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1. Executive Summary 

This is the sixth annual independent assessment of the performance of the Program Aid Partners 

(PAPs) in Mozambique. This evaluation is part of the mutual accountability between the Government of 

Mozambique (GoM) and its international cooperating partners. Like the report on the PAPs' 

performance in 2008, the 2009 report also includes an analysis of trends for the period covered by the 

joint assessment, this time covering six years (2004-2009). 

The substantive parts of the report include an analysis of the PAPs' group, with and without associated 

members; the individual evaluation of the PAPs and the analysis of performance trends of the PAPs, 

with and without associated members; and a number of annexes with detailed statistical information 

that was used for evaluation. Other sections of the report explain the methodology used and summarize 

the main conclusions and recommendations. 

In 2009 the PAPs maintained their performance for 2008. Overall, on average: (i) the PAPs reached 

77% of points available per indicator, (ii) per indicator, 15 of the 19 PAPs (79%) achieved the goal. If 

points were awarded to the group, the PAPs would overall have reached 24 to 36 points, ie 67% of the 

points (1 percentage point more than in 2008). As a group, the performance of PAPs was ñMediumò, 

which is identical to 2008. 

The PAPs have improved in two indicators, namely: (i) use of national audit and (ii) coordination of 

technical cooperation. Since the PAPs' performance as a group did not worsen in any other indicator, 

the group's overall performance in the use of national systems of financial management (indicators 12 

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 targets nor 

has it improved its scores, but improved slightly as compared to 2008: the percentage of GBS (General 

Budget Support) in aid to the GoM increased from 38% in 2008 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% in 

2009 (for a target of 75%). 

With regard to the predictability (indicators 3 to 8), the performance of 2009 was identical to 2008: two 

PAPs do not have multi-year agreements for GBS of 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, two 

PAPs have adopted multi-year agreements for rolling GBS (DFID and Dutch Cooperation), which 

creates interesting precedents as other PAPs may follow the same path (in 2008 only one of the PAPs 

had a rolling agreement).  
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However, the overall predictability of aid flows worsened for two main reasons: (i) most of the PAPs' 

strategies and agreements with the GoM were due for renewal, and new strategies and agreements 

were being drafted. Thus, the medium-term predictability as regards non-rolling agreements in the final 

stage of implementation approaches zero; (ii) the impact of the international economic crisis on the 

fiscal capacity of the partners increases the uncertainty about the options and possibilities of 

maintaining or increasing aid flows in the medium term. Therefore, although all partners stated having 

timely provided data to the Medium Term Fiscal Framework (CFMP), the GoM officials indicate that the 

medium-term information on external aid is limited and increasingly limited as the time scales increase. 

The worst performing indicators at the 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 use 

of national systems for audit (indicator 12b), whose goal was met by only 58% of the PAPs (despite 

being a substantial improvement as compared to 2008, when only 42% of the PAPs reached the goal of 

this indicator). 

When evaluating the performance of PAPs and associated members together, the score of the group 

(PAPs + UN + U.S.) deteriorates in relation to the PAPs' performance without associated members: 

 The predictability (indicators 3-8) and the use of financial management systems of the GoM 

(indicators 9-15) worsen significantly, so that goals are achieved in only two of the 11 examined 

indicators (PAPs without associates achieved the targets in 9 of 11 indicators). 

 The composition of the portfolio is also poorer for the targets of the PAF/PAPs and for the 

PAPs' performance without associated members: the weight of GBS in total aid to the GoM 

worsens to 30% (from 39% of PAPs without associates) and the weight of programmatic aid in 

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 goals achieved by this group, while the PAPs without 

associates achieved the targets in 13 (68%). The PAPs with the associates reached 8 of the 36 

available points (22% of points), whereby their performance is ñLowò. 

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

to Mozambique, in the form of technical assistance or financial aid and in kind, is dominated by 

projects. Accordingly, the inclusion of associate members substantially changes the analysis' results 

when compared with the analysis of the PAPs alone. Despite these differences, the model for the 

evaluation of associate members was equal to the PAPs, which necessarily and naturally resulted in 

Associate Members having the worst performance. However, the evaluation for the first time of 

associate members must be understood in its proper context, namely it: (i) allows the establishment of 

a baseline to see where the members are in the process of harmonization and alignment vis-à-vis 



3 
 

PAPs; (ii) allows the identification of 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 better 

frame associate members in the mutual evaluation process. This first evaluation of associate members 

was therefore a learning process for everyone and it is in this sense that this experience can be better 

understood. 

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

different the practices of foreign aid are; (ii) how less aligned and harmonized global foreign aid is when 

compared to that provided by the PAPs exclusively; (iii) the importance of extending the mutual 

evaluation process and experience of alignment and harmonization ï as far as possible ï to all partners 

and other key cooperation partners of the GoM; (iv) the importance of adapting the system for 

performance evaluation to the conditions and characteristics of different partners (especially those who 

are not PAPs); and (v) the importance of having a clear national strategy for foreign aid to enable the 

GoM to define what it seeks from each partner type and which performance commitments should, 

therefore, be made and measured. 

The inclusion of associated members with such different characteristics from the PAPs should, in the 

future, be preceded by a process of identification and description of procedures, practices and 

architectures followed by the associated members in the areas where they can and must make rapid 

progress (e.g. coordination and alignment of technical cooperation, greater use of national systems of 

public finance management, not introducing new conditionalities, minimization of transaction and 

coordination costs for the GoM, among others). 

The programmatic aid constitutes the bulk of the disbursements of PAPs and associates. However, one 

third of the disbursements of PAPs and 48% of disbursements of PAPs and associates are in projects. 

As the component ñprojectsò is not evaluated in detail, the PAPs and the GoM still have little precise 

consolidated information on the effort of alignment and harmonization that might be happening at the 

project level. It is important to identify what is happening with the projects as regards the modalities, 

practices and experiences of alignment and harmonization (e.g. use of national systems of public 

finance, coordination of technical assistance, absorptive and implementation capacity, whether or not 

disbursement of funds are part of tied aid, among other issues). 

Comparing the PAPsô evolution of size and performance from 2008 to 2009 it was noted that a larger 

number of PAPs, namely seven, improved their position on the scale of performance, against five that 

worsened their performance. The remaining five maintained their positions. Multilateral partners (with 

the exception of the African Development Bank - ADB) continue to adjust to the system, noteworthy 

points being the steady progress of the World Bank and the European Commissionôs big leap as 

compared to the year 2008. Regarding the size, despite the change of countries in each group, the 
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number of ñvery largeò and ñlargeò PAPs remained the same (4 and 7, respectively). The number of 

ñaverageò PAPs doubled from 2 to 4 and the number of ñsmallò PAPs was reduced from 6 to 4. 

The dynamic evaluation of the PAPsô performance in the period 2004-2009 shows that PAPsô foreign 

aid continued to grow, and that the programmatic component of that aid has grown faster. In fact, the 

GBS and sectoral programs determined the growth of the PAPsô assistance to the GoM, as the figures 

for sectoral projects declined slightly. The aid to the GoM as a percentage of the PAPsô aid to the 

country increased (from 88% in 2008 to 90% in 2009). 

Qualitative interviews with government and with PAPs revealed a number of concerns and 

recommendations regarding the development of partnership between the government and the PAPs 

and between PAPs. In general, the government and various partners, believe that the relationship 

between the GoM and the PAPs is no longer a partnership. Mutual accusations, the use of legalism to 

pursue agendas outside the MoU, replacing the method of open discussion by using written responses 

to mutual accusations, ended up turning the mutual evaluations into a kind of tribunal to try the GoM. 

The spirit of partnership has been weakened.  

The new Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), whose signature was mentioned by several partners 

as a major milestone in the positive relationship with the government during the year, is perceived by 

partners as being asymmetrically in favour of the PAPs, being produced under great pressure and 

being accepted by the GoM in order to ensure disbursements. 

The issue of division of work was highlighted in both the governmentôs and the PAPsô considerations. 

Partners 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 of their own staff, so that 

their input is useful and practical and not just a heavy burden on the GoM. To improve the 

functioning/effectiveness of the working groups it may be necessary to rationalize them, simplifying their 

architecture in a very substantial way, having far fewer people in each group (which requires 

specialization of the PAPs) and allocating staff with technical expertise to discuss each group's specific 

matters.  

