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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) has been prepared for the Resilience Agriculture 

Cluster Project (RACP) to guide structured, inclusive and continuous engagement across the 

five participating provinces namely Mashonaland Central, Mashonaland East, Mashonaland 

West, Midlands and Matabeleland North. The SEP establishes how project-affected persons, 

implementing institutions and other interested parties will be engaged throughout project 

preparation, construction, operation and post-completion. It is aligned with the African 

Development Bank Integrated Safeguards System, particularly Operational Safeguard 10 on 

Stakeholder Engagement and Information Disclosure, and IFAD’s Social, Environmental and 

Climate Assessment Procedures, including SECAP 1 and SECAP 10. 

Methodology for SEP Development 

The SEP was developed using a structured and evidence-based methodology integrated with 

the preparation of the Environmental and Social Management Plans for the RACP schemes. 

The process combined desk review of national legislation and institutional mandates, 

stakeholder mapping, scheme-level reconnaissance visits and consultations conducted 

between October and November 2025. Engagements were undertaken with irrigation scheme 

communities, Irrigation Management Committees, AGRITEX extension officers, district 

technical departments, provincial authorities and the national Project Management Unit. 

More than 600 stakeholders were consulted across the five provinces, with engagement levels 

tailored to scheme size and risk profile. This approach ensured that the SEP reflects 

operational realities, institutional capacity and safeguards risks rather than generic 

consultation assumptions. 

Stakeholder Landscape and Project-Affected Persons 

The SEP clearly distinguishes Project Affected Persons from Other Interested Parties, 

recognising their different roles, interests and engagement needs. Project Affected Persons 

include irrigators and plot holders, non-plot farmers sharing water resources, women and 

youth engaged in irrigation production and labour, vulnerable households, and upstream or 

downstream communities affected by water abstraction or construction activities. These 

stakeholders are prioritised for regular scheme-level engagement and full access to the 

Grievance Redress Mechanism. 

Other Interested Parties include key government and institutional actors responsible for 

implementation, regulation and oversight. These include AGRITEX at ward, district and 

provincial levels, district irrigation and mechanisation departments, Rural District Councils, 

District Development Coordinators, the Environmental Management Agency, the Zimbabwe 

National Water Authority, provincial development offices, the Ministry of Lands, 

Agriculture, Fisheries, Water and Rural Development, NGOs supporting livelihoods, gender 

and environmental management, private sector value chain actors, and development partners.  

Key Environmental and Social Issues Requiring Engagement 

Stakeholder engagement under the SEP is driven by clearly identified environmental and 

social risks associated with irrigation rehabilitation. Priority issues include water abstraction 

and allocation conflicts managed in coordination with ZINWA and catchment councils, 

catchment degradation and erosion risks overseen with EMA and Forestry Commission 
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structures, construction-related community health and safety risks, labour and local 

employment expectations, SEA and GBV risks linked to contractor presence, pesticide 

management risks addressed through the Pest Management Plan, and risks of exclusion of 

women, youth and vulnerable households. Engagement strategies are therefore directly linked 

to mitigation and monitoring measures under the ESMP, PMP and GRM. 

Engagement Strategy and Institutional Arrangements  

Stakeholder engagement is implemented through a four-tier institutional structure that mirrors 

Zimbabwe’s agricultural and local governance systems. At scheme level, Irrigation 

Management Committees and AGRITEX ward officers are responsible for routine 

communication, mobilisation, record keeping and first-tier grievance handling. At district 

level, AGRITEX district offices, irrigation and mechanisation departments, EMA, ZINWA 

and Rural District Councils coordinate technical oversight and compliance under the 

leadership of the District Development Coordinator. Provincial AGRITEX directorates, 

irrigation departments, EMA and ZINWA provincial offices, and Provincial Development 

Coordinators provide strategic oversight and cross-district harmonisation. At national level, 

the Project Management Unit within the Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Fisheries, Water and 

Rural Development provides overall coordination, reporting and liaison with AfDB and 

IFAD. 

Grievance Redress Mechanism Scope and Integration 

The SEP is closely integrated with the project Grievance Redress Mechanism, which 

provides accessible, transparent and tiered pathways for resolving complaints and disputes. 

The GRM covers issues related to land and water use, construction impacts, labour 

conditions, occupational health and safety, inclusion, environmental impacts and SEA or 

GBV. Grievances are received at scheme level through IMCs and AGRITEX, escalated to 

district and provincial structures where required, and consolidated at national level by the 

PMU. The SEP ensures that GRM awareness is embedded in all consultations, that sensitive 

cases follow survivor-centred referral pathways, and that grievance trends inform adaptive 

project management. 

Monitoring, Learning and Adaptive Management 

The SEP includes a monitoring and evaluation framework that tracks participation quality, 

representation of women and youth, effectiveness of information disclosure, grievance 

resolution performance and stakeholder satisfaction. Monitoring is conducted by AGRITEX 

and district officers, consolidated at provincial level and reported nationally by the PMU. 

Findings are used to strengthen engagement approaches, improve mitigation measures and 

inform reporting to AfDB and IFAD. 

Indicative Costs and Resourcing 

Implementation of the SEP is supported by a rationalised and cost-controlled budget capped 

at USD 495,000. A dedicated allocation of USD 310,000 is reserved for the Grievance 

Redress Mechanism, while remaining resources support essential engagement activities, 

targeted consultations for vulnerable groups, limited transport facilitation, communication 

materials, monitoring and an independent annual environmental and social performance 



iii 
 

audit. The budget reflects reliance on existing government systems and integration with 

ongoing RACP and SACP operations. 

Conclusion 

This SEP provides a practical and context-specific framework for stakeholder engagement 

under RACP. By strengthening the roles of IMCs, AGRITEX, district and provincial 

authorities, and by embedding grievance redress and learning mechanisms within existing 

systems, the SEP supports inclusive participation, conflict prevention and institutional 

sustainability. It positions RACP as a socially responsive and well-governed investment that 

meets AfDB and IFAD safeguards expectations while delivering durable benefits to irrigation 

communities and public institutions across all five provinces. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

ABBREVIATION FULL MEANING 

AGRITEX Agricultural Technical and Extension Services 

AfDB African Development Bank 

BVO Business Venture Officer 

DDC District Development Coordinator 

EMA Environmental Management Agency 

ESIA Environmental and Social Impact Assessment 

ESMP Environmental and Social Management Plan 

FGD Focus Group Discussion 

GBV Gender Based Violence 

GRM Grievance Redress Mechanism 

IMC Irrigation Management Committee 

IPM Integrated Pest Management 

IPMP Integrated Pest Management Plan 

IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Development 

ISS Integrated Safeguards System 

MLAFWRD Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Fisheries, Water and Rural 

Development 

NGO Non Governmental Organisation 

O&M Operation and Maintenance 

OS Operational Safeguard 

PDC Provincial Development Coordinator 

PIU Project Implementation Unit 

PMP Pest Management Plan 

PMU Project Management Unit 

RACP Resilience Agriculture Cluster Project 

RDC Rural District Council 

SCC Sub-Catchment Council 

SECAP Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures 

SEP Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

SEAH Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment 

UDC User Development Committee 

WUA Water Users Association 

ZINWA Zimbabwe National Water Authority 
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DEFINITIONS 

TERM DEFINITION 

Affected Persons Individuals, households or groups directly impacted by project 

activities in ways that may be positive or negative. 

Community 

Stakeholders 

Members of local communities who may be influenced by 

irrigation rehabilitation or agricultural activities. 

Consultation A process of dialogue aimed at sharing information, obtaining 

views and responding to community concerns. 

Disadvantaged or 

Vulnerable Groups 

Individuals or households that may have limited ability to 

participate effectively due to age, gender, disability, poverty or 

marginalisation. 

Disclosure The sharing of project information in a clear and accessible 

manner prior to decision making and during project 

implementation. 

Engagement Continuous interaction with stakeholders that includes 

communication, participation and consultation. 

Environmental and 

Social Safeguards 

Standards and procedures that ensure projects avoid or minimise 

negative environmental and social impacts while enhancing 

positive benefits. 

Focus Group 

Discussion 

A discussion with a small group of individuals who share common 

characteristics or experiences to gather views that may not come 

out in larger meetings. 

Grievance Any concern, complaint or dissatisfaction raised by a stakeholder 

regarding project activities or impacts. 

Grievance Redress 

Mechanism 

A transparent and accessible system that receives, records, 

assesses and resolves grievances in a timely manner. 

Information Disclosure The provision of relevant project information so that stakeholders 

can participate meaningfully and make informed decisions. 

Irrigation 

Management 

Committee 

A committee representing irrigators responsible for day to day 

coordination and communication at scheme level. 

Meaningful 

Participation 

The involvement of stakeholders in a manner that gives them 

adequate time, information and opportunity to influence decisions. 

Monitoring The continuous assessment of consultation activities, grievance 

handling and engagement quality to ensure effective 

implementation of the SEP. 

Project Affected 

Parties 

Individuals or groups that may experience direct impacts from 

project works or operations. 

Safeguards Specialists  Environmental and social professionals responsible for ensuring 

compliance with IFAD and AfDB requirements. 

Stakeholder Any person, group or institution that may be affected by or have 

influence over project outcomes. 
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TERM DEFINITION 

Stakeholder 

Engagement Plan 

The document that outlines how stakeholders will be identified, 

informed and consulted throughout the project lifecycle. 

Traditional Leadership Community governance structures that include village heads, 

headmen and chiefs responsible for mobilising and guiding 

communities. 

Water Users 

Association 

A formal or semi formal structure responsible for coordinating 

irrigation water use, fee collection and conflict management. 

ZINWA Permit Holder Any individual, institution or scheme authorised by ZINWA to 

abstract or use water within the catchment. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background  

The Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) forms part of the Environmental and Social Management 

Instruments for the Resilience Agriculture Cluster Project (RACP) in being implemented in five 

provinces: Midlands, Mashonaland West, Mashonaland East, Mashonaland Central, and 

Matabeleland. RACP is being implemented under the Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Fisheries, 

Water and Rural Development (MLAFWRD). RACP is financed through a blended facility from the 

African Development Bank (AfDB) and the International Fund for Agricultural Development 

(IFAD). 

The project targets the rehabilitation and upgrading of initial 31 existing irrigation schemes across 

the five provinces, as well as associated catchment restoration, market infrastructure development, 

and village business units. This is expected to occur over the period of 01/2026 to 01/2029.These 

clusters fall within the Gwayi, Sanyati, Mazowe and Manyame Catchments, where irrigation 

systems, water storage structures, roads, and market facilities have deteriorated due to climate 

shocks, inadequate maintenance, and resource constraints. 

The RACP SEP is designed to ensure inclusive, meaningful and continuous engagement with all 

stakeholders throughout the project cycle, planning, construction, operation, and closure. It also 

ensures alignment with: 

 AfDB Integrated Safeguards System (ISS, OS1 & OS10): requiring robust stakeholder 

identification, systematic consultation, disclosure, and a functional grievance mechanism. 

 IFAD SECAP Standards (SECAP 1 and 2): requiring early engagement, participation of 

vulnerable groups, incorporation of environmental and social risk feedback, and community 

involvement in implementing safeguard measures. 

The SEP complements several Standalone Management Plans that are part of the project safeguard 

instruments, notably: 

 The Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) Plan, which details how all project-related 

grievances, including labour, land access, irrigation scheduling, infrastructure works, and 

GBV/SEA, are received, recorded, processed, and resolved. 

 The Pest Management Plan (PMP/IPMP), which guides stakeholder participation in safe 

pesticide use, farmer training, integrated pest management demonstrations, and reporting of 

pesticide-related incidents. 

This approach ensures that all environmental and social concerns arising from irrigation 

rehabilitation, construction activities, catchment restoration, and operational responsibilities are 

addressed collaboratively with stakeholders at national, provincial, district, ward, and scheme level.  

1.2 Purpose of the Stakeholder Engagement Plan 

The purpose of the SEP is to establish a coordinated and structured engagement process that: 

1. Facilitates transparent, continuous information flow between the project and stakeholders. 

2. Ensures that project-affected persons (PAPs) particularly women, youth, vulnerable 

groups and farmers to participate meaningfully in planning and implementation. 
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3. Provides a platform for early identification of risks and opportunities , improving project 

decisions and ownership. 

4. Strengthens institutional coordination across irrigation management committees (IMCs), 

agricultultural exitensions department (AGRITEX), District Planners, Rural Development 

Council (RDCs), Irrigation Departments, Mechanisation, and Provincial and National project 

Management Unit (PMUs). 

5. Ensures alignment with AfDB ISSs specifically OS10 and IFAD SECAP 1 & 2, 

particularly on: 

o Inclusive stakeholder participation 

o Environmental and social risk communication 

o Community feedback integration 

o Monitoring of stakeholder engagement performance 

6. Supports effective implementation of the GRM and Pest Management Plans  by ensuring 

that: 

o The GRM is widely known and accessible at scheme level. 

o Pesticide and agrochemical risks are properly communicated using IMCs, AGRITEX 

and district agricultural staff. 

The SEP is therefore a cornerstone of project transparency, accountability, and sustainable 

development. 

1.3 Objectives of the SEP 

The key objectives of the RACP in the five provinces of Zimbabwe are to: 

a. Identify and profile all project stakeholders 

b. Define an engagement approach that meets international best practice 

c. Implement inclusive engagement approaches 

d. Strengthen coordination between institutions 

e. Enhance risk communication 

f. Provide free, accessible grievance pathways 

g. Integrate stakeholder feedback into project decision-making 

2. LEGAL, POLICY AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR SEP 

Stakeholder engagement under the RACP in Zimbabwe is governed by a combination of national 

legislation, local authority frameworks, sectoral regulations, and development partner safeguard 

requirements. This chapter outlines the regulatory and policy context that guides consultations, 

disclosure, participation, and grievance handling. It situates the Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) 

within Zimbabwe’s statutory obligations and the safeguards frameworks of the African Development 

Bank (AfDB ISS, 2023) and the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD SECAP, 

2021). The chapter also clarifies linkages to the standalone Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) 

and Pest Management Plan (PMP), both of which contain procedures that must be communicated 

through the SEP. 
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2.1 National Legislative Framework 

Zimbabwe’s environmental and social governance system places stakeholder participation, 

transparency, environmental protection, and public consultation at the centre of development 

planning. Several statutes directly require, support or inform project-level engagement processes. 

2.1.1 Environmental Management Act [Chapter 20:27] 

The Environmental Management Act (EMA) remains the backbone of environmental governance in 

Zimbabwe, requiring public participation at all stages of environmental assessment and compliance 

monitoring. Part II of the Act obligates developers to undertake Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA) processes for prescribed activities, including irrigation scheme development, dam 

rehabilitation, and water infrastructure. The Act requires that all potentially affected stakeholders be 

consulted in a meaningful and timely manner. 

The Environmental Management (Environmental Impact Assessment and Ecosystem Protection) 

Regulations, 2007, expand on this requirement by specifying that: 

 Communities and interest groups must be consulted at scoping, assessment, and review 

stages. 

 Minutes of meetings, attendance registers, and concerns raised must be documented and 

included in environmental reports. 

 Developers must adopt mitigation measures that reflect community concerns. 

Given the strong emphasis on irrigation rehabilitation, catchment restoration, and market 

infrastructure, RACP is fully subject to these provisions. The project’s SEP therefore operationalises 

this legislative requirement by providing structured consultation pathways across planning, 

construction, operation and decommissioning phases. 

2.1.2 Rural District Councils Act [Chapter 29:13] 

Rural District Councils (RDCs) are the statutory local planning authorities. The Act mandates RDCs 

to: 

 Approve development activities in their districts 

 Coordinate ward-level consultations 

 Provide oversight on land use, water access and community welfare 

 Support grievance management at community level 

Under RACP, RDCs are central partners in community mobilisation, verification of stakeholder lists, 

monitoring of project works, and escalation of grievances that cannot be resolved at IMC, AGRITEX 

or scheme level. 

2.1.3 Water Act and ZINWA Act 

Irrigation rehabilitation and abstraction under RACP fall under the Water Act and Zimbabwe 

National Water Authority (ZINWA) Act. These laws require: 

 Consultation with water users during allocation and renewal of water permits 

 Adherence to catchment outline plans developed with stakeholder participation 

 Notification of communities during major works affecting dams, canals and weirs 
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The SEP ensures that engagement with farmers, IMCs, Water User Associations (WUAs), and 

ZINWA sub-catchment councils occurs before construction works affecting water flows or storage 

capacities. 

2.1.4 Public Health Act 

Public health considerations are essential during construction and operation of irrigation and market 

infrastructure. The Act assigns duties to local authorities and district health offices to guard against 

community health risks such as: 

 Waste mismanagement 

 Water contamination 

 Vector breeding 

 Occupational and community health hazards 

This SEP supports compliance by integrating public health messaging and awareness at community 

meetings, pre-construction briefings, and OHS sessions delivered jointly with district health officers.  

2.1.5 Labour Act and NEC Agriculture Regulations  

Labour engagement requirements influence the SEP because contractors and labourers must be 

informed of: 

 Terms of employment 

 Rights under NEC Agriculture 

 OHS responsibilities 

 Sexual exploitation and abuse (SEA) prohibitions 

 Reporting channels under the GRM 

The SEP aligns with the Labour Management Plan (LMP) and will ensure that community workers, 

casual labourers, contractors and farmer groups are informed of their rights, obligations and 

grievance pathways. 

2.1.6 Other Relevant Legislation 

Several additional laws support stakeholder engagement: 

Parks and Wildlife Act (biodiversity consultations and protection near natural habitats) 

 Forest Act (community involvement in tree planting and fire management) 

 Traditional Leaders Act (coordination with chiefs, headmen, village heads) 

 Devolution and Decentralisation Policy (participatory planning and local accountability) 

Together, these provide a robust national framework supporting community-centred engagement. 

2.2 Development Partner Requirements  

The RACP is funded by AfDB and IFAD, both of which require comprehensive stakeholder 

engagement consistent with international good practice. Stakeholder engagement is therefore not 

only a national legal obligation but a binding development partner requirement. 
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2.2.1 AfDB Integrated Safeguards System (ISS, 2023)  

 

OS1 – Environmental and Social Assessment 

Operational Safeguard 1 mandates early identification of stakeholders and assessment of their 

concerns during project design. It requires two-way engagement throughout all phases of a project, 

including disclosure of E&S documents and systematic integration of community feedback. The OS 

emphasises that vulnerable groups (women, youth, elderly farmers, people with disabilities) must be 

meaningfully represented in decision-making. 

