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Executive Summary 

The Evaluation unit of the Austrian Development Agency commissioned Ecorys to conduct a strategic 
evaluation of Austrian Development Cooperation’s engagement in Mozambique from 1992 to 2018. 

The evaluation’s main purpose is to provide evidence that will feed into the decision-making regarding 
Austrian Development Cooperation’s future engagement in Mozambique. Eleven backward-looking 
evaluation questions structured around the evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, impact, 
sustainability, efficiency and value added have been answered, in addition to two forward looking 
questions regarding options and implications for future engagement. The temporal evaluation scope 
was the entire period of 1992 to 2018 but with a specific focus on the period between 2011 and 2018. 
The geographic focus on Sofala province was considered in the evaluation design together with a 
specific focus on the two key sectors of support, namely agriculture and rural water supply and 
sanitation. This meant that the evaluation has been conducted on three levels: 1) The overall strategic 
country engagement level; 2) The sector level: Agriculture and rural water supply and sanitation; and 
3) The provincial level: Sofala province. 
 
The evaluation has been based on a theory-based approach, including a Reconstructed Theory of 
Change, in combination with a utilisation-focused approach. Primary users are the Federal Ministry 
for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs, the Austrian Development Agency, the Government of 
Mozambique, and implementing partners. The evaluation also used a mixed-methods approach, 
although the evaluation was largely based on qualitative methods. The main quantitative data 
collection methods were the portfolio analysis of Austrian Development Cooperation’s interventions 

in Mozambique and a descriptive analysis of Mozambican government statistics, sectoral surveys, 
and censuses. The qualitative data collection methods were document review, interviews and focus 
groups. The evaluation team visited two districts in Sofala province (Buzi and Nhamatanda and met 
with district officials and beneficiaries.  
 
The main limitations of this evaluation were related to the vast scope to be covered with a limited 
budget and timeframe. Therefore, difficult choices had to be made regarding the breadth and depth 
of the analysis. The evaluation team therefore focused on a good balance between breadth and depth 
especially through a three-layered approach (overall strategic level, two focal sectors and Sofala 
province) and a sound and robust theory-based and utilisation-focused evaluation approach. In 
addition, the evaluation team found that relatively limited information on results, especially at outcome 
level, was available. This presented a further challenge that could only be mitigated by making clear 
choices on secondary and primary data collection. 
 
Background 
The ADC became active in Mozambique already shortly after the country’s independence in 1975 

and has been a development partner throughout its post-colonial history. In 1992, ADC selected 
Mozambique as one of its priority countries.  
 
After nearly three decades of civil war (1977-1992), Mozambique experienced substantial economic 
growth from 1992 to 2016. Despite substantial socio-economic development as reflected in the 
improvement of the Human Development Index value, improvements in economic development and 
poverty reduction have taken place at a much lower rate than other sub-Saharan African countries. 
In 2016, the Mozambique economy was hit by a hidden debt crisis triggered by $2 billion of secret 
loans taken by the Government from several banks . This did not only negatively affect the economy 
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and the population but led also to a deterioration of the relationship between the Government of 
Mozambique and its Development Partners. While Mozambique was an early adopter of the 
international aid effectiveness agenda and received substantial general and sector budget support 
since the end of the 1990s, this came to an end in 2016. In 2019, Mozambique was hit by two 
cyclones. Growing insurgency, in the Northern province Cabo Delgado where important gas 
resources are ready to be exploited, constitutes a relatively new threat to development. 
 
On average, the Austrian Development Cooperation disbursements to Mozambique were on average 
€ 3 million per year and recently annual support has increased to approximately € 4 million. This 

constitutes around two third of total Austrian Official Development Aid to Mozambique as some funds 
are not managed by the Austrian Development Agency. The Austrian Official Development 
Assistance is less than 1% of total development assistance to Mozambique. Overall, ADC 
disbursements were concentrated in the following areas: government & civil society (27% of 
disbursements), agriculture (25%), General Budget Support (18%), rural water supply and sanitation 
(14%). Various aid modalities have been used including project aid, general and sector budget 
support, contribution to Common or Joint sector funds and support to national programmes. 
 
Main Findings 
 
Relevance 

• The choice for Mozambique as a priority country for ADC support and Sofala province is fully 
justified given the persistent poverty levels despite substantial economic growth. The ADC focus 
on Sofala also allows to bring in the on-the-ground experience into the national level dialogue; 

• ADC support has been strongly aligned with GoM priorities since the early 2000s; 
• ADC has been very flexible in its adequate adjustment of agricultural support in response to the 

Cyclone Idai in 2019; 
• Over the period 1992-2018 ADC has provided assistance to four main sectors/areas of support: 

government & civil society, agriculture, rural WASH and General Budget Support. While the 
choice for each sector is justified given the persistent needs, it can be questioned whether Austria 
with its limited amount of support (not more than € 4 million per year) can meaningfully provide 

assistance to so many sectors/areas. Recently the focus is on two sectors -agriculture and rural 
WASH- with a trend towards further diversification; 

• The evolution of ADC’s aid modalities has to a large extent been aligned with the changing 

development cooperation context and attempts were made to strike a good balance between 
project support (via NGOs, multilaterals, etc) and various forms of budget support. Nevertheless, 
questions can be raised regarding the relevance of ADC’s direct support to the national 

agricultural programme PNISA and the rural WASH Agua Sofala project with limited Technical 
Assistance, given the low capacity of GoM to address the structural constraints and report at 
outcome level; 

• While formally gender equality and environmental protection & climate change are important 
crosscutting issues, there is still limited evidence that these issues are translated in concrete 
actions and given due attention; 

• The strong ADC focus on supporting government systems in the agricultural sector from 2005 
onwards has been insufficiently based on a good analysis of key challenges in the sector which 
often ran contrary to the assessments and the views of other donors with experience in the 
agricultural sector. This led to rather input-focused support with limited attention for outcomes at 
the level of farmers; 

• Although the initiative to provide direct on-budget support for rural WASH to the provincial 
authorities is much appreciated and Austria stands out for this type of support, it can be 
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questioned whether not more attention should have been paid to institutional strengthening and 
improved coordination in order to address key challenges on the ground including gender and 
climate change issues. 
 

Effectiveness 

• The number of government extension workers, which was a focal area for ADC support, more 
than tripled nationwide since 2003 and doubled in Sofala since 2010. They are also better 
equipped and trained. However, the coverage rate remains extremely low (5-10%); 

• Smallholder farmers benefited from immediate results such as adoption of improved seeds, 
animal traction, fertilizers, improved practices such as crop rotation), planting in straight lines, 
intercropping and cattle vaccination. Adoption rate are rather low with the exception of cattle 
vaccination; 

• The data show highly fluctuating agricultural production and yield figures. It is likely that there has 
been an increase over the entire evaluation period, but it is not sure whether for the last decade 
the increase in production and productivity has exceeded population growth. 

• From 1999 to 2011/12 there was a rather innovative ADC-funded project PAARS that led to 
sustainable outcomes both in terms of water supply and sanitation services to the population as 
well as institutional capacity building; 

• ADC support did contribute to some improvement of access to and use of protected water sources 
and improved sanitation although the figures for Mozambique and Sofala – 35% and 43% 
respectively nationwide and Sofala for water use and 21% for sanitation in Sofala – remain very 
low compared to other sub-Saharan African countries. 

 
Sustainability 

• Early projects with Technical Assistance (such as PACDIB, PROMEC and PAARS mostly I & II) 
have yielded innovations that continue to be used (ecologic latrines, solar powered water 
systems, commercialisation groups, warehouses, some techniques of conservation agriculture) 
have been adopted to a variable extent. Often scalability, replication and expansion is 
problematic; 

• Many external factors affect sustainability (climate change, disasters, banditism, etc.); 
• However, also many internal factors have insufficiently been taken into account such as limited 

capacity, insufficient attention for O&M, dispersed approaches in agriculture, limited learning 
among organisations. 

 
Efficiency 

• The overarching challenge is: very limited staff for a large number of activities; 
• The Coordination Office in Maputo is the main and determining actor in ADC engagement with 

Mozambique and plays a central and much appreciated role; 
• The decision to close the office in Beira was fully justified and in line with the evolving development 

context in Mozambique; 
• There has been good collaboration between Austrian stakeholders within the capacity constraints, 

while personalities have affected coordination. 
• The results (in particular outcomes) focus varies from one project to another, but in most cases 

insufficient attention is given to measuring outcomes; 
• Monitoring (including field visits) is given due attention within the capacity constraints outlined 

above, although there is tendency to insufficiently focus on challenges and constraints; 
• Project evaluations provide mainly qualitative assessments and hardly report on (quantitative) 

outcomes. Recently improved risk assessment systems have been introduced, but it is still too 
early to assess whether this has already led to improvements; 
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• Some risks of supporting national agricultural programmes as small donor have not been 
sufficiently taken into account. 

 
Value Added 

• ADC is very much appreciated as a rather engaged and flexible donor; 
• Consistent use of country systems is much appreciated by GoM at national and provincial level; 
• ADC continued to support joint approaches (e.g. Common/Joint Fund PRONASAR) even when it 

became difficult. This valuable role of ADC is much appreciated by all stakeholders; 
• ADC brought Sofala level experiences in at the dialogue at national level; 
• ADC is seen as having brought some relevant mainly technical innovations in its early projects, 

with the support of Technical Assistance; 
• However, ‘money does matter’ i.e. the absolute and relative volume of support at overall, sector 

and provincial level cannot be ignored and ADC is a small donor active in different sectors. This 
– together with the limited capacity – affects its overall value added. 

 
Conclusions 
1. ADC is a flexible and engaged donor, which is acknowledged for its long-term engagement with 

Mozambique at the national/central level, but also at the level of Sofala province. ADC’s 

commitment to continue its support even when it became difficult and when other donors left was 
much appreciated by the Government of Mozambique and remaining Development Partners. 

2. The choice for agriculture and rural WASH as two key sectors for ADC support is fully justified in 
view of the enormous development challenges in these sectors for the rural population. 

3. Given the rather limited volume of ADC support (€ 3-4 million per year) and its limited capacity, 
aid has been rather thinly spread over two to three sectors and General Budget Support. Despite 
the commitment and willingness of the staff of the ADA coordination office, there has not been 
sufficient time to develop coherent approaches for ADC’s involvement at sector level. 

4. During the period under evaluation, the ADC aimed for an appropriate aid modality mix, but this 
proved to be problematic at times. The ADC followed - with some delays – the overall trends 
regarding the use of aid modalities in Mozambique and has now a diversified aid modality mix. 

5. The strong focus on on-budget support via government systems, especially where Austria was 
the single donor providing such support, has not been accompanied enough with a sufficient 
results orientation, capacity building complementing measures, and adequate risk assessment. 
Therefore, no evidence of tangible and sustainable results at the level of the population was 
found.  

6. ADC has aimed to improve the coherence of its interventions both within sectors and across 
sectors as well as between its development assistance and other forms of engagement with 
Mozambique. This has led to good information exchange between key stakeholders and evidence 
of some synergies. However, overall coherence and pursuing a whole-of-government approach 
is limited by structural constraints of the set-up of Austrian engagement with Mozambique, in 
particular limited capacity.  

7. ADC has contributed to some improvements in agriculture and rural WASH albeit still at a limited 
scale. Issues of sustainability and scalability deserve more attention in the future.  

8. In proportion to its financial and non-financial support, ADC has contributed to economic growth 
and poverty reduction even though its support could have been more inclusive.  

 
Three options for future engagement 
I. Continuation of the implementation of the present country strategy, which is a challenging 

and labour-intensive option as there is a clear need to achieve better results in line with the 
country strategy 2019-2024. 
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II. Refocus the country strategy gradually. This implies that, based on the ADC’s comparative 

advantages, choices will need to be made regarding a better focus of the support. This can 
potentially lead to better, more measurable, and sustainable results, given budget and 
capacity limitations. 

III. Prepare for an exit from Mozambique. 
 

Recommendations 
1. Further improve the results orientation and focus on achieving results from the current portfolio. 
2. Further develop and improve policy coherence and implementation of the whole-of-government 

approach. 
3. While maintaining flexibility, avoid too dispersed implementation and refrain from launching 

interventions in new thematic areas with new implementing partners. 
4. Consider the comparative advantages of ADC support to specific sectors and intersectoral 

approaches, in combination with the geographic focus as the basis for future more focused 
engagement. 

5. If direct support to Sofala province government is continued, a more holistic approach to capacity 
building and service delivery in the focal sectors of actual ADC support is needed addressing key 
challenges such as climate change and persisting inequality. 

6. Prepare for exit in some areas of engagement. 
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1 Introduction 

Purpose and objectives 
ECORYS has been commissioned by the Evaluation Unit (EVAL) of the Austrian Development 
Agency (ADA) to undertake the “strategic evaluation of ADC’s engagement in Mozambique 1992-
2018”. The Terms of Reference (ToR, see Annex 1) specify the main purpose, scope and focus of 

the evaluation (Figure 1.1). 
 
Figure 1.1 Evaluation purpose, scope and framework 

 
 
The purpose and objectives require on the one hand a backward-looking focus on accountability, 
which represents the summative part of the evaluation, and on the other hand a forward-looking focus 
regarding options for Austrian Development Cooperation’s (ADC) future engagement in 
Mozambique, which forms the formative part of this evaluation. According to the evaluation 
framework presented in the inception report, there are eleven specific evaluation questions (EQs) 
structured around five evaluation criteria – relevance (four EQs), effectiveness and impact (three 
EQs), sustainability (one EQ), efficiency (two EQs) and added value (one EQ) – that form the point 
of departure for the evaluation matrix (see Annex 2). The evaluation framework also includes two 
additional forward-looking questions that can only be answered based on the information collected 
regarding the other eleven evaluation questions.  
 
Scope of the evaluation 
The ToR indicated that the evaluation should cover ADC’s engagement with Mozambique from 1992 

to 2018. In the inception phase it was agreed that relevant information for the year 2019 could be 
included to the extent possible to complete the analysis and to answer the forward-looking questions. 
However, 2019 is not formally included in the scope of the evaluation also because necessary 
information such as updated ADA portfolio figures were not available. A new ADC country strategy 
for Mozambique covering the period 2019-2024 has been prepared, which is formally outside the 
scope of this evaluation. However, the new country strategy for the year 2019 has been taken into 
account in order to answer the forward-looking questions and to formulate useful recommendations.  
 
The evaluation focuses on ADC engagement with Mozambique. The portfolio analysis of this 
engagement is based on ADA statistics. According to the analysis of the evaluation team, the ADC 
engagement in Mozambique encompasses approximately two third of Austrian Official Development 
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Assistance (ODA) to Mozambique from 1992 to 2018.1 This means that the evaluation is focused on 
Country Programmable Aid (CPA), while other forms of engagement have been taken into account 
to the extent possible in order to assess the coherence, coordination and added value of the Austrian 
engagement with Mozambique. Given ADC’s activities in Sofala province, the geographical scope of 
the evaluation is the national territory of Mozambique with a specific focus on Sofala province.  
 
 

                                                        
1  Calculations by the evaluation team based on the portfolio figures shared by ADA, OECD-DAC data and figures shared by 

the Statistical Department from ADA. 



 

 

 
23 

  

Strategic Evaluation of Austrian Development Cooperation's Engagement in Mozambique, 

1992-2018 

2 Background and context for the evaluation 

In this chapter, the context for ADC’s engagement with Mozambique is presented. ADC became 

active in Mozambique already shortly after the country’s independence in 1975 and has been a 

development partner throughout its post-colonial history. In 1992, ADC selected Mozambique as one 
of its priority countries. The chapter starts with overall developments in Mozambique during the 
evaluation period 1992-2018, including specific developments in the sectors where ADC has been 
active – Agriculture and rural Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) – followed by donor 
coordination mechanisms. The second section deals with ADC’s engagement with Mozambique as 

reflected in Country Programmes and Strategies. The third section discusses Austria’s broader 

engagement with Mozambique. More details are provided in Annexes 4 and 5. 
 
 

2.1 Mozambique context 

Security and political situation 
Shortly after its Independence in 1975, Mozambique was devastated by Civil War, which took place 
from the late 1970s to 1992. The ruling communist party, the former independence movement Front 
for the Liberation of Mozambique (FRELIMO), aided during this period by communist allies such the 
Soviet Union, was opposed by the rebel movement, the Mozambican National Resistance 
(RENAMO), which was supported by the South African apartheid’s regime at the time. Towards the 

end of the 1980s the Mozambican government introduced important policy changes such as the 
adoption of a market-oriented policy, the Peace Agreement between the Mozambican Government 
and RENAMO in 1992, as well as the first multiparty democratic elections in 1994.  
 
FRELIMO and RENAMO remain the country’s main political forces. The former rebel group RENAMO 

has maintained its militia after the peace accord of 1992, and in the recent past, has sparked sporadic 
armed conflicts. In August 2019, a new peace agreement was reached between RENAMO and the 
Mozambican government, which resulted in the RENAMO fighters surrendering their arms. 
 

Recently, the government is grappling with a new, low-level Islamic insurgency in parts of the gas-
rich province of Cabo-Delgado. While localized, the risk that it will spread to other areas of the 
province and the country should not be underestimated according to various sources. In its final report 
on the Presidential, Legislative and Provincial Assembly Elections in October 2019, the EU Election 
Observation Mission was rather critical of the election process and stated that the electoral process 
took place in a polarised and challenging environment where inter-party violence was prevalent and 
an unlevel playing field was evident throughout the campaign (see Annex 5 for more details).2 
 
Macro-economic and socio-economic developments 
After nearly three decades of civil war (1977-1992), Mozambique experienced substantial economic 
growth. In 2007 the World Bank talked about Mozambique's ‘blistering pace of economic growth’, 

while the International Monetary Fund (IMF) announced that ‘Mozambique is a success story in Sub-
Saharan Africa, benefiting from sustained large foreign aid inflows, strong and broad-based growth 
and deep poverty reduction.3 Between 2004 and 2018, Mozambique received around US$ 4 billion 

                                                        
2  EU Election Observer Mission, (October 2019), Final Report, General And Provincial Assembly Elections. 
3  Boughton, D., D. Mather, D. Tschirley, T. Walker, B. Cunguara and E. Payongayong, 2006. ‘Changes in Rural Household 

Income Patterns in Mozambique, 1996–2002, and Implications for Agriculture's Contribution to Rural Poverty’, Research 

Report 61. Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and University of Michigan. 
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in budget support, representing 4% of its gross domestic product (GDP) and 12% of the state’s total 

income.4 
 
The country, however, remains one of the poorest countries in the world, with a GDP rank of 176 (out 
of 182) and a Human Development Index of 180 (out of 189) in 2018 (Table 2.1). Mozambique’s 

institutional development is also mixed. While the country ranked 25 out of 54 on the Mo Ibrahim 
Governance index, corruption remains a major obstacle to good governance. Based on the 
Transparency International (TI) Corruption Perception Index, Mozambique ranks 158th out of 180 
countries. 
 
Table 2.1 Evolution of development indicators for Mozambique, 1992-2018 

Indicators 1992 2005 2018 

HDI value 0.153 0.384 0.446 

HDI ranking 146 out of 160 172 out of 177 180 out of 189 

GDP per capita value (PPP in current int. 

US$) 

300.97 735.38 1,459 

GDP per capita ranking 165 out of 165 183 out of 187 176 out of 182 

Mo Ibrahim Governance Index value   51.0 (out of 

100) 

Mo Ibrahim Governance Index ranking   25 out of 54 

UNDP Gender Inequality Index (GII) value 0.672± 0.683 0.569 

UNDP Gender Inequality Index (GII) ranking   142 out of 162 

TI Corruption Perception Index value   23 

TI Corruption Perception Index ranking   158 out of 180 
Note: ± value refers to the year 2000. 
Sources: World Bank, World Development Indicators; Mo Ibrahim Foundation; Transparency International. 

 
Despite substantial socio-economic development as reflected in the improvement of the Human 
Development Index (HDI) value, Mozambique has remained one of the least developed countries 
(LDCs) throughout the evaluation period. Gender inequality in terms of achievements in the areas of 
reproductive health, empowerment and labour market participation has also remained high in 
Mozambique. However, Mozambique’s ranking on the Gender Inequality Index (GII) is slightly better 
than its HDI ranking. The rural-urban gap widened further until 2014 compared to the situation in 
1996 (see Annex 5 for more details). Compared to other Sub-Saharan African countries, 
improvements in economic development and poverty reduction have taken place at a much lower 
rate (or even stagnated in specific years). This means that enormous development needs in the 
country remain in all sectors. 
 
In 2016, the hidden debt crisis led to an overall macro-economic crisis from which Mozambique is 
still recovering. This crisis refers to information surfaced revealing that the Mozambican Government 
was responsible for over $2 billion in government-backed loans secured between 2012-14 by state-
owned defence and security companies without parliamentary approval or national budget inclusion. 
This prompted the IMF and international donors to halt direct budget support to the GoM. In fact, this 
hidden debt crisis turned Mozambique quite suddenly from one of Africa’s success stories to an 

economic basket case. Endemic corruption is a major underlying cause of the recent country’s 

malaise despite changes made to the legal and institutional framework, which brought Mozambique 
in line with international good practice. Nevertheless, implementation of anticorruption measures has 

                                                        
4  C. Navarra and C. Udelsmann Rodrigues, 2018, Debt, aid and poverty in Mozambique: Lessons learned from the 

Mozambican debt crisis. Policy Note No 1:2018. Uppsala, Sweden: Nordic Africa Institute (NAI). 
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lagged behind, testified by the deterioration of Mozambique’s ranking in the Transparency 

International annual Corruption Perception Index.5  
 
Sofala province 
In the early 1990s, Sofala province6 was one of the poorest provinces in Mozambique (see Annex 5 
for details). Poverty figures were substantially higher than the national average in 1996. Poverty 
reduction has been uneven across regions and provinces in Mozambique (see Annex 5). Overall, 
welfare levels have remained low in the Northern and the Central regions relative to the South. By 
2014/15, the highest poverty rates were recorded in Niassa province (67%), Nampula province (65%) 
and Zambezia province (62%), all rates being significantly higher than the national average (48%). 
The poverty rate for Sofala province stood at 50%, which was slightly above the national average. As 
a result, Sofala lies in the mid-range of provincial poverty levels in Mozambique, just behind the 
Northern provinces.7  
 
Sofala province is a disaster-prone area. While the southern and central regions in Mozambique are 
mainly prone to drought, floods also frequently occur along major river basins and in poorly drained 
urban settlements. From December 1999 to March 2000, the highest rainfall rate since 1951 was 
recorded, triggering the worst flooding ever recorded in southern and central Mozambique. In central 
Mozambique about 1.7 million people were affected (257,908 people alone in Sofala province).8 In 
2015-2016, the province was affected by droughts related to El Niño. In 2019, Sofala was particularly 
hit by the cyclone Idai, which killed at least 602 people, and injured 1,641 others. It is estimated that 
over 1.85 million people throughout Mozambique – but mostly Sofala province – were affected by the 
cyclone.  
 
Donor coordination 
While there were initially no clear mechanisms for coordinating development assistance in the 1990s, 
towards the end of the decade together with the emergence of Sector-Wide approaches (SWAPs), 
new (sector) mechanisms for donor coordination were set up. This was related to the fact that 
Mozambique was an early adopter of the aid effectiveness agenda. The GoM developed various 
Action Plans for the Reduction of Absolute Poverty (PARPA); the first one for the period 1999-2005, 
followed by PARPA II 2006-2010 and III 2011-2014, which became the basis for coordination of donor 
support. 
 
For quite some time, GBS supported the creation of an effective structure for dialogue, based upon 
the definition of policy targets and a framework of annual monitoring, comprising sector reviews and 
a national level policy dialogue. There were different levels in the dialogue with regular Heads of 
Mission (HoM) meetings, Heads of Cooperation (HoC) meetings and Sector Working Groups 
(SWGs). Especially at the start, GBS donor coordination and policy dialogue worked quite well.9 The 
system became quite complex and in 2010, a mapping done by Sweden as head of the GBS, listed 
over 50 working groups. Therefore, the need for a simplification of the system was expressed, but 
proposals for a simplification were never implemented. The favourable context started to change 
further over time as donors showed increasing scepticism over Budget Support and increasing 
concentration of political power in Mozambique. This led to a more difficult dialogue between the 

                                                        
5  Initially Mozambique ranked 81 out of 90 countries on the Corruption Transparency International in 2000, the ranking 

improved in 2005 with a ranking of 97 out of 158, slightly deteriorated in 2015 with a ranking of 111 out of 168 and started 
to decrease dramatically from 2016 onwards to a ranking of 158 out of 180 countries in 2018.  

6  Data from the latest census in 2017 show that Sofala has 2.2 million people of which 51.6 % are female. 58 % of the 
population lives in rural areas. 

7  World Bank Group (2018), Mozambique Poverty Assessment: Strong But Not Broadly Shared Growth. 
8  Z. Matsimbe, 2003, The Role Of Local Institutions In Reducing Vulnerability To Recurrent Natural Disasters And In 

Sustainable Livelihoods Development. Rome, Italy: FAO. 
9  Batley, R., Bjørnestad, L., and A. Cumbi, (2006), Joint Evaluation Of General Budget Support 1994–2004, Mozambique 

Country Report, p. XIV. Birmingham, United Kingdom: University of Birmingham; Paris, France: OECD. 
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government and Budget Support providers.10 The 2014 GBS evaluation indicated that the main 
structural weakness of the policy dialogue process lied within the policy development process, which 
should be better situated at the sector and thematic level. 
 
In 2016, the donor coordination around GBS stopped abruptly after the hidden debt crisis. This meant 
that in the following years there was no general donor coordination and lack of a policy dialogue, with 
the exception of some Public Finance Management (PFM) issues. According to donor interviewees, 
neither the GoM nor the donors showed much interest to revitalise the dialogue. In fact, this was more 
or less a return to the 1990s when project support dominated. Nevertheless, in some sectors (such 
as rural WASH and health) joint approaches and Common or Joint funds continued to exist and 
formed the basis for donor coordination and sector policy dialogue. The coordination mechanism 
among donors - the Development Partners Group (DPG) - continued to exist. 
 

In 2017, DFID and Norway took the initiative to gather all 21 OECD members to set up a new (internal) 
donor coordination mechanism to prepare future discussions of the donor community with the GoM. 
In a second phase (2018), the chair changed to the EU and USAID, while UNDP hosted the 
Secretariat. The discussions on the new mechanism took about one year, after which the Donor 
Coordination Platform was set up that aims to unite all traditional and increasingly also new donors.11 
This so-called “Renewed Partnership” is approved by the GoM and represented by Ministry of 
Economy and Finance (MEF)/Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation (MINEC). First, HoM and 
HoC meetings took place in October 2019 prior to the elections. With the new co-chairs – World Bank 
and the Netherlands – it is hoped that the parallel donor coordination structure DPG will be phased 
out and merge with the Donor Coordination Platform (DCP). 
 
In addition to the general donor coordination, there is the EU coordination among the 14 active EU 
Member States led by the EU Delegation (EUD). As the EUD has always been one of the main 
providers of GBS, which remains the preferred aid modality for the EU, the EUD had a key role in the 
GBS process. Therefore, during the GBS times the role of the EUD was also to inform EU Member 
States that did not provide GBS anymore such as Germany and the Netherlands on the policy 
dialogue.  
 
In addition, the EUD organises HoM and HoC meetings for the EU Member States. From 2010 
onwards, a Joint Programming (JP) process was started focussing initially on a mapping of donor 
engagement through an inventory of the donor working groups and the division of labour. It was 
decided to go for a partial JP process and to focus primarily on better exchange of information and 
to reduce aid fragmentation. The Evaluation of EU Joint Programming Process of Development 
Cooperation (2011-2015) found that there was no reduction in aid fragmentation. Both the number of 
donors per sector and sectors per donor showed an increase between 2009/10 and 2014. The 
number of donors per sector increased from 13.04 to 13.64, while the number of European donors 
per sector declined, from 8.46 in 2009-2011 to 7.96 in 2014.  
 
The attention for JP gradually faded away, but it got a revival in 2017, when there was no functioning 
system for donor coordination anymore. The classic JP approach was not pursued and the EUD and 
Member States opted for a pragmatic approach. In November 2019, a new Joint EU Action Plan was 
published.12 The focus is on a set of concrete proposed actions in support of a practical and pragmatic 
Working Better Together (WBT) approach. It states that currently the necessary conditions are not 

                                                        
10  Lawson, A. et al., (2014), Independent Evaluation of Budget Support in Mozambique Final Report Volume, p 47-48. 
11  There are three DCP coordination levels: 1) HOM; 2) HOC, and 3) Technical Working Groups. 
12  EUD Mozambique, (2019) Working Better Together for the Implementation of the 2030 Agenda Mozambique - Eu Draft 

Joint Action Plan 2019-2020. 
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met for having an overarching joint strategy of the EU and the Member States, though this will remain 
the long-term goal. 
 
Agriculture 
Agriculture is a crucial economic sector for Mozambique as the sector contributes about one quarter 
of its GDP and employs 80% of its labour force. The large majority are smallholders/subsistence 
farmers accounting for 95% of the country's agricultural production.13 Women constitute 61% of the 
agricultural labour force and 90% of the economically active female population earn a living from 
agriculture.14 Roughly 700 commercial farmers produce the remaining 5%.15 Over 80% of the 
cultivated land (estimated to be less than 10% of the arable land) is used for the production of staple 
crops such as maize, rice and cassava. Main export crops are tobacco, cotton, cashew nuts and 
sugar. However, the agricultural trade deficit is quite high. 
 
Difficult access to credit and markets, low use of improved inputs and the dominance of rain-fed 
agriculture make the sector very vulnerable to shocks.16 With the increasing attention for climate 
change, there is more awareness that the Mozambican economy is very vulnerable to weather 
variability, climate hazards such as droughts, floods and cyclones, and climate change. During the 
evaluation period 1992-2018, Mozambique has indeed suffered from various droughts, floods and 
cyclones.17 Despite the introduction of improvements in farming systems including measures for 
sustainable agricultural approaches such as conservation agriculture18, the expansion of irrigation 
systems, adoption of value chain approaches, improved access to capital and agricultural inputs etc., 
innovations remain rather scattered. Consequently, basic farming systems did not change much and 
pervasive food insecurity is the result. This means that very basic rainfed farming methods are still 
dominant, while conditions are rather risk-prone. Other structural constraints are inadequate 
infrastructure, the lack of access to capital and limited and problematic marketing opportunities. 
 
The GoM has been committed for a long time to the development of the agricultural sector after the 
peace accord of 1992. Over time various agricultural policies, strategies and investment plans were 
developed for the agricultural sector. This included the Strategic Plan for Development of the 
Agricultural Sector (PEDSA 2010-2019), which focused on turning agriculture into a modern, 
commercially driven and inclusive primary sector. The related National Agricultural Investment Plan 
(PNISA, 2014-2018) is an investment instrument aligned with PEDSA, and embraces the support of 
smallholder farmers in growing a wide variety of nutritious foods and supports the research, 
introduction and broad dissemination of bio-fortified varieties of staple foods. 
 
For an important part of the evaluation period there were two Ministries dealing with agriculture and 
rural development. In the last mandate (2014-2019), these were the Ministry for Agriculture and Food 
Security (MASA) and the Ministry of Land, Environment and Rural Development (MITADER). Rural 
Development was initially together with Agriculture and the split was made in 2005. The names of 

                                                        
13  USAID, 2019, Agriculture and Food Security, https://www.usaid.gov/mozambique/agriculture-and-food-security and FAO, 

2020, Mozambique at a glance, http://www.fao.org/mozambique/fao-in-mozambique/mozambique-at-a-glance/en/ 
accessed on 24-03-2020. 

14  CIAT (2017), Climate-Smart Agriculture in Mozambique, p.2/. 
15  FAO, 2020, Mozambique at a glance, http://www.fao.org/mozambique/fao-in-mozambique/mozambique-at-a-glance/en/ 

and GoM - Anuario_Estatistico2016. 
16  FAO, 2020, Mozambique at a glance, http://www.fao.org/mozambique/fao-in-mozambique/mozambique-at-a-glance/en/. 
17  According to the Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR), Mozambique ranks third among African 

countries most exposed to multiple weather-related hazards and suffers from periodic cyclones, droughts, floods, and 
related epidemics. Drought occurs primarily in the southern region, with a frequency of seven droughts for every 10 years. 
Floods occur every two to three years, with higher levels of risk in the central and southern regions. For more information, 
see GFDRR, 2019, Mozambique. https://www.gfdrr.org/en/mozambique accessed on 24-03-2020. 

18  Rita Cammaer (2016), Tracing sustainable agriculture in Mozambique. From policy to practice, Working Paper IIED and 
CARE. 

https://www.usaid.gov/mozambique/agriculture-and-food-security
http://www.fao.org/mozambique/fao-in-mozambique/mozambique-at-a-glance/en/
http://www.fao.org/mozambique/fao-in-mozambique/mozambique-at-a-glance/en/
http://www.fao.org/mozambique/fao-in-mozambique/mozambique-at-a-glance/en/
https://www.gfdrr.org/en/mozambique
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the ministries have also changed a few times since the early 2000.19 This led to problems of inter-
ministerial collaboration and unclear and complex institutional arrangements as indicated in 
documents and interviews. In addition, the capacity of public institutions involved in the sector is 
limited.  
 
In 2003, an African heads of state meeting agreed in the “Maputo Declaration on Agriculture and 
Food Security in Africa” to allocate at least 10% of national budgetary resources to agriculture and 

rural development policy implementation within the next five years.20 However, the Consultative 
Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) found that Mozambican public expenditure on 
environment and agriculture was estimated at 3% and 7% respectively in 2010.21 Another publication 
found an average of 4% for Mozambique for the period 2000-2010.22 In January 2020, the President 
of Mozambique announced in the inauguration speech of his second mandate a firm commitment to 
achieve 10%. 
 
In the 1990s, donors were very willing to support development in the agricultural sector together with 
the GoM. Already in 1997 preparations started for what was to become the first Sector Wide Approach 
(SWAp) for agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa.23 In an effort to provide more effective aid, the donor 
partners committed themselves to making greater use of the financial and management systems of 
the government and harmonising the way aid was delivered to the sector.24 ProAgri was intended as 
three-phase, 15-year development program with a significant focus on policy and institutional 
actions.25 However, the start of ProAgri was problematic and various implementation challenges had 
to be addressed. While the end of ProAgri I was planned in 2004, there was a no-cost extension 
covering 2005-06. In 2007, the final evaluation of ProAgri I found that the impact on agricultural 
production and income in the family farming sector had been negligible. On the other hand, progress 
had been made in setting up the common funding mechanism, the planning and budgeting 
framework, and the financial and reporting arrangements. However, no hard evidence was found that 
ProAgri had improved the capacity of the Ministry to deliver services to smallholders. The Ministry 
was found to be isolated in the capital.26 Other reviews pointed at divergent donor views. One review 
concluded that donors had become trapped in the means and lost sight of the ends. In addition, 
donors had different views on whether agricultural services should be privatised.  
 
The problems of ProAgri I continued in ProAgri II (2006-2010) due to frequent leadership changes in 
the Ministry of Agriculture, the lack of direct impact of phase I, limited support from the GoM and 
problematic negotiations between GoM and the Development Partners (DPs) over the Phase II 

                                                        
19  Until 2005 there was one Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development (MADER). In 2005, the name of the Ministry was 

changed to Ministry of Agriculture (MINAG in short) and the matters of Rural Development were incorporated in the scope 
of the Ministry of State Administration (MAE in short). In 2015, Rural Development was incorporated in the scope and 
name of the newly created Ministry of Land, Environment and Rural Development (MITADER). In 2020, the re-elected 
President announced that the Rural Development would merge back with Agriculture into a Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Development (MADER). 

