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1. Executive Summary

This is the sixth annual independent assessment of the performance of the Program Aid Part
(PAPs) in Mozambique. This evaluation is part of theowntadildy between the Government of
Mozambique (GoM) and its international cooperating partners. Like the report on the PA
performance in 2008, the 2009 report also includes an analysis of trends for the period covered b
joint assessment, thigetcovering six years (Z009).

The substantive parts of the report include an analysis of the PAPS' group, with and without assoc
members; the individual evaluation of the PAPs and the analysis of performance trends of the P,
with and withoassociated members; and a number of annexes with detailed statistical informatio
that was used for evaluation. Other sections of the report explain the methodology used and summ
the main conclusions and recommendations.

In 2009 the PAPs maintaired plerformance for 2008. Owanadlyerage(i) the PAPs reached

77% of points available per indicator, (ii) per indicator, 15 of the 19 PAPs (79%) achieved the go
points were awarded to the group, the PAPs would overall have reachets$,24¢ %736 qicine
points (1 percentage point more than in 200
which is identical to 2008.

The PAPs have improved in two indicators, namely: (i) use of national audit and (ii) coordinatio
technical operation. Since the PAPs' performance as a group did not worsen in any other indicat
the group's overall performance in the use of national systems of financial management (indicatot
to 15) and technical cooperation (indicators 20 and 21) improved.

Regarding the composition of the portfolio (indicators 1a, 1b and 2) the group has not met target:
has it improved its scores, but improved slightly as compared to 2008: theGRBeeategyeal of

Budget Supppih aid to the GoM increased 8%mir82008 to 39 % in 2009 (for a target of 40%),

and the percentage of programmatic aid in total aid to the GoM has risen from 66% in 2008 to 67
2009 (for a target of 75%).

With regard to the predictability (indicators 3 to 8), the performave® ide266& to 2008: two

PAPs do not have nydér agreements @BSof 3 years or more and 5 did not disburse all their
commitments in accordance with the schedule of disbursement (6 had failed in 2008). However,
PAPs have adopted ryelir agrements for rolli@BS(DFID and Dutch Cooperation), which
creates interesting precedents as other PAPs may follow the same path (in 2008 only one of the F
had a rolling agreement).



However, the overall predictability of aid flows worsenedrfaeasonsa(i) most of the PAPS'
strategies and agreements with the GoM were due for renewal, and new strategies and agreem
were being draftddhus, the medigerm predictability as regardsafiorg agreements in the final

stage of implementa@pproaches zero; ¢ impact of the international economic crisis on the
fiscal capacity of the partners increases the uncertainty about the options and possibilities
maintaining or increasing aid flows in the meditihetefane, although aftrpas stated having

timely provided data to the Medium TerrAreimeadofCFMP), the GoM officials indicate that the
mediurterm information on external aid is limited and increasingly limited as the time scales increas

The worst performing indieatthe global level are the proportion of programmatic aid in total aid to
the GoM (indicator 2), whose goal was met by only 53% of the PAPs (against 58% in 2008) and the
of national systems for audit (indicator 12b), whose goal was met dfytlomli? AB%0(despite

being a substantial improvement as compared to 2008, when only 42% of the PAPs reached the g¢
this indicator).

When evaluating the performance of PAPs and associated members together, the score of the g
(PAPs + UN + U.S.) detates in relation to the PAPs' performance without associated members:

e The predictability (indicaté@s &hd the use of financial management systems of the GoM
(indicators-85) worsen significantly, so that goals are achieved in only twaiwirtled 11 ex
indicators (PAPs without associates achieved the targets in 9 of 11 indicators).

e The composition of the portfolio is also poorer for the targets of the PAF/PAPs and for t
PAPs' performance without associated members: theGBSghtaitl aitb the GoM
worsens to 30% (from 39% of PAPs without associates) and the weight of programmatic ai
total assistance to the GoM drops to 52% (from 67% of PAPs without associated members).

In only 5 (26%) of the 19 examined indicators are goalsyatthsegemip, while the PAPs without
associates achieved the targets in 13 (68%). The RAPassittiates reached 8 of the 36
available points (22% of points), whereby their perfgrrhaoce 15

Associate members do not provide drergreuppdrfor the state budget (GBS) and their support

to Mozambique, in the form of technical assistance or financial aid and in kind, is dominated
projects. Accordingly, the inclusion of associate members substantially changes the analysis' re
when compad with the analysis of the PAPs Blesigite these differences, the model for the
evaluation of associate members was equal to the PAPs, which necessarily and naturally resulte
Associate Members having the worst performance. However, théoevhkidtien time of
associate members must be understood in its proper context, namely it: (i) allows the establishme
a baseline to see where the members are in the process of harmonization anéhasignment vis



PAPs{ii) allows the identificabf the areas in which associate members can improve significantly
without having to change the modalities of aid, and (iii) allows the acquisition of experience to b
frame associate members in the mutual evaluation process. This firshssatiatttomembers

was therefore a learning process for everyondrahgsisense that this experience can be better
understood.

It is nevertheless important to stress that including the associate members highlights five areas: (i)
different theractices of foreign aid are; (ii) how less aligned and harmonized global foreign aid is wh
compared to that provided by the PAPs exclusively; (iii) the importance of extending the mu
evaluation process and experience of alignment and hainasnizatsrpossibléo all partners

and other key cooperation partners of th€ivpdhE importance of adapting the system for
performance evaluation to the conditions and characteristics of different partners (especially those
are not PAPs); afw) the importance of having a clear national strategy for foreign aid to enable th
GoM to define what it seeks from each partner type and which performance commitments shc
therefore, be made and measured.

The inclusion of associated members Wwithfferent characteristics from the PAPs should, in the
future, be preceded by a process of identification and description of procedures, practices :
architectures followed by the associated members in the areas where they can and must make
progres (e.g. coordination and alignment of technical cooperation, greater use of national system:
public finance management, not introducicgnad@wnalitiesninimization of transacéind
coordinatiarosts for the GoM, among others).

The programneasiid constitutes the bulk of the disbursements of PAPs and associates. However, or
third of the disbursements of PAPs and 48% of disburfxReatslassociateare in projects.

As the component Aproj ect s oe GoM stihhave littke pracisel at e .
consolidated information on the effort of alignment and harmonization that might be happening a
project levdk is important to identify what is happening with the projects as regards the modalitie
practices anexperience®f alignment and harmonization (e.g. use of national systems of public
finance, coordination of technical assistance, absorptive and implementation capacity, whether o
disbursement of funds are part of tied aid, among other issues).

Comparinphe PAPs® evolution of size and perform
number of PAPs, namely seven, improved their position on the scale of performance, against five
worsened their performance. The remaining five maintairsétbtiseiMultilateral partners (with

the exception of the African DevelopmenrtABdE)kcontinue to adjust to the system, noteworthy
points being the steady progress of t he Wor
compared to the year 26@8)arding the size, despite the change of countries in each group, the



number of Avery |l argedo and Al argeo PAPs rem
Afaverageo PAPs doubled from 2 to 44 and the n

The dynamic evaluation of -20@9 PARPcWS ptelndtor R
aid continued to grow, and that the programmatic component of that aid has grown faster. In fact
GBSand sectoral programs determined the growthAdRled assi st ance to t hi
for sectoral projects declined slightly. Th
country increased (from 88% in 2008 to 90% in 2009).

Qualitative interviews with government and with PAd%s aevesnber of concerns and
recommendations regarding the development of partnership between the government and the F
and between PAPs. In general, the government and various partners, believe that the relation:
between the GoM and the PAPs isgeo éopartnership. Mutual accusations, the use of legalism to
pursue agendas outside the MoU, replacing the method of open discussion by using written respo
to mutual accusatiomsded up turning thatual evaluationsoa kind of tribunal totlry GoM.

The spirit of partnership has been weakened.

The new Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), whose signature was mentioned by several par
as a major milestone in the positive relationship with the government during the year, is perceive
parters as being asymmetrically in favour of the PAPSs, being produced under great pressure &
being accepted by the GoM in order to ensure disbursements.

The issue of division of work was highlight
Parbers should consider momogequicky in thedesign and implenaioin othe division of

labour, and thus to also be alelestregreater focus and specialization of their own staff, so that
their input is useful and practical and not just a rdEavyorbuhe GoMo improve the
functioning/effectiveness of the working groups it may be necessary to rationalize them, simplifying
architecture in a very substantial way, having far fewer people in each group (which requi
specialization of th&H3) and allocating staff with technical expertise to discuss each group's specifi
matters.

One of the particular aspects of the previous point is the concept of dswatynadiva thinks
aboutexpostcoordination, among disjointed activiiediff@nent interests, where coordination
emerges as an imposition from outside institutions, leading consequentlirehegiaropétsof

this problem is coordinated analyticalwarkl it not be easier, more effective and efficient to have
colective decision making (GoM and partners) on the analytical work that must be done to support
facilitate reforms and other policies that the GoM intentis eécesgaplgcoordination around the
needs of t h & instad\Md subsquuertigng B rooordinate studies determined by



several partners individually and according to their own agendas? As a donor wiould have sai
coordination is linked with strategy and plans, not with meetings alone.

Coordination also depends on the inslitmbemoryT he partnerso6 rotatio
maintenance of this institutional memory unless there is a strong, stable and professional secret:
albeit small, capable of maintaining the institutional memory of the partnership and retaining
conclusions and recommendations from various studies and as$sesBAPstshould create a

secretariat for the groupds partnership with

The increased weight of the political dialoguwenststlag technical dialogue, in the interactions

between the PAPs and the GoM has had varying interpretations. Some partners have indicated th
a great success, but at least half of the PAPs and associates indicated that they had reservations &
this development and see this change as a threat and a problem. Some partners mentioned that
issue is dividing the group and reflects the tensions and conflicts on the centres around which
political dialogue is structditeel polarization of pmsdiis leading to a weakening of the unity of the

group. However, no partner indicated disagreeing with the existence of a political dialogue on
fundamental directions of social, economic and political development in Mozambique. The conflic
been hout how to structure the dialogue, at what levels and how to integrate it positively in t
partnershipdéds framework between the PAPs (an

On the government side, the main points raised related to the political dalvere tovelarify

what political dialogue means, at what level can the political dialogue take place, with whom an
what. At this point it seems that any technical staff on side of the partners can make political dialog
any time, which is not asibiesTechnical staff may not engage in this kind of dialogue, much less try
to give instructions to national directors and ministers. Another concern raised was the fact t
according to the MoU, the commitments for 2010 were defined in retsgssnetiien 2008.
However, in 2009, the partners tried to change the commitments for 2010 according to their perce
of what happened in 2009 during the political dialogue.

Regarding the accession of associate members, most partners beliamnahérgeoup of

PAPs is positive. However, they draw attention to the fact that this issue is not being properly anal
nor is there clear criteria either for the admission of members, or for the type of commitments the)
make and on which therformance can be evaluated.

