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Acronyms and terminology

	Administrative Post
	Administrative level between locality and district. Government is represented by the Chefe of the Administrative Post.

	Água Rural
	“Rural Water”, parastatal company for rural water supply

	CCD
	Consultative Councils at District level

	CCL
	Consultative Councils at Locality level

	CCPA
	Consultative Councils at Administrative Post level

	Consultative Council
	Interface structure with consultative status in which civil society, private sector and local government meet within the context of decentralised planning processes

	DDA
	District Directorate of fAgriculture

	DDOPH
	District Directorate of Public Works and Housing

	Locality
	Lowest administrative unit in Mozambique, comprising of a group of villages. The government is represented at this level by the Presidente of the Locality

	PDD
	District Development Plan


0 Pictorial summary

For those with little time, and for readers who have no first-hand knowledge of the Machaze district, this chapter provides a summary of the main results of the evaluation of the Drought Mitigation project in Machaze district through a selection of photos taken during the field visit of the Consultant. 

The Drought Mitigation project was implemented by CONCERN WorldWide in the period April 2003 – July 2004, with financing from Oxfam-UK. This final evaluation took place in March 2005, about eight months after the end of the project, to be able to include in the evaluation an assessment of the sustainability of the outputs and results delivered by the project.
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Photo 1. Context I

The evaluation took place after a long period with no rainfall. Result: long queues at the few water points that are functional within the district. This particular water point is from a private owner, who charges 1000 Meticais (5 dollar cents) for each canister of 20 litres.
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Photo 2. Context II

The same water point at the same hour, but now the day after the first rains since months had fallen (last day of the Consultant’s field visit). Result: no one at the water point. Everybody everywhere was taking water from any natural depression that had filled up overnight.
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Photo 3. Problem of manual pumps

One of the many manual pumps standing idle in the district because of technical problems that the project has also not been able to solve. All those repaired by the project have in the meantime broken down again. The good news is that some of those have subsequently been repaired by  maintenance groups that were revitalised by the project.
[image: image5.jpg]



Photo 4. Alternative water source...

For all those who don’t have access to a functional water pump, the only option that remains after months without rainfall is to get water from the last remaining pools of stagnant water, such as this one. People were travelling about 20 km. to get to this water, taking back with them one or two 20 litre canisters after first having satisfied their thirst.
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Photo  5. Successful drought mitigation

Solar water pump system installed by the Drought Mitigation project. Up to 5000 people were depending on this pump for their water needs when the Consultant visited the area (a few days before rains started to fall). With the deep groundwater levels of Machaze district, solar pumps might be the most appropriate technology, and this one at least is contributing directly to the mitigation of drought susceptibility.
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Photo 6/7. Problems with cisterns
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Cisterns like this one were constructed to provide water to households of vulnerable people. This cistern had all the signs of a job too hastily done: it was leaking and did not really serve its purpose since the old widow (right) for whom it was meant had years ago moved to another location more than half a kilometre away.
Photo 8. Context III

Although rain was imminent, it came too late for the staple food crops such as this maize, which had not had seen any rainfall for over 2 months.
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Photos 9/10. No real mitigation
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Project demonstration fields with bananas and pineapples and green zones on fertile soils are not producing this year for lack of rainfall. They fail to contribute to mitigating drought susceptibility, but do have the potential to provide valuable staple food and cash crops in better years.
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Photo 11. Inadequate pedestal pumps

These pumps were provided by the project to irrigate parts of the new green zones, but were all abandoned for lack of capacity to pump water from low-lying water sources to higher-up fields.
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Photo 12/13. Livestock: best chance for long-term mitigation

The project provided turkeys and goats to groups of up to 5 persons. After initial high mortality, the goats are now reproducing well. The turkeys are healthy, but there is still a problem with chicks dying after a few days.

Photos 14/15/16:
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Discussions with the CCLs provided most of the information. They painted a bleak picture of their current predicaments. Quite understandable, given the water problems and lack of any crop production this year. Yet, there were also signs that all is not that bad (at least not for everyone). New bicycles abound, as does very healthy cattle. And the Consultant has never before seen so many people dressed so well in rural Mozambique. The population seems very capable of adjusting its message according to the expectations they have from the visitor. In the case of CONCERN, it means high hopes for handouts or food-for-work.

1 Introduction

This report presents the results of the final evaluation of the Drought Mitigation project (also referred to as Disaster Mitigation Project)  in Machaze district in Mozambique, as implemented by CONCERN Worldwide in the period April 2003 – June 2004, with financial support from OXFAM UK.

The Drought Mitigation project was a response to the recurring emergency situations in Machaze district, caused by consecutive droughts in the period 2000-2002. CONCERN was already involved in a long-term district-planning project in the district. Because of the droughts, it had to respond each year with emergency measures such as handouts of food and seeds and food-for-work activities. It was therefore decided to try and come to more sustainable solutions through activities that would mitigate the susceptibility of the population, and in particular vulnerable groups, to these recurring droughts. A proposal for a Drought Mitigation project was elaborated, focusing on two of the main areas directly related to drought susceptibility: agriculture and water. To promote sustainability of the results of the project, the main implementation strategy was to work through and with partners in the district, most notably the CCLs of each locality, and the DDA and DDOPH.

The proposal was to run for the duration of 13 months, from 1 April 2003 to 30 April 2004, with a total budget of USD 205,340. OXFAM-UK was prepared to finance the project. Because of under-spending on some activities and delays in the implementation of other activities, CONCERN requested and obtained a budget-neutral extension of the project until 30 June 2004.

This evaluation took place in March 2005, about eight months after the end of the project. This was deliberately done to be able to include in the evaluation an assessment of the sustainability of the results achieved by the project. Since this year has again seen far-below-average rainfall in the district, the Consultant could directly assess in the field the effects of the outputs of the Drought Mitigation project on the susceptibility of the population for such years with little rainfall.

This report assumes that the reader is either familiar with the Drought Mitigation project or has access to the relevant project documents, in particular the project proposal and final progress report. 

2 Objectives and methodology

2.1 Objectives

The objectives of this final evaluation of the Drought Mitigation Project are described in the Terms of Reference (annex I) as:

1. The consultant will independently assess the performance of the project against the proposal document.


2. The consultant will assess the sustainability of the intervention, through a comparison between the results described in the final report (attached) and the current situation 6 months after project closure.


3. Following analysis, the consultant will produce achievable recommendations to guide Concern on how to address fragile livelihoods in the context of the future District Planning project currently being developed.

2.2 Data collection

To achieve the objectives, information was obtained through the following activities:

· Review of literature (see annex III for a list of documents consulted for this evaluation)

· Formal and informal meetings with staff from CONCERN

· Meeting with the District Administrator of Machaze District

· Meetings with key implementing partners from government: DDA and DDOPH - Machaze

· Meetings with CCLs and project beneficiaries

· Visits to project sites.

All meetings with key implementing partners and with the CCLs in the district of Machaze were conducted as semi-structured interviews, using a list of key questions as the basis for discussion. 

It should be noted that meetings with staff from CONCERN did not include staff that was employed in the project. All project staff has left CONCERN after the completion of the project and so it was not possible to obtain and/or verify information with any of them. This has definitely had consequences for the quality of the evaluation since much of the information used in the analysis originates from only one source (eg. from DDA, or from one CCL), and could not be verified with the project staff. 

Directly related to the above is the fact that the Consultant has had to conclude that the information provided by CCLs was not always one hundred percent reliable. Given the long history of interventions in the area, and in particular the frequent emergency response activities that have taken place, the population has high expectations of direct benefits from any representative from organisations such as CONCERN. In response, they tend to exaggerate or overemphasise certain issues (in particular their predicaments)), with the apparent objective to make the case for direct support interventions such as Food-for-Work. In these cases in particular it would have improved the quality of the information if there had been an opportunity to verify the CCL’s information with project staff. 

2.3 Data analysis & evaluation

To be able to effectively evaluate whether outputs delivered by the project contributed to achieving intended results and objectives, the Consultant would need a clear (logical) framework of objectives, with expected results that should contribute to those objectives, and activities/outputs that should deliver the expected results. 

Unfortunately, such a clear framework does not exist for the Drought Mitigation Project. The original project proposal (page 11) has a section that describes the objectives and expected results of the programme. However, these are very confusing in the sense that they mix objectives, results and benefits in a non-logical way. 

