Overall rating: Orange plus: some progress and adjustment 
required: 50% -75% targets achieved 
 

Engagement in sustainable livelihoods 
 The agro-based interventions are not operating at full potential 

therefore people are not food insecure or do not have reliable 
sources of income. 

 The mismatch between timeframes for implementation of 
livelihood interventions for donors and that of the community is a 
huge hindrance to achieving sustainable livelihoods. 
Overall rating: Orange Minus: some progress but requires 
major restructuring: more than 75% off target 

Efficiency  IOM used two main approaches in implementing the CBP 
process namely through direct implementation and through 
Implementing partners. Given the small CBP team in IOM, direct 
implementation meant overstretching the team and inadequate 
monitoring of the process. 

 Strengthen partnership with ward based government agriculture 
extension staff and local community leaders or “drivers” to 
maximise outreach to local communities and to avoid duplication 
and maximizing the use of the available resources.  

 The main way in which the success of the CBP and Livelihoods 
interventions was measured were qualitative in nature taking the 
form project site visits to make observations and record stories of 
significant change. There was no a clearly defined M&E 
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Framework which has detailed plans and indicators identified and 
tracked particularly on the key aspects of the CBP process.   

Orange Minus: some progress but requires major restructuring: more 
than 75% off target  

Contribution towards 
impact 

 In all the sites the CBP process 
 Created an opportunity for communities to have their voice 

organised to define their prioritised initiatives. Well organised 
ideas and voices are more likely to influence resource allocation 
than a passive community which waits to receive external 
assistance. CBP made the target communities to make choices 
for themselves and not to be patronised and become passive 
recipients of development interventions. 

 Enhanced the planning capacity of communities to own and 
control their development. Communities especially the IDPs were 
excited to produce their own plan. 

 Created space for deliberative dialogue with local communities 
including active participation not just passive consultation. This 
resulted in better understanding of the community profile by the 
support organisations. 

Overall rating: Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the targets 
achieved 

Sustainability The innovation of making community based CFT take the lead in 
facilitating the CBP process proved to be a key ingredient for local 
people to be the drivers and controllers of their own development. 
The role of CFTs was critical in connecting the District facilitators to 
the socio-economic group representatives.  

The current project started on the right footing by building on existing 
local structures which was critical for buy-in and support by the Local 
Authorities 

IOM did not put in place a resourcing plan for the CBP process at 
both district and ward level. The continuity of the process is likely to 
be hindered in the near future. Before exit IOM should explore funding 
mechanisms for the CBP process. 

Overall rating: Orange plus: some steps taken to uphold and 

adjustment required: 50% -75% targets achieved and upheld 

 

 

Critical success factors for a CBP process 
 
The critical success factors required for community based planning to be effective ranged from the 
principles and processes that ensure ownership, functionality, utilisation, maintenance and 
management of the projects. The critical factors may be divided into three categories 

 Those related to the nature of the planning system 

 Those related to the characteristics of the community which include understanding the local context 
and conditions under which the CBP process will be applied. 

 Those related to the organisation responsible for initiating and/or supporting the planning process 
 
The major factors are centred on the organisation supporting the CBP process.  Every organisation 
that applies the CBP process should ensure the following; 

 Adequate Facilitators with good facilitation skills in the CBP process and community dynamics 
 Provision of up to date reference documents such as CBP guidelines and templates to the 

Facilitators and Local authorities 
 Provision of technical inputs in the design and implementation of initiatives identified during the 

CBP process 
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 The CBP process and the follow on projects are well resourced to avoid community planning 
fatigue 

 The CAPs or Ward based plans that are produced during the CBP process are technically sound, 
presentable and that the process is empowering to the community and the stakeholders 

 

Areas of improvement for the CBP process 

A number of challenges that affected the effective implementation of projects include;  
Local Authority related challenges 

 Some local authorities still view the CBP process as a new or parallel planning process or 
methodology or project and not as a complementary exercise that improve the existing planning 
processes.  

 Poor resourcing of plans by local authorities except for Makoni RDC which supported the initiatives 
with 25% of the community levy paid.  

 Lack of commitment, interest and passion to the CBP process by some local authorities as 
evidenced by no strategy to scale up the process even when resources are available. 
 
Facilitator related Challenges 
Facilitator related challenges that contributed to derailing the CBP process included; 

 Lack of commitment and passion 
 Not reading and using the CBP reference material provided 
 Facilitators who demand incentives 
 Some Facilitators were not adapting tools to suit the conditions on the ground which resulted in 

some CFTs blaming the tool instead of the user. 
 A number of CAPs had some sections that were incomplete especially on the strategies and 

resourcing the plan. A good CBP process is supposed to produce a CAP which is technically 
sound, presentable and empowering to the community and the stakeholders involved. 
Community level related challenges 

 Poor attendance in some wards was experienced due to long walking distances for participants 
especially in wards which were former commercial farms. In former commercial areas there is need 
to use area based planning centres instead of ward centres. 

 The non contribution by some local communities to the CBP process funds and the current mindset 
that the CBP process can only be supported by funds from outside derailed the CBP process. The 
communities missed an opportunity to plan and take control of the whole CBP process. 
 
Donor related challenges 
Donors demanded more of the upward accountability at the expense community accountability. 
This limited deliberative dialogue between the IOM and the communities they support. 
 
CBP process related challenges 

 Too large a group made individual contribution and concentration during the CBP process to be 
ineffective.  

 Poor logistical arrangements during preplanning derailed the CBP process as sessions would start 
on a low note and even taking longer than planned.  

 Taking CBP as a once off event resulted in most plans become outdated and irrelevant; 

Main conclusions and lessons 

1. Livelihood initiatives identified through a community led and driven process such as CBP that is 
linked to district level planning have potential for building and strengthening a sense of community 
ownership of the identified projects. Consultations with beneficiaries through the CBP process 
should be the entry point to Sustainable Livelihoods programming in future. 
L1: The Community Based Planning is a key visioning process in empowering communities to 
actively participate in planning and implementing livelihood initiatives that can transform their lives.  
 

2. The CBP process is not a standalone process but needs to be applied based on the existing 
conditions.  
L2: CBP blends well when complemented with other approaches after a proper community profile.  

3. Using approaches and methods that reinforce dependency on externals make communities to be in 
the waiting mode and weakens innovation 
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L3: For every initiative that has a free handout package, sustainability mechanisms need to be put 
in place and agreed upon at project inception and monitored throughout the implementation phase. 
This entails all stakeholders agreeing on mechanisms for sustaining the CBP process at district and 
community level without external support. This should be backed by phased transformational 
training processes. 

4. Poor coordination and linkage at district level are the major factors that contribute to community 
planning fatigue 
L4: Development agencies at District level need to sit together to have a standardised approach 
and principles so as to avoid duplication.  
 
Main recommendations  

 
1. IOM  should follow the suggested road map below; 

a. Mobilising predictable resources to conduct the CBP process.  
b. Update the CBP guidelines to reflect  visioning and resourcing the CBP process with key steps, 

questions, useful codes and tips relevant for the Zimbabwe context 
c. IOM should focus on institutional development and strengthening of Local Authorities however a 

participatory training needs assessment should be conducted for each district.  
d. IOM or the IPs need to set up a Community Based Monitoring and Reflection System (CBMRS) in 

each target wards the same way the local community planners were identified. Setting up a 
CBMRS for all CBP sites will help identify monitoring champions and local communities to be 
involved in reviewing the CAPs. 

e. Strengthen learning events and advocacy platforms on good practices at all levels through 
exposure and documentation of good practices. Creating a platform for CFTs and LBFTs from 
different districts to trade ideas and allow cross learning that can promote CBP scaling up. 

2. IOM together with IPs need to design a communication strategy right up front in order to raise 
awareness among the district stakeholders and the community about the main objectives of the 
CBP process and avoid generating the wrong expectations i.e viewing CBP is project or a parallel 
planning process. Clear engagement, contribution, partnership, management and accountability 
mechanisms among players/stakeholders will enable the coordination architecture and 
institutionalise partnership at all levels 

3. IOM should conduct Community profiling before the CBP process to identify complementary 
approaches that can enhance the effectiveness of the process. 

4. Every  support organisation interested in applying the CBP process need to liaise with other 
stakeholders at District level to build on existing CBP process to reduce community planning 
fatigue. 

5. Production of a CAP is the most crucial part of the CBP process because all efforts can be lost if 
proper documentation is not done. Setting up a team composed of CFTs, LBFTs and community 
representatives to complete the CAP write up should be done at the start of the CBP process and 
deadlines for the submission should be agreed. 
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1. BACKGROUND  

1.1 Background to IOM programming in Zimbabwe 

 

IOM has over the years been providing support to displaced people in Zimbabwe.  The 
major causes of displacement included;  

 The Fast Track Land Reform programme of 2000 where Farm workers were displaced 
resulting in lack of access to basic social services such as health and education 
institutions within their immediate vicinity, lack of access to land where most IDPs were 
“squatting” on former commercial farm land with very small plots on which to farm, further 
worsened by risks of eviction. 

 Operation Murambatsvina  of 2005  there general citizens were affected which resulted in 
lack of decent shelter  where IDPs lived in temporary and transitional shelters  without 
clean water and sanitation.  

 Operation Chikorokoza Chapera  of 2007 which targeted illegal gold panners 

 Election related violence  of 2008 in which general citizens  were affected 

 Floods  of Dec 2007 – Jan 2008) in which  citizens in the Eastern districts  were affected 
Generally, the displaced people and/or migrants faced challenges that included insufficient 
sources of livelihoods, lack of access to agricultural inputs and implements, relying on low-
paying casual labour from other farmers and increased incidence of gender based 
violence than the general population.  

IOM relied on multilateral sources of information related to displacement but often partners 
which included the press or electronic media would trigger the alarm. IOM had a pull of 
resources meant to respond to the alarm. The support given to IDPs and migrants has 
predominantly been humanitarian assistance. The humanitarian Assistance for IDPs and 
migrants was packaged in three forms based on a graduation tool that moved a group 
from one to stage to the other. The packages included;    

i. Emergency: This included Food package from WFP which was dependent on the pipe 

line, Standard Non Food Item package, emergency shelter materials and hygiene kit. Food 

for the chronically ill and elderly (60+ years) was given separately as an extra package. 

ii. Early Recovery: This involved the distribution of free agricultural inputs as a key 

component.  

iii. Stabilisation and Durable solutions: This included an array of livelihood interventions which 

were meant to provide the first step towards the re-building of the livelihoods of the IDPs 

and migrants. A Livelihoods Strategy was then developed between 2011 and 2013 to 

guide the Livelihoods Programme’s contribution towards the achievement of Durable 

Solutions for IDP/MVP).   CBP was identified as a major entry point to Sustainable 

livelihoods programming.  

There were three major benefits derived from implementing the emergency and early 

recovery assistance initiatives. Firstly, the provision of emergencies immediately provided 

temporary relief and stability and IDPs or migrants had access to basic services to start 

from. Secondly the food component saved lives of IDPs soon after the displacement as 

this was immediately required. Thirdly, food given to the elderly, chronically ill and 

vulnerable children boosted their nutrition and diet. A number of challenges or gaps 

associated with this kind of programming also emerged. These included; 

 Provision of free handouts for a long time reinforced dependency among the beneficiaries: 
Emergency relief dominated at the expense of empowerment. 
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 The package of assistance was decided by IOM without meaningful participation of the 
beneficiaries.  