One of the particular aspects of the previous point is the concept of coordination. Usually, one thinks 

about ex-post coordination, among disjointed activities and different interests, where coordination 

emerges as an imposition from outside institutions, leading consequently to high costs. One example of 

this problem is coordinated analytical work ï would it not be easier, more effective and efficient to have 

collective decision making (GoM and partners) on the analytical work that must be done to support and 

facilitate reforms and other policies that the GoM intends to apply ï i.e. ex-ante coordination around the 

needs of the GoMôs program ï instead of subsequently trying to coordinate studies determined by 
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several partners individually and according to their own agendas? As a donor would have said ï 

coordination is linked with strategy and plans, not with meetings alone. 

Coordination also depends on the institutional memory. The partnersô rotation of staff risks the 

maintenance of this institutional memory unless there is a strong, stable and professional secretariat, 

albeit small, capable of maintaining the institutional memory of the partnership and retaining the 

conclusions and recommendations from various studies and assessments. The PAPs should create a 

secretariat for the groupôs partnership with the GoM, small, but strong and operational, with clear tasks. 

The increased weight of the political dialogue, as against the technical dialogue, in the interactions 

between the PAPs and the GoM has had varying interpretations. Some partners have indicated this as 

a great success, but at least half of the PAPs and associates indicated that they had reservations about 

this development and see this change as a threat and a problem. Some partners mentioned that this 

issue is dividing the group and reflects the tensions and conflicts on the centres around which the 

political dialogue is structured. The polarization of positions is leading to a weakening of the unity of the 

group. However, no partner indicated disagreeing with the existence of a political dialogue on the 

fundamental directions of social, economic and political development in Mozambique. The conflict has 

been about how to structure the dialogue, at what levels and how to integrate it positively in the 

partnershipôs framework between the PAPs (and other partners) and the GoM. 

On the government side, the main points raised related to the political dialogue were the need to clarify 

what political dialogue means, at what level can the political dialogue take place, with whom and on 

what. At this point it seems that any technical staff on side of the partners 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. Another concern raised was the fact that, 

according to the MoU, the commitments for 2010 were defined in relation to the assessment in 2008. 

However, in 2009, the partners tried to change the commitments for 2010 according to their perception 

of what happened in 2009 during the political dialogue. 

Regarding the accession of associate members, most partners believe that broadening the group of 

PAPs is positive. However, they draw attention to the fact that this issue is not being properly analyzed, 

nor is there clear criteria either for the admission of members, or for the type of commitments they can 

make and on which their performance can be evaluated. 

Finally, we must insist on the need to adopt and implement a national strategy for foreign aid to guide 

the development of partnership and commitments between partners and the GoM, which can reduce 

poverty and foreign dependence and help build a more robust, articulate, diverse and sustainable 

economy. In this sense, the economic and social development subjects and themes should dominate 

the process of foreign aid to Mozambique. The challenge is to improve the efficiency and effectiveness 
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of using aid to reduce the external dependence of Mozambique, making the economy more effective on 

poverty reduction, more diversified and articulated, and improving coordination between the social and 

economic areas. This also means improving the role of foreign aid in the development of strategic 

planning and budgeting, and in the development of the quality and articulation of its instruments (plans, 

fiscal frameworks, budgets, reports, etc.). 
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2. Introduction, Methodology and Key Findings 

2.1. Introduction 

This is the sixth annual independent assessment of the performance of the Program Aid Partners 

(PAPs) in Mozambique.1 This evaluation is part of the mutual accountability between the Government 

of Mozambique (GoM) and its international 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 joint 

assessment, this time covering six years (2004-2009). 

The evaluation on the performance in 2009 includes, among the 19 PAPs, two associate members 

namely the United Nations (UN) and the United States of America (USA). Associate members do not 

provide general budget support to the State budget (GBS) and their support to Mozambique in the form 

of technical assistance or financial aid and in kind is dominated by projects. Accordingly, the inclusion 

of associate members substantially changes the analysis when compared with the analysis of the PAPs 

alone. Despite these differences, the model for the evaluation of associate members was the same as 

the PAPsô, which necessarily and naturally produced the result that the Associate Members are those 

with the worst performance. 

However, the assessment of associate members for the first time must be understood in its proper 

context, namely: (i) the establishment of a baseline to verify where members are in the process of 

harmonization and alignment vis-à-vis the PAPs; (ii) identification of areas in which associate members 

can improve significantly without having to change the modalities of aid; and (iii) the acquisition of 

experience to better frame the associate members in the mutual evaluation process. This first 

evaluation of associate members was thus a learning process for everyone and it is in this sense that 

this experience can be better understood. 

                                                      
1 The first assessment was conducted in 2005 by a team composed by Tonny Killick (team leader), Carlos Castel-Branco 
and Richard Gester (T. Killick, C. Castel-Branco and R. Gester. 2005. Perfect Partners? The Performance of Programme 
Aid Partners in Mozambique 2004). The second evaluation was conducted in 2006 by a team of Ernst & Young led by 
Carlos Castel-Branco (Ernst & Young. 2006. Review of PAPô Performance in 2005 and PAPô PAF Matrix Targets for 2006). 
The third evaluation was conducted in 2007 by a team composed by Carlos Castel-Branco (team leader), Nelsa Massinga 
and Tonecas Rafael (C. Castel-Branco with research support from Massingue N. and T. Raphael 2007. Mozambique 
Programme Aid Partners Performance Review 2006). The fourth evaluation was conducted in 2008 by a IESE team 
composed by Carlos Castel-Branco (team leader), Carlos Vicente and Nelsa Massingue (C.Castel-Branco, C.Vicente and 
N.Massingue. 2008. Mozambique Programme Aid Partner Review 2007). The fifth assessment was conducted in 2009 by a 
IESE team composed by Carlos Castel-Branco (team leader), Roger Ossemane, Nelsa Massingue and Rosimina Ali (C. 
Castel-Branco, R. Ossemane, N. Massingue and R. Ali. 2009. Mozambique independent review of PAPô Performance in 
2008 and Trends in PAPô performance over the period 2004-2008). These reports can be downloaded from the website 
Program Aid Partnership ï www.pap.org.mz. Links 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/
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It is nevertheless important to stress that including the associate members highlights five areas: (i) how 

different the practices of foreign aid are; (ii) how less aligned and harmonized global foreign aid is when 

compared to that provided by the PAPs exclusively; ( iii) the importance of extending the mutual 

evaluation process and experience of alignment and harmonization ï as far as possible ï to all partners 

and other key cooperation partners of the GoM; (iv) the importance of adapting the system for 

performance evaluation to the conditions and characteristics of different partners (especially those who 

are not PAPs); and (v) the importance of having a clear national strategy for foreign aid to enable the 

GoM to define what it seeks from each partner type and which performance commitments should, 

therefore, be made and measured. 

Like the previous evaluations, that of 2009 is also organized according to the PAPsô Performance 

Assessment Framework (PAF), because it embodies the commitments of the group of PAPs and each 

PAP individually before the GoM and the Mozambican society. The PAF/PAPs is focused on 

processes, it is inspired by the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness and the external experience of 

Mozambique, but it does not cover all aspects, angles, areas and themes that can be discussed about 

foreign aid in Mozambique. The GoM, the PAPs and the evaluators are aware of these limitations, so 

this report is limited to assessing the performance against 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 commitments 

and indicators in the PAF and by the terms of reference, this report does not necessarily reflect the 

views of the GoM nor of its cooperation partners, although it has benefited from contributions given 

through interviews and responses to questionnaires. The usefulness and use of this report depends on 

the GoM and its development partners ï how they will read, understand and use it. 

The substantive parts of the report include an analysis of the PAPsô group, with and without associated 

members; the individual evaluation of the PAPs; the analysis of the PAPsô performance trends, with and 

without associated members; and a number of annexes with detailed statistical information that were 

used for evaluation. Other sections of the report explain the methodology used and summarize the 

main conclusions and recommendations. 

The authors would like to thank those participating in the studyôs reference group ï coordinated by 

Lotta Valtonen, the national directors António Laíce and Momad Piaraly, Arginaldo Muandula (under the 

Ministry of Finance), Benilde Garrine (Secretary of PAPs) and Heads of Cooperation and economists 

from various development agencies participating in the study. A special thanks goes to the heads and 

other staff of UN agencies and the various agencies that comprise the U.S. cooperation with 

Mozambique for their patience and willingness to tackle a complex exercise, new and not suited to their 

characteristics. 
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2.2. Methodology 

To perform this study, the consultant team adopted the same methodology as in the 2008 study. 