Firstly, from the description of the main objective the Consultant concludes that the main objective is in fact two-fold:

· improve livelihood security of the most vulnerable groups

· reduce susceptibility of vulnerable groups to disasters.

This distinction might seem trivial at first, but is not, as the first part refers to improved livelihood security in general, and not only in relation to disasters. Note also that the second part of the objective refers to disasters in general, which could be both floods and droughts.

However, given the fact that the project is referred to as “Drought Mitigation Project”, the Consultant has based his overall evaluation on the assumption that the focus of the programme was on mitigating the susceptibility of vulnerable groups for droughts.

The project document provides two immediate objectives namely “increasing and diversifying agricultural production” and “improving access to potable water”. It would have been more logical to formulate these as the two main results to be achieved by the project, and to include the target group in the formulation,  eg.:

1. Agricultural production of vulnerable groups increased and diversified

2. Access of vulnerable groups to potable water improved

All activities/outputs of the project can be directly related to these results. In chapter 3 and 4, the Consultant evaluates whether the outputs of the project have contributed to achieving these two results.

The project document, on page 11, includes a section on “Expected results”. However it then presents “expected benefits” which is in fact mostly a mixed-up list of assumptions that explain how the results (as formulated above) contribute (directly or indirectly) to the main objective (eg. “greater and more varied production will bring nutritional and cash income benefits”) or how the outputs contribute to the results (eg. “irrigation will increase overall production”). Where relevant, assessment of these  “expected benefits” / assumptions have been included in the sections on the relevance of the outputs.

3 Agricultural component

3.1 Quantitative assessment of outputs

Table 3.1 lists for each of the 8
 localities the agricultural outputs delivered by the project, based on information provided by the CCLs, with in the last rows the total numbers as presented in the final project report, and the intended outputs as per the project proposal.

The numbers refer to the situation at the end of the project (in chapter 6 on sustainability, a comparison with the present situation is made). 

From the table it is clear that the numbers provided by the CCLs differ substantially from those listed in the final project report. Whichever numbers you consider, it is impressive to see how many outputs the project has been able to achieve within the short lifespan of 1 year, and the Consultant cannot but conclude that the project has been very efficient in this respect. Where expected outputs were not realised (several gravity irrigation systems, distribution of chickens), it was because another technical choice was made (foot irrigation pumps) or because the implementing partners proposed another strategy (turkeys instead of chickens).

It is also impressive to note that the activities have been well spread over the 8 localities. Even the very remote locality of Mabzissanga has received substantial support from the project. It would have been easy for the staff to concentrate all support to the most accessible localities since the project proposal does not specify outputs per locality. The fact that they have refrained from doing so confirms the impression that the project staff was very committed in providing support to all people affected by the droughts.

It can be assumed that most if not all differences between the information provided by the CCLs and what is presented in the final report are caused by the fact that the data from the CCLs are inaccurate. This assumption is based on the fact that most CCLs, when asked about the project outputs, had real difficulties knowing (or remembering) what the Drought Mitigation project had exactly done in their locality. They readily mixed results from this project with those from other projects (such as the decentralised district planning project) or with activities from the DDA. In that sense, the main conclusion to be drawn from this quantitative comparison is that at the level of the CCL there seems to have been no proper documentation of the activities undertaken within the context of the Drought Mitigation project. 

Table 3.1 
Main agricultural outputs per locality

	Admin.
Post
	Locality
	Demonstration / multiplication fields
	Zonas verdes
	Contact farmers
	Goats
	Turkeys

	Chitobe
	Chipudje
	1
	0
	2
	105
	0

	
	Chitobe Sede
	3
	1
	3
	0
	35

	
	Bassane
	1
	1
	2
	120
	0

	
	Chipopopo
	1
	3
	1
	0
	?

	Save
	Urima (Save Sede)
	1
	1
	4
	105
	0

	
	Sambassoca
	1
	3
	?
	0
	8

	
	Mabzissanga
	1
	3
	0
	0
	45

	
	Mavende
	1
	3
	0
	30
	0

	Total according to CCLs
	10
	15
	12 + ?
	360
	88 + ?

	Total according final project report
	8
	6
	23
	230
	270

	Total planned in project proposal
	9
	5
	27
	- *
	-*



* Project proposal does not specify number of goats and turkeys but only intended beneficiaries
3.2 Qualitative assessment of outputs

The qualitative assessment of the outputs for the agricultural component shows a mixed result. 

The demonstration fields and green zones are generally of good standards. The choice of the area as well as the actual work of clearing the fields and (in the case of the demonstration fields) the planting of the banana trees, pineapple and cassava are technically well implemented. Last year reasonable to good yields were obtained in the demonstration fields and green zones that were established in the beginning of the project. This year however none of them will produce anything during the rainy season because of the lack of rainfall. Parts of the green zones should however be able to produce vegetables during the dry season if the water sources don’t dry out (and that’s unlikely because of the recent rains).

The irrigation system with foot pumps that were meant for irrigation in the green zones has been a complete failure. None of the pumps have worked to any satisfactory level and they have all been abandoned by the farmers. The design does simply not permit to pump up water from low-lying water sources. Instead, farmers use watering cans (also provided by the project) or plastic canisters. 

The 1 gravity system based on a huge concrete storage tank (Chipopopo) is still functional.

The contact farmers scheme as started by CARE has indeed been revitalised by the mitigation project. The CCLs confirmed that farmers get advice from the contact farmers who, if necessary, contact DDA for further support. It remains however to be seen how this scheme continues, since the situation now is basically the same as when CARE stopped its support. The director of DDA informed the Consultant that at a recent meeting with the contact farmers, 9 of the original 27 farmers appeared. These 9 are mostly farmers directly involved in demonstration fields and green zones.

The small livestock distribution (goats and turkeys) to vulnerable groups only took place towards the very end of the project. There has been high mortality rate amongst the goats, which according to two CCLs is due to the fact that they were bought in Tete where goats live on another diet. Also, the transport from Tete to Machaze took up to 6 days, causing stress amongst the animals. The surviving goats are now reproducing, but the young ones have yet to be distributed to other groups (see also under 3.3).

The choice for turkeys instead of chickens (as originally proposed) does not seem to make much sense. Chicken breeding is very successful in Machaze and could have benefited vulnerable groups who don’t have any. Experience with turkeys on the other hand is very limited. There has been high mortality rate, and so far, almost all chicks born have died within a few days. The switch to turkeys was apparently proposed by DDA, but both DDA and project staff should have better analysed the pros and cons, and in particular the question whether it is wise to start with a more risky activity such as turkeys when the target group is the most vulnerable people in the communities.

3.3 Beneficiaries

The choice of beneficiaries was made in collaboration with the CCLs. However, it is clear that for most activities the project provided clear guidelines as to who should benefit from each activity. By providing such clear guidelines, the project seems to have succeeded in reaching vulnerable groups such as the old, widows and orphans. However, in reality members of the CCLs and/or traditional leaders are often very much involved in the activities. Example: the groups with goats consist often of vulnerable people + 1 CCL member or traditional leader. The goats are kept by the latter, with the justification that they have better conditions or capacity for goat breeding. Although this is usually correct, it remains yet to be seen whether the future benefits (eg. from selling goats in difficult periods) will be shared with the other members of the group. Some sort of follow-up would in these cases be very helpful, but is not provided by the project, nor by DDA.

The project has apparently also informed some CCLs that they were responsible (in first instance) for the demonstration fields. This was taken quite literally (apart from the “in first instance” bit), and in those localities (3 or 4) the demonstration field is therefore only benefiting the CCL. In other localities, vulnerable groups are clearly included as potential beneficiaries of the green zones and demonstration fields. In fact, in these cases the CCLs seem to consider the demonstration fields as fields for vulnerable people who are not able themselves to clear a new area, but who will be able (with or without family help) to grow crops.  

It should be noted that all work in these fields has been organised through the Food for Work programme. It is easy to see which fields benefited from this support this year, because those are the only fields that were cleared. So the continuation of these fields as potentially benefiting vulnerable groups without Food for Work is far from guaranteed.

3.4 Conclusions in terms of relevance

The agricultural activities are to contribute to increased and diversified agricultural production of the vulnerable groups. This in turn should lead to better livelihood security and in particular to mitigation of susceptibility to drought of these groups.