20  African Union (2003), Maputo Declaration on Agriculture and Food Security. https://www.nepad.org/caadp/publication/au-
2003-maputo-declaration-agriculture-and-food-security. 

21  CGIAR (2017), Climate-Smart Agriculture in Mozambique, p.21. 
22  Linnea Johansson Kreuger (2015), Has the Maputo Declaration Made a Difference? Looking at the past ten years of Sub-

Saharan agriculture within  the CAADP, p. 20. 
23  Denmark provided funding for the ProAgri planning process and in 1997 a meeting with donors was held in Copenhagen. 

For more information, see Mokoro (2008), Evaluation of development cooperation between Mozambique and Denmark, 
1992-2006, Mokoro and Ecorys, p. 80-82. 

24  ProAgri contributors were World Bank/IDA, the EU, the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), the Food 
and Agricultural Organization (FAO), the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), and the governments of the US, 
Canada, Finland, Italy, Denmark, Sweden, Ireland, the Netherlands, the UK, Australia, and Austria. 

25  World Bank, 2007, Restructuring Mozambique’s Ministry of Agriculture. Washington, DC: The World Bank 

http://web.worldbank.org/archive/website01325/WEB/0__CO-58.HTM. 
26  PWC (2007), Final Evaluation Of The First Phase Of The National Agriculture Development Programme ProAgri (1999-

2005). 

http://web.worldbank.org/archive/website01325/WEB/0__CO-58.HTM
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document.27 The situation apparently further deteriorated during the implementation of ProAgri II. In 
2009, a study of SBS to agriculture concluded that “public sector interventions in the agriculture sector 

have done little to address the challenges facing the sector. Little has been done to assist the 
development of input and output markets. Inadequate extension services have been some of the 
causes of low productivity, the low level of agricultural input use and limited access to technology 
(…). In terms of outcomes in the sector, there is little or no evidence that public service provision at 
field level has improved as result of the investments made in building institutional capacity of the 
sector ministry. Nor is there evidence that public sector actions in the agricultural sector have 
improved sector outcomes. It is reasonable to conclude that SBS in the agriculture sector has 
therefore not contributed towards improvements in agriculture sector outcomes”.28  
 
The GoM and DPs did not agree on a final evaluation of ProAgri II. Canada funded a final assessment 
focusing on lessons learned and options for the way forward. This assessment mentions the absence 
of a clear strategy for the agricultural sector due to the delayed process of the Agriculture Sector 
Development Plan and Strategy (PEDSA) development, weak leadership, institutional complexities 
and problematic GoM-DP interactions as the main reasons for limited progress.29 A very clear lesson 
was that reform should be balanced with impact, i.e. reform should clearly aim and result in 
sustainable change that will affect farmers. This had been insufficiently the case in ProAgri I and II 
according to most key stakeholders. Two options for the way forward were outlined in the 2010 
ProAgri assessment, namely to support or not to support PEDSA. Initially there was still willingness 
from some DPs to align their support behind PEDSA if supporting approaches would be developed, 
because donor support risked becoming very fragmented. However, more distrust between the GoM 
and DPs developed, and the result was that donor support to the agricultural sector became very 
fragmented from 2011 onwards. Nevertheless, donor coordination in the agricultural sector continued 
through the thematic groups related to GBS. In minutes of donor meetings and in annual reviews of 
the PARPA continued challenges in the agricultural sector and limited progress are frequently 
mentioned. Donor coordination in the sector remained problematic, because donors were focused 
on different ministries and mainly off-budget support was provided. 
 
Rural WASH 
In 2018, the World Bank published a WASH country diagnostic which found that “the ability of the 

poor to access improved water and sanitation services remains stagnant”.30 Access to water and 
sanitation is lower than in other African countries. The disparities in water and sanitation services 
between rural and urban increased (coverage figures for Mozambique are presented in Annex 6 
below).  
 
The linkages between access to WASH and gender equality have been stressed already for decades. 
Due to historical and cultural reasons, women (and children) are often the prime collectors, 
transporters and users of water in developing countries. The division of labour results in different 
priorities for water use and management. However, women’s views are not systematically 
represented in decision-making bodies on WASH.31 In general, gender mainstreaming efforts in the 
rural WASH sector focus on the policy, operational and M&E level. This is also the case to some 
extent in Mozambique, but a 2019 gender analysis of Água Sofala commissioned by the ADA 
coordination office, which also analysed PRONASAR, stated that it did not include a strategic gender 
                                                        
27  Ashley, S., and H. Gêmo, 2010, Assessment of ProAgri Phase 2. Maputo, Mozambique: Government of Mozambique. 

Ministry of Agriculture. p. 5. 
28  Cabral, L. (2009), Sector Budget Support in Practice, Desk Study Agriculture Sector in Mozambique, ODI, p. v-vii. 

https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/5577.pdf 
29  Ibid, p. 8-12. 
30  Borja-Vega, C., Murrell, K. E.; Kullmann, C. P., Raha, S., Srivastava, V., Andres, L. A., Skilling, H., Luengas Sierra, P., 

2018. Findings of the Mozambique water supply, sanitation, and hygiene poverty diagnostic. WASH Poverty Diagnostic. 
Washington, D.C.: World Bank Group., p.1. 

31  Sida (2015), Women, Water, Sanitation and Hygiene, Gender Toolbox Brief. 

https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/5577.pdf
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approach. The same study also reported that women are to a limited extent involved in decision-
making.32  
 
 

2.2 ADC engagement in Mozambique 

ADC started providing financial support to Mozambique after its independence in 1975. In 1992, after 
the peace agreement in Mozambique, ADC selected Mozambique as one of its priority countries. The 
first years from 1992 to 1995 ADC focused on rehabilitation after the civil war and ADC’s systematic 

country engagement was prepared. During that period, Sofala was selected as focus area and a 
Cooperation Office opened in Beira in 1995. In the 1990s, ADC had only limited development 
cooperation and no coordination offices in Southern African Development Community (SADC) 
countries except for Mozambique.  
 
In the period 1995-2005, three ADC country programmes were developed and implemented. The first 
ADC country programme (1996-1998) was ADC’s first programming exercise in Mozambique and 

“basically an attempt to adjust the strategy to the reality of different, mostly unconnected, projects on 

the ground.”33 It focused on democratisation, water, agriculture and small- and medium-sized 
enterprises (SMEs). The second ADC country programme (1999-2001) was more or less a 
continuation of the first country programme, but it tried to “streamline activities in the sectors and 

emphasise direct collaboration with government structures” at Sofala Province level.34 The overall 
focus shifted towards political stabilisation and sustainable development. This trend was continued 
in the third ADC country programme 2002-2004 with a focus on decentralisation and rural 
development (see Annex 4 for overview of the ADC country programmes and country strategies). 
 
In 2004, the Austrian Development Agency (ADA) was set up to implement and manage part of 
Austrian ODA funds, which is referred to as ADC. In principle, after the set-up of ADA, ADC started 
preparing country strategies for its priority countries, including Mozambique. From 2005 to 2010, 
however, no country strategy was in place and ADC continued its support to Mozambique without a 
specific country strategy. A first ADC country strategy for Mozambique for the period 2010-2013 was 
approved after a lengthy preparation process.35 The main focus of this strategy was on governance 
and decentralisation with two main intervention areas: 1) rural water supply and sanitation service 
delivery, 2) agriculture for sustainable rural development. During the period 2014-2018, ADC 
continued providing support to Mozambique without a specific country strategy being in place. In 
2019, ADC published its second Mozambique Country Strategy (2019-2024) with the main focus on 
sustainable agriculture and food security and rural WASH. In this country strategy, ADC emphasised 
the importance of an inter-sectoral nexus approach and the need for emergency aid to respond to 
emergency needs in Mozambique (cyclones, floods, etc.). 
 
Portfolio information 
Figure 2.1 shows that Austrian ODA to Mozambique is relatively small compared to overall ODA 
provided by DAC countries (Austrian ODA is less than 1 % of total ODA). Average Austrian ODA to 
Mozambique per year is around US$4.5 million. It should be realised that the ADC funds managed 
by ADA covers only about two third of Austrian ODA, which means that annually approximately € 3 

million is provided, which has increased in recent years to a budget of approximately € 4 million per 
year. 

                                                        
32  Blid, N., and K. Ugaz-Simonsen (2019), Análise de Género do Programa de Água e Saneamento, “Água Sofala 2018– 

2020”. 
33  H. Manndorff, B. et al, (2004), Evaluation of the Country Programme Mozambique of the Austrian Development 

Cooperation. p. 15. 
34  Ibid. 
35  There is a draft Country Strategy for the period 2008-2013, which apparently was never approved. 
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Figure 2.1 Total and Austrian ODA to Mozambique, 1992-2018, constant 2017 US dollars 

 
Source: OECD-DAC data. 

 
Table 2.2 provides a sectoral overview of the distribution of ADC disbursements to Mozambique for 
four sub-periods, which allows to assess the sectoral distribution against country strategies. The 
sectoral classification is based on the OECD-DAC Creditor Reporting System (CRS) purpose codes 
and voluntary budget identifier codes.36 Overall, ADC disbursements are concentrated in three 
Results Areas as mentioned in the ADC Mozambique Country Programmes and Strategies i.e. 
government & civil society (27% of disbursements), agriculture (25%), General Budget Support 
(18%), water supply and sanitation (14%) (see Annex 4, Figure A4.1).  
 
Table 2.2 Changes in sectoral distribution of ADC funds to Mozambique over time (shares in %) 

Sector 1992-2004 2005-2009 2010-2015 2016-2018 

Education 0.0 0.1 0.3 - 

Health 1.0 0.3 - - 

Population Policies & Reproductive 

Health 

1.4 0.3 0.3 - 

Water Supply & Sanitation 14.1 10.5 10.5 23.0 

Government & Civil Society 35.5 32.4 12.1 15.3 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 7.8 30.5 31.4 39.3 

General Budget Support - 21.0 44.3 - 

Emergency response 3.2 3.0 0.1 19.3 

Unallocated / Unspecified 1.7 - - - 

Other 9.6 1.9 1.0 3.1 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: Own calculations based on portfolio data provided by ADA. 

 
The sectoral distribution for the four distinct time periods shows some changes over time. ADC 
support throughout the evaluation period was increasingly focused on two main sectors: Agriculture 
and rural WASH, but only from 2016 onwards they became the two main sectors of support. In 2007, 
ADC started to provide GBS to the Mozambican government, which continued until the hidden debt 
crisis in 2016 when all GBS was stopped. Between 2010-2015, the bulk of ADC support was provided 
in the form of GBS. 
 
 

2.3 Broader Austrian engagement with Mozambique 

The Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs (MFA) is the main body in charge of 
coordinating the various Austrian activities and interests in Mozambique. The responsible Embassy 

                                                        
36  For more information, see OECD, 2019, Purpose Codes: sector classification. Paris, France: OECD. Accessed on 6 April 

2020: http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/purposecodessectorclassification.htm. 
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and Ambassador in charge are based in Pretoria (previously in Harare, Zimbabwe) and the Embassy 
is now responsible for 11 countries in the region. The ADA Coordination office (established in 2005 
initially in Beira and from 2010 in Maputo) and its head represent Austria on the ground. In addition, 
Austria has a consulate in Mozambique, while Mozambique also has a consulate in Vienna. The 
Coordination office deals with the formal diplomatic relations in close contact with the political section 
of the Embassy in Pretoria and with development cooperation. The non-ADC work of the Coordination 
Office is referred to as the hub function and is reported upon in a separate section of the semi-annual 
reports. The consul works primarily on business relations and is in contact with the economic section 
of the Embassy in Pretoria. The Ambassador and the Head of the Coordination Office are involved 
in the political and policy dialogue with Mozambique mainly in close coordination with the EU 
Delegation and other EU Member States as well as with the broader group of donors. 
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3 Methodology 

Our methodology and evaluation principles (Annex 2) follow the DAC Quality Standards for 
Development Evaluation.37 In this chapter the methodological framework for this evaluation is 
presented, which aims to provide answers to the 13 evaluation questions in order to meet the purpose 
and objectives of this evaluation (see Chapter 1). This framework was agreed with the Reference 
Group and ADA’s evaluation unit.  
 
 

3.1 Methodological Design 

For this evaluation a theory-based approach is applied, which can be considered as a ‘logic of 

enquiry’. It can be used in combination with most evaluation designs and methods and goes well 
together with a mixed method design for this evaluation.38  
 
The evaluation team reconstructed a Theory of Change (ToC) for the period 2005-2018. This serves 
as the logical starting point for a theory-based approach. (see Annex 2). The reconstruction was done 
on the basis of a document review, and was complemented with key informant interviews and a 
workshop in Vienna in November 2019 with stakeholders from ADA, the Coordination Office in 
Maputo and the MFA. The ToC served as a crucial building block for the evaluation design, the 
evaluation matrix and the implementation. The evaluation matrix presents the 11 backward-looking 
evaluation questions in line with the evaluation criteria and for each question specific indicators were 
defined in line with the ToC. The data collection and data analysis were done in line with the 
evaluation matrix (see Annex 2 again). A utilisation-focused evaluation approach is also applied, 
which means that the evaluation has been planned and conducted in ways that aimed to enhance 
the likely utilisation of both the findings and of the process itself to inform decisions and improve 
performance.39  
 
Primary users of the evaluation results are MFA and ADA programme management and the Austrian 
coordination office in Maputo. Other users are the Government of Mozambique (GoM), implementing 
partners, and other Austrian stakeholders. 
 
This evaluation has been conducted on three levels: 
1. The overall strategic country engagement level; 
2. The sector level: Agriculture and rural WASH; 
3. The provincial level: Sofala province. 

 
This three-layered approach allows combining breadth and depth, which is necessary for such a 
strategic evaluation.40 In addition, the analysis examines in more detail cross-sectoral linkages. At 
                                                        
37  OECD-DAC, 2010, DAC Guidelines and Reference Series Quality Standards for Development Evaluation. Paris, France: 

OECD. 
38  For a systematic review of theory-driven evaluation practices, see C. Chris; et al. (2011). "A Systematic Review of Theory-

Driven Evaluation Practice from 1990 to 2009". American Journal of Evaluation. 32 (2): 199–226. 
 Mixed methods (MM) evaluations seek to integrate social science disciplines with predominantly quantitative and 

predominantly qualitative approaches to theory, data collection, data analysis and interpretation. 
39  Michael Quinn Patton, 2008, Utilization-Focused Evaluation. 4th edition. Sage 
40  The first level is focusing on country programmes and strategies, evolution of the country portfolio and choices made, 

management, coherence issues, relations and alignment with the GoM policies, coordination with other donors including 
EU Joint Programming and visibility and value added of ADC. The second level focuses on the two key sectors (agriculture 
and rural WASH) to which Austria has provided continuous support in Mozambique since 1992. The analysis of sector 
support focuses on the various aid modalities used, the collaboration with the GoM and with other Mozambican 
stakeholders, coordination with other donors, specific outcomes and impact at national and provincial level (level 3) within 
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each level, systematic data collection and analysis has taken place in line with the evaluation matrix. 
The analysis at strategic level is primarily based on extensive document review, interviews with key 
stakeholders during different sub-periods of ADC engagement with Mozambique and also includes 
some strategic data collection at provincial level. The analysis at sector level takes place at national, 
provincial and district level and is based on a document review (including documents for a sample of 
15 projects), interviews at all levels, focus group discussions and field visits. As indicated already 
above, the provincial level analysis feeds into the strategic and sector level analysis and further 
details are provided below and in Annex 2. 
 
As indicated in the ToR the main focus of data collection is on the period 2005-2018, which is logical 
as the previous evaluation of ADC engagement with Mozambique took place in 2004. For the analysis 
at levels 2 and 3 further sampling was needed. On the basis of the portfolio analysis, specific activities 
were selected for a more in-depth analysis at sector and province level. It was agreed during the 
inception period to sample projects in the two key sectors that started after 2010 as this would be 
sufficiently representative for ADC’s engagement in Mozambique for the last ten years and would 

allow to draw relevant lessons for the future. Other criteria that were taken into account in selecting 
projects from the periods 2011-2018 were: (i) For each of the two sectors and for projects with a 
Sofala focus at least the projects with the biggest volumes of support should be included; (ii) Variation 
in aid modalities; (iii) Variation in implementation partners; and (iv) a balance between 
projects/programmes at national level and projects/programmes with a specific Sofala focus. These 
selection criteria were applied to the portfolio analysis and 15 relevant projects were identified: 11 
projects in the agricultural sector and 4 projects in the rural WASH sector (see Annex 2).  
 
Data collection methods 

While the evaluation is based on a mixed-methods approach, the evaluation is largely qualitative 
in nature. The emphasis is on qualitative data collection and analysis methods as indicated below. 
The main quantitative data analysis method is the portfolio analysis. The preparatory work by the 
Evaluation Unit of ADA (EVAL) on the portfolio analysis was the basis for the analysis presented in 
this final report. The evaluation team carefully examined the portfolio data shared by ADA in 
September 2019, and cleaned the dataset as much as possible (for more information, see Section 
3.2). 
 
In line with the mixed-methods approach and the evaluation matrix, the following data collection 
methods were used:  
 
The evaluation started with a document review and a distinction between the following key groups 
of documents for the analysis (for a full list of documents, see Annex 3) was made:  
1. ADC policy and strategy documents; 
2. GoM documents; 
3. ADC programme and project documents (such as project proposals, ADA approval, progress 

reports, ADA monitoring, evaluations); 
4. Academic literature; 
5. International literature on Mozambique, including World Bank reports, joint evaluations on 

Mozambique, evaluation reports other donors, political economy analyses, statistical 
information; 

6. Statistics on Mozambique (a detailed overview of all relevant statistics used for this evaluation 
can be found in Annex 6); 

                                                        
the overall evolution of these sectors in Mozambique during the evaluation period. The third level focuses in particular on 
outcomes and impacts of the ADC engagement in Sofala province. It builds further on the overall strategic level and the 
sector-level analysis, while the issues of coherence, effectiveness and ADC’s value added figure prominently in the Sofala 

analysis. 
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7. Minutes from donor coordination meetings; 
8. Documents from other donors/development partners; 
9. Civil society reports on Mozambique. 

 
The evaluation team has received more than 1000 documents for the document review, and has 
used and analysed approximately 500 documents, which provided the basis for various types of 
analyses as indicated in the evaluation matrix in Annex 2. 
 
Through key informant interviews, the evaluation has sought perceptions of various groups of 
stakeholders at different levels, both upstream and downstream partners to feed the analysis. The 
evaluation team aimed at systematically identifying and contacting all key stakeholders for the period 
2005-2018 at the three levels of analysis for interviews. Representatives of all key stakeholder groups 
for the period 2005-2018 could be interviewed. An overview of the interview topic guides for the 
different stakeholders is provided in Annex 2. 65 interviews were conducted in total (approximately 
70% men and 30% women). The following groups of key informants were distinguished41: 
1. MFA representatives incl. Austrian Embassy in Pretoria (4 men; 1 woman); 
2. ADA representatives in Vienna (4 men; 3 women); 
3. Actual and former staff of Coordination office in Maputo (2 men; 2 women); 
4. Other Austrian stakeholders based in Maputo (1 man; 1 woman); 
5. GoM interlocutors Central level (8 men; 2 women); 
6. GoM interlocutors Sofala province (7 men); 
7. GoM interlocutors at District level in Buzi and Nhamatanda (8 men; 1 woman); 
8. Development Partners interlocutors (6 men; 6 women); 
9. Final beneficiaries (15 men). 
 
In addition, the following focus group discussions were conducted: 
1. One focus group discussion in Beira with civil society representatives to discuss issues of 

coordination (4 persons were present); 
2. One focus group discussion in Beira with extension workers to discuss agricultural sector issues, 

training, changes in working methods, immediate results and outcomes (4 persons were 
present); 

3. One focus group discussion in Buzi with the joint stockage and commercialisation group to 
discuss the support received and the changes in income and organisation (4 persons were 
present). 

 
The evaluation team also conducted field visits for selected activities in combination with 
discussions with the implementing agencies and with beneficiaries to complement the data collection. 
Almost all stakeholders indicated that it would be preferable to visit two districts in Sofala. Despite 
the absence of secondary data at district level and the limited time available, the evaluation team 
together with the ADA Evaluation unit decided to visit two districts. The choice of districts was based 
on the following criteria: 
• Over a longer period of time ADC-funded activities have been implemented in both districts; 
• In the two districts taken together, a variety of activities implemented by different implementing 

partners can be found (i.e. GoM and civil society); 
• At least one of the districts was severely affected by cyclone Idai; 
• At least one of the districts is a focus district for future activities, preferably the nexus approach; 
• The districts should be accessible end January/early February. 

 
 

                                                        
41  A detailed list of stakeholders was prepared by the evaluation team, but is not included in this report for privacy reasons 
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On the basis of the interviews and documents, Nhamatanda and Buzi districts were selected. Field 
visits were made to: 
• 3 water points/systems with water committees or private operator (Guara Guara, Nhamatanda, 

Tica); 
• 2 farmers groups (improved seeds production, livestock treatment corridor); 
• Individual farmer with irrigation system; 
• Individual farmer with horticulture nursery. 
 
During the field visits, groups of beneficiaries were interviewed and the functioning of the investments 
was observed to the extent possible. 
 
Data analysis methods 

In line with the mixed-methods approach and the evaluation matrix, the evaluation team used the 
following data analysis methods: 
 
At the strategic level the documents were analysed in line with the evaluation matrix, which allowed 
for triangulation and validation of information across various sources. This was complemented with 
the information collected through interviews and workshops at strategic level, which was conducted 
in line with the interview/workshop topic guides. This in turn allowed for reporting against the 
evaluation matrix. In this way, all information collected via the various data collection methods could 
be analysed per evaluation question. Analyses of qualitative data included examining, comparing and 
contrasting, and interpreting patterns. 
 
The evaluation also made use of available statistics at sector and provincial level, if available, and 
conducted a descriptive statistical analysis to the extent possible. 
 
A contribution analysis is a logical part of a theory-based evaluation. Given the relatively limited 
size of ADC’s engagement and the fact that a substantial part of Austrian support has been provided 
through joint donor support mechanisms, a contribution analysis allowed to assess ADC’s value 

added in Mozambique (see Chapter 3). The contribution analysis was used to identify the contribution 
of ADC’s development interventions. The aim was to produce a credible, evidence-based narrative 
of contribution. Therefore, the evaluation applied to the extent possible the six steps of contribution 
analysis focussing specifically on the reconstruction of the ToC, populating the model with existing 
data and evidence, assembling and assessing the performance story, collecting additional evidence 
and assembling the final performance story.42  
 
Triangulation is a key factor in an evaluation to the extent that it fosters quality and soundness. 
Triangulation is not a data analysis method per se, it is an approach to validate findings; it entails: 
• Confirmation – by ensuring the consistency of findings obtained through different data collection 

tools and sources; 
• Enrichment – by increasing the ability to assess and make explicit the multiple causes influencing 

the analysis; 
• Explanation – by enabling the evaluator to deepen and widen understanding of the analysed 

question or issue. 
 
In this way, the exploitation of multiple independent information sources and combining different data 
collection and research methods as explained above have allowed for triangulation. This increased 

                                                        
42  BetterEvaluation, 2020, Contribution Analysis. https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/contributionanalysis. The 

findings from the contribution analysis are “not definite proof but a line of reasoning from which we can draw a plausible 
conclusion that, within some level of confidence, the program has made an important contribution to the documented 
results” 

https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/contributionanalysis
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the internal validity of results. Triangulation and validation were used in particular to answer complex 
questions such as on ADC’s value added as the answers to other questions related to relevance, 

effectiveness and efficiency were taken into account in assessing ADC’s added value. This also fed 

the answers to the two questions regarding ADC’s future engagement with Mozambique for which 

also contextual factors and the underlying assumptions (see ToC) have been taken into account. 
 
 

3.2 Challenges and limitations 

The main risk identified was the vast scope of this evaluation and, consequently, limited time and 
resources available for this strategic evaluation. The proposed mitigation measures focused on a 
good balance between breadth and depth especially through a three-layered approach (overall 
strategic level, two focal sectors and Sofala province) and a sound and robust theory-based and 
utilisation-focused evaluation approach.  
 
During the inception phase, new challenges were identified such as comments from various 
stakeholders to expand both the breadth and depth of this evaluation, which were not all feasible. 
Therefore, the evaluation team – in collaboration with ADA EVAL – had to make clear choices 
regarding changes in the focus of the evaluation. This means that not all comments from the 
reference group regarding more details in the context analysis could be addressed as the focus is on 
the assessment of ADC’s engagement against the evolving regional and Mozambican context. 
 
In circumstances where big portfolio data are collected, aggregated, transformed or represented, 
inconsistencies invariably find their way into large datasets. This was also the case in the portfolio 
data shared by ADA such as incorrect project names, incorrect sector classifications, incorrect time 
period and absent aid modality coding for projects before 2004. Where possible, the evaluation team 
filled in some of the gaps or corrected data entries manually. 
 
Another challenge was to spend enough time on data collection at national, provincial and district 
level in order to answer the evaluation questions. The evaluation team spent almost equal time at 
each of the levels, in addition to time spent in Vienna for interviews there plus remote interviews. The 
evaluation team visited two districts for three days, which was very useful but still very limited. The 
three days of field visits allowed the evaluation team to get insight into the reality on the ground but 
cannot be considered as representative in-depth data collection. The evaluation reference group 
indicated that preferably more time should have been spent at Sofala province and district level. The 
evaluation team fully agrees with this observation, but the budget did not allow to spend more time 
at province and district level.  
 
Clear criteria were defined to select locations to be visited in the field such as variety of investments 
made by the selected sample of projects, accessibility, availability of monitoring information, mix of 
performance, and possibility of meeting with male and female beneficiaries. However, for various 
reasons these criteria were not strictly applied. One of the reasons was the rain season and the 
security situation, which made access to key informants in the field difficult. This meant that locations 
for field visits were mainly selected based on accessibility and locations that were frequently visited 
by the projects and coordination office. In practice, the evaluation team ended up with locations 
selected by the coordination office in consultation with Mozambican stakeholders This may have led 
to some positive bias in the selection of locations visited. A limitation was also that only male 
beneficiaries were interviewed, which was due to the selection of locations. In one case, a selected 
location could not be reached by car and the evaluation team met with the farmers group at the hotel. 
Therefore, the field visits were useful to collect scattered additional on-the-ground information. The 
evaluation team mitigated this by additional data collection including some unplanned interviews in 
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the district and the use of secondary data. In addition, the evaluation team found that relatively limited 
information on results, especially at outcome level, was available. This presented a further challenge 
that could only be mitigated by making clear choices on secondary and primary data collection. 
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4 Findings at Strategic, Sector and Provincial 
Level  

This chapter presents findings across all main evaluation criteria in line with the evaluation 
framework. Findings at provincial level have been integrated into the strategic and sector level 
findings. All findings are based on the document review, the interviews conducted in both in Vienna 
and Maputo as well as interviews via phone or videoconference.  
 
 

4.1 Relevance and coherence 

The four main evaluations questions to be discussed and answered in this section are (see Annex 2 
for the evaluation matrix with indicators): 
• EQ1: Have the strategy and the ADC activities been relevant to Mozambique’s and Sofala’s 

changing development demands (section 4.1.1)? 
• EQ2: To what extent were ADC’s strategies and activities aligned with the priorities of the 

Government of Mozambique (section 4.1.1)? 
• EQ3: To what extent were synergies achieved between the various ADC activities, in particular 

in Sofala province (section 4.1.2)? 
• EQ4: To what extent has ADC coordinated its work with its partners (including both Austrian and 

Mozambican Government, bilateral and multilateral donors, implementation partners) (section 
4.1.2)?  

 
 

4.1.1 Relevance 

Relevance (EQ1 and EQ2) has been assessed from various angles: 1) In view of Mozambique’s and 

Sofala’s changing development demands; 2) In view of alignment with GoM priorities and plans; 3) 
In view of the sector choice for Agriculture and rural WASH; and 4) In view of the aid modality mix. 
 

 
 

 

Main Findings on Relevance: 
• The choice for Mozambique as a priority country for ADC support and Sofala province is fully justified 

given the persistent poverty levels despite substantial economic growth. The ADC focus on Sofala 

also allows to bring in the on-the-ground experience into the national level dialogue; 

• ADC support has been strongly aligned with GoM priorities since the early 2000s; 

• ADC has been very flexible in its adequate adjustment of agricultural support in response to the 

Cyclone Idai in 2019; 

• Over the period 1992-2018 ADC has provided assistance to four main sectors/areas of support: 

government & civil society, agriculture, rural WASH and General Budget Support. While the choice 

for each sector is justified given the persistent needs, it can be questioned whether Austria with its 

limited amount of support (not more than € 4 million per year) can meaningfully provide assistance to 

so many sectors/areas. Recently the focus is on two sectors -agriculture and rural WASH- with a 

trend towards further diversification; 

• The evolution of ADC’s aid modalities has to a large extent been aligned with the changing 

development cooperation context and attempts were made to strike a good balance between project 

support (via NGOs, multilaterals, etc) and various forms of budget support.  
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Relevance in view of Mozambique’s and Sofala’s changing development demands 
Despite important economic growth during the evaluation period 1992-2018, Mozambique still 
remains a very poor country with human development indicators lagging behind compared to other 
sub-Saharan African countries (see section 2.1 and Annex 5). This means that the choice for 
Mozambique as priority country for ADC support remains fully justified. This also applies to the choice 
for the focus on Sofala Province, which has poverty figures near the national average level of 50% of 
the population. 
 
Almost all stakeholders interviews – ADA, MFA, GoM at various levels and NGOs – stressed the 
continuity in terms of sectors of focus and geographical focus of ADC’s engagement in Sofala 

Province since 1992. This focus emerged in a 1994 pre-feasibility study.43 While many different 
donors phased in and phased out over the last two decades,44 Austria has remained a long-term 
partner in Sofala. At the moment, Sofala is home to many different donors, including UN agencies, 
while the Zambezi Valley Development Agency (ADVZ) is supported by various donors including the 
Netherlands. While Austria’s financial support to Sofala is relatively small (compared to other donors), 
Austria stands out according to Austrian and GoM interviewees as it provides direct support to the 
provincial government (see aid modalities below).  
 
The ADC Country Strategies mention gender equality and the empowerment of women as an 
important crosscutting priority. In the 2010-2013 and the 2019-2024 Country Strategies it is 
mentioned that a gender mainstreaming approach would be pursued through the conducting of 
Gender analyses and the monitoring of gender-sensitive indicators. In practice, no clear gender 
mainstreaming approach has so far been pursued in the ADC supported projects and programmes. 
Interviews pointed at awareness of the importance of gender equality issues, but also at many 
practical and capacity problems to pay more attention to gender equality. There is hardly any gender-

                                                        
43  Pre-Feasability Studie für regionale Konzentration der ÖEZA. Empfehlung Manica und/oder Sofala (Postfriedensvertrag 

Soubestre Doktrin). Italien 93-94 größter EU Geber. 
44  In the past other development partners, in particular Italy and Germany, were also quite active in Sofala Province. 

Germany also supports Sofala province in the area of governance, through its technical arm GIZ. Recently, several donors 
(including the USA, Canada, Ireland, and others) support the Gorongosa National Park where significant progress has 
been made in the past 10 years in terms of increase of animal presence in the Park. Since 2012, the World Bank and the 
German Development Bank (KfW) have invested almost US$200 million in drainage and other sanitation related 
infrastructure work in the city of Beira. 

Main Findings on Relevance (continued): 
• Nevertheless, questions can be raised regarding the relevance of ADC’s direct support to the national 

agricultural programme PNISA and the rural WASH Agua Sofala project with limited Technical 

Assistance, given the low capacity of GoM to address the structural constraints and report at outcome 

level; 

• While formally gender equality and environmental protection & climate change are important 

crosscutting issues, there is still limited evidence that these issues are translated in concrete actions 

and given due attention; 

• The strong ADC focus on supporting government systems in the agricultural sector from 2005 

onwards has been insufficiently based on a good analysis of key challenges in the sector which often 

ran contrary to the assessments and the views of other donors with experience in the agricultural 

sector. This led to rather input-focused support with limited attention for outcomes at the level of 

farmers; 

• Although the initiative to provide direct on-budget support for rural WASH to the provincial authorities 

is much appreciated and Austria stands out for this type of support, it can be questioned whether not 

more attention should have been paid to institutional strengthening and improved coordination in order 

to address key challenges on the ground including gender and climate change issues. 
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specific monitoring information available so far. A gender analysis for rural WASH has been 
commissioned in 2019, but it is too soon to assess the adoption of recommendations. 
 
Environmental protection and climate change are the second important cross-cutting issue that is 
given equal attention in the ADC Country Strategies, but without clear attempts at operationalisation. 
Interviewees showed awareness of many environmental and climate change challenges. However, 
this important crosscutting issue for Mozambique is given limited concrete attention in ADC 
programming and monitoring documents. The analysis at sector level provides some further insight. 
 
Alignment with Government of Mozambique Plans, Policies and Priorities 
As indicated above, the PARPA’s formed the basis for alignment of donor support, including for ADC. 

At the start of ADC’s engagement with Mozambique in the early 1990s there was no PARPA. 
However, the third ADC country programme 2002-2004 was well aligned with PARPA I. The 
evaluation of ADC support in 2004 indicated: “Donors have accepted the PARPA as a government 

owned plan. All of their country programs now refer to the plan and most donors use the PARPA as 
the overriding framework for their activities, trying to support the government in the implementation 
of the plan”.45 The evaluation concluded that ADC’s country programme and interventions were fully 

in line with PARPA. 
 
Based on the recommendations of the 2004 country evaluation, ADC switched in the direction of SBS 
and GBS to further align ADC support to the aid effectiveness agenda, which also meant an alignment 
with GoM policies based on PARPAs. Mozambique became a pilot country for ADC for the provision 
of GBS in 2007 and since 2005 SBS was provided through ProAgri. Despite the fact that there was 
no country strategy in place during the period 2005-2010, ADC continued to align its intervention to 
GoM policies and priorities, including the aid effectiveness agenda. 
  
The 2010-2013 ADC Country Strategy Mozambique refers extensively to PARPA II. It also states that 
in delivering the expected results ADC will follow the preference for budget support whenever 
conditions are met. ADC would provide 60% of its contribution through budget support according to 
the strategy document.46  
 
During the period 2014-2018, ADC continued providing support to Mozambique without a specific 
country strategy being in place. Nevertheless, alignment with GoM policies and priorities was still 
given due attention even when the hidden debt crisis negatively affected the dialogue between the 
GoM and DPs during some years (see chapter 2). 
 
Regarding ADC’s continued focus on Sofala province, ADC has also aligned its support to provincial 
priorities. Between 2010-2020, Austrian activities in Sofala Province were based on the programmatic 
framework for cooperation in Sofala, the Strategic Development Plan of Sofala (2010-2020) which 
focused on the reduction of Sofala’s poverty rate from 58% to below 40%.  
 