The SEP operationalises OS1 by: 

 Ensuring continuous engagement with communities throughout the ESMP cycle 

 Providing specific platforms for the participation of marginalised groups 

 Integrating engagement feedback into environmental and social management measures 

OS10 – Stakeholder Engagement and Information Disclosure 

OS10 establishes mandatory requirements for: 

 Stakeholder identification and analysis 

 Development of an SEP as part of the E&S system 

 Free, prior and informed participation 

 A functional grievance redress mechanism 

 Monitoring and reporting of engagement effectiveness 

RACP’s standalone GRM Plan fully meets OS10 requirements and is referenced throughout the SEP, 

especially in sections on grievance escalation, GBV-sensitive reporting, and community information 

disclosure. 

2.2.2 IFAD Social, Environmental and Climate Assessment Procedures (SECAP, 2021) 

 

SECAP 1 – Environmental and Social Assessment 

SECAP 1 requires systematic stakeholder engagement during screening, assessment and the 

implementation of mitigation measures. It emphasises: 

 Early disclosure of project information 

 Participation of project-affected people in risk identification 

 Incorporation of local knowledge into the ESMP and associated plans 

This SEP ensures these requirements are fulfilled through structured, inclusive consultations at 

scheme, ward, district, province and national levels. 
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SECAP 2 – Biodiversity, Ecosystems and Natural Resource Management 

Because RACP includes catchment restoration, gully reclamation, riverbank protection and dam 

desiltation control, SECAP 2 is triggered. The standard requires consultation with: 

 Local communities using natural resources 

 Traditional leaders 

 ZINWA and EMA 

 Farmer groups and water users 

The Pest Management Plan (PMP) also derives from SECAP 2, and thus stakeholder engagement 

under this plan is covered within the SEP. 

Other Relevant SECAP Themes 

While SECAP 1 and 2 are the primary standards for the SEP, engagement also supports: 

 SECAP 5 (Labour and Working Conditions) through contractor consultations and worker 

awareness 

 SECAP 6 (Community Health and Safety) through OHS consultations and risk 

communication 

 SECAP 9 (Climate Risk and Resilience) through climate-smart training and awareness 

sessions 

 SECAP 10 (Stakeholder Engagement & GRM) through clear grievance pathways 

2.3 Institutional Framework for Stakeholder Engagement 

The implementation of the SEP requires coordinated action across multiple institutions at national, 

provincial, district, ward and scheme levels. These are the networks through which information 

flows, decisions are made, and grievances are escalated. 

2.3.1 National Institutions  

 National PMU (Project Management Unit) under MLAFWRD oversees SEP 

implementation, resource allocation, reporting and compliance with AfDB and IFAD 

requirements. 

 MLAFWRD Directorate provides technical oversight on irrigation components and leads 

national-level disclosure. 

2.3.2 Provincial Institutions  

 Provincial AGRITEX Office  leads farmer mobilisation, AGRITEX extension coordination, 

and technical backstopping. 

 Provincial Irrigation and Mechanisation Departments  supervise engineering works, 

maintain communication with district officers, and verify issues raised via the GRM. 

 Provincial Development Coordinator (PDC) ensures alignment with provincial 

development strategies. 
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2.3.3 District Level Institutions  

 District Development Coordinator (DDC) plays a central governance role, chairing multi-

stakeholder engagements, validating district-level plans, and coordinating dispute resolution. 

 Rural District Councils (RDCs) handle local planning approvals, land use coordination, and 

grassroots mobilisation. 

 District AGRITEX Officers  lead technical engagement with farmers, support IMCs, and 

bridge communication between PMU and communities. 

 District SACP/RACP Agricultural Extension Officer ensures consistency of engagement 

methods with ongoing government and development partner programmes. 

2.3.4 Ward and Community Level Institutions  

 Irrigation Management Committees (IMCs) and WUAs  serve as the primary interface 

between farmers and project implementers. They oversee day-to-day scheme governance, 

water distribution, conflict resolution, and grievance intake. 

 Traditional Leaders (Chiefs, Headmen, Village Heads) play a critical role in local 

legitimacy, mobilisation and consensus building. 

 Farmer Groups, Women Associations and Youth Representatives  ensure broad-based 

inclusion and equity. 

2.4 SEP Linkages with the GRM Plan and the Pest Management Plan 

2.4.1 Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) 

The GRM Plan provides detailed procedures for handling complaints related to: 

 Construction works 

 Water distribution conflicts 

 Dam and canal safety concerns 

 Labour disputes 

 SEA/GBV incidents 

 Pesticide-related health hazards 

This SEP supports GRM implementation by ensuring communities understand: 

 Where to report grievances 

 Who receives complaints (IMCs, AGRITEX, Scheme GRM Focal Points) 

 How grievances are escalated to district and national PMU levels 

 How SEA/GBV cases follow survivor-centred pathways 

2.4.2 Pest Management Plan (PMP) 

The PMP/IPMP contains community-sensitive elements requiring active participation, including: 

 Training on safe pesticide use and handling 

 Triple-rinsing procedures and empty container return schemes 
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 Hazard awareness relating to agrochemical exposure 

 Promotion of non-chemical alternatives and Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 

 Reporting pesticide poisoning cases through the GRM 

This SEP integrates PMP requirements by ensuring that: 

 AGRITEX officers lead pesticide-related community training 

 IMCs coordinate safe storage and collective handling practices 

 District health offices participate in awareness sessions 

 Community feedback on pesticide risks informs PMP updates 

3. PRIORITY ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL RISKS FOR SEP 

All environmental and social (E&S) risks were identified through a structured and participatory 

process, and reconnaissance site visits carried out during the period of 10/2025 to 11/2025. Risks 

were informed by scheme level consultations with irrigators, IMCs, women, youth and vulnerable 

households, supported by site inspections and discussions facilitated by AGRITEX and district 

technical officers. These inputs were complemented by district inputs involving DDCs and RDCs, 

with the SEP providing the formal framework that ensured risks reflect community experience and 

safeguards requirements under AfDB ISS and IFAD SECAP. A summary of key of E&S risks for 

each province are presented in Table 1 and common E&S risks are explained in the following 

subections. 

 

Table 1: Province Specific Environmental and Social Risks 

Province Key Environmental 

Risks 

Key Social Risks Risk Context and Key 

Drivers 

Mashonaland 

Central 

Pressure on surface and 

groundwater resources; 

soil erosion from canal 

rehabilitation; disturbance 

of riparian zones; 

agrochemical runoff into 

streams 

Exclusion of women and 

youth from IMCs; water 

user conflicts between 

upstream and downstream 

users; land use disputes at 

scheme boundaries; 

construction safety risks 

High irrigation density 

with ageing infrastructure; 

water scarcity in dry 

seasons; strong reliance 

on surface water; 

traditional leadership 

plays a central role in 

scheme governance 

Mashonaland 

East 

Wetland disturbance; 

sedimentation of canals; 

cumulative abstraction 

impacts; pesticide 

contamination risks 

In-migration driven 

pressure on schemes; 

conflicts over plot 

allocation; labour influx 

risks during construction; 

weak grievance reporting 

at scheme level 

Presence of wetlands and 

dambos; mixed 

subsistence and 

commercial farming; 

proximity to peri-urban 

markets increases land 

and water competition 
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Province Key Environmental 

Risks 

Key Social Risks Risk Context and Key 

Drivers 

Mashonaland 

West 

Degradation of 

catchments; deforestation 

for scheme expansion; 

inefficient water use; 

pollution from 

agrochemicals 

Farmer-herder conflicts; 

inequitable access to 

water; limited 

participation of 

vulnerable households; 

contractor-community 

tensions 

Large irrigation schemes 

with mixed governance 

quality; competing land 

uses including mining and 

grazing; high demand for 

irrigation water 

Midlands Climate variability 

affecting water 

availability; gully erosion; 

dam siltation; inefficient 

drainage systems 

Livelihood disruption 

during construction; 

limited institutional 

capacity at scheme level; 

youth exclusion from 

scheme decision making 

Semi-arid conditions; 

reliance on small dams 

and weirs; weaker 

AGRITEX coverage in 

remote districts 

Matabeleland 

North 

Chronic water scarcity; 

abstraction risks affecting 

downstream ecosystems; 

land degradation; limited 

water storage capacity 

High vulnerability of 

communities; food 

insecurity risks; conflict 

over scarce water 

resources; weak 

representation of women 

and vulnerable groups 

Low rainfall province; 

fragile ecosystems; 

dependence on small-

scale irrigation for 

livelihoods; long distances 

between schemes and 

district offices 

 

3.1 Water Resource Pressure, Abstraction Conflicts and Inequitable Distribution 

Irrigation schemes under RACP depend on rivers, dams and weirs regulated by ZINWA and 

managed through catchment and sub-catchment councils. Climate variability, prolonged dry spells 

and aging infrastructure have increased pressure on available water resources, leading to seasonal 

shortages, competition between upstream and downstream users, and inequitable distribution within 

schemes during peak demand periods. Communities have expressed concern that rehabilitation 

works, particularly increased pumping capacity or expanded command areas, may intensify these 

pressures if not properly managed. 

 

Stakeholder engagement is therefore required to explain abstraction rights, permit conditions and 

seasonal water availability, to facilitate dialogue between ZINWA, IMCs, AGRITEX and water 

users, and to agree on transparent water scheduling arrangements. Engagement also supports early 

resolution of water-related grievances through the GRM, in line with AfDB OS1 and IFAD SECAP 

2 requirements. 

. 

3.2 Catchment Degradation, Siltation and Dam/Canal Vulnerabilities  

Across all RACP provinces, irrigation schemes are affected by catchment degradation driven by soil 

erosion, streambank cultivation, deforestation and uncontrolled grazing. These processes contribute 

to dam siltation, canal instability and reduced water storage capacity, undermining the sustainability 
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of rehabilitation investments. In several schemes, vegetation growth on embankments, gully 

expansion near headworks and sediment accumulation were identified as key risks. 

Stakeholder engagement focuses on strengthening community awareness of catchment protection 

responsibilities, supporting ward-level natural resource management dialogues, and promoting 

participatory erosion control measures. Engagement with EMA, RDCs and Forestry Commission 

structures ensures that environmental compliance obligations are understood and locally enforced, 

consistent with AfDB OS1 and IFAD SECAP 2. 

 

3.3 Deteriorated or Hazardous Irrigation Infrastructure  

Many irrigation schemes under RACP are characterised by deteriorated infrastructure, including 

exposed electrical cables, unsecured pump houses, leaking pipelines, damaged canals and unstable 

night storage dams. These conditions pose safety risks to farmers, children and livestock, and 

increase the likelihood of vandalism and theft of electrical components. 

Engagement with communities is required to raise awareness of electrical and mechanical hazards, 

agree on protective measures such as fencing and controlled access, and establish joint surveillance 

arrangements involving IMCs, traditional leaders and youth groups. Reporting of infrastructure-

related hazards and vandalism through the GRM is also emphasised, aligning with AfDB OS4 on 

community health and safety. 

 

3.4 Community Health, Safety and WASH Risks 

Construction and rehabilitation activities introduce community health and safety risks, including dust 

emissions, heavy machinery movement, fuel handling, waste generation and sanitation challenges at 

contractor camps and market or processing facilities. Inadequate water supply and sanitation at 

scheme centres and value-addition points may further expose communities to public health risks. 

Stakeholder engagement integrates public health messaging, advance notification of construction 

activities, coordination with district health offices and Environmental Health Technicians, and 

reinforcement of accident reporting and emergency response procedures. These measures address 

AfDB OS4 and IFAD SECAP 6 requirements. 

 

3.5 Agrochemical Risks, Increasing Pesticide Use and IPM Adoption 

Rehabilitation of irrigation schemes is expected to intensify cropping cycles and pest pressure, 

leading to increased use of pesticides and herbicides. Farmers commonly use synthetic pyrethroids, 

organophosphates, carbamates and neonicotinoids to control pests such as fall armyworm, aphids and 

whiteflies. Improper application, mixing or disposal of these chemicals, particularly near canals and 

water sources, poses risks of water contamination, human exposure and harm to aquatic ecosystems. 

Stakeholder engagement therefore emphasises Integrated Pest Management principles, safe handling 

and storage of agrochemicals, avoidance of washing equipment near water bodies, and proper 

disposal of containers. These engagements are delivered through AGRITEX-led training and Farmer 

Field Schools and are directly linked to the Pest Management Plan and the GRM for reporting 

pesticide-related incidents. 
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 Pesticide poisoning (see Appendix 1 for pesticide poisoning threshold levels) 

 Water contamination (see Appendix 2 for water contamination threshold levels) 

 Misuse of chemicals 

 Unsafe disposal of containers 

 Drift affecting homesteads, gardens and livestock 

 Child exposure during spraying 

Engagement is required to: 

 Promote IPM principles from the Pest Management Plan 

 Train farmers via AGRITEX 

 Create awareness of triple-rinsing and safe storage 

 Set up designated chemical disposal points 

 Strengthen reporting of pesticide incidents via the GRM 

This aligns with SECAP 2, AfDB OS1, and national pesticide safety regulations. 

3.6 Gender Inequities, Limited Youth Participation and Vulnerable Group Exclusion 

Stakeholder consultations revealed: 

 Women struggling with heavy irrigation systems 

 Youth excluded from governance roles 

 Power imbalances in IMCs 

 Limited participation of vulnerable groups (elderly, disabled) 

Across all provinces, engagement must: 

 Facilitate women-only and youth-only consultative forums 

 Adjust training times and methods to accommodate women’s workloads 

 Promote inclusive IMC governance structures 

 Ensure that women and youth representatives are part of GRM committees 

 Include the elderly and persons with disabilities in planning and O&M decisions 

This is required under AfDB OS10 and IFAD SECAP 1. 

3.7 Labour Conditions, Contractor Conduct and SEA/GBV Risks  

Labour risks observed during consultations and reconnaissance visits apply uniformly across other 

RACP provinces: 

 Mismatch between community expectations for local employment and contractor recruitment 

practices. 

 Potential use of child labour if recruitment is not adequately monitored. 
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 Worker–community conflict linked to behaviour, access to services or perceived exclusion. 

 Sexual exploitation and abuse and gender-based violence risks associated with labour 

presence. 

 Unsafe work practices that may result in accidents or injuries. 

 Limited understanding among workers and communities of labour rights, codes of conduct 

and grievance procedures. 

The SEP must support: 

 Disclosure of contractor labour management plans 

 Community awareness sessions on SEA/GBV reporting 

 Integration of labour grievances into the GRM 

 Engagement with NEC Agriculture and district labour officers 

These actions support AfDB OS5, OS4 and SECAP 5. 

3.8 Temporary Land Disturbance, Crop Loss and Localised Displacement 

Across all provinces, construction works may temporarily affect: 

 Gardens 

 Grazing areas 

 Access roads 

 Footpaths 

 Irrigated plots 

 Informal markets 

Affected households must be engaged to understand: 

 Scope of works 

 Temporary land use requirements 

 Agreement mechanisms 

 Restitution after works 

AfDB OS5 requires transparent, well-documented consultation and compensation processes. 

3.9 Cultural Heritage and Community Values  

The districts of interest are targeting existing irrigation schemes therefore, there are no anticipated 

cultural heritage risks, similar to sacred groves, ancestral trees, shrines and burial areas that may be 

affected by construction works. 

Engagement with traditional leaders must: 

 Confirm presence or absence of cultural sites 
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 Support implementation of chance finds procedures 

 Protect intangible cultural values 

 Inform the community of excavation plans 

This aligns with OS1 and SECAP 1 requirements. 

3.10 Cumulative Impacts across Provinces 

Although each province has scheme-specific concerns, several cumulative risks exist across the 

entire RACP landscape: 

 Increased pressure on catchments feeding multiple schemes 

 Combined rise in agrochemical use 

 Traffic pressure from construction across multiple districts 

 Increased demand for extension services 

 Impacts on wetlands and river systems shared across districts 

 Competition for labour between schemes under simultaneous rehabilitation 

District and provincial consultations must therefore address bulk issues such as: 

 Catchment-level restoration planning 

 Provincial water allocation strategies 

 Harmonised monitoring and enforcement 

 Joint environmental stewardship programmes 

PDCs, DDCs, ZINWA catchment councils and EMA provincial offices must lead these 

engagements. 

A summary of RACP risks requiring engagement are listed in Table 2. 

Table 2: Summary of RACP Risks Requiring Engagement 

Risk Category Applies In All 

Provinces? 

Scheme/District/Province 

Level Engagement Required 

Key Actors 

Water allocation & 

conflicts 

Yes All 3 levels ZINWA, IMCs, 

AGRITEX 

Catchment 

degradation & 

siltation 

Yes District & province EMA, RDCs, 
communities 

Infrastructure 

hazards 

Yes Scheme & district Irrigation Dept, 
contractors 

Health, safety & 

WASH 

Yes All 3 levels Health offices, 
contractors 

Pesticide and 

chemical risks 

Yes Scheme & district AGRITEX, health 
offices 

Gender, youth & 

equity 

Yes All 3 levels IMCs, women/youth 

groups 

Labour rights, Yes Scheme & district Contractors, LMP 
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SEA/GBV focal persons 

Land disturbance Yes Scheme RDC, traditional 

leaders 

Cultural heritage Yes (location-
specific) 

Scheme & district Traditional leadership 

Cumulative 

catchment impacts 

Yes District & province PDC, ZINWA, EMA 

 

4. STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION AND CATEGORISATION 

Stakeholder identification for the RACP is a continuous, iterative process that recognises the diverse 

actors involved in irrigation management, agricultural productivity, natural resources governance and 

community development across the five targeted provinces. The engagement pathways reflect the 

complexity of rural agricultural systems in Zimbabwe and the interlinked roles of community 

organisations, technical agencies, customary structures, local government and national authorities. 

Chapter 4 therefore provides a detailed mapping and categorisation of stakeholders, clarifying their 

interests, influence, expectations and responsibilities in relation to RACP. 

Because irrigation schemes operate within social, environmental and governance ecosystems, 

meaningful participation requires recognising stakeholders at scheme, ward, district, provincial and 

national level. Consultations conducted across RACP provinces, confirm that stakeholder dynamics 

are similar across schemes, with minor variations relating to localised institutions or provincial 

arrangements. For this reason, the SEP adopts a unified stakeholder architecture applicable to all five 

provinces, while allowing scheme-by-scheme adaptation during field implementation. 

