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CBR/CBID programmes are widely used to improve 

the lives and rights of persons with disabilities, 

especially in low-resource settings. Many 

programmes deliver strong results while they are 

running. However, once external support ends, these 

results are often difficult to sustain. This report 

shows that sustainability should not be treated  

as a final project phase, but as a design challenge 

that needs to be addressed from the start.

The report draws on a literature review, a global 

survey across 25 countries, and country studies 

from Zambia, Cameroon, and Rwanda. It shows that 

sustainability depends on progress across several 

connected areas. A key finding is that long-term 

sustainability does not happen unless CBR/CBID 

becomes part of routine public systems. This 

requires a shift in responsibility, authority, and 

financing. Without this shift, programmes may 

continue for a while, but they do not become part of 

everyday government practice. While sustainability 

has multiple dimensions, this report gives particular 

attention to how programmes become embedded in 

government systems (policy integration), where it 

provides the most detailed analysis.

Four dimensions shape sustainability: community 

engagement, financial sustainability, policy 

integration, and operational capacity. Partnerships 

cut across all of these. Programmes face problems 

when participation is limited to consultation rather 

than real decision-making, when funding depends 

on short-term donor cycles, when policies are not 

backed by budgets and routines, and when systems 

depend on individuals rather than institutions. 

These are not just implementation issues, but 

deeper structural constraints.

The global survey confirms these patterns. 

Practitioners identify financial sustainability  

and policy integration as the main challenges.  

Many sustainability strategies focus on securing 

additional external funding to keep programmes 

running. In practice, this reinforces externally 

funded and accountable project systems, rather 

than shifting programmes into public planning, 

budgeting, and administrative systems.

The country studies show that early design  

choices strongly shape whether and how CBR/ 

CBID becomes part of government systems. 

Because CBR/CBID is inherently multi-dimensional, 

programmes often engage multiple ministries from 

the outset. However, institutionalisation requires 

depth of institutional anchoring before coordination 

can be expanded across ministries. When CBR/ 

CBID is placed within a clearly designated lead 

government body and supported by domestic 

financing, responsibilities are more likely to become 

part of routine planning, supervision, and reporting. 

This creates a basis for coordination across 

ministries. When this does not happen, coordination 

remains NGO-led, funding stays external and tied  

to donor accountability, and activities continue 

without becoming embedded in public systems.

These findings suggest a shift in how sustainability 

should be approached. Programmes need to move 

from delivering services to building institutional 

ownership. In practice, many programmes rely on 

NGO-led coordination linked to donor accountability 

and financial control. These systems are designed 

to meet external reporting requirements, as 

accountability and financial control remain with 

external actors, which structurally limits the 

transfer of authority. While these arrangements 

support delivery in the short term, they reinforce 

project-based ways of working and make it harder 

to embed programmes in public systems. To address 

this, programmes need to identify a lead government 

body from the start, align activities with existing 

government roles and routines, secure domestic 

funding, and deliberately transfer authority instead 

of maintaining parallel project structures.

The Rwanda case study shows how these issues can 

be identified and addressed during implementation. 

Through participatory sustainability reviews using 

the CBR/CBID Sustainability Enhancement Tool, 

developed in this project, stakeholders identified 

gaps in financing, unclear mandates, and continued 

reliance on project-based approaches. This helped 

them make timely adjustments and build a shared 

understanding of what is needed for longer-term 

sustainability.

Sustaining CBR/CBID requires deliberate choices 

early on about where responsibility, funding, and 

authority are located. Without these choices, 

programmes may achieve results, but remain 

dependent on externally funded project systems 

rather than becoming part of routine public systems.

Executive summary Constructing sustainable CBR / CBID
Turning Community Based Inclusion into Standard Practice

IMAGE 1: This visual summarises the findings of this report using a construction metaphor. 
It shows how different elements of sustainability come together. The levels should not  
be read as a step-by-step sequence. They represent different but connected aspects of 
sustainability that need to be addressed in parallel and over time to ‘hold the construction 
together’. In practice, these elements influence each other. Progress in one area depends  
on progress in others. Use the visual to assess where your programme is positioned, which 
conditions are in place, and what needs to change to move towards routine public systems. 

Click on each level to directly read more about the subject in the respective chapter.
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IMAGE 2: Sustainability is not automatic. It is built through early anchoring, realistic  
design, and timely transfer — so that community-based inclusion does not remain a project, 
but becomes standard practice. The three design choices above highlight common risks and 
trade-offs. Use them to assess where your programme may be at risk and what needs to 
change. Read more about these design choices in the synergy chapter.

IMAGE 3: Sustaining CBR/CBID requires collaboration with action for different stakeholder.  
This image summarizes key actions. Read more in the final evidence to action chapter.

Stakeholder Role Actions

Critical considerations for a sustainable design Roles & responsibilities for building 
sustainable CBR/CBID
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The Convention on the Rights of Persons with 

disabilities (UNCRPD) provides a clear, globally 

recognised framework for equal rights and 

opportunities of persons with disabilities in society. 

However, in 2025, an estimated 1.3 billion people – 

about 16% of the global population – including 240 

million children experience significant disability 

(WHO 2025). 80% of these people live in low- and 

middle-income countries. These figures underline 

the scale of the challenge — and the need for 

disability inclusion efforts that are not only 

effective during projects, but able to continue  

and adapt once external support declines.

Community-based disability inclusion initiatives  

are widely used in low-resource settings to  

promote equal rights and opportunities of  

persons with disabilities. Typically designed as 

multi-dimensional approaches, they connect health, 

education, livelihood, social and empowerment 

within a single framework. As such it are initiatives 

to realize the rights outlined in the UNCRPD1.  

This report uses the umbrella term ‘CBR/CBID 

programmes’ to refer to these initiatives.

Introduction
AUTHORS: JAN APPERLOO AND WILLEM ELBERS

CBR and CBID: how this report uses these terms

Across organisations and countries, the terms Community-Based Rehabilitation (CBR) and 

Community-Based Inclusive Development (CBID) are used in different ways. In some settings  

CBID is more common; in others CBR remains the main label, and many practitioners use both.

In this report, we use CBR/CBID as an umbrella term for rights-based, multi-dimensional, 

community-based disability inclusion initiatives that work with persons with disabilities, families, 

and communities. We acknowledge that, in practice, CBR/CBID is as much as an aspiration as an 

operational reality and that programmes do not always give equal weight to all dimensions at the 

same time, prioritising particular dimensions. 

Sustainability

This edition of Community-Based Disability 

Inclusion Insights focuses on the sustainability  

of CBR/CBID. Many programmes struggle with 

sustainability, and this report explores causes  

and solutions. This publication is developed as  

part of the Breaking down Barriers learning 

trajectory supported by Liliane Fonds, which 

bridges rigorous academic research and practical 

application. It is written for NGO programme 

leaders, government counterparts, donors, and 

Organisations of Persons with Disabilities (OPDs) 

involved in designing, financing, or implementing 

CBR/CBID programmes. While this report examines 

the sustainability of CBR/CBID programmes from 

different angles, it gives special attention to policy 

integration: the challenge of embedding CBR/CBID 

within government systems, especially in relation  

to mandates and budgets. This is also where the 

report makes its strongest contribution. It does  

not assess the quality of CBR/CBID programmes  

or the effectiveness of services delivered to 

children and youth with disabilities.

Outline of this report

The report proceeds in four parts.  

First, a literature review examines what  

existing research shows about the sustainability  

of CBR/CBID. Second, a global practitioner survey 

explores how these challenges are experienced 

across 25 countries. Three country studies then 

examine institutional sustainability in depth: the 

study from Zambia compares two pathways of 

government uptake; the study from Cameroon 

analyses how different government engagement 

strategies of civil society shape institutional 

anchoring; and the study from Rwanda tests  

a participatory sustainability assessment tool. 

Drawing on a synthesis chapter, the report 

concludes with practical recommendations  

for NGOs, governments, donors and OPDs, 

translating the evidence into strategic choices  

for strengthening long-term sustainability. 

Gathering Parents Support Group (PSG) facilitated by CBR facilitator EPR.  PHOTO: CHIARA ​BELTRAMINI

1 �CBR/CBID also contributes to health and rehabilitation objectives defined in the WHO rehabilitation 2030 program.  
CBR/CBID is a strategy for comprehensive service delivery to realize unmet rehabilitation needs.
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1.1 Introduction

Why do many CBR/CBID programmes struggle  

to endure once external funding declines, even  

when they perform well during implementation? 

This chapter draws on a systematic review of 

academic research to identify the most consistent 

patterns behind programme sustainability.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT is 

consistently linked to sustainability 

when persons with disabilities and communities 

shape priorities and oversight through recognised 

structures. Where engagement is limited to 

consultation or volunteer mobilisation, community 

commitment often weakens once external 

facilitation declines.

FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY remains  

a central vulnerability across contexts.  

When no alternative funding source or government 

budget line is secured before donor funding ends, 

programme activities often shrink or stop — even 

when the results have been strong.

POLICY INTEGRATION happens when  

CBR/CBID functions are embedded in  

the routine work, mandates and budgets of 

government ministries — such as health,  

education, or social protection — rather  

than delivered through parallel projects. 

OPERATIONAL CAPACITY underpins  

all other pillars. Staffing instability, weak 

financial management, and limited learning systems 

repeatedly undermine programmes that otherwise 

enjoy community support or policy recognition.

PARTNERSHIPS AS A  

CROSS-CUTTING FOUNDATION

Across all four pillars, partnerships shape 

sustainability trajectories. Effective collaboration 

among NGOs, OPDs, community structures, and 

government agencies influences whether financing 

can be mobilised, policies implemented, operational 

systems strengthened, and community engagement 

sustained. The review also flags persistent 

partnership challenges: arrangements are often 

informal, project-bound, or dependent on personal 

relationships, with unclear roles and limited 

accountability. More durable programmes rely on 

structured coordination platforms, explicit division 

of responsibilities, and sustained investment in joint 

planning and trust-building.

1.3 How the four pillars interact

The review shows that the four pillars are closely 

connected and tend to reinforce one another over 

time. When funding is unstable, organisations 

struggle to retain staff, invest in training, or build 

learning systems, which weakens operational 

capacity and limits what programmes can deliver. 

When CBR/CBID is not well integrated into 

government systems, access to public budgets and 

authority remains limited, keeping programmes 

dependent on donors. Weak community 

engagement reduces local legitimacy and political 

support, making it harder to secure government 

backing or embed services in public systems —

creating a cycle in which several weaknesses persist 

at once rather than being solved separately.

Partnerships strongly influence how these 

interactions play out in practice. When collaboration 

is well organised and roles are clear, partners can 

strengthen several pillars at the same time — for 

example by aligning funding, policy engagement, 

and community structures. When partnerships are 

weak or project-based, fragmentation increases  

and programmes struggle to become embedded in 

wider systems. This helps explain why stand-alone 

technical fixes—such as new tools or short training 

courses—rarely lead to lasting change on their own.