Finally, we must insist on the need to adopt and implement a national strategy for foreign aid to ¢
the development of partnership and commitments between partners and the GoM, which can rec
poverty and foreign deperelemd help build a more robust, articulate, diverse and sustainable
economyin this sense, the economic and social development subjects and themes should domin:
the process of foreign aid to MozanThqushallenge is to improve the efficiendgcneeéss



of using aid to reduce the external dependence of Mozambique, making the economy more effecti
poverty reduction, more diversified and articulated, and improving coordination between the social
economic areabhis also means improtnggrole of foreign aid in the development of strategic
planning and budgeting,iarnledevelopment thequalityand articulation of its instruments (plans,
fiscaframework$é¥udgets, reports, etc.).



2. Introduction, Methodologyd Key Findings
2.1. Introduction

This is the sixth annual independent assessment of the performance of the Program Aid Partr
(PAPs) in Mozambigdéis evaluation is part of the mutual accountability between the Government
of Mozambique (GoM) andtésnational cooperating partners. Like the report on the performance of
the PAPs in 2008, the 2009 report also includes analysis of trends for the period covered by the
assessment, this time covering six year2(Q@904

The evaluation on thefgrenance in 2009 includes, among the 19 PAPs, two associate members
namelythe United Nations (UN) and the United States of America (USA). Associate members do
provide genetaldgesupport to the State budget (GBS) and their support to Motaentaique in

of technical assistance or financial aid and in kind is dominatedAoyg qndijegits. the inclusion

of associate members substantially changes the analysis when compared with the analysis of the |
aloneDespite these differences, tlielnfar the evaluation of associate members was the same as
the PAPs®6, which necessarily and naturally |
with the worst performance.

However, the assessment of associate members for the firsbéimadenssbod in its proper
context, namely: (i) the establishment of a baseline to verify where members are in the proces
harmonization and alignwisatvisthe PAPSji) identification of areas in which associate members
can improve signifigamtlthout having to change the modalitiesaotl gid) the acquisition of
experience to better frame the associate members in the mutual evaluafibis firstess.
evaluation of associate members was thus a learning process for evergahés ssmhseithat

this experience can be better understood.

1 The first assessment wasletted in 2005 by a team composed by Tonny Killick (team leader),-Biahee Castel

and Richard Ges(&r Killick, C. Caddehnco and R. Gester. 2005. Perfect Partners? The Performance of Programme
Aid Partners in Mozambique 200d)second evaloat was conducted in 2006 by a team of Ernst & Young led by
Carlos CastBrancd Er nst & Young. 2006 . Review of PAP6 Perform
The third evaluation was conducted in 2007 by a team composed by-Braros Qaatal leader), Nelsa Massinga

and Tonecas Rafg€l CastdBranco with research support from Massingue N. and T. Raphael 2007. Mozambique
Programme Aid Partners Performance Review l#906)rth evaluation was conducted in 2008 by a IESE team
camposed by Carlos CaBtahco (team leader), Carlos Vicente and Nelsa M@sSiagma®ranco, C.Vicente and
N.Massingue. 2008. Mozambique Programme Aid Partner R&hewif#@@8sessment was conducted in 2009 by a

IESE team composed by Cé@daseBranco (team leader), Roger Ossemane, Nelsa Massingue and @simina Ali
CasteBr anc o, R. Ossemane, N . Massingue and R. Al i . 200
2008 and Trends i n PAPG2008)eTheteorepana can be downleaded framethe website o d
Program Aid Partnershippww.pap.org.mbinks to these reports are also available through the IESE website at
www.iese.ac.mz


http://www.pap.org.mz/
http://www.iese.ac.mz/

It is nevertheless important to stress that including the associate members highlights five areas: (i)
different the practices of foreign aid are; (ii) how less aligned and harrfareiggdaggbisalvhen
compared to that provided by the PAPs exclusively; ( iii) the importance of extenfling the mu
evaluation process and experience of alignment and hainasniaaisrpossililéo all partnefs
and other key cooperation partietise GoMjv) the importance of adapting the system for
performance evaluation to the conditions and characteristics of different partners (espgcially those
are not PAPs); and (v) the importance of having a clear national strategy fagrfabdéegthfid to

GoM to define what it seeks from each partner type and which performance commitments shc
therefore, be made and measured.

Like the previous evalwuations, t hat of 20009
Assessment Framew®AKF), because it embodies the commitments of the group of PAPs and eact
PAP individually before the GoM and the MozambicaMheodif/PAPs is focused on
processes, it is inspired by the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness and the mogeohal experie
Mozambique, but it does not cover all aspects, angles, areas and themes that can be discussed &
foreign aid in Mozambidie. GoM, the PAPs and the evaluators are aware of these limitations, so
this report is limited to assessing the pedaagenst the commitments and indicators of the PAF
and is not intended to be a full evaluation of experience with foreign aid in Mozambique in 2009.

Being produced by an independent team, who worked with a framework defined by the commitmr
and indicate in the PAF and by the terms of reference, this report does not necessarily reflect tt
views of the GoM nor of its cooperation partners, although it has benefited from contributions g
through interviews and responses to questionnaires. The arsgfueesf this report depends on

the GoM and its development partmansthey will read, understand and use it.

The substantive parts of the report include
members; the individual evaleafiont he PAPs; the analysis of th
without associated members; and a number of annexes with detailed statistical information that \
used for evaluation. Other sections of the report explain the methodology ik g¢hd summ
main conclusions and recommendations.

The authors would | ike to thanKicaollioased bypar t i
Lotta Valtonen, the national directors Antonio Laice and Momad Piaraly, Arginaldo Muandula (unde
Ministy of Finance), Benilde Gaf8acretary of PAPs) and Heads of Cooperation and economists
from various development agencies participating in Ahepsticidy thanks goes to the heads and

other staff of UN agencies and the various agencies tbattlceny$. cooperation with
Mozambique for their patience and willingness to tackle a complex exercise, new and not suited to
characteristics.



2.2.

Methodology

To perform this study, the consultant team adopted the same methodology asudty.the 2008 st
Namely:

A quantitative and qualitative questionnaire was administered to all PAPs and associe
members. The quantitative questionnaire W
information that allows the GoM and the PAPs to iddeti§nttapglications of foreign aid

(for example, request of detailed information on non programmatic sectoral projects). Desj
being clear to all/l parties that the quest
associate members, this wasuaézbfor the UN and USA for the following (gabens:

is no information base from which to formulate a new questionnaire, (ii) there was no time
produce one before the start of the study, and (iii) to enable the questionnaire to generatse
first snapshot of the associate members' sittiatiois the PAPs. Before being
administered, the questionnaire was discussed and approved by the reference group a
presented, discussed and improved in a meeting with all the PAPs, associate members and
GoM.

The qualitative questionnaire had reference questions that were focused on evaluating f
progress of cooperation and the relationship between the GoM and the PAPs, and between
PAPs, in 2009, and the evaluation of the usefulness of thihestpelsfasmance of the

PAPs, and the identification and discussion of the challenges for the future.

Interviews with all the PAPs and associate members were asndelttesy joint
interviewvith representatives of the Ministry of Planning apth@wgvahd the Ministry of

Finance (for reasons beyond the knowledge and control of the team of consultant:
representatives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Bank of Mozambique did not participat
this meeting).

A first version of the processadtitative information for assessment of the GoM and the
PAPs and for correction was submitted; the final report was subsequently produced.

Based on experience from previous assessments, the team, with the approval of the reference gr
made adjustmeisthe indicators, including:

Indicators 6, 7, 11 and 17 were not evaluated (for reasons explainBdamtoCastel
Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009).dpdicator 18 has not been evaluated because the
quiet period is already defined in the Mcafodrid was evaluated but no score is given in

the matrix whereat it has not entered in the calculation of quantitative performance. For the
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reasons, the maximum number of available points is 36 (against 38 in 2008). Because t
maximum points decrelaske score for sorting PAPs by category of performance has also
changed.

e Indicator 16a was evaluated as follows: bilateral partners receive the points if the target of 4
of joint missions is achieved or if they have two or less individual misgoonis but
missions. Multilateral partners receive the points with 40% of joint missions or six or few
individual but no joint missions. The upper limit for missions was established in accordar
with the PAPsd® goal of @sthrougheut thd year),msingi mu r
the principle of differentiated allocation between bilateral and multilateral as explained
CasteBranco, Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009: pp. 6

Associate members have not been reported in the chapter oissedsnuerat @or do they enter

the classification of partners based on performance. This decision was taken because the PAF/PA
inadequate to the practices of associate members and thegauker@oabbf theommitments

that make up the PAF. Howewverall results are analyzed with and agumisitenembers.
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3. Evaluation of the Group
3.1. Performance relating to PAF/PAPs
3.1.1. PAPs without Associate Members

The annex la shows the PAPsO6 p e fCompanedrioc e as
2008, the PAPsO6 performance has i mproved 1in
coordination of technical cooperation. Si nce
other indicator, the group's perfoema the use of national systems of financial management

(indicators 12 to 15) and technical cooperation (20 and 21) improved.

The use of national public financial management systems at the level of sectoral programs (indic
14) was evaluated forfitst time. Of the 14 sectoral programs, 11 (79%) meet simultaneously with
the rules for budget execution (indicator 12a), national procedures for the provision of financial re
(indicator 12c) and procurement (indicator 13). The remaining@sat®Icd mot comply with

at least one of these indicators (INE and ASAS do not comply with indicator 12c, and CNCS did
comply with indicator 12c or indicator 13). Despite the fact that the goal (85%) was not reached,
remarkable that more thagetquarters of the sectoral programs already make use of national public
financial management systems. It is important to consolidate and expand this progress.

Regarding the composition of portfolio (indicators 1a, 1b and 2) the group has hot met targets
improved slightly compared to 2008: the percé&pBje aitl tahe GoM increased from 38% in

2008 to 39% in 2009 (for a target of 40%), and the percentage of programmatic aid in total aid tc
GoM has risen from 66% in 2008 to 67% in 2G8gydobof 75%).

Despite the programmatic aid camgthet bulk of the disbursements of PAPs and assdciates, a
third of the PAPsO6 di sbur s e mewihtassociasaek inj4 8 % 0 |
projectsAs t he ¢ o mp o n e aluatedfinpdetail] thee GoM and thesPARs Gtill HaeeMittle
precise consolidated information on the alignment and harmonization effort that migh{ be happeni
the project levilis important to identify what is happening with the projects asmedatitie $h
practices andxperiencesf alignment and harmonization (e.g. use of national publig financial
management systems, coordination of technical aid, absorptive and implementation ¢apacity, whe
disbursement of funds are part of tied aig cdinsw issues).

With regard to the predictability (indicators 3 to 8), the performance of 2009 was identical to 2008
PAPs do not have nydér agreements @BSof 3 years or more and 5 did not disburse all their
commitments in accordance hveitachedule of disbursement (6 had failed in 2008). However, two
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PAPs have adopted ryedir agreements for rolB®S(DFID and Dutch Cooperation), which
creates interesting precedents as other PAPs may follow the same path (in 2008 only one of the F
had a rolling agreement).