4.1 Scoping Approach and Methodology  

Stakeholder identification for the RACP was undertaken through a structured, evidence-based and 

participatory scoping process conducted alongside the Environmental and Social Management Plan 

(ESMP) preparation and early SEP development. The approach combined field-level engagement, 

institutional consultations and desk review of statutory mandates to ensure that all stakeholders who 

are affected by, influence, or have an interest in the project were systematically identified.  The 

stakeholder identification process was implemented between October and November 2025 and 

applied consistently across the five RACP provinces. The scoping process involved the following 

steps: 

1. Desk-Based Scoping and Institutional Mapping 

A review was undertaken of national legislation, sector policies, AfDB ISS and IFAD SECAP 

requirements, and institutional mandates relevant to irrigation, agriculture, water, environment, 

labour and local governance.  

2. Scheme-Level Reconnaissance and Community Scoping  

Initial site visits were conducted at targeted irrigation schemes to understand local governance 

structures, water use arrangements, land tenure, and community composition. These visits were 

facilitated by AGRITEX and district officers and included: 

o Walk-through inspections of schemes and surrounding areas 
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o Informal discussions with irrigators and IMC members 

o Engagement with traditional leadership to validate community boundaries and authority 

structures 

3. Primary Consultations and Sample Size   

Stakeholder identification was informed by direct consultations with an estimated 25 to 40 

participants per scheme, depending on scheme size and complexity. Across the five provinces, 

this resulted in engagement with over 600 stakeholders, including,  Irrigators and non-plot 

farmers, women farmers and women’s groups, youth representatives, IMC, and local leadership. 

The list of participants and evidence of meeting is presented in Appendix 3. 

4. District-Level Technical and Administrative Consultations   

At district level, structured interviews and meetings were held with District AGRITEX Officers, 

District Development Coordinators, Rural District Councils. These engagements helped identify 

institutional stakeholders, clarify roles, and highlight coordination and compliance 

responsibilities. 

5. Provincial and National Institutional Engagements  

Consultations were held with provincial line departments and national structures under the 

Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Fisheries, Water and Rural Development. These engagements 

confirmed oversight, reporting and implementation responsibilities, and ensured alignment with 

ongoing SACP and RACP structures. 

Stakeholder Categories  

In line with AfDB OS10 and IFAD SECAP, stakeholders were clearly differentiated into Project 

Affected Persons and Project Interested Parties, recognising that these groups require different levels 

and methods of engagement. 

a) Project Affected Persons (PAPs) 

Project Affected Persons are individuals or groups whose livelihoods, land use, water access, health, 

safety or social conditions may be directly affected by RACP activities. These include: 

 Irrigators and plot holders within targeted schemes 

 Non-plot farmers sharing the same water source 

 Women and youth engaged in scheme production and labour 

 Vulnerable households including the elderly, persons with disabilities and chronically ill 

individuals 

 Upstream and downstream communities affected by abstraction or construction works 

PAPs are prioritised for continuous, scheme-level engagement, direct participation in decision-

making, and full access to the GRM. 

b) Project Interested Parties (PIPs) 
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Other interested parties are institutions or groups that are not directly affected but have influence, 

responsibilities or interests in the project. These include: 

 AGRITEX extension services at ward, district and provincial levels 

 Irrigation, Mechanisation and Engineering Departments 

 ZINWA, EMA and catchment councils 

 Rural District Councils and District Development Coordinators 

 Provincial Development Coordinators 

 National PMU and MLAFWRD directorates 

 NGOs, private sector actors, input suppliers and off-takers 

 Development partners including IFAD and AfDB 

These stakeholders are engaged through technical coordination meetings, planning forums, reporting 

processes and supervision missions. 

4.2 Stakeholder Identification Strategy 

Stakeholders were identified using a structured approach based on: 

 Preliminary scoping under the ESMP processes 

 Field consultations held with farmers, IMCs and traditional leaders 

 District-level technical and administrative stakeholder interviews 

 Provincial-level engagements with sectoral ministries 

 Analysis of institutional mandates and legal requirements 

 Review of responsibilities under AfDB ISS OS10 and IFAD SECAP 1 

This identification method ensures that all individuals, groups and institutions who may be impacted 

by, benefit from, influence or have interests related to the project’s outcomes are included. 

The process follows four principles: 

Inclusivity 

All affected households, including women, youth, vulnerable groups and people with disabilities, are 

recognised as primary stakeholders. 

Representation 

Stakeholders are mapped along existing governance structures such as IMCs, WUAs, AGRITEX, 

traditional leadership, DDC and RDCs, ensuring representation at appropriate levels. 

Contextualisation 

Stakeholder lists reflect similarities across provinces but remain sufficiently adaptable to incorporate 

district-specific actors, for example, wildlife authorities in Matabeleland North or mining-affected 

communities in Mashonaland West. 
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Dynamic Updating 

Stakeholder identification is not static; new players such as contractors, private input suppliers or 

emerging value-chain actors are continuously added as the project evolves. 

4.3 Stakeholder Categorisation 

Stakeholders fall into three broad categories, each requiring different engagement strategies as 

presented in Table 3. 

Table 3: Stakeholder Categorisation  

Stakeholder 

Category 

Description Key Stakeholder Groups Engagement 

Priority 

Primary 

Stakeholders 

(Project Affected 

Persons) 

Individuals or groups 

whose livelihoods, 

land use, water access, 

health or safety may 

be directly affected by 

irrigation rehabilitation 

and operation. 

Irrigators and plot holders; 

non-plot farmers sharing water 

sources; women farmers 

engaged in production and 

marketing; youth involved in 

scheme labour and 

maintenance; elderly farmers; 

vulnerable households 

including widows, persons 

with disabilities, chronically ill 

and child-headed households; 

upstream and downstream 

communities affected by 

abstraction or construction. 

High and continuous 

engagement required 

under AfDB OS10 

and IFAD SECAP 1. 

Secondary 

Stakeholders 

(Implementing 

and Supporting 

Institutions) 

Institutions responsible 

for implementation, 

coordination, technical 

guidance, regulation or 

compliance 

monitoring. 

IMCs and Water User 

Associations; AGRITEX 

officers at ward, district and 

provincial levels; district 

officers under MLAFWRD; 

District Development 

Coordinators; Rural District 

Councils; ZINWA catchment 

and sub-catchment councils; 

EMA district and provincial 

offices; Provincial AGRITEX, 

Irrigation and Mechanisation 

departments; SACP and RACP 

coordination units; National 

PMU. 

Regular and 

structured 

engagement through 

coordination 

meetings, reporting 

and oversight 

mechanisms. 

External 

Stakeholders 

(Partners and 

Influencers) 

Actors not directly 

affected but with 

influence on project 

outcomes, 

Input suppliers and agro-

dealers; private sector buyers 

and off-takers; NGOs and 

development partners; 

Periodic and 

strategic 

engagement to 

support 
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Stakeholder 

Category 

Description Key Stakeholder Groups Engagement 

Priority 

sustainability or 

community welfare. 

community-based 

organisations including 

women’s cooperatives; 

financial institutions; local 

contractors; media outlets. 

implementation, 

value chains and 

transparency. 

 

4.4 Stakeholder Influence and Interest Analysis  

Stakeholders differ in the level of power they hold and the degree to which they are affected. The 

influence–interest relationship determines engagement intensity as presented in Table 4. 

Table 4: Matrix of Influence vs Interest 

Stakeholder Group Interest in 

RACP 

Influence 

on Project 

Influence–

Interest 

Category 

Required Engagement 

Approach 

IMCs and WUAs Very high High Manage 

Closely 

Continuous engagement 

through scheme-based decision 

forums, joint planning, 

monitoring and grievance 

handling. 

Irrigators and Plot 

Holders 

Very high Medium Keep Informed 

and Involved 

Regular scheme meetings, 

participatory planning, 

feedback sessions and GRM 

access. 

Women Groups Very high Medium–

low 

Keep Informed 

and Involved 

Dedicated consultations, 

gender-sensitive facilitation, 

targeted FGDs and safe spaces 

for dialogue. 

Youth Groups High Medium–

low 

Keep Informed 

and Involved 

Tailored youth dialogues, 

skills-focused engagement, 

labour and enterprise 

discussions. 

Traditional Leaders Medium High Manage 

Closely 

Early involvement, continuous 

consultation, cultural guidance 

and conflict mediation. 

AGRITEX Officers High High Manage 

Closely 

Technical coordination, farmer 

training, monitoring, reporting 

and safeguards implementation. 

ZINWA High High Manage Structured consultations on 

water allocation, abstraction 
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Stakeholder Group Interest in 

RACP 

Influence 

on Project 

Influence–

Interest 

Category 

Required Engagement 

Approach 

Closely permits, catchment 

management and compliance. 

District Agriculture, 

Irrigation and 

Mechanisation 

Officers 

High High Manage 

Closely 

Joint planning, supervision, 

monitoring and coordination 

meetings. 

Rural District 

Councils (RDCs) 

Medium High Keep Satisfied 

and Informed 

Engagement on planning 

approvals, land use oversight, 

by-laws and local governance. 

Environmental 

Management Agency 

(EMA) 

Medium High Keep Satisfied 

and Informed 

Environmental compliance 

coordination, training, 

inspections and reporting. 

Contractors Medium High Manage 

Closely 

Mandatory briefings, OHS 

meetings, labour and 

SEA/GBV awareness, GRM 

orientation and compliance 

monitoring. 

NGOs and Private 

Sector Actors 

Medium–

low 

Medium Monitor and 

Engage 

Strategically 

Partnership-based engagement, 

information sharing and 

coordination on livelihoods and 

value chains. 

 

Scheme-based governance structures (IMCs and plot holders) hold high interest but moderate 

influence, whereas provincial and district authorities have high influence but moderate direct interest. 

Thus, stakeholder engagement must bridge these asymmetries to ensure effective participation. 

4.5 Vulnerable Groups Assessment 

IFAD SECAP 1 and AfDB OS10 require targeted engagement of vulnerable groups to avoid 

exclusion. Across RACP provinces, vulnerability profiles are consistent and include: 

 Women-headed households , who frequently lack institutional voice 

 Youth with limited access to resources or decision-making bodies  

 Persons with disabilities , facing mobility and inclusion challenges 

 Elderly irrigators , often unable to operate heavy irrigation equipment 

 Households affected by chronic illness or HIV/AIDS 

 Widows with limited labour resources  

Vulnerable persons may require: 
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 Adjusted meeting times 

 Tailored communication methods 

 Priority participation in training 

 Dedicated grievance pathways 

 Non-technical climate risk and water-use explanations 

These considerations are integrated into Chapters 5 and 7 of the SEP. 

4.6 Stakeholder Validation and Updating 

Stakeholder lists will continue to be refined during: 

 District inception meetings 

 Scheme-level verification exercises led by IMCs and AGRITEX 

 Provincial harmonisation meetings 

 Contractor mobilisation activities 

 Water permitting discussions with ZINWA 

Each scheme will maintain a Stakeholder Register (structured as that presented in Table 5), updated 

quarterly and coordinated by the District SACP/RACP Agricultural Officer, with oversight from the 

Provincial PMU.  

Table 5: Summary Table of Stakeholders Across All RACP Provinces 

Level Stakeholder Role/Interest 

Scheme 

Level 

Irrigators, IMCs, WUAs Water allocation, scheme governance, 

operation and maintenance 

 Women groups & youth groups Production, labour, decision-making, 

livelihood opportunities 

 Traditional leaders Legitimacy, land governance, social 

cohesion 

Ward Level Village heads, local committees Mobilisation, conflict management, cultural 

issues 

District 

Level 

AGRITEX, Irrigation, Mechanisation, 

District SACP Officer 

Technical support, monitoring, extension, 

IPM training 

 DDC Multi-sectoral coordination and oversight 

 RDC Local approval, land use regulation, 

environmental governance 

 EMA & ZINWA Environmental compliance and water 

resource management 

 District Health Offices Public health, WASH, construction health 
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oversight 

Provincial 

Level 

Provincial AGRITEX, Irrigation, 

Mechanisation, PDC 

Provincial planning, reporting, 

environmental and social oversight 

 Provincial SACP/RACP Coordination 

Unit 

Programme alignment and quality control 

National 

Level 

PMU, MLAFWRD Policy oversight, financial management, 

development partner compliance 

External NGOs, private sector, input suppliers, 

media 

Partnerships, technical support, value chain 

integration 

 

5. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

Stakeholder engagement strategies under RACP are designed to respond to the diverse roles, levels 

of influence, information needs and vulnerabilities of different stakeholder groups. The strategies 

recognise that men, women, youth and vulnerable households experience irrigation development 

differently and therefore require tailored engagement approaches. In line with AfDB OS10 and IFAD 

SECAP requirements, engagement methods are differentiated by stakeholder category, are culturally 

appropriate, and explicitly promote gender inclusion, equitable participation and safe access to 

information and grievance mechanisms. Stakeholder engagement must be continuous, adaptive, 

inclusive and responsive to evolving scheme-level, district and provincial realities. The strategies in 

this chapter are designed to ensure that all stakeholders, especially the most vulnerable are informed, 

consulted, involved in decision-making, and empowered to participate in the monitoring and 

grievance processes throughout the project lifecycle. These strategies apply uniformly across all five 

RACP provinces, with flexibility for scheme-level adaptation based on local culture, institutional 

maturity and community dynamics. 

The engagement strategies follow the principles outlined in AfDB OS10 on Stakeholder Engagement 

and Information Disclosure and IFAD SECAP 1 & 10, ensuring that consultations are meaningful, 

transparent and accessible, and that feedback is systematically incorporated into project design and 

implementation. 

5.1 Information Dissemination 

Information dissemination forms the foundation of effective stakeholder engagement. Communities 

and institutions must receive accurate, timely and understandable information on project activities, 

timelines, risks, rights, responsibilities and grievance processes. This is particularly important in 

irrigation rehabilitation programmes where water availability, construction schedules, land use 

changes, and pesticide use have direct impacts on livelihoods. 

Information must therefore be: 

 Clear and non-technical, avoiding jargon where possible 

 Delivered in local languages  (Shona or Ndebele and other languages depending on 

province) 

 Shared through multiple channels  to reach diverse groups 
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 Provided in advance  of decisions, construction works or environmental impacts 

For RACP, primary information dissemination channels include: 

 Community meetings facilitated by AGRITEX or IMCs 

 District-level technical briefings involving MLAFWARD officers and the District SACP 

Officer 

 Public notices displayed at ward centres, irrigation scheme entrances and market facilities 

 Local radio broadcasts for provincial-level announcements that include Zi-FM, National FM, 

Platinum FM, Madziwa FM, Lyeja FM, TwasumpukaFM, and Nyangani FM 

 Engagement with local councillors, village heads and traditional leadership structures 

 WhatsApp groups managed by IMCs or AGRITEX where appropriate 

 Dissemination through local churches, savings groups, youth clusters and women’s 

associations 

 

Information dissemination must also integrate awareness from the GRM Plan, such as where 

grievances can be submitted, timelines for resolution and SEA/GBV referral pathways, as well as 

guidance from the Pest Management Plan, particularly around pesticide risks, safe handling and 

emergency reporting. 

5.2 Stakeholder Consultations  

Stakeholder consultations under the RACP are designed as a continuous, structured and transparent 

process that takes place at scheme, district, provincial and national levels throughout project 

planning, construction, operation and monitoring. Consultations are not treated as one-off events but 

as iterative engagements embedded within existing agricultural extension, irrigation governance and 

local development structures under RACP. Table 6 presents a summary on how consultations will be 

carried out at the various levelsof stakeholders. 

Table 6: Stakeholder Approaches  

Consultation 

Level 

How Consultations Will Be 

Held 

Participant 

Identification Method 

Engagement and 

Transparency Measures 

Scheme 

Level 

 Community meetings 
convened by IMCs and 

facilitated by AGRITEX; 
disclosure sessions;  

 Construction safety 
briefings; 

 Operational review 
meetings 

 Scheme registers;  

 Water user lists;  

 IMC membership 
records;  

  

 Open discussions 

 Validation by 

traditional leadership 
and AGRITEX 

 Attendance registers 

and meeting minutes 

 Feedback on agreed 
actions 
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Consultation 

Level 

How Consultations Will Be 

Held 

Participant 

Identification Method 

Engagement and 

Transparency Measures 

Construction 

Phase 

Engagement 

 Pre-mobilisation 
meetings, 

 Contractor community 
interface meetings,  

 Toolbox talks and 
occupational health and 
safety briefings. 

 Contractor work 
plans,  

 IMC coordination 
and identification 

of households 
directly affected by 
construction 
activities. 

 Construction 
schedules,  

 Codes of conduct and 
safety requirements,  

 Explicit 
communication of 
SEA and GBV 

reporting pathways 
and GRM procedures. 

Provincial 

Level 
 Quarterly provincial 

review meetings and  

 Provincial technical 

coordination sessions 
involving relevant 
departments. 

 Provincial 
departmental 
structures and  

 Project 

coordination units. 

 Provincial reports, 
shared with districts 
and schemes, and  

 Cross-district learning 

and corrective 
actions. 

National 

Level 
 National stakeholder 

review workshops,  

 PMU-led coordination 

meetings and  

 Safeguards supervision 
missions. 

 National mandates,  

 Project governance 

structures and  

 Development 
partner 
participation. 

 Disclosure of project 
progress,  

 Safeguards 

compliance reporting 
and  

 Stakeholder feedback. 

External 

Stakeholders 

 Bilateral meetings,  

 Partnership forums and 

 Structured information 
sharing sessions. 

 Stakeholder 

mapping and  

 Assessment of 
institutional 
relevance to project 

objectives. 

 Clear roles and 

expectations will be 
communicated,  

 Agreements 
documented and  

 Follow-up actions 
tracked to support 
accountability. 

Targeted 

Groups 

(Women, 

Youth and 

Vulnerable 

Households) 

 Focus group discussions,  

 Small group meetings and  

 Household visits where 
necessary 

 Provision of safe and 

inclusive spaces for 
dialogue. 

 AGRITEX records,  

 IMC referrals and  

 Community 
validation 
processes,  

 Particular attention 
to women, youth 
and households 
facing 

vulnerability. 

 Gender-sensitive 
facilitation will be 

applied,  

 Sensitive issues will 
be handled 

confidentially and  

 Concerns raised will 
be documented and 
followed up, with 

clear guidance on 
GRM access. 