 There was conflict and discrimination of the IDPs by the host community. Targeting was 
for only the IDP resulting in social exclusion.  

 The duration of project implementation of 6 - 10 months for most livelihood interventions 
which were developmental in nature was too short to achieve sustainability and the 
desired outcomes especially for agriculture and income generating activities that required 
a strong market linkage component. 

 Due to lack of a proper community profile, often agricultural inputs were given to people 
without land. 

 Zimbabwe is no longer in an emergency situation but in transition therefore there is more 
space for consultation and proper planning is required. 
 

1.2 The CBP concept and programming in Zimbabwe 

 
The planning system is a key element for resource allocation. Unless people can influence 
the resource allocation system, the ability to promote sustainable livelihoods for poor people 
is limited, so is the degree of local democracy. Recent planning attempts have often focused 
on ad-hoc, expensive and unreplicable participatory rural appraisals (PRA), which may 
generate a lot of information but are not clearly linked into decentralised planning systems.  In 
terms of the Rural District Councils Act, the Rural District Councils are the planning and 
development authorities of their respective areas of jurisdiction.  
 
 Therefore, all planning activities that take place at district and sub district level are 
coordinated by the Rural District Councils who then submit the final plans to the next level, 
the province. The councillor plays a vital role in the planning process of the Rural District 
Council due to his role as the elected representative of the people.  The RDC Act 29:13 
outlines the process and procedures of planning at local level however; most RDCs do not 
follow this process with communities for various reasons. 
 
Many support organisations (nongovernmental organisations) implement ad hoc planning 
systems, which at best provide for community consultation not active participation. Some 
of these organisations tend to establish structures other than those provided for by 
legislation to ensure participatory planning and attain their objectives.  This has in most 
cases led to the uncoordinated and unsustainable implementation of development projects 
in the rural areas. Where active participatory planning has happened this has remained 
bottom-bottom without influencing the meso and macro levels. Their attempts to develop 
an effective bottom up approach have been frustrated by resource limitations, donor 
funding conditions (for example, funding made available only for one year or ‘emergency’ 
programmes) and change in government policy directions and planning procedures that 
are developed from above. 
The existing arrangements to planning therefore suffer from major Community 
Participatory Action Planning deficits. The absence of democratic fora, limited access to 
information, supply driven development models created from above and the inability of 
community members to influence decision making all act to constrain planning at local 
level.  
Community Based Planning (CBP) was seen as an opportunity for addressing these 
emerging concerns. CBP in Zimbabwe is defined as a vision based process which 
empowers different socio-economic groups in a community to actively participate in 
defining development interventions that are relevant to them. The vision and strategies 
developed results in improved resource allocation in their area. There are two critical 
conditions that are key to improving development delivery in rural communities. Firstly, 
more active and democratic representatives who can articulate the demands of the 
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citizenry are required. Secondly, more responsive and effective change agent that can 
deliver needed development by the community. This interface between democratic 
representation and responsiveness of change agents is the pre-requisite for a successful 
CBP. Thus the CBP process makes the local communities demand initiatives that are self-
identified, locally resourced and sustainable. 
 
The CBP concept in Zimbabwe evolved from action research, engagement and reflection 
between government and NGOs. In Zimbabwe participatory planning approaches to 
development are now main-stream, as is decentralisation, and development of local 
capacity. 
There are number of stakeholders who have been involved in promoting the CBP 
processes in Zimbabwe. These include; 
 
Government: In 2011, the Ministry of Labour and Social Services with support from the 
World Bank started developing a comprehensive national Productive Community Works 
(PCW) Policy Framework that addresses broad risk management issues going beyond 
food insecurity, and including unemployment, productivity enhancement, environmental 
regeneration, and capacity development. The CBP is highlighted as the major approach to 
be applied although no guidelines have been developed as how the process will be done. 
 
The Donors: The World Bank and DFID have been driving approaches to community-
driven development, with the funding of communities a key component. In the last two 
decades the donors have been working with their partners in South Africa, Zimbabwe, 
Ghana and Uganda in developing a practical approach for promoting the expression of the 
voices of the poor, and their incorporation in formal planning processes through a process 
called the CBP. The World Bank supported the Ministry of Labour and Social Services to 
pilot Productive Community works using the Community based planning process as the 
main approach of identifying the assets to be created. The DFID’s Protracted Relief 
Programme implemented in Zimbabwe from 2006 to 2012 had one of the four programme 
outcomes focusing on promoting community led and driven processes such as Community 
Based Planning in the identification of sustainable livelihoods. 
 
Practical Action Southern Africa has been testing a range of Community Based 
participatory planning processes with remote and semi-arid communities in the areas of 
food security, water supply and sanitation, energy and shelter provision since 1989 in 
Zimbabwe. In 2001, the organisation was involved in a 4 country action-research project 
focusing on community-based planning, which is seeking to improve the quality of plans 
and services, and empower communities, poor people and their local organizations to play 
an active role in taking forward local development, moving away from dependency. The 
countries involved were Ghana, Zimbabwe, Uganda and South Africa. The Zimbabwe 
team was involved in exchange learning initiatives to Uganda, Ghana, South Africa and 
India. Practical Action worked then with the Ministry of Local Government, Public Works 
and National Housing, Development in Practice, a consulting firm in participatory 
development and a National Steering Committee comprising government departments and 
NGOs to develop national guidelines on community based planning. 

 
WFP:  Building resilience through Productive Assets Creation is one of the four pillars 
included in the new WFP Zimbabwe Country Strategy and contributing to a Productive 
Safety Net for shock prone vulnerable areas and populations in Zimbabwe. Productive 
Asset Creation  is still part of the WFP seasonal targeted assistance programme which 
has shifted from free food assistance to supporting creation of assets that contribute to 
food and income security. The identification of productive assets is anchored in the 
application of a community driven planning process and emphasises the participation of 
local communities especially representatives of the different socio-economic groups 
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together with local leadership and technical and extension staff from relevant Government 
Ministries and support organisations. 
 
There are five reasons why community-based planning is advocated for in Zimbabwe and 
the region. The community based planning process; 

 Is a legal requirement which demands that there must be citizen participation, consultation 
and involvement in planning. CBP creates space and platform for marginalised groups’ 
issues to be raised and responded by support organisations. This enable marginalised 
socio-economic groups to demand relevant services from support organisations. 

 Improves the quality of plans in terms of process and content by making the plans people 
centred, including vulnerable groups, planning from strengthens and opportunities not 
problems, holistic and covering all sectors that address the reality of people’s lives 

 improves the quality of services by promoting responsive and demand driven service 
provision – delivering services that are relevant and in line with local needs and priorities. 

 improves the community’s control over development through increasing people’s 
participation in and influence over resources allocation which builds community ownership 
and mutual accountability 

 increase community action and reduce dependency by enabling people to be active and 
involved in managing their own development, in claiming their rights and in exercising their 
responsibilities for self-reliance and sustainability. 
 
Most of these stakeholders have followed and adapted the following key steps and 
principles in making CBP deliver sustainable food and livelihood security in Zimbabwe; 

 Building capacity of the Core Facilitation Team to ensure shared understanding and 
inclusion of all socio-economic groups in the planning process 

 Resource envelope disclosure through situational analysis to identify community strengths 
and potentials 

 Identification of demand led and community driven initiatives through shared visioning and 
prioritisation based on disaster proofing and sustainability. 

 Empowerment of community action groups, local champions of change and local leaders 
through transformational processes. This should result in organised demand where there 
is building capacity for local innovations and raising people’s voices for effective linkage 
with meso and macro linkages. 

 Facilitating community based monitoring and reflection systems for promoting action, 
wider replication, sharing of community practices and knowledge. 

 

1.3 Shift from humanitarian assistance to Community Based Planning 

 
1.3.1 Reasons for applying CBP in IOM programming 

There are number of reasons which have made IOM to spearhead and support the CBP 
process in Zimbabwe. Firstly, active community participation constitutes a part of IOM’s 
overall rights-based approach which focuses on strengthening local capacities to have 
ownership over their own development.  IOM emphasize the importance of community 
participation by involving both IDP and host community members in project planning, 
design, implementation and follow-up. CBP is already enshrined in Zimbabwean law (the 
Provincial Council and Administration Act (1984) and national development policies – 
which provides for administrative units (from villages, to wards, to councils, to provinces) 
to undertake routine development planning following specific protocols.  Local authorities 
know these directives and procedures, even though some may not have delivered 
consistently or with the desired quality.  Secondly, with the changing environment in 
Zimbabwe it is timely for IOM to think more long-term on how to best incorporate early 
recovery interventions strategically into its ongoing operations. The overall focus of the 
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early recovery approach, as defined by UNDP, the global humanitarian cluster lead for 
early recovery response, is to “restore the capacity of national institutions and 
communities to recover from a conflict or a natural disaster, enter transition or ‘build back 
better’, and avoid relapses”.1 

Thirdly, Zimbabwe is no longer in an emergency but in transition and most funders are 
shifting away from supporting just humanitarian needs to more long term development 
interventions. Most donors encourage organisations to create more space for consultation 
and proper planning with local communities. IOM therefore needs better and long term 
planning instruments to access funding. Fourthly, ownership of the CBP process is critical 
for ensuring the durability of the IDPs’ integration. In order to ensure the durable 
integration and protection of IDPs, IOM engage and plan together with different district 
community level stakeholders. The CBP process and implementation creates space for 
the transition of IDPs towards a durable solutions therefore providing an exit strategy from 
IOM’s supported interventions. The authorities and communities leading the CBP process 
with support of IOM.  

 

1.3.2 The CBP process in IOM 

IOM defines CBP as a consultative and planning process by which a representative 
spectrum of analyze their challenges, assets and opportunities, prioritize actions, 
formulate community plans, and mobilize resources and linkages to implement this plan. 
The process identifies protection, vulnerability and development concerns through 
situational analysis and empowers communities to address these concerns and re-build 
their livelihood capital2.CBP targets communities impacted by internal displacement and 
not IDPs per se.  In this regard, CBP supports IDPs through their integration rather than 
through IDP specific interventions thus minimizing the risk of stigmatization. The CBP 
methodology integrates IDPs into a broader ward level planning process, bringing together 
local authorities, inhabitants, migrants, IDPS, traditional leaders, women, youth, vulnerable 
groups and other stakeholders. Specific needs of women and men, girls and boys and 
those infected and affected by HIV/ AIDS will be given special attention during all phases 
of the planning and implementation process.  
The key issues in this working definition include; 

 The process identifies protection, vulnerability and development concerns to address 
these concerns and re-build their livelihood capital 

 The CBP methodology integrates IDPs into a broader ward level planning process 
together with other stakeholders.  

  CBP as an entry point for a demand led process and identification of initiatives that can 
transform people’s lives.  

 CBP as a vision based process that aims at achieving durable solutions using existing 
communities and planning structures approved by government. Displaced populations and 
host wards come together to envision a better future for themselves.  

 Simply targeting the IDPS brings with it conflict and stigmatisation so the issues of 
dialogue and negotiation in entrenched in the CBP process. 

 

1.3.3 Summary of the CBP steps followed/Process by IOM 
 
IOM has developed a Rapid Vulnerability Assessment Tool to identify and define the target 
community that they can work with before embarking on a full fletched CBP process. Once 

                                                      
1 Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery (CWGER), Guidance note on Early Recovery, April 2008, p.9  
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there is confirmation that the population of concern are IDPs or migrants, the Advocacy 
Specialist would then sensitise the through meetings with provincial, district, chief 
executive officers and line ministries and the President’s office. There is deliberative 
dialogue at this stage with stakeholders on the mandate of IOM and the intention to 
conduct CBP as an entry point to any meaningful planning at local level.  