To start with the last part, which is after all the essence of the project: with the exception of the small livestock scheme, it is difficult to see how the agricultural activities help mitigate drought susceptibility. Both the demonstration fields and the green zones will not be producing any sizeable yields this rainy season, exactly because of the drought. The green zones might indirectly contribute to some mitigation if the cold season will allow for vegetable production (will mainly depend on water availability) and if the income of those vegetables is invested in small livestock. 

The small livestock scheme, with all its difficulties, is the only activity that has the potential for mitigation in real drought years. But it is within this scheme that the vulnerable groups are most easily excluded because they do not in general control the goats and turkeys of the group to which they belong. 

When assessing the relevance for better livelihood security of the vulnerable groups in general, the picture is more positive. In years with reasonable to good rainfall the demonstration fields (which, remember, are often considered as production fields for the vulnerable groups) and green zones should produce good yields, provided that the fields are cleared properly. Banana, pineapple and vegetables will provide valuable cash income (as they have already at a small scale done in 2004) and will also contribute to spreading workload throughout the year. 

The contact farmers, still active, should also be able to contribute to ensuring good yields by providing technical advice, and also by promoting that the groups work together on their fields. 

Although the foot pumps for irrigation should be considered a complete failure, the farmers have shown that they will nevertheless grow vegetables in the green zones, using simple technologies such as watering cans and canisters.

There is one specific agricultural issue that came up various times in the discussions with the CCLs and also with the DDA: cashew. Apart from Mabzissanga, all localities have many cashew trees. This year, the production of cashew nuts was particularly good
. In fact, both the DDA and all CCLs confirmed that cashew produces particularly well in years with little rainfall, and not so well in years with high rainfall. Cashew, then, seems to be the perfect crop for drought mitigation, also because they are harvested and sold just before the difficult period starts in years of drought (cashew season runs from October to January).

Moreover, the cashew nuts are controlled by women. They are the ones who collect the nuts and sell them, and who can use the money as they see fit. This year it has allowed them to buy maize meal, although by now the money is mostly finished.

The question therefore arises why cashew was not considered by the mitigation project. One reason could be that DDA has only recently realised the potential of cashew. Nevertheless, a good analysis before project start could already have revealed this. 

4 Water component

4.1 Quantitative assessment of outputs

Table 4.1 lists the outputs for the water component per locality, as provided by the CCLs, and the totals as per the final project report and the expected outputs as defined in the original project proposal.

Similar to the situation for the agricultural component, it can be concluded that the project has been able to deliver an impressive number of outputs, especially with regards to the construction and rehabilitation activities. 

It is also very evident from the table that the CCLs have not been able to provide detailed quantitative information to the Consultant on important issues such as the number of manual pumps that were repaired and the number of functioning maintenance groups. For the pump repairs this can be explained by the fact that almost all of them have a long history of breakdowns and repairs, a situation that has continued after the project’s completion (see under 4.2). It is not very clear to the CCLs who was responsible for which repair of which pump in which period. The total number of manual pumps repaired was quoted as 20 by the District Director of Public Works (a reliable source since he himself carried out the repairs). 

As for the maintenance groups, the situation is extremely unclear in terms of the number of groups that were actually functional at the end of the project. Although CCLs would mention the existence of maintenance groups, they were very vague about the members and the functioning. It is however clear that from all localities people belonging to active or dormant maintenance groups received training from the project.

The lack of filters (1 or 2 instead of the 100 planned) is explained by the change in strategy of the project. Instead of the planned traditional filters (made from local material), the project ordered bio-sand filters to be experimented with. These had to be purchased in Maputo.

Table 4.1 
Main water outputs per locality

	PA
	Locality
	Manual pump repair
	Maintenance groups
	Solar pumps
	Household
cisterns
	Roof water
catchment
	Wells
	Filters

	Chitobe
	Chipudje
	?
	?
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0

	
	Chitobe Sede
	?
	?
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0

	
	Bassane
	0
	?
	0
	4
	1
	2
	1

	
	Chipopopo
	?
	?
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Save
	Urima (Save Sede)
	4
	?
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	
	Sambassoca
	1
	?
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	
	Mabzissanga
	0
	?
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Mavende
	?
	?
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total according to DDOPH / CCLs
	20 (DDOPH)
	?
	1
	9
	4
	6
	0

	Total according final project report
	22
	25
	1
	10
	5
	6
	2

	Total planned in project proposal
	25
	25
	1
	10
	10
	10
	100


4.2 Qualitative assessment of outputs

In drought years, water is a fundamental problem in the district. People make daily trips (mostly on bicycles) of up to 20 km to get one or two 20-litre canisters of water. It’s logical that the project has put much effort in trying to improve this situation. 

The main activity in this area was repair of manual water pumps. In the district these pumps are either of the Afridev type or of the Volante type. The latter type was installed in quite a few places by a CARE project in the nineties. The origin of the AfriDev pumps is not very clear. At least some seem to have been installed by the parastatal company Água Rural (“Rural water”).

Both types of pump were repaired during the project period. According to the Public Works director in Machaze, a total of 20 pumps was repaired, mostly in 2004. Spare parts were either still available at Água Rural, or were supplied by the project. The actual repair was done by the director of the Public Works department himself. 

As far as could be assessed by the Consultant, none of the pumps that were repaired has functioned for a prolonged period without breakdowns. Out of the 20 pumps repaired, 7 are currently functioning
, but those have had one or more breakdowns in the meantime. The fact that they are now functioning is therefore not an indicator of the quality of the repairs, but rather of the functioning of the maintenance group. 

The main technical problem seems to be the depth of the groundwater table, which according to the CCLs is in places more than 100 meter deep
. Nor the Volante pumps nor the Afridev pumps are designed for such depths, and vital pump parts (pipes and rods) break or burst often. An improvement to the pumps through so-called bottom-up support has not had the desired result. Worse, if such a pump breaks down, it’s more difficult to repair because you’ll need non-standard spare parts.

The main practical problems are lack of money to buy spare parts, and the fact that spare parts are not available in the district. The project left kits of spare parts behind for future repairs, but those have all been used up. 

The lack of money is simply caused by non-functioning maintenance groups. Most water points have such a maintenance group since the days of the CARE project. They are in charge of collecting the water user’s contributions (around 10.000 mts/month) and use that money for repairs when the pump breaks down. Some were functioning well, some were not. The Mitigation project has tried to revitalise these groups through a one-week training. This has been partly successful given the fact that 7 pumps are now still functioning (see also under 4.4). 

Apart from repairing manual pumps, the Project has also installed one solar pump system. That system is still functioning and is providing valuable water to the Chipopopo area. Any future breakdown will however be difficult to repair, since the money collected by the maintenance group is “used for paying the men who guard the solar panels” (quote from an activist
). It is also not encouraging to know that of the 4 other solar pumps in the district that the Consultant is aware of, only 2 recently installed ones are still functioning. 

The Project has also repaired and constructed improved wells. Although well constructed, the current situation is that they don’t hold any water because of the drought situation, with the exception of the wells in Chitobe. Those are however not fully exploited because most people take their water from the mini-water system (based on a diesel pump), which is more centrally located.

The project also rehabilitated cisterns that provide a nearby source of water for vulnerable people, in particular older widows. Of the two cisterns visited by the Consultant, one was known to leak water, and the other had lost most of its purpose because the widow for whom it was meant has years ago moved to another site about a kilometre away. None of the cisterns held any water because of the drought, although this situation changed at the end of the consultancy when it started raining. At that point however, not only cisterns but also many small lagoons, natural depressions, etc. held water. 

At 5 Health Posts the Project has installed roof water catchment systems. These suffer from several fundamental technical flaws such as leakage and bad (non-connecting) installation of the gutter pipes. None of these were holding any water when the Consultant inspected them because of lack of rain, apart from the one in Chipopopo which is filled with water from the solar pump system (!). 

Of the 2 sand filter systems mentioned in the final project report, the Consultant could only locate one, which was in possession of the FRELIMO representative, who had several large cisterns on his plot. Potentially a good site if all water hauled from the cisterns would be filtered. However, the filter was never really used because the filtering process is extremely slow. According to the FRELIMO representative, he would need at least 3 filters just to provide filtered water for his own family.