 

Table 7 outlines the iterative process through which data generated from stakeholder consultations is 

collected, analysed, applied to project decision making and fed back to stakeholders within the 

implementation of RACP. 
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Table 7: Consultation Data Usage 

Stage Source of Consultation 

Data 

How the Data Is Used Output and 

Feedback 

Data 

Collection 

Community meetings, 

focus group discussions, 

site visits, GRM 

submissions 

Issues, concerns and 

suggestions are recorded and 

validated at scheme level 

Meeting minutes, 

attendance registers, 

issue logs 

Scheme-Level 

Review 

Inputs from irrigators, 

women, youth and 

vulnerable households 

Data informs design 

refinement, construction 

scheduling, water allocation 

and mitigation measures 

Feedback provided to 

communities through 

follow-up meetings 

District 

Consolidation 

Scheme reports and 

consultation records 

Recurring issues and risks are 

analysed to guide inspections, 

coordination and corrective 

actions 

District action points 

and updated 

monitoring plans 

Provincial 

Synthesis  

District summaries and 

GRM trends 

Data is reviewed to identify 

cross-scheme patterns and 

capacity gaps 

Provincial review 

reports and guidance 

to districts 

National 

Integration 

Provincial reports and 

safeguards data 

Information informs 

safeguards reporting, adaptive 

management and SEP updates 

Reports to IFAD and 

AfDB and revised 

engagement 

approaches 

Feedback Loop Decisions and actions 

taken at all levels 

Outcomes are communicated 

back to stakeholders 

Improved trust and 

continuous 

engagement 

 

5.3 Capacity Building and Training 

Capacity building is a fundamental engagement strategy because the success of irrigation 

rehabilitation, IPM adoption, scheme governance and environmental management depends on 

stakeholders’ technical competence and institutional capacity. 

Training sessions must be practical, hands-on, and tailored to beneficiary realities, with special 

attention to women, youth and vulnerable groups. 

Training priorities include: 

For Communities and IMCs 

 Roles and responsibilities of IMCs and WUAs 

 Water scheduling, conflict minimisation and equitable distribution 

 Basic operation and maintenance of infrastructure 

 Understanding irrigation layouts and command areas 
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 Safe pesticide handling, storage, application and disposal (PMP requirement) 

 Emergency procedures and reporting 

For AGRITEX and District Technical Staff 

 Enhanced facilitation skills 

 Environmental and social risk communication 

 Monitoring and compliance reporting 

 Gender-sensitive engagement 

 Climate-smart agriculture and IPM advisory services 

For Contractors 

 Community entry protocols 

 Labour rights, worker codes of conduct and SEA/GBV prevention 

 Occupational health and safety 

 GRM orientation and grievance escalation 

Training content must be updated periodically and delivered collaboratively by AGRITEX, EMA, 

ZINWA, RDCs and the PMU. 

5.4 Collaborative Partnerships  

RACP implementation benefits from strategic partnerships that strengthen capacity, extend 

knowledge networks and enhance sustainability. Across the five RACP provinces, the most directly 

comparable programme already providing a platform for coordination and shared learning is the 

Smallholder Agriculture Cluster Project (SACP), which is being implemented in Mashonaland 

Central, Mashonaland East, Mashonaland West, Midlands and Matabeleland North and uses the 

same district and extension delivery structures that RACP relies on for mobilisation, safeguards 

implementation and reporting.  In addition, lessons on irrigation scheme rehabilitation, governance 

strengthening, inclusive participation and safeguards practice can be drawn from the Smallholder 

Irrigation Revitalisation Programme (SIRP), which operated in Midlands among other provinces and 

provides relevant experience on scheme-focused engagement and operationalisation of irrigation 

investments that RACP teams can adapt through structured cross-programme learning and joint 

technical reviews. Partnerships will also involve: 

 NGOs  providing community facilitation, gender mainstreaming, youth mobilisation or 

market access development 

 Private sector actors  offering value-chain linkages, processing opportunities or supply chain 

investments such as  

 Environmental institutions  such as EMA and Forestry Commission supporting ecosystem 

restoration 

 ZINWA for catchment management planning 



26 
 

 Health institutions  for pesticide poisoning prevention, WASH, and contractor health 

oversight 

 Financial institutions  providing microcredit or revolving fund services  

Such partnerships deepen community engagement, promote co-ownership of interventions and build 

long-term resilience and these are summarised in Table 8. 

Table 8: Collaborative Partnerships 

Stakeholder 

Area 

Key Actors to Coordinate 

With 

Relevance to RACP Coordination Focus 

NGOs and Civil 

Society 

Gender and youth service 

providers under SACP; 

community development 

NGOs such as FACHIG, 

DAPP, FACT; livelihoods 

NGOs in Matabeleland 

North and Mashonaland 

provinces 

Support community 

facilitation, gender 

mainstreaming, youth 

mobilisation, inclusion 

of vulnerable groups 

and market readiness 

Joint community 

mobilisation, gender 

and youth targeting, 

shared training tools, 

coordination of field 

activities 

Private Sector 

and Value Chain 

Actors  

Input suppliers, agro-

dealers, buyers and off-

takers; processors and 

aggregators linked to SACP 

value chains 

Enable market access, 

aggregation, processing 

opportunities and value 

chain sustainability 

Buyer engagement 

forums, alignment of 

production planning, 

contract farming and 

off-take discussions 

Environmental 

Institutions  

Environmental Management 

Agency; Forestry 

Commission of Zimbabwe 

Support environmental 

compliance, ecosystem 

protection and 

restoration linked to 

irrigation schemes 

Joint inspections, 

community 

environmental 

awareness, catchment 

and riparian 

restoration activities 

Water 

Resources 

Management 

ZINWA; Catchment and 

Sub-Catchment Councils 

Manage water 

abstraction, allocation 

and catchment planning 

for irrigation schemes 

Coordination on 

permits, abstraction 

limits, water 

allocation schedules 

and catchment 

planning 

Health 

Institutions  

Ministry of Health and Child 

Care; District Health 

Offices; Environmental 

Health Technicians 

Prevent pesticide 

poisoning, strengthen 

WASH practices and 

oversee contractor 

public health 

compliance 

Community 

awareness on 

pesticide safety, 

WASH integration, 

contractor health 

monitoring and 

referral pathways 

Financial AFC Bank; microfinance Provide access to credit, Alignment of farmer 
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Stakeholder 

Area 

Key Actors to Coordinate 

With 

Relevance to RACP Coordination Focus 

Institutions  institutions; revolving fund 

managers under SACP 

equipment finance and 

working capital for 

farmers and value chain 

actors 

financing, revolving 

funds, loan awareness 

and risk management 

support 

 

5.5 Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation 

Participatory M&E is essential for ensuring that stakeholders remain part of the oversight, quality 

assurance and learning cycle. AfDB OS1 and IFAD SECAP promote community involvement in 

monitoring because it builds trust, enhances compliance, and supports adaptive management. 

Participatory monitoring will involve: 

 Community monitoring committees composed of IMCs, women, youth and vulnerable group 

representatives 

 Joint field inspections with AGRITEX, Irrigation, RDC and EMA 

 Monitoring of water flows, abstraction rates and catchment restoration 

 Feedback sessions during district technical review meetings 

 Tracking safe pesticide use practices under the PMP 

 Review of GRM cases and resolutions during scheme meetings 

Community-generated data will support adaptive decision-making in the PMU. 

5.6 Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) Integration 

The GRM is a core component of the SEP and provides a structured, transparent and accessible 

system through which stakeholders can raise concerns, complaints or disputes related to RACP 

activities. The GRM is designed to complement and reinforce stakeholder consultations by providing 

a continuous feedback channel that operates throughout project planning, construction, operation and 

monitoring. While full procedural details are addressed in the standalone GRM Plan, the SEP 

emphasises that stakeholder engagement must: 

 Raise awareness of the GRM 

 Clarify reporting channels 

 Promote SEA/GBV-safe reporting 

 Ensure confidentiality where required 

 Ensure accessibility to vulnerable groups 

 Reinforce trust that grievances will be heard and resolved 

Engagement activities must dedicate time to explaining: 

 How to file a complaint 



28 
 

 Who receives the complaint (IMC GRM focal persons, AGRITEX, ward leadership, District 

GRM Committee) 

 Expected timelines 

 Appeals steps 

 Special handling of labour disputes 

 Survivor-centred SEA/GBV mechanisms 

Under RACP, the GRM applies to all environmental, social and governance-related issues, including 

but not limited to land and water use conflicts, construction impacts, labour and working conditions, 

occupational health and safety, inclusion of women and youth, SEA and GBV risks, environmental 

impacts and service delivery concerns. The SEP provides the engagement framework through which 

communities are informed about the GRM, supported to access it and receive feedback on grievance 

outcomes. 

 

GRM Structure and Linkage with the SEP 

The GRM operates through a tiered structure, aligned with existing local governance and project 

implementation arrangements, ensuring that grievances are resolved as close as possible to their 

point of origin while allowing escalation when required. 

 

At scheme level, grievances are first received through Irrigation Management Committees, Water 

User Associations or AGRITEX extension officers during routine engagements, community 

meetings or through direct reporting. These entry points are integrated into SEP activities, ensuring 

that GRM awareness is built into consultations, disclosure sessions and construction briefings. 

 

At district level, unresolved grievances are reviewed by district technical officers under the 

coordination of the District Development Coordinator, with participation from relevant departments 

such as AGRITEX, Irrigation, EMA, ZINWA or the RDC depending on the nature of the complaint. 

District-level engagement forums under the SEP provide opportunities to review grievance trends 

and systemic issues. 

 

At provincial and national levels , the Project Management Unit consolidates grievance records, 

monitors resolution performance and escalates complex or sensitive cases. These levels also support 

learning and corrective action across provinces, with oversight from IFAD and AfDB during 

supervision missions. 

 

Conflict Resolution Process  

The GRM under RACP follows a clear and structured conflict resolution process: 

i. Grievance Intake and Registration 



29 
 

Grievances may be submitted verbally or in writing during consultations, through designated 

GRM focal persons, or via established reporting channels. All grievances are logged using a 

standard register, capturing the nature of the issue, complainant details where consent is 

provided, and the date of receipt. 

ii.  Acknowledgement and Screening 

Complaints are acknowledged within a defined timeframe. The grievance is screened to 

determine its category, urgency and the appropriate level for resolution. Sensitive cases, 

including SEA and GBV, are handled confidentially using survivor-centred referral 

pathways. 

iii.  Investigation and Dialogue 

The responsible committee or authority conducts an investigation, which may include site 

visits, consultations with affected parties and engagement with relevant institutions. 

Dialogue-based resolution is prioritised, ensuring that all parties are heard in a respectful and 

non-coercive manner. 

iv. Resolution and Agreement 

A resolution is proposed and communicated to the complainant. Where agreement is reached, 

corrective actions are implemented and documented. If the complainant is not satisfied, the 

grievance is escalated to the next level. 

v. Escalation and Appeal 

Unresolved grievances are escalated sequentially from scheme to district, provincial and 

national levels. Stakeholders retain the right to pursue resolution through formal legal or 

administrative channels if project-level mechanisms do not resolve the issue. 

vi. Closure and Feedback 

Once resolved, the grievance is formally closed and the outcome communicated to the 

complainant. Lessons learned are captured and fed back into SEP implementation and ESMP 

monitoring. 

 

Transparency, Monitoring and Reporting 

All grievances are tracked through a central GRM database managed by the Project Management 

Unit. The SEP ensures that GRM performance, including the number of grievances received, 

resolved and pending, is reviewed during stakeholder engagement meetings at district and provincial 

levels. Trends identified through the GRM are used to adjust engagement strategies, improve 

mitigation measures and prevent recurring conflicts. 

 

Role of the SEP in Strengthening the GRM 

The SEP ensures that stakeholders are continuously informed about the GRM, understand how to 

access it and trust its processes. GRM awareness is integrated into all consultation activities, training 

sessions and disclosure materials. Through this integration, the GRM functions not only as a 

complaints mechanism but as a tool for conflict prevention, early warning and adaptive management.  

Community awareness of the GRM is a mandatory requirement under AfDB OS10 and IFAD 

SECAP 10. 
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5.7 Crosscutting Vulnerability and Gender Responsiveness 

Project Affected Person 

Engagement with irrigators and plot holders will prioritise regular, scheme-based meetings that allow 

for participatory decision-making on design, construction scheduling, water allocation and operation 

arrangements. Particular attention will be given to ensuring that women farmers and non-plot water 

users are able to attend and contribute meaningfully, including through meeting times that 

accommodate household responsibilities and the use of local languages. Feedback from these 

engagements will directly inform implementation decisions and monitoring actions. 

Women Farmers and Women’s Groups 

Engagement strategies for women farmers are designed to address structural barriers to participation, 

including time constraints, cultural norms and limited representation in scheme leadership. Dedicated 

women-only focus group discussions and small-group consultations will be used to provide safe 

spaces for dialogue on access to water, labour demands, safety concerns, pesticide risks and 

livelihood opportunities. Female AGRITEX officers or trained facilitators will be engaged where 

possible to support inclusive participation and confidentiality. 

Youth Groups 

Engagement with youth will focus on practical, opportunity-oriented approaches that reflect their 

interests in employment, skills development and enterprise opportunities. Youth dialogues and 

targeted sessions will be used to discuss construction-related labour opportunities, operation and 

maintenance roles, and value chain participation. Engagement methods will be adapted to be 

interactive and skills-focused, ensuring youth voices are reflected in scheme-level planning and 

conflict prevention processes. 

Vulnerable and Marginalised Households  

Engagement strategies for vulnerable households, including elderly farmers, persons with 

disabilities, chronically ill individuals and child-headed households, will prioritise accessibility and 

dignity. Smaller group discussions, household visits and the use of trusted community intermediaries 

will be applied where necessary. These stakeholders will be supported to access information, raise 

concerns through the GRM and participate in decisions that affect their access to water and 

livelihoods. 

Traditional Leadership 

Traditional leaders will be engaged early and continuously to provide cultural guidance, support 

community mobilisation and assist in conflict resolution. Engagement with traditional leadership will 

respect customary governance structures while ensuring that decision-making processes remain 

inclusive and aligned with safeguards requirements, including gender equality and non-

discrimination. 

Implementing and Regulatory Institutions  

Engagement with AGRITEX, district technical officers, RDCs, EMA and ZINWA will focus on 

structured coordination, technical alignment and compliance oversight. These stakeholders will be 

engaged through regular coordination meetings, joint field inspections and reporting processes to 

ensure consistent messaging to communities and effective implementation of environmental and 

social mitigation measures. 
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Implementing and Regulatory Institutions  

Engagement with AGRITEX, district technical officers, RDCs, EMA and ZINWA will focus on 

structured coordination, technical alignment and compliance oversight. These stakeholders will be 

engaged through regular coordination meetings, joint field inspections and reporting processes to 

ensure consistent messaging to communities and effective implementation of environmental and 

social mitigation measures. 

 

All engagement strategies under the SEP are designed to be gender responsive and inclusive, 

ensuring that women, youth and vulnerable groups are not only informed but are able to influence 

project decisions. Engagement outcomes will be monitored to assess participation quality and to 

adjust approaches where gaps are identified. 

6. METHODS AND TOOLS FOR ENGAGEMENT 

Stakeholder engagement within RACP requires a deliberate, context-driven approach built upon 

Zimbabwe’s established rural communication traditions, extension systems, customary leadership 

structures, and local governance arrangements. Because RACP is implemented across five provinces , 

each with unique social, cultural and agro-ecological conditions whilst having shared similarities, 

engagement tools must be adaptable, sensitive to community rhythms, and grounded in the day-to-

day realities of smallholder farmers. At the same time, these tools will meet the rigorous expectations 

of the AfDB and the IFAD, which oversee project implementation through periodic missions, 

reviews and supervision visits. 

The objective is to ensure that information flows effectively, decisions are participatory, concerns are 

heard and addressed, and technical content is communicated in a way that is accessible to the very 

farmers and community members whose livelihoods depend upon irrigation rehabilitation and 

agricultural resilience. 

Foundations of the Engagement Approach 

Engagement under RACP is anchored in five interlinked principles: 
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These foundational principles shape every method and tool used under RACP which summarised in 

Table 9 

 

RACP 

STAKEHOLDER 

ENGAGEMENT  

RESPECT FOR LOCAL GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES 

Traditional  leader s,  IMCs,  WU As,  co uncil lor s a nd  AG RITEX exten sion  
officers  are  centra l  figur es  in rura l g overnance.  Engagement  me thod s  
must o perate t hroug h,  not ar ound,  t hese structu res. For example,  a  
contractor cann ot ent er a  community w itho ut fi rst repor ting  to t he  
village hea d or tra dit iona l leade rsh ip,  even if th e formal e ntry proce ss i s  
coordinated through the PMU. 

ITERATIVE CONSULTATIONS 

Engagement i s no t a s ingle event. It must fo llow t he rhythm  of the  
project:  from  scop ing  to  de sign,  from  constructio n to  opera tio n,  and  into  
the lo ng-term susta inab ili ty phase. Iteration ensures t hat ne w concern s,  
seasonal changes,  and shifting priorities are captured and addressed. 

 

OVERSIGHT AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

AfDB a nd  IFAD provide  an  add itio nal  layer  of  over sig ht,  ofte n review ing  
engagement pr ocesse s du ring m issio ns,  verifying documenta tio n,  
interacting d irectly  w ith  commun itie s,  an d e nsur ing  that  local v oices  are  
reflected in project decisions and corrective actions. 

TWO-WAY DIALOGUE 

Engagement mu st a llo w commu nit ies  to shape  pr oject outcomes,  not  
merely receive info rmatio n. Dia logue  he lps  u ncover local  kno wle dge on  
water f low s,  so il  behaviour,  cul tural  cons iderat ion s,  and  soc ia l 
vulnerabilities that no technical report alone can capture. 