 

Figure 1: The process followed in applying the CBP process in a district. 

The training of provincial and district stakeholders especially the District Training Team  
(DTT) on how to facilitate CBP enhances buy in by local authorities. The DTT is important 
in training the Core Facilitation Team (CFT) and mobilisation of the community to 
participate in the CBP process. The CFT is normally composed of ward based facilitators 
such the Extension workers, The Councillor, The Ward secretary and a respected person 
selected from the community. Figure 2 below shows the key CBP steps followed by IOM. 
 

 
Figure 2: The CBP steps followed by IOM 

The river code was the major visioning tool used for the CBP process. Figure 3 below a picture 
taken during one of the visioning sessions. This is a major shift from making communities define 
livelihood interventions from a problem tree to a vision based planning process. 

Capacity 
building of 
District Training 
Teams

Capacity 
building of Core  
Facilitation 
Team for each 
target ward

Conduct actual 
CBP process in 
selected wards
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Figure 3; The Visioning tool- River code 

 

1.4 CBP lessons from other stakeholders 

The Community Based Planning Approach was first tested in a number of districts 
including Gwanda, Chipinge, Chiredzi, Binga, Nyami Nyami and Chimanimani Districts of 
Zimbabwe. The learning process was very intensive and included an in-depth literature 
review of experiences in Zimbabwe, a country workshop bringing all key players in 
community development to develop common principles for community based planning, 
participation in sub-regional workshops to share country experiences, development of 
community based training and facilitation manuals, training of district training teams, 
training of community based facilitators, facilitation of trial runs in Gwanda and 
Chimanimani districts, full ward level planning, integration of community plans into other 
plans, participatory review and monitoring of the community plans and national sharing 
and dissemination of results.  
The results, lessons and experiences from these districts indicated a number of benefits 
that can be realized from the application or integration of CBP with any development 
intervention:- 

 CBP brought new levels of commitment from communities, CBOs and service providers 
working within a collectively agreed vision. 

 Through it’s integration of participatory methodologies, CBP led to increased community 
participation in planning and local development initiatives; 

 Use of the CBP, results in plans that are based on local strengths, opportunities and a 
collective vision rather than a shopping list of problems faced by communities and other 
vulnerable groups such as children. 

 The CBP promotes inclusiveness of marginalized groups in the planning and 
development process as it encourages involvement of all the socio-economic groups 
(including children) in the planning and visioning process. 

 The CBP process is powerful in convincing local powerful elites to support people and 
livelihood focused initiatives after the agreement on a shared vision. The CBP often 
enhances the developmental and facilitation role of traditional leaders, councillors and the 
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local authority in a manner that give local communities new confidence about 
improvement of their well-being. This confidence tends to increase the levels of 
community participation and their ability to build on their strengths and opportunities 
around them. 

 The CBP often triggers creative links with service providers during the development of 
more realistic action plans. Traditional modes of service delivery are often collectively 
reviewed resulting in some changes towards increased responsiveness. 
 

1.5 The Evaluation 
 

1.5.1 Purpose of the evaluation 

 
The main focus of this evaluation was to measure the extent to which the CBP 
methodology and process enabled and  created opportunities for Internally Displaced 
Persons (IDPs) and migrants to be integrated into the broader community development 
agenda as active participants, recovery and ultimately the attainment of a ‘durable 
solution’. The IDPs and migrants have mainly been dependent on humanitarian assistance 
in their initial stages of displacement. 
 

1.5.2 The main objectives of the End of Project Evaluation 
 

There are two main objectives for this evaluation. Firstly, to assess the achievement of the 
project using five evaluation performance measures which are relevance/appropriateness, 
efficiency, effectiveness, contribution towards impact and sustainability). Secondly, to 
review data gathered to draw lessons, recommendations and articulate critical success 
factors for sustainability and strategies for future CBP processes. The evaluation was 
therefore conducted as part of a learning process for IOM and its partners. The evaluation 
had specific objectives namely: 

 Analysis of the impacts and outcomes of the CBP process 
 Comparative analysis of CBP implementation by IOM and implementing  
 Comparative analysis of the CBP process where IOM implemented follow on projects and 

where IOM did not  
 Identify the Critical Success Factors and Gaps in CBP programming  
 Assess the extent of gender and HIV and AIDS mainstreaming in CBP programming  
 Factors and conditions that enabled or hindered the CBP process in the target districts 
 Assess the extent of CBP programming in building social capital and upholding the 

principle of ‘Do No Harm’. 
 The extent to which the CBP approach has been implemented under the Durable 

Solutions Framework  
 To identify lessons and recommendations: particular focus on ownership and involvement 

of stakeholders, sustainability of programming and participation of IDPs and migrants. 
  

1.5.3  Key Evaluation Questions 
 

1. How relevant is the CBP methodology in achieving a durable solution for IDPs and 
migrants? 

2. Is CBP an effective methodology to facilitate transition to a durable solution for IDPs and 
migrants? Are there other approaches to strengthen it? 

3. What are the Critical Success Factors and gaps in the current CBP application in IOM? 
4. How sustainable and replicable is the CBP process in the current Zimbabwe context? 
5. What CBP lessons are emerging from the current practices? 
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1.6 Methodology and Approaches used in the Evaluation 
 

1.6.1  The Main Approach 

The evaluation team conducted a detailed review of programme documents and 
developed tools for the evaluation. This led into the development of the key tools for data 
collection. The qualitative data collection was mainly through Key informant interviews 
(KII) at National, District and community or local level. These included; 

 The Local Authorities (District Administrator and Chief Executive Officer) in five Districts 
namely Chipinge, Kadoma, Makoni, Mutare and Mutasa) 

 Ministry of Labour and Social Services  especially the Productive Community Works 
Coordinator and some members of the Technical Committee  

 District Training Team members who were trained and later on conducted the CBP 
process 

 Local leaderswho participated in the CBP process  
 Government extension staff who were part of the Core Facilitation team at Ward level 
 IOM’s management and CBP staff 
 Implementing partners: Farm Community Trust of Zimbabwe (FCTZ), Manicaland Training 

for Enterprise Development Trust (MTEDT) 
Focus group discussions were conducted with different socio-economic groups as follows; 

 socio-economic group representative from the IDP and/ migrant who participated in the 
planning process 

 Other socio-economic groups that participated in the planning process 
 Representative of the local leaders 

 
The key documents that were the main source of information and reference are shown in 
Annex 6. During Fieldwork the Consultant asked for the following documents at district and 
community levels for the purposes of verifying evidence of functionality; 

 District Strategic Plan: to assess if the ward based plans were linked to the District 
strategic Plan 

 District Implementation Plan: to identify the community based plans that have been 
resourced or supported 

 District recovery or development plans introduced or targeted for the areas where CBP 
was implemented. 

 Copies of Ward based Plans at ward level: To assess ownership and control over the plan  
 Minutes showing review of the community based plans at ward level: to assess if the ward 

plans were up to date or outdated. 
 

1.6.2 Challenges and limitations during the survey 

 There was bias towards Manicaland districts due to limited funds however existing project 
documents from other districts reviewed were good enough to provide information on 
project performance.  

 While at District level the team was not able to review some important documents like the 
ward plans because they were either misfiled or could not be located. 

 The team was not able to interview some former IDPs as they had relocated This was 
common to youths (female) who were reported to have got married and left the project. In 
Penhalonga, Mutasa District a women’s group which had eight members had three 
members remaining. 

 The team had difficulties in accessing documents for secondary from IOM. The documents 
were  said to be mixed up due to the ongoing database updating  
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2. MAJOR FINDINGS 

2.1 Comparative advantage in using the CBP process 
 
In Zimbabwe a number of stakeholders including government, donors and international 
NGOs have accepted in principle and have gone to the extent of establishing Community 
Based Planning pilot sites. Overall in  most sites the CBP process has been 
acknowledged as an all inclusive participatory planning and resource allocation tool that 
brings together different socio-economic groups and other stakeholders to define and 
prioritise own development.  However there are prerequisites and principles that 
organisations engaged in this process need to uphold. This section will highlight the extent 
to which IOM was able to uphold the ten principles in applying the CBP process.The 
principles highlighted below are based on literature review and experiences from pilot sites 
by government, Practical Action, United Nations World Food Programme, Productive 
Community Works Technical Committee and other countries like Botswana, Ghana, 
Uganda and South Africa. The extent to which IOM was able to uphold this principle will be 
measured using a traffic light rating criterion below;  
 
Traffic light rating criterion used: 
Red: Completely off track: Principle violated 
Orange Minus: some steps taken to uphold the principle but requires major restructuring: 
more than 75% of the principle violated 
Orange plus: some steps taken to uphold and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets 
achieved and upheld 
Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the targets achieved and upheld 
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the targets achieved and upheld 
 

2.1.1 A continuous process and not a once off event 

The CBP process is conducted to ensure communities identify initiatives that have 
potential to transform their lives over a long period of time. A number of assumptions are 
based on the current circumstances and these changes over time. The Community Action 
Plan should therefore be reviewed regularly at least once a year for the initiatives to be 
relevant to the people. Except for one ward (Ward 20) in Chipinge District, IOM and her 
partners have conducted the process as a once off event without setting up a monitoring 
system for reviewing and updating the CAPs. Not taking action, misfiling, outdated plans 
and easily forgetting about the plans were identified as the main problems associated with 
taking CBP as a once off event.  

Orange plus: some steps taken to uphold and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets 
achieved and upheld 
  

2.1.2 Good Facilitation skills 

The success of the CLPP process depends very much on the skills, passion, commitment 
and innovation of the Facilitators. The task of the facilitators is to assist communities to 
express what they would like to see happen in their community, and not to impose external 
views. The process needs to focus on getting more and more local people involved in the 
planning process so that the community can do its own planning processes in the future, 
without having to rely excessively on outside facilitators. The first entry point for the 
success of the process is to ensure that all facilitators are trained in facilitation of 
community group dynamics and the CBP process. It is therefore a prerequisite to build 
capacity of the Core Facilitation Team (CFT) to ensure shared understanding and 
inclusion of all socio-economic groups in the planning process. Role conflict, dominance 
and local elitism need to be managed by having good facilitation skills so that the voice of 
the weaker and passive socio-economic groups are raised, heard, listened and responded 
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to during the consensus building process. IOM had a clear capacity building programme 
on the CBP process at district and community level. Provision of reference documents like 
the guidelines with the key questions and tools were key enablers for Facilitators to deliver 
sessions with confidence. Poor facilitation was common where CBP was conducted as a 
standalone initiative. Some Facilitators failed to conduct the CBP process in places which 
demanded a broad understanding of the community dynamics concepts. Some facilitators 
did not read the provided guidelines as evidenced by applying the problem-based 
approach instead of the vision based approach. It is therefore important for IOM to develop 
a capacity building schedule for Facilitators and key district stakeholders to increase an in-
depth understanding of the CBP concepts and other complementary approaches.   
 
Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the targets achieved and upheld 
 
 

2.1.3 Complementarity with other approaches 
 
CBP is not a standalone process. For the process to be effective other approaches need 
to be identified. Profiling of the community and their resources is therefore critical. The 
objective of the profile is for the community to establish the households that have 
improved, remained the same or declined over the years and the reason thereof. The 
profile can assist in the development of a community engagement strategy and lead to 
more effective projects as they are tailored to the priorities and characteristics of the 
people involved. Community profiling is therefore a key process to understand the 
conditions under which the CBP process will be applied. During the CBP process, IOM 
emphasised on resourcing profiling and not much attention was given on community 
profiling in order to identify the relevant complementary approaches. 