Namely: 

 A quantitative and qualitative questionnaire was administered to all PAPs and associate 

members. The quantitative questionnaire was based on the PAPsô PAF and includes additional 

information that allows the GoM and the PAPs to identify the different applications of foreign aid 

(for example, request of detailed information on non programmatic sectoral projects). Despite 

being clear to all parties that the questionnaire based on the PAPsô PAF was inappropriate for 

associate members, this was also used for the UN and USA for the following reasons: (i) there 

is no information base from which to formulate a new questionnaire, (ii) there was no time to 

produce one before the start of the study, and (iii) to enable the questionnaire to generate a 

first snapshot of the associate members' situation vis-à-vis the PAPs. Before being 

administered, the questionnaire was discussed and approved by the reference group and 

presented, discussed and improved in a meeting with all the PAPs, associate members and the 

GoM. 

 

The qualitative questionnaire had reference questions that were focused on evaluating the 

progress of cooperation and the relationship between the GoM and the PAPs, and between the 

PAPs, in 2009, and the evaluation of the usefulness of the study on the performance of the 

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

 

 Interviews with all the PAPs and associate members were conducted, as well as a joint 

interview with representatives of the Ministry of Planning and Development and the Ministry of 

Finance (for reasons beyond the knowledge and control of the team of consultants, 

representatives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Bank of Mozambique did not participate in 

this meeting). 

 

 A first version of the processed quantitative 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 group, 

made adjustments to the indicators, including: 

 Indicators 6, 7, 11 and 17 were not evaluated (for reasons explained in Castel-Branco, 

Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009: pp 5-7). Indicator 18 has not been evaluated because the 

quiet period is already defined in the MoU. Indicator 14 was evaluated but no score is given in 

the matrix whereat it has not entered in the calculation of quantitative performance. For these 
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reasons, the maximum number of available points is 36 (against 38 in 2008). Because the 

maximum points decreased, the score for sorting PAPs by category of performance has also 

changed. 

 

 Indicator 16a was evaluated as follows: bilateral partners receive the points if the target of 40% 

of joint missions is achieved or if they have two or less individual missions but no joint 

missions. Multilateral partners receive the points with 40% of joint missions or six or fewer 

individual but no joint missions. The upper limit for missions was established in accordance 

with the PAPsô goal of an overall maximum number (100 missions throughout the year), using 

the principle of differentiated allocation between bilateral and multilateral as explained in 

Castel-Branco, Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009: pp. 6-7. 

 

Associate members have not been reported in the chapter on individual assessment nor do they enter 

the classification of partners based on performance. This decision was taken because the PAF/PAPs is 

inadequate to the practices of associate members and they have not made most of the commitments 

that make up the PAF. However, overall results are analyzed with and without associate members. 
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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 1a shows the PAPsô performance as a group relating to PAF/PAPs 2009. Compared to 

2008, the PAPsô performance has improved in two indicators, namely: (i) use of national audit and (ii) 

coordination of technical cooperation. Since the PAPsô performance as a group did not worsen in any 

other indicator, the group's performance in 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 (indicator 

14) was evaluated for the first 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 reports 

(indicator 12c) and procurement (indicator 13). The remaining 3 sectoral programs do not comply with 

at least one of these indicators (INE and ASAS do not comply with indicator 12c, and CNCS did not 

comply with indicator 12c or indicator 13). Despite the fact that the goal (85%) was not reached, it is 

remarkable that more than three quarters 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 not met targets but 

improved slightly compared to 2008: the percentage of GBS in aid to the GoM increased from 38% in 

2008 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% in 2009 (for a target of 75%). 

Despite the programmatic aid constituting the bulk of the disbursements of PAPs and associates, a 

third of the PAPsô disbursements and 48% of disbursements of the PAPs with associates are in 

projects. As the component ñprojectsò is not evaluated in detail, the GoM and the PAPs still have little 

precise consolidated information on the alignment and harmonization effort that might be happening at 

the project level. It is important to identify what is happening with the projects as regards the modalities, 

practices and experiences of alignment and harmonization (e.g. use of national public financial 

management systems, coordination of technical aid, absorptive and implementation capacity, whether 

disbursement of funds are part of tied aid, among other issues).  

With regard to the predictability (indicators 3 to 8), the performance of 2009 was identical to 2008: two 

PAPs do not have multi-year agreements for GBS of 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, two 
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PAPs have adopted multi-year agreements for rolling GBS (DFID and Dutch Cooperation), which 

creates interesting precedents as other PAPs may follow the same path (in 2008 only one of the PAPs 

had a rolling agreement). 

However, the overall predictability of aid flows worsened for two main reasons: (i) most of the PAPs' 

strategies and agreements with the GoM were due for renewal, and new strategies and agreements 

were being drafted. Thus, the medium-term predictability as regards non-rolling agreements in the final 

stage of implementation approaches zero; (ii) the impact of the international economic crisis on the 

fiscal capacity of the partners increases the uncertainty about the options and possibilities of 

maintaining or increasing aid flows in the medium term. Therefore, although all partners stated having 

timely provided data to the Medium Term Fiscal Framework (CFMP), the GoM officials indicate that the 

medium-term information on external aid is limited and increasingly limited as the time scales increase. 

The worst performing indicators at the global level are the proportion of programmatic aid in total aid to 

the GoM (indicator 2), whose target was met by only 53% of PAPs (against 58% in 2008) and the use 

of national systems for audit (indicator 12b), whose target was met only by 58% of PAPs (despite being 

a substantial improvement compared to 2008, when only 42% of the PAPs reached the target of this 

indicator). 

Overall, on average: (i) the PAPs 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% of 

the points. As a group, the PAPsô performance was ñMediumò, which is identical to 2008. 

 

3.1.2. PAPs with Associate Members  

Annex 1b shows the performance of PAPs and associated members together. As expected, the score 

of the group (PAPs + UN + U.S.) deteriorates in relation to the performance of PAPs without associated 

members: 

 Predictability (indicators 3-8) and use of financial management systems of the GoM (indicators 

9-15) worsen significantly, so that targets are achieved in only two of the 11 examined 

indicators (PAPs without associates achieved the targets in 9 of 11 indicators). 

 The composition of the portfolio is also worse in relation to the targets of the PAF/PAPs and the 

performance of PAPs without associates: the weight of the GBS in total assistance to the GoM 
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decreases to 30% (from 39% of PAPs without associates) and the weight of programmatic aid 

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 goals achieved by this group, while the PAPs without 

associates achieved the targets in 13 (68%). The most associated PAPs reached eight of the 36 

available points (22% of points) so that their performance is ñLowò. 

Clearly, the performance differences are also the result of using a common assessment methodology 

for evaluating many different partners in their practices, experiences, interests and opportunities for 

alignment and harmonization. As associate members did not assume or have intentions to make 

commitments similar to those of PAPs, their inclusion would inevitably lead to deterioration of the 

average performance of the group in proportion to the associatesô weight of aid in the groupôs total aid, 

and the degree of deviation of associatesô practices in relation to PAPs commitments. 

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

different the practices of foreign aid are; (ii) how less aligned and harmonized global foreign aid is when 

compared to that provided by the PAPs exclusively; ( iii) the importance of extending the mutual 

evaluation process and experience of alignment and harmonization ï as far as possible ï to all partners 

and other key cooperation partners of the GoM; (iv) the importance of adapting the system for 

performance evaluation to the conditions and characteristics of different partners (especially those who 

are not PAPs); and (v) the importance of having a clear national strategy for foreign aid to enable the 

GoM to define what it seeks from each partner type and which performance commitments should, 

therefore, be made and measured. 

 

The inclusion of associated members with such different characteristics from the PAPs should, in the 

future, be preceded by a process of identification and description of procedures, practices and 

architectures followed by the associated members in the areas where they can and must make rapid 

progress (e.g. coordination and alignment of technical cooperation, greater use of national systems of 

public finance management, not introducing new conditionalities, minimization of transaction and 

coordination costs 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 Planning 

and Development and Finance. Unlike previous years, and for reasons unknown to the consultant 

team, staff from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and from the Bank of Mozambique did not participate in 

this meeting. 

In the opinion of the interviewed GoMôs officers, the progress in developing the partnership between the 

GoM and PAPs was marginal in 2009, limited to marginal increases in performance on some indicators. 