However, the overall predictability of aid flows worsened for two main reasons: (i) most of the P.
strategies and agreements with the GoM were due for renewal, and new strategies and agreem
were being draftddhus, the meumterm predictability as regardsafiorg agreements in the final

stage of implementation approaches z#re;ifiipact of the international economic crisis on the
fiscal capacity of the partners increases the uncertainty about the optdnbtiesmdofpos
maintaining or increasing aid flows in the meditihetefane, although all partners stated having
timely provided data to the Medium TerrAreimeaéofCFMP), the GoM officials indicate that the
mediunterm information on exterdas dimited and increasingly limited as the time scales increase.

The worst performing indicators at the global level are the proportion of programmatic aid in total &
the GoM (indicator 2), whose target was met by only 53% of PAPs (ag&i8sab8%thim 2

of national systems for audit (indicator 12b), whose target was met only by 58% of PAPs (despite
a substantial improvement compared to 2008, when only 42% of the PAPs reached the target of
indicator).

Overallpn average(i) the?APs reached 77% of available points per indicator, (ii) per indicator, 15 of
the 19 PAPs (79%) achieved the target. These results are identical to 2008.

If points were awarded to the group, the PAPs overall would have reached 24 to 36 points, i.e. 67
the points. As a grfMed whichi@ideRtidaPteZD08p er f or manc

3.1.2. PAPs with Associate Members

Annex 1b shows the performance of PAPs and associated members together. As expected, the s
of the group (PAPs + UN + U.8r)adates in relation to the performance of PAPs without associated
members:

e Predictability (indicate8 &8nd use of financial management systems of the GoM (indicators
9-15) worsen significantly, so that targets are achieved in only two of tieel 11 exami
indicators (PAPs without associates achieved the targets in 9 of 11 indicators).

e The composition of the portfolio is alsinwelagon tbe targets of the PAF/PAPs and the
performance of PAPs without associates: the weilGBSf tiotal agstance to the GoM



13

decreases to 30% (from 39% of PAPs without associates) and the weight of programmatic
in total assistance to the GoM drops to 52% (from 67% of PAPs without associates).

In only 5 (26%) of the 19 examined indicators are godlbath®geoup, while the PAPs without
associates achieved the targets in 13 (68%). The most associated PAPs reached eight of the
available points (22% of points) so that their perfoiimaicevis

Clearly, the performance differences are alsalttioé usgig a common assessment methodology

for evaluating many different partners in their practices, experiences, interests and opportunities
alignment and harmonization. As associate members did not assume or have intentions to m
commitments #ian to those of PAPSs, their inclusion would inevitably lead to deterioration of the
average performance of the group in proport.i
and the degree of devi ato PAPSICOMONfitments.s oci at eso p

It is nevertheless important to stress that including the associate members highlights five areas: ()

different the practices of foreign aid are; (ii) how less aligned and harmonized global fq
compared to that \pded by the PAPs exclusively; ( iii) the importance of extending
evaluation process and experience of alignment and hainasniaatsrpossifiléo all partne
and other key cooperation partners of th€ivpdhe importance of adgpthe system
performance evaluation to the conditions and characteristics of different partners (es
are not PAPs); and (v) the importance of having a clear national strategy for foreign
GoM to define what it sdeti® each partner type and which performance commitme

reign aid is \
the mutual
S

r

ptcially those

hid to enable
hts should,

therefore, be made and measured.

The inclusion of associated members with such different characteristics from the PA
future, be preceded by a process of identificatiesceptiod of procedures, practice
architectures followed by the associated members in the areas where they can and

Ps should, ir
5 and

D

must make 1

progress (e.g. coordination and alignment of technical cooperation, greater use of nafional systen

public financeamagement, not introducing cewlitionalitiesninimization of transacéond
coordinatiarosts for the GoM, among others).
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3.2.  Qualitative assessment of the PAPs' performance made by the GoM and by the PAPs

3.2.1. Evaluation of PAPs made by the GoM

The IESE team of consultants met with national directors and technicians of the Ministries of Plar
and Development and Finance. Unlike previous years, and for reasons unknown to the consul
team, staff from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs @nedBeork of Mozambique did not participate in

this meeting.

Il n the opinion of the interviewed GoM6és of fi
GoM and PAPs was marginal in 2009, limited to marginal increases in performaca®rm some ind

In contrast, many of the problems mentioned above, reported in the assessment report, 2008 (Ce
Branco, Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 20098)peftained. In particular, among the several
issues the following were highlighted:

e In generalhe relationship between the GoM and the PAPs ceased to be a partnership. Mutu:
accusations, the use of legalism to pursue agendas outside the MoU, replacing the methoc
open discussion by using written responses to accrsdidng) turninige mutai
evaluationstoa kind of tribunal to try the GoM. The spirit of partnership has been weakened;

e The new Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was produced under great pressure and
GoM accepted it to ensure disbursements. The MoU is unbalanoég@antferspu

e Technical capacity of partners:

o0 The partners continue to engage in the details of certain areas and sectors for whic
they are not qualified. Therefore, they want the impossible done in an impossibly shc
time, and sometimes the dialoguelésmined by a lack of the technical capacity to
understand the issues;

o0 Among the partners there is no consistency and unity with regard to technical matter
some say one thing, others want another, both often have strong and weak element
and the GoMs stuck in the middle of t hese
technicians do not say this to partners and help to resolve the impasse, the answe
was given that the GoM also has limited capacity and sometimes all it wants is th
disbursement);
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o Partnes should consider moving more quickly in the design and implementation
of the division of labour, and thus to also be able to ensure greater focus and
specialization for their own staff, so that their input is useful and practical and
not just a burden aihe GoM;

e Working Groups

o The construction of the working groups is too heavy, time consuming and produce
little, and dilutes and confuses the dialogue;

o In addition, the Ambassadors make their final political assessments independently

the conclusionstoh e wor ki ng groups, and Ambass:
that count;
o Partnersd staff also participate in m

issues under discussion;

o There is a conception amon gtionadaliregtor of t F
is not present then there is nobody of importance, which to them means that the Go
does not pay attention to the subject. Moreover, sometimes the partners only sen
technicians to meet with ministers or national directors, whickdisaperceiv
di srespect from the partners on the Go

o To improve the functioning/effectiveness of the Working Groups it will be
necessary to rationalize them, simplifying their architecture in a very substantial
way, having far fewer people in eadugrwhich requires specialization of the
PAPs) and allocating staff with technical expertise to discuss each group's
specific matters.

e Political dialogue:

o Many of the studies provide good analysis, reach relevant conclusions and preser
interesting propds, but afterwards the partners want everything done at once,
without thinking in phases and in actual capacity, which damages the objectives of tt
studies. The PEFA is an example of these studies with good intentions, gooc
conclusions, but with a rughptementation to meet the pressures posed by people
whom are not qualified to know what can be done, when and how.
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o It should be clarified what political dialogue means, at what level the political
dialogue can take place, with whom and on what. Abthtst seems that any
technical staff from the partners side can make political dialogue at any time,
which is not admissible. Technical staff may not engage in this kind of dialogue,
much less try to give instructions to national directors and ministers

0 According to the MoU, the commitments for 2010 were defined in relation to the
assessment in 2008. In 2009, the partners tried to change the commitments of
2010 according to their perception of what happened in 2009 during the political
dialogue. Is thia violation of the spirit and letter of the MoU?

e Harmonization and organization of partners:

o Missions and studies continue to be many and the transaction costs for the GoNl
remain, in general, very high;

o0 The partners are not harmonized: each hasntampesfordicators and criteria and
the GoM is caught between the conflicts among partners on what criteria and whic
results are to be measured, whether to prioritize processes or impacts, which impac
are most important, etc. Sometimes there areipaddecsg new criteria at the
very last minute changing whelenegotiation, alignment, harmonization and
coordinatigorocess

0 Mauritius has 10 performance indicators, while the GoM has 40 performance indicato
withsubitems and thaare expanthgas somepartnes decide they no longer just
accept the common indicators and introduce other specific indicators of their own;

o The partnersd rotation of staff risks
there is a strong, stable and profissiecoretariat, albeit small, capable of
maintaining the institutional memory of the partnership and retaining the conclusior
and recommendations from various studies and assd$smmPARs should
create a secretariat heoGQoM,tsrhad, buj strongp 6 s |
and operational, with clear tasks.

¢ Report on the State General Account:
o Why do the partners want to have the report on the State General Account at the san

time as the Administrative Tribunal (TA)? In principle, the GoMithdloede\:
submits the report, receives comments and producesha cepitradictyry
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Partners, like the Parliament should receive the documents at this stage (repor
eval uated by t hetheTontradiawryinsteddeof reéqariié r e p |
report at the same time the TA receives it.

e Policy and strategy for foreign aid:

o The continuing absence of a clear policy and strategy for foreign aid by the Gol
providing a structure, a guide and resolving many of the issues mentioned above, is
problem whose implications are growing. The central issue is not to have a diplomat
document, but to clearly define the goals and parameters allowing the GoM an
partners to discuss, negotiate and significantly improve the efficiency and effectivene:
ofexternal aid in Mozambique.

3.2.2. Assessment of the PAPs made by the PAPs

The 21 interviews with partners were unequal with respect to the overall assessment of the proce
partnership for development between the GoM and the PAPs. Some PA#Rs mainasssci

have expressed interest in discussing broader issues and strategic directions and more general op
for developing the partnership between partners and the GoM, while others were limited to their
agencies or to specific questions andjtexs associated with the process. Therefore, the focus and
scope of the analysis are most varied.

Many of the issues raised by partners are already part of previous reports, especially the perform
evaluation report in 2008 (CGBstato, Ossemamdassingue and Ali 2009: py22)8In this
report, only the new issues or issues that received special attention (even if they have been repc

before) will be reported.

With regard to areas of greatest progress in 2009 relative to earlieppédneds,nibted the
following:

e Dialogue on systems of public financial management has improved greatly and is of go
quality;

¢ The quality of dialogue at the technical level has, in general, improved,

e The new MoU was approved,



18

¢ Implementation of measur@mpoove the division of work between partners has begun to
take effect in streamlining the work and groups;

e An exhaustive survey of the working gro
streamline and simplify the system;

e The group of PAPs renthineited, despite the tensions, and evaluation of partners was
extended to two associated with significant importance in the aid program to the GoM.

For some partners the fact that the dialogue between the PAPs and the GoM has become more po
and lss technical has been hailed as a great success. However, at least half of the PAPs ai
associates indicated that they had reservations about this development of the dialogue and see
change as a danger and a problem. Some partners mentioneslithat tivgding the group and

reflects tensions and conflicts on the centres around which the political dialogue is structured.
pol arization of positions is |leading to a we

Some of the partners with smaller contributie@BSand less weight in the current architecture

of aid in Mozambique consideéthe debate to shape the political dialogue around the European
Commission and the Cotonou agreements should continue, because that is the trend and
requirementrfehe members of the European Union. Most partners, even though members of th
European Union, do not agree with this view and believe that political dialogue should conti
between the PAPs (extended or not) and the GoM.