4.3 Beneficiaries

The manual pumps are meant for the whole population, including vulnerable groups. Although the national water policy states that each pump should serve 500 families, the situation in Machaze is such that each functioning pump benefits far more people. According to DDOPH there are a total of 89 manual pumps in the district, of which currently only 34 are functioning. With a population estimated at around 84000, it means that each pump repaired by the project benefitted around 2000 people. However, as described above, repairs were not at all sustainable and so the number of current beneficiaries that can be directly attributed to the repairs carried out by the project is basically zero.

The solar pump installed in Chipopopo does have a high number of direct beneficiaries, since it is it the only functioning pump in and around the central village of this locality.

The cisterns were to be targeted for vulnerable people, widows mostly. Based on these guidelines provided by CONCERN, the CCLs asked the traditional leaders to indicate possible beneficiaries. As the example of the widow who moved to another house shows, it seems that the intentions were good but that the project did not check the relevance of each cistern.

The roofwater catchment systems, when carrying water, benefit all those who visit the Health Posts, which will therefore include many vulnerable people.

4.4 Conclusions in terms of relevance

The manual pumps potentially have an enormous impact on mitigating drought susceptibility. With properly functioning water pumps nearby, the whole population including vulnerable groups will have access to safe water all year round. As was confirmed by both the population and health workers, this contributes directly to a decrease in waterborne diseases such as diarrhoea. It would also make vulnerable groups less dependent on other people since they will often be able to get water from a nearby pump, but will not be able to fetch water at a source up to 10 km away.

It is therefore very unfortunate to have to conclude that the technical project intervention in this area has not been a sustainable one, given that all pumps repaired have had subsequent breakdowns, often within weeks of the repair. The current water situation in the district is quite dramatic, with only a few pumps working, and with amounts of water available per family that are far below (inter-)national standards. Also, because of lack of functioning pumps, people in places such as Bassane and Mabvissanga resort to the last stagnant water remaining in some of the streams. 

It should be stressed that the problem of water pumps breaking down all the time is not one that can easily be solved. What is needed is a thorough analysis of the technological problems of the current pumps and of alternative technologies to come up with more structural technical solutions. The only technological innovation for manual pumps that was tried by the project, the bottom-up support, has not had the desired result.

The solar pump installed by the project is the only pump that has so far functioned satisfactorily and is playing a crucial role in drought mitigation in Chipopopo district.

Support to maintenance groups is also potentially very relevant for sustainable drought mitigation. Although the project document clearly recognises this importance, a one-week training course such as provided to these maintenance groups is short of what is normally considered to be needed in order to ensure that such groups have the capacity to effectively manage the water points under their control. Nevertheless, this training, in combination with empowerment of CCLs to monitor their functioning, has managed to revitalise some groups to the extent that they have been able to organise subsequent repairs without further direct external support.

All other interventions in the water component, including cisterns, wells, and roofwater catchments have only a limited capacity to mitigate drought susceptibility, since they depend on rainfall to fill up, and do not hold water long enough to overcome a long drought period. 

In terms of general improvement of livelihood security, these interventions do have a direct relevance. In years with reasonable rainfall they will be able to supply good quality water for at least a few months. The cisterns and roofwater catchment systems in particular will directly benefit vulnerable groups.

5 Implementation strategies

5.1 Role of the CCLs

One of the main principles of the mitigation programme was to work very closely with the CCLs set up in the context of the district-planning programme.

The Consultant has spoken extensively with all CCLs, and was impressed by their level of organisation and their general commitment and motivation towards collaborating with projects such as the Drought Mitigation.

Following are the main observations with regards to the involvement of the CCLs in the Mitigation project:

1. It came as a surprise that many of the CCLs could not really provide the Consultant with clear answers as to what interventions were undertaken in their locality. The Consultant concludes that this is not so much an indication of not having been involved, but rather of having many different types of activities ongoing in the localities, including the CONCERN district planning programme, regular DDA activities, etc.


2. The CCLs faithfully implemented the activities according to the guidelines provided by the project staff. If the guideline was to involve widows, then without a doubt widows would be involved. If the guideline was to implement the activity in a certain remote village, the CCL would ensure it would be. But also: if the guideline was to have a demonstration field (initially) managed by the CCL, then so it would be.


3. Within the guidelines provided, most CCLs ensured that they themselves were involved in the activity. See the example of the goats. It is too early to tell whether this involvement is based on ensuring benefits for themselves or ensuring that the activity is going well. This is something that future interventions should look at.


4. In the end, most decisions on beneficiaries and project sites were taken by the traditional leaders, with the CCL facilitating the contacts with the project. 

5. The CCLs are still dominated by members living in the central village of the locality, in spite of efforts to get more people from outlying villages included. In many cases, those villages are only represented by their village chief. The main traditional leader (the régulo) is sometimes member of the CCL, sometimes not.

6. In 7 of the 8 localities, the president of the locality (a government position) is also the president of the CCL. Such was the guideline as provided by the district-planning programme. It means these presidents have a very powerful position. Eg. in Sambassoca, he decided to remove 3 men from the CCL, a decision deplored by other members, but apparently not protested.

Based on these observations, the following can be concluded:

1. The fact that the Mitigation project has managed to implement a lot of activities within a short time-span is for a large part thanks to the good collaboration between project staff and the CCLs.


2. The fact that the project has been able to reach the most vulnerable groups is not because the CCLs represent those groups, but because they were told that the activity had to benefit vulnerable groups. Although this might not be the ideal picture of how a CCL should function, it is nevertheless very encouraging that CCLs invest their time in helping vulnerable people in the communities.


3. The CCLs do not yet function as real discussion partners for projects such as Drought Mitigation. They do not have a clear own agenda and own ideas that can serve as the basis for discussions with project staff on best solutions, nor do they sense the lack of such an agenda.


4. The basic concept of CCL as an important local structure has really taken hold in the district. Their members see themselves as the logical entry-point for projects such as Drought Mitigation, and also for government staff. It is questionable whether they see CCL as an interface between local population and local government (in this case the President of the Locality). Rather, they see themselves as a village development committee, and in fact on two occasions explained to the Consultant that they used to be called CDL (Commissão de Desenvolvimento Local, Local Development Committee).


5. A lot of capacity building of CCLs is still needed for them to become the representative bodies as envisaged in the legislation, and for them to be able to become real discussion and negotiation partners of government and projects. Their status as an interface structure instead of a village committee also means that capacity building should be separate for the different type of members of the CCL: local population, President of the locality, and possibly other technical government staff.


6. It seems a bad idea to have the president of the locality also preside over the CCL, since this concentrates too much power and prestige in one person, who is not a member of the community. Fortunately, information received during the field visit indicates that this situation is about to change with the start of the WB planning programme in Machaze.

5.2 Link with district planning and Food for Work programmes

The Drought Mitigation programme was set up as a separate project, with its own field staff and own project manager. It’s not clear to the Consultant why this option was chosen, and not the option to integrate drought mitigation in the CONCERN district-planning programme that was also ongoing in the district. If it was to ensure a clear distinction between what the planning programme “has to offer” and what Drought Mitigation was about, this does not seem to have worked. When CCLs were asked about the activities of the Drought Mitigation project, they often came up with things such as distribution of cattle, which were in fact micro-projects of the planning project. Also, they were under the assumption that to get a waterpoint repaired, their best bet would be to go and see the project manager of the district-planning project.

Integrating it as a component of the planning programme would have created a good possibility to test how project-like activities can be streamlined with planning processes. Eventually all projects, whether from CONCERN or other organisations, will need to be linked to the planning process.
 

More important than the linkage or lack of linkage with district planning, is the link with the Food for Work programme. To the Consultant’s surprise, all Drought Mitigation activities that involved manual labour were implemented as food for work activities. It has thus further reinforced the perception of “CONCERN equals food” 
, whereas the Drought Mitigation project would have been a good first opportunity to gradually do away with that image. After all, most of the work done by the population should lead to direct benefits for them, and should therefore have been done without food-for-work. Of course, a population that is so used to the food-for-work might not readily accept this, but it would have been good to try and make a start with decreasing this food-for-work addiction.

Note that although CONCERN has now stopped with Food for Work, a new project that includes food-for-work activities has been started by another organisation. As long as such programmes continue outside the framework of the district planning process, it is difficult to see how that planning process will gain credibility at locality level.

The Drought Mitigation proposal states that the water and agricultural components will be integrated into the strategic district planning process. It is therefore disappointing to see that the District Development Plan (approved in Nov 2003) does not make any reference to the Drought Mitigation activities, nor is there any analysis regarding the need for such type of projects or the best way to implement drought-related activities. 