In contrast, many of the problems mentioned above, reported in the assessment report, 2008 (Castel-

Branco, Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009: pp. 12-18) remained. In particular, among the several 

issues the following were highlighted: 

 In general, the relationship between the GoM and the PAPs ceased to be a partnership. Mutual 

accusations, the use of legalism to pursue agendas outside the MoU, replacing the method of 

open discussion by using written responses to accusations, ended up turning the mutual 

evaluations into a kind of tribunal to try the GoM. The spirit of partnership has been weakened;  

 The new Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was produced under great pressure and the 

GoM accepted it to ensure disbursements. The MoU is unbalanced in favour of partners; 

 Technical capacity of partners: 

o The partners continue to engage in the details of certain areas and sectors for which 

they are not qualified. Therefore, they want the impossible done in an impossibly short 

time, and sometimes the dialogue is undermined by a lack of the technical capacity to 

understand the issues; 

o Among the partners there is no consistency and unity with regard to technical matters: 

some say one thing, others want another, both often have strong and weak elements, 

and the GoM is stuck in the middle of these disputes (questioned why the GoMôs 

technicians do not say this to partners and help to resolve the impasse, the answer 

was given that the GoM also has limited capacity and sometimes all it wants is the 

disbursement); 
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o Partners 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 on the GoM; 

 Working Groups 

o The construction of the working groups is too heavy, time consuming and produces 

little, and dilutes and confuses the dialogue; 

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

the conclusions of the working groups, and Ambassadorsô assessments are the ones 

that count; 

o Partnersô staff also participate in many working groups without being experts on the 

issues under discussion; 

o There is a conception among many of the partnersô experts that if the national director 

is not present then there is nobody of importance, which to them means that the GoM 

does not pay attention to the subject. Moreover, sometimes the partners only send 

technicians to meet with ministers or national directors, which is perceived as 

disrespect from the partners on the GoMôs hierarchy; 

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 each group (which requires specialization of the 

PAPs) and allocating staff with technical expertise to discuss each group's 

specific matters. 

 Political dialogue: 

o Many of the studies provide good analysis, reach relevant conclusions and present 

interesting proposals, but afterwards the partners want everything done at once, 

without thinking in phases and in actual capacity, which damages the objectives of the 

studies. The PEFA is an example of these studies with good intentions, good 

conclusions, but with a rushed implementation 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. At this point it 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. 

o 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 this a violation of the spirit and letter of the MoU? 

 Harmonization and organization of partners: 

o Missions and studies continue to be many and the transaction costs for the GoM 

remain, in general, very high; 

o The partners are not harmonized: each has its performance indicators and criteria and 

the GoM is caught between the conflicts among partners on what criteria and which 

results are to be measured, whether to prioritize processes or impacts, which impacts 

are most important, etc. Sometimes there are partners introducing new criteria at the 

very last minute changing the whole negotiation, alignment, harmonization and 

coordination process; 

o Mauritius has 10 performance indicators, while the GoM has 40 performance indicators 

with sub-items, and that are expanding as some partners decide they no longer just 

accept the common indicators and introduce other specific indicators of their own; 

o The partnersô rotation of staff risks the maintenance of the institutional memory unless 

there is a strong, stable and professional secretariat, albeit small, capable of 

maintaining the institutional memory of the partnership and retaining the conclusions 

and recommendations from various studies and assessments. The PAPs should 

create a secretariat for the groupõs partnership with the GoM, small, but strong 

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 same 

time as the Administrative Tribunal (TA)? In principle, the GoM dialogues with the TA: 

submits the report, receives comments and produces a reply (the contradictory). 
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Partners, like the Parliament should receive the documents at this stage (report 

evaluated by the TA and the GoMô reply (the contradictory)), instead of requiring the 

report at the same time the TA receives it. 

 Policy and strategy for foreign aid: 

o The continuing absence of a clear policy and strategy for foreign aid by the GoM, 

providing a structure, a guide and resolving many of the issues mentioned above, is a 

problem whose implications are growing. The central issue is not to have a diplomatic 

document, but to clearly define the goals and parameters allowing the GoM and 

partners to discuss, negotiate and significantly improve the efficiency and effectiveness 

of external 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 process of 

partnership for development between the GoM and the PAPs. Some PAPs and associate members 

have expressed interest in discussing broader issues and strategic directions and more general options 

for developing the partnership between partners and the GoM, while others were limited to their own 

agencies or to specific questions and techniques 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 performance 

evaluation report in 2008 (Castel-Branco, Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009: pp. 18-22). In this 

report, only the new issues or issues that received special attention (even if they have been reported 

before) will be reported. 

With regard to areas of greatest progress in 2009 relative to earlier periods, the partners noted the 

following: 

 Dialogue on systems of public financial management has improved greatly and is of good 

quality; 

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

 The new MoU was approved; 
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 Implementation of measures to improve the division of work between partners has begun to 

take effect in streamlining the work and groups; 

 An exhaustive survey of the working groupsô situation has been carried out in order to 

streamline and simplify the system; 

 The group of PAPs remained united, 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 political 

and less technical has been hailed as a great success. However, at least half of the PAPs and 

associates indicated that they had reservations about this development of the dialogue and see this 

change as a danger and a problem. Some partners mentioned that this issue is dividing the group and 

reflects tensions and conflicts on the centres around which the political dialogue is structured. The 

polarization of positions is leading to a weakening of the groupôs unity. 

Some of the partners with smaller contributions to the GBS and less weight in the current architecture 

of aid in Mozambique consider that the debate to shape the political dialogue around the European 

Commission and the Cotonou agreements should continue, because that is the trend and the 

requirement for the members of the European Union. Most partners, even though members of the 

European Union, do not agree with this view and believe that political dialogue should continue 

between the PAPs (extended or not) and the GoM. 

Some partners mentioned that the kind of political dialogue that is developing contributes to focus the 

discussion on GBS, because this is the preferred means of partners to press the GoM. But GBS is a 

small portion of the state budget and less than 40% of aid to the GoM. The debate and analysis 

ultimately marginalize all other modalities and related aspects of public finance. 

Accordingly, no partner disagreed with the existence of political dialogue on the fundamental directions 

of social, economic and political development of Mozambique. The conflict is over how to structure the 

dialogue, at what levels and how to integrate it positively in the partnership framework between the 

PAPs (and other partners) and the GoM. 

Most partners believe that broadening the group of PAPs with the addition of associate members is 

positive. However, they draw attention to the fact that this issue has not been properly analyzed and 

there are no clear criteria for the admission of associate members, or for the type of commitments they 

can take and on which their performance can be evaluated. 

With regard to problem areas, the partners mentioned a number of questions: 



19 
 

 The political dialogue needs to be clarified and hierarchical (when, where, who, how and on 

what subjects can one engage in a political dialogue), and it is also necessary to clarify how the 

political dialogue relates to the remaining questions. Since foreign aid, particularly the GBS, 

has a strong political nature, it is logical that the political debate is important. But it is important 

to clarify how this dialogue should take place, on what matters and what is the relationship with 

other issues. Moreover, the ñpolitical dialogueò should be as objective as possible, based on a 

detailed and accurate information and knowledge and on a clear and deep understanding of 

the issues under review. 

 The focus of the partnership PAPs/GoM and subsequent evaluations remains on the process, 

with little attention paid to the actual substance of issues of economic and social development, 

including those related to financing the state budget and public spending priorities. The pattern 

of economic growth in Mozambique is not particularly effective at reducing poverty and foreign 

dependence, and robustness of the economy of Mozambique is very dependent on foreign aid, 

but this problem is still placed at a secondary level in relation to processes (there is focus on 

the way to do something without enough attention paid to what to do.) This focus on processes 

creates a behavioural problem when generating the tendency among partners to protect the 

process that they already are involved in and they already know, instead of helping to create a 

dynamic to analyze the tensions and trends of change and look for better ways forward. 

 The PAPsô PAF needs to be reviewed and possibly revised. It is necessary to evaluate the 

indicators, the PAF's sectoral and thematic focus in the light of the changes that tend to happen 

and of the evaluation of the progress already made and the areas of greatest difficulty. 

Moreover, the revision of the PAF should receive a major boost and contribution by the GoM, in 

order to reflect not only general international diplomatic agreements, but also the realities, 

challenges and priorities specific to Mozambique.  