AUTHORS: NGORAN MATHEW & WILLEM ELBERS

1. Understanding CBR/CBID Sustainability 
Findings from Literature 

Foundational pillars Core function Typical vulnerability pattern

COMMUNITY 
ENGAGEMENT

Builds legitimacy and accountability 
through meaningful participation  
of persons with disabilities and 
community actors.

Participation remains consultative 
rather than decision-making; weak 
accountability mechanisms.

FINANCIAL 
SUSTAINABILITY

Mobilises stable and predictable 
resources beyond donor cycles.

Heavy donor dependence;  
lack of affordability analysis  
or transition plans.

POLICY INTEGRATION Anchors CBR/CBID within 
governmental systems, mandates,  
and budgets.

Policy recognition without 
implementation or funding.

OPERATIONAL 
CAPACITY

Sustains delivery through staffing 
stability, organisational systems,  
and learning processes.

Reliance on individuals; weak 
organisational systems and  
turnover.

Table 1.1  |  The four foundational pillars of CBR/CBID sustainability

1.2 The foundations of  
CBR/CBID sustainability

The literature review identified four foundational 

pillars of sustainability that recur consistently 

across studies and capture the core institutional 

conditions that determine whether CBR/CBID 

programmes move beyond time-bound projects  

and become part of routine practice. These pillars 

are community engagement, financial sustainability, 

policy integration, and operational capacity. Table 1.1 

summarises the four pillars and the recurring 

weaknesses associated with each. 
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1.4 Design implications  
from the literature

Overall, the review illustrates that sustainability 

should not be merely seen as a final project phase, 

but as an institutional design challenge that must 

be addressed across multiple domains from the 

outset. Table 1.2 translates the findings into 

forward-looking design choices for organisations 

working on CBR/CBID programmes.

Sustainability 
foundational pillar

What programmes often 
underestimate

What stronger designs build  
in from the start

COMMUNITY 
ENGAGEMENT

Participation treated as 
consultation rather than  
shared authority.

Formal decision-making roles for PWD, 
parents, caretakers and community  
actors; feedback mechanisms; leadership 
development and support for OPDs.

FINANCIAL 
SUSTAINABILITY

Assumptions of continued donor 
funding; late transition planning.

Financial transition pathways; affordability 
analysis; government co-financing; 
diversified revenue streams.

POLICY INTEGRATION Focus on formal recognition  
rather than budgets and routines.

Embedding CBR/CBID in sector  
systems; budget-linked advocacy;  
clarified institutional mandates.

OPERATIONAL  
CAPACITY

Organisational systems treated  
as overhead.

Investment in HR, financial management, 
and learning systems; succession planning; 
institutional memory.

PARTNERSHIPS 
(CROSS-CUTTING 

FOUNDATION)

Informal, project-bound 
collaboration.

Formal coordination platforms; clear roles; 
partnerships embedded in governance  
and financing structures.

Table 1.2  |  Design implications for strengthening CBR/CBID sustainability

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents findings from a global  

survey of 187 organisations in the Liliane Fonds 

network implementing community-based disability 

programmes across Africa, Asia, and Latin America. 

It explores how practitioners themselves view  

the long-term sustainability of their work, the 

challenges they face most often, and the strategies 

they are using to keep activities going over time. 

The chapter is guided by the following question:

Where do CBR/CBID practitioners currently face  

the greatest sustainability challenges and which 

strategies do they report as most effective in 

responding to them?

This survey builds directly on the literature  

review presented in the previous chapter. Using  

the same four sustainability pillars — community 

engagement, financial sustainability, policy 

integration, and operational capacity — to 

systematically map practitioner experiences  

and views. The survey used the WHO-based 

definition of Community- 

Based Rehabilitation (CBR)  

as its conceptual reference. 

Respondents self-identified 

whether their programme(s) 

aligned with this definition  

and therefore qualified for 

participation. The findings 

provide insight into  

sustainability dynamics in  

this context but should not  

be interpreted as statistically 

representative of all CBR/ 

CBID implementation globally.

2.2 Survey findings

In the survey, respondents assessed their 

programme’s position across the four sustainability 

pillars, as well as the strength of their partnerships 

as a cross-cutting foundation. Overall, the survey 

confirms the relevance of the pillars identified in 

the literature. At the same time, respondents 

clearly differentiated between the pillars, rating 

some as more critical constraints on sustainability 

than others.

Financial sustainability and policy integration are 

perceived as the most problematic dimensions, 

community engagement occupies an intermediate 

position, and operational capacity and partnerships 

are rated relatively less problematic overall. 

The tables below are based on open-ended survey 

questions that were later analysed and quantified. 

This means the patterns reflect what practitioners 

themselves chose to highlight about sustainability 

challenges and effective strategies, rather than 

answers shaped by predefined response options.

AUTHORS: NGORAN MATHEW & WILLEM ELBERS

2. CBR/CBID Sustainability in Practice
Findings from a Global Practitioner Survey

CBR/CBID meeting in Rwanda.  PHOTO: TIMO ​VORSTENBOSCH
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What strengthens financial sustainability

Maintaining long-term relationships with existing donors 36 %

Submitting joint funding proposals with partner organisations 31 %

Running income-generating activities or social enterprises 28 %

Securing government co-financing or inclusion in governmental budgets 26 %

Actively diversifying donors and funding sources 25 %

Organising local fundraising and community resource mobilisation 24 %

Strengthening financial management and accountability systems 8 %

What weakens financial sustainability

DONOR DEPENDENCE & VOLATILITY WEAK DOMESTIC GOVERNMENTAL FINANCING

Reliance on a single donor (32 %) Limited government support (11 %)

Short funding cycles (32 %) Weak budget absorption (11 %)

HIGH OPERATING COSTS & FUNDRAISING GAPS LIMITED PRIVATE-SECTOR ENGAGEMENT

Limited fundraising staff (12 %) Low corporate interest (6 %)

Rising operational costs (12 %) Few partnership mechanisms (6 %)

IMAGE 2.1: Practitioner perspectives of financial sustainability strengths and weaknesses 

FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY

Financial sustainability is rated weakest overall:  

41 % low/very low, 53 % moderate, and 6 % high/

very high, indicating that most programmes remain 

heavily dependent on short-term or uncertain 

funding. As shown in image 2.1 funding constraints 

are dominated by donor dependence and unstable 

grant cycles. Respondents most often highlight 

strategies that extend or stabilise donor  

funding rather than those that structurally anchor 

programmes in domestic systems. Although 

government budget integration and diversification 

are widely recognised, they appear less frequently 

than short-term coping strategies, underscoring 

persistent institutional barriers.

POLICY INTEGRATION

Policy sustainability is rated as 31 % low/very  

low, 56 % moderate, and 13 % high/very high, 

suggesting that most respondents’ programmes 

have achieved only partial or uneven integration 

into government policies, administrative systems, 

and budgets, making this — together with funding — 

a central constraint on long-term continuity.

The challenge patterns that weaken policy 

integration shown in image 2.2 point to a  

persistent policy–practice gap: recognition of 

disability inclusion often outpaces government 

financing and enforcement. Advocacy and public 

awareness campaigns dominate reported  

effective strategies.

What strengthens policy integration

Continuous advocacy with line ministries and government officials 65 %

Public awareness campaigns on disability rights and inclusion 39 %

Training government staff and service providers on CBR/CBID 18 %

Forming advocacy coalitions with NGOs and OPDs 16 %

Obtaining legal recognition or formal programme registration 14 %

Advocating for governmental budget allocations for CBR/CBID services 11 %

Providing programme data and evidence to policymakers 10 %

What weakens policy integration

BUDGET GAPS & UNDER-RESOURCING WEAK LEGAL FRAMEWORKS & ENFORCEMENT

No funding attached to mandates (10 %) Weak disability legislation (8 %)

Implementation unfunded (10 %) Poor enforcement (8 %)

LIMITED POLITICAL COMMITMENT WEAK COORDINATION & BUREAUCRATIC CAPACITY

Reliance on champions (8 %) Low awareness among officials (8 %)

Political turnover (8 %) Fragmented sectoral coordination (7 %)

IMAGE 2.2: Practitioner perspectives of policy sustainability strengths and weaknesses 
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Respondents rated the overall level of community 

engagement in their main programme as follows:  

21 % low/very low, 58 % moderate, and 21 %  

high/very high, suggesting that most programmes 

encompass community engagement but that  

full decision-making authority and durable  

local structures remain uneven.

Weak community engagement is driven less by  

lack of participatory activities than by poverty,  

and limited community resources. Effective 

strategies emphasise shifting authority and 

capacity to community actors through decision-

making roles and leadership structures. 

What strengthens community engagement

Involving community members and PWDs in programme planning and decisions 47 %

Training community volunteers and local leaders 33 %

Disability-inclusion awareness campaigns at community level 30 %

Establishing and supporting local leadership committees or structures 24 %

Building and maintaining community volunteer networks 16 %

Placing persons with disabilities in formal leadership roles 13 %

Mobilising local financial or in-kind community contributions 9 %

Strengthening OPDs 6 %

What weakens community engagement

ECONOMIC CONSTRAINTS ON PARTICIPATION WEAK LOCAL GOVERNANCE & POWER RELATIONS

Poverty limits engagement (25 %) Lack of representative leadership (13 %)

Limited community resources (25 %) Weak accountability mechanisms (13 %)

STIGMA & DISCRIMINATORY NORMS LOGISTICAL BARRIERS

Negative attitudes toward disability (10 %) Distance & transport problems (5 %)

Exclusion from community forums (10 %) Inaccessible meeting venues (5 %)

IMAGE 2.3: Practitioner perspectives of community engagement strengths and weaknesses

OPERATIONAL CAPACITY

Operational capacity is rated relatively positively:  

6 % low/very low, 41 % moderate, and 53 %  

high/very high, indicating that many respondents’ 

programmes have established core systems and 

staffing, even if important weaknesses remain  

for a substantial minority.

Although organisations rate their capacity 

relatively highly, the challenge table reveals 

vulnerabilities in financial planning and staffing.  

The most frequently cited strategies directly 

address these weaknesses by stabilising internal 

systems and spreading skills across teams. 

What strengthens operational sustainability

Formalising internal systems, procedures, and governance arrangements 46 %

Continuous training and professional development for staff 43 %

Partnering with other organisations to build technical capacity 20 %

Developing long-term organisational sustainability plans 19 %

Improving financial management and reporting systems 18 %

Recruiting, supervising, and retaining community volunteers 17 %

Strengthening monitoring, evaluation, and learning systems 11 %

What weakens operational sustainability

FINANCIAL FRAGILITY & PLANNING GAPS HUMAN-RESOURCE INSTABILITY

Weak long-term financial planning (15 %) High staff turnover (12 %)

No core funding (15 %) Volunteer attrition (12 %)

OPERATIONAL RESOURCE SHORTAGES WEAK DATA & LEARNING SYSTEMS

Lack of tools & transport (10 %) Weak M&E systems (9 %)

Digital gaps (10 %) Limited evidence for advocacy (9 %)

IMAGE 2.4: Practitioner perspectives of operational sustainability strengths and weaknesses 
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PARTNERSHIPS

Partnership strength is rated 6 % low, 42 % 

moderate, and 52 % high, suggesting that many 

respondents’ programmes have built working 

collaborations, though these relationships are  

not yet consistently institutionalised across 

systems or ministries.