Some partners mentioned th&irtleof political dialogue that is developing contributes to focus the
discussionon GBSbecause this is the preferred means of partners to press thé ERid/la But

small portion of the state budget and less than 40% of aid to the GoM. Thealgbiate and a
ultimately marginalize all other modalities and related aspects of public finance.

Accordingly, no partner disagreed with the existence of political dialogue on the fundamental direc
of social, economic and political development of MoZamloiopfict is over how to structure the
dialogue, at what levels and how to integrate it positively in the partnership framework between
PAPs (and other partners) and the GoM.

Most partners believe that broadening the group of PAPs with dhessidiitde members is
positive. However, they draw attention to the fact that this issue has not been properly analyzed
there are no clear criteria for the admission of associate members, or for the type of commitments
can take and on whiclir herformance can be evaluated.

With regard to problem areas, the partners mentioned a number of questions:
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The political dialogue needs to be clarified and hierarchical (when, where, who, how and
what subjects can one engage in a political dealditjised)so necessary to clarify how the
political dialogue relates to the remaining questions. Since foreign aid, gaB&gularly the
has a strong political nature, it is logical that the political debate is important. But it is import
to clarifjhow this dialogue should take place, on what matters and what is the relationship wi
ot her i ssues. Moreover, the fApolitical di
detailed and accurate information and knowledge and on a cleandardtaeeing of

the issues under review.

The focus of the partnership PAPs/GoM and subsequent evaluatoortbeproasss

with little attention paid to the actual substance of issues of economic and social developm
including those relatechenfiing the state budget and public spending pherjisgsern

of economic growth in Mozambique is not particularly effective at reducing poverty and fore
dependence, and robustness of the economy of Mozambique is very dependent on foreign:
bu this problem is still placed at a secondary level in relation tahEEes$esué on

the way to do something without enough attention paid to Whigtftecds.pn processes

creates a behavioural problem when generating the tenderanansotaygootect the

process that they already are involved in and they already know, instead of helping to creat
dynamic to analythetensiosand trendsf changand look for better ways forward.

The PAPsO PAF needs wised. b B necessary © wwaldateahe d p
indicators, the PAF's sectoral and thematic focus in the light of the changes that tend to hap
and of the evaluation of the progress already made and the areas of greatest difficult
Moreover, the revision oP#ie should receive a major boost and contribution by the GoM, in
order to reflect not only general international diplomatic agreements, but also the realitie
challenges and priorities specific to Mozambique.

There are trends of change of politicébline the partner countries, which will necessarily
affect the approaches and decisions on foreign aid. This matter remains little discussed &
analyzed, despite the great impact it may have in the near future. The PAPs and the Gc
should work togetbearthis issue, share information and analysis and, through more flexible
and adaptable approaches, more collaboration and a clear national strategy for foreign &
minimize negative impacts and maximize positive impacts of these trends aor opportunities
change.

The organization and architecture of t he
formal , cumber some, |l egal i stic and ineff
approacho in the inter pr edoreepisand words,fwhigha r a g



20

someti mes mean absolutely nothing out of
lexicon. This is obviously not a good basis for partnership since it is ineffective, it is ineffici
and diverts attention from inmpastaues.

o Related to the previous point, and despite the efforts made to resolve these problem
difficulties remain in changing the cumbersome and inefficient working groups and defining
implementing a code of conduct and division of laboumeOmatite these difficulties
reflect organizational problems and weaknesses in management, approach and design of w
organization. But on the other hand, they also reflect the tension between the demand
efficiency and effectiveness in a universetheherstincts and decisions also reflect
individual interests and competition from and among partners;

e One of the particular aspects of the previous point is the concept oflésiathynation.
thinks abowgxpostcoordination, among disjointédtiast and different interests, where
coordination emerges as an imposition from outside institutions, leading consequently to h
costs.One example of this problem is coordinated analyticabwdrk not be easier,
more effective and efficiemtat@ collective decision making (GoM and partners) on the
analytical work that must be done to support and facilitate reforms and other policies that
GoM intends to applye.exantec oor di nati on around fGhe nee
instead ofubsequently trying to coordinate studies determined by several partners individual
and according to their own agendas? As a donor would lcaeedsagdion is linked with
strategy and plans, not with meetings alone.

e The information system on ekath@ODAMoz) has been set up, it is in the possession and
control of the GoM, but doubts remain about whether it serves the management and monito
objectives of aid by the GoM, and about the reliability and coverage of information and
update. Indalition, or as a corollary thereof, the system continues to be only marginally
employed.

e The absence of policy and strategy for external aid remains a major obstacle in defining
steps to follow. Without clarity about the vision and prioritiestsuod tinéeGoM on the
organization of support and the partnership with partners, the debate tends to stick to partn
and to purely reflect the tensions and conflicts between them.

As for challenges for the future, the responses of PAPs replisataid/ira20@9 (Cafiednco,
Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009:2). ROparticular, the PAPs cited the following challenges:
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The issues and themes on economic and social development should dominate the proces:
foreign aid to Mozambique. Irs¢hise, the challenge is to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of using aid to reduce the external dependence of Mozambique, to make t
economy more effective in reducing poverty, more diversified and articulated, and impra
coordination betweeniaoand economic areas. This also implies improving the role of
foreign aid in the development of strategic planning and budigetiedg\aidpmeof

the qualityand articulation of their instruments (plan$afiseaorkdudgets, reports,

etc).

Deepening the programmatic nature and predictability of external aid and to improve the ust
national systems in line with the development of these systems;

Extending the process of harmonization and alignment of aid and mutual evaluation, with:
weakening and trivializipgand exploiting the tensions and conflicts of this process, to
evaluate new opportunities and new ideas. This would enable innovation and a move forwze
instead of merely defending the established system.

Deepen the analysisaliow appropriate and timely responses to the predictable trends of
change in the international environment of foreign aid, products of the effects of the econol
crisis and of political change in partner countries.

Develop a pragmatic and realisto alsout what is indeed possible and necessary to
harmonize and coordinate, how to do it effectively and efficiently, how to learn to deal w
differences and use them for the benefit of all.

Adopt and implement a national strategy for foreigneati¢algualopment of partnership

and commitments between partners and the GoM, which will allow the reduction of poverty
foreign dependence and help create a more robust, articulate, diverse and sustainab
economy.

Helping to develop the strategabi#ies and the empowerment of civil society as part of
the process of deepening and development of citizenship, democracy and the quality
political, social and economic governance.
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4. Individual Assessment

4.1. Germany

Table 4.1 shows the perfacngan o f Germany in relation to t
performance received 23 out of 36 possible points, or 64%. Thegn@&aneoustycreased

its financial assistance to the commuvingromafil ar ge o0 donor t oditfivery
performance by almost 10 percentage points. Germany, along with Portugal enjoyed the larg
increase in aid to the country in absolute terms (more than U.S. $ 40 million, or mbee than 60%).
improved performance results from timely disbufsemésitfar th@BSand the elimination of
exceptions i n Annex 10. Germany' s score col
performance, however, this did not happen because Germany failed targets in indicators 2 and 12
just 2 percentage pei@ach. This loss of points is directly related to the reduction in the proportion c

programmatic aid of this PAP from 74% of total aid to the GoM to 63%.

Table 4.1 Germany

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points
PAP provides at least 40%R% Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
. GBS 1 21 1
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg
Programmatid . >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 63 0
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) NO 0
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the jointrq  Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirn@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg Withiln the
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the mon within the Month
disbursements schedule agreeq
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidation 9 | ¢ gitionalitiesGBS ves (2) YES 2
isati and
Ha;”;?_msatlo harmonizatior| 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
an 'gnmen Annex 10 of the MoU. es (D)
(36% of total S
score) U= of % Of aid disbursed by the H
government | 12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 63 0
systems execution procedures.
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% Of aid that is audited using (
12b _ _ 45% (1) 21 0
national audit systems.
% Aid requiring ONLY nati
12c | proceduresfor the provision 60% (2) 63 2
financial reports.
% Of disbursed aid using naf] .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 63 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 _ 33% (2) 90 2
exemption.
% Of PAPO6s mi g
6a| 40% (1) 62 1
Project Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 i ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen 19 % Of PAP&s TC 55% (2) 10 5
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs. °
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providgd 25% (1) 19 0
the PAP.
Total Score 23
4.2. Austria
Table 4.2 shows the performance of Austria i

of 36 possible points, 89%. This represents an improvement of around seven percentage points
over the previous year's performance as a result of the weakening of their use of government syst
This improvement is mainly due to better coordination of its techrocalvduichezasured the
achievement of the targets of the respective indicators.

Table 4.2 Austria

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implementeq Points
PAP provides at least 40%RB% Yes if
(as % of aid teetlbovernment). >20% (1)
. GBS 1 50 3
Aid Structure > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of tota
Programmatic ) >66% (2)
] 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 65 2
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
Predictability, Fundin The PAP has a multiyegreemery
(31% of total ) g 3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Commitment
score) years.
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GBS commitments for year

4 | within four weeks of the jointrq Yes (3) YES 3
in year n.
Disbursement of confirn@BS
. . ) Yes. (1)
commitments in the fiscal yeg Within the
which the were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the mor within the Month
disbursements schedule agree(
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidation| 9 Yes (2) YES 2

conditionalitiesGBS
and

harmonizatior] 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU. es (D)

% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows theational budg{ 65% (2) 65 2
execution procedures.

Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b ) . 45% (1) 50 1
and Alignmer national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiing ONLY nati
S
score) 12c| procedures for the provisior] 60% (2) 65 2
government . .
financial reports.
systems _ — _
% Of disbursed aiding nation: .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 65 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 ) 33% (2) 100 2
exemption.
% Of PAPG6s mi g .
16a| . . 40% (1) 0 missions 1
missions.
Project Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 ) . reduced NO 0
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen % Of PAPO6s TC
o . 19 . 55% (2) 100 2
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC pedvisy| 25% (1) 100 1
the PAP.
Total Score 32

4.3. African Development Bank

Table 4.3 shows the performance of the Afric
matrix. The ADB has received 19 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 53étafldmsitlgterformance

by 2 percentage points means that the ADB has worsened, albeit slightly, its already we
performance.



