Case study 5: The CBP process and the existing planning structures in Zimbabwe.

The Ministry of Local Government is responsible for spearheading two planning systems, which are closely related - the development planning system, and the spatial planning system. Section 13 (2) of the Constitution of Zimbabwe binds the State and institutions of government at all levels to “involve the people in the formulation and implementation of development plans and programmes that affect them”. The Constitution similarly recognizes the right of communities to manage their own affairs and further their development. Putting this obligation into practice, Zimbabwe’s current national development plan, Zimbabwe Agenda for Sustainable Socio-economic Transformation (ZIMASSET), affirms a commitment to “people centred” development.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Government of Zimbabwe, Zimbabwe Agenda for Sustainable Socio-Economic Transformation (Zim Asset), Parra. 1.2, October 2013] 

Whereas the Constitution defines the obligations of the State regarding inclusive planning, Parliamentary Acts set up the basic framework under which inclusive planning should be carried out. The four principal pieces of planning legislation are the Regional Town and Country Planning Act,[footnoteRef:2] the Rural District Councils Act (RDC Act),[footnoteRef:3] the Urban Councils Act,[footnoteRef:4] and the Traditional Leaders Act.[footnoteRef:5] Acting together, these four pieces of legislation create structures whereby stakeholders at the most local levels can impact development plans, which then feed up the hierarchy to inform district, provincial, and central development priorities.  According to the Rural District Councils (RDC) Act 29:13, the District Councils are the planning and development authorities of their respective areas of jurisdiction. The Act outlines the process and procedures of planning from meso to local level.  [2:  Regional Town and Country Planning Act, Chapter 29:12, 1976 (as amended). ]  [3:  Rural District Councils Act, Chapter 29:13, 1988 (as amended). ]  [4:  Urban Councils Act, Chapter 29:15, 1997 (as amended). ]  [5:  Traditional Leaders Act, Chapter 29:17, 1998 (as amended).] 
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Figure 1: Planning Hierarchy



The RDC Act establishes Ward Development Committees (WADCOs), and tasks them to submit ward development plans, with inputs from Village Development Committees (VIDCOs) from each village.[footnoteRef:6] These plans are then incorporated into Rural District Development Plans by the Rural District Development Committees.[footnoteRef:7] At the most local level, the Traditional Leaders Act tasks VIDCOs with creating development plans for each village.[footnoteRef:8] Furthermore, the VIDCOs are accountable to the Village Assemblies, which have the power to approve Village Development plans.[footnoteRef:9] By statute, Village Assemblies are comprised of every adult within a village;[footnoteRef:10] therefore, a democratic and participatory mechanism for bottom-up development planning is built into the legislation. However, most RDCs do not follow this process with communities for various reasons. The result is implementation of ad hoc planning systems where the function of development planning is understood to belong to the national government which at best provide for community consultation not active participation. [6:  RDC Act, Sec. 59. ]  [7:  RDC Act, Sec. 60. ]  [8:  Traditional Leaders Act, Sec. 17. ]  [9:  Traditional Leaders Act, Sec. 15. ]  [10:  Traditional Leaders Act, Sec. 14. ] 


 The development planning system is mainly concerned with sectoral and inter-sectoral projects and programmes at national, provincial, district and sub-district level. Power, patronage and local elitism contribute to suppressing the voice and creating fear of the unknown. Community groups are then cultured into passive modes. The existing arrangements to planning therefore suffer from major community participatory action planning deficits where involving ordinary people remains part of literature but not so well established in the practice of planning. The local people view themselves as beneficiaries and not the producers of their own development. 

The idea of Community Based Planning (CBP) works very well when the conventional and all existing structures are functional and coordinated. This has been a major finding by the International Rescue Committee (IRC) in its work in 21 sites across Zimbabwe[footnoteRef:11], which also observed that the CBP process can be aligned to other RDC and Sector planning processes such as RDC Annual Planning, Public Sector Investment Programming (PSIP) and strategic planning[footnoteRef:12]. A good practice by World Food Programme, NRC, IOM, Practical Action and the DFID Protracted Relief Programme recognized the community structures that already exist and made use of them rather than attempt to establish new one. Communities previously sensitised to appreciate community driven initiatives through programs like Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE), Rural Development Council Capacity Building Programme, District Environmental Action Planning (DEAP) and Integrated rural water supply and sanitation programme (IRWSS) have contributed to strengthening some of the planning structures at sub-district level.  [11:  IRC has applied CBP in a wide range of sites namely Gwanda, Matobo, Bulilima, Mangwe, Gokwe, Binga, Hwange, Mutoko, Nyaminyami, Hurungwe, Makoni, Nyanga, Chimanimani, Mutare, Mutasa, Buhera, Chipinge, Chiredzi, Nkayi, Sakubva and Epworth.]  [12:  IRC, WFP, IOM have also linked community based planning with resilient based planning processes which has resulted in resilient based community based interventions developed and implemented by communities at local level.] 


A functional local development planning structure which has support of the local traditional leadership is the critical success factor for the CBP process.  CBP was successful where there was strong cooperation between local leaders and the development planning structure in the ward. In many rural wards of Zimbabwe political polarisation aggravates conflict between the local development structures and the local leadership structures. CBP strengthens the involvement of local leaders (chiefs, village heads, councillors) in fulfilling their development facilitation and governance roles as well as their ability to work with a diverse range of socio-economic groups within their communities on a non-partisan basis. Local people often know their local context better than outsiders. The local leadership structures were key members of the CBP facilitation team and allowed continuity in planning and reviewing the Community Action Plans which are the major products of the CBP process.  This has led to the smooth running of the programmes in all the areas because the local leaders and local communities appreciated how they were part of the whole process. The CBP process revitalised the planning and development structures by making sure the local authorities, the Rural District Councils, were the drivers of the process. In Districts like Chiredzi, Binga, Matobo, Mbire and Chimanimani there was a significant improvement in the application and coordination of the CBP process in wards which implemented the approach between 2011 and 2016 than those implemented earlier.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The CBP process needs to be complemented with other capacity building approaches to address context specific issues leadership and structural issues. The Transformational Leadership Training was very useful in making the local leaders create space for emerging project leaders to effectively function without conflict.
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