Of course, water and food will remain high on the agenda of both CCLs and higher-level consultative interfaces, simply because they are still the most pressing issues for the population. In that sense, the project document is right in claiming that many aspects of follow-up will be included in the district planning process. However, a highly successful mitigation project should in fact have led to other issues becoming top of the agenda. Although it is somewhat unfair to expect such an impact from a one-year project, the overall impression remains that the Drought Mitigation project has been little more than a hardly noticeable “beep” in the development noise in Machaze district.

5.3 Collaboration with other partners

Apart from the CCLs, the main implementing partners of the project were the District Agricultural Directorate and the District Directorate for Public Works. 

The agricultural activities carried out by the project clearly carry the signature of the DDA. The type of cash crops promoted and the strategy of working with demonstration fields and contact farmers are elements of the regular DDA plans. The Consultant noted that in the discussions with the Director of the DDA, he referred to the demonstration fields as “our fields”. Although one might argue that it should be “the localities’ fields”, it does indicate that they seem themselves as being responsible for these outputs.

Similarly, in the area of water, the work carries the signature of the Director of DDOPH. In fact, it was the Director himself who has repaired all the pumps on behalf of the project.

It can therefore be concluded that there has been a very clear and constructive involvement of these partners in the project. There was however a clear criticism from the part of the DDA in that they felt that there was a lack of co-ordination, visible for example in the fact that in the beginning the DDA did not receive any of the progress reports produced by the project. Also, in the case of the green zones, DDA was on several occasions only involved after the project staff in collaboration with the CCLs had already identified the area. 

Two collaboration issues merit specific attention:

1. As far as the Consultant could establish, there has not been any formalisation of the collaboration between the project and these partners. No memorandum of understanding was drawn up, and therefore roles and responsibilities of each of the partners were never spelled out. Whether justified or not, this now leads for example to complaints from DDA that the project has not handed over any transport means for continued supervision of the activities by DDA staff.


2. All involvement of staff from DDA and DDOPH was fully compensated for by the project in the form of per diems and provision of transport, even though most activities could be considered normal tasks of these partners, and should therefore in principle be paid from their regular budget. Although this arrangement is far from ideal and should in principle be avoided, the Consultant recognises that this is common practice in Mozambique, given the very limited financial means of district directorates. Yet, the project could and should at least have tried to negotiate these issues to come to some sort of cost sharing, rather than simply pay all the costs involved. DDA and DDOPH will be reinforced in their attitude that their involvement in agricultural and water activities need to be fully paid for by external parties.

5.4 Project organisation & scale

It is very difficult to evaluate the project organisation since the Consultant has not had the opportunity to meet with any of the project staff. So this short section is entirely based on the limited documentation available at the CONCERN office in Chimoio, talks with CONCERN staff not directly involved in the project, and information obtained from the driver with whom the Consultant spent a week in the field, and who was directly involved in the project.

The project had one manager, based in Chimoio, and two advisers/facilitators based in the district. Whether this was sufficient is difficult to tell. They have managed to implement an impressive number of activities, thanks to their own motivation and the generally good collaboration relations that they established with CCLs, DDA and DDOPH.  As mentioned earlier, the fact that they have also gone out of their way to implement activities in all localities, including the very remote ones, confirms the high level of commitment of the project staff.

However, their drive (possibly combined with pressure from above) to deliver all outputs as listed in the project proposal has led to a loss of quality control. It is doubtful however whether more staff would have led to a substantial better quality standard, since the most pressing problem was lack of time rather than lack of staff (see also below).

It is unclear to the Consultant how exactly the project manager and his staff monitored the progress and quality of activities. The few files available at the Chimoio office include some hand-written reports from the facilitators, but whether these are based for example on their own observations or on reports provided by the CCLs, DDA and DDOPH is unclear. 

What is clear, is the fact that the mid-term progress report and final progress report are providing a too rosy picture of the results of the project. They hardly mention any problems (the mid-term progress report’s section on problems is exactly 3 lines long), whereas this evaluation shows that there are numerous problems, of which at least a part must or should already have been apparent during the project lifetime (such as the mortality amongst the goats and turkeys, and the fact that standard repairs of the manual pump would not provide long-term solutions to the water problem).

The scale of the project in terms of number of beneficiaries to be reached in relation to the total number of potential beneficiaries is quite significant. Although the estimate of almost 20,000 beneficiaries as presented in the final report is definitely overoptimistic (given the numerous problems with the outputs delivered by the project), even half that number can still be considered a considerable impact on a total population of around 80,000. In that sense, the project was well designed. However, the scale of activities needed to provide the expected benefits to all these beneficiaries was far too ambitious for the limited time-frame of 1 year. This has clearly been one of the fundamental problems of the project.

6 Sustainability of project interventions

In line with the ToR the sustainability assessment is focusing on whether the collaboration with the CCLs and the main partners DDA and DDOPH has contributed to and/or will in the future contribute to sustainability of the project interventions.

For each main type of intervention, this is discussed below.

6.1 Green zones / demonstration fields

The implementation of the green zones and demonstration fields was done in very close co-operation with DDA and the CCLs. From the discussions with them, it became clear that they still feel involved in these activities. Although DDA involvement has decreased substantially, they do still visit some of the fields, and do feel some responsibility towards them. Their main problem (according to them and according to the CCls) is lack of transport. The current CCL involvement varies from locality to locality. The best situation occurs in those localities where a contact farmer is member of the CCL, such as in Bassane. This was both observed by the Consultant and confirmed by the DDA. In these cases, the contact farmers are very active in collaborating with DDA in providing support to the fields. 

The fundamental problem with this intervention is the fact that all activities that involved active participation of the population were carried out under the food-for-work scheme. When visiting demonstration fields, the Consultant noted that only those that received food-for-work this year were cleared during this rainy season.  In the other localities people were basically waiting for food-for-work to arrive to start working in the demonstration fields. To complicate matters, the food-for-work seems to be arranged via DDA, which makes that to the population DDA is basically replacing CONCERN in the equation “CONCERN equals food”. It is difficult to see how this contributes to the sustainability of these interventions. How this will work in future situations without food-for-work support is difficult to tell. On the short term, it will have a negative impact as long as people have some hope of receiving food-for-work. Ultimately however, one may hope that the fact that these fields were technically well implemented, and therefore should provide good yields, will make them sustainable interventions. 

A second important problem is the issue highlighter earlier (see chapter 5.3) that the DDA is accustomed to being paid for (and having transport arranged for) all activities that they implement in the context of projects such as Drought Mitigation. With the end of the project comes an end to such support and inevitable the assistance provided by DDA will significantly decrease. For long-term sustainability, these activities will have to be integrated in district planning and implementation plans.

6.2 Small livestock scheme

Involvement of DDA in this activity has been fairly limited. This is directly related to the fact that the project trained so-called activists (someone from the community) in basic animal husbandry. It is these activists who are currently still providing regular support to the groups that received goats and turkeys, using bicycles received from the project to visit each group. All activists are members of the CCL and therefore the CCL is also indirectly involved in following up on this scheme. 

After the high initial mortality rates, the remaining goats can be expected to thrive well and have in fact already started to reproduce. With the continuing support from the activists, this activity has a good potential for long-term sustainability.

With the turkeys, the main question mark is on the mortality of the chicks. Neither the activists nor DDA seems to know the exact causes for this mortality. As of yet, nobody has actively tried to get outside support to help solve this problem. If this situation continues, the likely scenario is that there will be no significant reproduction and hence no long-term sustainability of this activity.

6.3 Repair of manual pumps  / Maintenance groups / Solar pump

The short-term results of the repair of the manual pumps has been very disappointing, since all pumps have since broken down again, including the ones that were upgraded with the bottom-up support. Although involvement of DDOPH in this activity was very direct (they repaired the pumps), this has not directly contributed to any level of sustainability. 

The revitalisation of maintenance groups in all localities does seem to have had some sustainability impact. After all, of the 20 pumps repaired by the project, 7 are currently functioning because the maintenance group has managed to organise subsequent repairs. Since none of these pumps were functioning when the project made an assessment of the water pumps in the district, it indicates that the maintenance groups of these 7 pumps are now better capable of organising regular payments and buying spare parts when needed.