Orange plus: some steps taken to uphold and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets achieved 
and upheld 

 
2.1.4 Inclusivity through representation of different socio-economic groups 

 
The CBP process is not about local communities conducting planning on their own but is 
ensuring effective representation of all groups. All socio-economic groups that makes up 
the village or ward need to be represented and contribute to defining their livelihood 
desired outcomes. From the KII and FGDs  the CBP process created an enabling 
environment for a more transparent and an all inclusive mechanisms and processes of 
identifying, mobilizing and strengthening different socio-economic groups including the 
MVPs,  migrants and their leaders into a deliberative dialogue on issues that affect them. 
The CBP process made the main social groups to be represented and their voice was 
raised, heard and responded to by support organisations. 
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the targets achieved and upheld 
 

2.1.5 Buy-in with action by all stakeholders 
 
One of the key entry points for the CBP process is for the support organisations to identify, 
engage and collaborate with the local leaders and technical experts (Government Officers 
at district and ward level). They act as mobilisers, key informants and provide technical 
inputs during project identification and implementation. Representatives of socio-economic 
groups, support organisations, local authority and local leaders should be brought together 
to dialogue, negotiate and reach consensus when conducting inception meetings, 
identification and selection of socio-economic groups, legitimate structures to use, logistics 
required for the process, identifying potential livelihood initiatives and action planning. This 
helps to create a shared understanding of how the process should be conducted. When 
conducting the CBP process it is important to consider the existing situation, relations 
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between support organisations and communities and how communities have been 
planning before. It is therefore a prerequisite to check on the content of the existing plan 
and community understanding of the CBP process. IOM conducted a number of 
awareness meeting with all stakeholders from province, district to ward levels. Although 
there was enthusiasm and energy to engage in the CBP process the stakeholders have 
remained where they were when IOM pulled out of the districts.  
Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the targets achieved and upheld 
 

2.1.6 Shared vision and ownership of initiatives 
 
The common planning practices in Zimbabwe focus on listing problems communities are 
facing (malnutrition, poverty, lack of education and livestock) and the community tends to 
internalise this negativity. This negativity has in most cases paralysed the community’s 
capacity to solve their problems without relying on external assistance. The CBP process 
encourages communities look into the future and articulate where they would like to go in 
terms of the initiative and development priorities of their groups. A shared vision connects 
people and makes them support each other in achieving the desired outcomes for each 
socio-economic group. In areas where IOM applied the CBP process, the communities 
initiated self-sustaining initiatives rather that just remain as passive recipients of external 
support. A good example is a Poultry Production Group in Makoni where beneficiaries did 
only one round of poultry production. After facing marketing problems, they decided to 
temporarily leave the poultry project and invest in other more lucrative Income Generating 
Activities such as tobacco farming, garment making and Internal Savings and Landing.  
Income from poultry production was used as seed capital to start other IGAs. In this case 
beneficiaries were very innovative - that is able to assess their situation and make bold 
decisions to change the IGAs. 
This observable shift in solving of a perceived community challenge from a deficit 
approach (problem oriented) to an asset approach (strength based) is attributed to a 
strong CBP and transformational processes conducted by the group. The approach used 
existing strengths to create opportunities and environments where assets can be further 
enhanced and developed. The approach encouraged a community culture that focuses on 
maximising the community’s capacity to enrich and enhance the quality of life of all the 
socio-economic groups in their area. 
 
The linkage among groups created space for sharing expressed needs and priorities into a 
shared vision for different socio-economic groups such as IDPs, migrants, children, 
women and unemployed youths. IOM together with its Implementing partners’ CBP 
process strengthened the community based visioning, ownership and sustainable 
management of self-identified initiatives. The CBP process engaged the community in 
deliberative dialogue ensuring that the process of priority setting, resource allocation and 
decision making takes place in a democratic manner with the inclusion of marginalised 
groups. This deliberative dialogue approach supports local communities to analyse, 
organise, build alliances and develop skills and practice in lobbying and advocacy. 
Through engagement in such a process communities understood better the structures of 
power through which they are governed and demanded practical projects that are relevant 
to them.  
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the targets achieved and upheld 

 
2.1.7 Value based service delivery 

 
Often people who have been displaced due to man-made reasons and natural disasters 
such as frequent floods and pandemics are left vulnerable, marginalised and make 
support organisation or change agents view them as beneficiaries or passive recipients of 
services, resources, and development interventions. In this context, community organising, 
training, and one-way flows of resources through grant mechanisms are often suggested 
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solutions by support organisations.  The support is therefore not well-defined and not 
adding value to the community but leaving them more dependent on external support. 
Although much good work has been done in this welfare-oriented approach, the provision 
of benefits delivered to people in this way is not sustainable in the long term and will not 
improve the ability of people to act for themselves. The CBP process in the target districts 
led to clarification of roles and responsibilities among support agencies resulting in 
delivery of value service to communities. The process promoted support organisations 
(local authorities, change agencies and communities) to be more transparent and 
accountable in their choice of strategic interventions. This improved institutional 
coordination resulted in relevant and improved quality of service delivery. Continuity of the 
service provision has gone down following departure of IOM from the districts. No 
sustainability mechanisms were put in place. 
Orange plus: some steps taken to uphold and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets 
achieved and upheld 
 

2.1.8 Well resourced and clearly defined resource envelopes 
 
The success of the CBP process depends on clearly defined resource envelopes. The 
main resource envelopes should be from the Local Authorities, local communities, 
government technical departments and the Support organisations (NGOs). The resource 
envelopes and a mobilisation plan of the resources must be put in place before the CBP 
process. There was overreliance on the IOM resource envelope and very little resources 
were tapped from the other actors. There was no evidence of scaling up the CBP process, 
review of the process and supporting the follow-on projects by Local authorities, local 
communities and government technical inputs. The current mindset of communities and 
Local authorities is that they are poor and don’t have resources. IOM did not work towards 
addressing this challenge. 
In order to support the communities in their endeavour to be good planners and own the 
process right from the onset, IOM should disclose the process funds available. IOM, Local 
authorities, government departments and the community should contribute to resourcing 
the CBP process. Contributing process funds to each community’s own contributions put 
the people’s mindset in some planning mode and engenders the spirit of becoming 
responsible citizens and determinants of their own destiny. This creates space for 
communities to begin to plan logistics on their own and the Core Facilitation Team to 
concentrate on the content and process of the CBP process. The community members will 
be excited if this approach is used because they are so used to organisations that always 
bring resources to them and therefore forcing them to over rely on external support. The 
money or material given to each community is a good way to kick start competition among 
community members on what is the best use of this money and taking full responsibility of 
being accountable to project resources. 
Orange Minus: some steps taken to uphold the principle but requires major restructuring: 
more than 75% of the principle violated 

 
2.1.9 Strong community based monitoring and reflection system. 

It is important that all CBP actors understand and apply the principle: ‘What is listed in the 
plan must be implemented! After the production of the CAP the communities must take the 
lead in monitoring and learning from the interventions. The CBP process builds a strong 
Community Monitoring System that has the following key features; 

 Encouraging widespread participation of community members in the design, 
maintenance and use of agreed monitoring indicators 

 Develop a monitoring system that guides priority setting and decision making at local 
level. 

 Developing a community consensus about what should be monitored. 
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 Promote community led events such as reviews as part of the monitoring system at 
local level. 

The community reflection system also brings with it better institutional organisation and 
renewal or refocusing. Local institutions and support organisations are engaged in a cycle 
of redefining themselves in order to maintain the fruits brought by the change. 
The community monitoring systems for IOM was generally weak if not absent. The existing 
project monitoring system was used to inform communities on what needs to be done 
rather than the communities take charge of what needs to be achieved and the indicators 
of such achievements.  
Red: Completely off track: Principle violated 
 

2.1.10 Production of a sound Community Action Plan.  
The most important product of the CBP process is called a Community Action Plan (CAP). 
Documentation should be done during facilitation to avoid losing valuable information. It is 
important to note that the facilitator is not documenting the proceedings of the planning 
process but should capture information and issues required to complete the CAP template. 
Decisions made about projects should be recorded in sufficient detail so that the 
community and support agencies can use the CAP to check progress against what was 
agreed. A CAP should be technically sound, presentable and empowering to the 
community and the stakeholders involved. The CAP has different purposes to different 
stakeholders. Firstly, the CAP developed by the local community should reflect the 
empowering process, issues they raised and validated by the broader community. It 
should therefore be user friendly and be used by the community to attract different support 
organisations to work with them. Secondly, the CAPs must be shared with the outsiders 
particularly funders and policy makers therefore it should be technically sound and 
presentable. About 45% of the CAPs seen at both district and community level had 
incomplete sections especially on the Strategy, resourcing the plans and monitoring the 
plan sections. This means that an incomplete plan was presented to the broader 
community. This reflects poor facilitation and limited understanding of the importance of 
the CBP process by almost half of the facilitators.  
Orange plus: some steps taken to uphold and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets 
achieved and upheld 
 

 
Overall rating for IOM on upholding the ten principles is Orange plus: some steps taken to 
uphold and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets achieved and upheld 
 

2.2  The relevance of the CBP process 

Relevance of the project has been measured in several ways for this intervention. Firstly, 
in terms of strategic fit within IOM’s own programming and selected programming within 
the community. Secondly, in terms of alignment to government policies and plans. Thirdly 
in terms of addressing the needs of project recipients. Fourthly, in terms of the 
appropriateness of the CBP components and packages. A summary for the relevance 
measure using a traffic light rating will be given as follows;  
 
Traffic light rating criteria used: 
Red: Completely off track: Not relevant 
Orange Minus: some progress but requires major restructuring: more than 75% not 
relevant 
Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets achieved and 
relevant 
Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the targets achieved and relevant 
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the targets achieved and relevant 
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2.2.1 Strategic fit of the CBP process within IOM’s programming in Zimbabwe 

The active community participation constitutes a part of IOM’s overall rights-based 
approach which aims at strengthening local capacities to own and control their own 
development. This reinforces the need for participatory approaches such as CBP to be 
applied and promoted. IOM uses the CBP process as the principal methodology and entry 
point for integrating IDPs and migrants into the communities in which they reside, improve 
access to basic social services and support the revival of sustainable livelihoods. IOM has 
conducted CBP in more than 50 wards in more than 17 districts of Zimbabwe that have 
been impacted by displacement and migration. 
 

2.2.2 Strategic fit to government policies and plans 

The CBP is already enshrined in Zimbabwean law through the Rural District Council Act 
29:13. The CBP process mainstreamed through the community empowerment and 
inclusion principles in the decentralisation framework currently promoted by the 
government of Zimbabwe. The principle and concept of the creation of village and ward 
assemblies was noble because it sought to ensure the inclusion of all adults in the 
planning process. Non Governmental Organisations, donors and government departments 
therefore need to recognise community structures that already exist and make use of them 
should the need arise rather than attempt to establish new ones. Structures that have 
been formed by the communities themselves and are already recognised at that level are 
likely to survive longer than those forced on the communities. It is important that 
structures, both the formally established and the informal community groups work in 
harmony with each other.  The CBP process in Zimbabwe used the existing structures 
based partly on the fact that in the past, traditional structures had held such 
responsibilities and this had ensured harmony and good governance in the village.  
Further, traditional leaders in the form of village heads, headmen and Chiefs wield 
sufficient authority at grassroots level to mobilize and harness the active participation of 
community in the planning process as well as in the implementation and maintenance of 
projects.   