Partnership challenges centre on weak 

institutionalisation rather than lack of  

collaboration per se. Respondents highlight  

formal agreements and coordination  

mechanisms as the main routes to  

sustainability.

What weakens partnerships

PROJECT-BOUND OR UNSTABLE PARTNERSHIPS DIFFICULTY IDENTIFYING SUITABLE PARTNERS

Partnerships tied to projects (11 %) Few entry points to government (9 %)

Reliance on individuals (11 %) Limited OPD engagement (9 %)

WEAK PRIVATE-SECTOR INVOLVEMENT COORDINATION & ROLE-CLARITY PROBLEMS

Low corporate interest (8 %) Unclear responsibilities (6 %)

No incentives for business engagement (8 %) Weak joint planning mechanisms (6 %)

IMAGE 2.5: Practitioner perspectives of partnerships strengths and weaknesses

What strengthens partnerships

Participating in multi-stakeholder coordination platforms or networks 33 %

Investing in transparent communication and trust-building with partners 27 %

Signing formal Memoranda of Understanding that clarify roles 25 %

Conducting joint planning and decision-making with partners 24 %

Ensuring participation of OPDs in partnership structures 18 %

Building long-term strategic alliances with key partners 15 %

2.3 Key cross-cutting findings

Across the foundational sustainability pillars 

assessed in the survey, two constraints stand  

out most clearly: unstable funding and limited 

policy integration. Even where organisations  

report strong operational capacity or active 

partnerships, the lack of predictable financing  

and limited policy integration continues to limit 

long-term programme continuity.

In response, many organisations rely on  

strategies that help keep programmes  

running in difficult environments —  

such as maintaining donor relation

ships, advocacy with ministries, or 

strengthening internal procedures — 

while fewer report success in securing 

long-term changes in governmental 

systems like permanent budget lines  

or full integration into government 

services.

Finally, the survey findings echo the 

patterns identified in the literature 

review by showing how closely the 

pillars interact in practice. Weak  

policy integration limits access to 

governmental resources, fragile 

partnerships constrain advocacy and 

coordination, and limited community 

authority undermines local legitimacy. 

Taken together, these dynamics  

suggest that sustainability depends 

less on isolated technical fixes and 

more on steady, coordinated progress 

across all five dimensions. 

2.4 From survey concerns  
to institutional analysis

The literature review identified five  

key pillars of CBR/CBID sustainability. 

In the survey, organisations most often 

pointed to funding challenges and 

limited integration into government 

systems as the main ongoing  

obstacles in practice.

The country chapters examine these challenges  

in greater depth. The Zambia and Cameroon  

studies analyse how responsibility, budgets, and 

authority either shift into government systems —  

or remain project-bound — during implementation. 

The Rwanda chapter complements this by using  

a participatory review tool to help stakeholders 

identify these vulnerabilities early and discuss  

how responsibilities might gradually transfer. 

Together, the country cases move from broad 

patterns to concrete institutional dynamics  

shaping long-term continuity.

CBR/CBID meeting in Rwanda.  PHOTO: TIMO ​VORSTENBOSCH
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3.1 Introduction

This chapter summarises the key findings  

and recommendations from a study conducted  

in Zambia on the policy integration foundational 

pillar of CBR/CBID sustainability2. It focuses on 

institutionalisation — the process through which 

responsibilities and resources move from externally 

supported programmes into government systems. 

For programmes that begin with donor funding and 

aim to deliver services at scale, institutionalisation 

within government systems is widely recognised  

as a key pathway to long-term sustainability.

The chapter is guided by one central question: 

Which conditions shape government uptake of  

CBR/CBID in Zambia? The analysis draws on a 

comparative study of two programmes, based  

on interviews, focus group discussions, and 

document review. It does not assess programme 

impact or quality, but concentrates specifically  

on understanding policy integration/

institutionalisation. The analysis covers  

the implementation period of both programmes 

from 2021 to 2024 and does not assess  

longer-term post-exit developments.

3.2 Core drivers of 
institutionalisation

The comparative analysis of two CBR/CBID 

programmes in Zambia (hereafter Programme A 

and Programme B) demonstrates that sustainability 

is fundamentally a political–institutional challenge 

rather than a technical one. Institutionalisation 

depended on whether key conditions related to 

institutional anchoring, ministerial alignment,  

and resource commitment were in place early 

enough to support the transfer of responsibility  

to government systems. Differences in 

institutionalisation outcomes are not explained  

by programme quality, levels of participation, or 

alignment with national disability policy, all of which 

were broadly comparable across the two cases.

Importantly, neither case represents full 

institutionalisation. Programme B achieved  

partial integration by placing primary responsibility 

within one lead ministry — Education — where some 

practices came part of government systems. By 

contrast, Programme A did not establish a clearly 

responsible lead ministry, and sustained integration 

within government systems did not occur during  

the project period. 

It is important to note that both programmes 

adopted a multi-dimensional approach of CBR/CBID. 

Programme B’s placement within the Ministry of 

Education clarified institutional responsibility,  

but did not reduce the multi-dimensional scope of 

implementation, which continued to involve health, 

social protection, and community-level actors. The 

distinction between the cases therefore lies in 

institutional anchoring rather than programme 

breadth.

The contrast between programmes A and B 

depends on how ownership, budget commitments, 

authority, and routine practice come together  

and reinforce each other over time. Where these 

elements aligned and were sufficiently reinforced — 

as in parts of Programme B — CBR/CBID practices 

became (partly) institutionalised into government 

systems. Where these conditions did not sufficiently 

align — as in Programme A — activities and funding 

continue to rely on NGO coordination and donor 

funding. 

A comparative analysis of the two cases  

identified four core drivers that shaped whether 

responsibility moved into government systems. 

Table 3.1 summarises these drivers, showing how 

they appeared in Programmes A and B and what 

they imply for future CBR/CBID design and 

sustainability strategies.

AUTHORS: SHISHEMBWE MWALE, WILLEM ELBERS AND THOMAS MTONGA

3. Government uptake of CBR/CBID 
Evidence from Zambia 

Core driver Programme A Programme B Implications for 
practice

OWNERSHIP 
INCENTIVES

Largely perceived as 
externally initiated; 
limited internal ownership; 
CBR/CBID had low 
salience in routine 
government planning and 
performance frameworks

Stronger ownership 
within the education 
sector, where activities 
aligned more closely with 
core mandates and daily 
responsibilities

Start with a deliberate 
ownership strategy: design 
CBR/CBID responsibilities 
so they strengthen officials’ 
mandates and performance 
incentives. Consultation 
alone does not create 
ownership.

BUDGETARY 
COMMITMENT

No recurrent domestic 
budget line during the 
period studied; activities 
relied primarily on donor 
financing and were 
deprioritised as external 
funding declined

Tangible domestic 
financing within 
education created 
material stakes and 
visibility in government 
planning and reporting

Treat domestic financing  
as a threshold condition: 
secure recurrent allocations 
early. Policy references 
without budgets should  
be treated as non-
institutionalisation.

INSTITUTIONAL 
FIT

No clearly defined 
institutional home; 
dispersion of mandates 
increased coordination 
demands

Clear leadership within 
one ministry (education), 
benefiting from existing 
administrative hierarchy 
and established routines

Start by establishing clear 
institutional responsibility 
within one lead government 
body (the program remains 
multi-dimensional from the 
start). From this anchor, 
collaboration with other 
ministries can be developed.

FORMAL 
GOVERNMENT 
AUTHORITY

Ministry of Community 
Development and Social 
Services was key partner, 
but formal government 
authority remained weak: 
CBR/CBID was treated as 
external and coordination 
stayed NGO-led.

Partial formal 
government authority 
emerged within education 
as ownership, budgets 
and institutional fit 
aligned

Design for clear 
government leadership,  
not NGO coordination. 
Designate and empower  
a public-sector authority 
early.

Table 3.1  |  Core drivers of CBR/CBID institutionalisation and implications for practice

2 �The academic study on which this chapter is based is: Mwale S., Elbers W., Mtonga T. (forthcoming). When Does  
Community-Based Inclusive Development Become Institutionalised? A Political Economy Analysis of Two Cases in Zambia

The sections below unpack each of these drivers in more detail  

and translate these patterns into concrete design recommendations.

20 21



BUDGETARY COMMITMENT AS THE 

MATERIALISATION OF RESPONSIBILITY

Ownership alone did not lead to institutionalisation. 

What mattered was whether it translated into  

a government budget. That is the point where 

support moves from words to funded responsibility. 

The findings suggest that when a budget is 

allocated, CBR/CBID is no longer voluntary —  

it becomes part of what the government is  

expected to deliver.

In programme A, core CBR/CBID functions 

introduced or coordinated through the programme 

— such as community-based coordination, 

stakeholder forums, and cross-sector referral 

systems — relied on external financing. This reduced 

incentives for government actors to allocate 

domestic resources to these specific functions  

and allowed them to be treated as peripheral to 

core responsibilities. 

In Programme B, limited but tangible domestic 

financing was committed within the inclusive 

education agenda. Although insufficient to sustain 

the full CBR/CBID model, these resources created 

material stakes in continuation. Once funds were 

allocated, CBR/CBID tasks became visible within 

planning and reporting processes, allowing them to 

be incorporated into routine supervision structures.

CBR/CBID design should begin with  

a deliberate assessment of ownership 

incentives. NGOs and donors should identify 

which government ministrie(s) and which 

cadre of public officials can credibly claim 

CBR/CBID as part of their mandate, and 

why doing so benefits them institutionally 

or professionally. Participation, 

consultation, or endorsement on their  

own should not be treated as evidence  

of sustained ownership unless they are 

accompanied by shifts in mandates, 

supervision, and resource allocation.

Domestic financing for core CBR/CBID 

functions should be secured early.  

Existing disability-inclusive budgets  

may support related activities, but 

sustained institutionalisation requires 

earmarked recurrent funding for CBR/CBID 

coordination and delivery. Policy references 

or plans without such budget commitments 

signal non-integration rather than progress.

KEY INSIGHT

KEY INSIGHT

In Programme B, ownership was neither 

comprehensive nor uniform, but it was clearly 

established within the Ministry of Education. 

Because CBR/CBID-related activities such as 

identification, referral, and school supervision 

aligned with existing educational responsibilities  

in inclusive education guidelines, officials within  

the Ministry of Education could plausibly claim 

these tasks as part of their formal mandate.  

This partial ownership was sufficient to initiate 

further steps toward institutional integration.  

This partial ownership was sufficient to initiate  

the incorporation of CBR/CBID tasks into routine 

planning, supervision, and reporting processes 

within the Ministry of Education, while the 

programme itself remained multidimensional.