During the field visit, one manual pump was actually repaired after having been out of service for 3 weeks. The delay in repair was not caused by the lack of money, but the lack of available spare parts. The stock of spare parts left behind by the project has been used up, and spare parts now have to be bought in Chimoio. Given the high cost of transport to/from Chimoio, the maintenance groups depend on others such as DDOPH  and Água Rural to bring spare parts to the district.

All in all, the long-term prospects for sustainability of the functioning of these manual pumps is rather bleak. The technology used is just not adequate for the conditions in Machaze district, with its very deep groundwater. When regular breakdowns continue, the population will eventually loose its motivation to continue contributing to maintenance of the pump. This will especially be the case in good rainfall years, when alternative sources of water are available. The maintenance groups will then most likely become a sort of dormant groups. When a new drought occurs, a new revitalisation process would be necessary, and this is not likely to happen without outside support such as was provided by CARE in the nineties, and by the Drought Mitigation project more recently. 

A special case is the solar pump system. The one installed by the project is still functioning, and one might tentatively conclude that this technology is well suited for Machaze district. Long-term sustainability will however depend on available technical know-how on how to repair these pumps. If breakdowns are only sporadic, this could be arranged through Água Rural in Chimoio. An additional problem is that the price to be paid for the water needs to be higher than for the manual pumps since much of the money is needed to pay the guards of the all-important and fragile solar panels. It might well be that this more advanced technology needs a payment and management system that goes beyond the level of an individual maintenance group. It is the sort of issue to be included in the forums of the district planning process.

6.4 Wells / cisterns / roofwater catchment

Wells, when properly constructed, can function for very long periods without any specific maintenance. The same can be said of cisterns. The 6 wells constructed by the Drought Mitigation project appear to be of good quality, and should continue to serve as good water source (provided there is enough rainfall) for quite some years to come. Involvement of DDOPH is not of specific importance here.

The cisterns and roofwater catchment systems are unfortunately of a lesser quality with problems of leakage and badly connected pipes. Also, the cisterns do not have sand traps and can be expected to slowly fill up with sand and debris. Their long term functioning will very much depend on their importance for the individuals for whom they were constructed. 

The roofwater catchment systems installed at Health Posts that do not have construction problems should be able to function without any substantial problems for some time to come. It is not clear to the Consultant in how far the District Health Directorate was involved in this activity. Eventually, they should include in their budgets some allocation to maintain/repair these systems. This is also an issue to be included in district planning processes, since reliable water at Health Posts is an important issue for the whole population and in particular the more vulnerable groups. 

Unfortunately, there are as yet no signs that the District Health Directorate feels some sort of ownership over the roof catchment systems. When visiting catchment systems that had technical problems, the Consultant did not get the impression that any action had been taken or would be undertaken to solve these problems. Even a small issue such as a pipe that needs a 20-centimetre extension was not tackled, and instead of filling the reservoir, the rainwater is simply flowing onto the grounds of the Health Post. 

7 Conclusions and recommendations

7.1 Conclusions

The overall conclusion must be that the Drought Mitigation programme has not been able to live up to its title. Although most of the agricultural activities and some of the water activities have the potential to contribute to improved livelihood security during non-drought years, none but two (solar pump, small livestock) of the activities has led or has the potential to lead to any considerable mitigation of drought susceptibility for vulnerable groups. 

The first fundamental problem is in the design of the programme, and in particular the lifespan. Any programme that intends to bring sustainable solutions to drought mitigation will need far more than one year. The assumption that all follow-up will be integrated in the district planning process has proven to be a very unrealistic one. This is no surprise given the fact that the project was based on a philosophy of handing out everything for free and not expecting any contribution in money or kind of the intended beneficiaries
. The same philosophy was adopted in the collaboration with the main implementing partners DDA and DDOPH, although it must be acknowledged that this is regular practice in Mozambique given the very limited financial means of district level government departments. With the funds of the projects no longer available, the predictable result is that the follow-up is very weak at best. It is in fact quite remarkable that some follow-up on e.g. the demonstration fields (DDA) and small livestock (activists) is still taking place.

If the lifespan of 1 year was a given, then the project could have better invested all its efforts in a far more limited number of activities. The most logical choice would then have been to look more in-depth to the technological possibilities for good and reliable water pumps (all solar systems?), and invest far more time in the capacity building of maintenance groups and in the training of pump mechanics. 

As it was, the project staff has quite understandably focused on trying to achieve all the outputs as presented in the project proposal. This has led to below-quality standards of some of the activities implemented, and to a project that had no time to reflect on its implementation strategies. Had they had more time to reflect they might have concluded that using food-for-work, providing all materials for free, and paying all costs of implementing partners are not strategies that will contribute to the sustainability of the activities.

The second fundamental flaw has been in the choice of activities. Most activities depend on at least a fair amount of rain to be able to contribute to livelihood security. This became very clear during the evaluation since the fieldwork took place at the end of a rainy season with below-average rainfall. The only three main activities that in theory can really mitigate drought susceptibility are the rehabilitation of manual pumps (in combination with training of maintenance groups), the installation of the solar pump, and the small livestock scheme. 

Unfortunately, the manual pump repairs have proven to be in no way sustainable because of fundamental technical shortcomings related to the groundwater depth. Because of the many breakdowns even water points with functioning maintenance groups do not all succeed in keeping the pumps functional. 

The solar pump is functioning well (although sometimes the pump stops functioning for inexplicable reasons), and is thus directly providing drought mitigation to at least 1000 to 2000 people.

The small livestock scheme suffered both from “technical” flaws (animals brought in from other areas that did not adapt well) and from the fact that the groups are mostly controlled by non-vulnerable persons, mostly traditional leaders in fact. So far the livestock has not given any benefits. It could well be that future benefits from selling animals will indeed reach the vulnerable members of the groups, but it could just as well be that they will never see any of the benefits.

In terms of general improvement of livelihood security, it can be concluded that almost all activities have a good potential to contribute to this objective. The main agricultural activities, demonstration fields and green zones, have in some places already proven to be able to produce both staple food crops and cash crops, and vulnerable people have been amongst the beneficiaries. If that remains so in the future depends very much on whether these fields will be exploited as a group, since the vulnerable members will often depend on the others for the harder work of clearing and ploughing the fields. It’s difficult to tell how this will develop, since so far all this work was done through the food-for-work scheme.

Although it is not part of the ToR, the Consultant would like to make some remarks on the relevance of the Drought Mitigation project in general. Having stayed in the district for almost 5 days at the end of a long drought period, visiting all localities, the Consultant has the impression that the livelihood situation in the district is not as critical as one might expect it to be, with the exception of the water situation. Although CCL members were trying to convince the Consultant that they had had nothing to eat for days on end, they did so mostly with a smile on their face and without the appearance of someone who has indeed not eaten for days. It was also remarkable to see how many people own goats, chickens and cattle (the latter mainly in the south). Also, when comparing with rural areas in Nampula province
, people are much better dressed and almost everyone seems to have a bicycle. 

Whether it is through selling livestock, or through money received from family members in South Africa, or through other means: it seems that the majority of the population is so far quite capable of coping with drought situations when the fields produce no food. This does not mean that there are not vulnerable groups who really need help in obtaining food, but these people are in fact helped by the WFP that provides direct food aid to very vulnerable individuals such as widows who are of weak health. They also provide meals to schoolchildren (although only in some schools). Also, it might be that the situation will worsen considerably in the coming half year, since the next chance for regular income will only be with the cashew harvest starting in October. Yet, it is the Consultant’s feeling that water is the real fundamental problem in the district, and that any livelihood intervention should first try to help find sustainable solutions to that problem. Had the Drought Mitigation project concentrated solely on water problems, the conclusion as regards the success in mitigating drought susceptibility might have been quite another one.

7.2 General recommendations

There can only be one main general recommendation for CONCERN based on the evaluation of this project: it should no longer embark on this type of projects which couples an enormous amount of outputs to a very short-term time span, while hoping to achieve sustainable results. 

For CONCERN Manica specifically, this project should be the end of CONCERN’s direct involvement in emergency and food-for-work schemes, if CONCERN wants to gain any credibility as a partner for sustainable development. Although it would probably be best to say that this project is best quickly forgotten, this will not be so easy since the project has reinforced the perception of the population that CONCERN is there to provide them with water and food whenever things get though. The Drought Mitigation has only helped in maintaining this climate of high dependency, and CONCERN will need to tread carefully in future activities to be able to win the population’s support for activities that do not involve direct handouts or other direct benefits.