Summarising, from the end-1990s onwards ADC strategies were well aligned with Mozambican 
priorities. This is reflected in the overall objectives such as “Absolute poverty reduced and rapid, yet 

sustainable and comprehensive economic growth promoted” in the 2010-2013 strategy, which were 
based on the PARPA. ADC continued to align its support closely to the various PARPA’s, including 

the sector choice and the choice of aid modalities. In line with the Paris Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness, for which Mozambique was one of the frontrunners, ADC made increasing use of 
country systems since 2004 in an attempt to strengthen capacities and national institutions in 
Mozambique. GoM interviewees indicated their appreciation of ADC strategies and choices. 

                                                        
45  Ibid, p.43. 
46  ADC (2010), Mozambique Country Strategy 2010–2013. Vienna, Austria. 
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Relevance of sector choice 
In the three ADC Country Programmes (1996,1998, 1999-2001 and 2002-2004) and also in the 2010-
2013 Country Strategy there was a main focus on decentralisation. The 2010-213 strategy even 
mentioned decentralisation as a main results area: “Capacity and performance of local government 

to plan, manage and monitor resource allocation in a transparent and efficient manner”.47 The 
government and civil society sector support included various types of support including 
decentralisation, civil society support and most activities were focused on Sofala. In interviews, it was 
argued that the decentralisation support to Sofala was mainly focused on agriculture and rural WASH, 
but the portfolio shows a large variety of different projects in the government & civil society sector 
that are not clearly linked to these two main sectors. While from 2000 to 2005 there was a rather 
strong focus on supporting decentralisation and strengthening capacities of local authorities, 
especially at district level, this focus gradually disappeared from 2005 onwards. Consequently, the 
first Results Area in the 2010-2013 Country Strategy on decentralisation was hardly given any 
attention during the period 2010-2015, with the exception of PASF, which fell under the other Results 
Area of Agriculture.  
 
For the period 2016-2018, quite some changes in ADC funding are visible (see Table 2.2). As GBS 
stopped in 2016, the share of Austrian ODA to the two main sectors increased substantially. In 
addition, the emergency response both in response to the El Niño drought in 2015-16 and to the 2019 
cyclone Idai, which hit central Mozambique, increased. This shows the ability of ADC to respond 
flexibly to emergencies. Since 2018, ADA has also been co-funding the ”Support to Consolidation of 

Democracy in Mozambique” programme (2018-2023), which is funded by the EU. The project aims 
to provide support to the consolidation of democracy in Mozambique by “reinforcing the fairness, 

transparency and credibility of the electoral processes and strengthening capacities of the elected 
representatives and their democratic institutions.”48 
 
While the evaluation team would have liked to analyse the most recent trends of ADC’s sectoral 

choice, especially under the new country strategy 2019-2024, data for the year 2019 was not yet 
available at the time of writing. A trend towards further diversification of sector support is nevertheless 
becoming visible from the portfolio analysis. Interviews indicated that further diversification is taking 
place through the introduction of the nexus approach focusing on food security, water usage, and 
sustainable energy solutions, a new project focusing on “Increasing Food and Nutrition Security for 

Women in the District of Chemba in Sofala Province, Mozambique”, support to an EU election project 

and a new EU Delegated Cooperation project, co-funded by ADC and to be implemented by ADA on 
peace dividend.49 While one could certainly argue that the new funding areas are related to ongoing 
activities (e.g. food security is linked to agriculture) and/or are focused on Sofala, there is a clear risk 
of loss of focus. The evaluation team was informed by ADA stakeholders that the new food and 
nutrition project implemented by the World Food Programme (WFP) started because ADA HQ wanted 
to increase its number of projects with gender marker 2 with a preference for a project to be 
implemented by UNFPA. However, UNFPA was too busy and referred ADA to WFP, which came up 
with this project proposal. In practice, this means that that ADC has been broadening its portfolio 
further (nexus, democracy support, peace in Sofala and nutrition) in order to address ‘related’ needs 

and to address requests from ADA HQ.  
 

                                                        
47  ADC, 2010, Country Strategy Mozambique 2010–2013, p. 19. 
48  IDEA, 2020, Mozambique. Stockholm, Sweden: International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance. Retrieved 

on 6 April 2020 from: https://www.idea.int/our-work/where-we-work/africa-west-asia/mozambique. 
49  The implementation by ADC of the Sofala component of a new EU Delegated Cooperation project ‘Support to the 

consolidation of peace in Mozambique, Phase 1: local governance and early economic recovery”, in the provinces of Tete, 
Manica and Sofala fits the increasing ADC Sofala focus. The project volume is financed under the 11th European 
Development Fund (EDF) over the time period 2020-2024. Out of the total budget, €9.5 million are targeted for Sofala 

Province under the indirect management with ADA. Additionally, ADC will provide €1 million of co-financing.  

https://www.idea.int/our-work/where-we-work/africa-west-asia/mozambique
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The sector overview of ADC support presented in Chapter 2 shows that there have always been at 
least three main areas/sectors of support and recently further diversification is taking place. The 
sectoral distribution for Sofala therefore largely mirrors the overall sectoral distribution for 
Mozambique (see Annex 4, Figure A4.2). This should not come as a surprise, however, given that 
around 50% of total financial aid to Mozambique has a Sofala focus according to the portfolio data. 
 
There is no doubt that all sectors and areas of support address important development needs. 
Nevertheless, in view of the international debate on aid or development effectiveness and the related 
focus on sector concentration50, it can be questioned whether a three sectors support is not too much 
for a small donor such as ADC with an annual budget of € 4 million. In 2008, the Member States of 
the EU, including Austria, together with the European Commission in Mozambique agreed on 
implementing the EU Code of Conduct on Division of Labour in Development Policy, in which “each 

donor should focus their initiatives on three sectors with a possibility to also remain active in so called 
non-focal sectors.”51 In this context, it was stated that ADC reduced its areas of intervention and paid 
even more attention to decentralisation, devolution of power and delivery of integrated services in 
Sofala Province. During our document review (especially OECD-DAC documents and literature on 
aid fragmentation) and interviews in Vienna and Maputo, it also became clear that internal 
discussions on the number of sectors to be supported through ADC have taken place: 
• Some interviewees suggested that ADC should stick to one sector – agriculture/rural development 

– and reduce ADC’s commitment in other sectors such as WASH. By focusing on one specific 

sector, Austria could improve its visibility vis-à-vis the GoM, the private sector and beneficiaries. 
While the beneficiaries and local/national authorities recognise and acknowledge ADC support in 
both sectors, there is reason to believe ADC's efficiency would be increased substantially if ADC 
were to concentrate on one sector for a longer period of time. 

• Others pushed for a stronger involvement of ADC in private sector development in the 2010s but 
this suggestion received very little support from ADA HQ.  

• Others argued that ADC’s support in Mozambique should be more diversified, illustrated by the 

adoption of the nexus approach. 
 

In these internal discussions on the appropriate sector choice, it remains crucial that capacity – or 
the lack of capacity – needs to be taken into account: for example, the Flemish cooperation with 
Mozambique (annual support to Mozambique €6-8 million i.e. 1.5-2 times the support provided by 
Austria) focuses on one sector ‘only’; in a similar vein, EU support in Mozambique (which is 

substantially larger than Austrian bilateral support) takes place in two sectors ‘only’. The sector choice 

by these two and other donors casts significant doubt whether Austria’s increased sector 

diversification in Mozambique with a relatively small budget volume and limited capacity at ADA and 
the Head of Coordination Office is justified, and whether ADC is really able to provide meaningful 
financial and technical support in two or even more sectors.  
 
Aid modality mix 
The right aid modality mix has been discussed frequently between MFA and ADA. During interviews, 
MFA and ADA representatives stated that there is no bullet-proof formula for the right aid modality 
mix as different approaches have distinct advantages and disadvantages. Table 4.1 provides an 
overview of ADC’s aid modality mix in Mozambique over the period 1992-2018. 
 

                                                        
50  ADE, 2017, Evaluation of EU Joint Programming Process of Development Cooperation (2011-2015) Final Report Volume 

II – Annexes March 2017, Mozambique Country Note, p.294. The evaluation shows that Austria was active in 9 sectors. 
This is more than what the portfolio overview shows, but might be due to the fact that all Austrian ODA is taken into 
account and not only CPA. 

51  ADC, 2019, Country Strategy Mozambique 2019–2024, Vienna, Austria, p. 2. 
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Table 4.1 ADC modalities in Mozambique, 1992-2018 

Period Development cooperation context 
Mozambique 

ADC aid modalities 

1992-2004 Rapidly increasing aid to Mozambique 

and large number of donors. Evolution 

from project aid to pooled funding and 

sector and General Budget Support 

Project support via private companies and NGOs. 

2005-
2015: 
 
2005-2010 
 
 
 
2011-2015 

 

 

Height of implementation of the Paris 

Declaration; Mozambique as success 

story; 

 

 

From 2010 some gradual changes in 

donor policies; ProAgri discontinued. 

Contribution to Sector Budget Support in agriculture 

(ProAgri) from 2005 to 2010. 

 

Contribution to GBS from 2008 to 2015. 

 

On-budget support to national programmes in 

agriculture (sometimes with specific Sofala focus). 

 

On-budget support to PRONASAR Common Fund 

from 2014 onwards. 

 

Project support via NGOs. 

2016-2018 Hidden debt crisis. End of GBS and 

rapid change of aid modalities: back to 

project aid and some forms of common 

funds. Withdrawal of donors.  

Joint Fund Rural WASH (PRONASAR);  

On-budget support national programmes in 

Agriculture and rural WASH at national and provincial 

level;  

Project support via NGOs and UN. 

 
During the first sub-period from 1992 to 2004, the primary aid modality was project support via private 
parties such as consulting firms (such as Mautner-Markhof Agroservice, Austroprojekt GTZ GmbH 
or ECOTEC GmbH) and NGOs. While there was a lot of direct communication and collaboration with 
the provincial government, the policy dialogue with the central government was difficult. Based on 
the recommendations of the 2004 evaluation, Austria changed towards more innovative pooled 
support and budget support from 2005 onwards in line with changes in the Mozambican development 
context. Nevertheless, throughout the entire evaluation period, ADC always continued to provide 
project support via non-governmental organisations (NGOs) through partnerships with organisations 
such as Horizont 3000, Hilfswerk Austria, Entwicklungswerkstatt Austria and CARE Austria.  
 
GBS became the most important type of support during the period 2010-2015. Coordination of GBS 
was agreed in 1999 and formalised in 2000 as a “common framework agreement” in a Joint Donor 

Programme for Macro-Financial Support between the government and bilateral donors. An original 
group of six donors rapidly expanded to 10 in 2002, 17 in 2005, and 19 in 2012.52 Mozambique was 
the only African country to receive GBS from Austria.53 This decision to provide GBS to Mozambique 
was discussed extensively as some ADC/ADA staff members were sceptical of using national 
systems. The 2010 Mozambique country study of the evaluation ADC budget support operations 
stated that budget support was very rapidly phased into the country portfolio and pointed at some 
structural constraints – in particular budgetary constraints after the financial crisis – within ADA and 
MFA regarding the provision of budget support.54 ADC’s contribution to GBS stopped with the hidden 

                                                        
52  Richard Batley et al (2006), Joint Evaluation of General Budget Support 1994–2004, Mozambique Country Report  
 Andrew Lawson et al (2014), Independent Evaluation of Budget Support to Mozambique, 2005 -2012, Final Report Volume 

I, p.xvi.  
53  Uganda only received sector budget support which was also suspended; no budget support was provided for Ethiopia and 

Burkina Faso. 
54  De Groot, A., Cornelissen, W., and I. Rothmann, (2010), Comparative Review of Austrian Development Cooperation's 

Budget Support Operations, Country Report Mozambique, p.29-30. 
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debt crisis when GBS was suspended. In the ADC Mozambique Country Strategy 2019-2024 the 
option for “an eventual resumption of any kind of budget support” is mentioned with “concrete terms 

and conditions to be defined, depending among others on appropriate anti-corruption measures to 
be taken by the GoM assuring as well clear criteria for monitoring and reporting”.55  
 
In the aftermath of the hidden debt crisis, ADC’s main aid modalities became pooled funding to the 

extent possible, direct support to national programmes and project aid. While most donors completely 
suspended GBS and SBS and only provided off-budget support via projects and programmes, Austria 
still provided direct on-budget support to the GoM at various levels without much technical assistance. 
While ADC considers training of extensionists in state formation centers/schools, or the regular 
inspections by the General Inspectorate of MASA (financed by ADC) as part of institutional learning 
and technical assistance in a sustainable way, it often does not possess the institutional mechanisms 
and the capacity to systematically provide non-financial technical assistance throughout the full 
project management cycle. 
 
While some ADC staff members were in favour of contributing to national programmes using 
government systems, which were felt to be reliable enough, others were in favour of a more traditional 
project approach. An important additional argument was that ADC aimed to combine support at the 
national level with local implementation. Austria would continue contributing to policy dialogue and 
change at the national level drawing from local level implementation experience. 
  
Relevance of ADC support to agriculture  
Between 1992 and 2018, 25% of total ADC disbursements were in the agricultural sector (see Annex 
4, Portfolio analysis). The share of commitments to this sector was rather low between 1992 and 
2004 (8%), but then increased to 31% from 2005 to 2015 and increased further to 39% between 2016 
and 2018. 
 
Before 2004, the country programmes paid specific attention to rural development in general. From 
2002 to 2004, the focus in agriculture – one of the seven areas covered at the time – shifted from 
increasing the productivity of rural farmers to promoting commercialization of surplus production.56 
The 2004 country evaluation did not report on specific immediate results or outcomes achieved in 
agriculture, but in the annexes 2 profiles of agricultural projects are presented.57 In addition, the 
evaluation articulated strategic and institutional challenges of ProAgri I. In 2005, Austria decided to 
join ProAgri I and this funding was continued in ProAgri II in 2007. This decision was to a large extent 
based on the 2004 country evaluation, which recommended to provide less scattered project support.  
 
However, it is not clear from the documents and interviews whether and how the critical observations 
from the ProAgri I evaluation (see Chapter 2) and the 2004 country evaluation were taken into 
account. In 2005, there was a clear ADC desire to join budget support as the Paris Declaration for 
aid effectiveness was just agreed upon. Joining ProAgri became the first ADC budget support ever.58  
 
The portfolio overview in Annex 4 shows the evolution of aid modalities in the agricultural sector in 
Table A4.2. Before 2005 all ADC support to the agricultural sector consisted of project support. From 
2005 to 2009, 91% of this support consisted of SBS (i.e. ProAgri I and II). This shows that the project 
support mainly with NGOs as implementing partners was almost completely phased out in 2005. 
                                                        
55  ADC, 2019, Country Strategy Mozambique 2019–2024, Vienna, Austria. p. 3. 
56  Manndorf, H., et al (2004), Evaluation of the Country Programme Mozambique of the Austrian Development Cooperation, 

Final Report, p.25. 
57  1) PROMEC focusing on commercialisation of cash crops via buyers’ clubs; and 2) the Support Programme to ProAgri in 

Sofala (APROS) focusing on strengthening planning and financial management for agriculture and rural development at 
district and provincial level. 

58  De Groot, A., Cornelissen, W., and I. Rothmann, (2010), Comparative Review of Austrian Development Cooperation's 
Budget Support Operations, Final Synthesis Report, Volume 1: Main report, Ecorys, p. 5. 
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From 2016, support became more diversified again with new project support via NGOs (27%) and 
multilaterals (one third). Over the entire evaluation period, almost two third of total ADC support to 
the agriculture sector was provided in some form of SBS. 
 
The ADA project appraisal documents provide little insight why ADA decided to provide direct support 
to MASA for the implementation of PEDSA and later PNISA as only bilateral donor. When ProAgri II 
fell apart at the end of 2010, Austria decided together with Finland to continue funding of PEDSA 
programming as the basis for further donor support. By that time, Canada already decided not to 
continue direct support to the Ministry in line with almost all other donors. However, after less than a 
year Finland found that the conditions for direct support to the Ministry and thus to PEDSA and PNISA 
were not met and discontinued its support. This left Austria alone as donor to support the Ministry 
with an amount of €0.5-1 million per year. Whether and how this limited amount could meaningfully 
contribute to much needed reform in the sector and help addressing the main challenges was not 
discussed in depth according to Austrian interviewees, although some ADA and MFA staff in Vienna 
indicated that they questioned this choice at the time. Other donors, NGOs and even some GoM 
interlocutors (of-the-record) questioned in interviews this type of Austrian support (i.e. a rather small 
amount of direct financial support without clear conditions, no technical assistance and no 
coordination with other donors).  
 
Austrian stakeholders in ADA and the MFA indicated in interviews that the main justification for this 
support to national programmes, which in fact was a type of budget support, was to continue 
strengthening government systems in the agricultural sector. The ADC Country Strategy 2010-2013 
formulated as one of three results areas “Public service delivery in the area of agriculture for 

sustainable rural development improved by 2013 in quality and quantity in districts and municipalities 
of Sofala Province Mozambique”.59 The Austrian programme support documents for PEDSA and 
PNISA do not indicate what the assumed cause-effect linkages are between the PEDSA and PNISA 
funding at national level and this results area. Neither the interviews nor the documents could indicate 
how M&E would take place especially regarding results for smallholders. An evaluation of PNISA in 
2017 funded by AGRA/The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and the 
World Bank60, shows that limited progress was made. Most of the PNISA targets were not achieved. 
The assessment concludes that after nearly five years of implementation, tangible results at impact 
and outcome levels which can be attributed clearly to PNISA, were still in their early stages. There 
were also major financial shortfalls as the required funding was not mobilised and there was limited 
effective coordination. Even though donor funding (off-budget) was substantially less than planned, 
Austrian funding was not more than 0.5% of total donor funding to PNISA. 
 
From 2013 onwards, the ADC support to the agricultural sector shifted from overall sector support to 
support to the extension services. This was done in two complementary ways:  
1. In 2013, ADA started providing direct support to the extension services in Sofala (PASF); 
2. For the period 2015-2017 the PNISA support was earmarked for the Extension Agricultural 

Programme, Component 1, Agricultural Production and Productivity.61 
 

This led to earmarked support to the extension services at national level (PNISA support) and at 
provincial level (PASF). The aim was to strengthen the government extension services through 
training and providing them the means to function (e.g. training, kits, motorcycles and alike). This 
would enable the extension workers to reach more farmers and provide them with advice and inputs 

                                                        
59  ADC, Mozambique Country Strategy 2010-2013, Annex with logframe, p. 19. 
60  R. Anson, J. Mutundo, and H. Zavale, (2017), Mozambique National Agricultural Investment Plan (PNISA): Assessment. 

Maputo, Mozambique: Government of Mozambique. Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security (MASA). 
https://www.masa.gov.mz/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/PNISA_Assessment_Final-Version_Nov-28.pdf The ADA 
coordination office participated in evaluation meetings  

61  MASA and ADC (2015), Memorandum of Understanding. 

https://www.masa.gov.mz/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/PNISA_Assessment_Final-Version_Nov-28.pdf
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that would allow them to improve their farming techniques that should lead to increased yields and 
production, improved food security and better incomes. However, government extension services are 
very low in numbers, scattered and those that exist reach a limited number of farmers. In addition, in 
order to serve sufficient farmers, activities are spread out over a large number of farmers such as 
multiplication of seeds in one place, an irrigation scheme for an individual farmer, a horticulture 
nursery, and some conservation agriculture techniques in other places.  
 
Integrated value chains approaches are pursued only to a limited extent. ADA as a relatively small 
donor with little funds cannot compete with big donors, as donors like WB and EU but also private 
sector firms have more financial resources and better know-how to deal with integrated value chains. 
However, many associations and individual farmers supported by ADC-funded extension services 
were/are part of established value chains, for example rice. Field visits and interviews showed that 
support and provision of agriculture inputs seems to be “spread out” with no laid out strategy to 
support particular value chains in an integrated manner focused on production and productivity 
targets.  
 
There is no evidence that plans and budgets of the PASF Sofala are based on an analysis of 
structural constraints, which has been translated in a clear and consistent approach with activities 
leading to clear immediate results and outcomes, with a M&E system based on indicators at the 
various levels. In other words, the support is planned in terms of "outputs" (“# of this and # of that"), 
rather than relevant outcome agriculture outcomes, such as increased production, productivity, 
income, and others in line with overall ADC objectives and country-specific objectives.  
 
There is also no evidence that a value chain and/or integrated approach is being considered. All 
inputs are provided for free except for one or two mentions that benefitted farmers producing 
improved seeds are selling these seeds to other farmers. While there is awareness of climate change 
issues, the extension services cannot systematically address them. Also, the gender approaches are 
not very systematic: there are female extension workers and there is outreach to female farmers. 
However, there is no analysis of different interests of men and women and their division of roles and 
responsibilities that translate into gender-specific planning and systemic reporting on gender-
differentiated results.  
 
This means that this Austrian support to the extension services, which is very much appreciated at 
national and in particular at provincial level, can be questioned in terms of its potential to address the 
many structural challenges the agricultural sector is facing and its contribution to the required change. 
This is illustrated, for example, in the still relatively poor monitoring by the extension services and the 
lack of monitoring of outcome level indicators in the context of PASF. Also, GoM and Austrian 
stakeholders are aware of these challenges as was indicated in interviews.  
 
Austria showed good flexibility in its response to cyclone Idai in 2019. In consultation with MASA and 
FAO as implementing partner it was decided to reallocate €1 million PNISA extension support for the 

year 2019 and to allocate €0.65 million as an addendum to the FAO contract to buy and distribute 

improved seeds and small agricultural tools.62 
 
The overview above shows that since 2017 the support to the agricultural sector has broadened again 
not only in terms of implementing partners, but also in terms of content as reflected in the nexus 
approach linking humanitarian aid with development assistance and food security and the nutrition 
programme in Chemba focused on women. As indicated above, these are all very relevant issues, 
but it can be questioned whether ADC with its limited resources can address all these issues in a 
meaningful way. 
                                                        
62  ADC, 2019, AT Response to tropical cyclones IDAI and Kenneth 2019. KoBu Maputo, Mozambique: ADC. 
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Relevance of ADC support to rural WASH  
Table A4.3 in Annex 4 shows that the aid modality mix in rural WASH was more varied than in 
agriculture with 47% of the total sector support provided as project support and the remainder via 
multilaterals (23%) and as support to national programmes (30%) 
 
From 1992 to 2004 the ADC support to the WASH sector consisted mainly of project support, which 
was focused on Sofala and some contributions to UNICEF. The flagship project was PAARSS 
(Programa de Abastecimento de Água Rural e Saneamento de Sofala), which ran from 1999 to 2011-
12. PAARSS was considered as an innovative and successful project as was indicated in interviews 
at provincial, district and national level. Its main features were improvement of the functioning of the 
provincial water and sanitation department (DAS), construction and rehabilitation of water points, 
introduction of small solar systems in remote areas, and construction of over 400 ecological latrines.  
 
In 2014, ADC started supporting the Sector Programme: PRONASAR, via GoM Systems and with no 
earmarking. The PRONASAR elapsed in 2015 and the Common Fund arrangement was extended 
for 2 years. In 2018, given that the new PRONASAR document was still being drafted and a new 
Joint Fund mechanism was being designed, Austria could not disburse to the Common Fund and 
decided to fund the rural WASH sector via UNICEF.63 The €1 million ADC contribution to UNICEF in 

2018 was mainly used to fund solar powered mini-water systems in three provinces (Tete, Nampula, 
Zambézia). Sofala was purposefully left out given that Austria had started the Água Sofala Project 
with the Sofala provincial Government. The prioritisation of applying the budget for solar powered 
mini-water systems came mainly from UNICEF’s ongoing experience with this technology and option. 

Other options (e.g. water in schools or health centres, water pumps) were consciously excluded.  
 
The Sofala provincial Government also developed specific targets in the rural WASH sector. The 
target is to reach 15,000 people, which means adding about 1% of rural coverage.64 The initial plan 
was to build 12 systems;65 the current plan is to build six to seven systems, reaching the same number 
of people, while also government operating costs and the acquisition of some assets and equipment 
(motorcycles and laptops) are foreseen. The procurement of construction and supervision of 
construction of the actual systems will be done by the Provincial Directorate of Public Works, 
Housing, & Water Resources (DPOPHRH) using government systems, with capacity building support 
from UNICEF. 
 
The implementation at local level restarted in 2018 with the Água Sofala project, which was the first 
contract signed by ADC directly with the Provincial level (Governor), after prior authorisation by the 
national level (MINEC). With this project, ADC plans to fund nine small systems and six inclusive 
latrines with a contribution of about €1.5 million directly to DPOPHRH of Sofala. Some interviewees 
are critical of the lack of complementary measures (technical assistance, capacity building support) 
especially given the known low capacity of provincial authorities, let alone district authorities with 
regard to the project management cycle of building small systems. Since end 2019 there is a new 
programme manager for rural WASH, which for the first time provides the coordination office with 
technical expertise in that area. This is meant to provide technical assistance to implementing 
partners, in particular the Sofala province authorities responsible for rural WASH.  
 

                                                        
63  This is similar to the arrangement made in 2015 by DFID, following hidden debt crisis. After the hidden debt crisis, DFID 

could not continue to put money On-CUT so it requested UNICEF to be its Fund Manager for PRONASAR funds. UNICEF 
implements using government procurement systems, but disbursements are done based on good execution via separate 
bank accounts (not On-CUT). 

64  According to the 2017 Census, Sofala had 1,281,356 people living in rural areas in 2017. For 2020, INE projects 
1,513,732 people living in rural areas in Sofala.  

65  The 12 systems refer to the ADC contribution to UNICEF for which the UNICEF-Austria WASH concept note specifically 
mentions 12 systems. 
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In October 2019, a gender analysis of Água Sofala was conducted.66 It concludes that there is no 
strategic gender approach in the sector included in the PRONASAR document. It is not clear whether 
these issues were addressed in the policy dialogue between GoM and the DPs. Also, at the level of 
Sofala province and district level this study found limited involvement of women in decision-making 
and no monitoring on gender-sensitive indicators. Main stakeholders at province and district level do 
take some gender considerations into account. There are women in the water committees and some 
women in mechanics. However, gender is not systematically addressed. The gender analysis also 
points at capacity issues at province and district level to address gender in a systematic way. This 
reinforces the questions regarding the approach of Austrian support, which does not include technical 
advice as a component of its support.67  
 
In 2020, the PRONASAR Joint Fund has become operational. Austria, UNICEF and Switzerland 
disbursed for the PRONASAR Joint Fund in 2019. DFID is currently concluding their ongoing Project 
via their fund manager (UNICEF) and is expected to contribute to the Joint Fund in 2021. 
 
 

4.1.2 Coherence and coordination 

 
Coherence and coordination among Austrian stakeholders 
 

 
 
As indicated above, the evaluation focuses on ADC engagement with Mozambique, which is part of 
the broader Austrian engagement with Mozambique (see section 2.3). From 1992 to 2018, ADA 
Country Programmable Aid (CPA) accounted for approximately two-thirds of total ODA as disaster 
funds and soft loans are not included (see Chapter 2). The OECD-DAC Peer Review of Austria in 
2015 indicated that the overall share of Austria’s bilateral aid that is programmed at country level 

remained relatively small (around 15% of Austria’s total bilateral aid which is far below the OECD-
DAC average of 55%).68 The implication is that Mozambique, one of Austria’s priority partner 

countries, does not figure prominently among the overall top ten Austrian aid recipients as presented 
in the latest OECD-DAC statistics.69 Turkey is by far the largest recipient of Austrian ODA, followed 

                                                        
66  Blid, N. and K. Ugaz-Simonsen (2019), Análise de Género do Programa de Água e Saneamento, “Água Sofala 2018– 

2020”. 
67  The fact that the local Programme Manager, Erasmo Saraiva, – supported by CO head and HQ – has always been close 

to the planning, implementation and reviews and steering for a underlines that ADC has given much advice at nearly all 
stages of the project/program cycles. However, relatively little technical assistance throughout the full project management 
cycle including, for example, sending well qualified national consultants or experts into the field to teach skills and to help 
solve problems in their areas of specialization, such as irrigation, agriculture, and rural WASH has been provided. 

68  OECD Development Co-operation Peer Reviews (2015), Austria, p.9. 
69  OECD, 2020, Development finance data. https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-

finance-data/ 

Main findings on coherence and coordination: 
• There have been many efforts to increase the coherence of Austrian engagement with Mozambique, 

which have led to good information exchange and some synergies. However, coherence of Austrian 

engagement is limited by structural factors such as the complex institutional set-up and limited capacity; 

• The key Austrian stakeholders – ADA coordination office and HQ, MFA including the Embassy in 

Pretoria, the consul and other Austrian development and non-development actors- inform each other 

and work closely together to the extent possible. Only recently more consistent attention has been paid 

to implementation of a Whole-of-Government approach but it is too early to assess whether this has 

already led to improvements; 

• ADC has been actively engaged in policy dialogue and donor coordination at the national level, sector 

level and within the EU context. 
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by Bosnia and Herzegovina and Ukraine. Mozambique ranks 20th. The main recipients of Austrian 
ODA in Sub-Saharan Africa besides Mozambique are Uganda, Ethiopia, Kenya and Burkina Faso. 
 
The 2015 OECD-DAC Peer Review also indicates that “Austria’s strategies at partner country level 

do not yet cover all of its activities or interventions…..Whole-of-government country strategies and 
objectives would facilitate a more coordinated approach at the operational level in partner countries. 
A more coordinated approach at country level requires whole-of-government strategies”.70  
 
These overall findings are confirmed for Mozambique at the time. The 2010-2013 Country Strategy 
does not refer to any whole-of-government approach, but activities that are not covered through the 
ADC engagement are listed such as private sector and development and research and education 
under the heading of ‘other financing tools”.71 The 2019-2024 Country Strategy does include a 
heading “Policy coherence, instruments and financial envelope” under which it is mentioned that the 

”Whole-of-Government approach shall guide all interventions implemented under this Country 
Strategy”.72 This means that during the evaluation period 1992-2018 formally no whole-of-
government approach was pursued, but this started in 2019. The latest OECD-DAC peer review 
states: “While newer strategies integrate results matrices and recognise the importance of a whole-
of-government approach, they continue to focus on the activities of ADC, which comprises a small 
share (27%) of Austria’s overall bilateral ODA budget”.73 The peer review also states that the 
fragmented nature of Austria’s development co-operation system presents challenges for co-
ordination and a more coherent whole-of-government approach in priority countries and territories 
would be needed. The same structural problems regarding the implementation of a whole-of-
government approach in Mozambique were found by the evaluation team. 
 
Nevertheless, despite these structural limitations, the various Austrian key stakeholders always 
worked together and aimed to exchange information and realise policy coherence to the extent 
possible. 
 
Throughout the evaluation period, the Austrian-Mozambican relations remain determined to a large 
extent by the development cooperation relationship. The community of Austrians in Mozambique is 
rather small and does not exceed 50 persons. The same applies to the Mozambican community in 
Austria. Business relations are still relatively limited, although both countries see potential for the 
intensification of the business relations. In 2019, a Mozambican business delegation visited Austria.74 
Most of the Austrian business activities in Mozambique so far are supported with some sort of ODA 
(see overview below). The Austrian Development Bank (Österreichische Entwicklungsbank, OeEB) 
so far did not close any projects in Mozambique. 
 
The main components of the broader Austrian engagement with Mozambique are as follows: 
 
Other ADC funds 
• Humanitarian assistance via the Foreign Disaster Relief Fund, which is administered by the 

MFA and determined by the Council of Ministers. Funds are mostly issued via ADA or the MFA 
itself to international organisations or Austrian non-governmental organisations. As part of the 
coordinated Austrian response to the tropical cyclones Idai and Kenneth in 2019 (see below)75, 
€1.75 million was made available through this fund, €1.25 million via Austrian NGOS and €0.5 

                                                        
70  Ibid, p.26. 
71  ADC, Mozambique Country Strategy 2010–2013, p.14-16. 
72  ADC, Mozambique Country Strategy 2019–2024, p.7. 
73  OECD Development Co-operation Peer Reviews (2020), Austria, p.18. 
74  Initially, President Nyusi would head the delegation. However, due to political changes in Austria the President was 

replaced by the Minister of Agriculture as Head of the Mozambican delegation. 
75  Kobü, AT response to tropical cyclones IDAI and Kenneth 2019. 
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million via UNOCHA. Other humanitarian assistance is provided via the country programme (see 
portfolio overview above and in Annex 4) and via the support to NGOs. 

• NGO funding. Austria provides multi-annual funding to NGOs, which are active in various 
countries including Mozambique, sectors and types of assistance. The share of the NGO-funding 
(mainly Austrian NGOs) that is allocated by these NGOs to Mozambique is not fully reflected in 
the portfolio overview. However, NGOs can also be implementing partners of projects that are 
part of the CPA and this is reflected in the portfolio overview. Various of these NGOs are also 
active in Sofala province.76 

• Regional ADC cooperation programmes, which also cover Mozambique such as the SADC 
programme. 

• Economic Partnerships. There is presently one project on poultry entrepreneurship 
implemented in Mozambique and Uganda. The project started in December 2017 and is expected 
to end in November 2020. 

• Higher education and research partnerships through APPEAR (Austrian Partnership 
Programme for Higher Education and Research in Development) in particular in agriculture such 
as the partnership on “Innovating Sustainable Agriculture in Mozambique”. 

• Diverse activities such as some funding of vocational training in Sofala by Young Africa, a small 
contribution to a renovated house for cultural activities in Beira, etc. 

 
Other Austrian ODA actors 
• Soft loans (or tied aid credits) are provided by the Austrian Credit Export Agency 

(Oesterreichische Kontrollbank Aktiengesellschaft – OeKB) on behalf of the Federal Ministry for 
Finance (FMF) to support developing and emerging countries. These concessional loans enable 
governments of developing and emerging countries to finance sustainable projects by Austrian 
exporters under particularly favourable conditions Recipient countries and Austrian entrepreneurs 
profit equally from this special type of financing.77 Inclusion of the MFA should assure that aspects 
related to sustainability and of developmental relevance are incorporated in the assessment of all 
soft loan projects. There is no good overview of the soft loans provided to Mozambique over time, 
but with the hidden debt crisis the soft loans were interrupted. Interviews indicated that the 
construction of two hospitals as turnkey projects by VAMED, an Austrian global provider for 
hospitals, in the province of Nampula (Memba and Monapo) has been the main beneficiary of soft 
loans so far. In addition, metallic bridges meant for the N6 road in Sofala were funded with 
Austrian soft loans, but these bridges are still not installed as Mozambique took another loan from 
China that rehabilitated the entire N6 including the bridges. The bridges are in a warehouse in the 
district of Dondo in Mozambique, but not installed as this was not included in the soft loan. Already 
for some years the destination of the bridges is discussed between the Austrian company and 
Mozambique; 

• Austria was apparently the first country to open the credit line again after the 2019 cyclones after 
consultation with IMF, World Bank and African Development Bank (AfDB). An amount of €20 

million has been made available in 2019/20 for the planning of a new hospital for Buzi district in 
Sofala (to be based on higher ground in Guara-Guara) and for irrigation systems in Inhambane 
and Sofala. 

• The OECD-DAC Peer Review of Austria78 indicates that there are no formal links between soft 
loans and ADC programmes even in priority countries. Moreover, the same documents state that 
the export credit agency does not appear to either monitor or evaluate the development results 
of its soft loans. The assessment of the soft loans is beyond the scope of this evaluation. The 
President of Mozambique opened the Hospital of Monapo, and expressed his satisfaction with 

                                                        
76  The evaluation team met with representatives of NGOs in a focus group discussion in Beira. 
77  See OeKB, 2020, Soft loans, Vienna: Austria: Oesterreichische Kontrollbank. Accessed on 19 February 2020: 

https://www.oekb.at/en/development-financing/soft-loans.html. 
78  OECD-DAC, 2015, Peer review of Austria, p.27. 

https://www.oekb.at/en/development-financing/soft-loans.html
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the quality of the hospital. He also expressed interest in having more similar investments.  
 