 
The current Social Protection policies focus on productive safety nets and include the 
Productive Community Works. The Productive Community Works have been designed to 
allow for a shift from SP initiatives that promote dependency to self-reliance and 
independence. The draft policy and guidelines are showing that there will be a shift from 
centrally planned SP initiatives to participatory approaches and Community Based 
Planning is the preferred approach. 
 

2.2.3 Relevance to target beneficiaries 

CBP is one approach in which vulnerable populations’ voices and choices may be heard, 
raised, listened and responded to by support organisations, funders and leaders. The five 
major benefits of the CBP process for the local communities included; 
 

 CBP opened space and platforms for the inclusion and representation of local voices 
especially the IDPs and migrants. The initiatives identified do not impose and exclude but 
rather empower and support vulnerable groups. This resulted in better understanding of 
the community profile. 

 Local communities have benefitted from both downward and upward accountability. In 
previous programming approaches support agencies had always listened to the voice of 
the funder at the expense of the local voice especially local communities and its leadership 
structures. 
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 CBP enhanced the planning capacity of communities to own and control their 
development. 

 CBP empowered communities to make choices for themselves and not to be patronised 
and become passive recipients of development interventions. Local communities 
prioritised initiatives that are vision based rather than problem based. 

 CBP enabled communities to define the most effective avenues for increasing self-
reliance, independence and interdependence. 
 
 

2.2.4 Appropriateness of the CBP components and packages 

The CBP components and packages offered by IOM were in line with local structures.  
The process revitalised the planning and development structures in the target districts by 
making sure the local authorities, the Rural District Councils take the lead. For each 
district, District Training Teams were established and trained to support the planning 
process at district level and Core Facilitation teams were established at ward level. The 
Local leaders such as headmen and Councillors mobilised the different socio-economic 
groups to participate in the planning process. Sharing was then done at district level 
involving socio-economic group representatives, who later provided feedback to the 
broader community. The delivery of the CBP package shown in Table 3 below was rated 
using the following criteria. 
 
Red: No packages delivered:  Completely missing: 
Orange Minus: some packages delivered but requires major repackaging: more than 75% 
not adequate 
Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 50% -75% package delivered and 
relevant 
Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the package delivered and relevant 
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the package delivered and relevant 
 

Table 3: The CBP Programme package  

Package Comments on Adequacy and appropriateness 

Awareness of the 
CBP process 

National awareness  Awareness at national level conducted to get buy in 
from all Government departments involved in 
community development and extension 

 Sharing the experiences on CBP process at the 
Zimbabwe Productive Community Works Working 
Group 

 Only one knowledge sharing platform on CBP 
organised at National level but was closed to 
Implementing Partners 

Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the package 
delivered and relevant 

Provincial and District  Consultative meetings with local authorities and 
district stakeholders conducted 

 Priority wards for the CBP process were identified 
 Some influential people were missed at project 

inception however this has since improved 
 There was buy-in of the CBP process but there was 

limited resourcing support of the process by the Local 
authorities. 

Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the package 
delivered and relevant 

Local leadership and 
Community level 

 Community leadership debriefing and the broader 
community at the ward or village level were 
conducted 

 Local leaders mobilised different socio-economic 
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groups to be involved in the process 
 Different socio-economic groups understood the 

objectives and logistics required for the CBP process 
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the package delivered 
and relevant 

Capacity building 
of Facilitators 

Training of Trainers (District 
Training Team) 

 The package created a shared understanding and 
approach to the CBP process among all the District 
Training Teams n target districts 

 In providing mentorship and training to the Core 
Facilitation Team some DTT only conducted the 
training on condition they receive incentives. Some 
DTT wanted to facilitate the CBP process instead of 
the CFT since there wanted per diems. 

 Training could have also gone beyond understanding 
the CBP process to include transformational 
processes 

Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the package 
delivered and relevant 

Training of Core Facilitation 
Team 

Training package and content included; 
 The CBP concept (Objectives, principles and target 

group) 
 The Transformational process package (Concept , 

principles and themes- leadership, self-reliance, 
cooperation, assertive communication and 
community led events) 

 Guide on tools and materials required to facilitate the 
process 

 Fieldwork logistics and plan 
The package did not include the Documentation 
strategies and technical input requirements after the 
CBP process 
Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 
50% -75% package delivered and relevant 

Induction for Local 
leadership 

 Debrief Local leaders in target wards on the CBP 
objectives and seeking their commitment conducted 

 No further training was conducted for leaders like the 
Councillors and the Village heads 

Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 
50% -75% package delivered and relevant 

Mobilisation of local planners  The socio-economic groups identified ranged from 
passive to dominant ones. 

 Emphasis was on ensuring that all the main social 
groups are represented and so that their strengths 
and priorities are established 

 The number of local planners was too big ( between 
160 and 200) for meaningful planning 

 The socio-economic group representatives did not 
have adequate time to consult their group members 
before the start of actual planning 

Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 
50% -75% package delivered and relevant 

Training of Community 
Based Monitoring and 
Reflection Champions 

These were not identified after production of the CAP. 
Red: Completely missing: No packages delivered 
 

Coordination 
architecture  

Linkage with national level Weak linkage with Ministry of Local government but 
participation in the PCW TWG  is improving 
Orange Minus: some packages delivered but requires 
major repackaging: more than 75% not adequate 

District level The Local Authority although expected to lead the 
process, they have not established a good coordination 
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mechanism at District level. The NGOs have continued 
to bring the CBP package differently and without 
deliberative dialogue.  
The Local authorities have continued to use the 
conventional planning system. Although there is no 
duplication of efforts, there are no knowledge sharing 
platforms. 
Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 
50% -75% package delivered and relevant  

Community level The local structures were used as entry points but 
feedback mechanisms were not strengthened after the 
CBP process. No progress reports on the identified 
initiatives have been shared at Ward Assemblies. 
Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 
50% -75% package delivered and relevant 

CBP process 
funds support 

Logistics IOM supported the target wards with initial funds for the 
CBP process. 
Although communities contributed some resources, this 
can be improved in the future. 
Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the package 
delivered and relevant 

Stationery Adequate training materials was supplied at all planning 
sessions 
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the package delivered 
and relevant 

Production of CAPs The production of the CAPs was IOM led with limited 
involvement of local communities. 
Logistics for typing services was done outside the target 
ward thereby limiting local community contribution. 
Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 
50% -75% package delivered and relevant 

Follow on support 
on initiatives 

Direct MVPs,  migrants and host communities have benefited 
from livelihood initiatives e.g Mugondi and Musikavanhu 
irrigation schemes 
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the package delivered 
and relevant 

Through partners Implementing Partners have not identified resources to 
support the initiatives beyond those supported by IOM. 
Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 
50% -75% package delivered and relevant  

Linkage with other resource 
envelopes 

A proactive approach and strategy for predictable 
funding for initiatives needs to be developed. 
Orange Minus: some packages delivered but requires 
major repackaging: more than 75% not adequate 

Incentives RDCs Non-monetary incentives such as T-Shirts, hats and 
exchange visits for CFT and district officials were critical 
aspects for motivating them to provide technical support 
for the CBP process. With the current government staff 
morale at its lowest ebb, these incentives become 
important particularly for CFTs. 

Facilitators 

Community level 

Transition and 
Scaling up 
packages 

Training on CBP resourcing 
options 

No clear cut transition and scaling up strategies put in 
place. RDCs were expected to conduct the CBP 
process in the remaining wards. 
Red: Completely missing: No packages delivered 

Monitoring system on 
scaling up 

Not put in place 
Red: Completely missing: No packages delivered 

Overall rating on 
the package 

Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the package delivered and relevant 
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2.3 The Effectiveness of the programme 

The CBP methodology and process effectiveness for this evaluation has been measured 
in two main areas. Firstly, the evaluation looked at progress on the outcomes (processes 
and achievements, Benefits and Implications and outcomes). Secondly, effectiveness was 
measured with regard to critical success factors and gaps where the CBP process and 
follow on projects were implemented. 
Traffic light rating criteria used: 
Red: Completely off track: No implementation 
Orange Minus: some progress but requires major restructuring: more than 75% off target 
Orange plus: some progress and adjustment required: 50% -75% targets achieved 
Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of the targets achieved 
Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the targets achieved 

 
2.3.1 Progress on outcomes 

Table 4 below summarises the key findings for each key result area focusing on 
processes, benefits, outcomes and implications.  
 

Table 2: Summary findings on outcomes 

Outcome Key Findings 

Participation as full citizens 

 

Processes and achievements 
 IDPs and migrants represented and contributed to 

defining their livelihood desired outcomes 
  Representatives of IDPs and migrants were engaged in 

deliberative dialogue to negotiate and reach consensus 
with other socio-economic groups. 
Benefits 

 IDPs and Migrants together with host communities were 
directly involved in producing their Community Action Plan 
which defines their community driven agenda and vision 
for the current and future generations 
Implications and outcomes 

 A shift from passivity and waiting mode to communicating 
assertively and identifying own potential  

 During the field visits to districts:  
o IDPs, migrants and host communities were able to 

articulate their desired outcomes and strategies required 
to sustain their lives. 

o People who were able to see the potential, opportunities 
and assets that can be used to support, transform and 
sustain their lives. 

 Planning and reviewing of the Community Action Plans 
did not continue after termination of IOM support. 
Community based monitoring was therefore weak. 
Overall rating: Orange: Significant progress 75%-90% of 
the targets achieved 

Reintegration of IDPs and migrants 
into the broader communities in 
which they reside. 

Processes and achievements 
 The premise behind community reintegration stems from 

the notion that the ideal state of human society is 
harmony among its members. 

 Increase in communication during the CBP process led 
to better knowledge and improved social cohesion.  

Benefits 
 There were two conditions required for the achievement of 

a durable solution that were met as a result of the IDPs 
and host communities planning together; 

 Formerly displaced persons do not suffer attacks, 
harassment, intimidation, persecution or any other 
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form of punitive action upon settlement in other 
locations. 

 Formerly displaced persons are not subject to 
discrimination for reasons related to their 
displacement. 

 Evidence of evolution of a beneficial relationship and 
rebuilding of trust included IDPs no longer being viewed 
as trouble makers- vekumatende! or “aliens” but as equal 
contributing members by the host communities  

 Being part of the host community resulted in IDPs having 
access to user rights and ownership certificates. Sites 
where IDPs had certificates of ownership or user rights 
included; 
o  Mugondi irrigation scheme where 129 IDPs had 0.05 

ha of irrigation land each 
o  Kuwirirana community nutrition garden where 50 

IDPs had access to user rights to water for domestic 
purposes and 6 vegetable beds, each measuring 6x4 
meters 

o Musikavanhu irrigation scheme where IDPs has 
certificates of ownership to one hectare of irrigation 
land 

Implications and outcomes 
 There is mutual benefit of collaborative planning—that is 

in defining a shared vision, setting strategies, developing 
alternative solutions, and selecting a course of action.  

 Communities unite in development initiatives if they are 
engaged in deliberative dialogue. Despite divergent 
political affiliations and cultural practices, communities 
can unite in development initiatives if they are engaged in 
deliberative dialogue.  The process of disaggregating the 
socio-economic groups enabled representatives from 
IDPs and host communities to collectively discuss the 
ward vision, design development strategies and projects, 
and achieve much-needed social cohesion. 