ACCESSIBILITY 

Engagement  must  reach  irrigat ors,  non- plot  farme rs,  dow nstr eam  
users,  wome n, yout h an d vu lnerab le  grou ps regard less of  l iteracy level,  
gender,  mob il ity,  or  socio-econom ic const raint s. Th is  often  means  
hold ing  meetings  in comm unal  spaces,  us ing  visual  aids,  t rans lating  
technical  concepts,  and  sche dul ing  discussio ns  at  time s t hat  do  not  
clash with farming or caregiving responsibilities.  
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Table 9: Methods and Tools of Engagement 

Phase  Priority E&S 

issue  

Target stakeholders  Communication  Participatory 

planning 

focus  

Key engagement 

method and tool  

Expected 

outputs and 

KPI 

Conflict 

resolution 

and GRM 

process  

Lead 

support 

Timing Est 

unit 

cost 

(USD) 

Preparation Project 

introduction, 

rights and 

responsibilit ies, 

inclusion rules 

Irrigators, IMCs, 

WUAs, traditional 

leaders, councillors, 

women, youth 

Ward 

noticeboards, 

scheme notice 

boards, 

community 

meeting invite 

via village head, 

WhatsApp where 

network exists 

Agree on 

engagement 

calendar, 

meeting 

times, 

inclusion 

quotas, 

feedback 

capture, 

scheme entry 

protocol 

Community 

meeting (Dare 

public assembly) 

Attendance 

register 

disaggregated 

(women 

youth 

vulnerable), 

agreed 

minutes with 

actions, 

stakeholder 

register 

verified 

GRM 

orientation 

at meeting, 

share focal 

persons, 

explain 

timelines 

and appeals 

AGRITEX 

IMC (RDC 

DDC) 

1–2 per 

scheme 

before 

design 

freeze 

220 

Preparation Water 

allocation, 

abstraction 

conflicts, 

equitable 

distribution 

IMCs WUAs, 

upstream/downstream 

users, ZINWA, RDC, 

AGRITEX 

Notice of 

consultation in 

local language, 

SMS WhatsApp, 

invite through 

councillor and 

village heads 

Validate 

permit status, 

agree 

seasonal 

scheduling 

principles, 

define 

conflict 

triggers and 

response 

IMC/WUA 

technical session + 

ZINWA dialogue 

Water 

scheduling 

draft, permit 

action list , 

conflict map, 

signed 

resolutions 

GRM entry 

at IMC focal 

point; 

escalate 

unresolved 

water 

disputes to 

district 

GRM 

committee 

ZINWA 

AGRITEX 

(IMC RDC) 

1 per 

scheme 

before 

procurement 

280 

Preparation Catchment 

degradation, 

siltation, gully 

threats 

Community reps, 

EMA, Forestry, RDC, 

AGRITEX, youth 

groups 

Posters and 

simple visuals, 

community radio 

announcement 

where useful 

Prioritise 

erosion 

control sites, 

agree by-

laws, agree 

community 

roles and 

protection 

zones 

Participatory field 

walk and joint 

inspection 

Geo-tagged 

issues list , 

agreed 

restoration 

actions, photo 

evidence 

GRM for 

land-use 

disputes; 

referral to 

RDC EMA 

where 

enforcement 

needed 

EMA 

AGRITEX 

(RDC IMC) 

1–2 per 

scheme 

260 

Preparation Gender 

inequities and 

Women groups, 

youth groups, elderly, 

Separate 

invitations, safe 

Identify 

barriers, 

Women-only and FGD report, 

agreed 

GRM access 

points 

AGRITEX 2 FGDs per 

scheme 

180 
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vulnerable 

group 

exclusion 

PWDs, IMCs spaces, women-

led facilitation, 

simplified 

visuals 

confirm 

representation 

in IMC/GRM 

structures, 

adjust 

meeting 

timing 

youth-only FGDs inclusion 

actions, 

named reps 

for 

committees 

clarified 

including 

confidential 

options for 

sensit ive 

cases 

(IMC RDC) (women, 

youth) 

Preparation Labour 

expectations, 

local 

employment, 

SEA/GBV risk 

prevention 

Community leaders, 

potential workers, 

contractors (pre-

mobilisation), district 

labour 

Public notice, 

briefing invite, 

posters on labour 

rights and CoC 

Agree 

community 

entry rules, 

local hiring 

transparency, 

code of 

conduct, 

SEA/GBV 

referral 

Pre-construction 

briefing 

(community + 

contractor) 

Signed 

community 

entry 

protocol, 

CoC 

awareness 

attendance, 

recruitment 

transparency 

checklist  

Worker and 

community 

grievances 

routed via 

GRM; 

SEA/GBV 

survivor-

centred 

referral 

pathway 

reinforced 

Contractor 

PMU 

safeguards 

(AGRITEX 

DDC) 

Once per 

scheme pre-

mobilisation 

300 

Subtotal           1240 
Implementation Construction 

risks: safety, 

traffic, dust, 

restricted 

access 

Farmers near works, 

school/clinic reps, 

transport users, 

contractor team 

Weekly 

noticeboard 

updates, 

SMS/WhatsApp 

updates, 

community 

meeting 

reminders 

Agree safe 

routes, work 

hours, 

exclusion 

zones, 

incident 

reporting 

procedures 

Weekly/fortnightly 

scheme progress 

meetings 

Zero-fatality 

messaging 

delivered, 

attendance 

logs, safety 

issues 

tracker, 

corrective 

actions closed 

GRM used 

in real t ime 

for 

construction 

complaints; 

escalation to 

district if 

not resolved 

AGRITEX 

IMC 

(Contractor) 

Weekly or 

fortnightly 

during 

works 

200 

Implementation Infrastructure 

hazards: 

electrical, 

pump house 

safety, theft 

vandalism 

IMC, youth groups, 

local security 

structures, contractor, 

irrigation dept  

Visual warnings, 

posters, 

community 

assembly 

reminders 

Agree fencing 

locations, 

community 

surveillance, 

reporting 

protocols 

Joint inspection + 

toolbox talk near 

assets 

Hazard 

register 

updated, 

fencing 

agreement, 

vandalism 

prevention 

actions 

Asset-

related 

grievances 

logged; 

escalation to 

RDC and 

PMU where 

persistent  

Irrigation 

Dept (IMC 

AGRITEX 

Contractor) 

Monthly 

during 

works 

240 

Implementation Agrochemical 

risk and IPM 

adoption 

Farmers, input 

suppliers (where 

present), health office 

Posters, demos, 

simplified 

brochures, local 

Agree IPM 

training 

calendar, safe 

Demo plots and 

farmer field 

schools 

# farmers 

trained, % 

adopting safe 

GRM used 

for pesticide 

poisoning 

AGRITEX 

(Health 

Office 

Monthly 

during 

season peak 

250 
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reps, AGRITEX language 

messaging 

storage, 

disposal 

points, 

incident 

reporting 

practices, 

incident 

reports 

tracked 

reports and 

unsafe sales 

practices 

IMC) 

Implementation District 

coordination 

and compliance 

across agencies 

DDC, RDC, EMA, 

ZINWA, Irrigation, 

Mechanisation, 

AGRITEX 

Written 

circulars, formal 

notices, meeting 

agenda shared 

early 

Jointly review 

ESMP 

actions, 

resolve cross-

scheme 

conflicts, 

align 

enforcement  

District Technical 

Working Group 

meeting 

DTWG 

minutes, 

compliance 

actions 

assigned, 

grievance 

trend report  

District 

GRM 

committee 

reviews 

escalated 

cases; 

defines 

corrective 

actions and 

timelines 

DDC (RDC 

EMA 

ZINWA 

AGRITEX) 

Monthly or 

bi-monthly 

420 

Implementation Provincial 

harmonisation 

and cumulative 

impacts 

Provincial 

AGRITEX, 

Irrigation, EMA, 

ZINWA, PDC, 

district reps 

Provincial 

circulars, 

dashboards 

shared before 

meeting 

Prioritise 

multi-scheme 

catchment 

actions, 

review 

inclusion 

performance, 

plan support 

visits 

Provincial 

planning and 

review meeting 

Provincial 

action plan, 

cross-scheme 

bottlenecks 

closed, KPI 

dashboard 

Escalated 

grievances 

reviewed; 

systemic 

issues 

elevated to 

PMU 

PDC 

(Provincial 

depts PMU) 

Quarterly 650 

Sub-Total          1760 

Completion Handover 

readiness and 

O&M 

responsibilit ies 

IMCs, WUAs, 

irrigators, district 

irrigation 

Advance 

handover notice, 

translated O&M 

checklist, 

scheme 

noticeboard 

posting 

Confirm asset 

inventory, 

maintenance 

roles, fees, 

water 

scheduling 

rules 

Handover meeting 

and O&M 

practical session 

Signed 

handover 

certificate, 

O&M plan, 

trained 

operators list  

Post-

handover 

complaints 

managed via 

GRM; 

defects 

handled 

through 

agreed 

escalation 

Irrigation 

Dept 

(Contractor 

IMC 

AGRITEX) 

Once per 

scheme at 

completion 

520 

Completion Post-

construction 

lessons learned 

and stakeholder 

Farmers, women, 

youth, vulnerable 

groups, district 

stakeholders 

Invite through 

IMC AGRITEX, 

safe-space 

formats for 

Validate what 

worked and 

failed, agree 

corrective 

Community 

feedback meeting 

and FGDs 

(targeted) 

Satisfaction 

score, lessons 

log, 

corrective 

GRM 

performance 

reviewed; 

unresolved 

AGRITEX 

(PMU 

safeguards 

IMC) 

1 round per 

scheme 

after 

completion 

260 
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satisfaction women and 

youth 

actions for 

operation 

phase 

action tracker cases 

escalated 

and closed-

out 

documented 

Completion Public 

disclosure of 

results and 

ongoing access 

to information 

Wider community, 

RDC, local 

institutions, media 

where relevant  

Summary 

brochures, 

noticeboards, 

radio 

announcement 

for key messages 

Agree what to 

disclose, 

where to store 

documents, 

who 

maintains 

noticeboards 

Disclosure 

campaign (print, 

radio, digital 

where feasible) 

Materials 

distributed, 

noticeboards 

updated, 

reach 

estimates 

GRM 

contact info 

re-posted 

and 

maintained 

for 

operations 

PMU (RDC 

AGRITEX 

IMC) 

Once per 

scheme 

cluster 

600 

Completion National 

oversight, 

compliance 

confirmation, 

learning across 

provinces 

PMU, provincial 

leads, AfDB and 

IFAD missions, key 

agencies 

Prior sharing of 

dashboards, 

grievance trends, 

evidence packs 

Review 

compliance 

evidence, 

agree 

corrective 

actions, 

update SEP 

tools 

National 

safeguards clinic + 

partner mission 

engagements 

Aide-

mémoire 

actions 

closed, 

updated tools, 

provincial 

improvement 

plans 

GRM 

systemic 

issues 

elevated; 

partner-level 

escalation 

route 

clarified 

where 

needed 

PMU 

(Provincial 

teams 

AfDB 

IFAD) 

At least 

annual 

1200 

Sub Total           2580 

Grand total           5580 
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7. TIMELINE AND FREQUENCY OF ENGAGEMENT 

Stakeholder engagement within the RACP follows the natural rhythm of irrigation development, 

agricultural seasons, community availability and the project’s safeguards obligations. Engagement 

does not happen once and it does not follow a rigid schedule. Instead, it is woven into the day to day 

functioning of irrigation schemes and provincial agricultural governance. This means that 

engagement moments must be planned in advance, discussed openly during coordination meetings 

and adjusted whenever project dynamics shift. 

The purpose of setting a clear timeline is to ensure that project information moves from national 

level to scheme level in a coordinated manner, that communities receive updates before change 

occurs on the ground and that each phase of implementation carries opportunities for meaningful 

dialogue between farmers, extension services, local institutions and the project implementers.  

Stakeholder engagement also follows a layered rhythm which reflects the structure of rural 

governance. Scheme level farmers and IMCs require frequent and practical engagements because 

their lives are directly affected by construction, water availability, crop cycles and market 

opportunities. District level stakeholders guide the technical and administrative oversight therefore 

their engagement occurs regularly but with more structured intervals. Provincial and national 

engagements take a more strategic focus and therefore follow quarterly and annual cycles.  

AfDB and IFAD do not participate in everyday meetings but they do join through supervision 

missions and backstopping visits at specific points of the year. These interactions serve to verify that 

engagement is functioning and that communities are genuinely taking part in project decisions. Their 

involvement creates an accountability loop from village level to national decision making. 

The following timeline outlines how the engagement process unfolds across the project cycle.  

7.1 Engagement During Planning and Design 

The planning and design stage is one of the most important periods for community participation 

because design choices on canals, pump sizes, storage dams, command areas and road alignments 

have long term implications for scheme performance. 

Engagement activities during this phase therefore include: 

 Introductory consultations at scheme level to explain the project, expected benefits, possible 

disruptions and the responsibilities of different actors 

 Detailed design discussions where IMCs, women and youth groups and vulnerable 

households provide input on scheme layout and identify areas that require protection 

 Catchment and water availability consultations involving ZINWA, EMA and AGRITEX to 

ensure that design proposals align with water permits and environmental obligations 

 Ward meetings led by traditional leadership and AGRITEX to verify stakeholder lists and 

ensure that no group is excluded 

 District technical meetings where Irrigation, Mechanisation, EMA, RDC and AGRITEX 

teams review engineering proposals 
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 Initial grievance awareness sessions led by IMC GRM focal persons to familiarise 

communities with reporting channels 

 Farmer consultations on pest management expectations which directly feed into the PMP or 

IPMP training calendar 

These engagements must occur before any contractor is mobilised and should be spaced over two 

to three months to allow communities to process information, seek clarification and offer feedback. 

7.2 Engagement During Construction 

Construction introduces noise, movement of heavy equipment, possible land disturbance and 

temporary interruptions to irrigation activities. For this reason, construction demands more frequent 

and structured engagement moments. 

Key engagement events during construction include: 

 Weekly or fortnightly scheme meetings facilitated by AGRITEX and the IMC to update 

farmers on progress, expected disruptions and safety precautions 

 Monthly District Technical Working Group sessions where construction progress, safeguards 

compliance and grievances are reviewed by technical departments 

 Contractor community entry and regular interface meetings, particularly those addressing 

labour practices, safety rules and work schedules 

 Safety briefings delivered by district officers on avoiding hazards near excavated areas, 

trenches, pumping units or transformer zones 

 Consultation moments with women and vulnerable groups to identify any safety concerns or 

barriers created by construction movement 

 District health and EMA joint outreach sessions whenever land clearing, waste disposal or 

construction emissions pose public health concerns 

 Activation of the GRM response mechanism to deal with construction related complaints in 

real time 

Construction related engagement is most effective when information is provided before work begins 

and when IMCs receive weekly updates that they can pass on to plot holders. 

7.3 Engagement During Operation and Handover 

Once rehabilitation works are completed, engagement shifts toward preparing farmers and local 

institutions for operation and maintenance. 

Engagement activities at this stage include: 

 Handover meetings where contractors, district engineers and IMCs review the infrastructure 

and confirm readiness for use 

 O and M training sessions for IMCs, WUAs and farmers covering water scheduling, pump 

operation, routine maintenance and emergency response 

 PMP or IPMP refresher trainings focused on safe pesticide handling, chemical storage and 

monitoring of agrochemical risks during production 
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 Monthly scheme governance meetings chaired by IMCs to address water distribution, fee 

collection, conflict management and maintenance planning 

 Community feedback meetings facilitated by AGRITEX or the District SACP Officer to 

identify lessons learned and adjust practices 

 Ongoing grievance handling sessions where unresolved issues are brought forward to district 

and provincial committees 

 Provincial review sessions to assess performance across schemes, examine cumulative 

impacts and refine support interventions 

During operation, the frequency of engagement gradually decreases but continues to be consistent 

because irrigation requires continual management, coordination and problem solving. 

7.4 Engagement During Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 

Monitoring and evaluation rely on periodic engagement moments that allow stakeholders to measure 

progress, understand challenges and refine approaches. 

Engagements during this phase include: 

 Quarterly district reviews involving AGRITEX, Irrigation, EMA, RDC, ZINWA and scheme 

representatives 

 Annual provincial performance reviews where issues such as catchment health, water 

abstraction patterns, scheme governance, gender inclusion and youth participation are 

examined 

 Participatory monitoring visits where scheme committees walk the infrastructure with 

AGRITEX and district technical staff to identify emerging issues 

 Annual missions by AfDB and IFAD which include consultations with IMCs, community 

leadership, district officers and provincial staff 

 Stakeholder validation workshops at national level where progress reports, grievance trends 

and compliance findings are discussed 

These engagements ensure that learning is continuous and that the project adapts to field realities. 

The engagement structure works best when implemented as highlighted in Table 10. 
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Table 10: Engagement frequency 

Project Phase Stakeholder 

Category 

Information 

Communicated 

Information Sought Timing and 

Frequency 

Engagement 

Methods 

Responsible 

Institutions 

Preparation PAP Project scope, scheme 

selection criteria, rights 

and obligations, potential 

E&S risks, GRM 

procedures, indicative 

timelines 

Local water use 

practices, land access 

issues, vulnerable group 

concerns, design 

constraints 

Before design 

finalisation; 

minimum two 

scheme-level 

meetings per 

scheme 

Community meetings, 

focus group 

discussions, notice 

boards, traditional 

leadership channels 

AGRITEX, 

IMCs, RDCs, 

District 

Irrigation 

Officers 

 IP Project design approach, 

institutional roles, 

safeguards requirements, 

coordination arrangements 

Technical inputs, 

regulatory requirements, 

coordination risks 

During ESMP and 

SEP finalization 

Technical meetings, 

written 

correspondence 

PMU, 

Provincial 

AGRITEX, 

EMA, ZINWA 

Implementation PAP Construction schedules, 

access restrictions, safety 

risks, local labour 

information, mitigation 

measures, SEA/GBV 

reporting pathways 

Feedback on 

construction impacts, 

safety issues, labour 

practices, water conflicts 

Monthly during 

construction and 

as issues arise 

Scheme meetings, site 

briefings, safety talks, 

notice boards 

AGRITEX, 

IMCs, 

Contractors, 

RDCs 

 IP Construction progress, 

compliance status, 

grievance trends, emerging 

risks 

Enforcement feedback, 

technical support needs 

Monthly to 

quarterly 

District Technical 

Working Group 

meetings, joint 

inspections 

DDC, EMA, 

ZINWA, 

District Line 

Departments 

Operation PAP O&M arrangements, water 

scheduling, fee structures, 

environmental protection 

measures, ongoing GRM 

access 

User satisfaction, 

conflicts, maintenance 

challenges 

Quarterly and 

seasonally 

Scheme meetings, 

IMC forums 

IMCs, 

AGRITEX, 

District 

Irrigation 

Officers 
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 IP Scheme performance, 

compliance status, 

coordination outcomes 

Lessons learned, policy 

and operational 

recommendations 

Quarterly to bi-

annual 

Provincial review 

meetings 

Provincial 

AGRITEX, 

EMA, ZINWA, 

PMU 

Completion and 

Post-Completion 

PAP Handover procedures, asset 

responsibilities, post-

construction impacts, long-

term grievance channels 

Feedback on outcomes, 

unresolved issues, 

satisfaction levels 

At handover and 

within 3–6 

months post-

completion 

Handover meetings, 

community feedback 

sessions 

IMCs, 

AGRITEX, 

District 

Irrigation 

Officers 

 IP Project outcomes, 

safeguards performance, 

lessons learned 

Strategic 

recommendations, 

replication opportunities 

At close-out and 

review missions 

National workshops, 

supervision missions, 

reports 

PMU, IFAD, 

AfDB 
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8. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) within the Stakeholder Engagement Plan is not an 

administrative exercise. It is a practical and continuous process that helps ensure that 

communities are informed, that meaningful participation is taking place, and that concerns 

raised at scheme, district, provincial and national levels are translated into corrective actions. 