The hub function of the coordination office was already mentioned in section 2.3. According to all 
Austrian interviewees, the various Austrian actors – MFA including the Embassy in Pretoria, ADA in 
Vienna and the coordination office in Maputo and the consul in Maputo – have a clear division of 
roles and responsibilities, work closely together and exchange information.  
 
The well-coordinated Austrian response to the tropical cyclones Idai and Kenneth in 2019/20 does 
show the Austrian capacity and willingness to respond quickly and flexibly to changes in Mozambique 
and the ability to combine different ADC and non-ADC funding instruments. Not only was the credit 
line for soft loans reopened, new money made available through the Foreign Disaster Fund, but also 
some project budgets were reallocated (e.g. the 2019 budget for PNISA support to the Ministry of 
Agriculture was completely used to buy improved seeds and equipment for the affected farmers). 
 
The semi-annual coordination office reports mention several examples of synergies between the 
various Austrian activities. Also, the interviews, focus group discussions and field visit pointed at 
exchange of information and some synergies. However, it also became clear through the interviews 
and focus group discussion with Austrian stakeholders that establishing synergies among a rather 
dispersed set of components requires time and energy, which is a main bottleneck in practice. 
Therefore, in practice real synergies are rather limited and the various actors are not always aware 
of activities in the same sector also funded by Austria. For example, while there is on the one hand 
collaboration between ESMABAMA – an NGO indirectly supported by ADC – regarding training of 
government and NGO extension agents, on the other hand GoM agricultural extension agents in the 
districts are not aware of the agricultural activities implemented by Austrian NGOs. There is a lack of 
coordination on the ground and there is no common insight into the coverage of government and 
non-government extension agents. NGOs are of the opinion that during some time Austria (and other 
donors) focused too exclusively on funding the GoM, while according to them NGO’s operate in closer 

cooperation with the population. NGOs do coordinate with the GoM at provincial and district level, 
but the type and intensity of coordination varies from one sector to another and from one NGO to 
another. Some examples of good coordination in small sub-sectors were found, but in the main 
sectors of support such as agriculture coordination is rather limited.  
 
The interviews also pointed at internal ADC discussions on some key issues. For example, prior to 
the publication of the 2019-2024 Country Strategy and the launch of this evaluation, a discussion had 
started within ADC whether Mozambique should continue to be a priority country for ADC, but no 
decision was taken. When two cyclones – Idai and Kenneth – hit Mozambique in 2019, ADC provided 
a very quick response. With the implementation of the new country strategy, the quick cyclone 
response and a new Delegated Cooperation project for the EU that ADA will be implementing, the 
idea for an exit seems to have disappeared. During our interviews, it also became clear that MFA 
and ADA interviewees have different ideas on developing new country strategies. Some interviewees 
are of the opinion that country strategies are a very valuable tool, while others find the country 
strategy processes long and time-consuming with limited value added for the implementation.  
 
Coherence of Austrian engagement with other Development Partners and donor coordination 
Given the dominance of GBS coordination of which Austria was not part in 2004, the 2004 country 
evaluation recommended to clarify ADC’s position on budget support and sector-wide approaches 
(SWAPs). This recommendation was implemented as indicated above in the section on aid 
modalities. From the moment Austria decided to provide GBS in 2007, it participated in the 
coordination meetings, even when at the time there was only the office in Beira and not in Maputo. 
The 2010 evaluation of Austrian Budget Support operations with a country study Mozambique found 
that ADC was generally considered, by the GoM and DPs, as an active, vocal, and competent partner 
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in the budget support dialogue mechanisms. In addition, Austria was considered to be a partner with 
no hidden agendas. Other DPs in Mozambique also indicated that smaller donors such as Austria 
could have an important value added in the policy dialogue regardless of the level of their financial 
contributions, if they would be willing to invest heavily in terms of staff capacities and time and 
specialize thematically in the policy dialogue. Yet, sufficient financial volumes would give a donor a 
more “natural” weight or leverage in the policy dialogue.79 However, Austrian capacity was perceived 
to be limited despite the commitment of individual staff (see section 4.2). 
 
According to interviewees, Austria has been cooperating very well within this process, where Austria 
is also perceived to be one of the more vocal partners. This coincides with Austria’s interest in 

implementing a Delegated Cooperation project, which has now been agreed upon. Also, the Austrian 
contribution to the “Support to Consolidation of Democracy in Mozambique” programme increased 
its visibility within EU coordination. The preparations for the new DC project made Austria also more 
visible in the EU coordination. 
 
In the absence of a general mechanism for dialogue with the GoM, the EU and Member States 
maintained the policy dialogue and Austria actively participated. Some of the main recent issues in 
the dialogue have been the consequence of the hidden debt crisis and the need for taking adequate 
measures, the peace process, the elections, climate change issues and the exploitation of gas 
resources.  
 
Finally, the field visits to Sofala showed that despite some attempts to improve coordination, on the 
ground there is rather limited coordination between the various organisations implementing ADC 
supported agricultural activities i.e. government services, NGOs and multilaterals. This issue came 
up in interviews with GoM, NGOs and multilateral organisations as well during field visits and 
meetings with beneficiaries. There is no evidence found that showed actual coordination of extension 
services by geography or any other criteria. Furthermore, the focus group discussion with partners in 
Beira showed that each partner implements its own activities in agriculture.  
 
After the cyclone Idai, the humanitarian assistance system of cluster coordination was set up in Beira 
with specific clusters dealing with various sectors including WASH and agriculture. While Austria did 
participate in the Post-Disaster Needs Assessment for both sectors at national level, Austria did not 
participate in the cluster coordination in these sectors at Sofala province level because of capacity 
reasons.  
 
 

4.2 Effectiveness at sector level 

In this section the findings at sector level are presented. Already in the ToR (see Annex 1) it was 
requested to focus the analysis of effectiveness on the two main sectors: agriculture and rural WASH. 
This sector level analysis focuses on the national level and Sofala province.  
 
The main evaluation questions that are answered in this section are (see Annex 2 for the evaluation 
matrix with indicators): 
EQ5: To what extent have ADC’s more recent interventions in the agriculture and rural 

water/sanitation sector in Sofala and at the national level contributed to intended immediate results? 
EQ6: To what extent have ADC’s more recent interventions in the agriculture and rural 

water/sanitation sector in Sofala and at the national level contributed to outcomes? 
 

                                                        
79  De Groot, A., Cornelissen, W., and I. Rothmann, (2010), Comparative Review of Austrian Development Cooperation's 

Budget Support Operations; Country Report Mozambique. 
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4.2.1 Agriculture sector 

 

 
 
Immediate results 
Project reports, project evaluations, the 2004 country evaluation and monitoring reports by the 
Coordination Office provide scattered insights into the achievement of immediate results. The 
overview below gives good insight how over the entire evaluation period, reporting – including ADC-
funded evaluations – did not report higher-level results. For the period 1992-2004, the following 
immediate results are mentioned in documents of agricultural projects (PACDIB, PROMEC) and were 
also in a few cases referred to in interviews and during field visits:  
• Creation of 18 “business clubs” and the Bandua Forum (a Forum that integrates the business 

clubs); 
• Building of several warehouses (e.g. Buzi). Most of these were still being used before cyclone 

IDAI; 
• Introduction of conservation agriculture. This is still practiced by some farmers. This was 

reportedly included in the national policy documents. 
 
Between 2013 and 2015, PASF reports show that 186 extensionists were trained80 (which contributed 
to 956 demo plots built and 10,012 farmers trained), 237 associations were legalized, 30 processing 
machines were provided and 37 irrigation systems were built. As for livestock, 14 cleaning tanks and 
treatment corridors were built, which apparently allowed for over 550 thousand baths per year in 2017 
and 2018. For the PNISA extension support for the period 2016-2018, it is reported that 140 
motorcycles have been purchased as well as 1,738 extension kits and 1,900 uniforms and 
communication material was produced. At the level of farmers, it is reported that 209 youths were 
incubated, 344 granaries improved, and 7.528 demo plots established. This is the basic monitoring 
information provided for PASF. 
 
In addition, interviews indicated that capacities of extension workers were improved due to training, 
while also the number of extension agents increased. Nationwide, the number of extensionists 
increased threefold from 640 in 2003 to 2,100 in 2019. 81 Assuming that Mozambique has just over 4 
million small and medium size farmers82 and that the standard is 200 to 250 farmers per extensionist, 
the theoretical coverage is likely to be just between 10.5% and 13%. The 2015 IAI reports that only 
4.3% of small and medium sized farmers benefitted from extension services (4.6% in Sofala). As for 
Sofala, there is no information prior to 2010. The number of extensionist workers duplicated from 90 
in 2010 to 199 in 2019, which is just under 10% of the current total in the country. Provincial 

                                                        
80  The number of extensionists in Sofala grew from 90 in 2010 to 199 in 2019 (Balanço PES 2011 - 2014, 2016 – 2018) 

confirmed in interviews. 
81  MINAG’s annual performance report 2010; MINAG’s annual plans and reports 2006 to 2012, 2014 to 2015, and 2017. 

Figure for 2019 was confirmed by the National Director of Extension Services. 
82  MASA, 2015, Agricultural Household Survey (IAI), 2015, p. 22. Maputo, Mozambique: Government of Mozambique, 

Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security (MASA). 

Key Findings Effectiveness Agriculture: 
• The number of government extension workers, which was a focal area for ADC support, more than tripled 

nationwide since 2003 and doubled in Sofala since 2010. They are also better equipped and trained. 

However, the coverage rate remains extremely low (5-10%); 

• Smallholder farmers benefited from immediate results such as adoption of improved seeds, animal 

traction, fertilizers, improved practices such as crop rotation), planting in straight lines, intercropping and 

cattle vaccination. Adoption rate are rather low with the exception of cattle vaccination; 

• The data show highly fluctuating agricultural production and yield figures. It is likely that there has been 

an increase over the entire evaluation period, but it is not sure whether for the last decade the increase 

in production and productivity has exceeded population growth. 
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government officials report that these 199 extensionists cover 98,500 farmers, which would mean an 
average of 492 farmers per extensionist. This figure is far above the reasonable standards of 200 to 
250 farmers / extension workers and does not seem to be realistic.83  
 
The field visits and interviews pointed at a lack of clarity on selection criteria for the allocation of 
machinery and other equipment (e.g., greenhouses or irrigation systems). In fact, there are no criteria 
on the selection of beneficiaries and/or whether there is a regional or value chain approach in the 
selection of beneficiaries. Indeed, ADA coordination office monitoring reports point at evidence of 
improved production and yields found during monitoring visits. The evaluation team also visited 
farmers that reported improved production due to the use of improved seeds, local multiplication of 
seeds, support from extension services, introduction of irrigation systems, investments in 
greenhouses, livestock treatment corridors, etc. It was already indicated in chapter 3 that the field 
visit selection included probably a positive bias. Therefore, the findings from the field visits were 
triangulated with other findings from interviews and document review, especially statistical evidence. 
According to the 2015 agricultural survey (IAI), there is low adoption of improved seeds, maize (7.1%) 
and rice (1.2%), animal traction (9.2%), fertilizers (chemical – 4.5%, manure – 2.9%). Some practices 
such as crop rotation (23.9%), planting in straight lines (35%) and intercropping (68.2%) show 
relatively higher adoption. Cattle vaccination is relatively high at 68.3%. Sofala province follows a 
similar trend. This confirms to a large extent the findings from the field visits and the interviews.  
 
Outcomes 
According to the Reconstructed Theory of Change (see Annex 2) the intended outcomes of ADC 
support to the agricultural sector are increases in agriculture production and productivity, improved 
access to markets, diversification of agriculture, improved farmers’ satisfaction with the GoM 

services, and sustainable land use. In Annex 6, a detailed overview of nationwide and Sofala 
production and yields for the main food crops are presented. Statistical challenges are also presented 
in the same Annex. A summary of the main results is presented here. 
 
The figures presented by MASA, compiled from several annual reports and based on the Early 
Warning System, show an increase of 50% in the production of cereals, from 2 million tons in 2003/04 
to 3 million tons in 2016/17. Also, for vegetable production a 50% increase is reported. In the same 
period, the population of Mozambique increased 51% from 18.5 million in 2003 to 27.9 million in 
2017. There is a limited increase in yields (27%), which means that the production increase is also 
due to an increase in production area. However, the MASA data, although used for most of the 
national statistics and for policy dialogue, pose many questions with regards to their accuracy and 
reliability. The managers at the Ministry of Agriculture often refer to these figures as being of 
“administrative” nature.84 The Early Warning System is based on data from sampling by extension 
workers, with several layers of assumptions. For example, one of the assumptions is that the 
extension worker selects farmers randomly to put “yield reading plot”. Fieldwork conversations 

showed that this is not a valid assumption. In fact, the extension worker is more likely to put a “yield 

reading plot” for farmers who: a) receive extension support directly; b) have more likelihood of a 
higher yield (because the extensionist himself wants to show yield improvement as a result of 
extension work he/she conducts). There are no “yield reading plots” for farmers who are not covered 

by extension services. As a result, the Early Warning System shows yields (and production) higher 
than those reported in the surveys. 
 

                                                        
83  The SUE (Extension Unificate System/ Sistema Unificado de Extensao) defines as standard 250 farmers per extensionist 

but if the extension service is with the established EMC/FFS and farmer to farmer methodology, the number will increase 
up to 350-400 farmers/ per extensionist.  

84  By “administrative” figures, the interviewed persons (including at the Ministry) mean that the figures are mere projections 
based on assumptions that are not very well articulated and put on paper. Therefore, these assumptions and the basis for 
the statistics is questionable. 
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Table 3.2 Evolution in agricultural production, production area and yields, nationwide and Sofala, based 
on surveys, 2012-2015 

NATIONAL 
CEREALS LEGUMINOSAS ROOTS AND TUBS 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Production (ton) by province. 

small and medium holdings 

2012-2015 (000 tons) 

1.440 1.439 1.697 1.186 386 377 319 294 4.685 - 4.638 3.969 

Production Area by crop 

(000ha) 2012-2015. small and 

medium farms (000 ha) 

2.297 2.565 2.426 2.032 1.148 1.413 1.249 1.015 845 933 960 676 

Yields (ton / ha) 0,63 0,56 0,70 0,58 0,34 0,27 0,26 0,29 5,54 - 4,83 5,87 
Source: Anuário de Estatísticas Agrárias 2012 – 2015. 

 

SOFALA 
CEREALS LEGUMINOSAS ROOTS AND TUBS 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Production (ton) small and 

medium holdings 2012-2015 

(000 tons) 

159 - 174 118 8 - 5 9 241 - 133 169 

Production Area by crop 

(000ha) 2012-2015. small and 

medium farms (000 ha) 

299 - 306 175 45 - 40 28 35 - 26 11 

Yields (ton / ha) 0,53 - 0,57 0,67 0,18 - 0,12 0,32 6,85 - 5,06 15,36 
Source: Anuário de Estatísticas Agrárias 2012 – 2015. 

 
Another more reliable source are the agricultural surveys, which should be conducted every two 
years, but in practice this is not the case. The results of the 2017 survey are not yet available. Table 
3.2 shows that the national production of cereals shows an increase from 1.4 million tons in 2012 to 
1.7 million tons in 2014, followed by a decrease to 1.2 million tons in 2015 most likely related to 
droughts. One should note that the 1.2 million tons production figure for 2015 reported by the survey 
is staggeringly different (half) to the 2015/16 2.4 million tons production reported in the Ministry’s 

annual report. The yields reported by the surveys (560 kgs/ha to 630kgs/ha) are about half of those 
reported in the annual reports of the Ministry (800 kgs/ha to 1.16ton/ha). As for cereals in Sofala, 
there are minor increases in reported yields (570 kgs/ha to 670 kgs/ha) and agricultural production. 
The yields on Sofala are not very different from national averages. 
 
The data show highly fluctuating agricultural production and yield figures. It is likely that there has 
been an increase over the entire evaluation period, but it is not sure whether for the last decade the 
increase in production and productivity exceeds population growth. The figures point at overall 
stagnating development, even when it is known that some projects – including ADC supported 
projects, but also other main agricultural programmes such as in the Zambezi Valley – have led to 
incidental improvements increases in yields. Apparently, this is still too marginal to be reflected as 
overall increases in agricultural production and yields.  
 
There is no reliable information on other outcome indicators such as diversification of production, 
more sustainable land use, improved access to markets and more satisfaction of farmers with GoM 
services. There are some scattered positive findings which cannot be easily generalised, such as 
less diseases for livestock due to treatment corridors etc. 
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4.2.2 Rural WASH sector 

 

 
 
Immediate results 
There is no overview of the immediate results of all ADC funded rural WASH projects, but there are 
some project evaluations available, which vary in quality and do often not present clear overviews of 
results achieved. The 2005 mid-term review regarded PAARSS as being very successful. A total of 
74 water points was constructed at the time and 30 rehabilitated. This included the 
construction/rehabilitation of 2 small pumped solar systems. Additionally, two small piped systems 
were rehabilitated in Marromeu and Inhaminga. With an average of 500 people/water point this 
stands for about 50,000.85 Considering that the rural population of Sofala was about 1.04 million 
(Census of 2007), ADC contributed to increasing Sofala coverage for about 5% over six years. Table 
3.4 presents the water infrastructure constructed and rehabilitated in Sofala from 1999 to 2005. 
Unfortunately, there is no good final evaluation of PAARSS over its entire lifetime. The reason is 
probably that the implementing partner of PAARSS changed over time and a consulting company 
implemented the last phase. The evaluation of PAARSS Phase 4 does not refer to the achievements 
of the previous phases. 
 
There was a mid-term review of PRONASAR in 2013, which was the year that ADC support to 
PRONASAR started. No final evaluation of the PRONASAR was conducted. Annual reports of the 
years 2015 to 2018 refer that over 6,897 water pumps were built, which should – in theory – increase 
rural access rates by 12%; however, the Ministry reports a 7% increase in access from 2015 to 2018 
(see explanation in next paragraph on definition of access). The difference in coverage can partly be 
explained by the change in number of beneficiaries per water point, which decreased from 500 to 
300. The annual reports also indicate that 4,873 water pumps were rehabilitated from 2015 to 2018. 
 
Outcomes 
As for agriculture, there are two main sources of information for rural WASH coverage: 
• 1) annual reports of the Ministry of Public Works based on the Sistema Nacional de Informação 

de Água e Saneamento (SINAS) and  
• 2) the national surveys.  

 
SINAS reports on “access” rather than usage, while the surveys report “usage”. The SINAS 

information on “access” is based on various assumptions. In summarised terms, the number of 
“operational water pumps” is multiplied by 30086 and the number of “operational systems” is multiplied 

by the number of persons it serves theoretically. The key assumption underlying this process is that 
there is an accurate and updated account on the number of “operational water pumps”. While there 

is a theoretical flow of information from district level to the National Directorate of Water Supply and 
Sanitation (DNAAS) both in paper and using electronic means. In practice, several problems persist:  

                                                        
85  Mid-Term Review of PAARSS, 2005, p. 6, 15. 
86  A convention was established that each operational water pump provides access to 300 persons. 

Key Findings Effectiveness Rural WASH: 
• From 1999 to 2011/12 there was a rather innovative ADC-funded project PAARS that led to sustainable 

outcomes both in terms of water supply and sanitation services to the population as well as institutional 

capacity building; 

• ADC support did contribute to some improvement of access to and use of protected water sources and 

improved sanitation although the figures for Mozambique and Sofala – 35% and 43% respectively 

nationwide and Sofala for water use and 21% for sanitation in Sofala – remain very low compared to 

other sub-Saharan African countries.  
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• a) water officials at district level (SDPI) do not check all systems regularly87 and thus have no 
accurate account of the situation on the ground,  

• b) manipulation of numbers is reported to exist as district officials want to show higher coverage 
figures;  

• c) there are low capabilities with manual calculations of coverage, as seen by the figures provided 
by the Provincial Directorate in Sofala (they average district coverages to reach provincial 
coverage). 
 

Regarding the second source of national surveys (including census), the key criticism is the lack of 
rural provincial significance. For provincial data, all surveys report on the province as a whole (urban 
and rural). 
 
According to SINAS, access to safe water sources in rural areas declined from 2014 to 2018 and 
rural sanitation improved from 15% to 28%. For comparison purposes, the urban coverage is much 
higher for both water (78%) and sanitation (55%). 
 
Table 3.4 Urban and rural water and sanitation coverage, according to the Ministry of Public Works 

National coverage 
Coverage rate 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Rural water 50% 38,00% 42,20% 43,10% 45,70% 

Urban water 85% 85,00% 84,00% 77,40% 78,00% 

Rural sanitation 15% 18,00% 20,70% 22,40% 28,30% 

Urban sanitation 50% 57,80% 58,00% 55,00% 54,50% 
Source: Relatório de desempenho da área de abastecimento de água e saneamento 2013, 2015 – 2018. 

 
As for Sofala, according to the information provided by DPOPHRH and discussions with provincial 
government managers, access to water in the rural areas has been stagnant for the past six years, 
mostly due to very low levels of investment and the (higher than estimated) population increase.88 
For 2019, the Provincial Directorate reports that 54% of rural households have access to safe 
sources, higher than what the Ministry reports as national average for the previous year of 2018 
(45%).  
 
Table A6.13 in Annex 6 shows an overview of the differentiation in rural water supply coverage 
reported per district. The 54% access reported by the Provincial Directorate is much higher than the 
35% usage of safe sources reported by the Census. In addition, these data show abnormal changes 
from one year to the next, such as a drop in coverage for Cheringoma district from 82% in 2014 to 
41% in 2015. This points at poor data collection and processing capabilities at all levels as indicated 
in interviews. Further, it seems that provincial coverage is being calculated as an average of district 
coverage percentages, which is wrong. The challenges with the statistical information based on 
SINAS have already been indicated above.  
 
The increase in the coverage of Buzi is explained by: a) before cyclone IDAI, only 110 out of 350 
water pumps were operational, and b) there was a large scale rehabilitation effort by multiple partners 
just after IDAI – which resulted in 330 water pumps working presently according to the district 
managers (SDPI). 

                                                        
87  The technical person of water of Nhamatanda District mentioned that in the past 9 months he was only able to enter 

information of 36 water pumps, out of the 300+ in the District. And that his key concern is to ensure first entry of data, and 
thereafter he would work on updating information. 

88  According to the 2017 Census, the Mozambican population grew 35% from 20.6 million in 2007 to 27.9 million in 2017. 
Source: “Resultados Definitivos do Censo 2017”, accessed on http://www.ine.gov.mz/iv-rgph-2017/mocambique, on 30 
April 2020. 

http://www.ine.gov.mz/iv-rgph-2017/mocambique
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The survey data89 show different figures.90 In Mozambique, use of protected water sources amongst 
rural households increased from 20.3% in 1997 to 35.3% in 2017. In other words, in 2017, according 
to the census data, only 1 in every 3 persons living in rural areas used protected water sources. In 
rural Sofala, the situation is better than the national average, as 42.5% of households use protected 
sources of water. For the use of improved toilets or latrines in rural areas a very slow increase over 
20 years can be seen, from 1.7% in 1997 to 25.3% in 2017 (1.18% coverage increase a year, in 
average). In rural Sofala the situation is worse than the national average, as only 1 in 4 persons use 
improved toilets or latrines. 
 
Table 3.6 Evolution of rural water supply coverage rates by districts of Sofala, Survey figures 

 1997-
DHS 

1997-
IOF 

2002-
IOF 

2003-
DHS 

2008-
IOF 

2011-
DHS 

2014-
IOF 

2015-
IMAS 

2017- 
Census 

Water 

National 

(Rural) 
8.7 16.5 28.0 22.6 31.7 36.0 37.8 50.0 35.3 

Sofala (all)  35.2 47.4 30.2 49.1 65.6 64.9 76.3 86.4 

Sofala 

(rural) 
        42.5 

Sani-

tation 

National 

(Rural) 
26.2 1.7 2.6 36.391 6.1 14.0 14.1 17.0 25.3 

Sofala (all)  3.5 14.6 29.5 25.6 34.0 28.8 18.0  

Sofala 

(rural) 
        21.3 

Note: IAF = Inquérito aos Agregados Familiares (Mozambican households survey); IOF = Mozambique Inquérito sobre Orçamento 
Familiar (Mozambican households survey); WB = World Bank. 
Source: IDS - Inquérito Demográfico e de Saúde, 1997, INE, pag 22; IDS - Inquérito Demográfico e de Saúde, 2003, INE, pag 
16; IDS - Inquérito Demográfico e de Saúde, 2011, INE, pag 18-21; IMASIDA – Inquérito de Imunização, Malária e HIV/SIDA, 
2015, INE, pag 12-13, 20-22; INE, Pobreza e bem-estar em Moçambique: Quarta Avaliação Nacional (IOF 2014/15), Outubro 
2016, Pag 77; INE, Census 2017. 
 

Most interviewees indicate that the main reason for the rather modest evolution in rural water is the 
low priority to rural WASH not only from the Government’s side, but also from DPs. There has been 
a major shift to urban water over the past 15 years (e.g., the Netherlands disinvested from rural water 
in 2013 and increased its investments in urban water; the World Bank is solely focused on urban 
water and sanitation). A new presidential initiative in 2018 – PRAVIDA – estimated at US$ 80 million 
intends to increase access and usage in rural areas. The initiative is expected to increase water 
access by 4% to 6%92 between 2021 and 2022 (as works are ongoing). 
 
As for sanitation in rural areas, apart from the usual community sensibilisation, which some interviews 
mention as not being effective, a laid-out strategy and program and/or strong commitment spread out 
in all levels to increase the figures is not visible. 
 

                                                        
89  The information on consumption poverty in Mozambique comes from World Bank surveys, IOF household surveys 

conducted by the Mozambican National Statistics Institute (INE) (IOF08 and IOF14), and surveys obtained from two 
previous survey rounds (IAF02 and IAF96). Although there are some small differences in the designs of the 
questionnaires, the IOF and IAF surveys are comparable as to their main objective, which is to measure consumption 
poverty at a given point in time. For more information, see C. Arndt et al., 2010, Explaining the Evolution of Poverty: The 
Case of Mozambique. 

90  The Demographic and Health Surveys (1997, 2003 and 2011), the Household Budget Surveys (1997, 2002, 2008 and 
2014), the IMASIDA (2015) and the Census (2017) present data for nationwide rural areas and Sofala as a whole (urban 
and rural). 

91  The DHS sanitation figures are outliers and are inflated. Both 1997 and 2003 DHS did not separate “traditional latrine” 

from “improved latrines”. This separation came later. Thus, the IOF figures of 1997 and 2002 are more credible. 
92  Assuming the cost of US$ 80 to 100 per person for water systems, US$ 80 million are expected to benefit 800.000 to 

1.000.000 persons, which is 4% to 6% of the rural population. 
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4.3 Impact and Sustainability 

The main evaluation questions to be discussed and answered in this section are (see Annex 2 for 
the evaluation matrix with indicators): 
• EQ7: What have been the main outcomes and impacts (intended and unintended) that ADC has 

(directly or indirectly) contributed to since 1992? 
• EQ8: To what extent have outcomes and impacts achieved since 1992 been sustained? 
 
 

4.3.1 Impact 

 

 
 
The analysis of ADC’s contribution to impact has been based on contribution analysis, tracing the 

cause-effect linkages of the ToC. The ToC refers to four important types of activities that should 
contribute to overall impact: 1) agriculture, 2) rural WASH, 3) other sector support and humanitarian 
assistance, and 4) GBS. The sections on effectiveness (immediate results and outcomes) for the two 
key sectors presented in Chapter 3 are important building blocks for the contribution analysis. There 
is no consolidated information available on immediate results and outcomes of the support to other 
sectors such as the support to government & civil society, humanitarian assistance and social sector 
support. Documents and interviews referred to some positive and less positive examples of support 
in those other areas, but it has been beyond the scope of this evaluation to properly assess this. 
However, various documents including independent joint evaluations of GBS provide good insight 
into this type of support to which ADC contributed. 
 
The evaluations of GBS and the 2018 World Bank Poverty Assessment concluded that donors 
contributed to sustained economic growth for two decades, which led to poverty reduction. However, 
economic growth has not been very inclusive, and poverty has fallen more slowly than expected 
considering the strong growth performance. The differentiation in poverty across regions, provinces 
and rural-urban population is reflected in Table A5.1 and A6.2 based on national surveys: 
 
The major contribution of GBS funding has been to support the expansion of public spending in the 
education and good governance sectors such as PFM reform, but less so in agriculture. The 
conclusion of the 2014 GBS evaluation over the period 2005-2012 is: “Budget Support has been 
fundamentally successful. It has made possible a major expansion in education provision, whilst also 
supporting economic growth and macroeconomic stability and facilitating steady improvements in the 
quality of PFM and, to a lesser extent, in governance. These are major achievements, which fully 
justify the risks which have been taken in providing Budget Support”.93 The conclusions of previous 
budget support evaluations were even more positive as by 2012-13 the policy dialogue became more 
problematic. The 2006 Mozambique country report as part of an overall joint GBS evaluation pointed 
at positive effects on government prioritisation and ownership, improved alignment and 

                                                        
93  Andrew Lawson et al (2014), Independent Evaluation of Budget Support to Mozambique, 2005 -2012, Final Report Volume 

I, p.xvi. 

Key Findings Effectiveness Rural WASH: 
• Mozambique experienced substantial economic growth during a few decades, to which ADC has 

contributed in proportion to its financial and non-financial support. However, Mozambique also faces 

important equity issues, which have not been given a lot of attention in ADC support in its actions and 

implementation plans until 2018; 

• ADC has been active in some of the most challenging sectors i.e. agriculture and rural WASH, while in 

the social sectors (health and education) more progress has been made especially regarding access to 

health and education. 

•  
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harmonisation. At the impact level, this evaluation mentioned that GBS has made a moderately 
positive contribution to improving fiscal discipline.94 The 2014 GBS evaluation indicated that GBS no 
longer exerts a significant influence on the overall effectiveness of aid in terms of adherence to the 
aid effectiveness principles. Some DPs stopped their contribution to GBS well before the hidden debt 
crisis. 
 
It can be argued that Austria contributed to the positive impact of GBS in proportion to its financial 
and non-financial support. Austria contributed approximately 1% of total GBS. Together with Portugal, 
Austria was among the smallest contributors. Austria participated actively in the GBS dialogue. The 
GoM and other DPs are positive regarding ADC’s contribution to the policy dialogue and donor 

coordination, taking into account the capacity constraints Austria is facing. The 2010 Mozambique 
country study of the evaluation of ADC budget support evaluations concludes: “Overall, a mixed 

picture regarding the value added of ADC in the budget support operations in Mozambique can be 
observed. Austria is generally considered as a competent and very reliable partner. The commitment, 
determination and capacities of individual staff at the Coordination Office, ADA headquarters and 
MFA has contributed strongly to its positive achievements. But there are a number of generic 
weaknesses at procedural and organizational level which have hampered the role of Austria”.95 
 
In Chapter 3, some improvements in the agricultural and rural WASH sectors have been shown in 
terms of increased agricultural production and productivity and improved access to and use of clean 
water and to a lesser extent of sanitation facilities, albeit at a substantial lower level than planned. 
Major challenges in both sectors still need to be addressed. ADC has actively contributed to positive 
changes in these sectors, especially through its support to government systems which led to 
institutional strengthening that allowed authorities especially at provincial and district level to provide 
services to the rural population. However, it should be acknowledged that both agriculture and rural 
WASH are among the more problematic sectors in Mozambique where less progress has been made 
than in other sectors such as education and health. This is to some extent due to external factors 
such as climate change, but also institutional challenges and low prioritisation at GoM level have 
hindered further progress. Furthermore, despite the intention to focus on the poor and marginalised 
rural population, in particular in Sofala province, there is no conclusive evidence that equity issues 
have been adequately analysed and addressed. Until recently, there was no clear pro-poor strategy 
being pursued as the main focus was from 2010 to 2017 on supporting government structures. In 
Austria’s recent Country Strategy 2019-2024, it is stated that “ADC will focus its interventions on 
targeting women as beneficiaries of all its activities”.96 In addition, the same strategy states that 
“While seeking to improve rural livelihoods and following the approach of the Agenda 2030 to “Leave 

no one behind” (in line with SDG 10), the primary target groups for interventions will be women, 

besides the poorest and most vulnerable segments of society, such as families with people with 
disabilities or households and communities living in marginalised areas”97. However, oit is not 
indicated how this will be operationalised in practice. ADA acknowledges that it has faced difficulties 
to directly focus on SDG 10 (as it would also require a lot of political support and institutional change).  
 
 

4.3.2 Sustainability 

Sustainability in the context of development cooperation is concerned with measuring whether the 
benefits of an intervention are likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn. ADC’s 

funding to Mozambique and in particular to the two key sectors is continuing and therefore only an 
ex-post assessment of sustainability of finalised projects can be conducted.  
                                                        
94  Richard Batley et al (2006), Joint Evaluation of General Budget Support 1994–2004, Mozambique Country Report. 
95 ` Ecorys, (September 2010), Comparative Review of Austrian Development Cooperation's Budget Support Operations; 

Country Report Mozambique, p. 30. 
96  ADC Mozambique Country Strategy 2019-2024, p. 2. 
97  Ibid, p.5 
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Agriculture 
During the field visit some incidental evidence of sustainable results of previous ADC-funded 
agricultural projects were found such as still active and functioning marketing associations of farmers 
in Buzi district (12 out of 18 ‘business clubs’ supported by PACDIB or PROMEC are still functioning), 
usage of storage houses built over 15 years ago, and some adoption of conservation agriculture 
methods. One irrigation system offered by PASF Sofala to a local farmer was not working because 
the water source has no water in the dry season. It was not clear whether water studies were 
conducted before installation. This irrigation system was, however, reported as a positive outcome in 
the PASF Sofala Evaluation Report of 2016. In Buzi District, 3 of the 7 treatment tanks (some of 
which financed through PASF Sofala) were reported as not functioning, apparently due to 
construction and water availability issues.98 These are only scattered examples but show that 
sustainability is a serious issue that should be monitored closely. 
 
In addition to the continued utilisation of realised outputs or the continued functioning of farmer 
committees or groups, there is the related issue of scalability of agricultural investments, which should 
be given due attention. This issue can be raised regarding a greenhouse constructed by PASF and 
offered to a local farmer. The estimated payback period would be 13 years or 7.7% annual 
depreciation.99 It is not clear that the greenhouse will last 13 years and depreciation of greenhouses 
in the US stand between 5 and 10 US$/m2 against an estimated amount of 1.2 €/m2 in this case. 
Further, the farmer did not show a positive response when asked whether he (being the beneficiary 
of this offer) will help other farmers in building their own greenhouses.100 
 
The sustainability of a livestock treatment corridor in Guara-guara can also be questioned as the 
management committee has little experience in managing the infrastructure and the service 
provision. As an illustrative example: the committee intends to charge 12.5 Meticais per treatment, 
when the undiluted medicine costs, in Beira, are about the same. There is also no water pump near 
the corridor, so difficulties are expected to dilute the medicine.  
 