 

 There are trends of change of political direction in the partner countries, which will necessarily 

affect the approaches and decisions on foreign aid. This matter remains little discussed and 

analyzed, despite the great impact it may have in the near future. The PAPs and the GoM 

should work together on this issue, share information and analysis and, through more flexible 

and adaptable approaches, more collaboration and a clear national strategy for foreign aid, 

minimize negative impacts and maximize positive impacts of these trends and opportunities for 

change. 

 The organization and architecture of the foreign aidôs apparatus in Mozambique is overly 

formal, cumbersome, legalistic and inefficient. One donor stated that there is a ñbiblical 

approachò in the interpretations of paragraphs and subparagraphs, concepts and words, which 
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sometimes mean absolutely nothing out of context and beyond the foreign aidôs bureaucratic 

lexicon. This is obviously not a good basis for partnership since it is ineffective, it is inefficient 

and diverts attention from important issues. 

 Related to the previous point, and despite the efforts made to resolve these problems, 

difficulties remain in changing the cumbersome and inefficient working groups and defining and 

implementing a code of conduct and division of labour. On the one hand, these difficulties 

reflect organizational problems and weaknesses in management, approach and design of work 

organization. But on the other hand, they also reflect the tension between the demand for 

efficiency and effectiveness in a universe where the instincts and decisions also reflect 

individual interests and competition from and among partners; 

 One of the particular aspects of the previous point is the concept of coordination. Usually, one 

thinks about ex-post coordination, among disjointed activities and different interests, where 

coordination emerges as an imposition from outside institutions, leading consequently to high 

costs. One example of this problem is coordinated analytical work ï would it not be easier, 

more effective and efficient to have collective decision making (GoM and partners) on the 

analytical work that must be done to support and facilitate reforms and other policies that the 

GoM intends to apply ï i.e. ex-ante coordination around the needs of the GoMôs program ï 

instead of subsequently trying to coordinate studies determined by several partners individually 

and according to their own agendas? As a donor would have said ï coordination is linked with 

strategy and plans, not with meetings alone. 

 The information system on external aid (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 monitoring 

objectives of aid by the GoM, and about the reliability and coverage of information and its 

update. In addition, or as a corollary thereof, the system continues to be only marginally 

employed. 

 The absence of policy and strategy for external aid remains a major obstacle in defining the 

steps to follow. Without clarity about the vision and priorities and interests of the GoM on the 

organization of support and the partnership with partners, the debate tends to stick to partners 

and to purely reflect the tensions and conflicts between them. 

As for challenges for the future, the responses of PAPs replicate what was said in 2009 (Castel-Branco, 

Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009: pp. 20-22). In particular, the PAPs cited the following challenges: 
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 The issues and themes on economic and social development should dominate the process of 

foreign aid to Mozambique. In this sense, the challenge is to improve the efficiency and 

effectiveness of using aid to reduce the external dependence of Mozambique, to make the 

economy more effective in reducing poverty, more diversified and articulated, and improve 

coordination between social and economic areas. This also implies improving the role of 

foreign aid in the development of strategic planning and budgeting, and in the development of 

the quality and articulation of their instruments (plans, fiscal frameworks, budgets, reports, 

etc.). 

 Deepening the programmatic nature and predictability of external aid and to improve the use of 

national systems in line with the development of these systems; 

 Extending the process of harmonization and alignment of aid and mutual evaluation, without 

weakening and trivializing it, and exploiting the tensions and conflicts of this process, to 

evaluate new opportunities and new ideas. This would enable innovation and a move forward, 

instead of merely defending the established system. 

 Deepen the analysis to allow appropriate and timely responses to the predictable trends of 

change in the international environment of foreign aid, products of the effects of the economic 

crisis and of political change in partner countries. 

 Develop a pragmatic and realistic vision about what is indeed possible and necessary to 

harmonize and coordinate, how to do it effectively and efficiently, how to learn to deal with 

differences and use them for the benefit of all. 

 Adopt and implement a national strategy for foreign aid to guide the development of partnership 

and commitments between partners and the GoM, which will allow the reduction of poverty and 

foreign dependence and help create a more robust, articulate, diverse and sustainable 

economy. 

  Helping to develop the strategic capabilities and the empowerment of civil society as part of 

the process of deepening and development of citizenship, democracy and the quality of 

political, social and economic governance. 
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4. Individual Assessment 

4.1. Germany 

Table 4.1 shows the performance of Germany in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Germanyôs 

performance received 23 out of 36 possible points, or 64%. Thus, Germany simultaneously increased 

its financial assistance to the country, moving from a ñlargeò donor to ñvery largeò, and improved its 

performance by almost 10 percentage points. Germany, along with Portugal enjoyed the largest 

increase in aid to the country in absolute terms (more than U.S. $ 40 million, or more than 60%). The 

improved performance results from timely disbursement of funds for the GBS and the elimination of 

exceptions in Annex 10. Germany's score could have been much higher, reaching an ñaverageò 

performance, however, this did not happen because Germany failed targets in indicators 2 and 12a by 

just 2 percentage points each. This loss of points is directly related to the reduction in the proportion of 

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

Table 4.1 ï Germany 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

21 1 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
63 0 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) NO 0 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 63 0 
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12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 21 0 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 63 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 63 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 90 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 62 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 19 0 

Total Score 23 

 

 

4.2.  Austria 

Table 4.2 shows the performance of Austria in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Austria received 32 out 

of 36 possible points, i.e. 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 systems. 

This improvement is mainly due to better coordination of its technical cooperation, which ensured the 

achievement of the targets of the respective indicators. 

Table 4.2 ï Austria 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

50 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
65 2 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 
3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 
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4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 65 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 50 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 65 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 65 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 100 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 0 missions 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

NO 0 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 100 1 

Total Score 32 

 

4.3.  African Development Bank 

Table 4.3 shows the performance of the African Development Bank (ADB) in relation to the PAPsô PAF 

matrix. The ADB has received 19 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 53%. This deterioration in performance 

by 2 percentage points means that the ADB has worsened, albeit slightly, its already weak 

performance. 



25 
 

Table 4.3 ï African Development Bank 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

40 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
40 0 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 40 0 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 40 0 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 40 0 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 40 0 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 0 0 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 19 0 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

NO 0 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 91 2 

20 
Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 
25% (1) 0 0 
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the PAP. 

Total Score 19 

 

 

4.4. World Bank 

Table 4.4 shows the performance of the World Bank in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. The World 

Bank received 24 out of 36 possible points, representing 67%. Thus, the Bank improves its 

performance for the second consecutive year, this time by a significant 14 percentage points. The Bank 

has substantially increased the composition of its programmatic aid from 47% to 60% and has improved 

the coordination of its technical cooperation having achieved the targets of the respective indicators. 

The World Bankôs weakest area continues to be the use of government systems that results from its 

focus on large projects in infrastructure conducted by the GoM. 

Table 4.4 ï World Bank 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

43 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
60 0 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) NO 0 
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Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 60 0 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 43 0 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 55 0 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 55 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 0 0 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 42 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 27 1 

Total Score 24 

 

 

4.5.  Belgium 

Table 4.5 shows the performance of Belgium in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Belgium received 26 

out of 36 possible points, i.e. 72%. After several years of improvement, in 2009 Belgium has the second 

largest drop in the individual performance of the PAPs, in the order of 23 percentage points (Finland 

had the biggest drop by 25 percentage points). This decline is fully explained by non-disbursement of 

its general budget support in the fiscal year for which it was scheduled. This delay was due to the 

change of the mechanism for the disbursement of GBS, which from 2009 shall be made via the 

European Commission. 

This decision by Belgium, to delegate the disbursement of its GBS to the EC, is strange ï to say the 

least, because GBS is the simplest modality to disburse and manage. Would Belgium intend to 

delegate the responsibility of the policy dialogue related to GBS to the European Commission? How do 

the other PAPs and the GoM understand this issue? 
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Table 4.5 ï Belgium 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

0 0 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
31 0 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

NO 0 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 83 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 52 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 83 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 100 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 100 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 50 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 80 2 

20 
Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 
25% (1) 80 1 
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the PAP. 

Total Score 26 

 

 

4.6. Canada 

Table 4.6 shows the performance of Canada in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Canada received 30 

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

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

its total assistance to the GoM. 

Table 4.6 ï Canada 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

21 1 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
84 4 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Quarter 
1 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 84 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 35 0 
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12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 79 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 81 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 100 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 0 0 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 86 1 

Total Score 30 

 

 

4.7.  European Commission 

Table 4.7 shows the performance of the European Commission in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. 