In a complex project such as RACP, which operates across five provinces and within a 

mixture of irrigation schemes at different levels of readiness, the M& E system will remain 

responsive, community centred and firmly anchored in the existing agricultural extension and 

environmental governance structures. Monitoring and evaluation verify that planned 

engagement activities are implemented as intended and meet the quality standards required 

under AfDB ISS OS10 and IFAD SECAP 10. They also ensure transparency, accountability 

and effective use of stakeholder feedback, strengthening trust, reducing conflict and 

supporting long-term sustainability of irrigation rehabilitation. A summary of M&E activities 

and indicators are presented in Table 11. 

 

Table 11: Monitoring and Evaluation  Indicators  

Monitoring 

Area 

Indicator  Measured 

Parameters 

Means of 

Verification 

(MoV) 

Frequenc

y 

Responsibl

e 

Institution 

Implementatio

n of 

Engagement 

Activities  

Percentage 

of planned 

SEP 

engagement 

activities 

implemente

d as 

scheduled 

Whether 

planned 

consultations, 

meetings and 

disclosure 

activities are 

carried out as 

per the SEP 

SEP activity 

plan; meeting 

schedules; 

attendance 

registers; 

activity 

completion 

reports 

Quarterly AGRITEX, 

IMCs, PMU 

Coverage of 

Project-

Affected 

Parties  

Proportion 

of project-

affected 

households 

represented 

in 

consultation

s 

Extent to 

which 

irrigators, non-

plot farmers 

and affected 

households are 

reached 

Attendance 

registers 

disaggregate

d by scheme; 

stakeholder 

registers 

Quarterly AGRITEX, 

IMCs 

Gender 

Inclusion 

Percentage 

of women 

participants 

in 

engagement 

Level of 

women’s 

participation 

relative to total 

participants 

Sex-

disaggregate

d attendance 

registers; 

FGD reports 

Quarterly AGRITEX, 

PMU 
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Monitoring 

Area 

Indicator  Measured 

Parameters 

Means of 

Verification 

(MoV) 

Frequenc

y 

Responsibl

e 

Institution 

activities 

Youth 

Participation 

Percentage 

of youth 

participants 

in 

engagement 

activities 

Inclusion of 

youth in 

consultations 

and decision-

making 

processes 

Attendance 

registers with 

age 

categories; 

youth FGD 

records 

Quarterly AGRITEX, 

IMCs 

Engagement of 

Vulnerable 

Groups  

Number of 

engagement 

activities 

specifically 

targeting 

vulnerable 

groups 

Whether 

vulnerable 

households are 

engaged 

through 

appropriate 

methods 

FGD reports; 

household 

visit records 

Semi-

annually 

AGRITEX, 

District 

Officers 

Quality of 

Engagement 

Percentage 

of 

engagement 

sessions 

where 

stakeholder 

feedback is 

documented 

Whether 

stakeholder 

views are 

formally 

captured 

during 

consultations 

Meeting 

minutes; 

issue logs; 

action 

tracking 

sheets 

Quarterly AGRITEX, 

PMU 

Use of 

Stakeholder 

Feedback 

Percentage 

of identified 

stakeholder 

issues that 

are 

addressed 

through 

project 

actions 

Extent to 

which 

consultation 

feedback 

influences 

project 

decisions 

Action logs; 

E&S 

updates; 

management 

responses 

Semi-

annually 

PMU, 

District 

Technical 

Teams 

Grievance 

Awareness  

Percentage 

of 

stakeholders 

who 

demonstrate 

awareness of 

the GRM 

Effectiveness 

of GRM 

communicatio

n during 

engagement 

GRM 

awareness 

questions 

during 

meetings; 

training 

reports 

Annually AGRITEX, 

IMCs 

GRM Percentage Efficiency and GRM Quarterly PMU, 
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Monitoring 

Area 

Indicator  Measured 

Parameters 

Means of 

Verification 

(MoV) 

Frequenc

y 

Responsibl

e 

Institution 

Functionality of 

grievances 

resolved 

within 

agreed 

timeframes 

responsiveness 

of the GRM 

database; 

grievance 

registers; 

resolution 

records 

District 

GRM 

Committees 

Conflict 

Resolution 

Effectiveness  

Number of 

recurring 

grievances 

on the same 

issue 

Effectiveness 

of conflict 

resolution and 

preventive 

engagement 

GRM trend 

analysis 

reports 

Semi-

annually 

PMU 

Transparency 

and Feedback 

Percentage 

of 

engagement 

activities 

where 

feedback is 

provided to 

stakeholders 

Whether 

communities 

receive 

responses on 

issues raised 

Follow-up 

meeting 

records; 

feedback 

notices 

Quarterly AGRITEX, 

IMCs 

Institutional 

Accountability 

Number of 

district and 

provincial 

engagement 

review 

meetings 

held 

Oversight and 

accountability 

of coordinating 

authorities 

Meeting 

minutes; 

quarterly and 

annual 

reports 

Quarterly DDCs, 

PDCs, PMU 

Adaptive 

Management 

Number of 

SEP 

adjustments 

informed by 

M&E 

findings 

Whether 

engagement 

strategies are 

improved 

based on 

evidence 

Revised SEP 

sections; 

management 

decisions 

Annually PMU 

Stakeholder 

Satisfaction 

Percentage 

of 

stakeholders 

reporting 

satisfaction 

with 

engagement 

Perceived 

effectiveness 

and trust in 

engagement 

Satisfaction 

surveys; 

feedback 

forms; FGDs 

Annually PMU, 

AGRITEX 
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Monitoring 

Area 

Indicator  Measured 

Parameters 

Means of 

Verification 

(MoV) 

Frequenc

y 

Responsibl

e 

Institution 

processes 

 

9. INFORMATION DISCLOSURE 

Information disclosure within the RACP is not simply about making documents available. It 

is a deliberate and structured process that ensures communities, institutions and stakeholders 

at every level fully understand what the project is doing, why it is doing it, how it affects 

them and what rights and responsibilities they hold throughout implementation. Disclosure is 

therefore both a technical requirement and a relationship building process. When information 

flows clearly and consistently, conflict decreases, cooperation increases and communities feel 

respected and involved. 

This chapter describes how information will be disclosed, to whom, at what stages and using 

which channels. It also clarifies the responsibilities at scheme, district, provincial and 

national levels, ensuring that disclosure is not left to chance but is integrated into normal 

project operations. The approach balances formal documentation with locally appropriate 

communication methods that respect language, culture and day to day realities. 

9.1 Objectives of Information Disclosure  

Effective disclosure seeks to: 

 Ensure that all stakeholders understand project goals, timelines, risks, benefits and 

responsibilities in a manner that is accessible and practical 

 Promote transparency, accountability and trust between communities, technical 

departments, contractors, PMU and financiers 

 Support informed participation in decision making during planning, construction and 

operation 

 Reduce misinformation and speculation by providing clear and timely updates 

 Strengthen compliance with AfDB ISS OS1 and OS10 and IFAD SECAP 1 and 2 

guidelines 

 Ensure that farmers and vulnerable people can exercise their rights including the right 

to raise grievances through the GRM 

 Provide AfDB and IFAD with evidence that disclosure has reached the intended 

audience 

Disclosure is therefore the backbone of genuine participation. 

9.2 What Information Will Be Disclosed 

Information that will be disclosed throughout the project includes but is not limited to: 
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 The nature of the RACP, including objectives, financing, target provinces and broad 

implementation approach 

 Detailed scheme level rehabilitation plans, including proposed engineering works, 

changes in layout, pumping configurations and construction schedules 

 The Environmental and Social Management Plan and relevant safeguards information, 

clearly explained in non technical language 

 The Pest Management Plan and guidance on safe pesticide use 

 The GRM including entry points, responsible persons, timelines for resolution and 

escalation pathways 

 Contractor obligations including safety rules, labour requirements, worksite 

restrictions and community protection measures 

 Water allocation arrangements agreed with ZINWA and implications for farmers 

 Roles and responsibilities of IMCs, AGRITEX, district and provincial officers 

 Any issues raised during consultations and the responses provided 

 Updates on progress, delays, risks or changes to infrastructure designs 

 Findings from district and provincial reviews that are relevant to scheme performance 

The core intention is to ensure that every farmer, regardless of literacy level or social 

position, has access to understandable and timely information. 

9.3 When Information Will Be Disclosed 

Disclosure must follow the project cycle so that information is provided before key decisions, 

before works begin and before risks materialise. The timing of disclosure is therefore 

anchored to three major phases. 

9.3.1 Planning and Design Stage  

During this stage, disclosure focuses on: 

 Introducing the project to the community 

 Explaining expected benefits and possible disruptions 

 Sharing preliminary engineering proposals 

 Presenting ESMP findings and water availability assessments 

 Confirming stakeholder lists and mapping vulnerable groups 

 Briefing communities on the GRM and the PMP 

Disclosure during this stage must occur before any contractor mobilisation. This ensures 

informed consent and meaningful participation. 

9.3.2 Construction Stage  

During construction, disclosure becomes more frequent and detailed. It includes: 

 Weekly or fortnightly updates through IMC and AGRITEX channels 
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 Notices on disruptions to water access or movement 

 Emergency updates when unexpected issues arise on site 

 Safety instructions and access restrictions 

 Updates on grievances submitted and actions taken 

 Clarification of contractor obligations especially when labour or safety concerns are 

raised 

Disclosure must be immediate when risks to safety or livelihoods become evident.  

9.3.3 Operation Stage  

Once the scheme becomes operational, disclosure shifts towards: 

 O and M rules 

 Water schedules 

 Fee structures 

 Conflict resolution procedures 

 Updates from PMP training and monitoring 

 Annual reviews of scheme performance 

 Adjustments to rules or seasonal water allocation arrangements 

Continual disclosure keeps communities informed long after construction has ended and 

supports long term sustainability. 

9.4 How Information Will Be Disclosed 

The method of disclosure must match the realities of rural communication. Communities rely 

on a mix of oral communication, written notices, traditional channels (such as village 

meetings) and radio. The approach uses multiple channels so that every person has a 

reasonable chance of receiving the information. 

9.4.1 Community Meetings 

These remain the primary form of disclosure. Information presented verbally allows farmers 

to ask questions and receive explanations in real time. Meetings may be facilitated by 

AGRITEX, IMCs or district officers depending on the topic. 

9.4.2 Printed Materials  

These include brochures, posters, leaflets and notices. They are useful for: 

 Displaying key safety instructions 

 Summarising project components 

 Showing GRM contact details 

 Explaining pesticide safety 

 Informing farmers of meeting dates 
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Printed materials must be displayed at scheme entrances, schools, clinics, ward centres and 

markets. 

9.4.3 Notice Boards 

Every scheme will have a central notice board managed by the IMC. This board will display: 

 Construction schedules 

 Meeting announcements 

 Water distribution rules 

 GRM information 

 Public health notices 

Notice boards provide a permanent reference point. 

9.4.4 Radio Announcements  

Where needed, provincial and district offices will use community radio stations to: 

 Announce major milestones 

 Inform farmers of public consultations 

 Share updates on construction progress 

Radio is especially useful in remote districts where network coverage is limited. 

9.4.5 Digital Platforms 

In areas with reliable network access, WhatsApp groups moderated by IMCs or AGRITEX 

officers will be used for: 

 Sharing quick updates 

 Circulating pictures of ongoing works 

 Notifying community members of emergencies 

 Disseminating meeting reminders 

Digital tools must complement rather than replace face to face disclosure. 

9.4.6 Documentation and Public Access  

PMU will maintain a repository of all safeguards documents including SEP, ESMP, PMP and 

GRM. These documents will be shared with: 

 Provincial offices 

 District authorities 

 IMCs for local reference 

AfDB and IFAD also host these documents on their public websites as part of their disclosure 

policy. 

9.5 Disclosure  Responsibilities  

Disclosure responsibilities are clearly allocated to ensure consistency. 
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IMCs  are responsible for: 

 Posting notices 

 Informing plot holders of meetings 

 Sharing construction updates 

 Relaying farmers’ questions to technical teams 

AGRITEX plays a central role in: 

 Facilitating community meetings 

 Translating technical information into farmer friendly language 

 Coordinating demonstration sessions and training 

 Ensuring women and youth understand O and M rules 

District Technical Departments, EMA, ZINWA and RDC offices  are responsible for: 

 Reviewing information before it is disclosed 

 Providing clarifications on technical or regulatory issues 

 Ensuring that public information reflects accurate engineering and environmental data 

Provincial Coordination Units  ensure that disclosure practices are consistent across districts 

and that: 

 Districts report information dissemination activities 

 Emerging issues are elevated to national level 

 Provincial updates are shared during quarterly reviews 

PMU ensures that: 

 National level information is disclosed properly 

 Key documents are shared publicly 

 All provinces have access to updated project materials 

 Lessons from development partner missions feed back into disclosure improvements 

AfDB and IFAD - The financiers do not manage day to day disclosure but: 

 Verify that information has been disclosed 

 Cross check community awareness during missions 

 Request improvement when disclosure is inadequate 

Their oversight ensures that disclosure remains transparent and community oriented. 
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9.6 Ensuring Disclosure Reaches Vulnerable Groups  

Special measures must be taken to ensure that detailed disclosure reaches women, youth, 

elderly persons, disabled persons and other vulnerable groups. This includes: 

 Holding dedicated briefings for women and youth 

 Using smaller group sessions rather than relying only on large public meetings 

 Engaging female AGRITEX officers or social workers where possible 

 Conducting household visits for elderly or mobility challenged individuals 

 Using oral communication methods for low literacy community members 

Disclosure that excludes vulnerable groups undermines participation and violates safeguards 

obligations. 

9.7 Feedback After Disclosure  

Disclosure does not end when information is shared. It continues through: 

 Clarification sessions 

 Follow up meetings 

 Integration of feedback into designs or workplans 

 Adjusting information materials based on farmer understanding 

 Updating communities on how their feedback influenced decisions 

Feedback loops give legitimacy to the engagement process and reduce distrust. 

10. RESOURCES AND INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 

Successful implementation of the Stakeholder Engagement Plan depends on clear 

institutional roles, consistent coordination and adequate resources that allow engagement to 

occur in a meaningful and continuous manner. Stakeholder engagement requires time, travel, 

facilitation skills, documentation tools, training materials and administrative support. These 

elements must be deliberately planned for because engagement cannot be left to goodwill or 

assumed to happen on the margins of other project activities. 

This chapter outlines the institutional architecture that will support SEP implementation 

across scheme, district, provincial and national levels and identifies the human, financial and 

material resources required to sustain an effective engagement system throughout the project 

lifecycle. The arrangements described below reflect Zimbabwe’s long standing agricultural 

extension and governance structures while also meeting the compliance expectations of 

AfDB and IFAD. 

10.1 Institutional Structure for SEP Implementation 

The SEP is implemented through a four level structure that mirrors the normal functioning of 

agricultural and local governance systems in Zimbabwe. Each level has ward, distinct, 

provincial and national responsibilities and each plays a critical role in ensuring that 

stakeholder engagement is timely, responsive and inclusive as outlined in Table 12. 
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Table 12: SEP Implementation structure  

Level Key Institutions Core Responsibilities for SEP Implementation 

Scheme 

Level 

Irrigation Management 

Committees (IMCs) 

Organise scheme meetings, manage notice 

boards, communicate project information, collect 

community concerns, support grievance intake 

and liaise with AGRITEX and district officers. 

 Women’s Groups, Youth 

Groups and Vulnerable 

Household Representatives 

Ensure that engagement reflects the needs and 

priorities of women, youth and vulnerable 

households who may be underrepresented in 

general meetings. 

 AGRITEX Ward Officers Mobilise communities, translate technical 

information into farmer-friendly guidance, 

document engagements and align consultations 

with agricultural calendars. 

District 

Level 

District AGRITEX Office Consolidate scheme-level engagement 

information, facilitate training, support contractor 

community entry and ensure engagement quality 

standards are met. 

 District Irrigation and 

Mechanisation 

Departments 

Provide technical guidance and ensure accurate 

communication on design, construction and 

operational matters. 

 EMA District Office Support environmental awareness, compliance 

engagement and communication on catchment 

protection, pesticide risks and waste 

management. 

 ZINWA Sub-Catchment 

Council 

Communicate water allocation decisions, explain 

permits and manage catchment-wide engagement 

on water use. 

 Rural District Council 

(RDC) 

Ensure alignment with local plans, permits and 

by-laws and support disclosure of land use and 

planning issues. 

 District Development 

Coordinator (DDC) 

Convene district stakeholder platforms and 

provide administrative oversight and 

accountability. 

Provincial 

Level 

Provincial AGRITEX 

Directorate 

Harmonise engagement planning and technical 

messaging across districts. 

 Provincial Irrigation and 

Mechanisation 

Departments 

Oversee engagement quality and provide 

technical backstopping during design review, 

construction and handover. 
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 EMA and ZINWA 

Provincial Offices 

Provide provincial environmental and water 

governance oversight and support awareness 

campaigns. 

 Provincial Development 

Coordinator (PDC) 

Chair provincial review meetings and align 

engagement with provincial development 

priorities. 

 Provincial RACP or SACP 

Coordination Unit 

Integrate stakeholder engagement, grievance 

management and safeguards into provincial 

workplans and reports. 

National 

Level 

Project Management Unit 

(PMU) 

Coordinate overall SEP implementation, provide 

guidance and tools to provinces, consolidate 

reports and liaise with AfDB and IFAD. 

 Ministry of Lands, 

Agriculture, Fisheries, 

Water and Rural 

Development 

Provide policy direction, harmonise departmental 

roles and escalate unresolved issues to national 

platforms. 

 AfDB and IFAD Provide oversight through supervision missions, 

document reviews and consultations to ensure 

compliance with international standards. 

 

10.2 Sustainability of Engagement Structures  

Sustainability of stakeholder engagement under RACP depends on strengthening the 

institutions and systems that will remain in place after project completion. This includes 

building the capacity of Irrigation Management Committees to convene meetings, manage 

information and maintain accurate records, while reinforcing AGRITEX as the primary long 

term source of technical and advisory support to irrigation schemes. Sustainability is further 

supported by strengthening district and provincial reporting and coordination systems so that 

engagement, safeguards monitoring and information flow continue beyond the life of the 

project. Institutionalising the Grievance Redress Mechanism within existing local governance 

structures rather than treating it as a project specific tool ensures that conflict resolution 

remains accessible and credible. Community ownership of disclosure materials and 

monitoring tools also reinforces transparency and accountability. Finally, sustained 

collaboration with EMA, ZINWA, Rural District Councils and relevant NGOs helps embed 

stakeholder engagement within broader environmental, water and local development systems.  