OWNERSHIP INCENTIVES AS  

THE ENTRY CONDITION

Across both cases, political and bureaucratic 

ownership emerged as a key entry point for 

institutionalisation. CBR/CBID responsibilities  

were only taken up where political leaders or  

civil servants perceived them as advancing their 

recognised mandates, institutional legitimacy,  

or performance expectations. Where CBR/CBID 

outcomes were politically invisible, weakly linked  

to ministerial priorities, or irrelevant to 

bureaucratic appraisal systems, no actor  

sought to claim responsibility.

In programme A, CBR/CBID was often perceived 

within government as externally driven despite  

formal collaboration with the Ministry of Community 

Development and Social Services. Sector-specific 

service delivery — for example routine health or 

education activities — generally remained within 

officials’ mandates. By contrast, however, cross-sector 

coordination, community committees, stakeholder 

forums, and CBR/CBID-specific reporting were widely 

treated by the government as project-linked rather 

than as core administrative responsibilities. As a 

result, CBR/CBID was not absorbed into routine 

government business and continued to depend 

heavily on NGO-led coordination.

Support group for young people with disabilities in Zambia to share their experiences.  PHOTO: SHARON ​HANDONGWE
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3.3 Path-dependent dynamics: 
why late fixes fail

A key finding of the study is that, in Zambia, 

institutionalisation was strongly influenced by  

early conditions: where ownership, financing, 

institutional fit, and authority aligned and 

reinforced each other, CBR/CBID became  

embedded in routine government practice;  

where this alignment did not take hold, progress 

remained limited and dependent on projects.

In Programme A, these conditions did not 

sufficiently align. Although bottom-up activities 

improved service access and administrative 

practices at district level, ownership did not 

translate into recurrent domestic budgets.  

Without budget commitments, formal authority  

did not consolidate within government systems.  

As a result, institutional embedding did not occur, 

and practices were not sustained once project 

structures were withdrawn.

This illustrates a path-dependent dynamic.  

Early design choices shape later possibilities.  

Where responsibility and financing are not 

transferred into government systems early  

in the programme lifecycle, later attempts to 

strengthen sustainability are likely to face  

sharply diminishing returns. Improvements 

introduced late in a programme — even well-

designed ones — cannot easily compensate for 

missing upstream conditions such as mandates  

and budgets.

3.4 Reframing success  
and accountability

Finally, the findings challenge conventional  

notions of programme success. Strong 

implementation performance can coexist  

with weak sustainability; high-performing 

programmes such as Programme A, therefore, 

cannot be assumed to endure on that basis alone. 

Vice versa, limited sustainability does not imply 

that a CBR/CBID programme is ineffective or  

poorly designed. Sustainability depends primarily 

on the extent to which responsibility becomes 

institutionalised within government systems,  

which in turn requires a shift in accountability  

from donors and NGOs toward government actors.

Institutionalisation must be designed  

from the outset. NGOs and donors should 

prioritise early transfer of responsibility, 

authority, and resources to government 

actors as part of a deliberate strategy to 

shift political incentives and bureaucratic 

routines, even where this constrains  

short-term delivery.

Monitoring and exit strategies should  

focus on who budgets, who supervises,  

and who is accountable after donor exit. 

Sustainability should be assessed in  

terms of transferred responsibility rather 

than project outputs alone. Individual 

commitment by focal points and champions 

can accelerate uptake, but durable 

sustainability depends on embedding  

these roles within formal mandates, 

supervision systems, and budgets.

KEY INSIGHT

KEY INSIGHT

INSTITUTIONAL FIT AS THE CONDITION  

FOR AUTHORITY FORMATION

The cases show that institutional fit —  

alignment between CBR/CBID functions and 

existing sectoral mandates of governments — is 

more consequential for sustainability than technical 

comprehensiveness. Where CBR/CBID had a clear 

institutional home, responsibility could be assumed 

and enforced; where mandates were fragmented, 

accountability remained diffuse.

Programme B’s placement within the Ministry of 

Education provided a clear administrative structure 

through which CBR/CBID responsibilities could be 

coordinated across national, provincial, and district 

levels. This reduced coordination demands and 

enabled authority to form incrementally within  

an existing administrative hierarchy.

By contrast, Programme A worked across  

several ministries without clearly assigning overall 

responsibility to one of them. The lack of a clearly 

designated lead ministry resulted in continued  

NGO-led coordination. There was not suddenly a 

handover of coordination when project structures 

were coming to an end, because no ministry had 

been institutionally positioned to assume that role.

FORMAL GOVERNMENT AUTHORITY  

AS AN EMERGENT PROPERTY

The findings show that durable institutionalisation 

requires a government actor with the mandate, 

legitimacy, and resources to enforce CBR/CBID 

responsibilities across the government system. 

What matters is authority: the capacity to require 

compliance through formal mandates, budgetary 

control, supervision, and reporting.

The findings show that NGO-led coordination  

does not, by itself, establish government authority. 

While it can temporarily ensure functionality —  

as observed in Programme A — it does not enable 

ministries or districts to compel action through 

their own systems. Although the Ministry of 

Community Development and Social Services  

in programme A was a key partner, formal 

government authority remained weak. CBR/CBID 

continued to be treated as an externally driven 

project and coordination was not absorbed into 

routine ministry systems once project structures 

were withdrawn. In Programme B, partial 

government authority emerged alongside stronger 

alignment in ownership, resource commitment,  

and institutional fit. This enabled some CBR/CBID 

practices to become part of routine administration.

Identify one lead ministry that takes  

clear responsibility for CBR/CBID within 

government. This does not mean reducing 

CBR/CBID to a single sector or abandoning 

its multi-dimensional character. Rather, it 

provides a clear institutional home from 

which coordination with other ministries 

can develop. Without a designated lead 

ministry, responsibility tends to remain 

unclear and collaboration becomes difficult 

to sustain once external funding stops.

KEY INSIGHT

NGOs should avoid substituting for 

government authority. A lead government 

body should be designated early, with 

formal mandate and control over resources. 

In practice, this requires authority over 

recurrent CBR/CBID budgets, staff time 

and job descriptions, supervision and 

reporting lines, and the ability to convene 

and direct other ministries. NGO-led 

coordination may improve short-term 

delivery but undermines long-term 

institutionalisation if it delays authority 

formation.

KEY INSIGHT
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4.1 Introduction

As seen in the Zambia chapter, anchoring CBR/CBID 

in a lead ministry is central to government uptake 

(institutionalisation). The Cameroon study shifts  

the focus from analysing the conditions that shape 

uptake to examining the strategies NGOs used to 

achieve it3. It compares three programmes that 

followed different institutionalisation pathways  

in Cameroon and asks:

What programme strategies helped CBR/CBID 

responsibilities begin to shift into government 

systems during implementation — and which  

ones struggled to do so?

All three programmes adopted a multi-dimensional 

design, addressing the different dimensions of the 

CBR matrix, and were still ongoing at the time of 

analysis. The chapter examines institutionalisation 

during implementation rather than providing 

definitive evidence of post-exit sustainability.  

It does not assess programme performance.

4.2 The three Cameroon cases 

CBR/CBID programmes in Cameroon operate  

in a governance environment shaped by formal 

decentralisation alongside strong sectoral 

government control over staffing, budgets, and 

supervision systems. District administrations 

usually have little discretionary funding, and  

cross-sector collaboration is rarely part of  

routine planning. NGOs therefore face two linked 

strategic decisions: where to anchor CBR/CBID 

within government systems, and which type of 

institutionalisation pathway to prioritise during 

implementation — for example, investing primarily  

in coordination platforms, national policy 

frameworks, or embedding CBR/CBID in  

existing ministry sector plans.

The three long-running programmes examined  

here illustrate how these decisions played out  

in practice (see Table 4.1).

The key distinction between the programmes 

concerns two dimensions: (1) where engagement 

entered government systems (district level or 

national level), and (2) whether one lead ministry 

was clearly designated to take responsibility for 

CBR/CBID during implementation. 

• �PROGRAMME A (BOTTOM-UP ENTRY;  

NO DESIGNATED MINISTERIAL ANCHOR) 

focused on strengthening collaboration among 

district, municipal, and regional-level services  

in health, education, social affairs, and OPDs. 

Joint committees were created, municipal  

and regional development plans reviewed to 

mainstream disability, referral pathways mapped, 

and frontline staff and duty bearers trained to 

identify and support persons with disabilities as 

well as respect national disability laws and the 

UNCRPD in the dispatch of their duties. Monthly 

coordination meetings were organised and chaired 

by NGO teams, who also followed up on agreed 

actions. These arrangements resulted in CBR/

CBID budget lines at municipal and regional levels, 

improved collaboration during implementation, 

but CBR/CBID practices were rarely extended 

beyond targeted municipalities and regions. 

Importantly, no single ministry was formally 

designated to assume overall responsibility for 

coordinating and sustaining CBR/CBID within 

government systems during implementation.

• �PROGRAMME B (TOP-DOWN ENTRY;  

NO DESIGNATED MINISTERIAL ANCHOR) 

prioritised national policy engagement and  

inter-ministerial dialogue. Ministries participated 

in steering committees, CBR/CBID language  

was inserted into disability strategies, and cross-

sector frameworks were drafted. These processes 

raised the profile of disability inclusion and helped 

normalise it within ministerial discourse, creating 

potential entry points for later operational reform. 

During the period studied, however, government 

systems at municipal and regional levels changed 

only modestly: supervision tools and reporting 

formats had not yet been revised, local budgets 

generally did not include CBR/CBID activities,  

and NGO teams continued to coordinate pilot 

interventions. No ministry was clearly designated 

to translate policy commitments into routine 

operational responsibility. 

AUTHORS: JACQUES CHIRAC AWA, WILLEM ELBERS AND VALENTINE NGALIM

4. Designing CBR/CBID for Government Uptake 
Comparative research of three programmes in Cameroon

Table 4.1  |  Overview of the three Cameroon programmes

Feature Programme A  
(since 2009)

Programme B  
(since 2012)

Programme C  
(since 2011)

PATHWAY Bottom-up entry without 
designated ministerial 
anchor

Top-down entry without 
designated ministerial 
anchor

Entry with designated 
ministerial anchor

ENTRY POINT District sector offices 
(health, education,  
social affairs)

National ministries 
(health, education,  
social affairs)

Designated lead  
ministry (health)

DESIGN EMPHASIS Coordination platforms Policy frameworks Ministry sector plans

CONVENING ROLE NGO-facilitated NGO-facilitated Government unit

DOMESTIC 
RESOURCING

None None Limited

ROUTINE 
EMBEDDING

Low Low Moderate

UPTAKE SIGNALS Fragile Primarily policy-level only Partial

3 �The academic study on which this chapter is based is: Chirac A., Elbers W.,  Ngalim V. (forthcoming). From Projects  
to Government Systems: NGO Pathways to Embedding Community-Based Inclusive Development in Cameroon

Yvan is sitting outside his house with CBR student Cynthia.  PHOTO: CHIARA ​BELTRAMINI
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• �PROGRAMME C (ENTRY WITH DESIGNATED 

MINISTERIAL ANCHOR) deliberately embedded 

CBR/CBID inside the Ministries of Health’s  

and Social Affair’s annual workplans. In this 

programme, the Ministry of Health was explicitly 

designated to take administrative responsibility 

for convening, supervision, and integration into 

routine planning and monitoring systems. The 

programme worked through existing supervisory 

chains, and supported district health officials and 

chiefs of social centres to integrate CBR/CBID 

interventions into work plans to ensure synergy 

between field operations and ministry level annual 

workplans. Over time, ministry staff began 

chairing coordination meetings and issuing 

instructions through formal channels. Public 

inputs remained modest — largely staff time and 

small operational costs — but they were recurrent 

and visible in sector planning documents. 