The European Commission received 33 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 92%. This is the most significant 

improvement of individual performance recorded this year and by 24 percentage points. The EC has 

improved in the composition of its programmatic aid (having obtained the highest possible score of 7 

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

Table 4.7 ï European Commission 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

57 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
77 4 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 
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Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) NO 0 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 77 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 65 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 77 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 77 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 47 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 42 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 25 0 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 25 1 

Total Score 33 

 

 

4.8. DFID 

Table 4.8 shows the performance of DFID in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Again DFID received 36 

out of 36 possible points, i.e. 100%. 

Table 4.8 ï DFID 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 
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Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

66 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
98 4 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 98 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 77 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 98 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 98 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 95 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 1 mission 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 65 1 

Total Score 36 
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4.9.  Denmark 

  
Table 4.9 shows the performance of Denmark in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Denmark received 

23 out of 36 possible points, or 64%. Denmark experienced a fairly sharp drop in individual 

performance, in the order of 15 percentage points. The areas concerned were the use of national 

systems, the use of parallel project implementation units and coordination of missions. Denmark 

continues to get 0 points from indicators related to the programmatic composition of aid. On the positive 

side, it should be noted that Denmark has increased by more than ¼ the amount of its aid to the 

country. 

Table 4.9 ï Denmark 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

>20% (1) 

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

15 0 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
49 0 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) Within 

the quarter; (3) 

within the month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 50 0 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 33 0 
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12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 69 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 84 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 93 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 0 0 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced number 

(2) 

NO 0 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 95 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 31 1 

Total Score 23 

 

 

4.10.  Spain 

The table 4.10 shows the performance of Spain in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Spain received 32 

out of 36 possible points, i.e. 89%, down slightly from the previous year, resulting from the deterioration 

of the coordination of its technical cooperation. However, it should be noted that Spain was the PAP 

which has a greater reduction in the amounts of aid to the country. This reduction ï almost U.S. $ 30 

million (approximately 70%) ï is not focused on aid to the government, which increased by about U.S. $ 

5 million (approximately 30%). 

Table 4.10 ï Spain 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

44 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
75 4 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 
3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 
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4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 75 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 62 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 75 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 75 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 100 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 1 mission 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

NO 0 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 50 0 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 50 1 

Total Score 32 

 

 

4.11.  Finland 

Table 4.11 shows the performance of Finland in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Finland has received 

26 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 72%. This is a sharp drop in performance and in the order of 20 

percentage points. Finlandôs performance worsened in relation to indicator 1 (% of aid given as GBS), 
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to indicator 3 (agreement for a period not under three years) and to indicator 19 (proportion of technical 

cooperation that is coordinated). 

Table 4.11 ï Finland 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

27 1 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
90 4 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) NO 0 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Quarter 
1 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 90 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 51 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 90 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 92 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 100 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 0 0 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 
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score) 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 46 0 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 46 1 

Total Score 26 

 

 

4.12. France 

Table 4.12 shows the performance of France in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. France received 24 

out of 36 possible points, i.e. 67%, which represents a slight improvement in the performance of the 

PAP. France won the withdrawal of exceptions in Annex 10 of the Memorandum of Understanding 

(indicator 10) and increased the proportion of its aid that uses only national audit systems (indicator 

12b). The areas of greatest weakness of France remain the portfolio composition of aid2 and 

coordination of its technical assistance. France also failed to reach the target for indicator 15 relating to 

exemption on paying taxes. 

Table 4.12 ï France 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

 >20% (1)  

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

13 0 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
33 0 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

                                                      
2 Strictly speaking, the French method of financing the GBS is not classified as AID by the OECDôs criteria, because it is 
recycling debt. This subject has been mentioned in the last three reports, but neither the donor nor the GoM seem interested 
in the issue. It is obvious that the arrangements for financing the state budget have macroeconomic implications. In this 
case, the GBS of France, which reflects the intention of the French government to abdicate receiving the debt service is not 
canceled in Mozambique, it is financed by the Mozambican state budget and, therefore, is partially funded by other donors. 
However, it seems more politically important for the PAPs and the GoM, to keep France as a PAP than to take a decision 
that affects only marginally the state budget - so marginally that France could easily cancel Mozambiqueôs debt, which would 
end its participation in the group of donors providing GBS. 
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Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 81 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 54 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 79 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 90 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 40 0 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 42 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 27 0 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 14 0 

Total Score 24 

 

 

4.13 Netherlands 

Table 4.13 shows the performance of the Netherlands in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. The 

Netherlands received 33 out of 36 possible points, i.e. 92%, a slight drop in the still excellent 

performance that Holland has been able 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%. However, it is 

worth noting the reduction in the total number of missions that the Netherlands held from 7 in 2008 to 3 

in 2009. 
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Table 4.13 ï Netherlands 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

>20% (1) 

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

32 2 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
85 4 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 
The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three years. 
Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 within 

four weeks of the joint review in year 

n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS 

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) Within 

the quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, which 

follows the national budget execution 

procedures. 

65% (2) 100 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 38 0 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 90 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 100 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 100 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 0 0 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 51 1 
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Total Score 33 

 

 

4.14.  Ireland 

Table 4.14 shows the performance of Ireland in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Ireland received 30 

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

performance recorded in 2008. Irelandôs loss of points is due to the late disbursement of its general 

budget support. Ireland also lost points on the indicator relating to the exemption on paying taxes 

introduced in the evaluation this year. However, it is worth making reference to two points earned, one 

resulting from an increased proportion of the GBS in the composition of its aid to the GoM and one 

other by increasing the proportion of aid that uses only the national audit system. 

Table 4.14 ï Ireland 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

>20% (1) 

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

32 2 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
94 4 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS 

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

NO 0 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 94 2 
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12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 73 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 92 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 92 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 1 0 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 1 mission 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 94 1 

Total Score 30 

 

 

4.15. Italy 

Table 4.15 shows the performance of Italy in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Italy received 30 out of 

36 possible points, i.e. 83%, improving 15 percentage points in relation to its performance in the 

previous year. Italy won three points in the structure of aid indicators through doubling the 

programmatic composition of aid from 33% to 66%, 2 points for having paid its GBS within the month 

for which it had been scheduled, a point in the proportion of aid that uses only the national audit 

systems and three points in the coordination of its technical cooperation. However, it lost two points in 

the indicator relating to the use of national systems of financial reporting and other two in the indicator 

regarding the number of parallel project implementation units. It should be noted that Italy has cut about 

U.S. $ 16 million (~ 40%) in their aid to the country, of which 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 GoM. 

Table 4.15 ï Italy 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

>20% (1) 

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

48 3 
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Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
67 2 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 100 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 48 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 48 0 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 67 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 100 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 2 missions 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

NO 0 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 100 1 

Total Score 30 

 

 



43 
 

4.16. Norway 

Table 4.16 shows the performance of Norway in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Norway has received 

27 out of 36 possible points, or 75%. 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 use of 

national audit systems and provision of financial reports. Norway failed to achieve the target of the 

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

technical cooperation. 

Table 4.16 ï Norway 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

>20% (1) 

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

44 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
65 0 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 65 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 44 0 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 58 0 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 65 2 
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15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 38 0 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 100 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 100 1 

Total Score 27 

 

 

4.17. Portugal 

The table 4.17 shows the performance of Portugal in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Portugal 

received 13 out of 36 possible points, or 36%. Portugal is still the PAP with the worst performance and 

additionally worsened its performance in the previous year. Portugal continues to fail completely to 

achieve the targets of the indicators on the composition of assistance to the period of disbursement of 

the GBS, the use of government systems, and the coordination of missions and technical cooperation. 

A remarkable positive change in the cooperation program of this PAP was the fact that it produced the 

biggest rise in the amounts of aid to the country both in absolute terms (more than U.S. $ 40 million, 

along with Germany) and in relative terms (more than 300 %). This increase was a result of increased 

aid in the form of concessional credits to the GoM. 