This shows that in M&E of agricultural projects and programmes, there is hardly any attention for 
sustainability i.e. regular checks whether systems are still working. These findings also raise 
questions on the quality of extension services provided, access to markets, management capabilities 

                                                        
98  According to ADA Coordination Office in Beira, the district of Buzi has 15 tanks, of which 5 are public (of which 1 is built by 

PASF) and 10 are private. With PASF financing, one treatment tank (Inharongue) was built and due to IDAI Cyclone, is not 
in operation There are conflicting information that will need to be checked in the future. 

99  Assuming a total annual revenue of €2,550 (the farmer had a revenue of €1,100 for 5 tons of cabbage in 2018 and expects 
850 USD as revenue for 1,5 ton of pepper and a similar revenue for the third harvest) and 40% operational cost with 
seeds, workers, diesel for the water system, and other; the annual profit is estimated at €1530. 

100  The greenhouses are part of the approach which aims to bring technology transfer and good practises from other regions 
and expose them to the beneficiaries. 

Key Findings Sustainability: 
• Early projects with Technical Assistance (such as PACDIB, PROMEC and PAARS mostly I & II) have 

yielded innovations that continue to be used (ecologic latrines, solar powered water systems, 

commercialisation groups, warehouses, some techniques of conservation agriculture) have been 

adopted to a variable extent. Often scalability, replication and expansion is problematic; 

• Mozambique experienced substantial economic growth during a few decades, to which ADC has 

contributed in proportion to its financial and non-financial support. However, Mozambique also faces 

important equity issues, which have not been given a lot of attention in ADC support in its actions and 

implementation plans until 2018; 

• ADC has been active in some of the most challenging sectors i.e. agriculture and rural WASH, while in 

the social sectors (health and education) more progress has been made especially regarding access to 

health and education. 

•  
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at all levels. It appears that there is a need for complementing measures (such as technical 
assistance) to the supply of infrastructure through government systems (e.g. PASF Sofala). 
 
In agriculture, various external factors also affect to an important extent the sustainability of results 
achieved. In particular, climate change is an important factor leading to more frequent droughts and 
floods. Also, government policies, decentralisation and priorities given to agriculture affect 
sustainability of results. The agricultural sector in Mozambique has been hindered by various serious 
institutional and governance challenges as indicated in section 4.2. A policy dialogue gap between 
donors and the GoM developed already at the end of ProAgri I and deepened over time. The 
intentions of the new GoM to meet the Maputo Declaration commitments and the merging of the two 
new Ministries are expected to lead to an improved climate for lasting sustainable change in the 
agricultural sector. 
 
Rural WASH 
The field visits also led to insights into sustainability issues in rural WASH in addition to findings from 
literature. Main issues found were related to operation and maintenance (O&M) issues with water 
systems e.g. before cyclone Idai, Buzi District had 350 water pumps, out of which only 110 were 
working (240 were not working for various reasons, but most of them needed repair work). One of 
the reasons mentioned is that many were “old” (built from 1998 to 2005). After Idai, the response of 

DPs led to the repair work of many pumps. Now there are 330 water pumps working out of the 
previously existing 350. ADC funded 36 water pumps in Buzi District, of which only 12 were working 
before Idai, which means that 24 were not working anymore prior to Idai.  
 
Water committees play an important role in O&M, but their functioning is quite variable as illustrated 
in Guara-guara, where the water committee learnt a lot from the Natural Resources Management 
Committee. They put together a fund and there is also a mechanic. For a water committee to be 
effective it needs ensuring regular maintenance and a continuous, reliable water flow. The key cause 
mentioned for limited O&M is the lack of parts and the lack of maintenance by the community water 
committees. The composition of water committees requires due attention, in particular the role of 
women, which still seem to be underrepresented. Although no precise information is available, it 
seems like for most water pumps or systems there are water committees in place, which in most 
cases collect payments. However, the maintenance group within these committees have often low 
capacity to maintain and repair. There is a lack of mechanics at the district / administrative post level. 
In addition, whether to have community mechanics (m/f) or private entrepreneurs (m/f) is an issue for 
debate. 
 
A recent scoping study for DFID stated that: “Capacity development is key to the improvement of 

WASH and nutrition sensitive service delivery. Despite donors having contributed to improved 
capacity, there has not been enough attention to the sustainability of such interventions. The DNAAS 
prefers funding new water supply infrastructure, with too little emphasis being placed on sustainable 
sanitation and social and behavioural change for improved hygiene. Only with sufficient and effective 
social and behaviour change communication (SBCC) for hygiene together with improved access to 
clean water and improved sanitation will the long-term goal of improved WASH-related health be 
realised. For rural WASH there is a systemic imbalance prioritising new water supplies, giving less 
attention to the sustainability of such infrastructure and even less funding is allocated to sanitation 
and hygiene”.101 
 
This view regarding very basic challenges that negatively affect sustainability in rural WASH is shared 
by many interviewees. They also pointed at the lack of learning and knowledge sharing on good 

                                                        
101  ITA/NIRAS (2019), Scoping Study on multi-stakeholder planning, coordination and monitoring at national and sub-national 

level with a specific focus on WASH and Nutrition Service Delivery in Mozambique, Final Report, p.12. 
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practices and lessons learned of the different projects and programmes over time, to feed strategic 
thinking on the chronical water and sanitation coverage problems and long-term solutions.  
 
There are other ‘external’ factors affecting sustainability in rural WASH. Environmental/climate 

change issues appear to affect groundwater levels and salinity. This requires more attention to 
hydrological surveys before engaging borehole drilling services. In some communities, boreholes 
were drilled in wrong places, which led to frustration of all stakeholders, not in the least the population 
that does not get access to clean water near to their houses. Also, cultural factors affect rural WASH, 
in particular the open defecation practices of the rural population are difficult to change. 
 
 

4.4 Efficiency 

The two main evaluations questions to be discussed and answered in this section are (see Annex 2 
for the evaluation matrix with indicators): 
• EQ9: To what extent has ADC’s management set up and capacities been favourable for its 

relevance and effectiveness? 
• EQ10: What have been the strengths and weaknesses of ADC’s M&E system for programming, 

learning and accountability? 
 

 
 
 

4.4.1 ADC’s organisational set-up and capacities 

ADA was established in January 2004.102 For Mozambique as a priority country, the responsible key 
stakeholders are based in Vienna at MFA, the Department for Development Cooperation and at ADA 
HQ together with the coordination office in Maputo. The Austrian Embassy for Mozambique is based 
in Pretoria, South Africa (ÖB Pretoria), which means that the coordination office is the highest 
diplomatic representation in the country, which liaises with ÖB Pretoria. Other Austrian development 
cooperation actors are the federal states, cities and municipalities, the social partners, 

                                                        
102  The legal framework for ADC is provided by the Development Cooperation Act (DCA) passed in 2002 and amended in 

2003, Legal Gazette I No. 49/2002, in which the goals of poverty reduction, safeguarding peace and human security and 
preserving the environment are specifically mentioned. 

Key Findings Efficiency: 
• The overarching challenge is: very limited staff for a large number of activities; 

• The Coordination Office in Maputo is the main and determining actor in ADC engagement with 

Mozambique and plays a central and much appreciated role; 

• The decision to close the office in Beira was fully justified and in line with the evolving development 

context in Mozambique; 

• There has been good collaboration between Austrian stakeholders within the capacity constraints, while 

personalities have affected coordination. 

• The results (in particular outcomes) focus varies from one project to another, but in most cases insufficient 

attention is given to measuring outcomes; 

• Monitoring (including field visits) is given due attention within the capacity constraints outlined above, 

although there is tendency to insufficiently focus on challenges and constraints; 

• Project evaluations provide mainly qualitative assessments and hardly report on (quantitative) outcomes. 

Recently improved risk assessment systems have been introduced, but it is still too early to assess 

whether this has already led to improvements; 

• Some risks of supporting national agricultural programmes as small donor have not been sufficiently 

taken into account. 

•  
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Oesterreichische Entwicklungsbank (OeEB), the economic chambers, commercial enterprises and 
scientific and educational institutions, which are formally outside the scope of this evaluation.103 
 
In the 2004 Country Programme Evaluation, the main weaknesses in ADC’s organisational set-up 
were primarily attributed to “(1) structural constraints, i.e. unclear roles and responsibilities of ADC 
actors and deficient communication and collaboration between these actors, (2) capacity limitations 
of the Coordination Bureau and headquarters and (3) the general approach of the country 
programme, in particular implementation through a multitude of relatively small stand-alone projects 
and lean project structures”.104 Based on our findings presented in the subsequent paragraphs, all 
three issues still represent important issues for improvements when it comes to enhancing the 
efficiency of ADC.  
 
Structural constraints and capacity limitations 
Unclear roles and responsibilities and deficient communication and collaboration between key ADC 
actors remain an issue for concern even though clear improvements are visible in communication 
between the key actors is visible. Compared to the situation in 2004, there is now more clarity about 
the roles of the various actors. In section 4.1.2. we highlighted ADC’s complex institutional set-up 
and limited amount of staff for a large number of activities, which contribute to those structural 
constraints and the existing capacity limitations. The ADA coordination office has also to perform 
diplomatic representation tasks, which contribute to the high workload. The quality of the information 
exchange and dialogue between the key Austrian stakeholders i.e. the Coordination Office, ADA 
headquarters and MFA including the Ambassador also depends to a large extent on personalities. In 
general, the interaction – both formally and informally – between the key Austrian stakeholders is 
considered to be very good by all actors involved, especially in recent years. Nevertheless, the 
dialogue between MFA and ADA has also suffered from limited capacity within the organisations, for 
example, sector specialists at ADA in Vienna have only to a very limited extent been involved in the 
identification, formulation and monitoring of key projects and programmes, while there was clear 
necessity for more involvement. The limited capacity can also partly explain why there were 
significant gaps in the development of new country strategies for Mozambique.  
 
The decision-making power within the Coordination Office is large as it plays a major role in project 
preparation, implementation, monitoring and dialogue. While there are clear guidelines for reporting 
by the Head of the Coordination Office, there have been periods in the past where the exchange was 
less frequent than envisaged, which was often due to capacity constraints. The resources available, 
especially in the coordination office, appear to be too limited for the tasks to be performed. 
 
The decision to close the Beira Coordination Office was wise given the limited capacity in Sofala 
Province. The office closure in Sofala did not negatively affect the visibility of ADC in Sofala province 
as the staff at the coordination office frequently travels to Beira/Sofala province. However, during the 
interviews conducted in Vienna and in Mozambique, it became clear that there is still very limited 
capacity at ADA headquarters in Vienna and at the coordination office in Maputo. For example, staff 
in the coordination office in Maputo is overloaded as it is responsible for at least two sectors at both 
the national and provincial level. The workload for the staff is substantial. Until the end of 2019, there 
was no staff member with specific expertise on rural WASH, one of the focal sectors. End 2019, an 
additional staff member with rural WASH expertise could be hired, because the EU DC project 
required additional resources. Moreover, MFA does not have a single expert on Public Finance 

                                                        
103  ADC, 2019, Actors. Vienna, Austria: Austrian Development Agency (ADA), the operational unit of Austrian Development 

Cooperation. Accessed on 2 December 2019: https://www.entwicklung.at/en/actors. 
104  H. Manndorff, B. Nöst, W. Reiter, E. dos Santos José, 2004, Evaluation of the Country Programme Mozambique of the 

Austrian Development Cooperation. Final Report. Wien, Österreich: Lechner, Reiter und Riesenfelder Sozialforschung 
OEG. 
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Management (PFM) in the International Programmes and Projects Department that could assess the 
feasibility of SBS. 
 
General approach of the Mozambique country programme 
Regarding Austria’s general approach of the Mozambique country programme, the evaluation team 
found that Austria covers a relatively wide range of different sectors in relation to its limited ODA 
resources. Technical assistance only plays a limited role in most projects. Similar to other DAC 
members, “Austria lacks the institutional mechanisms and the capacity to systematically measure, 
monitor, analyse and report the impact of its domestic and foreign policies on development; this 
makes it difficult for Austria to determine what changes to these policies might make them more 
coherent with development objectives.”105 Furthermore, the uncertainties around the general scaling 
up of ADC development support put pressures on the country programme as a whole.  
 
 

4.4.2 M&E and risk management 

Results- based management, monitoring and evaluation 
The 2004 Country evaluation found that “most Austrian funded projects have to a large extent 
accomplished their project objectives”.106 Nevertheless, the evaluation also found that at programme 
level, the country programme document listed activities and results for both sectors, but did not 
specify indicators or targets. The evaluators were of the opinion that the main challenge with regard 
to M&E is the lack of a structured and systematic system for planning, monitoring and evaluation of 
projects. The knowledge and experience within ADC remained largely inaccessible. Therefore, the 
introduction of an effective M&E system was recommended.107 However, there was no immediate 
follow-up of this recommendation. A new Country Strategy with a related results framework was only 
put in place in 2010 for the period 2010-2013. Not all objectives, indicators and targets were very 
realistic. For example, measuring the change in the Gini coefficient for Sofala or the percentage of 
budget transferred to municipalities of Sofala province.108 For the period 2013-2018, no Country 
Strategy and related results framework was in place.  
 
From 2004 to 2013, the Coordination Office produced rather detailed quarterly reports following the 
same template with one chapter on “Progress in Implementation of Cooperation Strategies”.109 For 
2014, there is only one annual report. From 2015, reporting is done on a semi-annual basis. Before 
2015, no reporting against objectives or a results framework took place. In the 4th quarterly report for 
2012, it is mentioned that a ToR for the review of the country strategy has been prepared together 
with the MFA. However, this review was never implemented apparently. Although no new country 
strategy was developed for the period 2013-2018, from 2015 onwards the semi-annual reports do 
indicate progress against an overall goal “Harmonized and connected support of nexus topics (water, 

agriculture and food security) with special focus on local development in the province of Sofala.” This 
overall goal is linked to the SDGs 1, 2 and 6. There are some indicators for each MDG and a rating 
system. However, the semi-annual reports until end 2018 show that mainly inputs and activities are 
reported such as ADA-funded programmes and projects well aligned with GoM policies and 
strategies, transparent planning, the importance of ADC contributions for investment and operational 

                                                        
105  OECD, 2015, OECD Development Co-operation Peer Reviews: Austria 2015, Paris, France, p. 26. 
106  Manndorff, H., et al (July 2004), Evaluation of the Country Programme Mozambique of the Austrian Development 

Cooperation, Final Report, p.4. 
107  Ibid, p. 33. 
108  ADC, 2010, Mozambique Country Strategy 2010–2013, p.19. Logical Framework. 
109  The chapters are: 1) Summary and Outlook, 2) Political and socio-economic developments in the partner country, 3) 

International Development Cooperation in the Partner Country 4) Bilateral dialogue with the partner country and 5) 
Progress in Implementation of Country Strategies. From 2015 onwards also: 6. Cooperation with other Austrian Public 
Development Actors in support of the Three-Year Programme and whole-of-government approach (later renamed to 
Cooperation with other Austrian Public Development Actors and Austrian civil society stakeholders) and 7) Contributions to 
Strategy development. 
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budgets at provincial level, the use of government systems. No reporting exists at outputs/immediate 
results or outcome level. 
 
These findings at country programme level correspond with findings of the 2015 OECD-DAC peer 
review of Austria, which stated that “Austria has taken steps to build results into programming, but a 

coherent and consistent approach is still needed”.110 In addition, Austria is aware of the need to rely 
on partner countries’ own data and results systems for its decision-making and programming. The 
lack of available and reliable data in priority countries, and the difficulty of establishing a baseline, 
can be challenging. The peer review explicitly refers to Mozambique as one of the partner countries 
where Austria relies almost exclusively on existing national monitoring frameworks related to these 
strategies, which is considered positive.111 The 2020 peer review still makes some critical 
observations regarding ADC’s M&E practices: “Rather than evaluating every project, ADA could 

make better use of the results of monitoring by implementing partners and be more selective about 
what is evaluated. Each Austrian development actor draws lessons from their development co-
operation activities and shares these lessons informally with others. However, lessons learned are 
not disseminated systematically”.112 These findings are confirmed by this country evaluation as 
indicated below. 
 
In addition, to the semi-annual reports the Coordination Office produces regular monitoring reports 
on performance of one or more programmes, which are based on GoM reports and on regular field 
visits. The annual progress reports of relevant provincial and national GoM departments are well 
summarised and results of field visits are reported. It is clear that given the available capacity due 
attention is given to monitoring. However, the monitoring reports do tend to focus on positive results 
and there is limited focus on challenges and risks (see Chapter 3 for a more detailed analysis of the 
results and the reliability of statistical data). 
 
During the period 1992-2018 two strategic ADC evaluations have focused on Mozambique: 
1. The 2004 evaluation of the Country Programme Mozambique; 
2. The 2010 evaluation of ADC Budget Support Operations with a country study on Mozambique 

evaluation. 
 

The 2004 evaluation came at a time when ADA was just established and when the ADA country office 
in Beira was opened. Some recommendations were clearly followed up such as some streamlining 
of the country programme the change in the aid modality mix as Austria started budget support from 
2005 onwards. However, other recommendations such as increasing the staffing level of the 
Coordination Bureau and showing stronger presence in Maputo were not immediately followed up. 
No evidence could be found regarding follow-up of the lessons learned in the budget support 
operations evaluation. Austria has also been involved in joint GBS, relevant SBS, and Common/Joint 
fund evaluations. Austria did not lead any of these evaluations and there is no clear evidence of 
lessons learned from these evaluations. 
 
ADC has funded evaluations for the majority of the main projects and programmes it funded with a 
few exceptions. One notable exception is the 2017 evaluation of the National Agricultural Investment 
Plan (PNISA) for which ADC was the only on-budget contributor during some years, but is not even 
mentioned in the PowerPoint presentation and final report of the 2015 PNISA evaluation.113 The 
evaluations have been contracted out to teams of independent evaluators. In general, the evaluation 

                                                        
110 ` OECD-DAC (2015) Peer review Austria, p. 67. 
111  Ibid, p.68. 
112  OECD-DAC (2015) Peer review Austria, p.20. 
113  Richard Anson et al, (2017), Mozambique National Agricultural Investment Plan (PNISA) Assessment, MASA funded by 

AGRA, FAO and World Bank; MASA, (2017), Resultados da Avaliação do PNISA, Apresentação ao Conselho Consultivo 
do MASA. 
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budgets are quite limited, which is logical given the often-limited project size as well. The quality of 
the project and programme evaluations is variable. Most evaluations are not focused on outcomes 
and on collecting and analysing quantitative data. The main focus is on assessing relevance and 
alignment with GoM priorities, progress in implementation and qualitative assessments. Therefore, 
the project and programme evaluations provide limited insights for this strategic evaluation. 
 
For some recently started projects with an NGO or an UN agency as implementing partner, more 
attention is given to robust evaluation including baseline and end-line studies. In one case the project 
evaluation budget even exceeds the budget for this evaluation. The evaluation team is of the opinion 
that it is useful to collect better and more evidence-based information on project and programme 
performance, but is important to keep a balance. This would be an area where more synergies could 
be realised especially at the level of Sofala. 
 
Risk management 
None of the country strategies contain a section on risks, although the Results Matrix of the 2019-
2024 Mozambique Country Strategy includes assumptions that can be considered as risks such as 
the assumption “Continuous and credible Government efforts to improve the livelihood of all 
Mozambicans”. Only since 2015, the semi-annual reports from the Coordination Office include a 
section on ‘Risk identification and mitigation’. The main focus is on external risks such as the 

deteriorating political, military, economic and financial situation from 2015 onwards, El Niño which 
may affect agricultural results, risks of floods and droughts and of animal and plant diseases, aquifer 
problems affecting water points, governance risks, capacity risks and other risks related to key 
assumptions in the risk matrix are not clearly assessed. 
 
The 2004 country evaluation does not deal in detail with risk management. For the assessment of 
risk management at project level, this evaluation relies on the analysis of the sample of 15 selected 
projects, which were started between 2011 and 2018 (see Annex 2 for the list). For all projects 
providing direct support to GoM at national or provincial level (11 out of the 15 selected projects), 
there are no clear ADA approval documents where project documents are assessed against some 
minimum criteria and potential risks identified. In fact, the contribution to SBS or a common fund is 
somewhat different as in these cases. Austria can rely on joint assessments made by other donors, 
which is the case for two of the 15 projects. For the other nine projects supporting national 
programmes at national or provincial level114 project approval procedures are not very clear. For the 
support to PEDSA and PNISA, especially in the early years, no project proposals or documents, but 
only the Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) and sometimes an overview with activities to be 
funded.115  
In later years, the Coordination Office has made some overviews of sector issues and/or project 
documents on behalf of the implementing partner. These documents do not include clear criteria 
against which the Austrian contribution is assessed. In 2015, a Joint Assessment of DPs regarding 
audit reports of ProAgri 2011 and PEDSA 2012 points at a high amount of irregularities detected by 
the audits, an inferior quality of the audit reports and insufficient follow-up by MASA in management 
letters. For the four projects with other implementing partners – either UN agencies, NGO or 
consulting firm – project proposals are available outlining the approach, key objectives, logframe, and 
budget. This is a clear difference with the projects that have the GoM as implementing partner. 
 
 

                                                        
114  1) PEDSA, 2) PNISA 2013, 3) PNISA 2014, 4) PNISA-extension 2015-2017 5) PASF 2012 6) PASF 2014, 7) PASF 2016, 

8) PASF 2017 and 2018 and 9) Agua Sofala. 
115  The ADC funding philosophy is based on strategic documents for the sector (PEDSA, PNISA) and the local partner 

developed a kind of concept note called ”fundamention” (based on the PES) where the argumentation on how and where 

sector funds will be used is included, indicators are presented, and annual targets are mentioned. 
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4.5 ADC’s value added 

The main evaluation question to be discussed and evaluated in this section are (see Annex 2 for the 
evaluation matrix with indicators): 
• EQ11: What has been ADC’s value added in Mozambique? 
 

 
 
The 2004 country evaluation concluded that “the visibility of the Austrian Development Cooperation 
is high in Sofala province, mainly due to its programme focus on this province. However, visibility is 
fairly low at national level, mostly attributable to Austria’s low level of aid to Mozambique and the 

deficient presence in Maputo”.116 The interviews with all stakeholders clearly indicated that this has 
changed. Austria is recognised as an engaged and active partner in the policy and donor coordination 
dialogue at national level, without losing its visibility in Sofala province as a dedicated development 
partner that aims to continue its engagement at provincial level. 
 
GoM representatives consider Austria as a flexible and engaged partner with a clear preference to 
provide money via government systems both at national and provincial level. All stakeholders 
interviewed recognise ADC’s commitment to strengthen government. Stakeholders at provincial level 

prefer to sign direct agreements with ADC, but GoM stakeholders at national level have a preference 
for going via the national systems. The Austrian contribution to the investment budget of government 
services at provincial level has been quite substantial, especially after the budget cuts following the 
hidden debt crisis. This has been in particular the case for the contribution of PASF to the total 
provincial agriculture budget: ADC contributed between 2013 and 2018, on average, 23% to this 
budget and 59% to the investment component. From 2015 to 2018, the execution of Sofala for rural 
water and sanitation, has varied from €150,000 in 2016 to € 890,000 in 2018, which means that 
ADC’s direct contribution of €1.5 million disbursed late 2018, which is to be executed in 2019 and 
2020, makes a relevant difference. However, at national level the ADC contribution does not make a 
big quantitative difference. The overall budget of the agriculture sector from 2013 to 2015 has been 
€100 million per year. Austria contributed €1 million per year to PNISA (and €1 million per year to 
PASF Sofala). In the greater scheme of things, the Austrian support at national level is marginal. 
However, interviewees indicated that the continued direct support of Austria to government systems 
at national level was much appreciated (see Annex 6, Table A6.26 and Table A6.27). 
 
Furthermore, the fact that ADC continued to support the PRONASAR Common Fund when other 
donors left was mentioned as very valuable by various interviewees (including both GoM and DPs). 
The volume of support was not considered to be very important, but the important factor was that 
Austria counts as an engaged bilateral donor. In addition, it has been mentioned that Austria sticks 

                                                        
116  Hannes Mandorf et al (2004), Evaluation of the Country Programme Mozambique of the Austrian Development 

Cooperation, Final Report, p.5. 

Key Findings ADC’s Value Added: 
• ADC is very much appreciated as a rather engaged and flexible donor; 

• Consistent use of country systems is much appreciated by GoM at national and provincial level; 

• ADC continued to support joint approaches (e.g. Common/Joint Fund PRONASAR) even when it became 

difficult. This valuable role of ADC is much appreciated by all stakeholders; 

• ADC brought Sofala level experiences in at the dialogue at national level; 

• ADC is seen as having brought some relevant mainly technical innovations in its early projects, with the 

support of Technical Assistance; 

• However, ‘money does matter’ i.e. the absolute and relative volume of support at overall, sector and 

provincial level cannot be ignored and ADC is a small donor active in different sectors. This – together 

with the limited capacity – affects its overall value added. 
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to long-term partnerships, is always very supportive and gets on well with other stakeholders such 
as multilateral and bilateral DPs. When PRONASAR funding was not possible in 2018 because of 
the delayed formulation and approval process, a flexible solution was found to provide money to rural 
WASH via UNICEF. ADC especially contributes at a diplomatic level and is known for its keen interest 
in joint funding modalities making use of government systems, but at the technical level (especially 
in rural WASH) the contribution is considered to be limited. In this context, DPs questions ADC’s 

decision to provide direct assistance to the provincial directorate DPOPHRH, which is considered to 
be relatively weak regarding service delivery, especially for complex systems, but also to address the 
sustainability issues. 
 
In general, when it comes to donor coordination and EU coordination, Austria is considered as a 
valuable partner that brings good insight to the table. However, despite all appreciation for the 
contributions to the dialogue and the emphasis on supporting government systems, the fact that 
Austria is a small donor cannot be ignored according to stakeholders interviewed. Money gives a 
certain weight in the dialogue. Most stakeholders are also aware of the capacity constraints at the 
Austrian side, but this awareness in most cases increases the appreciation for the contribution to the 
dialogue. 
 
The two forward-looking questions will be discussed and answered in the next section. 
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5 Conclusions 

In this chapter main conclusions are presented, which are based on the findings presented in chapter 
4. The evolving context (chapter 2), has also been taken into account, which allows to formulate 
answers to the two forward-looking questions at the end of this chapter. 
 
1. ADC is a flexible and engaged donor, which is acknowledged for its long-term 

engagement with Mozambique at national/central level, but also at the level of Sofala 
province. ADC’s commitment to continue its support even when it became very difficult 

and when other donors left was much appreciated by the GoM and remaining 
Development Partners.  

 
ADC is committed already since the Independence of Mozambique in 1975 to provide assistance to 
Mozambique. In 1992, Mozambique became a priority country for Austria. Austrian’s long-term 
engagement with Mozambique is characterised by a continued focus on some key sectors such as 
agriculture and rural water and sanitation and a geographical focus on Sofala province since 1994. 
From 2005 onwards, the Sofala focus was combined with increased attention for engagement at the 
national level through sector and GBS as well as support to national programmes. However, the 
attention for Sofala was not lost out of sight. This enabled ADC to bring in provincial level experience 
at the national level policy dialogue. ADC is also known as a flexible donor, which was able to 
reallocate funds for GBS to other sectors. The flexibility was also shown in 2019 in response to the 
Cyclones Idai and Kenneth when an immediate response formulated consisting of new support and 
reallocation of existing support. 
 
While ADC support at Sofala province level is small compared to contributions of all donors (not more 
than a few percent), ADC support to some Sofala provincial budgets has been significant: from 2013 
to 2018, ADC has on, average, contributed 23% to the total Sofala provincial agriculture budget and 
59% to the investment component. Especially after the budget cuts following the hidden debt crisis, 
this support was significant and much appreciated. Also, at national level, for example, the continued 
funding of the national programme for rural water and sanitation PRONASAR when some other 
donors left was highly valued. 
 
2. The choice for agriculture and rural WASH as two key sectors for ADC support is fully 

justified in view of the enormous development challenges in these sectors for the rural 
population. 

 
ADC support became increasingly concentrated over time on the two key sectors of support, although 
recently, some sector diversification can be noticed. The choice for agriculture and rural water and 
sanitation is very relevant in view of the substantial development challenges in these sectors, where 
the socio-economic performance of Mozambique is lower than in other sub-Saharan African 
countries. 

 
3. Given the rather limited volume of ADC support (€3-4 million per year) and its limited 

human capacity, aid has been rather thinly spread over two to three sectors and GBS. 
Despite the commitment and willingness of the staff of the ADA coordination office, there 
has not been sufficient time to develop coherent approaches for ADC’s involvement at 

sector level. 
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The literature on aid effectiveness and in particular on aid concentration points at the need for 
sufficient concentration at the level of priority countries and focal sectors. This issue is also addressed 
in OECD-DAC Peer Reviews of Austria. The level of ADC support to Mozambique has been below 
the support given to most other priority countries. In addition, it can be questioned whether ADC can 
provide good quality support to two or three very complicated sectors. Government & Civil Society 
has been the sector that received most support between 1992 and 2018 in addition to the two focal 
sectors and GBS. The evaluation found evidence that there was insufficient time to develop 
appropriate support strategies for all sectors addressing the key challenges. Recently, a trend 
towards further broadening of the sector focus through, nutrition, democracy support, peace 
consolidation and the nexus approach can be noticed, even though the nexus approach is an integral 
part of the 2019-2024 country strategy. The evaluation team acknowledges that there has been a 
good aid modality since 2017 with various modalities which can reinforce each other. While the 
ongoing support is aiming to address ‘related’ needs to the sectors ADC is already involved in, there 

is a clear risk of diluting the approach if further diversification will take place in the future. Given the 
volume of ADC support, questions can be raised whether ADC is really able to provide meaningful 
support to two (or even more) main challenging sectors. 
 
4. During the period under evaluation, ADC aimed for an appropriate aid modality mix, but 

this proved to be problematic at times. ADC followed - with some delays – the overall 
trends regarding the use of aid modalities in Mozambique and has now a diversified aid 
modality mix. 

 
Austria followed to a large extent the changes in the development cooperation context of 
Mozambique and the aid modalities provided by donors (from project support in the 1990s to 
common/joint funds and budget support from the end 1990s onwards and return to project support 
after the 2016 hidden debt crisis). The changes in the overall aid modality mix provided by donors 
reflect that Mozambique was an early adopter of the Aid Effectiveness Agenda as reflected in the 
2005 Paris Declaration and contributed to making Mozambique a donor darling. However, from 2012 
the policy dialogue between the Government of Mozambique and DPs became more problematic 
and some donors shifted their development cooperation strategies away from the aid effectiveness 
principles and aid modalities such as budget support. With the hidden debt crisis in Mozambique 
budget support came to an abrupt end.  
 
Before 2005, Austria provided only off-budget project support. Austria was a relatively late adopter of 
the Aid Effectiveness Agenda and started providing budget support from 2005 onwards. While other 
DPs shifted away from (on-)budget support, Austria became one of the strongest proponents of on-
budget support to government. This became the dominant aid modality from 2008 to 2016. In recent 
years, the aid modality mix has become more diversified again with an increasing share of ADC 
support provided via multilateral organisations and NGOs. This means that in recent years the 
portfolio shows a more balanced aid modality mix, which allows, in principle, that the various aid 
modalities can reinforce each other. 
 
5. The strong focus on on-budget support via government systems, especially where 

Austria was the single donor providing such support, has not been accompanied enough 
with a sufficient results orientation, capacity building complementing measures, and 
adequate risk assessment. Therefore, no evidence of tangible and sustainable results at 
the level of the population was found. 

 
In the two focal sectors of ADC support, in particular agriculture and to a lesser extent rural water 
and sanitation, Austria initially provided its on-budget support together with other donors in the form 
of SBS or a Common Fund. This meant that Austria could rely to a certain extent on risk assessments 



 

 

 
73 

  

Strategic Evaluation of Austrian Development Cooperation's Engagement in Mozambique, 

1992-2018 

made by other donors. In 2011 in agriculture, almost all donors were of the opinion that there was no 
ground for continuation of joint support to the GoM. Austria decided as the only bilateral donor to 
continue its support to the Ministry of Agriculture. In later years this support was earmarked for 
extension services at national and Sofala province level. However, the evaluation team found no 
evidence that a thorough assessment was done how the poor smallholders would profit from this 
support and how this support fitted into the overall objectives of ADC engagement with Mozambique. 
Since the risk assessment tool is a relatively “young instrument” at ADA, the application is still quite 

at an early stage which provides a lot of room for improvement. While the Common /Joint Fund 
PRONASAR have/had very strong capacity building components, even there capacity building should 
have been given much more attention. As a result, positive results at the level of the population have 
remained rather scattered. The sector surveys and censuses show that there are very little structural 
improvements. 
 
6. ADC has aimed to improve the coherence of its interventions both within sectors and 

across sectors as well as between its development assistance and other forms of 
engagement with Mozambique. This has led to good information exchange between key 
stakeholders and evidence of some synergies. However, overall coherence and pursuing 
a whole-of-government approach is limited by structural constraints of the set-up of 
Austrian engagement with Mozambique, in particular limited capacity.  

 
One third of Austrian ODA is not part of the ADC engagement: mainly soft loans, some emergency 
assistance, some NGO funding and research & education. There is good exchange of information 
exchange and coordination among the main Austrian stakeholders. Nevertheless, there is limited 
evidence of real coherence and synergies beyond the exchange of information, although a few 
concrete examples of collaboration were found on the ground. Coherence is limited by structural 
factors such as complex institutional set-up and limited human capacity. 
 
7. ADC has contributed to some improvements in agriculture and rural WASH albeit still at 

a limited scale. Issues of sustainability and scalability deserve more attention in the 
future. 

 
ADC has been active in some of the most challenging sectors (i.e. agriculture and rural water and 
sanitation) where progress has been fairly limited and where there are many challenges regarding 
sustainability. In agriculture, ADC contributed to the functioning and relative expansion of GoM 
extension services at national level, but particularly in Sofala. The support to governmental 
institutions including capacity building/training and a learning-by-doing approach – rather than side-
lining them – also has to do with ADA’s understanding of sustainability. ADC also contributed to 
diversification of crops, improved yields and improved incomes of specific groups of farmers and 
individual farmers in Sofala. However, there is no conclusive evidence on improved agricultural yields 
and improved production, which means that no clear conclusion can be drawn regarding the overall 
ADC contribution to this sector. In rural water and sanitation, ADC has contributed to gradual, but 
relatively slow improvements in rural water & sanitation coverage and use of clean water and 
improved latrines at national and Sofala level. The ADC contribution can be estimated as 
proportionate to the share of overall investments in the rural WASH sector. There is also evidence 
that ADC contributed to capacity building and the institutional set-up of the GoM at provincial level in 
Sofala, especially up to 2010-11. 
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8. In proportion to its financial and non-financial support, ADC has contributed to economic 
growth and poverty reduction even though its support could have been more inclusive.  

 
Compared to other Sub-Saharan African countries, improvements in economic development and 
poverty reduction in Mozambique have taken place at a rather low rate (or even stagnated in specific 
years). Inclusive growth and gender equality have not been at the forefront of development policies 
and efforts. Austria has monitored closely the overall developments in Mozambique, through active 
participation in the policy dialogue and donor coordination platforms, but limited attention so far has 
been paid to issues of inclusive growth and gender equality. 
 