Based on the evaluation of this project, and on his own experiences elsewhere, the Consultant feels inclined to provide some general recommendations on project design and implementation.

1. Before embarking on a new project, it is always good to have a critical analysis of a proposal by various external resource persons. In the case of the Drought  Mitigation this could have led to some adjustments in the proposal in terms of technical issues (a more fundamental solution to the water situation, more focus on agricultural activities with real potential of contributing to drought mitigation) and in terms of the achievable results within the short lifespan of the project.

2. It would also be good if CONCERN would develop a clearer policy for a self-critical attitude and for internal learning. The progress and final report of the Drought Mitigation project create the impression that basically all was running smoothly, whereas this evaluation comes to quite a different conclusion. It is of no use to anyone to paint a brighter picture than the actual situation, nor does it promote learning within the organisation.
 

3. In designing projects and elaborating proposals, CONCERN should pay more attention to correct formulation of objectives and results, and to the identification of key indicators. The Drought Mitigation proposal has mixed up objectives, outputs, strategies and some indicators into a non-logical framework, whereas for this type of projects a good logical framework can be a very effective tool for project monitoring and evaluation.

4. When working together with other partners, CONCERN is advised to formalise these partnerships with contracts or memorandums of understanding that describe roles, rights and responsibilities of each of the partners. 

7.3 Recommendations for the new district planning programme

The ToR specifically ask for achievable recommendations on how to address fragile livelihood issues in the context of the future District Planning programme. The recommendations given here are not only based on the evaluation of the Drought Mitigation project, but also on the Consultant’s experience with district planning projects elsewhere, and in particular in Nampula province.

Recommendations regarding CCL and planning processes:

1. The CCLs are not yet a real representative entity, nor do they consider themselves as such. Vulnerable groups in particular are hardly represented. Although it might be considered the ideal situation when they are really representative (eg. through elections), one cannot expect this to happen in a short time-span. On the short term it is more important to ensure that what the CCLs do (or do not do) does not only benefit them, nor only the better-off part of the population, but also the vulnerable groups. A pragmatic approach to this would involve the following phases:

a) In a first phase, the CCLs are basically “told” to ensure that vulnerable groups are beneficiaries of project or government interventions (much like the Drought Mitigation project has done), and that issues of relevance to vulnerable groups should be identified and presented at higher level IPCCs.

b) This should gradually lead to a second phase, in which CCLs of their own initiative take vulnerable groups into account

c) In a third phase, CCLs should include active members of vulnerable groups (whether this can best be achieved through elections is an issue for debate).


2. One should also accept the fact that in the beginning much of the decisions of the CCL will in fact be decisions of the traditional leaders. What is important in first instance is that the decisions are legitimate in the eyes of the local population. Once CCL members (those who are not traditional leaders), through the planning process, manage to deliver tangible benefits to the locality, one may expect them to be viewed more and more as people from whom decisions are also expected and accepted. 
Whether it should be promoted to have many, few or no traditional leaders in the CCL is an issue open for debate. 


3. One issue of representativeness can already be solved in the short term, namely the geographical one. Currently most members are from the central village of the locality. A more equitable participation of all villages should be strived for as soon as possible.


4. The proposed change to the CCL structure, with the President of the locality no longer being the President of the CCL, is highly recommended. However, it should be brought with caution, and well explained to all CCLs.

5. Most of the CCLs in Machaze district have a clear strategy on adjusting their message according to who is receiving it. To say it more bluntly: the Consultant, seen as someone from CONCERN and therefore “Consultant equals water and food” was clearly not told the whole truth about their current predicament. One example: when asking a group of 3 women about family members in South-Africa, they all started laughing and said they had no family members in SA. However, the CONCERN driver happened to know that one of them definitely had a son living in SA. When questioned about this afterwards, she acknowledged this, but said she wanted to show solidarity with the other two women.

What this means is that the future district planning programme will need to include a monitoring system that not only depends on information from the CCLs, but will also use other sources to verify progress in the locality in terms of involvement of vulnerable groups, livelihood situation in general, etc.


6. It is clear that capacity building of CCLs must be a fundamental element of the future district planning process. This capacity building should however not be an across-the-board approach for the CCLs as a whole but should target the different types of representatives there: representatives from the local population, the President of the Locality, and possibly other government staff. This will need a mind shift within the CCLs who seem to consider themselves as village development committees.


7. CCLs are currently supposed to meet every 15 days, whereas the consultative meetings at Administrative Post level only take place once per 4 months (according to several CCLs). These frequencies should be more harmonised, with the possibility of ad-hoc CCL meetings to discuss specific issues with e.g. staff from DDA.


8. CONCERN might try and play a pro-active role in ensuring that all development activities in the districts are streamlined within the district planning process, at least with regards to projects from NGOs. This could be promoted by having some sort of (informal?) co-ordinating mechanism at provincial level. This could be considered as a positive form of peer pressure. 


Recommendations regarding livelihood issues and the planning process:

1. In line with the general recommendations, CONCERN should refrain from being directly involved in livelihood activities in those districts in which it is involved in the planning programme.


2. Although it sounds contradictory to the above recommendation, CONCERN should help promote that support for livelihood activities, in particular economic development, are implemented in the same districts. The planning process will unavoidably focus on (the infrastructure aspects of) public service delivery, with the risk that economic activities will receive little attention. Yet, these are an important aspect of livelihood security. Promoting these activities could be done either by facilitating interventions from other organisations (or even private sector) through lobbying activities, or even providing funding to other organisations. One very good example of what the Consultant sees as a relevant intervention is the “animal banks” as implemented by the local NGO Magariro in some districts in the north of Manica. It is in fact a very good system for mitigating drought susceptibility.


3. Food-for-work activities, if present in the district, should be streamlined in the planning process. CONCERN should help promote that the food-for-work principle is not used in the context of economic activities that will directly benefit the people involved, but rather for more general-purpose activities such as road rehabilitation and other public service delivery. In fact, the Consultant doubts whether food-for-work is a strategy that is needed in Machaze district. It seems more logical to focus on real economic development, and only provide direct food aid to the most needy in times of disasters. As long as food-for-work continues, the incentive for the population to invest themselves in sustainable livelihood security will always be sub-optimal.


4. The current District Development Plan provides a good general description of the Machaze district. However, it does not include a comprehensive livelihood analysis, nor a comprehensive strategy towards livelihood security. Although support to the provincial and (indirectly) district Technical Teams is provided through the WB project, it is often so that this type of support does not include thematic/technical support. It is also questionable whether the district or provincial government has staff with the required expertise. It might therefore be interesting for CONCERN to investigate the possibility of providing an advisor on livelihood issues to the provincial/district technical teams. This would then also imply that CONCERN has a seat at the table at the consultative meetings at district level (the CCD), which allows for observing the functioning of the CCD and in particular the involvement / participation of CCL representatives.


5. Such an advisor could also help to improve the quality of the District Development Plans in other aspects. Most support to the district planning process focuses on the quality of the processes and not so much on the quality of what is being discussed. Yet, good processes that lead to bad decisions are not much, if any, better than bad processes that lead to good decisions. In short, a quality boost of the contents of the plans might be needed. A quick glance at the Machaze District Development Plans reveals that, apart from the lack of livelihood analysis, it also lacks the following:

a) nothing about water committees, or other forms of organisation around public services

b) no analysis of vulnerable groups (what are they, how many are they, and where are they)

c) nothing about the influence of South-Africa on the local economy

d) nothing about Community Based Organisations

e) no spatial analysis that is, no elements of land use planning
.

ANNEX I
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Final evaluation of the Drought Mitigation Project, Machaze District, Manica Province

Concern is proposing to assess the Drought Mitigation Project, Machaze District which was implemented from April 2003 to June 2004. This project was funded by Oxfam GB, and sought to address problems of access to water and agricultural extension in Machaze district Manica Province. The project was implemented in interrelation with the WFP funded food for work project and the District Planning Project. All three projects relied on the collaboration with CCLs (Local consultative councils). They also all ended roughly at the same time. 

1. Objective of the evaluation

A. The consultant will independently assess the performance of the project against the proposal document. Objectives and expected results as described in the project proposal are as follows: 

The objective of the project was to improve the livelihood security of the most vulnerable families and to reduce their susceptibility to disasters in Machaze District by increasing and diversifying agricultural production and improving access to potable water.

