Case study 3: What are the emerging lessons from DFID Protracted Relief Programme funded CBPs? 
The Protracted Relief Programme II was a multi-donor engagement programme funded by DFID, AusAID, Denmark, Netherlands and Norway, with additional funding from World Bank and EU.  DFID was the major contributor on a range of activities including agricultural interventions, social transfers, home based care, water and sanitation, market-oriented innovation projects, advocacy and communication, community participation and capacity building, research and analysis, monitoring and evaluation and programme management. Practical Action and IOM were the technical partners in 2010 to train selected Implementing partners on Community Based Planning. A total of 10 partners were trained and promoted the CBP process between 2010 and 2012.

The purpose of the CBP process was to “enable communities to initiate, plan, implement, monitor and evaluate their own development activities, thus increasing project sustainability through winning hearts and minds and building local capacity”.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  PRP Report No 41 2011-12 Review] 

Activities in promoting CBP included training of partners, community sensitisation meetings, training for transformation and transformational leadership training. Community sensitisations and orientation meetings were held with the RDCs for selection of wards in the respective districts. In some Districts such as Nyanga and Binga, the process involved establishment of village development committees and Ward development committees where such structures were absent due to constituency boundary changes and resuscitation of the same where the structures have collapsed.

About 141 ward based community plans were produced, submitted, approved and endorsed by different Rural District Councils where the PRP II was running.  The PRP supported 74 plans which had initiatives that meets the objectives of the programme. Although the other plans were approved there were no funds to available to implement the prioritised initiatives. This created community planning fatigue and frustration. Some communities were however able to access funds from mining companies under Community Shared Ownership Trust and Constituency Development Fund.

The targeted RDCs did not conduct any new CBPs in other remaining wards as there was no scaling up strategy and no resource envelope had been committed. In some Districts, there was no continuity in reviewing and implementation of the plans due to attrition, reposting of key facilitators to other Districts and changes to political leadership especially Councillors.  Although the plans seemed to be technically sound the new drivers of the CBP process did not to carry out the process started by others-regardless of its merits. The major lesson was that the CBP process needs to be institutionalised if plans that will be generated by people who are not likely to act them out. 

The Zimbabwe Livelihoods and Food Security Programme (LFSP) whose purpose is to improve the food security and nutrition of smallholder farmers and rural communities in Zimbabwe and the Zimbabwe Resilience Building Fund programme implemented through UNDP are the two programmes after the PRP II programme which mention the use of CBP as an important step to inform programming.  However, DFID did not institutionalise the CBP process as evidenced by ad hoc implementation of CBP process in the two programmes. An opportunity to promote CBP however exists through the programme learning hubs where biannual learning events at national level and District level are conducted. 