 There were no certificate of no objection  or lease 
agreements for use of land at some sites e.g the 
Tsvingwe Group in Penhalonga in Muatsa district which 
may result in some IDPs losing land or operational base 
in case of a conflict with the previous owners. 
Overall rating: Green:  On Track: Over 90% of the 
targets achieved. 

Improved access to basic social 
services 

 

Processes and achievements 
 Former IDPs and migrants are now registered as part of 

community and were involved in planning together with 
host communities 

 Area to build IDP houses was provided through the local 
leadership structures however resources required  to 
build shelter was exclusively for IDPs and migrants as 
defined in the Community Action plan. 
Benefits 

 Basic social services such as government assisted 
agriculture input schemes, reproductive health services 
and safe drinking water  were not provided in exclusive 
places but within the general service delivery framework 
Implications and outcomes 

 IDPs and migrants feel secure where they have been 
resettled and there is enthusiasn to invest in long term 
livelihood interventions. 

 Plans to improve access to education, health, Water and 
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sanitation services were also reflected in the Community 
Action Plans although resources to establish the 
infrastructure had not been identified. 
Overall rating: Orange plus: some progress and 
adjustment required: 50% -75% targets achieved 

Engagement in sustainable 
livelihoods 

 
 
 

Processes and achievements 
 The type and nature of livelihood interventions identified 

through the CBP process included; 
o Agriculture based interventions such as irrigation 

schemes, poultry and community nutrition gardens. All 
these had a water source development component 
such dams and  boreholes 

o Life skills such as garment sowing, welding, carpentry, 
hairdressing and bakery and confectionary 

 IOM was inclined towards the funder timeframe at the 
expense of the timeframe required to implement 
livelihood interventions that can transform people’s 
livelihoods.   

 A number of livelihood interventions had weak market 
linkages and market access, lacked transition strategies 
and extension support 
Benefits 

 Agro-based livelihood interventions benefitted IDPs in 
terms of increased crop production in irrigation schemes 
although not enough to last the whole year as the yields 
are still low due to poor water conveyance and poor 
agronomic practices. For example the estimated net 
income from sugar beans of USD960 at Musikavanhu 
irrigation scheme will not be enough to buy basic needs 
and purchase inputs required in a year. The farmers will 
be forced to reduce on the quantities of inputs required to 
achieve optimum yields. 
Implications and outcomes 

 The agro-based interventions are not operating at full 
potential therefore people are not food insecure or do not 
have reliable sources of income. 

 The mismatch between timeframes for implementation of 
livelihood interventions for donors and that of the 
community is a huge hindrance to achieving sustainable 
livelihoods. 
Overall rating: Orange Minus: some progress but 
requires major restructuring: more than 75% off target 

 
 

 

 

 

2.3.2 Critical success factors for the CBP process 

This section identifies the critical ingredients that can be applied by development 
practitioners and policy makers for successful application of the CBP process in 
Zimbabwe. The key ingredients required for community based planning to be effective 
range from the principles and processes that ensure ownership, functionality, utilisation, 
maintenance and management of the projects.  The understanding of these ingredients 
shown in Figure xxx are based on where the CBP process and follow on projects were 
implemented by IOM, government, Practical Action, World Food Programme and other like 
minded organisations doing the same in Zimbabwe.  
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CBP Critical Success Factors 

1. Buy-in with action by 

stakeholders 

2. Good collaboration 
among support 
organisations 

8. Action on CAPs 

produced 

3. Good facilitation 

skills 

6. Resourcing the CBP 
process and follow on 
projects 

10. Community Profile 

4. Provision of CBP 
guidelines and 
templates 

5. Provision of 
technical inputs during 
design and 
implementation  

7. Quality and content 

of the CAPs 

9. Local context or 

conditions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4: The ten Critical Success Factors for the CBP process 

 
The critical factors may be divided into three categories: 
 

1. Those related to the nature of the planning system 
Multistakeholder consultative processes should be the entry point at district level if future 
technical input from stakeholders is to be guaranteed. There is potential to increase buy-in 
and strengthen collaboration at all levels (micro, meso and macro) by building on existing 
systems, structures and knowledge. In the process of building on existing systems there is 
need for role clarity, putting in place mechanisms for operationalising and institutionalising 
partnership models including clear contributions, accountability and engagement 
mechanisms. The two major ingredients are therefore include buy-in with action by 
communities, leaders and influential people at district and local level complemented by 
good collaboration among support organisations.  The environment under which the 
planning is done should allow different actors to take action on the plans produced. Action 
on the ward based development plans or CAPs include; 

 Endorsement by the local authority 
 Implementation of plans 
 Technical support by government technical departments 
 As a continuous process CBP requires a well defined CBMRS 

 
2. Those related to the characteristics of the community include understanding the local 

context and conditions under which the CBP process will be applied. The support 
organisations should conduct a proper profiling of the community and the available 
resources. 
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3. Those related to the organisation responsible for initiating and/or supporting the 
planning process form the bulky of the critical ingredients. Every organisation that wants to 
apply the CBP process should ensure the following; 
 Adequate Facilitators with good facilitation skills in the CBP process and community 

dynamics 
 Provision of up to date reference documents such as CBP guidelines and templates to the 

Facilitators and Local authorities 
 Provision of technical inputs in the design and implementation of initiatives identified 

during the CBP process 
 

 The CBP process and the follow on projects are well resourced to avoid community 
planning fatigue 

 The CAPs or Ward based plans that are produced during the CBP process are technically 
sound, presentable and that the process is empowering to the community and the 
stakeholders 
 

2.3.3 Conditions under which CBP was applied in Zimbabwe 

The condition under which CBP is applied is important in identifying the approaches 

required to complement the CBP process. Figure 5 below shows examples of some 

conditions and the recommended approaches that made the CBP process to be effective 

or achieve the desired results. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Conditions under which CBP was applied in Zimbabwe 
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2.3.4 Areas of improvement for the CBP process 

The areas of improvements highlighted in this report should not be taken as a failure of the 
process but as points of learning in improving the CBP implementation process. A number 
of challenges that affected the effective implementation of the CBP process include; 
 
Local Authority related challenges 

 Some local authorities still view the CBP process as a new or parallel planning process or 
methodology or project and not as a complementary exercise that improve the existing 
planning processes.  

 Poor resourcing of plans by local authorities except for Makoni RDC which supported the 
initiatives with 25% of the community levy paid. The non contribution of resources by the 
local authority to the CBP process funds and the current mindset was that the CBP 
process can only be supported by funds from outside or NGOs. 

 Lack of commitment, interest and passion to the CBP process by some local authorities as 
evidenced by no strategy to scale up the process even when resources are available. 

 Poor ownership of the process by the Local authorities: During the evaluation there was no 
evidence of scaling up to other remaining wards. 
 
Facilitator related Challenges 
Facilitator related challenges that contributed to derailing the CBP process included; 

 Lack of commitment and passion 
 Not reading and using the CBP reference material provided 
 Facilitators who demand incentives 
 Some Facilitators were not adapting tools to suit the conditions on the ground which 

resulted in some CFTs blaming the tool instead of the user. 
 A number of CAPs had some sections that were incomplete especially on the strategies 

and resourcing the plan. A good CBP process is supposed to produce a CAP which is 
technically sound, presentable and empowering to the community and the stakeholders 
involved. 
Community level related challenges 

 Poor attendance in some wards was experienced due to long walking distances for 
participants especially in wards which were former commercial farms. In former 
commercial areas there is need to use area based planning centres instead of ward 
centres. 

 The non contribution by some local communities to the CBP process funds and the current 
mindset that the CBP process can only be supported by funds from outside derailed the 
CBP process. The communities missed an opportunity to plan and take control of the 
whole CBP process. 
 
Donor related challenges 
Donors demanded more of the upward accountability at the expense community 
accountability. This limited deliberative dialogue between the IOM and the communities 
they support. 
 
CBP process related challenges 

 Too large a group made individual contribution and concentration during the CBP process 
to be ineffective. While a good number is required for the process, IOM should focus on 
representation not number of people. 

 Poor logistical arrangements during preplanning derailed the CBP process as sessions 
would start on a low note and even taking longer than planned.  

 Taking CBP as a once off event resulted in a number challenges namely; 
  There was no defined review process of the plans as IOM did not set up a Community 

Based Monitoring and Reflection systems during the planning process. One 
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community feedback meeting was done instead of having several of these. No 
monitoring champions were identified to take the plans forward. 

 Most plans (All wards) have not been updated 
 The CBP process has not been adapted to the prevailing conditions 
 Initiatives identified had limited technical input support. Figure 6 below shows an 

example of a Life skills group which received sewing machines which never worked. 
There was technical support offered to the group after they received the machines. 

 

 
Figure 6: The Sewing machines that never worked 

 

2.4 Efficiency issues in the programme 
 
This section focuses on the CBP operational efficiency. Cost-effectiveness was not 
included as no monetary figures were provided. This assessment aims to address the 
questions posed in the evaluation Terms of Reference (TOR) related to resources used 
during project implementation to meet set objectives.  
 

2.4.1  Technical efficiency and Human Resources  
 

IOM  had a CBP team comprised of  four members (now only two remain) who provided 
training,  Advocacy, mainstreamed cross-cutting themes such as a Gender and guided the 
IPs and other IOM departments on the CBP process. The sectors in IOM that benefited 
include Livelihoods, education, Health and the Borders programme. Some of the team 
members from these sectors have since  left before institutionalisation of the process. This 
means the new people who joined have limited knowledge on the CBP process.  
IOM used two main approaches in implementing the CBP process namely through direct 
implementation and through Implementing partners. Given the small CBP team in IOM, 
direct implementation meant overstretching the team and inadequate monitoring of the 
process. Partnering with IPs meant mobilising more resources required for building their 
capacity. The advantage of having IP partners include increased monitoring and potential 
for sustainability since local authorities and Community Based organisations operate in 
wards for a longer period beyond the funding period of a project. To strengthen this 
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partnership and make the CBP unit strong, IOM may need to recruit Sector specialists in 
Agriculture and  Non-farm skills training. While there is a clear management structure in 
terms of key project management positions IOM may need to; 

 Strengthen partnership with ward based government agriculture extension staff and local 
community leaders or “drivers” to maximise outreach to local communities and to avoid 
duplication and maximizing the use of the available resources. Ward-based extension staff 
are renowned in community mobilisation; they are already operational in the wards and 
have experience working with people organised as groups. In environments where 
government employees are poorly remunerated and not motivated to conduct activities the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or Service Level Agreements in writing between 
IOM and other actors may be a useful instrument to ensure the actor is committed to its 
role and responsibilities.  

 Strengthen partnerships with other NGOs at district and provincial levels.  
 

2.4.2  Systems of tracking and evaluation of the CBP process 

The main way in which the success of the CBP and Livelihoods interventions was 
measured were qualitative in nature taking the form project site visits to make 
observations and record stories of significant change. There was no a clearly defined M&E 
Framework which has detailed plans and indicators identified and tracked particularly on 
the key aspects of the CBP process.   
Orange Minus: some progress but requires major restructuring: more than 75% off target 

 

2.5 Contribution towards impact  

2.5.1 IDPs fully participate as citizens in Zimbabwe 
In all the sites the CBP process 

 Created an opportunity for communities to have their voice organised to define their 
prioritised initiatives. Well organised ideas and voices are more likely to influence resource 
allocation than a passive community which waits to receive external assistance. CBP 
made the target communities to make choices for themselves and not to be patronised 
and become passive recipients of development interventions. 