Two forward looking questions 
The two forward looking questions, which are answered below, are:  
i. Based on the evaluation’s findings and considering ADC’s visibility and recognition as partner 

as well at the national and subnational context, what are the recommended options for ADC’s 

future engagement in Mozambique?  
ii. What do these options entail, both for ADC and for Mozambique? What consequences would a 

potential phasing out have on Mozambique and Sofala, especially on its agriculture and rural 
water/sanitation sector? 

 
As indicated in this report, the recent ADC Country Strategy 2019-2024, the evolving development 
cooperation context in Mozambique and the implementation of ADC engagement with Mozambique 
in 2019 forms the point of departure for the recommendations. In April 2020, IMF approved 
Emergency Assistance to Mozambique to address the COVID-19 Pandemic, which may pave the 
way for resumption of budget support.  
 
The Country Strategy 2019-2024 states that “Austria will undertake an overall review of its 

engagement with Mozambique in order to decide by the end of 2021 about its possible future 
engagement. In case of a continuation of Austria’s engagement, ADC activities will follow this strategy 

until 2024. Should Austria decide to phase out its development cooperation in Mozambique, an 
applicable exit scenario will be defined until the end of this strategy in 2024”. Given ADC’s 

commitment to start implementing an EU Delegated Cooperation project in 2020, which required 
strengthening of ADA staff capacity, it does not appear likely that phasing-out ADC’s engagement 

with Mozambique is a feasible option in the short run, but it cannot be completely ruled out as an 
option in the long run. Therefore, the following options for ADC’s future engagement with 

Mozambique and related implications can be considered: 
 
I. “Continuation of the implementation of the present country strategy”, which is a 

challenging and labour-intensive option as there is a clear need to achieve better results 
in line with the country strategy 2019-2024. 

 
This option would entail continuing with the implementation of the 2019-2024 country strategy, with 
two thematic focus areas (i) Sustainable Agriculture and Food Security, and (ii) Water Supply and 
Sanitation, the geographic focus on Sofala province and the promotion of an intersectoral nexus 
approach, in addition to two overarching and key crosscutting areas – gender equality as well as 
environmental protection and climate change – and with policy coherence and whole-of government 
approach as guiding principles. This option assumes that ADC engagement with Mozambique will 
continue after 2024. The 2019-2024 country strategy is already rather ambitious and it will be 
particularly challenging to realise the objectives. The implementation of the new EU Delegated 
Cooperation project on peace dividend creates and additional challenge. The implementation so far 
of the country strategy shows that a rather broad sector focus applies while the aid modality mix is 
rather diversified. This means that implementation of this option is rather labour-intensive. This option 
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presents serious challenges to improve the results focus in order to realise outcomes in line with the 
main objectives of the country strategy 2019-2024, while also coherence and sustainability require 
due attention. In this option, no new commitments, such as GBS, should be considered as this would 
risk further diluting the focus. As there is a clear need to address more systematically the needs of 
the poor and marginalised population in Sofala province, in particular women, the implication is that 
firm choices need to be made in order to achieve tangible results at the level of this population. This 
means that for each new funding decision it should be carefully assessed whether the 
project/programme to be funded fits the criteria set out in the country strategy, how it will contribute 
to realising the objectives and whether it will reinforce already ongoing activities or will require 
additional efforts that will further increase the workload.  

 
II. Refocus the country strategy gradually. This implies that, based on the ADC’s 

comparative advantages, choices will need to be made regarding a better focus of the 
support. This can potentially lead to better, more measurable, and sustainable results, 
given budget and capacity limitations. 

 
This option also assumes that ADC engagement with Mozambique will continue after 2024 and that 
refocusing the country strategy is needed in order to realise tangible and sustainable results at the 
level of the poor and marginalised population, especially women. Refocusing implies that the number 
of sectors and sub-sectors where ADC is active needs to be reduced in the remaining implementation 
period for the country strategy. Based on this evaluation, a careful assessment of the sector focus 
could be made, also considering the comparative advantage of ADC in each of the sectors and in 
implementing intersectoral approaches. While it is has to be accepted that the implementation 
practice cannot be immediately limited to one sector in the short run given ongoing commitments, a 
decision might be taken to focus in the future only on one sector with due attention to intersectoral 
linkages (for example, nexus approach or peace dividend), crosscutting issues and whole-of-
government approach. In line with the international development effectiveness agenda, donors 
should not spread out their limited resources across too many countries, sectors and sub-sectors as 
this will negatively affect development results. Given ADC budget and capacity limitations, ADC 
support is now too widely spread. This implies that no new engagements such as General Budget 
Support – if this will be resumed by the EU and other Development Partners – should be taken on. 
In addition, phasing out strategies for the sector or sub-sectors where ADC engagement will not be 
continued should be prepared 
 
III. Prepare for an exit from Mozambique. 
 
If eventually the Government of Austria decides on an exit from Mozambique, the phasing out should 
be implemented in an orderly way in order to sustain development results achieved. There are good 
lessons to be drawn from evaluations of donor exits implemented by other DPs. If commitments are 
respected and phasing-out is well planned, negative consequences may be limited. 
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6 Recommendations 

For the three options for the future of ADC engagement presented in chapter 5 – I) Business as usual; 
II) refocus of the country strategy; and III) Prepare for exit – it is assumed that key structural factors 
such as the volume of support and the set-up and available capacity of ADC support will not 
fundamentally change. This is the point of departure for the formulation of feasible and realistic 
recommendations for future ADC engagement with Mozambique. Furthermore, it is important that 
the strengths of ADC’s engagement are maintained and/or will be strengthened further, while the 

weaknesses will be addressed. The strengths include the recognition of ADC as a flexible and 
engaged development partner (conclusion 1), the choice for sectors with clear development needs 
(conclusion 2), the aim for an appropriate aid modality mix (conclusion 4) and good information 
exchange among Austrian actors and some synergies (conclusion 6). The weaknesses are the 
dispersed character of ADC’s engagement in view of budget and capacity constraints (conclusion 3), 
too limited results orientation (conclusion 5), too limited attention for sustainability and scalability 
(conclusion 7) and room for improvement of policy coherence and implementation of the whole-of-
government approach (conclusion 6). These considerations have led to the following 
recommendations, which are meant for the key stakeholders: the MFA and ADA (headquarters and 
the coordination office). It is crucial that the key stakeholders work closely together in implementing 
recommendations and agree among themselves on a division of roles and responsibilities. 
 
1. Further improve the results orientation and focus on achieving results from the current 

portfolio. 
 
Although steps have been made to improve the results orientation of ADC’s engagement with 

Mozambique, further improvement in line with the results matrix in the country strategy is needed. 
The results matrix needs to be revised to include gender-sensitive indicators regarding production 
and productivity, sustainable farming techniques, water usage, which are linked to ADC supported 
interventions. The focus should be on outcomes at the level of the population based on gender-
specific and age-specific indicators for specific groups of the population in order to address the issue 
of inclusiveness. Increasing the results orientation of provincial level support to government will be 
rather challenging and should be reconsidered. This implies that more systematic monitoring should 
take place. The quality of project evaluations should be improved with an explicit focus on outcomes. 
The new ADA guidelines on project evaluations apparently already focus on improved project 
evaluations and may help to improve project evaluations in Mozambique, for instance by clustering 
project evaluations. In-depth dialogue between ADA headquarters and the coordination office on 
M&E is needed, for instance on the evidence provided in monitoring reports and the use of statistical 
sources. 
 
2. Further develop and improve policy coherence and implementation of the whole-of-

government approach. 
 
ADC’s aid implementation practices are rather dispersed. Despite good information exchange and 

evidence of some synergies, there is still too limited coherence and coordination on the ground as 
also indicated by OECD-DAC peer reviews of Austria, which is due to some structural constraints in 
Austria. Nevertheless, it is recommended to develop and implement a more explicit whole-of 
government approach for Mozambique with clear targets to be achieved in line with the results matrix. 
Different levels can be distinguished such as 1) improved linkages between the political dialogue in 
which the Ambassador is involved and the policy dialogue for which the ADA coordination office is 
responsible. In addition, improved coordination and establishment of actual synergies between the 
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ADC activities and the other Austrian ODA-funded activities that are not part of ADC engagement in 
order to ensure that the same objectives are being pursued; 2) improved coordination and synergies 
among ADC supported activities such as between agriculture and rural WASH where actual 
synergies are still very limited, and; 3) improved coordination and synergies within the focal sectors 
of ADC support i.e. agriculture and rural WASH, which means that implementing partners 
(government, NGOs, UN agencies), in particular at Sofala level, should be supported to work more 
closely together. 
 
3. While maintaining flexibility, avoid too dispersed implementation and refrain from 

launching interventions in new thematic areas with new implementing partners. 
 
Given the structural limitations of ADC’s engagement with Mozambique – volume of support and 
capacity – clear choices should be made as Austria can only meaningfully address a limited number 
of development challenges. Austria should realise that in the challenging development context of 
Mozambique, which is substantially lagging behind other neighbouring countries, clear choices have 
to be made regarding the focus of its support. Each new project proposal should be assessed against 
its potential contribution to the overall and specific objectives and its contribution to results in the 
revised results matrix. This implies that no interventions in new sectors or sub-sectors including 
intersectoral approaches should be launched. It is also recommended to keep the number of 
implementing partners limited. 
 
4. Consider the comparative advantages of ADC support to specific sectors and 

intersectoral approaches, in combination with the geographic focus as the basis for 
future more focused engagement. 

 
Criteria need to be developed for preparing ADC’s future engagement with Mozambique in a more 
limited number of areas based on comparative advantages. Other criteria for making firm choices 
may include results at outcome level achieved so far and potential to realise more results, best 
potential for policy coherence and implementation of whole-of-government approach, good ADC 
value added and visibility, adequate mix of aid modalities and options for joint support with other 
donors at central level. One comparative advantage of ADC has been the combination of central level 
engagement in the policy dialogue and provincial level implementation, provided that the results focus 
is further improved. If only one sector will be selected this would allow to further improve and 
strengthen the combination of implementation on the ground in Sofala province and engagement in 
national-level sector policy dialogue. This does not necessarily require that direct support to Ministries 
at central level is combined with support at Sofala province level. As poverty reduction and 
improvement of the livelihoods of the poor population is the overall objective, the implementation 
focus could be on the provincial level. This means that direct support to Ministries could be stopped 
as the results orientation is too limited. On the other hand, support to a Joint Fund could be continued.  
 
5. If direct support to Sofala province Government is continued, a more holistic approach to 

capacity building and service delivery in the focal sectors of actual ADC support is 
needed addressing key challenges such as climate change and persisting inequality. 

 
If support to provincial authorities is being continued, more guidance and non-financial support is 
required to address structural development constraints and improve the performance. Direct financial 
support to national or provincial GoM authorities without technical assistance should be avoided as 
given the enormous development constraints no good outcomes can be achieved with this type of 
support. While ADC has made a rational choice to aim for capacity building of government structures 
without heavy and expensive long-term technical assistance, the present support remains limited. 
There is no evidence that with the direct financial support capacity of the GoM has significantly been 
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strengthened beyond the training of extension agents and other staff. While before 2010 capacity 
building at provincial level was given due attention in the project approach, this is nowadays less the 
case while the development challenges have increased. A more holistic approach to capacity building 
is required, which means that not only training of individual staff is given attention, but due attention 
needs to be given to all aspects of capacity building including systems strengthening, organisational 
and institutional strengthening. Therefore, the ADC approach to technical assistance should be 
reconsidered in order to realise the overall and specific objectives. A middle way should be found 
between light-touch support and full-fledged permanent technical assistance for the dedicated but 
overburdened staff of the coordination office. Making better use of good qualified national consultants 
could be a feasible alternative. 
 
6. Prepare for exit in some areas of engagement 
 
Given the rather dispersed implementation practice, guidance regarding disengagement and exit 
strategies from specific sectors or sub-sectors and/or intersectoral approaches should be developed 
focusing on realising sustainable development results in line with the revised results matrix. Part of 
the disengagement could be the handover to other stakeholders or more specific attention to capacity 
building. 
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Annex 1 Terms of Reference 

To be sent as a separate attachment 
 
 



 

 

 
83 

  

Strategic Evaluation of Austrian Development Cooperation's Engagement in Mozambique, 

1992-2018 

Annex 2 Methodology 

• Guiding Principles and Quality Standards; 
• Theory of Change; 
• Evaluation Matrix; 
• List of Sample Projects. 



 

 

 
85 

  

Strategic Evaluation of Austrian Development Cooperation's Engagement in Mozambique, 

1992-2018 

Guiding Principles and Quality Standards 

Our guiding principles and quality standards for this evaluation are based on the OECD-DAC Quality 
Standards for Development Evaluation: 
• Independence: Independence of evaluators vis-à-vis stakeholders – no conflict of interest, work 

freely without and without interference – is an important prerequisite for the credibility of the 
evaluation. The evaluation team was able to work freely and without interference. Furthermore, 
the evaluation team was given full access to all relevant information requested. All members of 
the evaluation team were able to express their views in a free manner; 

• Impartiality: The evaluation team was in no way biased during the evaluation process, in the 
scope and methodology and in considering and presenting the achievements and challenges. 
The principle of impartiality applies not just to the evaluation team but to all members of the 
governing body, other donors and partners, management, and the beneficiaries. The 
requirements for independence and impartiality are present at all stages of the evaluation 
process; 

• Credibility: The evaluation process was conducted in a very transparent manner. The evaluation 
report shows evidence of consistency and dependability in data, findings, judgements and 
lessons learned, appropriately reflecting the quality of the methodology, procedures and analysis 
used to collect and interpret data. The evaluation report is accurate, relevant, and timely and 
provides a clear, concise and balanced presentation of the evidence, findings, issues, conclusions 
and recommendations; 

• Stakeholder involvement: From the ToR and evaluation design onwards, there has been a 
strong stakeholder involvement. An active stakeholder involvement makes the evaluation process 
more objective, enhances communication among key parties, and ensures that the data collection 
is thorough and complete. Involving the stakeholders from the very beginning raised stakeholders’ 

awareness of and commitment to the evaluation process, and increases the chances that 
stakeholders will adhere to subsequent policy recommendations; 

• Anonymity and confidentiality: The convention of anonymity and confidentiality is upheld as a 
means to protect the privacy of all persons participating in this evaluation and of the data obtained 
from them; 

• Data quality: The data for the evaluation report can be sourced from a variety of sources (see 
Section 2.2) and adhere to the core data quality dimensions (completeness, timeliness, validity, 
accuracy and consistency); 

• Triangulation: Triangulation facilitated the validation of data through cross verification from more 
than two sources. Triangulation allows to put together all findings structured in line with the 
evaluation matrix and verify the consistency (see Section 2.2).  
 

Our guiding principles have been upheld throughout the entire evaluation process in the following 
ways: 
• Transparent and open procurement process for selecting the independent evaluation team; 
• Theory-based evaluation – Theory of Change, evaluation matrix based on evaluation questions 

and criteria: basis for data collection and data analysis; 
• Wide search for documents both from MFA, ADA as well as external sources at various levels; 
• Identification of stakeholders to be interviewed on the basis of consultation of key stakeholders 

and documents; 
• Cross-referencing of sources: documents and anonymised interviews;  
• Clarity about limitations of the evaluation: time and resource constraints, possible positive 

bias in field visits to two districts; 
• Check on completeness, reliability and validity of data; 
Triangulation and validation of data which leads to robust findings and justified conclusions and 

useful recommendations in consultation with stakeholders. 
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Theory of Change 
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Evaluation Matrix 

Question Level of 
analysis 

Indicators Data collection methods Information sources 

Relevance (incl. synergies and coordination) 

1. Have the strategy and the ADC 

activities been relevant to 

Mozambique’s and Sofala’s 

changing development 

demands?  

Three levels • Extent to which contextual/political economy 

factors have been taken into account in 

strategies and priorities at national, sector and 

provincial level; 

• Extent to which contextualized responses at 

different levels (e.g. needs related to agriculture, 

responses to emergency needs, environment 

degradation, climate change, gender equality, 

etc.) have been formulated and implemented; 

• Degree of flexibility of ADC engagement to 

adjust to the changing context; 

• Adequate ADC risk assessment systems in 

place to identify and mitigate risks; 

• Perceptions of other stakeholders of the extent 

to which ADC’s engagement has been relevant 

to Mozambique’s and Sofala’s changing 

development demands; 

• Extent to which Sofala experiences have been 

fed into national level discussions and policy 

dialogue. 

• Document review; 

• Context analysis; 

• Portfolio analysis; 

• Interviews; 

• Workshop with civil society 

representatives in Beira; 

• Workshop with extension 

workers in Sofala; 

• Field visits. 

• ADC Policy and strategy 

documents; 

• ADC Programme and project 

documents; 

• GoM documents; 

• International literature incl. 

evaluations; 

• GBS reports and analyses; 

• Interviews with Austrian 

stakeholders and 

implementing partners; 

• Interviews with Mozambican 

partners at national, 

provincial and district level. 

2. To what extent were ADC’s 

strategies and activities aligned 

with the priorities of the 

Government of Mozambique? 

Level 1 • Level of alignment between ADC’s strategies, 

policies and GoM strategies; 

• Selection of focal sectors and geographical 

focus aligned with GoM priorities; 

• Selection of aid modalities aligned with GoM 

priorities; 

• Main issues affecting outcomes and impact of 

ADC’s engagement have been addressed in 

• Document review; 

• Portfolio analysis; 

• Interviews. 

 

• ADC Policy and strategy 

documents; 

• ADC Programme and project 

documents; 

• GoM documents; 

• Minutes and accounts of 

policy dialogue; 

• International literature incl. 
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Question Level of 
analysis 

Indicators Data collection methods Information sources 

policy dialogue. evaluations; 

• Aid effectiveness reports; 

• Interviews with Austrian 

stakeholders; 

• Interviews with Mozambican 

partners at national, 

provincial and district level; 

• Interviews development 

partners. 

3. To what extent were synergies 

achieved between the various 

ADC activities, in particular in 

Sofala province? 

Level 2  

 

Level 3 

• Complementarity of ADC engagement in the two 

focal sectors at national level and in Sofala 

province; 

• Attempts to create synergies; Synergies 

achieved; 

• Presence of functional internal coordination 

mechanisms to increase coherence and achieve 

synergies; 

• Extent to which new national/international 

insights (state of the art) in the two focal sectors 

and the nexus between the sectors has led to 

adjustments in the strategies and 

project/programme set-up and implementation; 

• Concrete elaboration of the nexus approach incl. 

Theory of Change and results framework. 

• Document review; 

• Interviews; 

• Workshop with civil society 

representatives in Beira; 

• Field visits. 

 

• ADC Policy and strategy 

documents; 

• ADC Programme and project 

documents. 

 

4. To what extent has ADC 

coordinated its work with its 

partners ((including both Austrian 

and Mozambican Government, 

bilateral and multilateral donors, 

implementation partners)? 

All levels • Donor coordination structures at national, sector 

and Sofala province level (incl. EU Joint 

Programming); 

• Role of ADC in policy dialogue at various levels 

including perceptions of this role; 

• Issues brought forward by ADC in the policy 

dialogue and donor coordination recognised by 

• Document review; 

• Interviews; 

• Workshops with Austrian 

stakeholders in Maputo; 

• Workshops with civil society 

actors in Beira. 

 

• ADC Policy and strategy 

documents; 

• GoM documents; 

• Minutes donor coordination 

meetings; 

• Minutes policy dialogue. 
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Question Level of 
analysis 

Indicators Data collection methods Information sources 

stakeholders; 

• Frequency and type of communication between 

ADC and GoM on bilateral coordination; 

• Frequency of interaction between ADC and civil 

society actors; 

• Frequency of interaction between ADA 

coordination office and other Austrian 

stakeholders present in Mozambique; 

• Type of issues discussed in stakeholder and 

consultation meetings; 

• Follow-up provided to stakeholder meetings. 

Effectiveness and impact 

5. To what extent have ADC’s 

more recent interventions in the 

agriculture and rural 

water/sanitation sector in Sofala 

and at the national level 

contributed to intended 

immediate results?  

 

 Agriculture: 

• Strengthened capacity GoM agricultural staff; 

• Improved quality of extension services for 

farmers; 

• Improved coverage of extension services (F/M); 

• Provision of improved agricultural inputs and 

infrastructure to farmers (F/M); 

• Improved accessibility of information; 

• Better systems. 

 

Rural WASH: 

• Increased capacity of GoM W&S staff; 

• Installation and rehabilitation of rural water 

points and systems; 

• Construction of latrines (houses, schools, 

hospitals; 

• Promotion of awareness around clean water, 

hygiene and sanitation. 

 

• Document review; 

• Interviews; 

• Workshop with civil society 

representatives in Beira; 

• Workshop with extension 

workers Sofala; 

• Field visits. 

 

• Programme and project 

documents; 

• Interviews Austrian and GoM 

stakeholders; 

• Interviews implementing 

partners and beneficiaries. 
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Question Level of 
analysis 

Indicators Data collection methods Information sources 

6. To what extent have ADC’s 

more recent interventions in the 

agriculture and rural 

water/sanitation sector in Sofala 

and at the national level 

contributed to outcomes? 

Level 1 

 

Level 2 

 

Level 3 

Agriculture (national level and Sofala): 

• Increase in agricultural production and 

productivity; 

• Improved access to markets(M/F); 

• Improved farmer’s (M/F) satisfaction with GoM 

services; 

• Improved sustainable land use. 

 

Rural WASH (national level and Sofala: 

• % of the population that practices open fecalism; 

• % of the population using latrines or other 

sanitation facilities; 

• % of the population that uses basic potable 

water services; 

• Better knowledge and awareness of hygiene, 

clean water and sanitation. 

• Document review; 

• Interviews; 

• Workshop with civil society 

representatives in Beira; 

• Workshop extension workers 

Sofala; 

• Field visits. 

 

• Programme and project 

documents; 

• GoM documents; 

• Provincial, national and 

international statistics; 

• Minutes donor coordination 

meetings; 

• Minutes policy dialogue; 

• Interviews Austrian and GoM 

stakeholders; 

• Interviews implementing 

partners and beneficiaries; 

• Interviews Austrian and GoM 

stakeholders; 

• Interviews other development 

partners. 

7. What have been the main 

outcomes and impacts (intended 

and unintended) that ADC has 

(directly or indirectly) contributed 

to since 1992?  

Level 2 

 

Level 3 

 

 

 

• Contribution to absolute poverty reduction and 

improvement of the living conditions of the 

Mozambican people, and in particular in Sofala; 

• Change in % of Mozambican living below the 

poverty line, Gini Index, Human Development 

Index (national and Sofala level); 

• Improved access to and use of services 

provided by the government and civil society; 

• Extent to which ADC supported projects and 

programmes have developed, implemented and 

monitored strategies regarding inclusive pro-

poor development; 

• Decentralisation of service delivery; 

• Improved governance (rule of law, control of 

corruption etc.). 

• Document review; 

• Interviews; 

• Workshop with civil society 

representatives in Beira; 

• Field visits. 

 

• Programme and project 

documents; 

• GoM documents; 

• Provincial, national and 

international statistics; 

• Interviews Austrian and GoM 

stakeholders; 

• Interviews other development 

partners; 

• Interviews civil society, 

external experts. 
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Question Level of 
analysis 

Indicators Data collection methods Information sources 

Sustainability 

8. To what extent have outcomes 

and impacts achieved since 1992 

been sustained? 

All levels • Services will continue to be delivered after 

finalisation of the support; 

• Improved infrastructure will be maintained and 

replaced after finalisation of support; 

• Empowered community/women’s organisations 

are able to actively lobby for GoM attention; 

• Capacities and resources available at district 

level have been sustainably improved; 

• Environmental and other climate risks are 

adequately mitigated. 

• Document review; 

• Interviews; 

• Workshops with Austrian 

stakeholders in Maputo;  

• Workshops with civil society 

actors in Beira. 

• Project and programme 

documents; 

• Study reports; 

• International evaluations; 

• Minutes donor coordination 

meetings; 

• Minutes policy dialogue; 

• Interviews Austrian and GoM 

stakeholders; 

• Interviews other development 

partners; 

• Interviews civil society, 

external experts. 

Efficiency 

9. To what extent has ADC’s 

management set up and 

capacities been favourable for its 

relevance and effectiveness? 

All levels • Number of ADC staff for Mozambique/Sofala 

Province over time; 

• Organisational set-up; 

• Division of tasks and responsibilities (incl. 

programme preparation, risk assessment and 

mitigation, policy dialogue; dialogue with 

implementing partners and M&E); 

• Clarity of roles and responsibilities; 

• Perceptions on strengths and weaknesses of 

ADC’s organisational set-up and capacities. 

• Document review; 

• Interviews. 

 

• ADA business strategy; 

• Organigram; 

• Overview of number and 

profile of staff involved in ADC 

engagement with 

Mozambique; 

• Interviews Austrian and GoM 

stakeholders; 

• Interviews other development 

partners; 

• Interviews civil society, 

external experts. 

10. What have been the strengths 

and weaknesses of ADC’s M&E 

system for programming, 

learning and accountability? 

All levels • Quality of M&E system; 

• Usage of monitoring data; 

• Frequency of monitoring; 

• Alternative forms of data collection where 

• Document review; 

• Workshop with civil society 

representatives in Beira; 

• Interviews. 

• Project and programme 

documents; 

• ADA M&E system; 

• Evaluation reports; 
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Question Level of 
analysis 

Indicators Data collection methods Information sources 

monitoring data is not available; 

• Involvement in evaluations; 

• Quality and use of evaluations; 

• Existence of feedback loops. 

 • Interviews Austrian 

stakeholders. 

ADC’s added value 

11. What has been ADC’s value 

added in Mozambique? 

 

All levels • Perceptions on ADC’s long-term engagement 

with Mozambique including ADC’s strategic 

underpinnings; 

• Perceptions on ADC’s positioning, niche and 

comparative advantage at national level and in 

Sofala Province; 

• Predictability and flexibility of ADC engagement; 

• Recognition of ADC’s value proposition; 

• Visibility. 

• Interviews; 

• Workshop with Austrian 

stakeholders in Maputo; 

• Workshop with civil society 

actors in Beira. 

• Interviews Austrian and GoM 

stakeholders; 

• Interviews other development 

partners; 

• Interviews/workshops civil 

society, and Austrian 

stakeholders. 
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List of Sample Projects 

Overview of sample for the agricultural and rural WASH sectors and Sofala focus, 2011-2018 

Project 
number Project Title 

Contracting partner/ 
Implementing Partner 

Contract 
Funding  
(in euros) 

Project 
start/end 

 Agriculture 

2002-

02/2010 

Contribution sector budget support to 

agriculture, 2011 

MINEC / MASA – DPASA 

Sofala 

500,000.00 01/2011- 

12/2011 

2002-

00/2011 

Contribution to agriculture Sector 

financing, PEDSA, 2012 

MINEC / MASA  500,000.00 01/2012- 

12/2012 

2002-

00/2013 

Contribution to the Investment Plan in 

the agricultural sector, PNISA, 2013 

MINEC / MASA 1,000,000.00 01/2013- 

12/2013 

2002-

00/2014 

Contribution to the Investment Plan in 

the agricultural sector, PNISA, 2014 

MINEC / MASA 1,000,000.00 01/2014- 

12/2014 

2002-

00/2015 

Contribution PNISA 2015-2017, 

Extension Service 

MINEC / DNEA – MASA 3,000,000.00 01/2015- 

12/2019 

2092-

00/2012 

Promotion of small-scale agricultural 

production, PASF Sofala, 2012 

MASA / DPASA Sofala 
1,600,000.00 

10/2012-

12/2013 

2092-

00/2014 

Promotion of small-scale agricultural 

production, PASF Sofala, 2014 

MASA / DPASA Sofala 
1,695,362.64 

01/2014-

12/2015 

1980-

00/2016 

Subproject of Framework 

Programme HORIZONT3000 2016-

2018 - Rural Development Buzi 

HORIZONT3000 – OEZA 

/ ESMABAMA 204,297.05 
01/2016-

12/2018 

2092-

00/2016 

Promoting Agricultural Productivity of 

Smallholder Farmers in Sofala 

Contribution 2016 

MINEC / MASA – DPASA 

Sofala 700,000.00 
01/2016-

12/2017 

2092-

00/2017 

Promoting Agricultural Productivity of 

Smallholder Farmers in Sofala, 

Contribution 2017 and 2018 

MINEC / MASA – DPASA 

Sofala 1,861,387.65 
01/2017-

12/2019 

2499-

01/2017 

Contribution to the FAO Country 

Programming Framework 2017 - 

2019 

FAO of the United Nations 

/ FAO of the United 

Nations 

2,150,000.00 
11/2017-

10/2020 

 Rural WASH 

2003-

00/2014 

Contribution PRONASAR 2014 - 

2015, Common Fund Water and 

Sanitation 

Ministry of Public Works 

and Housing / DNAAS 

2,800,000.00 01/2014- 

12/2018 

2610-

00/2009 

Applied technical training and 

research in rural water supply and 

sanitation in Sofala 

ECOTEC GmbH / 

DPOPHR Sofala 1,048,564.00 
03/2010-

02/2012 

1571-

00/2018  

Contribution UNICEF, Improved 

WASH Access in Rural Mozambique 

UNICEF / UNICEF 1,100,000.00 11/2018-

06/2020 

1570-

00/2018 

Contribution to the Annual Planning 

2018 - 2020 in Rural Water and 

Sanitation in Sofala Province, Agua 

Sofala 

Provincial Government 

Sofala / DPOPHR Sofala 

1.500.000 01/2018- 

12/2020 
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Interview and workshop topic guides 

Below are the specific topic guides for each group of stakeholders. While all the topics and questions 
listed below cover the different evaluation criteria, the evaluation criteria in the sub-headings and the 
two forward-looking questions will not serve as main guidance for the discussions with key 
informants. The evaluation criteria are used for internal purposes only. We do not necessarily intend 
to ask all questions to each interviewee. Depending on the position and nature of work of the 
respective interviewee, we will emphasize some questions more than others. The interviews will be 
conducted in a flexible way to make it a real open discussion with the respective interviewees. 
 
 
MFA (incl. Austrian Embassy in Pretoria) representatives, ADA representatives in 
Vienna 
 
ADC’s strategy, activities and policy dialogue in Mozambique 
• To what extent is ADC’s engagement a reflection of strategic considerations, including ADC’s role 

in a particular development context and its comparative advantage? (EQ.1) 
• How did the changes in the Mozambique development cooperation context (from an early adopter 

of the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness, substantial number of donors providing budget 
support and donor success story to the hidden debt crisis in 2016 and changes in donor’s attitude 

towards Mozambique) affect the MFA engagement with Mozambique? How flexible was the ADC 
engagement to adjust to the changing context? What position did Austria take in the donor 
discussions on Mozambique over time? (EQ.2) 

• To what extent were ADC’s strategies and activities aligned with the priorities of the Government 
of Mozambique (GoM)? To what extent is the selection of focal sectors and geographical focus 
aligned with GoM priorities? (EQ.3) 

• To what extent was ADC’s selected aid modalities mix appropriate to the development context in 
Mozambique? (EQ.2) 

• In addition to its financial support, ADC is involved in the policy dialogue with the GoM at various 
levels. There is limited written information on Austria’s engagement in the policy dialogue. What 

is the position that Austria has taken over time in this policy dialogue? What were the specific 
characteristics of Austria’s position compared to other donors? Where did Austria make the 

difference? Please provide examples. (EQ.4) 
 
Achievement of results and management for results 
• What is your perception of the extent to which ADC’s more recent interventions in the agriculture 

and rural water/sanitation sector in Sofala and at the national level have contributed to intended 
results at various levels (outputs, outcomes and impact)? Please present concrete examples, if 
possible. (EQ.5) 

• Since the 2004 evaluation of ADC’s engagement with Mozambique and the 2009 Mozambique 

case study in the ADC budget support evaluation, there have only be a few independent 
evaluations of support provided by ADC alone or jointly with other donors. GoM’s annual reports 

mainly provide insights at the output level, but there is hardly any information on outcome or 
impact level i.e. changes at the level of the population, in particular the poor rural population in 
Sofala. Is there more reliable information on outcomes and impact? If not, how does ADC learn 
lessons and decides on future funding? (EQ.6) 

• To what extent did the outcomes achieved benefit women and men equally? (EQ.6) 
• What is your perception of positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about 

by ADC’s work? (EQ.7) 
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ADC’s organisational set-up and aid coordination 
• What have been the strengths and weaknesses of ADCs organisational set-up for its engagement 

with Mozambique over time? (EQ.9) 
• The ADC focus on Sofala represents continuity in the ADC engagement with Mozambique since 

1994 although the modalities of implementation have differed over time. From 1995 to 2010 there 
was a coordination office in Beira. How does ADC ensure coherence of its support to Sofala and 
how can ADC/ADA be sufficiently involved in the monitoring and implementation of activities in 
Sofala without direct presence on the ground? (EQ.9) 

• To what extent have other development partners committed to providing continuing support in 
Mozambique/Sofala Province? (EQ. 8) 

 
Risks/Monitoring and Evaluation 
• To what extent did monitoring systems provide management with a stream of data that allowed it 

to learn and adjust implementation accordingly? (EQ.10) 
• In your opinion, what have been the main strengths and weaknesses of ADC’s M&E system for 

programming, learning and accountability? (EQ.10) 
• What is your opinion on the assessment and mitigation of risks by ADC over time? How are risks 

monitored, addressed and mitigated when they occur? Please provide examples. (EQ.9) 
 
ADC’s future in Mozambique 
• What has been ADC’s value added in Mozambique? How do you perceive ADC’s long-term 

engagement in Mozambique? To what extent has the ADC engagement become more/less 
predictable and/or flexible over time? (EQ.11) 

• What indications are there that the outcomes in Mozambique/Sofala Province will be sustained, 
e.g., through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? (EQ.8) 

• How do you think the needs/priorities in Mozambique will change in the near future? How could 
that affect the scope and coverage of development projects funded by ADC? (forward-looking 
question) 

• Which steps could contribute to improving the impact of ADC’s development assistance more 
generally (touch upon all relevant aspects i.e. governance, aid modalities, planning and 
budgeting, staff capacity, performance management, etc.)? (forward-looking question) 

 
 
Actual and former staff of Coordination office in Maputo 
 
ADC’s strategy, activities and policy dialogue in Mozambique 
• To what extent is ADC’s engagement a reflection of strategic considerations, including ADC’s role 

in a particular development context and its comparative advantage? (EQ.1) 
• How did the changes in the Mozambique development cooperation context (from an early adopter 

of the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness, substantial number of donors providing budget 
support and donor success story to the hidden debt crisis in 2016 and changes in donor’s attitude 

towards Mozambique) affect the MFA engagement with Mozambique? How flexible was the ADC 
engagement to adjust to the changing context? What position did Austria take in the donor 
discussions on Mozambique over time? (EQ.2) 

• To what extent were ADC’s strategies and activities aligned with the priorities of the Government 

of Mozambique (GoM)? To what extent is the selection of focal sectors and geographical focus 
aligned with GoM priorities? (EQ.3) 

• To what extent was ADC’s selected aid modalities mix appropriate to the development context in 

Mozambique? (EQ.2) 
• In addition to its financial support, ADC is involved in the policy dialogue with the GoM at various 

levels. There is limited written information on Austria’s engagement in the policy dialogue. What 
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is the position that Austria has taken over time in this policy dialogue? What were the specific 
characteristics of Austria’s position compared to other donors? Where did Austria make the 
difference? Please provide examples. (EQ.4) 