11. RISK MANAGEMENT FOR SEP IMPLEMENTATION 

Effective stakeholder engagement requires more than a plan. It requires proactive 

management of risks that may interrupt communication, weaken participation, undermine 

trust or delay project activities. Risk management in the context of the SEP is therefore a 

continuous process of identifying barriers, anticipating threats and taking early action to 

prevent engagement failures. These risks reflect the realities of working in rural agricultural 

settings where climate variability, local politics, social dynamics, logistical constraints and 
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institutional pressures can shift quickly. This chapter identifies risks that may affect 

stakeholder engagement across all five provinces and describes measures that will ensure that 

engagement remains active, transparent and inclusive. The risk management approach 

follows AfDB ISS OS1 and OS10 and IFAD SECAP 10 expectations, which require 

Borrowers to anticipate obstacles and establish mitigation measures early. 

11.1 Purpose of Risk Management in the SEP 

Risk management within the SEP seeks to: 

 Identify conditions that may prevent effective communication or participation 

 Ensure that vulnerable groups are not excluded by design or circumstance 

 Respond to emerging tensions early before they escalate into conflict 

 Maintain trust between communities and project authorities 

 Support district and provincial teams with practical measures that keep engagement 

uninterrupted 

 Ensure continuity of engagement during construction peaks or unexpected disruptions 

 Strengthen transparency and accountability which is essential for development partner 

trust 

Risk management therefore protects both the integrity of the SEP and the quality of project 

implementation. 

11.2 Key Risks Affecting Stakeholder Engagement and Mitigation 

These risks are drawn from RACP field consultations, previous irrigation rehabilitation 

experiences, which reflects patterns across all provinces. Table 13 Presents the risks 

andmitigation measures. 

Table 13: Key Risks and Mitigation Measures  

Risk Area Description of 

Risk 

Potential Effect 

on Stakeholder 

Engagement 

Risk 

Level 

Management 

and 

Mitigation 

Measures 

(SEP Aligned) 

Responsibl

e 

Institutions 
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Exclusion of 

Vulnerable 

Groups 

Women, youth 

or vulnerable 

households may 

be 

underrepresente

d in 

consultations 

due to social 

norms, timing or 

meeting formats. 

Engagement 

outcomes do not 

reflect the needs of 

all affected groups, 

leading to 

inequitable 

benefits and 

dissatisfaction. 

Mediu

m 

Use targeted 

focus group 

discussions, 

flexible 

meeting times 

and gender 

sensitive 

facilitation; 

monitor 

participation 

through 

disaggregated 

attendance 

records. 

AGRITEX, 

IMCs, 

District 

Officers 

Consultation 

Fatigue 

Repeated 

meetings 

without visible 

feedback or 

outcomes may 

reduce 

stakeholder 

willingness to 

participate. 

Declining 

attendance and 

reduced trust in 

engagement 

processes. 

Mediu

m 

Close feedback 

loops by 

communicating 

how 

stakeholder 

input is used; 

align 

consultations 

with decision 

points and 

agricultural 

calendars. 

AGRITEX, 

IMCs, PMU 

Information 

Gaps or 

Misinformatio

n 

Inadequate or 

unclear 

communication 

on project 

activities, 

timelines or 

responsibilities. 

Misunderstandings

, rumours and 

resistance to 

project activities. 

Mediu

m 

Use consistent 

messaging, 

multiple 

communication 

channels and 

simple 

disclosure 

materials; 

reinforce 

information 

during routine 

engagements. 

AGRITEX, 

PMU, 

RDCs 
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Local Labour 

Expectations vs 

Contractor 

Practices 

Community 

expectations for 

local 

employment 

may not align 

with contractor 

recruitment 

plans. 

Community 

frustration, 

complaints and 

conflict during 

construction. 

High Conduct pre-

construction 

briefings, 

clarify 

recruitment 

criteria, 

communicate 

labour policies 

and use the 

GRM to 

manage 

complaints. 

Contractors, 

AGRITEX, 

IMCs 

SEA and GBV 

Risks 

Increased 

interaction 

between workers 

and 

communities 

may expose 

women and girls 

to SEA or GBV 

risks. 

Harm to 

individuals, loss of 

trust and 

reputational risk to 

the project. 

High Integrate SEA 

and GBV 

awareness into 

consultations, 

enforce codes 

of conduct, 

ensure 

confidential 

GRM reporting 

and referral 

pathways. 

Contractors, 

AGRITEX, 

PMU 

Weak GRM 

Awareness or 

Use 

Stakeholders 

may not 

understand how 

to access or trust 

the grievance 

mechanism. 

Unresolved 

complaints 

escalating into 

conflict outside 

project systems. 

Mediu

m 

Integrate GRM 

awareness into 

all engagement 

activities, 

display GRM 

information 

publicly and 

track resolution 

performance. 

IMCs, 

AGRITEX, 

PMU 

Institutional 

Coordination 

Gaps 

Poor 

coordination 

between scheme, 

district and 

provincial 

actors. 

Delays in response 

to stakeholder 

issues and 

inconsistent 

messaging. 

Mediu

m 

Use structured 

coordination 

meetings, clear 

reporting 

pathways and 

defined roles 

under the SEP. 

DDCs, 

Provincial 

Units, PMU 
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Resource 

Constraints 

Limited budget, 

transport or 

staffing affecting 

engagement 

frequency and 

quality. 

Irregular or rushed 

engagement 

activities. 

Mediu

m 

Integrate SEP 

costs into 

annual 

workplans, 

prioritise high-

risk 

engagement 

activities and 

monitor 

implementatio

n through M 

and E. 

PMU, 

Provincial 

and District 

Teams 

Post-Project 

Sustainability 

Risks 

Engagement 

systems may 

weaken after 

project 

completion. 

Loss of long-term 

trust and 

unresolved 

conflicts. 

Mediu

m 

Strengthen 

IMCs, 

institutionalise 

GRM within 

local structures 

and maintain 

partnerships 

with RDCs, 

EMA and 

ZINWA. 

IMCs, 

AGRITEX, 

RDCs 

 

11.3 Continuous Risk Review 

Risk management is not a one time event. It must be updated continuously as the project 

evolves. District and provincial teams must review risks during their technical meetings and 

raise new issues to the PMU. AfDB and IFAD missions will also identify emerging risks that 

require immediate corrective measures. 

Continuous review ensures that the risks do not accumulate unnoticed and that engagement 

remains responsive to community realities. 

 

12. ESTIMATED BUDGET FOR SEP IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementing the RACP Stakeholder Engagement Plan will require  adequate and predictable 

financial resources. Engagement cannot be effective if scheme level structures, district 

technical departments or provincial coordination units lack fuel, transport, materials or 

facilitation allowances. For this reason, the SEP budget must be integrated into the RACP 

annual workplans at national, provincial and district levels. 

The purpose of this budget is to ensure that the engagement processes described in the earlier 

chapters are fully supported, that communication with farmers remains active throughout the 

project and that safeguards responsibilities are not undermined by lack of operational 

resources. This aligns with AfDB ISS OS1 and OS10 and IFAD SECAP 10, both of which 

require Borrowers to resource engagement adequately. 
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The budget categories below cover the five RACP provinces and reflect typical Zimbabwean 

field conditions where travel distances are long, fuel costs are significant and facilitation for 

meetings must comply with standard subsistence allowances. 

12.1 Budget Principles  

The budget is based on the following principles: 

1. Inclusivity 

Engagement must reach all groups including women, youth and vulnerable persons. 

Budget lines therefore support FGDs, targeted sessions and accessibility measures.  

2. Decentralisation 

Most engagement happens at scheme and district levels. The budget therefore 

supports local mobility, district coordination and materials needed for on the ground 

facilitation. 

3. Practicality 

Costs reflect actual Zimbabwean rates including fuel, meals, transport and 

allowances. The national subsistence allowance benchmark (USD 75 per day) is used 

for planning. 

4. Flexibility 

Provinces differ in geography and access. The budget allows for adjustments 

depending on travel distances, number of schemes and district workload. 

5. Transparency and accountability 

Costs are itemised clearly to support development partner reviews, PMU audits and 

provincial reporting. 

12.2 Budget Categories and Narrative Explanation 

Budget categories are presented to reflect the full scope of stakeholder engagement work 

required under RACP. The budget for implementing the SEP covers the full spectrum of 

activities required to ensure continuous, inclusive and well-coordinated engagement across 

RACP irrigation schemes, districts, provinces and national structures. It supports community 

consultations such as IMC meetings, disclosure sessions, safety briefings and operational 

review sessions, including specialised meetings on catchment and water allocation 

management. Dedicated allocations are made for focus group discussions with women, youth 

and vulnerable households, ensuring facilitators, materials and transport are available for 

meaningful participation.  

District-level engagement requires resources for DTWG meetings, joint inspections, labour 

and safety compliance monitoring and coordination led by the DDC, supported by fuel, 

logistics and documentation needs. Provincial engagement funding enables quarterly 

provincial reviews, travel, report compilation and venue arrangements, while national-level 

coordination supports safeguards missions, consolidation of reports and national stakeholder 

workshops. The budget also covers extensive capacity building for IMCs, AGRITEX 

officers, district technical teams, contractors and safeguards staff, including trainer fees, 
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manuals and demonstration materials. Mobility and transport resources are essential for field 

travel, vehicle hire, maintenance and motorbike support for AGRITEX.  

Communication materials such as notice boards, posters, GRM signage, radio announcements 

and translations are funded to ensure information reaches all stakeholders. Monitoring and 

reporting activities require production of templates, registers, digital documentation tools and 

archiving systems. A contingency allocation provides flexibility to address climate 

disruptions, unplanned consultations, conflict resolution needs and additional development 

partner supervision requirements. A summary of the budget categories and descriptions is 

given in Table 14. 

 

Table 14: Budget Categories and Descriptions 

Budget Category Description of Activities Covered 

Community 

Consultations and 

Scheme Meetings 

Routine IMC meetings, community assemblies, disclosure sessions, 

construction safety briefings, operational review sessions, and 

catchment or water-allocation meetings. Costs cover staff transport, 

refreshments where appropriate, printing and minor venue support. 

Focus Group 

Discussions and 

Targeted 

Engagement 

Engagements with women, youth and vulnerable groups in smaller 

settings. Costs include facilitation materials, transport for 

facilitators and support to enhance inclusive participation. 

District Level 

Engagement and 

Coordination 

DTWG meetings, technical inspections, labour and safety 

compliance checks with contractors and DDC-led district 

coordination. Budget covers fuel, meeting logistics and 

documentation materials. 

Provincial 

Engagements 

Quarterly provincial review meetings, travel of district teams, 

preparation of provincial reports, meeting venues and printing. 

National Level 

Coordination 

PMU consolidation of provincial report 

 

12.3 Indicative Budget Table  

Based on studies carried and issues noted an indicative budget was developed as presented in 

Table 15. 

Table 15: Indicative Budget 

Budget Category Cost Control Logic Applied Amount 

(USD) 

Community Engagement 

and Scheme Meetings 

Engagement integrated into routine IMC and 
AGRITEX meetings with no allowances 
except minimal logistics 

30,000 

Targeted Engagement for 

Women, Youth and 

Limited FGDs only where gaps are identified, 
using community venues and AGRITEX 

20,000 
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Vulnerable Groups facilitation 

Transport Support – 

Beneficiaries 

Transport reimbursements restricted to 

exceptional cases involving vulnerable 
households 

15,000 

Transport Support – 

Project and Government 

Staff 

Fuel only for joint and clustered 
engagements, no stand-alone SEP trips 

35,000 

District and Provincial 

Coordination Meetings 

SEP issues embedded into existing DTWG 
and provincial review meetings 

20,000 

Training and Capacity 

Building 

Short, combined refresher sessions bundled 

with IPM, O &M and safeguards training 

25,000 

Communication and 

Disclosure Materials  

Simple posters, GRM signage and limited 

printing, no extensive media campaigns 

15,000 

Grievance Redress 

Mechanism (GRM) 

Standalone GRM system including 
awareness, intake, tracking and reporting 

310,000 

Monitoring and 

Documentation 

Basic registers, reporting templates and 
consolidation at district and PMU level 

10,000 

Independent Annual E&S 

Performance Audit 

Single lean audit covering all provinces in 
one exercise 

15,000 

Material and Logistical 

Support 

Limited stationery, notice boards and shared 
digital devices 

5,000 

Contingency Very limited contingency for unplanned 
conflict resolution 

10,000 

TOTAL   510,000 

 

Budgetary Notes: 

Exact figures  will be refined during the province by province work planning process. The 

table below shows the indicative allocation for five provinces combined. These figures reflect 

the scale of activities expected within large rural provinces where travel distances are 

significant and stakeholder engagement requires continuous presence. 

SEP Human Resources Requirements : Effective SEP implementation relies on coordinated 

personnel across scheme, district, provincial and national levels, including IMCs, AGRITEX, 

safeguards staff, sector officers, ZINWA and contractors. Continuous training, mobility 

support and access to information are required to ensure engagement is consistent and 

uninterrupted. 

Financial Resources for SEP Implementation: Dedicated funding is required for transport, 

meetings, facilitation, training, communication materials and joint monitoring activities at all 

levels. Adequate budget allocation ensures stakeholder engagement remains regular, 

structured and independent of individual goodwill. 

Material and Logistical Resources: Basic communication and field tools such as notice 

boards, visual aids, documentation materials and digital devices are essential for effective 

engagement. These resources support clear information sharing, proper record keeping and 

professional interaction with communities. 

Capacity Building for Engagement Institutions: Targeted capacity building is required for 

IMCs, extension staff and government officers to strengthen facilitation, inclusion, conflict 
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sensitivity and safeguards implementation. Training on GRM procedures, PMP requirements 

and O and M responsibilities ensures consistent and high-quality engagement. 

Coordination Arrangements: Regular coordination meetings at scheme, district, provincial 

and national levels ensure alignment of engagement activities and timely resolution of issues. 

Clear communication pathways and joint inspections strengthen accountability and 

implementation follow-up. 

 

12.4 Budget Responsibility and Flow of Funds  

Budget responsibilities are allocated as follows: 

 PMU manages the central SEP budget and allocates resources to provinces 

 Provincial Coordination Units  receive allocations and distribute funds to districts 

based on activities and number of schemes 

 District Teams  implement scheme level engagements and manage documentation 

 IMCs  receive minimal support mainly for communication materials and meeting 

facilitation 

 Procurement and finance units  ensure compliance with financial regulations 

AfDB and IFAD review budget execution during supervision missions to ensure resources 

match planned activities. 

12.5 Sustainability of SEP Financing 

To ensure continuity: 

 SEP costs will be integrated into annual Ministry budgets beyond RACP 

 IMCs will strengthen their administrative capacity to manage low cost communication 

tools 

 AGRITEX will retain materials and training tools for use after project closure 

 Provincial and district structures will continue to support engagement as part of 

routine agricultural governance 

A well resourced SEP remains functional and credible, ensuring that communities continue 

benefiting from transparent communication and inclusive participation. 

13. CONCLUSION 

The Stakeholder Engagement Plan for the Resilience Agriculture Cluster Project represents 

more than a safeguards requirement. It is a practical and operational guide for ensuring that 

farmers, communities, traditional leaders, district technical departments, provincial 

authorities and national institutions work together throughout the life of the project in a 

manner that is transparent, inclusive and respectful of local realities. 

Engagement is essential in an irrigation rehabilitation programme because irrigation systems 

depend on social cohesion, cooperative management, predictable information flows and 



61 
 

shared responsibility. Irrigation cannot work without community ownership and community 

ownership cannot exist without genuine engagement. The SEP therefore provides a 

foundation for building trust at scheme level and strengthening coordination between all 

levels of government and project management. 

The plan recognises the diversity of stakeholders involved in rural agricultural systems across 

the five RACP provinces. It provides structured methods for engaging different groups, from 

irrigators and IMCs to women, youth and vulnerable households. It outlines realistic 

timelines and frequencies for consultations, clearly defined roles and responsibilities, 

communication systems and monitoring tools that remain practical for frontline implementers 

such as AGRITEX, EMA, ZINWA, RDCs and district irrigation teams. 

Throughout the document, the SEP remains faithful to the principles of AfDB ISS OS10 and 

IFAD SECAP 10. These principles promote informed participation, transparency and respect 

for community voices. They also emphasise grievance handling, disclosure of information 

and the need for engagement processes that reach vulnerable and marginalised groups 

without discrimination. The SEP therefore positions RACP as a community anchored project 

rather than a top down intervention. 

The plan is dynamic and will evolve as the project progresses. Field realities may shift due to 

climate events, construction demands, evolving community priorities or institutional 

pressures. New risks may emerge which require updated engagement strategies. The SEP 

must therefore be reviewed regularly at district, provincial and national levels and adapted in 

response to monitoring results, grievance trends and lessons identified during AfDB and 

IFAD supervision missions. 

The successful implementation of this SEP depends on the commitment of the institutions 

involved. IMCs must remain active and transparent. AGRITEX must continue providing 

community facilitation and technical guidance. District officers must ensure that scheme level 

engagement is supported and that grievances are addressed quickly. Provincial coordination 

units must harmonise cross district engagement. The PMU must ensure accountability, 

resource allocation and compliance with financiers’ expectations. 

Above all, success depends on the participation and trust of the communities themselves. The 

SEP provides them with platforms to interact with the project, raise questions, express 

concerns, ask for clarification, contribute to design decisions and hold implementing 

institutions accountable. This mutual engagement ensures that irrigation rehabilitation not 

only restores infrastructure but also strengthens the social fabric and local institutions that 

sustain agricultural productivity and rural livelihoods. 

Through this plan, RACP commits to an engagement process that is continuous, respectful, 

inclusive and grounded in the lived experience of farmers and their communities. It 

strengthens collaboration between local structures and national institutions and ensures that 

communities remain central to the success of the project throughout construction, operation 

and beyond. 
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Appendix 1: Pesticides and threshold levels 

Active Ingredient Classification Maximum 

Concentration (ug/1) 
(ppm) 

Reason for Restriction 

Aldicarb WHO Class Ia 1.0 Highly toxic; 
groundwater 
contamination 

Aldrin Stockholm 
Convention 

1.0 Persistent organic 
pollutant (POP) 

Camphechlor 

(Toxaphene) 

Stockholm 
Convention 

1.0 POP, banned globally 

Chlordane POP 1.0 Long-term soil and water 

contamination 

Dieldrin POP 1.0 Bioaccumulation and 

extreme toxicity 

Endrin POP  Very persistent and 
carcinogenic 

Heptachlor POP 0.3 Banned for agricultural 
use 

Lindane (Gamma-

HCH) 

POP 1.0 Endocrine disruptor; 
persistent pollutant 

Parathion (ethyl 

and methyl) 

WHO Ia/Ib 1.0 Extremely hazardous 

Methyl bromide Ozone Depleting  Banned except for 
critical uses 

Mercury-based 

fungicides 

Highly 
Hazardous 

 Toxic to humans and 
aquatic life 

Monocrotophos Class Ib  Very harmful to birds 

and farmers 

Phorate Class Ia  Highly systemic toxin 

Phosphamidon Class Ia  Neurotoxic 

Methamidophos Class Ib  Restricted due to 
poisoning cases 

 

These chemicals must never be used within the project area. 