4.3 Cross-case findings 

Comparing the three programmes reveals  

four recurring elements within NGO strategies  

that proved central in efforts to achieve 

institutionalisation during implementation.

ANCHORING SHAPED OWNERSHIP

In programme C, which had a designated  

ministerial anchor, CBR/CBID activities closely 

matched existing government tasks such as 

capacitating and supervising service providers, 

conducting community outreach, and supervising 

frontline staff. Officials could present disability 

inclusion as part of their formal job, rather than  

as a temporary project. Officials increasingly 

referred to CBR/CBID as part of their ministry’s 

core mandate rather than as a temporary project.

In the two programmes without a designated 

ministerial anchor, responsibilities were spread 

across ministries and administrative levels, 

responsibilities were spread across ministries  

and administrative levels with health, education, 

and social affairs departments all involved. 

However, few ministries translated CBR/CBID into 

core performance targets and routine reporting,  

so ownership and follow through varied. District 

officials acknowledged CBR/CBID as important but 

secondary to programmes linked to established 

sector budgets or national priorities.

DOMESTIC RESOURCES FUNCTIONED  

AS A THRESHOLD

Programmes A and B remained fully donor-

financed. Even officials who strongly supported 

disability inclusion tended to prioritise activities 

tied to domestic budgets. CBR/CBID tasks  

were postponed when competing, funded 

programmes arose.

Programme C secured limited but recurrent public 

inputs — staff time listed in workplans, transport 

allowances for supervision visits, and small 

operational costs. These amounts were modest,  

but their inclusion in sector planning documents 

changed internal discussions: CBR/CBID became 

something the ministry had committed to deliver, 

not just to support.

WHEN INSTITUTIONAL UPTAKE STALLS

Comparing the three programmes shows  

that institutional uptake does not follow a fixed 

sequence, but depends on how key conditions  

come together in practice. Programme C, which 

progressed furthest, combined four elements: a 

clear ministerial anchor, some domestic resources, 

authority to convene and supervise, and CBR/CBID 

embedded in routine planning and oversight. Where 

one or more of these elements were missing, 

progress stalled.

Attempts to secure individual elements in isolation 

— for example, national budget commitments — 

proved difficult when CBR/CBID was not yet part  

of everyday government work within a responsible 

ministry. Officials were reluctant to allocate scarce 

resources to activities that were not yet part of 

their core responsibilities.

4.4 Using the Cameroon evidence 
for programme design 

The recommendations below translate the cross-

case findings into a small number of strategic levers 

that NGOs and donors were able to influence during 

implementation. Table 4.2 summarises what the 

Cameroon cases revealed about each lever and the 

operational steps that followed from those patterns, 

including how NGOs worked on official plans and 

budgets, professional roles, and what government 

staff came to treat as routine practice.

When CBR/CBID is clearly anchored  

within a ministry’s mandate, officials  

are more likely to see it as part of their 

formal responsibility rather than as an 

external project.

KEY INSIGHT

CONVENING AUTHORITY SHAPED  

GOVERNMENT LEADERSHIP

All three programmes invested heavily in 

coordination platforms — committees, referral 

systems, and joint planning meetings — to support 

delivery. In programmes A and B, NGOs continued 

to prepare agendas, chair discussions, and follow  

up decisions. As such, coordination authority 

remained dependent on NGO facilitation rather  

than embedded within a formal government 

hierarchy. In programme C, which had a designated 

lead ministry, officials started to chair meetings, 

issued instructions through formal hierarchies, and 

required reports from district staff. Coordination 

increasingly took place through formal government 

hierarchies rather than through NGO-led platforms.

NGO-led coordination helped programmes 

function, but responsibility only shifted 

when government actors chaired meetings, 

issued instructions, and required follow-up 

through their own hierarchies.

KEY INSIGHT

Even small budget lines marked a  

shift from voluntary participation to 

institutional obligation.

KEY INSIGHT

ROUTINE SYSTEMS MATTERED MORE  

THAN FORMAL COMMITMENTS

The two programmes without a designated 

ministerial anchor produced policy frameworks, 

steering committees, and national strategies.  

These increased visibility and political support,  

but daily practice at district level changed little. 

Supervision visits did not include CBR/CBID checks, 

reporting formats remained unchanged, and staff 

continued to treat activities as project-driven.

Where CBR/CBID tasks were added to inspection 

schedules, referral registers, reporting templates, 

and district planning cycles, they proved more 

durable. Frontline workers continued applying 

screening tools and referral procedures because 

these actions had become part of standard 

government supervisory expectations.

Changes in everyday government routines 

— such as inspection checklists, reporting 

templates, and planning cycles — proved 

more durable than policy statements or 

project platforms.

KEY INSIGHT
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The Cameroon cases show that institutionalisation 

during implementation did not happen by chance.  

It followed a pattern. Securing a clear ministerial 

anchor created the basis for further shifts: domestic 

budget lines, formal supervisory authority, and  

the gradual integration of CBR/CBID into routine 

planning and reporting systems. Where this anchor 

was absent, other efforts — such as coordination 

platforms or policy frameworks — improved 

collaboration but did not lead to the same transfer 

Strategic  
levers during 

implementation

Strategic 
recommendation  
for NGOs

Operational steps inside  
government systems

INITIAL INSTITUTIONAL 
ANCHOR

Assign clear 
responsibility to one 
designated ministry 
before expanding  
across ministries.

RULES, PLANS & BUDGETS: Formalise the 
designated ministry’s coordination role in 
official plans and district workplans.

SHARED BELIEFS & HABITS: Frame CBR/CBID 
as part of the ministry’s core mandate, not a 
project add-on.

CONVENING AND 
SUPERVISORY AUTHORITY

Transfer convening and 
supervision authority to 
government during 
implementation.

RULES, PLANS & BUDGETS: Revise ToR  
to name ministry chairs and reporting lines. 

PROFESSIONAL NORMS & ROLES: Coach  
officials to issue formal follow-up instructions.

DOMESTIC RESOURCE 
COMMITMENTS

Pursue early, partial 
domestic financing for 
CBR/CBID activities.

RULES, PLANS & BUDGETS: Insert CBR/CBID  
lines into sector and district budgets. 

PROFESSIONAL NORMS & ROLES: Support  
planners to routinely include CBR/CBID costs  
in annual budget submissions.

EMBEDDING IN 
GOVERNMENT ROUTINES

Integrate CBR/CBID  
into government 
planning, supervision, 
and reporting systems.

RULES, PLANS & BUDGETS: Revise reporting 
templates and inspection checklists. 

PROFESSIONAL NORMS & ROLES: Brief  
inspectors on inclusion criteria and performance 
expectations.

SEQUENCING Establish a designated 
ministry first, then 
expand coordination 
across ministries.

RULES, PLANS & BUDGETS: Define when 
expansion to other ministries should occur  
and record this in partnership agreements. 

SHARED BELIEFS & HABITS: Agree and 
communicate that expansion to other  
ministries follows institutional uptake.

Table 4.2  |  Strategic levers for government uptake

of formal responsibility. For NGOs and donors, this 

points to a practical conclusion: institutional uptake 

is more likely when responsibility is first clearly 

located within one ministry and then reinforced step 

by step through budgets, authority, and routines. 

These findings do not guarantee sustainability after 

exit, but they clarify which strategic levers NGOs 

and donors can deliberately use — from programme 

design onward — to move CBR/CBID responsibilities 

from project space into formal government systems.

Alidou with his mother Hajara in the doorway of their house.  PHOTO: MEREL ​JOOSSE
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5.1 Introduction

CBR/CBID programmes often deliver strong  

results while donor funding is in place. Yet  

whether these activities will continue once external 

support declines is frequently unclear. Bringing 

government officials, NGOs, frontline workers, 

community members, persons with disabilities  

and their families together can help surface 

sustainability challenges. 

This chapter examines a case from Rwanda in which 

a participatory sustainability tool, the CBR/CBID 

Sustainability Enhancement Tool (CBR/CBID-SET), 

was piloted within an ongoing programme.4 It asks:

What did this pilot reveal about sustainability 

challenges, and what does this imply for NGOs’ use 

of participatory reviews during implementation?5

The chapter focuses on three elements: what 

participants identified about the programme’s 

sustainability, what the participatory process  

itself added, and what this suggests for NGO 

practice when designing, managing, evaluating, 

expanding or exiting CBR/CBID programmes.

5.2 The Rwanda pilot with  
the CBR/CBID-SET 

The pilot of the CBR/CBID-SET tool took place mid-

cycle and was not designed as a formal external 

evaluation. Instead, it created an opportunity for 

joint reflection on whether core programme 

functions were likely to continue if donor support 

declined. The pilot was organised by the main 

author together with the implementing NGO and 

was the first full test of the tool in practice.

THE CBR/CBID-SET IN BRIEF

CBR/CBID-SET focuses on sustainability  

conditions rather than short-term outputs.  

It invites participants to assess the four 

foundational sustainability pillars identified  

in the literature review:

WHO PARTICIPATED — AND WHY THAT 

MATTERED

Workshops deliberately brought together  

national and district officials, frontline workers, 

NGO staff, community representatives, persons  

with disabilities and their families. This diversity  

was central to the design: sustainability questions 

often look different depending on where actors sit 

in the system. Bringing these perspectives together 

allowed participants to compare assumptions, 

surface blind spots, and debate where authority and 

responsibility actually lay. Separate interviews and 

surveys conducted after the workshops captured 

participants’ reflections on both the process and 

the tool itself. These data complement the 

workshop discussions.

5.3 What participants identified 
about sustainability 

Across workshops and focus groups, participants 

converged on CBR/CBID sustainability challenges 

across the four sustainability pillars — financing, 

policy integration, operational capacity, and 

community engagement. The Rwanda pilot 

confirmed that these factors mattered locally,  

but the participatory review made especially clear 

where arrangements remained underdeveloped and 

constrained transition into government systems. 

The subsections below focus on the sustainability 

dynamics most relevant in Rwanda.