 Enhanced the planning capacity of communities to own and control their development. 
Communities especially the IDPs were excited to produce their own plan. 

 Created space for deliberative dialogue with local communities including active 
participation not just passive consultation. This resulted in better understanding of the 
community profile by the support organisations. 

 
2.5.2 Integration of the of IDPs into the broader communities in which they reside 

One of the key elements towards integration that IOM promoted included the treatment of 
the IDPs with the same degree of respect and attention that all Zimbabwean citizens 
receive especially on enjoying equal access to social services and recovery resources.  
The assistance that the former IDPs are receiving now is no longer linked to their 
displacement but they are enjoying their human rights without discrimination. Sustainable 
local integration where IDPs were moved to new areas is also evident at project sites such 
as Mugondi and Chibuwe. 

2.6  Potential and conditions for sustainability of the CBP process 
 
This section goes beyond the established results and aims to help inform IOM and 
partners to put mechanisms for ensuring functionality, operationalising and scaling up the 
CBP process. 
 
The sustainability of the CBP process was assessed in three ways; 
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 Mechanisms for phasing over to the community: The current project started on the 
right footing by building on existing and local structures which was critical for buy-in and 
support by the Local authorities. Further institutional strengthening is required especially 
the local leadership as well as a clearly documented and implemented project exit 
strategy. A training needs assessment for each local authority is therefore a prerequisite to 
capacity building. 

 The innovation of making community based CFT take the lead in facilitating the CBP 
process proved to be a key ingredient for local people to be the drivers and controllers of 
their own development. The role of CFTs was critical in connecting the District facilitators 
to the socio-economic group representatives. The Socio-economic group representatives 
were key drivers in giving feedback on the outcome of the CBP process to the broader 
community and the local leaders. 

 Youths are a fluid or mobile group which needs to be integrated with other socio-economic 
groups. Youths get married or seek new employment opportunities as they grow. Any 
initiative selected by the youths should be supported by the local structure in the 
community. The community should have a clear replacement strategy for the continuity of 
the projects. 
 

 Resource generation by communities for continuous operation of the CBP process: 
IOM did not put in place a resourcing plan for the CBP process both at district and ward 
level. The continuity of the process is likely to be hindered in the near future. Before exit 
IOM should explore funding mechanisms for the CBP process. Examples of resourcing 
mechanisms include taping on the community levies that people pay o the RDCs and 
supporting promising income generating initiatives. Membership contribution should also 
be encouraged so as to meet operational costs.  

 Phasing over or linkage to other on-going or future projects 
Under the auspices of the IDP Sub-Cluster, IOM has initiated dialogue with the Ministry of 
Lands and Resettlement and the Ministry of Local Government Urban and Rural 
Development regarding land access for IDPs in Zimbabwe. With increased Donors that 
are interested in supporting the CBP process, IOM may need to link with funders such as 
the World Bank, DFID and the USAID. The Productive Asset Creation currently being 
supported by WFP is another window for scaling up the CBP process which IOM can tap 
on. 
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3. Conclusions and Lessons 

 
The following section outlines some broad conclusions made by the Consultant using the 
information gathered across the evaluation areas. These in turn lead into some focused 
lessons emerging from both conclusions and the data gathered. 
 

1. Promising livelihood initiatives that have a guarantee of self-sustenance and ownership 
are the once that were identified through a CBP process. Livelihood initiatives identified 
through a community led and driven process such as CBP that is linked to district level 
planning has shown potential for building and strengthening a sense of community 
ownership of the identified projects. Consultations with beneficiaries through the CBP 
process should be the entry point to Sustainable Livelihoods programming in future. 
L1: The Community Based Planning is a key visioning process in empowering 
communities to actively participate in planning and implementing livelihood initiatives that 
can transform their lives.  
 

2. The CBP process is not a standalone process but needs to be applied based on the 
existing conditions.  
L2: CBP blends well when complemented with other approaches after a proper community 
profile.  
CBP blends well when complemented with the following; 
 Conflict or politically sensitive areas >> Conflict transformation 
 Communities that are too dependent on external support>>> Training for 

transformation 
 Climate change conditions>>> Disaster Risk Reduction 
 Poor stakeholder coordination at district level>>> Wider and intensive joint planning 

and coordination mechanisms for buy-in by stakeholders 
 Peak hunger periods or drought>>> Productive asset creation 
 Stand alone projects>>> Integrated project components not stand alone projects. A 

focused programme with clear integrated project components. 
 Communities with leaders who are local elites>>>>Transformational leadership 

training 
 
3. Using approaches and methods that reinforce dependency on externals make 

communities to be in the waiting mode and weakens innovation 
L3: Every initiative that has a free handout package should identify and agree the 
sustainability mechanisms at inception phase. For every initiative that have a free handout 
package, sustainability mechanisms need to be put in place and agreed upon at project 
inception and monitored throughout the implementation phase. This entails all 
stakeholders agreeing on mechanisms for sustaining the CBP process at district and 
community level without external support. This should be backed by phased 
transformational training processes. 
 

4. Poor coordination and linkage at district level are the major factors that contribute to 
community planning fatigue 
L4: Development agencies at District level need to sit together to have a standardised 
approach and principles so as to avoid duplication.  
 

5. The CBP is a continuous process which needs to be well resourced and tracked. 
L5: Although the responsibility for financing the planning process is a shared responsibility 
Some critical areas that require external support include; process funds to build a shared 
understanding of the process, training of DTT and CFT and production of learning material  
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4. Recommendations 

Issue  Major Recommendations 

Road Map meant to 
address CBP 
process related 
challenges 
 

R1: IOM should follow the suggested CBP road map below; 
a) Mobilising predictable CBP resources: CBP is now one of the main 

pillars in IOM country strategy. Predictable funding is required to 
support CBP process as opposed to ad hoc funding.  Resources are 
required to ensure those conducting the process do not violate the 
CBP principles.  

b) Update the CBP guidelines to reflect  and emphasise visioning & 
Resourcing the CBP process with key steps, questions, useful codes 
and tips relevant for the Zimbabwe context 

c) IOM should focus on institutional development and strengthening of 
Local Authorities however a participatory training needs assessment 
should be conducted for each district. Areas indentified during the 
evaluation include; 

 Institutional strengthening of local authorities on resourcing the CBP 
process.  

 To further build confidence of CFTs and IOM staff to refine skills to 
facilitate the CBP process with a strong visioning component. This is 
important as this ultimately help communities to identify initiatives that 
can support and sustain their livelihoods.  

d). Setting up a CBMRS in each target ward the same way the local 
community planners were identified. Setting up a CBMRS for all CBP sites 
will help identify monitoring champions and local communities to be 
involved in reviewing the CAPs. 
 
e). Strengthen learning events and advocacy platforms on good practices 
at all levels through exposure and documentation of good practices. 
Creating a platform for CFTs and LBFTs from different districts to trade 
ideas and allow cross learning that can promote CBP scaling up. There 
are four areas of learning at these reflection meetings namely; CBP 
progress and achievements for each CBP site, updating the CBP ‘How to’ 
implementation guidelines, contributing to issues that should be included 
in the Community Action Plans and developing and sharing sustainable 
district operational plans.      

Model of engaging 
district level 
stakeholders 

R2: IOM need to promote a model to engage government at district level 
that that gives the best cooperation. Inputs from government are not 
always provided on time even when the experts will have indicated that 
they will be available. IOM together with IPs need to design a 
communication strategy right up front in order to raise awareness 
among the district stakeholders and the community about the main 
objectives of the CBP process and avoid generating the wrong 
expectations i.e viewing CBP is project or a parallel planning process. 
Clear engagement, contribution, partnership, management and 
accountability mechanisms among players/stakeholders will enable the 
coordination architecture and institutionalise partnership at all levels 

Functionality and 
sustaining the CBP 
process 
 

R3: To ensure the Local Authorities and local communities continue to 
drive the CBP process without IOM and uphold the key CBP 
principles, predictable funding is required to support the CBP process.  
The proposed CBP resourcing models include; 
 Encourage RDCs to plough back at least 20-25% of levies paid by 

local communities to be used in developing and reviewing CAPs 
on yearly basis. Communities will pay the levies knowing part of it 
will be useful in improving their planning process 
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  Over time IOM may need to mobilise different donors that can 
contribute to a pull fund to support the CBP process. The funds will 
then be used to as matching funds with districts that are applying 
the CBP process. Linkages with The World Bank, DFID and other 
IOM funders who are currently supporting the CBP process could 
be explored. The advantage of this model is that it brings in a 
multistakeholder process and strengthens partnership approach to 
development. 

R4: IOM should conduct Community profiling before the CBP process to 
identify complementary approaches that can enhance the 
effectiveness of the process. 

Coordination of the 
CBP process 
 

R5: Every  support organisation interested in applying the CBP process 
need to liaise with other stakeholders at District level to build on 
existing CBP process to reduce community planning fatigue. 

R6: IOM should continue to participate in Productive Community Works 
Technical Working Group to influence practices of others 

Production of sound 
CAPs:  
 

R7: Production of a CAP is the most crucial part of the CBP process 
because all efforts can be lost if proper documentation is not done. 
Setting up a team composed of CFTs, LBFTs and community 
representatives to complete the CAP write up should be done at the 
start of the CBP process and deadlines for the submission should be 
agreed. The documentation of sound CAP which meets the interest of 
all key stakeholders require more time than the few days allocated. A 
strategy of documenting on daily basis during the process saves time 
required on documentation.  

R8: Documentation of sound CAPs. The Community Action Plans are 
meant to inform different stakeholders on the nature and type of 
preferred projects that can promote and sustain livelihoods of different 
socio-economic groups in target areas. IOM should ensure that each 
CFT develop skills to compile and document a sound CAP which 
demonstrates the process of community empowerment and good 
presentation to all interested stakeholder.  

R9: IOM should promote community based documentation with minimum 
support from technical experts. 
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Annex 1: Terms of reference for the End of Programme Evaluation 

 

 

Terms of Reference 

 

External Evaluation of IOM Zimbabwe’s Community Based Planning and livelihoods Programme 

2008-2013  

Over the past 3 years, IOM’s IDP and migrant programmes have evolved from predominantly humanitarian 

assistance, focusing on the IDPs and migrants themselves to a programme and strategy which seeks to socially and 

economically (re-) integrate IDPs and migrants into the communities in which they reside, improve access to basic 

social services and support the revival of sustainable livelihoods. The principal methodology and entry point for 

achieving this has been Community Based Planning (CBP).  CBP is a participatory planning approach, implemented in 

partnership with local government, that ensures the needs, vulnerabilities, priorities and aspirations of the whole 

community, including those that are socially, politically and economically marginalized (such as IDPs and migrants), 

are incorporated into ward based development and recovery plans.  IOM has been implementing the CBP program 

and various livelihoods interventions in close partnership with local government and community leadership. CBP has 

enabled target groups such as migrants and IDPs to be legitimately and transparently incorporated into government 

endorsed recovery programmes.  CBP has created significant new modalities for cooperation with government at the 

central and local levels, resulting in unprecedented opportunities for recovery and ultimately the attainment of a 

‘durable solution’, through which the debilitating circumstances that characterize displacement can be overcome.   