Table 4.17 ï Portugal 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

>20% (1) 

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

3 0 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
4 0 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 
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Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

NO 0 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 4 0 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 3 0 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 3 0 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 4 0 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 0 0 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 0 0 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 16 0 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 1 0 

Total Score 13 

 

 

4.18. Sweden 

Table 4.18 shows Sweden's performance in relation to the PAPsô PAF matrix. Sweden received 33 of 

36 possible points, representing 92% i.e. another significant annual improvement on the previous year 

(10 percentage points in 2009 and 13 percentage points in 2008). In this way Sweden remains in the 

group of partners with ñvery goodò performance. However, it falls from the group of ñvery largeò to the 

group of ñbigò partners due to a reduction of about U.S. $ 20 million (20%) in its aid to the government, 

mainly due to the effect of the depreciation of the Swedish krona. Calculated at the exchange rate of 
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2008, the reduction of aid is much less and Sweden would remain in the group of ñvery largeò. Sweden 

loses points only in the indicator 2 on the proportion of aid that is programmatic (staying just under 3 

percentage points of the target) and 16a in the indicator concerning the proportion of missions that are 

joint. 

Table 4.18 ï Sweden 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

>20% (1) 

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

53 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
72 2 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 

Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 72 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 54 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 71 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 71 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 98 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 8 0 
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Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 100 2 

20 

Sect oral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 60 1 

Total Score 33 

 

 

4.19. Switzerland 

The table 4.19 shows the performance of Switzerland in relation to the Papôsô PAF matrix. Switzerland 

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

performance. 

Table 4.19 ï Switzerland 

Objectives Activities No. Indicators Targets Implemented Points 

Aid Structure 

(19% of total 

score) 

GBS 1 

PAP provides at least 40% of GBS 

(as % of aid to the Government). 

Yes if 

>20% (1) 

> 30% (2) 

>40% (3) 

48 3 

Programmatic 

Aid 
2 

Programmatic aid as % of total aid 

disbursed by the PAP to the 

Government. 

>66% (2) 

>75% (4) 
83 4 

Predictability 

(31% of total 

score) 

Funding 

Commitment 

3 

The PAP has a multiyear agreement 

for a period not less than three 

years. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

4 

GBS commitments for year n+1 

within four weeks of the joint review 

in year n. 

Yes (3) YES 3 

Disbursements 
5 

Disbursement of confirmed GBS  

commitments in the fiscal year for 

which they were scheduled in 

accordance with the monthly 

disbursements schedule agreed with 

the GoM. 

Yes. (1) 

Within the 

quarter; (3) 

within the 

month. 

Within the 

Month 
3 

8 Commitments to the CFMP. Yes (2) YES 2 

Harmonisation 

and Alignment 

(36% of total 

score) 

Consolidation 

and 

harmonization 

9 
The PAP adheres to the ordinary 

conditionalities of GBS. 
Yes (2) YES 2 

10 
The PAP has NO exceptions in 

Annex 10 of the MoU. 
Yes (1) YES 1 
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Use of 

government 

systems 

12a 

% Of aid disbursed by the PAP, 

which follows the national budget 

execution procedures. 

65% (2) 83 2 

12b 
% Of aid that is audited using ONLY 

national audit systems. 
45% (1) 74 1 

12c 

% Aid requiring ONLY national 

procedures for the provision of 

financial reports. 

60% (2) 83 2 

13 
% Of disbursed aid using national 

procurement systems ONLY 
55% (2) 83 2 

15 
% Of aid that does not impose tax 

exemption. 
33% (2) 100 2 

16a 
% Of PAPôs missions that are joint 

missions. 
40% (1) 40 1 

Capacity 

Development 

(14% of total 

score) 

Project 

Implementation 

Units  

18 
Number of Parallel Project 

Implementation Units 

Zero or a 

reduced 

number (2) 

0 2 

Technical 

Cooperation 

(TC) 

19 
% Of PAPôs TC provided through 

coordinated programs. 
55% (2) 92 2 

20 

Sectoral TC (extended) as a 

percentage of total TC provided by 

the PAP. 

25% (1) 52 1 

Total Score 36 

 

 

4.20. General ranking of the PAPs by points 

Table 4.20 ï Ranking of the PAPs by scores achieved in 2009 

 PAP Points 

1 DFID, Switzerland 36 

3 European Commission, the Netherlands and Sweden 33 

6 Austria and Spain 32 

8 Canada, Italy and Ireland 30 

11 Norway 27 

12 Belgium and Finland 26 

13 France and the World Bank 24 

16 Germany and Denmark 23 

18 African Development Bank 19 

19 Portugal 13 
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4.21. General evaluation by ranking and by scale 

If the PAPôs performance in 2009 was classified as: 

 Very good: 32 of 36 points or more; 

 Medium high: 28-31 points; 

 Medium: 23-27 points; 

 Medium low: 19-22 points; 

 Low: less than 19 points. 

éThen: 

 7 PAP are very good; 

 3 are medium high; 

 7 are medium; 

 1 is medium low; 

 1 is low. 

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

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

 Four very large PAPs (over U.S. $ 90 million in 2009), namely the World Bank, the European 

Commission, DFID and Germany. 

 7 large PAPs (over U.S. $ 50 million and less than U.S. $ 90 million in 2009), including the 

ADB, Canada, Denmark, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal and Sweden. 



50 
 

 4 medium PAPs (between U.S. $ 20 million and U.S. $ 50 million in 2009), namely Finland, 

France, Ireland and Spain. 

 Four small PAPs (less than U.S. $ 20 million) including Austria, Belgium, Italy and Switzerland. 

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

Table 4.21 ï Related size and performance 

 Very good 
Medium 

Upper 
 Medium 

(Classification) 

Medium 

Low 
Low Total 

Very large DFID, EC  
Germany, World 

Bank 
  4 

Large 
Netherlands, 

Sweden 
Canada Denmark, Norway ADB Portugal 7 

Medium 
(Size) 

Spain Ireland Finland, France   4 

Small 
Switzerland, 

Austria 
Italy Belgium   4 

Total 7 3 7 1 1 19 

 

Compared with 2008, 7 PAPs improved their position rising from a lower level of performance for 

one (or more) higher level, namely: the European Commission from ñmediumò to ñvery goodò; 

Austria and Sweden from ñmedium highò to ñvery goodò; Italy from ñmediumò to ñmedium highò; and 

Germany, the World Bank and France from ñmedium lowò to ñmediumò. Five countries have 

worsened their positions, namely: Belgium from ñvery goodò to ñmediumò; Denmark from ñmedium 

highò to ñmediumò; Finland from ñvery goodò to ñmediumò; Ireland from ñvery goodò to ñmedium 

highò; and Norway from ñmedium highò to ñmediumò. 

In 2009, there were also changes in ñsizeò of the PAPs, as defined by the amount of AID to the 

GoM, compared to 2008. Germany went from ñlargeò to ñvery largeò; Portugal from ñsmallò to 

ñlargeò; Ireland went from ñlargeò to ñmediumò and Sweden ñvery largeò to ñlargeò There was no 

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

number of ñvery largeò and ñlargeò PAPs has remained the same (4 and 7, respectively). The 

number of ñmediumò PAPs doubled from 2 to 4 and the number of ñsmallò PAPs droped from 6 to 4. 

There seems to be no relationship between the ñsizeò of the partner and the level of performance. 

The only visible landmark is the fact that the partners classified as ñsmallò, ñmediumò and ñvery 

largeò (in size) having good performance ranging from ñmediumò or ñvery goodò, with half of them 
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having a ñvery goodò performance and 85% having a performance from ñmedium highò to ñvery 

goodò. Moreover, ñlargeò partners in size (largest group, with 7 members) are scattered among 

different performance categories, with one third of these in each of 3 groups of low, medium and 

high performance. Multilateral partners (with the exception of the ADB) continues to adjust to the 

system, most notably the World Bank's steady progress, the great leap from the European 

Commission and the relative stagnation of the ADB. 

 

 

 

5. Trends in PAPsõ performance in the period 2004-2009  

5.1. Performance relating to the PAPsô PAF indicators  

Trend analysis of the PAPs in the period 2004-2009 does not differ substantially from the trends 

described in the 2009 report (Castel-Branco, Ossemane, Massingue and Ali 2009: pp 48-59). 

Table 5.1 shows the trends in the performance of PAPs in 2004-2009 in relation to comparable 

indicators over the period, and illustrates the gradual improvement in performance that the PAPs have 

registered. Table 5.2 confirms these trends. 