Table 4.8 African Development Bank

percentage of total TC provide

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points
PAP provides at least 40% B8 Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
. GBS 1 40 3
Aid Structure > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of tota
Programmatic ) >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 40 0
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the joint rq  Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disburserm¢ of confirme®&BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg Withiln the
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the mon within the Month
disbursements schedule agreeq
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidation} 9 | - jitionalitiesGBS ves (2) YES 2
and
harmonization| 10 The PAP has NO exception Ves (1 VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU. es (1)
% Of aid disbursed by the K
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 40 0
execution procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b . . 45% (1) 40 0
and Alignmerf national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiing ONLY nati
se o0 .
score) 12c| procedures for the fsion off 60% (2) 40 0
governeent . .
financial reports.
systems - - -
% Of disbursed aid using naf] .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 40 0
% Of aid that does not impos
15 . 33% (2) 0 0
exemption.
% Of PAPGOs mi g
16a| . . 40% (1) 19 0
missions.
Project Zeroor a
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 Implementation Units reduced NO 0
Capacity Units P number (2
Developmen % Of Y o
0s
(14%ftotal |  Technical | 19 | ~ 55% (2) 01 2
] coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation
Sedoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 ( ) 25% (1) 0 0

25
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‘ the PAP. ‘ ‘
Total Score 19
4.4. World Bank
Table 4.4 shows the performance of the Worl

Bank received 24 out of 36 possible pepmesenting 67%. Thus, the Bank improves its
performance for the second consecutive year, this time by a significant 14 percentage points. The
has substantially increased the composition of its programmatic aid from 47% to 60% and has impr
the oordination of its technical cooperation having achieved the targets of the respective indicat

The World Banko6s weakest area continues to
focus on large projects in infrastructure conduci@dMy the
Table 4.4 World Bank
Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implementeq Points
PAP provides at least 40%RS$ Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
) GBS 1 43 3
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg
Programmatic ) >66% (2)
. 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 60 0
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the joint rq  Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirm@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg o
. Within the .
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the mon within the Month
disbursements schedgeeed witl
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
and Alignmer] Consolidationy 9 condionalitieefGBS ves (2) YES 2
and
(36% of total harmonizatior] 10 The PAP has NO exception Ves (1 NO 0
score) Annex 10 of the MoU. es (1)



% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 60 0
execution procedures.
% Of aid th&t audited using ON
12b ) . 45% (1) 43 0
national audit systems.
U ¢ % Aid requiring ONLY nati
se o
12c| procedures for the provisiorl 60% (2) 55 0
government . .
financial reports.
systems _ - _
% Of disbursed aid using naf]
0,
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 55 2
% Of aid thaloes not impose
15 ) 33% (2) 0 0
exemption.
% Of PAP&6s mi g
16a| . . 40% (1) 42 1
missions.
Project Zeroor a
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 ) ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units numier (2)
Developmen 19 % Of PAPbds TC 55% (2) 100 )
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs. 0
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) ag
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providd 25% (1) 27 1
the PAP.
Total Score 24
4.5. Belgium
Table 4.5 shows the geor mance of Bel gium i rel

European Commission.
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at
out of 36 possible points, i.e. 72%. After several years of improvement, in 2009 Belgium has the se
largest drop in the individual performance of the PAPs, in thepamentsfg23points (Finland

had the biggest drop by 25 percentage points). This decline is fully expleahatsémaonnof

its general budgatpportn the fiscal year for which it was scheduled. This delay was due to the
change of the mechanismtbe disbursementGBS which from 2009 shall be made via the

This decision by Belgium, to delegate the disburser@@tofthe EC, is strarigeo say the

least, becauseBSis the simplest modality to disburse and mamalge B&lgium intend to
delegate the responsibility of the policy dialogue GBSedthe European Commission? How do

the other PAPs and the GoM understand this issue?



Table 4.5 Belgium

percentage of total TC provide

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Poirts
PAP provides at least 40% B8 Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
. GBS 1 0 0
Aid Structure > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of tota
Programmatic ) >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 31 0
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the joint rq  Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirm@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yed =~
. Within the
which they were scheduled
) 5 . quarter; (3 NO 0
Disbursement accordance with the mon within the
disbursements schedule agreeq
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitnms to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidation 9 | c5ngitionalitiesGBS ves (2) VES 2
and
harmonization| 10 The PAP has NO exception Ves (1 VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU. es (1)
% Of aid disbursed by the K
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 83 2
execution procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b . . 45% (1) 52 1
and Alignmerf national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiing ONLY nati
seo .
score) 12c| procedies for the provision | 60% (2) 83 2
government . .
financial reports.
systems - - -
% Of disbursed aid using naf] .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 100 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 . 33% (2) 100 2
exemption.
% Of PAPGOs mi g
16a| . . 40%(1) 50 1
missions.
Project Zeroor a
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 Implementation Units reduced 0 2
Capacity Units P number (2
Developmen % Of Y o
0s
(14%ftotal |  Technical | 19 | ~ 55%(2) 80 2
] coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation
Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 ( ) 25% (1) 80 1
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‘ the PAP. ‘
Total Score 26
4.6. Canada
Table 4.6 shows the performance of Canada

out of 36 possible poings,83%. Thus Canada remains on course for an annual improvement in

I

performance. Noteworthy is the increase in the composition of its programmatic aid from 49% to 84
its total assistance to the GoM.

Table 4.6 Canada

national audit systems.

Objectives Activities No. Indicabrs Targets | Implementeq Points
PAP provides at least 40%BRS Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
) GBS 1 21 1
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg
Programmatic . >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the HPAto the 84 4
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agree
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the jeuiew| Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirm@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg o
. Within the o
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 1
Disbursement accordance with the morf o Quarter
. withirthe
disbursements schedule agreed
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord Ves (2 VE )
Consolidationy 9 | c5ngitionalitiesGBS es (2) S
and
o The PAP has NO etgens in
aatin] harmonizatior] 1 Yes (1 YE 1
Harmonisatio 0 Annex 10 of the MoU. es (1) S
and Alignmen % Of aid disbursed by the f
aid disburse e
(36% of total ° . u .y
score) Use of 12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 84 2
government execution procedures.
systems % Of aid that is audited using ¢
12b 45% (1) 35 0




% Aid requiring ONLY nati

12c| procedures for the provisiorl 60% (2) 79 2
financial reports.
% Of disbursed aid using naf]
0,
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 81 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 ) 33% (2) 100 2
exemption.
% OfPAPOsS mi ssi d
16a| . . 40% (1) 0 0
missions.
Project Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 i ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen % Of P /pvded tirddg
o . 19 . 55% (2) 100 2
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providgd 25% (1) 86 1
the PAP.
Total Score 30
4.7. European Commission
Table 4.7 shows the performance of the European Commissiomin rélad t h e

points), in timely disbursement, and in coordination of its missions.

Table 4.v European Commission

in year n.

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points
PAP provides at least 40%R% Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
) GBS 1 57 3
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg
Programmatid . >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 77 4
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
) - 3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Praictability .
Funding years.
(31% of total . -
score) Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the joint rq  Yes (3) YES 3

30

PAPs O

The European Commission received 33 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 92%. This is the most signif
improvement of individual performance recorded this year and by 24 percentage points. The EC
improved in the composdfats programmatic aid (having obtained the highest possible score of 7



Disbursement of confirm@BS
. . ) Yes. (1)
commitments in the fiscal yeg Within the
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the mor within the Month
disbursements schedule agree(
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidationf 9| -, itionalitie§GBS ves (2) YES 2
and
harmonizatior] 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 NO 0
Annex 10 of the MoU. es(D)
% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 77 2
execution procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b ) . 45% (1) 65 1
and Alignmer national audit systems.
(36% of total Useof % Aid requiing ONLY nati
S
score) 12c| procedures rfothe provision 60% (2) 77 2
government . .
financial reports.
systems _ - -
% Of disbursed aid using nat .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) " 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 , 33% (2) 47 2
exemption.
% Of PAPG6s mi g
16a| 40% (1) 42 1
missions.
Project Zeroor a
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 ) ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen % Of PAPG6s TC
o , 19 _ 55% (2) 25 0
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providd 25% (1) 25 1
the PAP.
Total Score 33
4.8. DFID
Table 4.8 shows the performance of
out of 36 possible points, i.66100
Table 4.8 DFID
Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implementeq Points

31

DFI



PAP provides at least 40%RB% Yes if
GBS 1 (as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1) 66 3
Aid Structure > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg
Programmatic ) >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 98 4
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS comritments for year n
4 | within four weeks of the jointrq Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirm@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg Withiln the
5 which they were scheduled uarter: (3 Within the 3
Disbursement accordance with the mor ?Nithin éhe Month
disbursements schedule agritlec
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord Ves (2 VE )
Consolidation| 9 conditionabtsof GBS es (2) S
and
harmonizatior| 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1) VES 1
es
Annex 10 of the MoU.
% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 98 2
execution procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is a@adiusing ONL
. 12b ) ) 45% (1) 77 1
and Alignmerf national audit systems.
(36% of total % Aid requiring ONLY nati
score) Use of .
12c| procedures for the provisiorl 60% (2) 98 2
government i .
financial reports.
systems - - -
% Of disbursed aid using naf] .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 98 2
% Of aid that domet impose tg
15 . 33% (2) 95 2
exemption.
% Of PAPO6s mi g .
16a missions 40% (1) 1 mission 1
Project Zero or a
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 i . reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units nunber (2)
Developmen % Of PAPO6s TC
o ) 19 ) 55% (2) 100 2
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providgd 25% (1) 65 1
the PAP.
Total Score 36
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4.9. Denmark

Table 49 showsthe r f or mance of Denmark in relation t
23 out of 36 possible points, or 64%. Denmark experienced a fairly sharp drop in individi
performance, in the order of 15 percentage points. The areas concerned wastidghal use of
systems, the use of parallel project implementation units and coordination of missions. Denn
continues to get 0 points from indicators related to the programmatic composition of aid. On the po
side, it should be noted that Denmarlcieased by more than ¥ the amount of its aid to the
country.

Table 4.8 Denmark

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented  Points
PAP provides at least 40% R Yesif
(as % of aid to the Government >20% (1)
. GBS 1 15 0
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg
Programmatid . >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 49 0
Aid >75% (4)
Government.

The PAP has a multiyear agreg

3 | for a peod not less than th Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the joint rq Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirn@BS
score) commitments in the fiscal yeq .
. Yes. (1) Within L
which they were scheduled Within the
) 5 ) the quarter; (3) 3
Disbursementj accordance with the mor . Month
) within the montl
disbursements schedule agreeq
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2

The PAP adheres to the ord

Consolidation} 9 | ., jitionalitie$GBS
and

Yes (2) YES 2

hamonization| 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
feati es
Harmonisatio Annex 10 of the MoU. @

and Alignmer —
% Of aid disbursed by the H

(36% of total

score) Use of 12a| which follows the national bu 65% (2) 50 0
government exeation procedures.
systems % Of aid that is audited using
12b 45% (1) 33 0

national audit systems.




34

% Aid requiring ONLY nati
12c| procedures for the provisior] 60% (2) 69 2
financial reports.

% Of disbursed aid using naf]

0,
13 proarement systems ONLY 55% (2) 84 2

% Of aid that does not impos

15 ) 33% (2) 93 2
exemption.
% Of PAPOs mis
16a| . . 40% (1) 0 0
missions.
Project . Zeroora
) Number of ParallelProject
Implementatio| 18 i ] reduced numbg NO 0
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units (2
Developmen % Of PAPO6s TC
o . 19 . 55% (2) 95 2
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providg 25% (1) 31 1
the PAP.
Taal Score 23
4.10. Spain

The table 4.10 shows the performance of Spai
out of 36 possible points, i.e. 89%, down slightly from the previous year, resulting from the deterior
of the coordinatiof its technical cooperation. However, it should be noted that Spain was the PA
which has a greater reduction in the amounts of aid to the country. ThadnmeduittiGn $ 30

million (approximately 7i0Bhot focused on aid to the govermhifitincreased by about U.S. $

5 million (approximately 30%).