AUTHORS: JOSEPH MUNYANDAMUTSA, WILLEM ELBERS & LUUK VAN KEMPEN

5. What Participatory Reviews Reveal  
about CBR/CBID Sustainability 
Evidence from Rwanda

4 �The CBR/CBID SET tool can be downloaded from the Liliane Fonds resource hub
5 �The academic study on which this chapter is based is: Munyandamutsa J., Van Kempen L., Elbers W., Sagahutu J. 

(forthcoming). Towards a Sustainability Tool for Community-Based Inclusive Development (CBID) Programmes:  
A Pilot among Stakeholders in Rwanda

Sustainability risks were closely associated 

to the absence of visible domestic financing 

pathways — even while delivery systems 

functioned well under donor funding.

KEY INSIGHT

�COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

(participation, ownership, legitimacy, 

decision-making influence)

FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY (donor 

dependence, transition planning, affordability)

POLICY INTEGRATION (government 

mandates, budgets, sectoral integration)

OPERATIONAL CAPACITY (staffing,  

systems, routines)

In four facilitated workshops across four locales, 

mixed stakeholder groups discussed concrete 

prompts linked to each sustainability pillar — such 

as who authorises expenditure, how government 

leads and coordinates CBR/CBID, how community 

ownership is formally recognised, and which 

activities would continue without programme 

support. Besides discussing the pillars, groups 

collectively scored each pillar to assess the 

programme’s sustainability. These scores were  

used to highlight areas of relative strength and 

vulnerability and to stimulate discussion about 

priorities for action.

UNAVAILABILITY OF CBR/CBID BUDGET LINE 

AND MISSING TRANSITION PLANNING

Discussions about financing quickly revealed  

large information gaps. District officials, frontline 

workers, and community representatives often did 

not know whether CBR/CBID activities appeared in 

government budgets, which ministry lines covered 

supervision or transport, or whether domestic 

resources had been earmarked to replace donor 

funding. Participants described programme-funded 

activities in detail but struggled to identify plans 

for absorbing them into public systems. Few 

referred to written transition strategies, agreed 

timelines, or co-financing arrangements. Several 

interviewees described the lack of financial clarity 

as the programme’s most serious vulnerability: 

information about budgets and plans for taking 

over costs had not yet been widely embedded 

within government systems. As a result, although 

activities were operating during the programme 

period, responsibility for financing them beyond 

donor support remained unclear. Without explicit 

local budget allocation, it was argued, continuation 

depended largely on external funding rather  

than on established government commitments.

CBR/CBID Meeting Rwanda.  PHOTO: TIMO ​VORSTENBOSCH
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PERSISTENT EXTERNAL PROJECT LOGICS

Although the programme was framed as a long-

term programme and involved active government 

participation, core coordination, reporting, and 

financing arrangements remained closely tied to 

donor-funded project systems. NGO staff and 

government counterparts frequently described 

CBR/CBID activities through the language of 

project cycles, donor reporting, and externally 

facilitated platforms. Trainings, outreach, and 

coordination meetings were widely seen as 

dependent on NGO facilitation and project budgets 

— even when government officials were actively 

involved. Participants also identified organisational 

vulnerabilities that reinforced this pattern: reliance 

on a small number of committed individuals, limited 

documentation of procedures, and uncertainty 

about who would convene coordination meetings 

once NGO staff would no longer be available. 

Several interviewees referred to earlier experiences 

in which services had weakened after programmes 

closed. These observations reflected how far CBR/

CBID delivery still relied on NGO-driven activities 

rather than government systems. PARTICIPANT-GENERATED PRIORITIES

Building upon the identified sustainability 

challenges, workshop groups formulated forward-

looking proposals. Across stakeholder categories, 

participants called for:

• �earlier sustainability discussions in project cycles;

• �greater transparency about government budget 

commitments;

• �clearer designation of coordination authority 

inside public systems;

• �gradual co-financing and handover arrangements;

• �repeating the diagnostic exercise over time to 

track whether responsibilities were genuinely 

shifting.

5.4 What the participatory 
review added

Across workshops, focus groups, and interviews, 

participants described the CBR/CBID-SET process 

as unusually open and generative. Its principal 

contribution lay less in the numerical scores used  

to rate programme performance across core 

sustainability pillars than in the structured 

discussions it enabled among community members, 

frontline workers, NGO staff, and government 

officials. These exchanges created space for 

institutional questions that are often marginal  

in routine monitoring processes, and for testing 

assumptions about sustainability while  

programmes were still ongoing.

CREATING AN EARLY WARNING MOMENT

The review brought long-term sustainability issues 

onto the agenda before donor withdrawal became 

imminent. Financing responsibilities, who should 

lead CBR/CBID coordination structures, and post-

programme scenarios became objects of collective 

reflection rather than deferred to later stages. 

Several officials said the workshops clarified what 

sustainability meant for their roles, while NGO staff 

reported that the process challenged optimistic 

assumptions about transition readiness and 

prompted them to integrate CBR/CBID-SET into 

routine practice. The pilot thus functioned as an 

diagnostic exercise, surfacing vulnerabilities that 

had not previously been articulated in shared fora.

EXPOSING BLIND SPOTS ACROSS THE SYSTEM

Participants highlighted the value of engaging 

actors who rarely interacted directly. District 

officials became aware that national strategies were 

often poorly known in the community; NGO staff 

heard parents’ accounts of service gaps; frontline 

workers gained insight into budgeting and planning 

processes beyond their immediate remit. For 

parents and persons with disabilities, the format 

created rare opportunities to address officials 

directly. These exchanges exposed differences in 

how responsibilities, authority, and information 

flows were understood across the system.

SHIFTING ATTENTION TOWARD INSTITUTIONAL 

CONSTRAINTS

The structured prompts redirected discussion  

away from service delivery toward mandates, 

budgeting authority, supervision arrangements,  

and exit planning. Apparently straightforward 

questions frequently generated extended debate. 

This affirmed the necessity of the Ministry of  

Local Government, through the National Council  

of Persons with Disabilities, to take the lead in 

coordinating and managing CBR/CBID programmes 

in Rwanda. Negotiating scores in in groups 

combining community members, frontline  

workers, NGO staff, and government officials 

brought gaps in knowledge to the surface and  

made differing interpretations of progress explicit.

Formal participation of multiple  

ministries did not ensure that CBR/CBID 

responsibilities were integrated into routine 

mandates, supervision systems, or daily 

administrative practice.

KEY INSIGHT

FRAGMENTED MANDATES AND UNEVEN  

SECTOR ENGAGEMENT

Policy discussions revealed similar disconnects 

across levels and ministries. National actors 

referred to disability strategies and coordination 

frameworks that district officials and community 

representatives said they rarely encountered in 

daily work. Frontline workers were uncertain 

whether CBR/CBID responsibilities featured in job 

descriptions, supervision tools, or reporting lines. 

Education-related concerns — school enrolment, 

accessibility, and teacher capacity — surfaced 

repeatedly in discussions with parents and local 

officials. These were often described as less 

embedded than activities in health or social  

affairs, highlighting uneven engagement within  

the dimensions of the CBR/CBID matrix. Taken 

together, these findings pointed to a single 

institutional problem: CBR/CBID responsibilities  

are spread across multiple ministries, but few 

officials experienced them as firmly anchored 

within their own operational mandates. As a result, 

responsibility remained dispersed, and no single 

authority consistently exercised supervisory  

control over implementation.

Despite strong government engagement 

and improved tool alignment, coordination, 

financing, and reporting remained largely 

dependent on external project 

arrangements.

KEY INSIGHT

PARTICIPATION WITHOUT FORMAL DECISION 

AUTHORITY

Community representatives and parents described 

active involvement in CBR/CBID activities and 

valued opportunities to raise concerns about 

service gaps, stigma, schooling, and access to 

assistive devices. At the same time, the Rwanda 

pilot revealed structural limits in how government 

systems absorbed these perspectives. Budget 

preparation, sector planning, and technical 

prioritisation remained concentrated at the  

district level, and community inputs rarely flowed 

through mandated channels into official plans or 

budget submissions. The result was a CBR/CBID 

arrangement in which participation improved local 

responsiveness but had limited leverage over the 

public systems that ultimately determine continuity. 

The participatory review made this disconnect 

explicit by bringing community representatives and 

district officials together to explore how CBR/CBID 

could be integrated into Rwanda’s performance 

contracts (“Imihigo”) and access public financing.

Even as CBR/CBID activities were 

increasingly implemented through 

government personnel and existing service 

schemes, they were not yet anchored in 

formal ministry planning and budget 

allocations. As a result, their continuation 

remained dependent on arrangements 

outside routine public systems.

KEY INSIGHT
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GENERATING SHARED PROBLEM DEFINITIONS

Beyond diagnosis, the process enabled participants 

to articulate collective views about where 

sustainability risks were concentrated. Across 

stakeholder groups, discussions converged on the 

need for earlier sustainability planning, clearer 

government leadership of coordination systems, 

greater transparency regarding government budget 

commitments, and gradual transition arrangements. 

While these did not resolve underlying structural 

constraints, they produced a shared vocabulary for 

discussing institutional risk and transition across 

organisational boundaries.

5.5 Limits and constraints  
of the participatory review

Although participants valued the Rwanda  

exercise highly, the pilot also exposed limits to  

what a participatory sustainability review could 

achieve during programme implementation. These 

constraints did not undermine the relevance of the 

issues raised, but shaped the extent to which the 

process could influence formal decision-making.

HIERARCHY AND DELIBERATION

Workshop discussions reflected existing 

administrative hierarchies. National officials often 

spoke first on policy and finance, establishing 

reference points that others were hesitant to 

challenge. Younger participants and some 

community representatives reported lower 

confidence in intervening, particularly when 

technical language dominated exchanges.  

While facilitation strategies sometimes mitigated 

these patterns, the discussions nonetheless 

revealed how authority relations continued to 

structure deliberation even within deliberately 

inclusive formats.

ACCESSIBILITY AND PARTICIPATION

The pilot surfaced practical barriers to full 

participation. Some participants struggled  

with dense written materials, numerical scoring 

systems, or time constraints. Persons with visual 

impairments requested audio or large-print formats, 

while others suggested simplified or colour-based 

and digital scoring approaches. These experiences 

highlighted how participatory tools, if not carefully 

adapted, can differentially shape who is able to 

engage and how perspectives are expressed.

Core principle Description

TIMING THE REVIEW 
STRATEGICALLY WITHIN  
THE PROGRAMME CYCLE

Use the CBR/CBID-SET during implementation rather than only at exit 
to surface risks around financing, mandates, coordination authority, 
and post-donor arrangements while there is still scope to prepare 
gradual transitions.

CONVENE ACTORS  
ACROSS MINISTRIES AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE LEVELS

Include community representatives, frontline workers, NGO staff,  
and officials from multiple ministries and government tiers rather  
than only routine programme counterparts.

INVEST IN FACILITATION THAT 
ACTIVELY MANAGES HIERARCHY

Use skilled facilitation, and explicit invitations to dissent to prevent 
senior officials or technical language from dominating.