 
Achievement of results and management for results 
• What is your perception of the extent to which ADC’s more recent interventions in the agriculture 

and rural water/sanitation sector in Sofala and at the national level have contributed to intended 
results at various levels (outputs, outcomes and impact)? Please present concrete examples, if 
possible. (EQ.5) 

• Since the 2004 evaluation of ADC’s engagement with Mozambique and the 2009 Mozambique 

case study in the ADC budget support evaluation, there have only be a few independent 
evaluations of support provided by ADC alone or jointly with other donors. GoM’s annual reports 

mainly provide insights at the output level, but there is hardly any information on outcome or 
impact level i.e. changes at the level of the population, in particular the poor rural population in 
Sofala. Is there more reliable information on outcomes and impact? If not, how does ADC learn 
lessons and decides on future funding? (EQ.6) 

• To what extent did the outcomes achieved benefit women and men equally? (EQ.6) 
• What is your perception of positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about 

by ADC’s work? (EQ.7) 
 
ADC’s organisational set-up and aid coordination 
• What have been the strengths and weaknesses of ADCs organisational set-up for its engagement 

with Mozambique over time? (EQ.9) 
• The ADC focus on Sofala represents continuity in the ADC engagement with Mozambique since 

1994 although the modalities of implementation have differed over time. From 1995 to 2010 there 
was a coordination office in Beira. How does ADC ensure coherence of its support to Sofala and 
how can ADC/ADA be sufficiently involved in the monitoring and implementation of activities in 
Sofala without direct presence on the ground? (EQ.9) 

• To what extent have other development partners committed to providing continuing support in 
Mozambique/Sofala Province? (EQ. 8) 

 
Risks/Monitoring and Evaluation 
• To what extent did monitoring systems provide management with a stream of data that allowed it 

to learn and adjust implementation accordingly? (EQ.10) 
• In your opinion, what have been the main strengths and weaknesses of ADC’s M&E system for 

programming, learning and accountability? (EQ.10) 
• What is your opinion on the assessment and mitigation of risks by ADC over time? How are risks 

monitored, addressed and mitigated when they occur? Please provide examples. (EQ.9) 
 
ADC’s future in Mozambique 
• What has been ADC’s value added in Mozambique? How do you perceive ADC’s long-term 

engagement in Mozambique? To what extent has the ADC engagement become more/less 
predictable and/or flexible over time? (EQ.11) 

• What indications are there that the outcomes in Mozambique/Sofala Province will be sustained, 
e.g., through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? (EQ.8) 

• How do you think the needs/priorities in Mozambique will change in the near future? How could 
that affect the scope and coverage of development projects funded by ADC? (forward-looking 
question) 

• Which steps could contribute to improving the impact of ADC’s development assistance more 
generally (touch upon all relevant aspects i.e. governance, aid modalities, planning and 
budgeting, staff capacity, performance management, etc.)? (forward-looking question) 
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GoM interlocutors central level 
 
ADC’s strategy, activities and policy dialogue in Mozambique 
• To what extent were ADC’s strategies and activities aligned with the priorities of the Government 

of Mozambique (GoM)? To what extent is the selection of focal sectors and geographical focus 
aligned with GoM priorities? (EQ.3) 

• In addition to its financial support, ADC is involved in the policy dialogue with the GoM at various 
levels. What is the position that the GoM has taken over time in this policy dialogue vis-à-vis 
Austria? What were the specific characteristics of Austria’s position compared to other donors? 
Where did Austria make the difference? Please provide examples. (EQ.4) 

 
Achievement of results and management for results 
• What is your perception of the extent to which ADC’s more recent interventions in the agriculture 

and rural water/sanitation sector in Sofala and at the national level have contributed to intended 
results at various levels (outputs, outcomes and impact)? Please present concrete examples, if 
possible. (EQ.5) 

• What is your perception of positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about 
by ADC’s work? (EQ.7) 

 
ADC’s future in Mozambique 
• What has been ADC’s value added in Mozambique? How do you perceive ADC’s long-term 

engagement in Mozambique? To what extent has the ADC engagement become more/less 
predictable and/or flexible over time? (EQ.11) 

• What indications are there that the outcomes in Mozambique/Sofala Province will be sustained, 
e.g., through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? (EQ.8) 

• How do you think the needs/priorities in Mozambique will change in the near future? How could 
that affect the scope and coverage of development projects funded by ADC? (forward-looking 
question) 

• Which steps could contribute to improving the impact of ADC’s development assistance more 
generally (touch upon all relevant aspects i.e. governance, aid modalities, planning and 
budgeting, staff capacity, performance management, etc.)? (forward-looking question) 

 
 
Development Partners interlocutors 
 
ADC’s strategy, activities and policy dialogue in Mozambique 
• To what extent is your engagement a reflection of strategic considerations, including your role in 

a particular development context and its comparative advantage? (EQ.1) 
• How did the changes in the Mozambique development cooperation context (from an early adopter 

of the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness, substantial number of donors providing budget 
support and donor success story to the hidden debt crisis in 2016 and changes in donor’s attitude 

towards Mozambique) affect your engagement with Mozambique? How flexible was your 
engagement to adjust to the changing context? What position did your country government / 
Austria take in the donor discussions on Mozambique over time? (EQ.2) 

• To what extent were your strategies and activities aligned with the priorities of the Government of 
Mozambique (GoM)? To what extent is the selection of focal sectors and geographical focus 
aligned with GoM priorities? (EQ.3) 

• To what extent were your selected aid modalities mix appropriate to the development context in 
Mozambique? (EQ.2) 

• In addition to its financial support, your country government is involved in the policy dialogue with 
the GoM at various levels. What is the position that your country government has taken over time 
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in this policy dialogue? What were the specific characteristics of your country government’s / 

Austria’s position compared to other donors? Where did your country / Austria make the 

difference? Please provide examples. (EQ.4) 
 
Achievement of results and management for results 
• What is your perception of the extent to which your organization’s / ADC’s more recent 

interventions in the agriculture and rural water/sanitation sector in Sofala and at the national level 
have contributed to intended results at various levels (outputs, outcomes and impact)? Please 
present concrete examples, if possible. (EQ.5) 

• GoM’s annual reports mainly provide insights at the output level, but there is hardly any 

information on outcome or impact level i.e. changes at the level of the population, in particular the 
poor rural population in Sofala. Is there more reliable information on outcomes and impact? If not, 
how do you learn lessons and decide on future funding? (EQ.6) 

• To what extent did the outcomes achieved benefit women and men equally? (EQ.6) 
• What is your perception of positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about 

by your organization’s / ADC’s work? (EQ.7) 
Aid coordination with ADC 
• What have been the strengths and weaknesses of your organization’s /ADC’s organisational set-

up for its engagement with Mozambique over time? (EQ.9) 
• To what extent is your organization committed to providing continuing support in 

Mozambique/Sofala Province? (EQ. 8) 
 
Risks/Monitoring and Evaluation 
• To what extent did monitoring systems provide management with a stream of data that allowed it 

to learn and adjust implementation accordingly? (EQ.10) 
• In your opinion, what have been the main strengths and weaknesses of your organization’s M&E 

system for programming, learning and accountability? (EQ.10) 
• What is your opinion on the assessment and mitigation of risks over time? How are risks 

monitored, addressed and mitigated when they occur? Please provide examples. (EQ.9) 
 
ADC’s future in Mozambique 
• What has been your organization’s /ADC’s value added in Mozambique? How do you perceive 

your organization’s /ADC’s long-term engagement in Mozambique? To what extent has your 
organization’s / the ADC engagement become more/less predictable and/or flexible over time? 
(EQ.11) 

• What indications are there that the outcomes in Mozambique/Sofala Province will be sustained, 
e.g., through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? (EQ.8) 

• How do you think the needs/priorities in Mozambique will change in the near future? How could 
that affect the scope and coverage of development projects funded by your organization/ADC? 
(forward-looking question) 

• Which steps could contribute to improving the impact of your organization’s / ADC’s development 

assistance more generally (touch upon all relevant aspects i.e. governance, aid modalities, 
planning and budgeting, staff capacity, performance management, etc.)? (forward-looking 
question) 

 
 
Other stakeholders/implementing partners in Maputo 
 
ADC’s/Organization’s strategy, activities and policy dialogue in Mozambique 
• To what extent is your engagement a reflection of strategic considerations, including your role in 

a particular development context and its comparative advantage? (EQ.1) 
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Achievement of results and management for results 
• What is your perception of the extent to which your organization’s / ADC’s more recent 

interventions in the agriculture and rural water/sanitation sector in Sofala and at the national level 
have contributed to intended results at various levels (outputs, outcomes and impact)? Please 
present concrete examples, if possible. (EQ.5) 

• GoM’s annual reports mainly provide insights at the output level, but there is hardly any 

information on outcome or impact level i.e. changes at the level of the population, in particular the 
poor rural population in Sofala. Is there more reliable information on outcomes and impact? If not, 
how do you learn lessons and decide on future funding? (EQ.6) 

• To what extent did the outcomes achieved benefit women and men equally? (EQ.6) 
• What is your perception of positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about 

by your organization’s / ADC’s work? (EQ.7) 
 
Aid coordination with ADC 
• What have been the strengths and weaknesses of your organization’s / ADC’s organisational set-

up for its engagement with Mozambique over time? (EQ.9) 
• To what extent is your organization committed to providing continuing support in 

Mozambique/Sofala Province? (EQ.8) 
 
Risks/Monitoring and Evaluation 
• To what extent did monitoring systems provide management with a stream of data that allowed it 

to learn and adjust implementation accordingly? (EQ.10) 
• In your opinion, what have been the main strengths and weaknesses of your organization’s M&E 

system for programming, learning and accountability? (EQ.10) 
• What is your opinion on the assessment and mitigation of risks over time? How are risks 

monitored, addressed and mitigated when they occur? Please provide examples. (EQ.9) 
 
ADC’s future in Mozambique 
• What has been your organization’s / ADC’s value added in Mozambique? How do you perceive 

your organization’s / ADC’s long-term engagement in Mozambique? To what extent has your 
organization’s / the ADC engagement become more/less predictable and/or flexible over time? 
(EQ.11) 

• What indications are there that the outcomes in Mozambique/Sofala Province will be sustained, 
e.g., through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? (EQ.8) 

• How do you think the needs/priorities in Mozambique will change in the near future? How could 
that affect the scope and coverage of development projects funded by your organization / ADC? 
(forward-looking question) 

• Which steps could contribute to improving the impact of your organization’s / ADC’s development 

assistance more generally (touch upon all relevant aspects i.e. governance, aid modalities, 
planning and budgeting, staff capacity, performance management, etc.)? (forward-looking 
question) 

 
 
Other Austrian stakeholders (based in Maputo) 
 
ADC’s strategy, activities and policy dialogue in Mozambique 
• To what extent is ADC’s engagement a reflection of strategic considerations, including ADC’s role 

in a particular development context and its comparative advantage? (EQ.1) 
• To what extent were ADC’s strategies and activities aligned with the priorities of the Government 

of Mozambique (GoM)? To what extent is the selection of focal sectors and geographical focus 
aligned with GoM priorities? (EQ.3) 
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• To what extent was ADC’s selected aid modalities mix appropriate to the development context in 

Mozambique? (EQ.2) 
• In addition to its financial support, ADC is involved in the policy dialogue with the GoM at various 

levels. There is limited written information on Austria’s engagement in the policy dialogue. What 

is the position that Austria has taken over time in this policy dialogue? What were the specific 
characteristics of Austria’s position compared to other donors? Where did Austria make the 

difference? Please provide examples. (EQ.4) 
 
Achievement of results and management for results 
• What is your perception of the extent to which ADC’s more recent interventions in the agriculture 

and rural water/sanitation sector in Sofala and at the national level have contributed to intended 
results at various levels (outputs, outcomes and impact)? Please present concrete examples, if 
possible. (EQ.5) 

• What is your perception of positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about 
by ADC’s work? (EQ.7) 

 
ADC’s future in Mozambique 
• What has been ADC’s value added in Mozambique? How do you perceive ADC’s long-term 

engagement in Mozambique? To what extent has the ADC engagement become more/less 
predictable and/or flexible over time? (EQ.11) 

• What indications are there that the outcomes in Mozambique/Sofala Province will be sustained, 
e.g., through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? (EQ.8) 

• How do you think the needs/priorities in Mozambique will change in the near future? How could 
that affect the scope and coverage of development projects funded by ADC? (forward-looking 
question) 

• Which steps could contribute to improving the impact of ADC’s development assistance more 
generally (touch upon all relevant aspects i.e. governance, aid modalities, planning and 
budgeting, staff capacity, performance management, etc.)? (forward-looking question) 
 
 

GoM interlocutors Sofala 
 
ADC’s strategy, activities and policy dialogue in Mozambique 
• To what extent were ADC’s strategies and activities aligned with the priorities of the Government 

of Mozambique (GoM) in Sofala? To what extent is the selection of focal sectors and geographical 
focus aligned with GoM priorities in Sofala? (EQ.3) 

• In addition to its financial support, ADC is involved in the policy dialogue with the GoM at various 
levels, including the provincial level. There is limited written information on Austria’s engagement 

in the policy dialogue. What is the position that Austria has taken over time in this policy dialogue 
at provincial level? What were the specific characteristics of Austria’s position compared to other 

donors? Where did Austria make the difference? Please provide examples. (EQ.4) 
 
Achievement of results and management for results 
• What is your perception of the extent to which ADC’s more recent interventions in the agriculture 

and rural water/sanitation sector in Sofala have contributed to intended results at various levels 
(outputs, outcomes and impact)? Please present concrete examples, if possible. (EQ.5) 

• What is your perception of positive or negative, intended or unintended, changes brought about 
by ADC’s work? (EQ.7) 
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ADC’s organisational set-up and aid coordination 
• The ADC focus on Sofala represents continuity in the ADC engagement with Mozambique since 

1994 although the modalities of implementation have differed over time. From 1995 to 2010 there 
was a coordination office in Beira. How does ADC ensure coherence of its support to Sofala and 
how can ADC/ADA be sufficiently involved in the monitoring and implementation of activities in 
Sofala without direct presence on the ground? (EQ. 9) 

 
ADC’s future in Mozambique 
• What has been ADC’s value added in Sofala? How do you perceive ADC’s long-term engagement 

in Sofala and Mozambique more general? To what extent has the ADC engagement become 
more/less predictable and/or flexible over time? (EQ.11) 

• What indications are there that the outcomes in Sofala Province/Mozambique will be sustained, 
e.g., through requisite capacities (systems, structures, staff, etc.)? (EQ.8) 

• How do you think the needs/priorities in Sofala Province/Mozambique will change in the near 
future? How could that affect the scope and coverage of development projects funded by ADC? 
(forward-looking question) 

• Which steps could contribute to improving the impact of ADC’s development assistance more 
generally in Sofala Province (touch upon all relevant aspects i.e. governance, aid modalities, 
planning and budgeting, staff capacity, performance management, etc.)? (forward-looking 
question) 
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Table A4.1 Overview of ADC’s strategic engagement in Mozambique, 1992,-2024 

Period Strategy Focal sectors Geographic 
focus 

Specific features 

1992- 
1995 

Mozambique selected as priority 
country, preparations for 
systematic country engagement 

Peace and rehabilitation Sofala 1995 Opening of coordination office in Beira. 

1996- 
1998 

ADC 1st country programme Democratisation; Water; Agriculture; 
Small- and medium-sized enterprises 
(SMEs) 

Sofala Gradual increase of funding; Liaison office in Maputo opened. 

1999- 
2001 

ADC 2nd country programme Decentralisation; 
Sustainable economic development 

Sofala Mainly continuation of first programme. 

2002- 
2004 

ADC 3rd country programme Decentralisation;  
Rural development 

Sofala Evaluation of ADC support in 2004; 
Creation of ADA in 2004. 

2005- 

2007 

Continuation of support without 

specific country programme 

 Sofala 2005 ADC-ADA joined a sectoral programme: ProAgri; 2007: GBS. 

2008-
2009 

Mozambique Country Strategy 
2008-2013 (version not formally 
approved) 

Agriculture; 
Water and Sanitation; 
Public Infrastructure at district and 
municipal level Sofala 

Sofala Main focus on implementation of Paris Declaration and on partnership with 
provincial and district authorities in Sofala i.e. multiple levels of 
interventions; 
Implementation modalities: GBS and SBS Agriculture plus aligned projects; 
Crosscutting issues: governance and human rights; peacebuilding and 
conflict prevention; gender equality and empowerment of women; 
environment and natural resources; private sector and development. 

2010- 
2013 

Mozambique Country Strategy 
2010-2013 

Agriculture; 
Water and sanitation; 
Capacity development and 
decentralisation 

Sofala 2010: Closing of the office in Beira (not mentioned in the revised country 
strategy); Basically, the same focus as the 2008-2013 country strategy with 
even more attention to decentralisation, devolution of power and delivery 
of integrated services in Sofala Province. 

2014- 

2015 

Continuation of support without 

country strategy 

Agriculture; 

Water and sanitation 
Sofala  

2016- 

2018 

Continuation of support without 

country strategy 

Agriculture; 

Water and sanitation 
Sofala 2016 Suspension of GBS. 

2019- 
2024 

2nd ADC Country Strategy Sustainable Agriculture & Food Security; 
Rural Water/Sanitation 

Sofala Inter-sectoral nexus approach; 
Emergency aid to response to emergency needs (cyclones, floods). 
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Figure A4.1 Sectoral distribution of ADC disbursements to Mozambique, 1992-2018 

 
Source: Own calculations based on portfolio data provided by ADA. 

 
Figure A4.2 Sectoral distribution of ADC disbursements to Sofala Province, 1994-2018 

 
Source: Authors’ own calculations based on portfolio data provided by ADC. 

 
Table A4.2 Overview of ADC aid modalities in agriculture, number of agreements and Total Paid (in m €), 

1992-2018 

Aid modalities 
Agriculture  
 

1992-2004 2005-2009 2010-2015 2016-2018 

# of 

projects 

Sum of 

TOTAL 

PAID  

(in m €) 

# of 

projects 

Sum of 

TOTAL 

PAID  

(in m €) 

# of 

projects 

Sum of 

TOTAL 

PAID  

(in m €) 

# of 

projects 

Sum of 

TOTAL 

PAID  

(in m €) 

Project support 10 3.4 1 0.5   3 2.1 

Sector budget  

support 

(ProAgri) 

  3 5.0     

Support to 

government 

programmes 

    6 6.0 1 3.0 

Support via 

multilaterals 

      2 2.5 

 

0,1%
0,5%
0,8%

14,0%

27,2%

24,8%

18,4%

4,4%
0,7%

9,1% Education

Health

Population Policies & Reproductive Health

Water Supply & Sanitation

Government & Civil Society

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing

General Budget Support

Emergency response

Unallocated / Unspecified

Other

0,2%
0,3%

17,3%

35,3%
33,1%

2,2%
1,4%10,2%

Education

Health

Population Policies & Reproductive Health

Water Supply & Sanitation

Government & Civil Society

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing

General Budget Support

Emergency response

Unallocated / Unspecified

Other
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Table A4.3 Overview of ADC aid modalities in rural WASH, number of agreements and Total Paid (in m €), 

1992-2018 

Aid modalities 
Rural WASH  
 

1992-2004 2005-2009 2010-2015 2016-2018 

# of 

projects 

Sum of 

TOTAL 

PAID  
 (in m €) 

# of 

projects 

Sum of 

TOTAL 

PAID  
(in m €) 

# of 

projects 

Sum of 

TOTAL 

PAID  
(in m €) 

# of 

projects 

Sum of 

TOTAL 

PAID  
(in m €) 

Project support 10 3312 8 3760 3 387   

Common/Joint 

Fund PRONASAR 

    1 2800 1 1000 

Support to 

government 

programmes 

      2 1000 

 

Support via 

multilaterals 

3 1508     2 2100 
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Annex 5 Development Context of Mozambique 

This Annex provides a brief overview of the development context of Mozambique, from Independence 
in 1975 until today. The overview is meant as background and is not exhaustive. 
 
Security and political situation 

In Mozambique, decentralisation has been the subject of very intense political debates and conflicts 
for more than two decades. The government and opposition parties are essentially fighting over how 
much power the provinces should be given. But in fact, the opposition wants political responsibility 
and power for the administrative units where it has won the majority of votes.117 So far, this has not 
been realised. This means that decentralisation is still mainly limited to some devolution of power.  
 
Presidential, legislative, and provincial elections took place in October 2019. For the first time, 
provincial governors have emerged from provincial elections, while until now the provincial governors 
were appointed at the central level as members of the executive branch. According to the World 
Bank118, Mozambique is defined as an “authoritarian regime” with a rating of less than four out of 10 

possible points, according to the most recent Democracy Index of the Economist Intelligence Unit 
(EIU). The report indicates a sharp drop in the ranking of the country’s electoral process due to 

“irregularities and violence against members of the opposition during and after the municipal elections 

held in October 2018.” In addition, the EU Election Observation Mission in its final report on the 
General and Provincial Assembly Elections in October 2019 states the following: 
• The electoral process took place in a polarised and challenging environment where inter-party 

violence was prevalent; 
• The national legal framework provides an acceptable basis for the conduct of democratic elections 

in line with regional and international principles subscribed to by Mozambique; 
• There was a lack of stakeholder confidence in the impartiality and independence from political 

influence both in the party-nominated membership and the civil society component of the CNE; 
• Campaign activities took place in a tense environment with regular incidents of a violent nature 

often involving party members or supporters; 
• An unlevel playing field was evident throughout the campaign; 
• A lack of public trust was observed in the impartiality of the national police forces, often perceived 

as more supportive of the ruling party and not managing properly the election-related incidents 
and complaints; 

• The EU EOM media monitoring unit noted an imbalance in news bulletins and programmes 
covering the campaign; 

• Logistical election preparations were adequate and generally on time.119 
 
Macro-economic and socio-economic developments 

The changes that started in the late 1980s propelled the country’s GDP, in purchasing power parity 

terms, from US$4 billion in 1993 to about US$37 billion in 2017.120 The 1992 peace agreement and 
the reforms implemented by the GoM led to high economic growth. In 2014, Maputo was chosen by 
the IMF to host its ‘Africa Rising’ conference in recognition of Mozambique’s economic growth – an 
enviable 7.4% per year across two decades. At the time, the IMF’s managing director, Christine 

Lagarde, spoke of the country’s “impressive performance” and her “high hopes” for the future. But 
                                                        
117  Friedrich Kaufman and Winfried Borowczak, Decentralisation, A deadly power struggle, December 2017; 

https://www.dandc.eu/en/article/mozambique-bitter-fight-has-been-waged-years-over-decentralisation-country-and-
associated. 

118  World Bank, 2019, The World Bank in Mozambique, website https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/mozambique/overview 
accessed on 24-09-2019. 

119  EU Election Observer Mission, (October 2019), Final Report, General And Provincial Assembly Elections. 
120  Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), 2019, the World Fact Book, website https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-

factbook/geos/mz.html, accessed on 24 September 2019. 

https://www.dandc.eu/en/article/mozambique-bitter-fight-has-been-waged-years-over-decentralisation-country-and-associated
https://www.dandc.eu/en/article/mozambique-bitter-fight-has-been-waged-years-over-decentralisation-country-and-associated
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/mozambique/overview
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/mz.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/mz.html
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much of that optimism has dissipated since then. Despite the fast economic growth, the incidence of 
consumption poverty121 at national level stood at 48.4 % in 2014, even though it declined considerably 
since 1996 (Table A5.1).122  
 
Table A5.1 Incidence of consumption poverty in Mozambique and Sofala, 1996/97- 2014/15 (%) 

Area  1996 
IAF 

2002 
IAF 

2002 
WB 

2008 
IOF 

2008 
WB 

2014 
IOF 

2014 
WB 

National Mozambique 69.7 52.8 60.3 51.7 58.7 46.1 48.4 

Urban 61.8 48.2 41.2 46.8 41.1 37.4 32.0 

Rural 71.8 55.0 69.0 53.8 64.4 50.1 56.0 

Sofala 87.8 41.3 46.6 54.4 62.3 44.2 49.6 
Note: IAF = Inquérito aos Agregados Familiares (Mozambican households survey); IOF = Mozambique Inquérito sobre Orçamento 
Familiar (Mozambican households survey); WB = World Bank. 
Sources: Evolução da Pobreza e Bem-Estar em Moçambique, 1996/97-2014/15, p.6; Final_QUARTA AVALIAÇAO NACIONAL 
DA POBREZA, p. 12; World Bank, 2018, Mozambique-Poverty Assessment, p. 16 (Figure 1.4.), p. 17 (Figure 1.6.), p. 103 (Table 
A.3.1.). World Bank figures are adjusted figures based on their own methodology and various household surveys from 
Mozambique. 

 
In 2016, the hidden debt crisis led to an overall macro-economic crisis from which Mozambique is 
still recovering. This crisis refers to information surfaced revealing that the Mozambican Government 
was responsible for over US$2 billion in government-backed loans secured between 2012-14 by 
state-owned defence and security companies without parliamentary approval or national budget 
inclusion. This prompted the IMF and international donors to halt direct budget support to the GoM. 
An international audit was performed on Mozambique’s debt in 2016-17, but debt restructuring and 
resumption of donor support have yet to occur. In fact, this hidden debt crisis turned Mozambique 
quite suddenly from one of Africa’s success stories to an economic basket case. 
 
Endemic corruption is a major underlying cause of the recent country’s malaise despite changes 

made to the legal and institutional framework, which brought Mozambique in line with international 
good practice. Nevertheless, implementation of anticorruption measures lagged behind, testified by 
the deterioration of Mozambique’s ranking in the Transparency International annual Corruption 

Perception Index.123  
 
The high economic growth during some decades resulted also in improvements of the human 
development indicators (HDI) as illustrated in Figure A6.1 (Annex 6). All indicators show substantial 
improvement, although for 2015 onwards most indicators are stabilizing with the exception of life 
expectancy at birth. Despite improvements in indicators, the ranking of Mozambique did hardly 
change and with an HDI rank of 180 Mozambique’s performance is below the Sub-Saharan African 
level. 
 
This is also reflected in the poverty statistics, which indicate that despite recent economic growth, 
more than half of Mozambique's 24 million people continue to live below the poverty line. The World 
Bank gave the Mozambique Poverty Assessment 2018 the tile “Strong but not broadly shared growth” 

and some of the main findings of this report are: 
• High and stable growth has led to poverty reduction, especially after the late 2000s; 
• Over the long term, poverty has fallen more slowly than expected considering the strong growth 

performance; 

                                                        
121  Consumption poverty is a two-dimensional measure that takes into account both the necessary consumption expenditures 

and the household production time needed to achieve a minimum standard of living—factors often ignored in official 
poverty measures. 

122  A comprehensive approach for analysing the evolution of poverty using Mozambique as a case study is provided by C. 
Arndt et al., 2010, Explaining the Evolution of Poverty: The Case of Mozambique. 

123  Initially Mozambique ranked 81 out of 90 countries on the Corruption Transparency International in 2000, the ranking 
improved in 2005 with a ranking of 97 out of 158, slightly deteriorated in 2015 with a ranking of 111 out of 168 and started 
to decrease dramatically from 2016 onwards to a ranking of 158 out of 180 countries in 2018.  
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• Had growth been more equally shared Mozambique would have achieved twice as much poverty 
reduction after 2000; 

• The evolution of poverty displays regional differences. The share of poor households has fallen 
in both rural and urban areas, from 69% to 56.0% in the former, and from 41.1% to 32% in the 
latter. However, rural areas continue to lag behind urban areas: since the early 2000s, nearly 8 
out of 10 poor people have been in rural areas; 

• There are also gaps across provinces. Welfare levels remain low in the Northern and the Center 
Regions of the country relative to the South. Poverty continues to be high in Zambezia, Nampula 
and Niassa, historically the provinces with the highest poverty levels. In contrast, Maputo Province 
and Maputo City show the largest decline even though they had the lowest poverty levels back in 
2002/03; 

• Large inequalities of opportunities remain across the population, limiting the degree in which the 
poor participate in the growth process and share in its proceeds.124 

 
While almost 75% of the population is working in agriculture signifying a large dependence on 
agriculture for jobs, less than 24% of Mozambique’s gross domestic product (GDP) is generated by 

the agricultural sector. Despite various efforts to increase productivity in the agricultural sector, the 
productivity remains low and subsistence agriculture dominates. Services generate 19% of GDP and 
employs approximately 24%, while these percentages for industry are respectively 57% and 4%.125 
The focus of the government has been primarily on some very capital-intensive projects (aluminium, 
hydropower, and steel) without paying sufficient attention to the diversification of the economy.126 
Therefore, Mozambique has relied heavily on large and mega investments by multinational 
corporations to spur economic transformation in manufacturing. This has entailed negotiations that 
have often been from an ill-prepared and professionally and competitively disadvantaged position.127 
Issues of social inclusion were given too limited attention. 
 
In 2010, the country received a boost with the discovery of five trillion cubic metres of natural gas in 
the Rovuma basin, located just off the country’s coast. The discovery of gas fields off Mozambique's 

coast in 2011 was expected to transform the economy of one of Africa's poorest nations, but there 
are also risks that these resources will not be well managed and it can turn into a resource curse. 
The process of exploitation has been delayed and first incomes from the gas revenues are expected 
in the 2020s. 
 
Mozambique has always been prone to natural disasters, but recently the country was particularly 
hard hit. Mozambique even ranks third among African countries that are most exposed to multiple 
weather-related hazards and suffers from periodic cyclones, droughts, floods, and related epidemics. 
Drought occurs primarily in the southern region, with a frequency of seven droughts for every 10 
years. Floods occur every two to three years, with higher levels of risk in the central and southern 
regions.128 In March 2019, cyclone Idai hit the central part of Mozambique, Zimbabwe and Malawi. In 
April 2019, cyclone Kenneth hit the Comoros, the southern part of Tanzania and the northern part of 
Mozambique. With climate change and the acceleration of global warming, the number and effects 
of natural disasters are expected to increase in Mozambique. 
Increasing violence especially in Cabo Delgado 

Since October 2017, there has been a dramatic increase of brutal attacks by armed groups in Cabo 
Delgado Province, where also gas resources are being explored. So far, 700 people are reported to 
have been killed and 100,000 displaced. The GoM and international partners such as UNHCR and 

                                                        
124  World Bank, 2018, Mozambique Poverty Assessment 2018, Strong but not broadly shared growth. 
125  Index Mundi.com/Mozambique/economy/overview accessed on 30 September 2019. 
126  World Bank, 2019, Mozambique overview https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/mozambique/overview accessed on 30 

September 2019. 
127  Coughlin P., 2018, Large And Mega-Projects In Mozambique, Negotiations management for creating linkages and jobs in 

manufacturing, London, UK: ODI. 
128  GFDRR, 2019, Mozambique. Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery. https://www.gfdrr.org/en/mozambique 

accessed on 23 September 2019. 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/mozambique/overview
https://www.gfdrr.org/en/mozambique
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UNODC and Canada are working together to address this growing threat. However, there are reports 
that the GoM is losing control and it is expected that ongoing violence will prevent reaping the benefits 
from the still untapped gas resources.  
 
Political and Socio-Economic Characteristics of Sofala Province 

Mozambique is divided into ten provinces (provincias) and one capital city (cidade capital) with the 
provincial status. Sofala Province is located in central-eastern Mozambique. There are 13 districts in 
Sofala. For a long time Sofala was a stronghold of RENAMO, but RENAMO no longer has the majority 
in the province since the elections in October 2019. Beira, the capital of Sofala, has a Mayor from 
Mozambique’s third opposition party, the Democratic Movement of Mozambique.  
 
Sofala province is in the mid-range of provinces with the highest poverty levels, after the Northern 
provinces.129 Data from the latest census show that Sofala has 2.2 million people of which 51.6% are 
female). 58% of the population lives in rural areas. Statistics show a staggering situation in terms of 
stunting (chronic malnutrition) and WASH (see Table A6.1 in Annex 6). 
 
Sofala was particularly hit by the cyclone Idai, which killed at least 602 people, injured 1,641 others. 
It is estimated that over 1.85 million people throughout Mozambique – but mostly Sofala Province – 
were affected by the cyclone. In Mozambique, Beira City, the capital of Sofala, is also very vulnerable 
to climate change related events.  
 
Evolving development cooperation context 

The peace accords of 1992 opened space for a boom of development cooperation supported by the 
West. Mozambique saw a considerable increase of bilateral and multilateral donors and international 
and local Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) active in food aid and other programmes. Initially 
development support consisted mainly of project support, but with the rapid increase of aid, this 
resulted in fragmented aid. 
 
Mozambique was an early adopter of aid effectiveness principles that were laid down in 2005 in the 
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness.130 Already towards the end of the 1990s, Mozambique and 
donors started with the implementation of Sector-Wide Approaches (SWAps) in the health and 
education sectors. Mozambique was at the forefront of the development of new aid modalities from 
the late 1990s onwards. In particular, in the health sector the foundations were laid for wider 
harmonisation efforts and new forms of funding where as early as 1996 a pooling arrangement for 
technical assistance was introduced. Subsequently, in many sectors various forms of pooled funding 
and sector budget support were developed. Main aims of these funding modalities were to better 
align aid with recipient country policies and to improve the harmonisation of strategies among donors 
as well as a better division of labour among donors. Furthermore, the change in aid modalities was 
expected to lead to a reduction of transaction costs, less aid fragmentation and strengthened 
ownership and leadership of the partner country. Donors also started providing GBS since 2000. In 
addition to the move towards budget support, existing project aid slowly began shifting from vertical, 
isolated initiatives to programme funding.  
 
An independent evaluation of GBS to Mozambique over the period 2005-2012131 indicated that 19 
Development Partners including ADC provided GBS during that period. The overall conclusion was 
that Budget Support had been fundamentally successful. It made possible a major expansion in 
education provision, whilst also supporting economic growth and macroeconomic stability and 
facilitating steady improvements in the quality of public financial management and, to a lesser extent, 

                                                        
129  World Bank, 2018, Mozambique Poverty Assessment 2018, Strong but not broadly shared growth. 
130  The High Level Forum in Paris in 2005 was preceded by a First High Level Forum in Rome in 2002, and followed by the 

2008 Accra Agenda for Action and the Busan Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation in 2012. Together these 
meetings form the Aid Effectiveness Agenda. 

131  Lawson, A. et al., 2014, Independent Evaluation of Budget Support in Mozambique Final Report Volume I. 
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in governance. These major achievements, justified according to the evaluation the risks which were 
taken in providing Budget Support. The major challenge identified was that Mozambique and its 
Development Partners should find ways of achieving more with Budget Support in the future – in 
particular to find ways of making a greater impact on poverty. Despite this positive assessment in 
2014, the number of Development partners providing GBS decreased to 14 in early 2016. 
Nevertheless, between 2010 and 2015, 31% of total ODA to Mozambique was provided as GBS, 
which shows the confidence most donors had in this aid modality and in the GoM. However, that 
support came to an abrupt halt in April 2016, with the revelation that the true extent of loans illicitly 
guaranteed by the previous Mozambican government, was much greater than officially reported (i.e. 
the so-called hidden debt crisis). GBS has been officially suspended with a letter on the termination 
of the MoU on GBS in Mozambique sent on 8 November 2018 to the Mozambican Finance Minister 
Adriano Maleiane, signed by EUD HOM as head of the GBS Group. The resumption of donor support 
for the Mozambican state budget is conditional on “constructive dialogue” between the Mozambican 

government and the IMF, according to a “confidential note” from the Management Group of the 14 

countries and funding agencies that used to provide direct budget support.132 
 
For quite some time Mozambique was considered an aid success story.133 Despite the focus on 
government leadership there was ‘a widespread perception that Government leadership and 

ownership of the aid agenda had left donors in the driver seat’. Political economy studies pointed out 

that accountability to donors was higher than to Mozambican society. Nevertheless, all stakeholders 
involved were convinced that good progress was made.  
 