Table 4.10Spain

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implementeq Points
PAP provides at least 40%RB% Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
. GBS 1 44 3
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of tota
Programmatic ) >66% (2)
] 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 75 4
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
Predictability, Fundin The PAP has a multiyear agreg
(31% of total ) g 3 | for aperiod not less than th Yes (3) YES 3
Commitment
score) years.
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GBS commitments for year

4 | within four weeks of the jointrq Yes (3) YES 3
in year n.
Disbursement of confirn@BS
. . ) Yes. (1)
commitments in the fiscal yeg Within the
which they were scheduied Within the
) 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the mor within the Month
disbursements schedule agree(
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidation| 9 Yes (2) YES 2

conditionalitiesGBS
and

harmonizatior] 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU. es (D)

% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 75 2
execution procedures.

Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b ) . 45% (1) 62 1
and Alignmer] national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiing ONLY nati
S
score) 12c| procedures for the provisior] 60% (2) 75 2
government . .
financial reports.
systems _ - -
% Of disbursed aid using nat .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 75 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 ) 33% (2) 100 2
exemption.
% Of PAPG6s mi g .
16a| . . 40% (1) 1 mission 1
missions.
Project .| Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Proje
Implementatio| 18 ) . reduced NO 0
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen % Of PAPG6s TC
o . 19 . 55% (2) 50 0
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providd 25%(1) 50 1
the PAP.
Total Score 32
4.11. Finland

Table 4.11 shows the performance of Finland
26 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 72%. This is a sharp drop in performance and in the order of
percentageopi nt s . Finlandbs performance waoGBS,ened i



to indicator 3 (agreement for a period not under three years) and to indicator 19 (proportion of tech

cooperation that is coordinated).

Table 4.11 Finland

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points
PAP provides at least 40% RS Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
) GBS 1 27 1
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as %ot#l aid
Programmatic ) >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 20 4
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) NO 0
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | withn four weeks of the joint re] Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirn@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg Wihir.1 the
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 1
Disbursement accordance with the morf within the Quarter
disbursements schedule agreeq
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidationf 9| ¢, jitionalitiesGBS ves (2) YES 2
and
harmonizatiod 10 The PAP has NO exception Ves (1 VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU. es (1)
% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 20 2
execution procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b ) . 45% (1) 51 1
and Alignmerf nationahudit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiing ONLY nati
seo -
score) 12c| procedures for the provisior] 60% (2) 90 2
government . .
financial reports.
systems - - _
% Of disbursed aid using nat .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 92 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 . 33% (2) 100 2
exemptio.
% Of PAPO6s mi g
16a| . . 40% (1) 0 0
missions.
Capacity Project Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Pro
Developmeny Implementatio| 18 ) . reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
(14%of total Units number (2
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score) % Of PAPbds TC

_ 19 ) 55% (2) 46 0
Technical coordinated programs.

Coopeation Sectoral TC (extended) as

(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providd 25% (1) 46 1
the PAP.
Total Score 26
4.12. France

Table 4.12 shows the performance of Francenin rélatio t he PAPs &6 PAF mat r |
out of 36 possible points, i.e. 67%, which represents a slight improvement in the performance of
PAP. France won the withdrawal of exceptions in Annex 10 of the Memorandum of Understan
(indicator 10) @rincreased the proportion of its aid that uses only national audit systems (indicatc
12b). The areas of greatest weakness of France remain the portfolio compasidon of aid
coordination of its technical assistance. France also failed to geaébr tinelitzator 15 relating to
exemption on paying taxes.

Table 4.1 France

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points

PAP provides at least 40%R% Yesif
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)

) GBS 1 13 0
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)

score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg

Programmatid . >66% (2)

i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 33 0
Aid >75% (4)

Government.

The PAP has a multiyear agreg

. » 3 | for a priod not less than th| Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability, i
Funding years.
(31% of total . -
score) Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the joint rq  Yes (3) YES 3
in year n.

2 Strictly speaking, the French method of finareBfitte not <c¢l assi fied as AI D by ¢t
recycling debt. This subject has been mentioned in the last three reports, but neither the donor nor the GoM seem intel
in theissuelt is obvious that the arrangements for financing the state budget have macroeconomic implications. In t
case, th&BSof France, which reflects the intention of the French government to abdicate receiving the debt service is
canceled in Mambique, it is financed by the Mozambican state budget and, therefore, is partially funded by other donc
However, it seems more politically important for the PAPs and the GoM, to keep France as a PAP than to take a de«
that affects only margitiadlystate budget 0 mar gi nal ly that France could easi
end its participation in the group of donors @B&8ding



Disbursement of confirn@BS
. . ) Yes. (1)
commitments in the fiscal yeg Within the
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the mor within the Month
disbursements schedule agree(
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidationf 9| -, itionalitie§GBS ves (2) YES 2
and
harmonization 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU. es(D)
% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 81 2
exeution procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b ) . 45% (1) 54 1
and Alignmer national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiing ONLY nati
s
score) 12c| procedures for the provisior] 60% (2) 79 2
government . .
financial reports.
systems _ - -
% Of disbursed aid using nat .
13 pracurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 90 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 ) 33% (2) 40 0
exemption.
% Of PAPG6s mi g
16a| 40% (1) 42 1
missions.
Project Zeroor a
) ) Number of Pagll Projec
Implementatio| 18 ) ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen % Of PAPG6s TC
o , 19 _ 55% (2) 27 0
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providd 25% (1) 14 0
the PAP.
Total Score 24
4.13 Netherlands
Table 4.13 shows the performance of t he

38

Netherlands received 33 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 92%, a slight drop in the still excell
performance that Holland hes Bble to keep. In the previous year the Netherlands lost a point in
the indicator on the proportion of joint missions by not having achieved the target of 40%. Howevet
worth noting the reduction in the total number of missions that thehdldtfrenar7dis 2008 to 3

in 2009.



Table 4.18Netherlands
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the PAP.

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implementeq  Points
PAP provides at least 409GB$ Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government). >20% (1)
) GBS 1 32 2
Aid Structure > 30% (2
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of totd
Programmatid ) >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 85 4
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agree
3 ) Yes (3) YES 3
. for a period not less thagetlyears.
Funding -
. GBScommitments for year n+1 w
Commitment o ) .
4 | four weeks of the joint review in Yes (3) YES 3
Predictabilit T
redictability|
’ Disbursement of confirm&®8S
(31% of total ) . i i
score) commitments in the fiscal yeal Yes. (1) Withi
5 which they were scheduled| the quarter; (3 Within the 3
Disbursement accordance with the nthty within the Month
disbursements schedule agreed month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o 9 The PAPadheres to the ordin s
Consolidation conditionalitiesGBS ves (2) YE 2
and
harmonizatio] 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
e
Annex 10 of the MoU. s@
% Of aid disbursed by the PAP,
12a/| follows the national budget exeq 65%(2) 100 2
procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b ) ] 45% (1) 38 0
and Alignmer national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiring ONLY nati
seo -
score) 12c | procedures for the provision 60% (2) 90 2
government i .
financial reports.
systems - - -
% Of disbursed aid using naf] .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 100 2
% Of aid that does not imposq
15 ) 33% (2) 100 2
exemption.
% Of PAPO6s mis
16a| . . 40% (1) 0 0
missions.
Project Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 ) ) reduced 0 2
) Implementian Units
Capacity Units number (2)
Developmen 19 % Of PAPO6s TC 55% (2) 100 5
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs. °
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TS 20 | percentage of total TC provide] 25% (1) 51 1




Total Score

4.14.

Tabl e

Ireland

4. 14

shows

t he

performance

of Il rel and

out of 36 possible points, i.e. 83%. Thus, in 2009 Ireland lost the 11 percentage points of gain

perfor mance

r e c o ssafepdintsiisndue2td tbe8ate dishureeimant af ssyenéral

budgetsupportireland also lost points on the indicator relating to the exemption on paying taxe
introduced in the evaluation this year. However, it is worth making reference tetyommints earn
resulting from an increased proportionGB3hethe composition of its aid to the GoM and one
other by increasing the proportion of aid that uses only the national audit system.

Table 4.141reland

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points
PAP provides at least 40%R% Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
. GBS 1 32 2
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg
Programmatid . >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 94 4
Aid >75% (4)
Govenment.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the joint rq  Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in yean.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirm@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yed =
. Within the
which they were scheduled
) 5 ) quarter; (3 NO 0
Disbursement accordance with the mon within the
disbursements schedule agreeq
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidation 9 | ¢ gitionalitiesGBS ves (2) YES 2
isati and
Ha(;rr:lj'msatlo harmonizatior| 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
an ‘gnmer Annex 10 of the MoU. es (D)
(36% of total —
score) Use of % Of aid disbursed by the H
government [ 12a| which follows the national by 5% (2) 94 2
systems execution procedures.
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% Of aid that is audited using (
12b _ _ 45% (1) 73 1
national audit systems.

% Aid requiring ONLtional
12c| procedures for the provisiorl 60% (2) 92 2
financial reports.

% Of disbursed aid using naf]

0,
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 92 2

% Of aid that does not impos

15 ) 33% (2) 1 0
exemption.
% Of PAPO6s mi g .
16a| . . 40% (1) 1 mission 1
missions.
Project Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 i ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen 19 % Of PAP&s TC 55% (2) 100 5
(14%of total Technical coordiated programs. ’
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providgd 25% (1) 94 1
the PAP.
Total Score 30
4.15. ltaly
Table 4.15 shows the performance of Iltaly ir

36 possible points, i.e. 83%, improving 15 percentage points in relation to its performance in
previous year. Italy won three points in the structure of aid indicators through doubling t
programmatic composition of aid from 33% to 66%, 2 pdimgspiid i®BSwithin the month

for which it had been scheduled, a point in the proportion of aid that uses only the national a
systems and three points in the coordination of its technical etaypevatioin.lost two points in

the indicatoelating to the use of national systems of financial reporting and other two in the indicat
regarding the number of parallel project implementation units. It should be noted that Italy has cut ¢
U.S. $ 16 million (~ 40%) in their aid to the dowtigh about U.S. $ 5 million (~ 30%) were
reduced in aid to the GoM and about U.S. $ 11 million (over 50%) reduced in the aid not to the Gol

Table 4.1b6ltaly

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implementeq Points
PAP provides at least 40%RB% Yes if

(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
> 30% (2)
>40% (3)

Aid Structure
(19% of total GBS 1
score)

48 3




Programmatic

Programmatic aid as % of totg

>66% (2)

i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 67 2
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the jointrq Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursementf confirmedsBS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg Withiln the
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement; accordance with the mor within the Month
disbursements schedule agreeq
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord Ves (2 VE )
Consolidation 9| ¢, itionalitiesGBS es (2 S
and
harmonizatior| 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1) VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU.
% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 100 2
execution procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b ) ) 45% (1) 48 1
and Alignmer national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiing ONLY nati
s
score) 12c| procedures for the piowisof] 60% (2) 48 0
government i .
financial reports.
systems - - -
% Of disbursed aid using naf] .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 67 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 . 33% (2) 100 2
exemption.
% Of PAPOs mi g .
16a| . . 40% (1) 2 missions 1
missions.
Project Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 i . reduced NO 0
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen % Of PAPG6s TC
o . 19 , 55% (2) 100 2
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providgd 25% (1) 100 1
the PAP.
Total Score 30
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4.16. Norway

Table 4.16 shows the perf or manbNewaphas rétevedvay i
27 out of 36 possible pointg5%r. Norway has therefore lost 7 percentage points in relation to its

performance in 2008, as a result of the reduction of the programmatic composition of its aid and u
national audit systems and provision of financiaNoep@ysfailed to agkid¢he target of the

indicator 15 on taxes. However, the PAP won with greater coordination of their missions and t
technical cooperation.