It was intended that increased and diversified agricultural production will have a range of benefits:

· diversification will reduce reliance on any one, or a small number of, crops, therefore reducing vulnerability to drought, pests, etc.;

· diversification will help to spread the workload throughout the year, because many crops have different cultivation requirements at different times;

· improved techniques and new varieties will increase overall production, resulting in increased family stocks of food;

· irrigation will increase overall production, particularly of vegetables and fruit;

· greater and more varied production will bring nutritional and cash income benefits to families;

· small livestock provide a source of income and also a degree of security against ‘shock’ for vulnerable families.

It was intended that improving access to potable water will have two main benefits: 

· a reduction in water-related sickness;

· a reduction in family labour devoted to water collection, allowing more time for agriculture and other activities.

B. The consultant will assess the sustainability of the intervention, through a comparison between the results described in the final report (attached) and the current situation 6 months after project closure. 

C. Following analysis, the consultant will produce achievable recommendations to guide Concern on how to address fragile livelihoods in the context of the future District Planning project currently being developed.

2. Specific tasks

The guidelines below are given as an indication of the specific orientations that the evaluation should take with regards to the evaluation of impact and sustainability of the project:

A. Using as a reference the outputs planned in the proposal document and the end-of-project situation described in the final report, assess whether the project has delivered the intended outputs and whether they were delivered to standards. 

B. Assess the project methodology in the given context, to gauge whether the outputs delivered achieved intended objectives and results. The consultant will consider the scale of the operation, the staffing strategy, planning and changes in context. 

C. Was the project implemented in a participatory manner particularly with respect to the level of involvement of the IPCCs? Did the project benefits reached the intended target group? Did the type of collaboration with the IPCCs, DDA and Agua Rural contribute to the objectives and sustainability of the project?

D. Given the interrelation between this project and the Machaze district planning project that was implemented at the same time, are there any relevant issue with respect to the relationship between livelihoods and district planning, that can be taken into account for the development of the district planning project being developed?

3. Methodology

Data collection will be carried out through 

A. meeting (possibly on the phone) with the Assistant Country Director

B. meeting with the current management of the District Planning programme (project officer and area coordinator)

C. meeting with a representative of each CCL and direct beneficiaries of each activity, as indicated by the CCL representative

D. meeting with the director of DDA and the Agua Rural representative in Machaze

E. visiting a selection of the fields where the activities were implemented, to be judged by the consultant through the discussions with CCLs and analyses of the final report. 

If judged relevant a translator Ndau/Changana to Portuguese will be provided. 

The proposal, mid-year and final report of the project will be provided as well as  the proposal and final report of the Machaze district planning programme (99-04) and the project concept note “capacity building for District Planning” will be provided for consultation. 

4.  Outputs

After a literature review and an initial meeting with the Concern programme team, the consultant will meet with the team and explain the approach chosen for the research. At mid-point in the research, if judged relevant a second meeting can be held with the programme team in Chimoio to ensure that the direction taken is adequate, to clarify issues, etc.

A presentation of the preliminary results of the consultancy will be organised intended at key programme partners (to be discussed during the consultancy) and the Concern team.

The draft final report will need to be submitted within ten days of the presentation. It must include a title, a table of contents, a summary, a detailed analysis, a conclusion and achievable recommendations. The body of the document must be a maximum of 20 pages. The report will be produced in English in electronic format. 

The final report will be assessed by the Concern team within 10 days of receipt of the draft. Once the report is approved, the final payment will be settled.

5.   Lines of Communication

The consultant will report to the Area Coordinator. The evaluation will be coordinated by the Project Officer.

6. Timeframe

 Field work (including work in Chimoio) should take 7 days plus a day’s travel time either side and a day for reading documents.  A further 3 days work will be paid for the production of the report (total 13 days). The final report must be received no later than the 22/04/04. 

	06/03/2005
	Sunday
	Leitura dos documentos

	07/03/2005
	Monday
	NPL - Beira  chegada as 8.40 - Chimoio chegada as 12.00 

	
	
	Encontro com equipe e Leitura dos documentos

	08/03/2005
	Tuesday
	Viagem para Machaze visita de campo zona Norte

	09/03/2005
	Wednesday
	visita de campo zona Norte

	10/03/2005
	Thursday
	visita de campo zona Norte e viagem ate zona Sul

	11/03/2005
	Friday
	Visita zona Sul

	12/03/2005
	Saturday
	Viagem para Chimoio

	13/03/2005
	Monday
	Estruturação e analise dos dados e redacção do draft

	14/03/2005
	Tuesday
	Redacção do e apresentacao dos resultados preliminares 

	15/03/2005
	Wednesday
	Elaboração relatório - saida para Beira 14.30

	16/03/2005
	Thursday
	Beira- Nampula saida as 8.10 chegada as 9.40 -  Elaboração relatório

	17/03/2005
	Friday
	Elaboração relatório 

	18/03/2005
	Saturday
	Elaboração relatório


ANNEX II

LIST OF PERSONS & CCLs MET BY THE CONSULTANT

	Name
	Position

	Remko .......
	Area Co-ordinator CONCERN Manica

	Kembo .........
	..........

	Sarah Blin
	Assistant Country Director CONCERN

	Mr. Daniel
	Director of DDA – Machaze

	Ms. Marta
	Technical staff DDA – Machaze

	Mr. Savanguane
	Technical staff DDA – Machaze

	Mr. Jozias João do Deus
	Director of DDOPH – Machaze

	Mr. ........
	Administrator Machaze District

	CCL Chipudje
	5 men / 2 women

	CCL Chipopo
	11 men / 4 women

	CCL Chitobe
	3 men / 1 woman

	CCL Bassane
	6 men / 4 women

	CCL Urima (Save)
	3 men / 1 woman

	CCL Mabvissanga
	3 men / 1 woman

	CCL Sambassoca
	5 men (2 ex-members)

	CCL Mavende
	15 men / 8 women


In addition to this list, the Consultant also had many informal contacts with individual members of the CCLs and with beneficiaries of the Drought Mitigation Project.

ANNEX III

LIST OF DOCUMENTS CONSULTED

	1. Bockel, Natalie: Final evaluation of  CONCERN district planning programme, Distrito de Machaze, Província de Manica, April 2004

	2. CONCERN Worlwide Final report District Planning Programme, Machaze District, Manica Province, July 2004

	3. CONCERN Worlwide Project proposal Machaze District Planning: capacity building and promotion of community participation, 2000

	4. CONCERN Worlwide Project Proposal, Draft 1 to Dublin, Capacity building for Decentralised District Planning, Machaze and Tambara Districts, Manica Province, December 2004

	5. CONCERN Worlwide: Final Report Machaze District Disaster Mitigation Project, July 2004

	6. CONCERN Worlwide: Progress report Machaze District Disaster Mitigation Project, October 2003

	7. CONCERN Worlwide: Project Proposal (final draft) Machaze District Disaster Mitigation Project, 2003

	8. Weimer, Bernard: Research report Capacity building for Participatory District Planning and Financing in Manica Province, Mozambique, July 2004


� Note that the project proposal refers to 9 localities. However, one locality (Mutefo) was not included in the project activities because it has neither any CCLs nor any government representation.


� with the exception of some areas in Bassane, where the cashew trees suffer from a disease


� information from DDOPH


� this might be somewhat exaggerated but depths of 50 to 100 meters are mentioned in the PDD


� people from the communities trained by the project in water&sanitation and/or basic animal husbandry.


� Note that this does not mean that all activities in the district have to be implemented through this process. In particular economic activities can and should be implemented outside this process, but should nevertheless be included in the general discussions on district development as they take place in the various consultative structures.


� as a CCL member in Sambassoca noted: “When we saw the CONCERN car coming, we knew our hunger and thirst would be solved”


� with the sole exception of the solar pump system, for which the community had to provide a financial contribution.


� where the Consultant resides


� CONCERN’s insistence on having this evaluation done 8 months after the end of the project is in fact a sign that the organisation is becoming more willing to learn, since it indicates that they want to have a critical look at the sustainability of the project’s results.


�  Just an example: while in the district, the Consultant noted that there is a lot of healthy-looking forest. However, where new fields are cleared, all trees that are left standing seemed to have died. Do they only survive in a forest micro-climate? If so, land use planning could contribute to sound natural resource management by designating areas where machambas can be opened and others where they can not. This of course should be based on input from the localities!