DESIGN FOR ACCESSIBILITY 
FROM THE OUTSET

Adapt materials, scoring methods, and pacing to ensure meaningful 
participation by persons with all types of disabilities and community 
members.

ALIGN THE EXERCISE WITH 
FORMAL PLANNING AND 
BUDGETING CYCLES

Schedule reviews so findings can feed into government planning 
windows and sector reviews rather than falling outside decision 
moments.

PLAN FOR REPETITION RATHER 
THAN ONE-OFF USE

Budget for multiple rounds to track whether responsibilities and 
financing are shifting from project routines into public systems.

FRAME THE EXERCISE 
REALISTICALLY GIVEN EARLY 
DESIGN CONSTRAINTS

Recognise that mandates, financing, and coordination arrangements 
are often hard to reverse once programmes are underway

Table 5.1  |  Core Recommendations for NGOs Using the CBR/CBID-SET

A parents support group at work in Rwanda.  PHOTO: CHIARA ​BELTRAMINI

INSTITUTIONAL TIMING AND DECISION CYCLES

Participants repeatedly noted that several of the 

weaknesses identified — particularly those related  

to budgets, mandates, and sectoral responsibilities 

— could not be resolved quickly. Formal changes  

to budget lines, job descriptions, or ministerial 

directives were described as slow and contingent  

on planning cycles and political approval processes. 

The review thus illuminated a temporal mismatch 

between the pace of participatory diagnosis and  

the slower rhythms of institutional change.

5.6 Implications for practice

Table 5.1 distils the chapter’s key recommendations 

and limits for using CBR/CBID-SET.
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6.1 Introduction 

This synthesis chapter draws together the  

findings of the study and places particular  

emphasis on policy integration — understood here 

as institutionalisation: the embedding of CBR/CBID 

responsibilities, authority, and financing within 

durable government systems rather than externally 

supported projects. This focus reflects where  

the evidence in this report is most analytically 

developed and where the study offers its clearest 

contribution. The analysis concentrates on 

institutional embedding during implementation, 

rather than on long-term post-exit sustainability. 

This chapter asks the following question: Across  

the evidence in this report, what most consistently 

shapes whether CBR/CBID programmes become 

embedded in government systems?

Across the findings, three recurring patterns 

become visible (see Table 6.1). Although observed  

in different forms across contexts, they consistently 

shaped whether CBR/CBID responsibilities and 

financing moved into government systems or 

remained project-bound.

6.2 Programmes are accountable 
to donors - not to public systems

Across the country cases and survey, a recurring 

pattern is that CBR/CBID often remains organised 

through externally funded project systems — even 

when government actors are involved. NGO-led 

coordination, donor reporting requirements, and 

project-based budgets continue to structure daily 

work, meaning that supervision, financing, and 

accountability remain tied to project arrangements 

rather than to public systems. This reflects more 

than funding shortages. External financing brings 

external accountability requirements that shape 

where authority and responsibility sit. When core 

functions remain financed and reported through 

project systems, responsibility remains project-

bound. Where even modest domestic budget 

allocations were introduced, visible shifts occurred: 

once CBR/CBID appeared in government plans and 

budgets, ministries were more likely to treat it as 

part of their mandate.

WHY THIS MATTERS FOR PRACTICE

Where financing and accountability sit determines 

where authority resides. Moving beyond projects 

therefore requires deliberate steps to shift 

financing, reporting, and operational authority  

into government or other long-term institutions 

over time.

6.3 Programmes are designed to 
deliver results - not to continue 

The evidence in this report shows a recurring 

institutional challenge: embedding CBR/CBID 

depends on how responsibilities are organised 

within government. Because CBR/CBID is inherently 

multi-dimensional, programmes often engage 

multiple ministries from the outset. Multi-

dimensional design pulls towards breadth of 

ministerial involvement, but institutionalisation 

requires depth of institutional anchoring. When no 

single ministry is clearly responsible, it becomes 

difficult to secure mandates, budgets, and routines, 

and responsibilities remain weakly embedded. 

Participation and consultation alone do not  

create ownership or authority. This does not  

argue against a holistic approach. It shows that 

effective embedding depends on establishing a 

clear anchor in one lead ministry, from which 

coordination with others can be developed.

WHY THIS MATTERS FOR PRACTICE

Rather than engaging all relevant ministries from 

the outset, establish a clear institutional anchor  

in one lead ministry first and build coordination 

from there. Which ministry can best play this role 

depends on the context, but requires alignment with 

existing mandates and sufficient institutional and 

political traction for responsibilities to become 

embedded.

6.4 Government actors are 
involved - but not made 
responsible 

The initial institutional entry point of CBR/CBID  

has lasting consequences for how responsibilities, 

budgets, and authority evolve. Early choices  

about how CBR/CBID programmes engage the 

government often set a path that is difficult to 

change later. In Cameroon and Zambia, programmes 

that worked closely with a specific ministry or 

district authority from the start made more 

progress toward routine oversight and public 

budgeting than programmes that spread 

responsibility across many actors. When CBR/ 

CBID operated through NGO-led coordination  

or parallel systems, these arrangements often 

became the default way of working. By contrast, 

early engagement with government planning  

and budgeting structures made later transitions 

toward more durable arrangements easier.

WHY THIS MATTERS FOR PRACTICE

Sustainability pathways are shaped less by end-of-

programme strategies than by early institutional 

positioning. The critical decision is not only how  

to exit, but where and through whom CBR/CBID is 

introduced. Early positioning decisions shape the 

trajectory of institutionalisation and are difficult  

to reverse later.

AUTHORS: WILLEM ELBERS

6. Recurring patterns shaping the 
institutionalisation of CBR/CBID 
Research Synthesis

Overarching pattern What this looks like in practice

PROGRAMMES ARE ACCOUNTABLE TO 
DONORS — NOT TO PUBLIC SYSTEMS

Donor-funded coordination, reporting, and budgets remain 
central, keeping accountability external and slowing the shift  
of authority, financing, and routines into government systems.

PROGRAMMES ARE DESIGNED TO 
DELIVER RESULTS — NOT TO CONTINUE 

CBR/CBID operates to deliver results across multiple 
dimensions, but embedding fails when responsibility is spread 
across ministries without a clear lead; mandates, budgets,  
and routines remain fragmented.

GOVERNMENT ACTORS ARE INVOLVED 
— BUT NOT MADE RESPONSIBLE 

Initial choices of lead ministry, administrative level, and 
coordination structure shape ownership, financing, and  
routines and are difficult to reverse later.

Table 6.1  |  Three recurring patterns shaping whether CBR/CBID moves beyond projects

CBR/CBID Meeting in Rwanda.  PHOTO: TIMO ​VORSTENBOSCH
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7.1 Introduction

This chapter turns the research findings into 

practical guidance for organisations working  

on CBR/CBID — including OPDs and community 

groups, NGOs, government officials, and donors.  

It focuses on the strategic choices that most 

strongly influence whether CBR/CBID becomes 

sustainable in practice.

Sustainability has several pillars. In this report, 

however, the strongest evidence concerns what 

Chapter 1 described as policy integration — the 

process through which CBR/CBID responsibilities 

becomes institutionalised in government mandates, 

budgets, and everyday administrative routines.  

The recommendations below therefore focus  

on the practical design choices that influence 

whether this institutionalisation takes place.

The relevance of these recommendations  

depends on context. As the box below  

explains, factors such as decentralisation,  

budget authority, and the strength of public 

systems influence what is feasible. 

WHAT ACTORS CAN DO

OPDS & COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS: 

prioritise participation in government-

chaired coordination forums rather than project 

committees.

INGOS & NGOS: plan authority transfer 

from inception and progressively shift 

convening, supervision, and reporting into public  

or long-term local organisations.

GOVERNMENTS: assign staff time  

and formal mandates to coordination 

functions and absorb project platforms into 

standing committees.

DONORS: adapt contracting and reporting 

requirements so coordination and reporting 

functions can shift into public systems before 

projects close.

DECISION CHECK

  �Who currently convenes coordination meetings 

and supervises frontline staff?

  �Which organisation or unit controls reporting 

systems and performance reviews?

  �Is there a documented plan or timetable for 

transferring these functions?

  �In which forums do OPDs participate most 

regularly: project-run or government-chaired?

AUTHORS: WILLEM ELBERS

7. From evidence to action 
Roles & responsibilities to sustain CBR/CBID

How widely do these findings apply?

How CBR/CBID becomes embedded depends on national and local contexts. Factors such as the 

degree of decentralisation, where budget authority sits, and the strength of governmental services 

shape what is feasible. In fragile or conflict-affected settings, where state institutions are weak or 

unstable, absorption into government systems may be slower, partial, or uneven. Highly centralised 

systems can also create different bottlenecks, especially where space for civil-society engagement 

is limited. The five recommendations described in this report should therefore not be read as 

universal rules, but as strategic principles that require adaptation to local realities.

7.2 Design for sustainability

CBR/CBID programmes often rely on NGO-led 

coordination, reporting systems, and project 

platforms in their early phases. The strategic 

question is whether these arrangements remain  

the default or are deliberately transferred into 

governmental units that will outlast the project. 

Where financing and accountability sit determines 

where operational authority resides. As long as  

core functions remain embedded in externally 

funded project systems, authority remains there. 

This helps explain why institutionalisation efforts 

often stall: responsibility may shift formally,  

but authority remains externally anchored.

Across the cases, programmes that deliberately 

transferred convening, supervision, and reporting to 

government units or long-term local organisations 

showed stronger institutional uptake and were less 

dependent on project platforms at closure. Where 

this did not happen, institutional transfer remained 

limited. In constrained settings, transfers may be 

gradual, but postponing them risks entrenching 

parallel systems that are difficult to unwind.

BUSINESS

CBR coordinator Babra talking to Ramatu who is holding Annabel.  PHOTO: CHIARA ​BELTRAMINI
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7.3 Shift accountability to  
a lead ministry

Every CBR/CBID programme eventually faces a 

decisive question: which institution will formally 

“own” CBR/CBID once project funding ends? 

Without a clearly mandated lead government body 

— a ministry, district authority, service agency etc.  

— responsibilities diffuse, budget negotiations stall, 

and NGOs continue coordinating by default. This 

leadership role is not simply about partnership:  

it means locating authority to convene actors, 

integrate CBR/CBID into formal mandates, integrate 

CBR/CBID into formal mandates and represent it  

in planning and budgeting processes. In contrast, 

participation across ministries does not translate 

into ownership or authority.

Across the cases, CBR/CBID progressed  

furthest where one identifiable government unit 

held formal responsibility for convening and budget 

engagement; multi-ministerial committees and  

NGO platforms helped collaboration but rarely 

substituted for such clear government leadership. 

Where such a lead government body can most 

realistically be established depends on how 

authority and budgets are distributed within  

a system. In practice, anchoring proved more 

effective when responsibility was located in  

a unit with formal influence over planning  

and resource allocation.