Table 4.16 Norway

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points

PAP provides at least 40%R% Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)

. GBS 1 44 3
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)

score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg

Programmatid . >66% (2)

i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 65 0
Aid >75% (4)

Government.

The PAP has a multiyear agree

3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the jointrq Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(326 of total Disbursementf aconfirmedGBS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg Withiln the
which they were scheduled Within the
) 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the morf within the Month
disbursements schedule agreeq
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes(2) YES 2
The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidation| 9 Yes (2) YES 2

conditionalitiesGBS
and

harmonizatiod 10 The PAP has NO exception Ves (1 VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU. es()

% Of aid disbursed by the H

Harmonisatio 12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 65 2
and Alignmer] execution procedures.
(36% of total Use of - % Of aid that is audited using g 45% (1) " 0
score) seo national audit systems. °
government _ — 1
% Aid requiring ONLY nati
systems o

12c| procedures for the pronisiof| 60% (2) 58 0

financial reports.

% Of disbursed aid using naf

0,
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 65 2
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% Of aid that does not impos
15 ) 33% (2) 38 0
exemption.
% Of PAPO6s mi g
16a| . . 40% (1) 100 1
missions.
Project Zeroora
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 i ] reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Development 19 % Of PAPbds TC 55% (2) 100 5
(1]
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoal TC (extended) as
(TS 20 | percentage of total TC providgd 25% (1) 100 1
the PAP.
Total Score 27

4.17. Portugal

The table 4.17 shows the performance of Pol
received 13 out of 36 possible points, &aB&fgal is still the PAP with the worst performance and
additionally worsened its performance in the previous year. Portugal continues to fail completel
achieve the targets of the indicators on the composition of assistance to the perod of disbursem
theGBS the use of government systems, and the coordination of missions and technical cooperati
A remarkable positive change in the cooperation program of this PAP was the fact that it produce
biggest rise in the amounts of aid to thg botimtin absolute terms (more than U.S. $ 40 million,
along with Germany) and in relative terms (more than 300 %). This increase was a result of incre.
aid in the form of concessional credits to the GoM.

Table 4.1i7 Portugal

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points

PAP provides at least 40%R% Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)

) GBS 1 3 0
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)

score) . Programmatic aid as % of totg

Programmatid . >66% (2)

i 2 | disbursed byhe PAP to th 4 0
Aid >75% (4)

Government.

The PAP has a multiyear agreg

. B 3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability, .
Funding years.
(31% of total . -
score) Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of tha jaview Yes (3) YES 3

in year n.
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Disbursement of confirm@BS

. . ) Yes. (1)
commitments in the fiscal yeg o
) Within the
which they were scheduled
) 5 ) quarter; (3 NO 0
Disbursement accordance with the mon wihin the
disbursements schedule agree(
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
The PAP adheres to the ord
Consolidation| 9 Yes (2) YES 2

conditionalitiesGBS
and

harmonizatio 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
Amex 10 of the MoU. es(D)

% Of aid disbursed by the H
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 4 0
execution procedures.

Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using (
. 12b| = . 45% (1) 3 0
and Alignmer national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiring ONLY natio
score) S 12c| procedures for the provisior] 60% (2) 3 0
government i .
financial reports.
systems _ _ :
% Of disbursed aid using nat .
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 4 0
% Of aid that does not impos
15 , 33% (2) 0 0
exemption.
% Of P AP 0 at arenjois
16al = 40% (1) 0 0
missions.
Project Zeroor a
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 ) ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen % Of PAPG6s TC
o , 19 _ 55% (2) 16 0
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs.
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) as
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providd 25% (1) 1 0
the PAP.
Total Score 13
4.18. Sweden
Table 4.18 shows Sweden's performance in rel

36possible points, representing 92% i.e. another significant annual improvement on the previous
(10 percentage points in 2009 and 13 percentage points in 2008). In this way Sweden remains ir
group of partners witht Afvalrlys glomadm plke f ogr ona g
group of #Abigd partners due to a reduction
mainly due to the effect of the depreciation of the Swedisicutaieal at the exchange rate of
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208, the reduction of aid is much | ess and S
loses points only in the indicator 2 on the proportion of aid that is programmatic (staying just unc
percentage points of the target) and 16a icdh® icwincerning the proportion of missions that are

joint.

Table 4.18Sweden

missions.

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points
PAP provides at least 40% RS Yesif
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
) GBS 1 53 3
Aid Structure > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Programmatic aid as % of tota
Programmatic ) >66% (2)
] 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 72 2
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agree
3 | for a péod not less than th) Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitments for year
4 | within four weeks of the jointrf  Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirm@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yeg Withiln the
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement; accordance with the mon within the Month
disbursements schedule agreeq
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
o The PAP adheres to the ord Ves (2 VE )
Consolidation 9| ¢, jitionalitiesGBS es (2 S
and
hamonization| 10 The PAP has NO exception Yes (1 VES 1
Annex 10 of the MoU. es (1)
% Of aid disbursed by the K
12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 72 2
exection procedures.
Harmonisatio % Of aid that is audited using ¢
. 12b . . 45% (1) 54 1
and Alignmerf national audit systems.
(36% of total Use of % Aid requiring ONLY nati
seo
score) 12c| procedures for the provisior] 60% (2) 71 2
government . .
financial reports.
systems _ _ _
% Of disbursed aid using naf] .
13 procuement systems ONLY 55% (2) & 2
% Of aid that does not impos
15 ) 33% (2) 98 2
exemption.
% Of PAPO6s mi g
16a 40% (1) 8 0




Project ) Zeroora
) Number of ParallelProject
Implementatio| 18 i ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen 19 % Of PAP&s TC 55% (2) 100 5
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs. ’
score) Cooperation Sect oral TC (extended) a
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providgd 25% (1) 60 1
the PAP.
Taal Score 33
4.19. Switzerland
The table 4.19 shows the performance
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of

Swi

t

received 36 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 100%. Thus, Switzerland improves its already excel
performance.

Table 497 Switzerland

score)

Annex 10 of the MoU.

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets | Implemented Points
PAP provides at least 40%R% Yes if
(as % of aid to the Government| >20% (1)
. GBS 1 48 3
Aid Structurg > 30% (2)
(19% of total >40% (3)
score) . Progrenmatic aid as % of total
Programmatid . >66% (2)
i 2 | disbursed by the PAP to 83 4
Aid >75% (4)
Government.
The PAP has a multiyear agreg
3 | for a period not less than t| Yes (3) YES 3
Funding years.
Commitment GBS commitmes for year n+H
4 | within four weeks of the joint rq  Yes (3) YES 3
Predictability] in year n.
(31% of total Disbursement of confirn@BS Yes. (1)
score) commitments in the fiscal yes Withiln the
which they were scheduled Within the
. 5 ) quarter; (3 3
Disbursement accordance with the mon within the Month
disbursements schedule agreec
month.
the GoM.
8 | Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2
Harmonisatio o The PAP adheres to the ord
and
(36% of total o The PAP has NO exception
harmonizatior] 10 Yes (1) YES 1




% Of aid disbursed by the H

12a| which follows the national by 65% (2) 83 2
execution procedures.
% Of aid that is auditsithgt ONL
12b ) ) 45% (1) 74 1
national audit systems.
% Aid requiring ONLY nati
Use of .
12c| procedures for the provisiorl 60% (2) 83 2
government . .
financial reports.
systems _ - _
% Of disbursed aid using naf]
0,
13 procurement systems ONLY 55% (2) 83 2
% Of aid that does ose ta
15 e‘:(emption mop 33% (2) 100 2
% Of PAP&6s mi g
16a| . . 40% (1) 40 1
missions.
Project Zeroor a
) Number of Parallel Pro
Implementatio| 18 ) ) reduced 0 2
) Implementation Units
Capacity Units number (2
Developmen 19 % Of PAPbds TC 55% (2) 9 )
(14%of total Technical coordinated programs. 0
score) Cooperation Sectoral TC (extended) ag
(TC) 20 | percentage of total TC providd 25% (1) 52 1
the PAP.
Total Score 36

4.20. General ranking of the PAPs by points

Talle 4.20 Ranking of the PAPs by scores achieved in 2009

PAP Points

1| DFID, Switzerland 36
3 | European Commission, the Netherlands and § 33
6 | Austria and Spain 32
8 | Canada, Italy and Ireland 30
11| Norway 27
12| Belgium and Finland 26
13| Francerad the World Bank 24
16 | Germany and Denmark 23
18 | African Development Bank 19
19 | Portugal 13

48
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4.21. General evaluation by ranking and by scale

Il f the PAPO6s performance in 2009 was <cl assif

e Very good: 32 of 36 points or more;

¢ Medium high:-328 mints;

e Medium: 237 points;

e Medium low: -P2 points;

e Low: less than 19 points.

éThen:

e 7 PAP are very good;

e 3 are medium high;

e 7 are medium;

e 1is medium low;

1is low.

As a group the PAPs performance is medium (24 points).

If the PAPs are classifiedgimatops according to size (amount of AID to the GoM) there will be:

e Four very large PAPs (over U.S. $ 90 million in 2009), namely the World Bank, the Europeat
Commission, DFID and Germany.

e 7 large PAPs (over U.S. $ 50 million and less than U.S. B 20@8)liamcluding the
ADB, Canada, Denmark, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal and Sweden.
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e 4 medium PAPs (between U.S. $ 20 million and U.S. $ 50 million in 2009), namely Finland,
France, Ireland and Spain.

e Four small PAPs (less than U.S. $ 20 millainyiAcistria, Belgium, Italy and Switzerland.

Table 4.21, below, shows how the PAPs are ordered by size and performance.