However, from 2012 onwards donor policies and strategies started to change. Gradually less 
attention was paid to the Aid Effectiveness Agenda and more attention to own donor’s interests such 

as trade and migration. This also affected the donor’s attitude towards Mozambique. 
 
The process of gradual decline of budget support from 2012 onwards accelerated through what came 
to be known as the “hidden debt crisis” (see explanation above). The discovery of undisclosed 
government loans worth up to $2billion had a huge impact on development partners’ behaviour: IMF 

stopped its fiscal aid, most development partners withdrew from GBS and SBS, while also some 
development partners withdrew their support. On the other hand, new development partners such as 
China became more active especially in infrastructure projects, but also in agricultural 
development.134 
 
Some donors already started to withdraw financial support to Mozambique before 2016, but the 
hidden debt crisis in 2016 led to a rapid change: both the levels of donor support declined 
dramatically, but also aid modalities changed drastically as most donors did not want to provide on-
budget support anymore. Nevertheless, Mozambique remains exceptionally dependent on ODA – a 
situation that is likely to remain for the near future. Emerging powers, China, Brazil and South Africa 
in particular, have an increased importance in the political economy, but are not near to end the donor 
dependence.135 
 

                                                        
132  https://clubofmozambique.com/news/direct-budget-support-dependent-on-dialogue-with-imf/. 
133  KPMG, Donor Co-operation Strategy with Mozambique, Joint Government of Mozambique and donor study, 2007. 
134  For more information, see C. Alden, S. Chichava, and P. C. Roque, 2014, China in Mozambique: Caution, Compromise, 

and Collaboration. In China and Mozambique: From Comrades to Capitalists, edited by C. Alden and S. Chichava, 1-23, 
Johannesburg, South Africa: Jacana; K.S. Amanor and S. Cichava, 2016, South–South Cooperation, Agribusiness, and 
African Agricultural Development: Brazil and China in Ghana and Mozambique, World Development, 81, p. 13-23 

135  T. De Bruyn, 2019, Analysing South-South Capacity Building. Comparing Six Flagship Projects of Brazil, India and China 
in Mozambique, Forum for Development Studies, 46(2), 249-275 
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Annex 6 Mozambique Statistics 

Figure A6.1 Trends in Mozambique’s HDI component indices 1990-2017 

 
Source: UNDP, 2018, HDI indices and Indicators: 2018 Statistical Update Mozambique. 

 
Table A6.1 Sofala statistics on some Human Development Indicators 

Indicator Percentage Source 

% of rural population with no access to water in 2015. 38.7% INE, IOF (2015), p. 86 

% of rural population with no sanitation coverage in 

2015 

92.5% INE, IOF (2015), p. 86 

% of the children with chronic malnutrition 48% SETSAN (2013), p. 80 
Source: On water coverage, there are two main sources of data: a) the National Institute of Statistics (INE) through the Inquérito 
ao Orçamento Familiar (IOF) and the National Information System for Water Supply and Sanitation (SINAS), which provides yearly 
reports. The last IOF was conducted in 2015. 

 
Table A6.2 Incidência da Pobreza de consumo, 1996/97-2014/15 - (%)136 

Area IAF96 IAF02 IOF08 IOF14 
Nacional 69.7 52.8 51.7 46.1 

Urbano 61.8 48.2 46.8 37.4 

Rural 71.8 55 53.8 50.1 

Norte 67.3 51.9 45.1 55.1 

Centro 74.1 49.2 57 46.2 

Sul 65.5 59.9 51.2 32.8 

Niassa 71.9 48.3 33 60.6 

Cabo Delgado 59.1 60.3 39 44.8 

Nampula 69.4 49.1 51.4 57.1 

Zambézia 67.6 49.7 67.2 56.5 

Tete 81.9 60.5 41 31.8 

Manica 62.4 44.7 52.8 41 

Sofala 87.8 41.3 54.4 44.2 

Inhambane 83 78.1 54.6 48.6 

Gaza 64.8 55.4 61 51.2 

Maputo Província 65.6 59 55.9 18.9 

Maputo Cidade 47.1 42.9 29.9 11.6 

 

                                                        
136  GoM, Evolução da Pobreza e Bem-Estar em Moçambique, 1996/97-2014/15, Pag.6 and Final_QUARTA AVALIAÇAO 

NACIONAL DA POBREZA, pag, 12. 
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AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS 
 
Table A6.2 General Agricultural Production at National Level, 2003-2017 

AGRICULT. 
PRODUCTION –  
NATIONAL UNIT 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 

Agricultural production 000 ton 8.742 8.868 10.015 10.696 11.141 12.212 12.962 13.586 14.626 11.572 12.743 12.948 13.774 16.476 

Production area 000 ha  4.021 4.123 4.204 4.312 4.409 4.589 4.853 5.057 3.742 4.359 4.731 4.882 4.234 5.048 

Global productivity  

per hectare 
ton / ha 2,17 2,15 2,38 2,48 2,53 2,66 2,67 2,69 3,91 2,65 2,69 2,65 3,25 3,26 

Sources: Plano Económico e Social / Balanço Anual 2006 – 2012, 2014 – 2015, 2017; Agricultural Sector Performance 2010. Fonte: Relatório do Sector da Agricultura Contribuições para Avaliação do PARPA 
II, Maputo, Agosto 2009. http://www.iese.ac.mz/lib/PPI/IESE-PPI/pastas/governacao/agricultura/legislativo_documentos_oficiais/analise_parpa.pdf. 
 
Table A6.3 Agricultural Production of Cereals, Legumes and Roots/Tubers at National Level, 2003-2017, Balanco PES 

CEREALS - NATIONAL Unit 2003/4 2004/5 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/0 2010/1 2011/2 2012/3 2013/4 2014/5 2015/6 2016/7 

Production 000 ton 2.004 1.900 2.098 2.168 2.296 2.616 2.802 3.040 1.440 2.222 2.530 2.509 2.416 3.049 

Area 000 ha  2.214 2.256 2.305 2.368 2.425 2.546 2.725 2.847 1.806 2.315 2.427 2.443 2.094 2.636 

Yields ton / ha  0,91 0,84 0,91 0,92 0,95 1,03 1,03 1,07 0,80 0,96 1,04 1,03 1,15 1,16 

                
LEGUMES - NATIONAL Unit 2003/4 2004/5 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/0 2010/1 2011/2 2012/3 2013/4 2014/5 2015/6 2016/7 

Production 000 ha  325 333 365 367 383 409 421 452 480 526 717 655 656 707 

Area 000 ton 736 761 774 794 811 844 873 916 932 1.088 1.304 1.311 1.184 1.276 

Yields ton / ha  0,44 0,44 0,47 0,46 0,47 0,48 0,48 0,49 0,52 0,48 0,55 0,50 0,55 0,55 

                
ROOTS AND TUBERS – NATIONAL Unit 2003/4 2004/5 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/0 2010/1 2011/2 2012/3 2013/4 2014/5 2015/6 2016/7 

Production 000 ha  6.413 6.635 7.552 8.161 8.462 9.185 9.738 10.093 12.706 8.824 9.495 9.782 10.701 12.720 

Area 000 ton 1.071 1.106 1.126 1.150 1.173 1.199 1.254 1.293 1.004 955 999 1.128 955 1.135 

Yields ton / ha  5,99 6,00 6,71 7,10 7,21 7,66 7,77 7,81 12,66 9,24 9,50 8,67 11,21 11,21 
                

Source: Balanço PES 2006 – 2017. 
  

http://www.iese.ac.mz/lib/PPI/IESE-PPI/pastas/governacao/agricultura/legislativo_documentos_oficiais/analise_parpa.pdf
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Table A6.4 Agricultural Production of Cereals, Legumes and Roots/Tubers at National Level, 2012-2015, Anuário de Estatísticas Agrárias 

NATIONAL 
CEREALS LEGUMINOSAS ROOTS AND TUBS 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Production (ton) by 

province. small and 

medium holdings 2012-

2015 (000 tons) 

1.440 1.439 1.697 1.186 386 377 319 294 4.685 - 4.638 3.969 

Area cultived by crop 

(000ha) 2012-2015. 

small and medium 

farms (000 ha) 

2.297,30 2.565,80 2.426,30 2.032 1.148,60 1.413,90 1.249,80 1.015 845,70 933,10 960,10 676 

Ton / ha 0,63 0,56 0,70 0,58 0,34 0,27 0,26 0,29 5,54 - 4,83 5,87 
Source: Anuário de Estatísticas Agrárias 2012 – 2015. 

 
Table A6.5 Agricultural Production of Cereals, Legumes and Roots/Tubers in Sofala, 2012-2015, Anuário de Estatísticas Agrárias 

SOFALA 
CEREALS LEGUMINOSAS ROOTS AND TUBS 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Production (ton) small 

and medium holdings 

2012-2015 (000 tons) 

159 - 174 118,00 8 - 5 9 241 - 133 169,00 

Area cultived by crop 

(000ha) 2012-2015. 

small and medium farms 

(000 ha) 

299 - 306,80 175 45 - 40,70 28 35,20 - 26,30 11 

Ton / ha 0,53 - 0,57 0,67 0,18 - 0,12 0,32 6,85 - 5,06 15,36 
Source: Anuário de Estatísticas Agrárias 2012 – 2015. 
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Table A6.6 Agricultural Production of Maize at National Level, 2003-2017 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION - 
NATIONAL / MAIZE UNIT 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/00 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 

Maize production 000 ha  1.435 1.382 1.534 1.555 1.678 1.932 2.090 2.288 1.177 1.608 1.858 1.877 1.794 2.346 

Production area 000 ton 1.394 1.440 1.471 1.505 1.556 1.612 1.738 1.813 1.128 1.647 1.689 1.706 1.472 1.950 

Global productivity per hectare ton / ha  1,03 0,96 1,04 1,03 1,08 1,20 1,20 1,26 1,04 0,98 1,10 1,10 1,22 1,20 

 
Table A6.7 Agricultural Production of Maize in Sofala, 2012-2019 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION - SOFALA / MAIZE UNIT 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 

Maize production 000 ha  346 393 437 170 510 542,14 379,59 

Production area 000 ton 213 230 248 159 267 279,56 231,96 

Global productivity per hectare ton / ha  1,62 1,71 1,76 1,07 1,91 1,94 1,64 

 
Table A6.8 Agricultural Production of Rice at National Level, 2003-2017 

AGRICULTURAL 
PRODUCTION - NATIONAL / 
RICE UNIT 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/00 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 

Rice production 000 ha  187 174 183 200 206 260 258 271 102 341 383 357 331 402 

Production area 000 ton 184 191 194 204 207 218 227 239 349 319 319 311 237 287 

Global productivity per hectare ton / ha  1,02 0,91 0,94 0,98 1,00 1,19 1,14 1,14 0,29 1,07 1,20 1,15 0,72 0,71 
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Table A6.9 Agricultural Production of Rice in Sofala, 2012-2019 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION - SOFALA / RICE UNIT 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 

Rice production 000 ha 123 161 147 59 228 235,37 123,72 

Production area 000 ton 77 82 78 42 89 96,41 58,04 

Global productivity per hectare ton / ha 1,60 1,95 1,88 1,38 2,57 2,44 2,13 

 
Table A6.10 Evolution of the number of extension workers: 2004 - 2018 / NATIONAL 

Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Evolution of the number of extension workers 641 636 579 577 644 701 770 872 997 1137 1261 1304 1371 1653 1934 2100 
Sources: Relatório Anual Desempenho do MINAG – 2010; Plano Económico e Social / Balanço Anual 2006 – 2012, 2014 – 2015, 2017. 

 
Table A6.11 Evolution of the number of extension workers: SOFALA 

Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Evolution of the number of 

extension workers 
      90 73 89 91 107 114 112 143 182 199 

Sources: Balanço PES 2011 - 2014, 2016 – 2018. 
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WATER AND SANITATION STATISTICS 

Table A6.12 Water supply and sanitation at the National Level, 2014-2018 

Water supply and sanitation - National 
Coverage rate 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Rural water 50% 38,00% 42,20% 43,10% 45,70% 

Urban water 85% 85,00% 84,00% 77,40% 78,00% 

Rural sanitation 15% 18,00% 20,70% 22,40% 28,30% 

Urban sanitation 50% 57,80% 58,00% 55,00% 54,50% 
Source: Relatório de desempenho da área de abastecimento de água e saneamento 2013, 2015 – 2018. 

 
Table A6.13 Evolution of rural water supply coverage rates by districts in Sofala Province, 2014-2018 

Evolution of rural water supply coverage rates by districts – Sofala 

Sofala District Rural population 
% 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Búzi 182.449 63,16 53,90 52,00 34,10 41,00 71,90 

Caia 162.749 54,36 64,90 74,80 71,20 76,90 86,06 

Chemba 85.619 53,96 64,40 68,60 64,10 64,10 60,05 

Cheringoma 59.619 81,85 40,80 30,70 26,30 26,30 33,29 

Chibabava 139.032 18,52 27,50 32,00 44,40 44,40 30,26 

Dondo 198.880 72,60 66,40 55,60 70,90 70,90 55,75 

Gorongosa 181.866 48,22 48,60 43,90 45,30 45,70 38,27 

Machanga 57.432 68,32 77,80 72,90 60,00 60,00 93,51 

Maríngue 98.066 48,31 46,80 46,70 39,30 39,30 38,85 

Marromeu 158.749 54,45 45,00 48,20 51,30 51,30 67,18 

Muanza 39.260 42,65 27,90 45,40 64,50 64,50 33,62 

Nhamatanda 287.010 45,99 42,30 39,80 39,70 39,70 37,45 

Total 1.650.731 54,37 50,50 50,90 50,70 51,00 53,85 
Source: DPOPHRH, Sofala. 
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Table A6.14 Prevalence of water and sanitation deprivation, 1996/97 - 2014/15 (%), IOF 

Prevalence of water and sanitation deprivation, 1996/97 - 
2014/15 (%) 

Water Sanitation 

1997 2002 2008 2014 1997 2002 2008 2014 

Country (Mozambique) 73,2 58,7 57,6 47,6 95,5 86,0 82,0 71,6 

Urban 34,7 30,6 33,0 16,5 85,4 61,8 54,9 41,1 

Rural 83,5 72,0 68,3 62,2 98,3 97,4 93,9 85,9 

Sofala 64,8 52,6 50,9 35,1 96,5 85,4 74,4 71,2 
Source: POBREZA E BEM-ESTAR EM MOÇAMBIQUE: QUARTA AVALIAÇÃO NACIONAL (IOF 2014/15), Outubro 2016, Pag 77. 

 
Table A6.15 Prevalence of water and sanitation deprivation, 1996/97 - 2014/15 (%), IOF 

Prevalence of water and sanitation deprivation, 1996/97 - 
2014/15 (%) 

Water Sanitation 

1997 2002 2008 2014 1997 2002 2008 2014 

Rural 16,5 28,0 31,7 37,8 1,7 2,6 6,1 14,1 

Sofala 35,2 47,4 49,1 64,9 3,5 14,6 25,6 28,8 
Source: POBREZA E BEM-ESTAR EM MOÇAMBIQUE: QUARTA AVALIAÇÃO NACIONAL (IOF 2014/15), Outubro 2016, Pag 77. 

 
Table A6.16 Coverage of water and sanitation, 1996/97 - 2014/15 (%), IDS 

Year 1997 2003 2011 2015 

Coverage (%) National (Rural) Sofala (all) National (Rural) Sofala (all) National (Rural) Sofala (all) National (Rural) Sofala (all) 

Water - Protected sources 8,7 N/A 22,6 30,2 36,0 65,6 50,0 76,3 

Water - Unprotected sources 91,9 N/A 77,6 69,8 64,0 34,4 50,0 23,7 

Sanitation - Improved facilities 26,2 N/A 36,3 29,5 14,0 34,0 17,0 18,0 

Sanitation - Unimproved facilities 73,9 N/A 63,7 70,5 86,0 66,0 83,0 82,0 
Source: IDS - Inquérito Demográfico e de Saúde, 1997, INE, pag 22; IDS - Inquérito Demográfico e de Saúde, 2003, INE, pag 16; IDS - Inquérito Demográfico e de Saúde, 2011, INE, pag 18 – 21; IMASIDA, 
2015, INE, pag 12. 

 

Table A6.17 Coverage of water and sanitation, 1996/97 - 2014/15 (%), DNAAS 

    1997-DHS 1997-IOF 2002-IOF 2003-DHS 2008-IOF 2011-DHS 2014-IOF 2015-IMAS 

Water 
National (Rural) 8,7 16,5 28,0 22,6 31,7 36,0 37,8 50,0 

Sofala (all) N/A 35,2 47,4 30,2 49,1 65,6 64,9 76,3 

Sanitation 
National (Rural) 26,2 1,7 2,6 36,3 6,1 14,0 14,1 17,0 

Sofala (all) N/A 3,5 14,6 29,5 25,6 34,0 28,8 18,0 
Source: Relatório anual de avaliação do desempenho área de abastecimento de água e saneamento 2016 – 2018, DNAAS. 

 



 

 
128 

 
  

Strategic Evaluation of Austrian Development Cooperation's Engagement in Mozambique, 

1992-2018 

Table A6.18 Communities Declared Free of Defecation, 1996/97 - 2014/15 (%), DNAAS 

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Communities Declared Free of defecation in 

the open by Year   
38 15 280 404 420 428 841 915 494 1154 1140 

Source: Relatório anual de avaliação do desempenho área de abastecimento de água e saneamento 2016 – 2018, DNAAS. 

 
 
POVERTY STATISTICS 

Table A6.19 Incidence of consumption poverty, 1996 / 97-2014 / 15 - PLEASe methodology (%) 

Area/Region IAF96 IAF02 WB IOF08 WB IOF14 WB 

Nacional 69,7 52,8 60,3 51,7 58,7 46,1 48,4 

Urbano 61,8 48,2 41,17 46,8 41,1 37,4 32 

Rural 71,8 55 69 53,8 64,4 50,1 56 

Sofala 87,8 41,3 46,58 54,4 62,29 44,2 49,56 
Source: Evolução da Pobreza e Bem-Estar em Moçambique, 1996/97-2014/15, Pag.6; Final_QUARTA AVALIAÇAO NACIONAL DA POBREZA, pag, 12; Mozambique —Poverty Assessment, World Bank, April 
2018, pag. 16 (Figure 1.4.), 17 (Figure 1.6.), 103 (Table A.3.1.). 
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ADA STATISTICS 

Table A6.20 PASF indicators 

PASF Indicators UNIT 2013 - 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Demo plot (CDR) build Unit 956 333 100 945 

New technologies disseminated Unit 13  7 7 

Area/hectares irrigated Unit 47   60 

Irrigation systems mounted Unit 37   8 

Extensionists trained Unit 186  18  
Trained livestock promoters or community vaccinators Unit    50 

Associations legalised Unit 237 238 343 363 

Farmers trained Unit 10.012  102  
Associations leaders and members who participated in the trainings Unit 233    
Processing machinery provided Unit 30    
Improved granaries Unit 10  80  
Treatment corridors built for cattle Unit 9    

Cleaning tanks built for cattle Unit 5    
Carracicide baths (corridors and tanks) Unit   579.735 558.955 

Local seed production Ton   8 17 

Seed supply Ton   46 46 

Vaccination coverage of cattle Unit   89.406 82.115 
Source: Relatório Final do PASF - SOFALA, 2016 – 2018. 
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Table A6.21 CAD-Funded Agricultural Extension Program Data 

Programa de extensão agrária 2016-2017 UNIT 2016 – 2017 2018 

Number of Youth Incubated Unit 209 100 

Number of improved granaries built Unit 344 
 

Number of demo plots established  

 
7.258 

Number of machines acquired and distributed Unit 252 
 

No. of Acquired and distributed Beehives Unit 200 
 

No. of extension kits purchased Unit 1901 1.738 

Number of uniforms acquired  

 
1.901 

Communication material produced Unit 4500 1.546 
Source: RELATÓRIO DAS ACTIVIDADES DO PROGRAMA DE EXTENSÃO AGRÁRIA FINANCIADAS PELA COOPERAÇÃO AUSTRÍACA PARA O DESENVOLVIMANETO (2016 E 2017); Relatório de 
Actividades de Extensão financiadas pela CAD 2018, pag. 3, Direcção Nacional de Extensão Agrária. 

 
Table A6.22 Water infrastructure constructed/rehabilitated 1999-2005 through PAARSS 

Water infrastructure constructed/rehabilitated 1999-2005 

District Administrative Area FMN FMR PN PR 

Buzi 
Bándua 5 0 0 0 

Estaquinha 3 0 0 0 

Chibabava 

Chibabava Sede 3 0 0 0 

Muxungué 7 1 0 0 

Goonda 5 1 0 0 

Dondo 
Mafambisse 4 2 0 0 

Savana 2 3 0 0 

Dondo Municipality Dondo Municipality 8 19 0 1 

Marromeu Chupanga 19 0 0 0 

Marromeu Municipality Marromeu Municipality 6 1 0 0 

Cheringoma 
Cheringoma Sede 6 3 0 0 

Inhamitanga 6 0 0 0 

Total 74 30 0 1 
FMN = new borehole with hand-pump / FMR rehabilitated borehole with hand-pump / PN = new well / PR = rehabilitated well. 
Source: PROJECT FOR RURAL WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION IN THE PROVINCE OF SOFALA / MOZAMBIQUE - PAARSS (2003-01/03), Mid-term review, October 2005. 
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Table A6.23 Summary of completed DAS activities 2001 – 2004 

Activity 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total 

Construction of boreholes (mechanical) 150 36 55 64 305 

Rehabilitation 57 52 49 40 198 

Sub-total 207 88 104 104 503 

Construction of SSWS 3 2 0 2 7 

Rehabilitation of PSAA 0 0 4 2 6 

Sanitation      

Improved pit latrines 525 523 160 338 1546 

Ecological latrines 10 210 286 43 549 

PAARSS 10 210 10 10 277 
Source: PROJECT FOR RURAL WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION IN THE PROVINCE OF SOFALA / MOZAMBIQUE - PAARSS (2003-01/03), Mid-term review, October 2005. 
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National and provincial budgets 
 
National budget (2011 to 2018), Source Ministry of Economy and Finance 
Data analysis from the Ministry of Finance on the State budget implementation reports (2011 – 2018) 
indicate incremental increase in spending over the years. There is a slight decrease in 2015. Most of 
spending has been on operating costs rather than investment which accounted to only 41.8% in 2011 
and 27.3% in 2018. Generally, all the years in between show a similar tendency. With exception of 
2014 and 2015, external sources contribute more to investment compared to internal revenue. 
 
Table A6.24 National expenditures (In 106 Meticais and 106 Euro) 

NATIONAL 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed 

Operating 

Expenses 
70.989,10 82.395,30 100.839,00 118.469,80 117.835,90 141.086,80 148.724,50 178.187,30 

Internal 

Investment 
20.411,00 24.737,50 35.414,10 45.374,50 42.677,50 23.628,50 23.073,70 32.937,40 

External 

Investment 
30.600,50 25.741,10 45.372,60 41.661,70 21.400,40 26.642,10 31.297,50 34.213,20 

TOTAL 
(106 
Meticais) 

122.000,60 132.873,90 181.625,70 205.506,00 181.913,80 191.357,40 203.095,70 245.337,90 

TOTAL 
(106 Euro) 

 3.038,68   3.681,14   4.570,86   5.136,42   4.259,15   2.843,38   2.785,46   3.419,76  

Source: Relatório de execução do Orçamento do Estado 2013 - 2019, MEF. 

 
Sofala Province Budget (2011 to 2018), Source Ministry of Economy and Finance 
Sofala shows budget increases up to 2015 and then a sharp fall in 2016. There is a recovery in 2018. 
Investment spending (period 2011 – 2018) has been lower than 30% over the years, with its lowest 
in 2016 (16.5%). External investment has accounted to 40.9% of total investment spending during 
the period (2011 – 2018). 
 
Table A6.25 Expenditures of Sofala Province (In 106 Meticais and 106 Euro) 

SOFALA 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed 

Operating 

Expenses 
2.092,70 2.514,50 3.053,70 3.888,70 3.964,80 2.963,00 2.859,40 3.334,60 

Internal 

Investment 
326,50 551,00 709,30 784,20 689,60 252,20 505,50 509,10 

External 

Investment 
413,60 329,50 324,90 417,20 368,70 335,90 376,30 430,60 

TOTAL (106 
Meticais) 

2.832,80 3.395,00 4.087,90 5.090,10 5.023,10 3.551,10 3.741,20 4.274,30 

TOTAL (106 
Euro) 

70,56 94,06 102,88 127,22 117,61 52,77 51,31 59,58 

Source: Relatório de execução do Orçamento do Estado 2013 - 2019, MEF. 
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National budget for agriculture and rural development and water sectors’ (2011 to 2018), 

Source Ministry of Economy and Finance 
According to the Ministry of Economy and Finance (MEF) report, spending in agriculture and rural 
development has increased (€99 million in 2011 to €183 Euro 2018). Figures from MEF don’t 

separate Agriculture from Rural Development. Water includes urban and rural. 
 
Table A6.26 Expenditure in agriculture and rural development, and water Sectors (In 106 Meticais and 106 
Euro) 

Sectors  
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed 

Water (106 Meticais) 5.464,00 6.151,00 N/A 2.579,00 2.548,00 6.588,00 3.069,10 4.815,00 

Water (106 Euro) 136,09  170,41   -  64,46  59,66  97,89  42,09  67,12  

Agriculture and Rural 

Development (106 

Meticais) 

3.980,00 11.003,00 12.332,00 12.133,00 11.376,00 8.853,00 10.835,40 13.150,90 

Agriculture and Rural 

Development (106 Euro) 
99,13  304,83  310,35  303,25  266,35  131,55  148,61  183,31  

Source: Relatório de execução do Orçamento do Estado 2013 - 2019, MEF. 

 
National agriculture budget, Source Ministry of Agriculture 

Budget reports of the Ministry of Agriculture show different figures, as it is very likely that these do 
not include Rural Development. The Ministry reports increase in terms of spending up to 2012 and 
then a sharp fall in 2013 and a recovery thereafter. No recent reports were available. Spending in 
2015 was reported to be 4 times that of 2007 (1.250.352.000 MT to 4.555.626.000 MT). 
 
Table A6.27 Expenditures of Agriculture (MINAG / MASA, 2007 – 2015) (In 106 Meticais and 106 Euro) 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed Executed 

MASA Total 

Spending  

at different 

levels 

Operating 

Expenses 
361,40 427,88 472,58 975,11 674,66 922,65 1.046,31 1.284,49 609,42 

Internal 

Investment 
90,23 340,24 778,15 1.337,93 1.632,15 1.785,48 2.631,32 2.981,69 3.779,64 

External 

Investment 
798,72 1.169,75 1.163,20 2.477,01 2.136,06 2.886,74 136,16 218,98 166,57 

TOTAL (103 
MZN) 

1.250,35 1.937,87 2.413,93 4.790,05 4.442,87 5.594,86 3.813,79 4.485,17 4.555,63 

TOTAL (106 
Euro) 

 35,72   55,04   63,23   105,88   110,66   155,00   95,98   112,10   106,66  

Source: Relatório Financeiro do MINAG relativo ao Exercício Económico de 2007 - 2009, 2012, Relatório financeiro MASA 2013 – 
2015. 

 
The overall budget of the agriculture sector from 2013 to 2015 has been € 100 million / year. Austria 

contributes € 1 m / year to PNISA and € 1 m / year to PASF Sofala. In the greater scheme of things, 

the Austrian support at national level is marginal. 
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Sofala agriculture budget & contribution of PASF Sofala, Source Sofala Provincial Directorate 
of Agriculture 

Through PASF Sofala, ADA has in between 2013 and 2018, on average, contributed 23.4% to the 
total provincial agriculture budget and 59.42% to the investment component. 
 

Year 
DPASA Total 
(millions MT) 

DPASA 
investment 
(millions MT) 

Austrian 
Support 
(millions MT) 

ADA % in total 
budget 

ADA % in 
investment 
budget 

2013 232,2 102,6 61,9 27,00% 60,30% 

2014 190,3 105,9 40,8 21,44% 38,50% 

2015 191,4 75,2 30,6 16,00% 43,00% 

2016 NA NA NA NA NA 

2017 74,0 26,1 18,1 24,48% 69,30% 

2018 107,9 60,6 52,1 48,30% 86,00% 
Source: Relatório financeiro do PASF – Sofala 2015, 2017-18, relatório financeiro do III trimestre do PASF – Sofala 2014, análise 
detalhada e parecer técnico ao relatório financeiro do I semestre 2013 Projecto de Apoio a Produção do Sector Familiar com 
enfoque ao fortalecimento institucional a nível local (PASF). 

 
WASH National Budget (2015 to 2018), Source Ministry of Public Works 
Between 2015 and 2018 spending in the water sector (urban and rural) has averaged 5,1 billion 
Meticais a year (min € 64 million and max € 112 million). During these years external investment has 

been paramount to the sector. In 2016 it accounted for 90.8%. 
 
Table A6.28 Expenditures in the Water Supply and Sanitation Sector (In 106 Meticais and 106 Euro) 

NATIONAL 
2015 2016 2017 2018 

Executed Executed Executed Executed 

Operating – Internal 62,06 69,23 60,36 68,33 

Internal Investment 1.435,48 498,66 341,73 1.318,64 

External Investment (on and off 

CUT) 
3.302,08 5.645,73 4.300,62 3.564,41 

TOTAL (106 Meticais) 4.799,61 6.213,62 4.702,71 4.951,38 

TOTAL (106 Euro) 112,37 92,33 64,50 69,02 
Source: Relatório Anual de Avaliação do Desempenho do Sector de Águas, 2015 – 2018, Relatório de execução do orçamento 
do estado do sector de abastecimento de água e saneamento, 2016 - 2017, Direcção Nacional de Abastecimento de Água e 
Saneamento. 

 
Rural WASH National Budget (2015 to 2018), Source Ministry of Public Works 
Between 2015 and 2018 spending of DNAAS (National Directorate of Water and Sanitation), mostly 

concerned with rural water and sanitation, has reduced drastically from €50.5 million in 2015 to 9,17 
million in 2018. Between 2015 and 2017, external investment, both On and Off CUT accounted for 
85% of the total budget. But then, in 2018, mostly due to the presidential initiative PRAVIDA, the 
contribution of internal invest increased to 58%. 
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Table A6.29 Expenditures in the Water Supply and Sanitation Sector (In 106 Meticais and 106 Euro) - 
DNAAS 

DNAAS 
2015 2016 2017 2018 

Executed Executed Executed Executed 

Operating 9,73 9,95 9,95 11,39 

Internal Investment 370,66 109,91 32,85 382,58 

External Investment (on and off 

CUT) 
1.778,43 762,03 631,31 263,79 

TOTAL (106 Meticais) 2.158,83 881,89 674,11 657,76 

TOTAL (106 Euro) 50,54 13,10 9,25 9,17 
Source: Relatório Anual de Avaliação do Desempenho do Sector de Águas, 2015 – 2018, Relatório de execução do orçamento 
do estado do sector de abastecimento de água e saneamento, 2016 - 2017, Direcção Nacional de Abastecimento de Água e 
Saneamento. 

 
Between 2015 and 2018 spending of the Provincial Directorates, mostly with relation to rural water 

and sanitation, varied between €5 and €15 million.  
 
Table A6.30 Expenditures in the Water Supply and Sanitation Sector (In 106 Meticais and 106 Euro) - 
DPOPHRHs and Districts 

Provincial Directorates of Public 
Works and Districts (for Water) 

2015 2016 2017 2018 

Executed Executed Executed Executed 

Operating 11,91 19,52 11,27 13,36 

Internal Investment 407,62 111,37 140,04 189,49 

External Investment (on and off 

CUT) 
69,67 223,94 939,58 807,70 

TOTAL (106 Meticais) 489,20 354,83 1.090,88 1.010,56 

TOTAL (106 Euro) 11,45 5,27 14,96 14,09 
Source: Relatório Anual de Avaliação do Desempenho do Sector de Águas, 2015 – 2018, Relatório de execução do orçamento 
do estado do sector de abastecimento de água e saneamento, 2016 - 2017, Direcção Nacional de Abastecimento de Água e 
Saneamento. 

 
Combined, the expenditure of DNAAS, Provincial Directorates and Districts, varied from €18.3 million 
in 2016 and €62 million in 2015. This is mostly under PRONASAR, both On and Off CUT. Austria’s 

contribution to the PRONASAR has been about €1 million a year. 
 
Rural WASH Sofala Budget (2015 to 2018), Source Ministry of Public Works 
As for the Sofala province, data seems to indicate an increase in spending in the WASH sector. Data 
collected so far does not give a complete picture as some are still missing on the reports reviewed.  
 
From 2015 to 2018, the budget execution for Sofala, mostly rural water and sanitation, has varied 
from €150,000 on 2016 to €890,000 in 2018. Thus, Austria’s direct contribution of €1.5 million 
disbursed late 2018, which is to be executed in 2019 and 2020, makes a relevant difference. 
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Table A6.31 Operating and investment budget - SOFALA – (In 106 Meticais and 106 Euro) 

SOFALA 
2015 2016 2017 2018 

Executed Executed Executed Executed 

Operating 1,75 1,91 N/A N/A 

Internal Investment 17,95 8,00 N/A 35,37 

External Investment - - 54,11 28,80 

Total (106 Meticais) 19,70 10,38 54,11 64,17 

Euro (106 Euro) 0,46 0,15 0,74 0,89 
Source: Relatório Anual de Avaliação do Desempenho do Sector de Águas, 2015 – 2018, Relatório de execução do orçamento 
do estado do sector de abastecimento de água e saneamento, 2016 - 2017, Direcção Nacional de Abastecimento de Água e 
Saneamento. 
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About Ecorys 

Ecorys is a leading international research and consultancy company, addressing society's key 
challenges. With world-class research-based consultancy, we help public and private clients make 
and implement informed decisions leading to positive impact on society. We support our clients with 
sound analysis and inspiring ideas, practical solutions and delivery of projects for complex market, 
policy and management issues. 
 
In 1929, businessmen from what is now Erasmus University Rotterdam founded the Netherlands 
Economic Institute (NEI). Its goal was to bridge the opposing worlds of economic research and 
business – in 2000, this much respected Institute became Ecorys. 
 
Throughout the years, Ecorys expanded across the globe, with offices in Europe, Africa, the Middle 
East and Asia. Our staff originates from many different cultural backgrounds and areas of expertise 
because we believe in the power that different perspectives bring to our organisation and our clients. 
 
Ecorys excels in seven areas of expertise: 
• Economic growth; 
• Social policy; 
• Natural resources; 
• Regions & Cities; 
• Transport & Infrastructure; 
• Public sector reform; 
• Security & Justice. 
 
Ecorys offers a clear set of products and services:  
• preparation and formulation of policies; 
• programme management; 
• communications; 
• capacity building; 
• monitoring and evaluation. 
 
We value our independence, our integrity and our partners. We care about the environment in which 
we work and live. We have an active Corporate Social Responsibility policy, which aims to create 
shared value that benefits society and business. We are ISO 14001 certified, supported by all our 
staff. 
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