WHAT ACTORS CAN DO

OPDS & COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS: 

engage the designated lead government 

body consistently and track whether commitments 

appear in district plans and budgets.

INGOS & NGOS: identify the intended 

long-term lead government body early 

and route coordination through that body rather 

than parallel platforms.

GOVERNMENTS: designate a lead  

unit, embed CBR/CBID responsibilities  

in ministry plans and job descriptions, and authorise 

budget negotiations.

WHAT ACTORS CAN DO

OPDS & COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS: 

focus advocacy and participation in  

the first ministry or district where CBR/CBID 

responsibility is being institutionalised, before 

expanding engagement elsewhere.

INGOS & NGOS: pdesign phased scale-

up plans that first consolidate CBR/

CBID within one ministry or district — ensuring it 

enters annual plans, supervision systems, and 

reporting structures — before expanding to 

additional ministries or districts.

GOVERNMENTS: identify one ministry or 

administrative level for initial consolidation 

and confirm that CBR/CBID functions are embedded 

within routine systems before broadening cross-

sector coordination.

DONORS: support gradual, phased 

expansion and reward demonstrated 

institutional consolidation in one location rather than 

rapid roll-out across multiple ministries or districts.

DECISION CHECK

  �Are we trying to institutionalise CBR/CBID across 

several ministries or districts at the same time?

  �In the initial ministry or district where 

responsibility is located, has CBR/CBID entered 

routine government systems (annual plans, 

supervision, reporting)?

  �Are government officials exercising responsibility 

without relying on project staff to coordinate?

  �Is expansion to additional ministries or districts 

explicitly linked to demonstrated institutional 

consolidation in the first location?

7.5 Shift core financing into 
public systems

Financing arrangements determine whether CBR/

CBID remains a programme or becomes a public 

responsibility. Across the cases, institutionalisation 

progressed only when core functions — coordination, 

supervision, frontline delivery, and community 

engagement — began to shift from donor funding 

into recognised public systems. For this reason, 

these functions need to be progressively financed 

through public systems if institutionalisation is to 

take place. The clearest signal of institutionalisation 

is a dedicated and recurrent public budget. However, 

integration into public systems can also begin 

through formally recognised staff time, use of 

existing government subsidy schemes, and other 

public contributions.

What matters is not only that these contributions 

exist, but that they appear in official plans,  

budgets, and reporting systems. Programmes 

should therefore identify which functions remain 

fully externally financed, document public and 

community contributions, and gradually move these 

into recurrent public financing. When core functions 

remain fully project-financed, CBR/CBID continues 

to depend on external funding cycles rather than 

becoming a stable public responsibility. As long  

as core functions remain financed through project 

systems, they remain project responsibilities.  

Even modest but formally recognised public 

contributions can mark an important step toward 

institutionalisation — especially when they become 

part of routine planning and budgeting cycles.

BUSINESS

BUSINESS

DONORS: support early engagement with 

the designated lead government body, 

allow time for institutional anchoring, and link 

continued financing to progress on clear government 

leadership and formal designation of responsibility.

DECISION CHECK

  �At which level(s) of government (national, 

provincial, district) can formal responsibility  

for CBR/CBID realistically be exercised?

  �Have we clearly identified one ministry or 

government body at that level to serve as  

the (initial) lead for CBR/CBID?

  �Is this lead ministry or body visibly positioned  

to chair coordination and represent CBR/CBID  

in planning and budget discussions from the 

outset?

  �Are we avoiding parallel project structures that 

would unintentionally position the NGO as the 

real coordinator?

7.4 Build institutional 
responsibility

Because CBR/CBID spans multiple domains governed 

by different ministries (e.g. health, education), 

programmes often seek to engage several ministries 

from the outset. Multi-dimensional design pulls 

towards breadth of ministerial involvement, but 

institutionalisation requires depth of institutional 

anchoring. The evidence from Zambia and Cameroon 

shows that institutionalisation progressed furthest 

where responsibility and routine practice were first 

consolidated within one institutional base before 

expanding coordination more widely. Where 

programmes attempted to embed CBR/CBID across 

several ministries before a foothold had taken hold, 

progress was slower and coordination remained 

project-dependent.

In practice, this means reversing the usual approach: 

rather than starting with breadth and trying to build 

depth, programmes need to establish depth in one 

ministry or authority first, and expand coordination 

from there (width).
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WHAT ACTORS CAN DO

OPDS & COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS: 

document participation and coordination 

costs and advocate for these to be included in 

public budgets rather than relying on unpaid or 

project-funded engagement.

INGOS & NGOS: map which core CBR/

CBID functions remain project-funded 

and design phased plans for shifting these costs 

into public or organisational budgets.

GOVERNMENTS: introduce or pilot 

dedicated CBR/CBID budget lines and 

progressively integrate core programme costs  

into recurrent public financing.

DONORS: finance transition periods  

and reward early domestic financial 

contributions rather than only rapid service 

expansion.

DECISION CHECK

  �Which CBR/CBID functions are still fully 

externally financed?

  �Which costs are currently covered by 

governmental budgets?

  �Has the share of domestic financing  

changed over time?

  �Who currently covers participation and 

coordination costs for OPDs and volunteers?

7.6 Hard-wire CBR/CBID  
into routine practice

CBR/CBID becomes durable only when it is built 

into routine administrative practice — annual plans, 

supervision systems, job descriptions, training 

curricula, reporting templates, and regular review 

meetings. The strategic choice is whether CBR/

CBID remains an add-on project or is incorporated 

into how institutions normally operate. Routine 

systems determine what is monitored and 

prioritised. When CBR/CBID is absent from these 

systems, it depends on individual champions or 

project momentum. When integrated into official 

plans, supervision tools, and staff responsibilities,  

it becomes part of institutional expectations rather 

than discretionary effort.

Across the cases, formal policy commitments  

often outpaced changes in everyday practice. 

Activities continued through project tools and  

NGO reporting formats even after policies were 

adopted. By contrast, where CBR/CBID entered 

district plans, inspection checklists, staff roles, and 

routine meetings, it proved more resilient to staff 

turnover and funding shifts. OPDs also sustained 

influence more effectively when linked to standing 

planning and review forums rather than project 

committees. Institutionalisation therefore depends 

not only on political commitment or financing, but 

on whether inclusion is embedded in the everyday 

systems through which government operates.

WHAT ACTORS CAN DO

OPDS & COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS: 

press for inclusion in standing planning 

and review forums and track whether commitments 

appear in annual plans.

INGOS & NGOS: redesign tools  

and reporting to mirror government 

systems and avoid parallel routines.

GOVERNMENTS: embed CBR/CBID in 

annual planning and supervision systems 

and update job descriptions and training packages.

DONORS: accept government reporting 

formats where feasible and fund 

administrative integration rather than only  

service delivery.

FRONTLINE SERVICES: integrate CBR/CBID into 

daily workflows and engage OPDs through routine 

channels.

DECISION CHECK

  �In whose routine systems does CBR/CBID 

currently appear (plans, supervision tools, 

training, job descriptions)?

  �Are these routines authorised within  

government systems, or do they still rely  

on project arrangements?

  �How dependent are day-to-day practices  

on project staff or funding?

  �In whose standing planning or review  

forums do OPDs participate?

FROM STRATEGIC CHOICES TO  

INSTITUTIONAL FUTURES

The five recommendations above concern  

core institutional design decisions: where 

responsibility is located, how authority and 

financing shift, and how routines are embedded.  

Table 7.1 below translates these design choices  

into five plausible institutional futures. These are 

not predictions, but trajectories inferred from the 

evidence. They illustrate how current design and 

positioning decisions influence whether CBR/CBID 

becomes embedded within government systems, 

remains partially embedded, or reverts to project 

dependence once external funding changes or ends.

BUSINESS

CBR worker on a home visit in Cameroon. PHOTO: MONA ​VAN ​DEN ​BERG

BUSINESS
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Looking ahead: planning for 
institutional futures

The evidence across cases points to a consistent 

conclusion: disability inclusion endures when public 

systems assume responsibility for it. The scenarios 

above invite programme teams, governments, 

donors, and OPDs to think strategically about  

the institutional pathways they are shaping. 

Sustainability is not binary, nor is it automatic.  

It develops where institutional responsibility is 

clarified early, where authority and budgets are 

progressively consolidated, and where inclusion 

becomes part of everyday governance. Designing 

for these conditions from the outset increases the 

likelihood that CBR/CBID will outlast projects and 

contribute to durable, system-level inclusion.

Scenario Lead Financing Operational 
authority

Routine 
systems

Design choices  
that lead here

PROGRAMME 
COLLAPSE 
AFTER EXIT

None 
designated

Fully donor-
funded

NGO-led until 
exit

Project 
tools 
dominate

No designated lead 
government body; no 
authority transfer; no 
domestic financing; not 
embedded in official 
plans or job roles.

NGO-LED 
CONTINUATION

NGO de 
facto lead

Donors NGO-led Parallel 
systems 
persist

Lead government  
body absent or 
symbolic; coordination 
and reporting remain 
project-managed; donor 
financing dominant; 
limited integration into 
public systems.

HYBRID CO-
FINANCING 
TRANSITION

Shared 
NGO–
government

Partial 
alignment 
with 
government 
systems

Mixed Partial 
alignment

Lead identified but 
authority and financing 
only partially 
transferred; selected 
functions embedded; 
project and government 
systems run in parallel.

LEAD-
MINISTRY 
ANCHORED 
GOVERNMENT 
UPTAKE

One lead 
ministry or 
district

Recurrent 
sector 
budgets

Government-
led

Embedded 
in lead-
ministry 
routines

Designated lead 
ministry with 
consolidated authority 
and recurrent sector 
financing; coordination 
transferred; embedded 
in ministry planning and 
supervision; phased 
expansion to other 
ministries.

SYSTEM-WIDE 
GOVERNMENT 
INTEGRATION

Central or 
coordinating 
ministry

Multi-
ministry 
public 
budgets

Government-
led

Integrated 
across 
systems

Cross-government 
leadership consolidated; 
multi-ministry  
public budgets 
institutionalised; 
authority aligned across 
ministries; embedded 
across planning and 
supervision systems.

Table 7.1  |  How strategic choices shape institutionalisation trajectories

A boy is having an art lesson at a school in Rwanda. PHOTO: TIMO ​VORSTENBOSCH
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Stay updated on new insights and programme 
developments at www.lilianefonds.org

Have you been inspired by this edition of Inclusion Insight on CBR/CBID 

and sustainability? Would you like to learn more about how to strengthen 

community-based disability inclusion interventions using rigorous 

research evidence? 

This report focused on institutionalisation through government systems. 

The next cycle of the Breaking Down Barriers research programme and 

Inclusion Insights publication will shift focus to the core of CBR/CBID: 

working effectively with communities.

The next publication will explore the key question:

Under what community conditions do CBR/CBID engagement  

strategies succeed or fail in creating lasting change in how people  

treat and include children and young people with disabilities?

Our next Inclusion insights -  
community engagement

http://www.lilianefonds.org
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