Table 4.2l Related size and performance

Medium ) Medium
Very good Medium Low Total
Upper (Classification) Low
Germany, World
Very large, DFID, EC 4
Bank
Netherlands,
Large Canada | Denmark, Norwa ADB Portugal 7
Sweden
Medium Spain Ireland Finland, France 4
(Size)
Switzerland, i
Small i Italy Belgium 4
Austria
Total 7 3 7 1 1 19

Compared with 2008, 7 PAPs improved theirigosgtisom a lower level of performance for

one (or mor e) hi gher evel namel
Austria and Sweden from fimedium higho
Germany, the World Bankda Fr ance from fAmedi um owo
wor sened their positions, name |l Bel gi um
higho to fimedi umo; Fi and from Avery

hi gldo Noamway from fimedium higho to Amedi

Il n 2009, there were so changes i
Go M, compared to 2008. Germany went
Al ar geo,; | melgemd twe mMtmefdri atmofiland Sweden

change in the size of the other PAPs. Thus, despite the change of countries in each group,

number of

numle r

Ther e

| argeo

Seems

(in

Anvery
of fAmedi

t o

si ze)

umo

|l argeo
PAPs

be no
The only visible landmark is the fact that the partnersackssified ma | | o0,
performance

r el

having

and
doubl

at.i

good

Al argeo

PAPs

ed from 2

onshi

p

bet ween
imedi
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having a fAvery goodo performance and 85% I
goodo. Mo r e o v e lize (lafdstagrogpe with P membensg aresscattened @mong
different performance categories, with one third of these in each of 3 groups of low, medium
high performanddultilateral partners (with the exception of the ADB) continues to adjust to the
sysem, most notably the World Bank's steady progress, the great leap from the Europe:
Commission and the relative stagnation of the ADB.

5. Trends in PAPsd® per-200 mance in the
51. Perf ormance relating to the PAPsd PAF ind

Trend malysis of the PAPs in the period22094does not differ substantially from the trends
described in the 2009 report (Baatedo, Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 20eB0)pp 48

Table 5.1 shows the trends in the performance of PARPZ0@® 2004lath to comparable
indicators over the period, and illustrates the gradual improvement in performance that the PAPs
registered. Table 5.2 confirms these trends.

Chart 5.1 shows that the PAPsO® ext eponeatl aid
of this aid has grown faster. 'GB8a nd sect or al programs deter mi
the GoM, since the figures for sectoral projects declined slightly. Chart 5.2 shows that the aid tc
GoM as a per cent agtrgincoehsedAF8R n@00& to 80% tind009) hChart 6.8
illustrates that this weight increase of aid to the GoM entirely G&bdisdreectoral programs,
confirming the indications of Chart 5.1.



52

1,400,000

1,200,000

1,000,000

800,000

600,000

400,000

200,000

0

Grafico 5.1: Mocambique: Variagcao na composicao de portfolio daajuda dos
doadores no periodo 2004/2009
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Table 5.1: Mozambique: Summary of donor performahegperiod 2062009

Indicadores do desempenho do grupo

Composicéo de Carteira

Previsibilidade

Harmonizag&o e Alinhamento

Fortalecimento de capacidade:

AGO AJUda, ) Compromisso de AGO | Desembolso de AQO Condicionalismos | Utilizag&o de Sistemas do G Missdes Coqperagao
Programatic Técnica
la 1b 2 3 4 5 9 10 12a 13 16a 16b 20
% de
D:):S‘rg;'issosgo % do ODA Pontuagad pontuagag
's individuai 9 total maxima
PAPS, individuai confirmado de AGO 1| Aderéncia do| . desembolsada| % do ODA % do total ; "
contribuem con . ) Nimero de| pelos PAPs quq desembolsad . | disponive
. .| Compromisso{ano fiscal para o qual| PAPs ao das ndmero | % Cooperagé
pelo menos 409 % Ajuda [ Acordos multi X ..~ . | PAPssem usa 0s pelosPAPsq .~ P
% AGO L . no ano n para| calendarizado, de |condicionalisr ~ ) . missdes | total de técnica
para a AGO (cor Programaticg anuais > 3 an excepgOes| procedimentos|usa os sistemd = . ox
ano n+l acordo com a 0 comum do R o que séo [ missbes| coordenada
% do ODA para « no Anexo 1{ nacionais de | nacionais de X
programag&o mensal AGO ~ conjuntas
Governo) execucao procurement
desembolsos acorda orcamental
com o GdM. ¢
Meta do grupo S 70% 60% 87% 53%
Desempenho do Grupo N 31% 63% 81% 80% 87% 50%
2004[Pontos do grupo 0
Nr de doadores que
atingiram as metas
Meta do grupo S Tbm 80% 80% 90% 55%
Desempenho do Grupo 32% 51% 100% 100% 100% 47%
2005(Pontos do grupo 0
Nr de doadores que
atingiram as metas
13NO AGO < 7] Concordou col
Meta do grupo S 40% 70% 100% 100% 100% 95% exception, 3 45% 45% 20% |N&o-AGO| as orientagdes 36
reducing 160 aderiu a elas
200815 e sempenho do Grupo s 34% 55 72% 6 | 06 (1 falhod) A FISCAITEE% 1 o100 1 falho ')axulazt:\:;s 44% 52% 10% | NOACOL Giccordou 69%
P P ? ? falharam) ? Agendado=78% ? ceptions, ? ? ? 203
eliminating
Pontos do grupo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 25
Nr de doadores que 6/18=33% 8/18=44%| 13/18=729% 17/18=94%4  14/18=78% | 17/18 =949 10/18=56% | 13/18=720  12/18=66%
atingiram as metas
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Meta do grupo 40% 72% 100% 100% 100% 100% 14 sem 45% 45% 3% | <140 50% 36
excepgdes
89% (2 Ano Fiscal 100%.
2007|Desempenho do Grupo 36% 61% falha?am) 100% Agendado 94% (1] 94% (1 falhoy) 12 61% 52% 18% 191 38% 399%
falhou)
Pontos do grupo 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 15
Nr de doadores que 7/18=30% 6/18=33%| 16/18=89% 18/18=100%  17/18=94% | 17/18=949 15/18=83% | 14/18=78%  9/18=50%
atlnglram as metas
Meta do grupo 40% 75% 100% 100% 100% 1000 |L4PAPsse 55% 55% 3% | <120 55% 38
excepgoes
89% (2 Ano Fiscal=100%, 66%
2008[Desempenho do Grupo 38% 66% falhal;am) 100% Agendado=68% (6 100% 14 68% 65% 24% 165 47%
falharam)
Pontos do grupo 2 2 0 3 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 25
Nr de doadores que 8/19=42% 7/19=37%| 17/19=89% 19/19=1009  17/19=89% | 19/19=100% 14 16/19=84% | 16/19=84%  1319=68% | 9O/19=47%
atingiram as metas
Meta do grupo 40% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100% 112?;’5:59 65% 55% 40% | <100 55% 3
8% (2 Ano Fiscal=100%, 67%
2009|Desempenho do Grupo 39% 67% falha:am) 100% Agendado=74% (3|  100% 17 70% 70% 2% | 167 81%
falharam)
Pontos do grupo 2 2 0 3 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 2 24
Nr de doadores que 15/19 = 79% 10/19 = 53% 17/19 = 89%] 19/19 = 1009 16/84=84% | 19/19=1009% 14 14/19=74% | 16/19=84%  12719=63% | 14/19=74%

atingiram as metas




Table 5.2PAPs evolution measured by comparable indicators betweet02006

55

2006 2007 2008 2009
ODA for the GoM that is recorded in the Budget (a)

% Of ttal ODA for the GoM 67% 98% 95% 69% (c)
% Of PAPs who achieved the target 50% 94% 74% 37% (c)
ODA for the GoM disbursed using national budget
execution procedures

% Of total aid for the GoM 44% 61% 68% 70%

% Of donors who achieved the target 56% 83% 84% 74%
ODA for the GoM disbursed using national procureme
systems

% Of total aid for the GoM 52% 52% 65% 70%

% Of donors who achieved the target 2% 78% 84% 84%
Adherence to GBS common conditionality

Groupbdbs Tanmgdtnofiaaltihé weq Achieved (b) Notachieved| Achieved| Achieved

% Of donors who achieved the target 87% (b) 94% 100% 100%
Without Annex 10 exceptions
Groupbs Target fiachieved Not ?g)hieved Not achieved| Achieved| Achieved

% @ donors who achieved the target 7 (b) 12 14 17
Missions

Number of missions 203 191 165 167

% Of Joint Missions 10% 18% 24% 25%
Target fAachievedo or finol Notachieveq Notachieved achliztved acwi(()atvedl

% Of donors who achidhiedarget 66% 50% 68% 63%
Remarks(a)Comply fAto the rules and procedures of the budg:¢

delays in providing information by the PAPs, some decisions by the GoM or some differeasssicatime stgcoding
projectgb) Refers to 2004 for the following reasons: (i) because the MoU with such exceptions being the MoU 2004 and (
being a common indicator throughout the evaluation period ofZAR} \({2B0Ddomparablgedtr and definitions over this
period(c)Low reliability data because of the flaws in the system for information recording and reporting. This information

the PAPs®6 associate

member s

(United

Nati ons

and

Uni t ec
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Grafico 5.2: % de Ajuda Gov. e Nao-Gov. 2004-2009 como % da Ajuda Total
para Mocambique
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Grafico 5.3: Mocambique: Fluxos totais de ajuda dos doadores para o GdM e
fluxos para o GAM pormodalidade de ajuda (em 000" US$)
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Chart 3 shows an interesting dynamic. Until the sixth column (2009), the graph describes the port
financial aid for PAPs alone, and shows how the programmatic aid became dominant and conquer:
from sectoral projects. Thus, in 2009, the progeainrdaticc onst i t ut e dsBSoget0 o f |
39%. The seventh column of the chart shows t
members (UN and U.S.) in Z@8ugh programmatic aid continues to be the majorityt¢s2%), sec

projects are the most important component (48%). The data in this chart provides an important argt

the integration of al/|l aid in the mutual =eva
PAP component expands, theediffere bet ween the dAworl d of -PAPs
PAPs0O is increasing. From the standpoint of

important than what happens with just one part of the aid.

Grafico 5.4: Comparagio da percentagem de ajuda para Projectos, AGO e Programas
Sectoriais como % do total da Ajuda dos doadores para o GdM (incluindo NU e EUA)
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Ajuda para projectos como % daajudaao governo

Chart 5.5 shows thelewot i on of t he PAPs®& c¢omp GBS Kgijumpinof |
weight in relation to sectoral programs, from 2004 to 2005, tBBSsdeén gradually diminishing

and sectoral programs increasin@B&sached its limithdh implications could this information have
for the PAPsd6 and the GoM6és strategies on ¢c
alignment of aid?



5.2.

Table 5.3 (a, b, ¢ and d) showsdionors have evolved over the perie2D@006 relation to their size

and their performance based ranking.

Ranking evolution by donor performance and scale
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a) 2006
Very good Medium high Medium Medium low Low Total
Very large égr?k CE, World 3
Large DFID,
Netherlands | Norway, Swede Denmark 5
Ireland, Canada, German
Medium Switzerland Finland Italy, Portugal Spain 8
Small Belgium France 2
Total 4 4 0 6 4 18
b) 2007
Very good Medium high Medium Medium low Low Total
Very large | priD CE World Bank 3
Large Netherlads Ireland Sweden 3
Medium Norway Finland Denmark Canada Germany, ADB 6
Small Swit_zerland, _
Belgium Spain Italy France Portugal 6
Total 5 3 3 3 4 18