Chart 5.1 shows that the PAPsô external aid continued to grow, and that the programmatic component 

of this aid has grown faster. In fact, GBS and sectoral programs determined the growth of PAPsô aid to 

the GoM, since the figures for sectoral projects declined slightly. Chart 5.2 shows that the aid to the 

GoM as a percentage of PAPsô aid to the country increased (88% in 2008 to 90% in 2009). Chart 5.3 

illustrates that this weight increase of aid to the GoM entirely results from GBS and sectoral programs, 

confirming the indications of Chart 5.1. 
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Table 5.1: Mozambique: Summary of donor performance in the period 2004-2009  

Ajuda 

Programática
Desembolso de AGO

Cooperação 

Técnica

1a 1b 2 3 4 5 9 10 12a 13 16a 16b 20

PAP's individuais 

contribuem com 

pelo menos 40% 

para a AGO (como 

% do ODA para o 

Governo)

% AGO
% Ajuda 

Programática

Acordos multi-

anuais > 3 anos

Compromissos 

no ano n para o 

ano n+1

Desembolso do 

compromisso 

confirmado de AGO no 

ano fiscal para o qual foi 

calendarizado, de 

acordo com a 

programação mensal de 

desembolsos acordada 

com o GdM.

Aderência dos 

PAPs ao 

condicionalism

o comum do 

AGO

Número de 

PAPs sem 

excepções 

no Anexo 10

% do ODA 

desembolsada 

pelos PAPs que 

usa os 

procedimentos 

nacionais de 

execução 

orçamental

% do ODA 

desembolsada 

pelos PAPs que 

usa os sistemas 

nacionais de 

procurement

% do total 

das 

missões 

que são 

conjuntas

número 

total de 

missões

% Cooperação 

técnica 

coordenada

Meta do grupo S 70% 60% 87% 53%

Desempenho do Grupo N 31% 63% 81% 80% 87% 50%

Pontos do grupo 0

Nr de doadores que 

atingiram as metas 

Meta do grupo S Tbm 80% 80% 90% 55%

Desempenho do Grupo N 32% 51% 100% 100% 100% 47%

Pontos do grupo 0

Nr de doadores que 

atingiram as metas 

Meta do grupo S 40% 70% 100% 100% 100% 95%

13 NO 

exception, 2 

reducing

45% 45% 20%

AGO < 7; 

Não-AGO < 

160

Concordou com 

as orientações e 

aderiu a elas

36

Desempenho do Grupo S 34% 55%
72% (5 

falharam)
94% (1 falhou)

Ano Fiscal=88%; 

Agendado=78%
94% (1 falhou)

12 No 

exceptions, 2 

eliminating

44% 52% 10%
Não-AGO = 

203
discordou

Pontos do grupo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 25

Nr de doadores que 

atingiram as metas 
6/18 = 33% 8/18 = 44% 13/18 = 72% 17/18 = 94% 14/18 = 78% 17/18 = 94% 10/18 = 56% 13/18 = 72%

Fortalecimento de capacidades

AGO Compromisso de AGO Condicionalismos Utilização de Sistemas do GdM Missões

2004

Indicadores do desempenho do grupo

Pontuação 

total

% de 

pontuação 

máxima 

disponível 

Composição de Carteira  Previsibilidade Harmonização e Alinhamento

2005

2006 69%

12/18 = 66%
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Meta do grupo S 40% 72% 100% 100% 100% 100%
14 sem 

excepções
45% 45% 30%  < 140 50% 36

Desempenho do Grupo N 36% 61%
89% (2 

falharam)
100%

Ano Fiscal 100%. 

Agendado 94% (1 

falhou)

94% (1 falhou) 12 61% 52% 18% 191 38%

Pontos do grupo 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 15

Nr de doadores que 

atingiram as metas 
7/18 = 39% 6/18 = 33% 16/18 = 89% 18/18 = 100% 17/18 = 94% 17/18 = 94% 15/18 = 83% 14/18 = 78%

Meta do grupo S 40% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
14 PAPs sem 

excepções
55% 55% 35%  < 120 55% 38

Desempenho do Grupo N 38% 66%
89% (2 

falharam)
100%

Ano Fiscal=100%, 

Agendado=68% (6 

falharam)

100% 14 68% 65% 24% 165 47%

Pontos do grupo 0 2 2 0 3 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 25

Nr de doadores que 

atingiram as metas 
8/19 = 42% 7/19 = 37% 17/19 = 89% 19/19 = 100% 17/19 = 89% 19/19 = 100% 14 16/19 = 84% 16/19 = 84% 9/19 = 47%

Meta do grupo S 40% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
15 PAPs sem 

isenções
65% 55% 40%  < 100 55% 36

Desempenho do Grupo N 39% 67%
89% (2 

falharam)
100%

Ano Fiscal=100%, 

Agendado=74% (3 

falharam)

100% 17 70% 70% 25% 167 81%

Pontos do grupo 0 2 2 0 3 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 2 24

Nr de doadores que 

atingiram as metas 
15/19 = 79% 10/19 = 53% 17/19 = 89% 19/19 = 100% 16/84 = 84% 19/19 = 100% 14 14/19 = 74% 16/19 = 84% 14/19 = 74%

2007 39%

9/18 = 50%

2008

66%

13/19 = 68%

2009

67%

12/19 = 63%
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Table 5.2: PAPs evolution measured by comparable indicators between 2006-2009 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 

ODA for the GoM that is recorded in the Budget (a)     

  % Of total 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 procurement 
systems 

    

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

  % Of donors who achieved the target 72% 78% 84% 84% 

Adherence to GBS common conditionality     

  Groupôs Target ñachievedò or ñnot achievedò Achieved (b) Not achieved Achieved Achieved 

  % Of donors who achieved the target 87% (b) 94% 100% 100% 

Without Annex 10 exceptions      

 Groupôs Target ñachievedò or ñnot achievedò 
Not achieved 

(b) 
Not achieved Achieved Achieved 

  % Of 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 ñachievedò or ñnot achievedò Not achieved Not achieved 
Not 

achieved 
Not 

achieved 

  % Of donors who achieved the target 66% 50% 68% 63% 

Remarks: (a) Comply ñto the rules and procedures of the budgetò as it should be in the budget, otherwise due to any errors or 
delays in providing information by the PAPs, some decisions by the GoM or some differences concerning classification and coding 
projects. (b) Refers to 2004 for the following reasons: (i) because the MoU with such exceptions being the MoU 2004 and (ii) due to 
being a common indicator throughout the evaluation period of PAPs (2004-2009) with comparable targets and definitions over this 
period. (c) Low reliability data because of the flaws in the system for information recording and reporting. This information excludes 
the PAPsô associate members (United Nations and United States of America). 
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Chart 5.4 shows an interesting dynamic. Until the sixth column (2009), the graph describes the portfolio of 

financial aid for PAPs alone, and shows how the programmatic aid became dominant and conquered space 

from sectoral projects. Thus, in 2009, the programmatic aid constituted 67% of PAPsô aid, and GBS rose to 

39%. The seventh column of the chart shows the structure of the PAPsô financial portfolio plus two associate 

members (UN and U.S.) in 2009. Although programmatic aid continues to be the majority (52%), sectoral 

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

the integration of all aid in the mutual evaluating, rather than just the PAPsô aid, because as the aidôs non-

PAP component expands, the difference between the ñworld of PAPsò and the ñworld of PAPs plus the non-

PAPsò is increasing. From the standpoint of the GoM, what happens with foreign aid as a whole is more 

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

 

 

Chart 5.5 shows the evolution of the PAPsô composition of programmatic aid. In fact, after GBSôs big jump in 

weight in relation to sectoral programs, from 2004 to 2005, the share of GBS has been gradually diminishing 

and sectoral programs increasing. Has GBS reached its limit? Which implications could this information have 

for the PAPsô and the GoMôs strategies on consolidation and expansion of programmatic character and 

alignment of aid? 
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5.2. Ranking evolution by donor performance and scale  

Table 5.3 (a, b, c and d) shows how donors have evolved over the period 2006-2009 in relation to their size 

and their performance based ranking. 

a) 2006 
  Very good Medium high Medium Medium low Low Total 

Very large 
      

ADB, CE, World 
Bank   3 

Large DFID, 
Netherlands Norway, Sweden   Denmark   5 

Medium 
Ireland, 
Switzerland Finland   Italy, Portugal 

Canada, Germany, 
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 DFID     CE World Bank 3 
Large Netherlands Ireland Sweden     3 

Medium Norway Finland Denmark Canada Germany, ADB 6 

Small Switzerland, 
Belgium Spain Italy France Portugal 6 

Total 5 3 3 3 4 18 