The principal outcome of CBP is a ward based development plan, endorsed by the Rural District Council and District 

Administration, which contains a full presentation of the population demographics, circumstances, characteristics 

and development priorities of a ward.  This government document provides a legitimate and endorsed foundation 

for recovery programmes and is the basis for IOM’s IDP assistance in Zimbabwe.   

Since the CBP programmes inception, IOM has conducted CBP in more than 50 wards in more than 17 districts of 

Zimbabwe that have been impacted by displacement and migration.   

 

Overall Objectives: The consultant shall independently evaluate the CBP intervention by assessing; 

(1)  The impact, coverage, coherence, relevance/appropriateness, effectiveness and efficiency 

of IOM’s     Community Based Planning programming. To this extent the consultant shall assess 

the extent to which the CBP methodology and process has facilitated the transition of IDPs and migrants 

from a point of emergency, instability and dependence on external assistance towards integration into the 

broader communities in which they reside, improved access to basic social services, sustainable livelihoods 

and the means to participate fully as citizen’s in Zimbabwe. 

Specific objectives for (1) are 

3 Identify and analyze the measurable changes, impacts and outcomes CBP has produced in the lives of men, 
women and children including (i) achievement of key results and objectives and (ii) women’s participations. 
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4 Conduct a comparative analysis of CBP in two districts implemented by IOM and in two districts in which CBP 
was implemented by IOM’s Implementing partners.  

5 Conduct a comparative analysis   between 2 districts in which IOM implemented follow on priority projects and 2 
districts in which IOM did not implement follow on projects. 

6 Evaluate the extent to which CBP has succeeded or failed in integrating populations of concern within the 
broader community.  

7 Evaluate the extent to which gender and HIV/AIDS issues have been mainstreamed within CBP programing. 
8 Identify key social, organizational, economic, and political factors that (1) enable successful implementation of 

the strategy and (2) inhibit the success of the programme (constraints). 
9 Consider how far CBP programming has taken into account the ‘Do No Harm Principles’ and strengthened 

relationships / social capital within target communities? 
10 Evaluate the extent to which IOM has implement this action under the Durable Solutions Framework 
11 Identify lessons learned/recommendations for new CBP projects proposal including;    

(a ) ownership and involvement of key stakeholders including governmental authorities at the different 
levels,  

(b) Sustainability of programming. 

 (c) Participation of IDPs and migrants  

Overall Objective (2)  for the Livelihoods component of the evaluation  

The Consultant shall assess the impact of IOM’s livelihood interventions in four districts on  IOM’s populations of 
concern and produce a set of recommendations for ensuring appropriate, cost effective and sustainable future 
livelihoods programming. 

Specific Objectives of (2) are; 

 The consultant shall conduct a desk review of existing documents and reports on IOM’s IDP interventions, 
these documents will include IOM’s Framework for IDP assistance in Zimbabwe (2012-2015) strategy, 
previous livelihood projects evaluations, project documents and the existing M&E data/reports and IDP 
baseline surveys and post project evaluations.  

  The consultant will in close liaison with IOM staff, select and visit a range of livelihoods interventions 
covering the different approaches to livelihood security (including vocational training and food security). 

 The consultants’ enquiry should be guided by among others the following set of questions:  
i. How sustainable have IOM’s IDP livelihoods programmes been once external funding has been 

withdrawn? 
ii. How environmentally sustainable have IOM’s IDP livelihoods programmes been, and what if any 

are the negative or positive benefits of land use that they have brought?  
iii. To what extent have strengthening market linkages been incorporated into project design and 

implementation? 
iv. What have been the social and economic multiplier effects of IOM’s livelihoods interventions, 

including improved capacity of beneficiaries to access basic social services? 
v. How far have livelihoods interventions contributed to IOM’s overall strategy to facilitate the 

transition of IDPs towards a durable solution, vis-à-vis other sector based interventions?  How far 
have technical partners been integrated into and are aware of the strategy? 

vi. To what extent have the livelihoods programmes supported the establishment / strengthening of 
transforming structures, processes and institutions? 

vii. What are the principal reasons for livelihood project failures and successes 
viii. How far livelihoods have programmes taken account of ‘Do No Harm Principles’ and strengthened 

relationships / social capital within target communities? 
 

Proposed Methodology:  
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In addition to the consultant’s proposed methodology, He/she is expected to conduct interviews with key staff 
in Government at the central, provincial and district levels, IOM staff responsible for governance / CBP, 
Livelihoods, IOM’s management and project beneficiaries.  

Estimated Duration of Evaluation 

The assignment is expected to be completed in a period of no more than 30 days.  

Chronogram 

The evaluation is divided into three phases namely the preparation, field work and the analysis and reporting of 
findings.  

Activity Number 
of Days 

Deliverables  

Preparation phase, including inception reports 4 Inception reports ( One for CBP and one 
for Livelihoods) 

Desk Review + Literature review 5  

Field work  10  

Draft report writing and  presentation to IOM  5 Presentation of CBP evaluation as well as 
presentation of Livelihoods evaluation 

Redaction of final reports 4  

PowerPoint presentation to IOM  and submission of  
draft final report 

2 PowerPoint presentation to IOM 

 

Upon selection of the consultant, a briefing will be undertaken at IOM Zimbabwe offices. This briefing among other 
things, will clarify the interpretation of the assignment as well as the practicalities and logistical arrangements for the 
evaluation. This meeting will mark the official commencement of the evaluation.  

Tangible and Measurable Outputs of the Work Assignment 

 Evaluation reports: Four bound copies (two for CBP evaluation and two for Livelihoods evaluation)   and two 

electronic copies (one for CBP and one for Livelihoods evaluation) of the final report within 7 days after 

completion of the assignment. The report should contain the following among other issues: 

 An executive summary: 3-5 pages that summarizes the key points (project purpose and background, key 

evaluation questions, methods, findings, and recommendations).  

 Evaluation methods: must be explained in detail and limitations associated with the evaluation 

methodology (selection bias, recall bias, unobservable differences between comparator groups, etc.) 

must be disclosed in the report. 

 Evaluation findings: must be presented as analysed facts, evidence and data, and not based on 

anecdotes, hearsay or the compilation of people’s opinions. Findings must be specific, concise and 

supported by strong quantitative or qualitative evidence. When applicable, include statements 

regarding any significant unresolved differences of opinion on the part of funders, implementers and/or 

members of the evaluation team. Visual aids such as graphs, table are mandatory. 

 Recommendations: need to be supported by a specific set of findings and must be action-oriented, 

practical and specific, with defined responsibility for the action. 

 The final scope of work, evaluation tools and sources of information must be properly identified and 

listed in annex. 
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 Two  power point presentations on the findings of the evaluation to IOM ( one for the CBP evaluation 

component and one for the Livelihoods evaluation component) to be  presented during an oral debriefing 

meeting with IOM management and Project Support Staff, to highlight and explain the observations, findings 

and recommendations of the evaluation.  

Profile of the Evaluation Consultants  

NB: The consultancy team should consist of two consultants, each one to focus on the separate components of 
the evaluation, ie (1) CBP evaluation and (2) Livelihoods evaluation. 

a)   The Evaluation Consultants should possess at least 10 – 15 years of professional experience in international 
programing and project evaluation of relevance to emergency, early recovery and development.  

b)   Advanced university degree in specialized fields of social and/or political sciences, with related experiences in 
IDP management, mixed migration, emergency response and natural disaster management.  

c)   Professional experience/expertise in social research and evaluation of development projects.  

d)   The consultant should be conversant with gender analysis or gender evaluation methodologies (required). 

e)   Excellent oral communication and report writing skills in English is required. 

f) Strong interpersonal and networking skills; 

g) Ability to interact with senior officials in government and multilateral agencies.   

h)   The Consultant is expected to adhere to the IOM Evaluation Guidelines and UNEG norms, standards and 
ethical guidelines. 

 

Profile of the Proposal to be submitted 

The Evaluation Terms of Reference (ToR) specify the details of this assignment and the proposal should be elaborate 
on the basis of the given information. The proposal shall be produced in English including: 

 Up dated CV of consultant clearly meeting the specific experience related to the above mentioned 
qualifications. 

 A technical proposal comprehensive of work plan, work methodology and detailed budget. 

 Two samples of previous evaluation work, preferably relevant to the subjects of this evaluation. 

 Contact details for three references from clients with previous contracting experience with the team leader. 

Expected outcomes: 

The main body of the report should be no longer than 60 pages and should consist of: 

 Executive summary and recommendations  

 Commentary and analysis outlining the key findings, gaps and opportunities 

 Conclusions and Recommendations with a section dedicated to drawing out specific lessons from the IOM 
CBP programming and suggestions for ENHANCING THE QUALITY OF ON-GOING AND FUTURE PROGRAMMING.   

 Appendices - to include terms of reference, list of all relevant policies, list of those interviewed, partner 
research (summarised) and bibliography. All material collected in the undertaking of the review process 
should be returned to IOM before the termination of the contract. 

 The report and all background documentation will remain the property of IOM  
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Application Procedure:  

All interested consultants are to submit physical or electronic copies for their   technical and financial proposals to 
IOM by 17 April 2013 to the below  address  and the attention of the  

The Procurement Officer  

IOM Zimbabwe 

Number 142 King George Road, 

 Avondale, Harare   

 Or electronically to   rgara@iom.int 
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Annex 2: People consulted during the evaluation 

 

A. Key Stakeholders 

 
Position of person interviewed Sex 

IOM Staff  

R. Tigere , Monitoring and Evaluation Officer M 

A. Ziswa, Livelihoods Focal Person M 

T. Tsodzo, Emergency and Reintegration Unit M 

A. Manyumbu, ERU Operations Assistant M 

T. Nyahwedegwe, Advocacy, Policy and Cooperation 
Specialist 

M 

W. Sithole, DRR Coordinator M 

M. Migogo, Emergency and Reintegration Unit M 

G. Madera, Head, IOM Sub –Office, Mutare M 

J. Dzveta, Field Officer, Mutare M 

A. Sikuka Advocacy, Policy and Cooperation 
Specialist 

 

Chipinge District  

Engineer, German Agro Action M 

Chief Executive Officer, RDC M 

AGRITEX Officer, Chipinge F 

Community Services Officer F 

AGRITEX Supervisor, Chibuwe M 

AGRITEX  Extension Worker, Chibuwe,  F 

Mutare District  

Principal, Magamba Training Centre, M 

Vice Principal,  Magamba Training Centre, M 

Head, Administration and Finance, Magamba Training 
Centre, 

M 

Makoni District  

Assistant District Administrator M 

Administration Officer, RDC M 

Mhondoro-Ngezi  

The Chief Executive Office M 

The District Planning Officer M 

 

B. Focus Group Discussions 
 

Venue Participants Male Female 

Chipinge District    

Mugondi Irrigation Scheme, Ward 15 Traditional leaders 6 - 

Mugondi Irrigation Scheme, Ward 15 Beneficiaries 2 8 

Mugondi Irrigation Scheme, Ward 15 Irrigation management 
Committee 

5 2 

Chibuwe Bakery, Ward 20 Members - 3 

Kuwirirana Garden, Ward 20,  Members 1 2 

Musikavanhu Irrigation Scheme, Block A4, 
Ward 20 

Irrigation members and 
Committee 

7 5 
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Mutare District    

Odzi Bakery Co-op Members 1 8 

Mutasa District    

Welders and Garment makers, Tsvingwe,  Beneficiaries 2 3 

Makoni District    

Poultry Project, Ward 17 Beneficiaries 8 15 
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