 

B. ZIMBABWE-RESTRICTED PESTICIDES (Not Allowed Under the Project) 

Zimbabwe’s Fertilizers, Farm Feeds and Remedies Act restricts various pesticides due to 

misuse, poisoning cases or environmental concerns. Even if legally restricted nationally, the 

project prohibits their use entirely. 

Active Ingredient Restriction Basis  

Carbofuran Highly toxic; improper use by farmers 

Diazinon Hazardous around water bodies 

Fenamiphos Soil and groundwater contamination 

Methomyl Acute toxicity to humans 
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Endosulfan Banned in Zimbabwe (2012) 
 

C. PESTICIDES NOT ALLOWED NEAR WATER BODIES 

Because irrigation schemes operate next to canals, drains and reservoirs, the following 

pesticides are prohibited due to high aquatic toxicity: 

Active Ingredient Reason 

Cypermethrin Highly toxic to fish and aquatic insects 

Lambda-cyhalothrin Persistence in sediment 

Deltamethrin Kills beneficial aquatic organisms 

Chlorpyrifos High toxicity; drift risk 

Profenofos Strong effect on aquatic invertebrates 

 

Biological options are preferred in these zones. 

D. RESTRICTED USE IN RRIGATION SCHEMES (Allowed Only Under Strict 

Guidance) 

These pesticides are not banned, but due to misuse risks, the project will allow them only 

when: 

• thresholds are reached 

• correct PPE is available 

• extension officers supervise 

• proper disposal procedures are followed 

 

Active Ingredient Notes 
Imidacloprid Allowed only in seed treatment; harmful to bees 

Acetamiprid Lower risk but requires controlled use 

Mancozeb Avoid use near wetlands; follow re-entry intervals 

Metalaxyl Must follow label rates to avoid resistance 

Permethrin Restricted near water bodies; toxic to fish 

 

  



64 
 

Appendix 2: Effluent Threshold Levels 

Important context from the Statutory Instrument 

 Discharge to surface water or groundwater is not permitted without a licence, and the 

Agency determines licence class by reference to the Third Schedule and the test 

parameters in the Fourth Schedule.  

 Sensitive areas require stricter controls, and the SI provides that disposal in a sensitive 

area must meet the Blue licence standard as prescribed in the Part II table of the 

Fourth Schedule.  

Table 1: Effluent quality thresholds by licence class  

Parameter Unit Blue Green Yellow Red 

pH (acceptable 

range) 

pH 

units 

6.0 to 

7.5 

6.0 to 

9.0 

5.0 to 6.0 

and 9.0 to 

10.0 

4.0 to 5.0 and 10.0 to 12.0 

(and up to 14 in extreme 

category) 

Oxygen absorbed mg/L ≤ 5 ≤ 10 ≤ 15 ≤ 25 to 40 (upper range 

shown in reproduced 

schedule tables) 

Biochemical 

Oxygen Demand 

(BOD) 

mg/L ≤ 15 ≤ 30 ≤ 50 ≤ 100 to 120 

Chemical Oxygen 

Demand (COD) 

mg/L ≤ 30 ≤ 60 ≤ 90 ≤ 150 to 200 

Total dissolved 

solids (TDS) 

mg/L ≤ 100 ≤ 500 ≤ 1500 ≤ 2000 to ≥ 3000 

Conductivity µS/cm ≤ 200 ≤ 1000 ≤ 2000 ≤ 3000 to 3500 

Temperature °C < 25 < 35 < 40 ≤ 40 to 45 

Total nitrogen (N) mg/L ≤ 10 ≤ 10 ≤ 20 ≤ 30 to 50 

Nitrite nitrogen mg/L ≤ 3 ≤ 3 ≤ 5 ≤ 8 to 10 

Ammonia (as N) mg/L ≤ 0.5 ≤ 0.5 ≤ 1.0 ≤ 1.5 

Total phosphate (as 

P) 

mg/L ≤ 0.5 ≤ 0.5 ≤ 1.5 ≤ 3 to 5 
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Table 2: Public health, metals and selected toxics thresholds  

Parameter Unit Blue Green Yellow Red 

Dissolved oxygen 

saturation 

% ≥ 75 ≥ 60 ≥ 50 ≥ 30 to 15 

Faecal coliforms #/100 

ml 

≤ 1000 ≤ 

1000 

> 1000 > 1500 to ≤ 

2000 

Helminth eggs #/100 

ml 

≤ 1000 ≤ 

1000 

> 1000 > 1000 to ≤ 

2000 

Total heavy metals mg/L ≤ 1.0 ≤ 2.0 ≤ 4.0 ≤ 10 to 20 

Iron (Fe) mg/L ≤ 0.3 ≤ 1.0 ≤ 2.0 ≤ 5.0 to 8.0 

Lead (Pb) mg/L ≤ 0.05 ≤ 0.05 ≤ 0.1 ≤ 0.2 to 0.5 

Oil and grease  mg/L Nil to very 

low 

≤ 2.5 ≤ 5.0 ≤ 7.5 to 10 

 

Compliance narrative  

1. Regulatory anchor: Effluent discharge licensing and compliance testing is anchored in 

SI 6 of 2007, with quality limits referenced in Part II of the Fourth Schedule and 

licence classification logic in the Third Schedule.  

2. Sensitive areas rule: Where a discharge is proposed in a sensitive area, the SI requires 

compliance at Blue licence level (as prescribed in the Part II table of the Fourth 

Schedule).  

3. Operational use: In practice, these thresholds are applied by EMA for permitting, 

compliance monitoring, and enforcement actions. 
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Appendix 3: Stakeholder Consultation Minutes, Registers and Pictures 

Hwange Rural District Council minutes  
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Lupane Rural District Council minutes 
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Msuna Irrigation Scheme minutes 
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Tshongokwe Irrigation Scheme minutes 
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Lukosi Irrigation Scheme minutes 
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Hwange DDC meeting register 
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Msuna meeting register 
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Tshongokwe meeting register 
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Lukosi meeting register 
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Community Meeting Minutes for Milsonia Irrigation Scheme 
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Community Meeting Register for Milsonia Irrigation Scheme. 
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Community Meeting Minutes for Sessombe Irrigation Scheme 
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Community Meeting Register for Sessombe Irrigation Scheme 
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92 
 

Sessombe Irrigation Scheme minutes  
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 Community Meeting Minutes for Wozoli Irrigation Scheme 
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Community Meeting Register for Wozoli Irrigation Scheme 
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Minutes of the Community Meeting at Senkwasi Irrigation Scheme 
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Community Meeting Register for Senkwasi Irrigation Scheme 
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Community Meeting Minutes for Igogo Irrigation Scheme 

 
 



102 
 

 



103 
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Community Meeting Register for Igogo Irrigation Scheme 
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Chipo Irrigation Scheme Community Meeting Minutes 
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Community meeting register for Chipo Irrigation Scheme  
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111 
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Don Rungano Irrigation Scheme Community Meeting Minutes  
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Community meeting register for Don Rungano Irrigation Scheme  
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Athlone Irrigation Scheme Community Meeting Minutes 
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Community meeting register for Athlone Irrigation Scheme  
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River - Valley Irrigation Scheme Community Meeting Minutes  

 



124 
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Community meeting register for River - Valley Irrigation Scheme 

 



126 
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Minutes From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting at Princippe Irrigation Scheme  
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129 
 

Register From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting at Princippe Irrigation Scheme  
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Minutes From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting at Banana Irrigation Scheme  
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Register From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting at Banana Irrigation Scheme  
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Minutes From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting at Eben Irrigation Scheme  

 



135 
 

 



136 
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Register From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting at Eben Irrigation Scheme  
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Minutes From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting At Chesa Irrigation Scheme  
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Register Chesa Irrigation Scheme  
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Minutes From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting at Mutondwe Irrigation Scheme  
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Register From the Stakeholder Engagement Meeting at Mutondwe Irrigation Scheme  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



145 
 

 

Stakeholder Engagement Meeting Minutes at Tsakare Irrigation Scheme  

 



146 
 

 



147 
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Stakeholder Engagement Meeting Register at Tsakare Irrigation Scheme  
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 Stakeholder Engagement Meeting Minutes at Chippa Irrigation Scheme  
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Stakeholder Engagement Meeting Register at Chippa Irrigation Scheme  
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Chomutamba Irrigation meeting minutes 
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LAZENBY IRRIGATION SCHEME meeting minutes 
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SHAMROCK B2 IRRIGATION meeting minutes 
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160 
 

TAKAVINGA IRRIGATION SCHEME minute minutes 
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SEKE SANYATI SCHEME  meeting minutes 
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164 
 

Chiwirirano meeting minutes 
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Chomutamba Irrigation Scheme meeting registers 
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Lazenby Irrigation Scheme meeting registers  
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Shamrock B2 Irrigation Scheme meeting registers 
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Takavinga Irrigation Scheme meeting registers  
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Seke Sanyati Irrigation Scheme 
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Chiwirirano Irrigation Scheme meeting registers 
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MINISTRY OF LANDS, AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES, WATER AND RURAL 

DEVELOPMENT - RESILIENCE AGRICULTURE CLUSTER PROJECT (RACP) 

Minutes of the Stakeholder Validation Meeting on the Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP)  

Date: 21 November 2025 

Venue: Bulawayo Rainbow Hotel  

Chair: Director, Agricultural and Rural Development Advisory Services (ARDAS) – Matebeleland 

North  

Secretariat: SACP Project Management Unit (PMU) – Environmental and Social Safeguards, Social 

Inclusion and Climate Smart Agriculture Desk 

1. Opening of the Meeting 

The meeting commenced at 10:00 hours with a welcome remark from the Chair, who underscored 

the importance of structured stakeholder engagement in ensuring that irrigation rehabilitation 

investments under RACP are socially inclusive, environmentally responsible and institutionally 

sustainable. 

He noted that infrastructure alone does not guarantee resilience. Rather, transparency, accountability, 

and meaningful participation determine whether irrigation schemes remain functional and conflict-

free in the long term. The purpose of the meeting was therefore to review, validate and justify the 

Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) developed for RACP implementation across the five 

participating provinces. 

The Environmental and Social Safeguards Specialist outlined that the SEP forms part of the RACP 

environmental and social management instruments and was developed through field consultations, 

institutional engagements and risk assessments conducted between October and November 2025. 

1.1 Meeting Expectations  

Before proceeding to the presentation, participants were invited to share their expectations. The 

Chair emphasised that this discussion would help ensure that the SEP is practical and responsive to 

field realities. 

Participants expressed the following expectations: 

 That the SEP should reflect real issues raised during scheme consultations and not remain 

theoretical. 

 That engagement processes should strengthen existing AGRITEX, IMC, DDC and RDC 

coordination structures rather than create parallel systems. 

 That the Grievance Redress Mechanism must be simple, trusted and accessible at scheme 

level. 

 That water allocation conflicts and catchment degradation risks must be addressed early to 

prevent disputes during rehabilitation. 

 That gender inclusion and youth participation must be clearly operationalised, not just 

referenced. 
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 That institutional roles and escalation pathways must be clearly defined to avoid 

accountability gaps. 

 That the engagement calendar must align with agricultural seasons and construction 

schedules. 

 That SEP implementation must remain financially sustainable beyond the life of RACP. 

The Safeguards Desk assured participants that the SEP was structured around identified 

environmental and social risks, institutional mandates and community feedback. It was agreed that 

by the end of the meeting there should be consensus on the practicality, ownership and 

implementation approach of the SEP. 

2. Presentation of the SEP Development Process  

The Safeguards Specialist presented the methodology used to develop the SEP, highlighting that it 

was integrated with ESMP preparation and scheme reconnaissance visits. 

The process included: 

 Field consultations with irrigators, women, youth and vulnerable households 

 Engagement with Irrigation Management Committees (IMCs) and Water User Associations 

(WUAs) 

 District-level meetings with AGRITEX, Irrigation, Mechanisation, RDCs and DDCs 

 Consultations with ZINWA and EMA at district and provincial levels 

 Engagement with over 600 stakeholders across all five provinces 

District representatives confirmed that consultations had indeed been conducted and that the risks 

captured in the SEP accurately reflected scheme realities. 

3. Discussion on Key SEP Components  

3.1 Stakeholder Categorisation 

Participants welcomed the clear distinction between Project Affected Persons and Project Interested 

Parties. 

District officers indicated that this categorisation would ensure that irrigators, women, youth and 

vulnerable households are prioritised in decision-making processes rather than overshadowed by 

institutional actors. 

Traditional leaders acknowledged their recognised role in mobilisation and mediation, while 

emphasising the need to balance customary structures with inclusive participation principles. 

3.2 Risk-Based Engagement Approach 

The meeting reviewed province-specific environmental and social risks. 

 ZINWA representatives emphasised the importance of structured water allocation dialogues 

before rehabilitation works commence. 
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 EMA stressed the urgency of catchment restoration engagement, particularly in schemes 

affected by siltation and erosion. 

 AGRITEX officers confirmed that gender imbalances in some IMCs justify dedicated women 

and youth engagement forums. 

 District officers noted that labour expectations during construction require proactive 

communication to avoid community–contractor conflict. 

Participants agreed that stakeholder engagement must be directly linked to identified risks such as 

water conflicts, pesticide management, labour conduct, SEA/GBV risks and temporary land 

disturbance. 

3.3 Integration with the GRM and Pest Management Plan 

The meeting acknowledged that grievance reporting has historically been weak in irrigation schemes.  

Participants supported embedding GRM awareness in all community meetings. It was agreed that: 

 Scheme-level meetings must include GRM orientation. 

 GRM focal persons must be publicly known. 

 Sensitive cases, including SEA/GBV, must follow survivor-centred pathways. 

District Health Officers supported the inclusion of pesticide awareness and IPM messaging within 

stakeholder engagements, noting increased cropping intensity under irrigation. 

3.4 Four-Tier Institutional Structure  

The proposed engagement structure covering scheme, district, provincial and national levels was 

deliberated. 

District Development Coordinators confirmed that grievance escalation must align with existing 

district governance mechanisms. 

Provincial offices welcomed quarterly review meetings to enable cross-district harmonisation. 

The PMU clarified that SEP implementation relies heavily on existing government systems to ensure 

sustainability beyond project life. 

4. Gender and Vulnerable Group Inclusion 

Women representatives highlighted that irrigation governance spaces often remain male-dominated. 

They welcomed: 

 Dedicated women-only consultations 

 Representation in IMCs and GRM committees 

 Flexible meeting times 

Youth participants raised concerns regarding construction-related employment expectations. It was 

agreed that contractor mobilisation meetings would clearly communicate recruitment processes and 

codes of conduct. 
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Participants also emphasised the need to accommodate elderly irrigators and persons with disabilities 

through adjusted engagement approaches, including household visits where necessary. 

5. Cumulative and Catchment-Level Considerations 

The meeting recognised that irrigation schemes operate within shared catchments. 

ZINWA and EMA emphasised that district and provincial engagement must extend beyond 

individual schemes to address cumulative abstraction and agrochemical pressures. 

It was agreed that catchment-level dialogues would be institutionalised through provincial 

coordination structures. 

6. Budget and Resource Considerations  

The indicative SEP budget was presented, including dedicated allocation for the Grievance Redress 

Mechanism. 

Participants agreed that resourcing grievance handling was essential to maintaining trust.  

Provincial officers highlighted transport challenges in dispersed districts, particularly in 

Matabeleland North, and requested early mobilisation support. 

7. Key Resolutions 

After detailed deliberation, the meeting resolved that: 

1. The SEP adequately reflects consultations undertaken across the five provinces. 

2. The risk-based engagement framework is appropriate and justified. 

3. Integration with the GRM and Pest Management Plan is necessary and endorsed. 

4. The four-tier engagement structure aligns with Zimbabwe’s institutional framework. 

5. Gender and vulnerability provisions must be implemented as outlined. 

6. The SEP should proceed to formal adoption and operationalisation under the PMU. 

8. Closing Remarks 

In closing, the Chair emphasised that irrigation sustainability depends not only on engineering 

quality but on institutional trust and community ownership. 

He encouraged all institutions to treat the SEP as a working tool for coordination, risk management 

and inclusion. 

The meeting concluded at 15:45 hours with appreciation extended to all stakeholders for their 

constructive contributions and commitment to strengthening environmental and social governance 

under RACP. 
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Stakekolder Meeting Rainbow Bulawayo – 21/11/2026 
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Matabeleland North – Gwayi Catchment 

Hwange District 

a) Lukosi Irrigation Scheme 
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b) Msuna Irrigation Scheme 
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c) Tshongokwe 
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Midlands – Sanyati Catchment 

Kwekwe District 

a) Sessombi Irrigation Scheme 

 

b) Senkwasi Irrigation Scheme 

  

c) Wozoli Irrigation Scheme 

  

 



184 
 

d) Igogo Irrigation Scheme 

 

e) Milsonia Irrigation Scheme 
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Mashonaland Central – Mazowe Catchment 

Shamva District 

a) Eben Irrigation Scheme 

 

 

b) Princippe A&B Irrigation Scheme 
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c) Banana Irrigation Scheme 

 

 

Mt Darwin District 

a) Tsakare A&B 
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b) Chippa Irrigation Scheme 

 

 

c) Mutondwe Irrigation Scheme 
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Mashonaland West - Sanyati Catchment 

Zvimba District 

a) Chomutamba Irrigation Scheme 
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b) Lazenby Irrigation Scheme 
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Chegutu District 

a) Shamrock B2 Irrigation Scheme 

 

 

Sanyati Disctirct 

a) Seke Sanyati Irrigation Scheme 
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b) Chiwirirano Irrigation Scheme 

  

 

c) Takavinga Irrigation Scheme 
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Mashonaland East - Manyame Catchment 

Murehwa District 

a) Don Rungano Irrigation Scheme 

 

b) Athlone Irrigation Scheme 

 

c) River Valley Irrigation Scheme aa b
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Mutoko District - Chipo Irrigation Scheme 

 

 a b
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Rainbow Hotel Bulawayo Stakeholder Meeting  

- 


