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Abstract 

This report presents summary findings for the value for money (VFM) analysis of the 

PRONASAR Common Fund investments in Mozambique between 2010 and 2015. PRONASAR 

(National Water Supply and Sanitation Programme) aims to increase access to improved 

water and sanitation services in rural areas. The Government of Mozambique implements the 

Common Fund component, with support from several donors. DFID has been the main 

contributor to the Common Fund, with 56% of total funding.  

 
A complete version of this analysis, including all underlying assumptions for the estimates is 

available on the project website at www.vfm-wash.org. 

The VFM-WASH project  

This note is an output of the VFM-WASH project, which stands for “Value for Money and 

Sustainability in WASH programmes”. It is a two-year research project funded by DFID, which entails 

carrying out operational research into DFID’s WASH programmes in 6 countries. A consortium of 5 

organisations, led by OPM, has carried out the work. Research Partners include the University of 

Leeds, Trémolet Consulting, the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine and Oxfam.  

The project has 2 main objectives: 

1. To identify how VFM and sustainability can be improved in DFID-funded WASH programmes 

through operational research in six countries (Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Nigeria, 

Pakistan and Zambia). In each of these countries, the project team conducted a VFM analysis 

of a DFID-funded WASH programme. The focus programmes were implemented by the country’s 

government, large organisations such as UNICEF or small NGOs;  
2. To assess the sustainability of rural WASH services in Africa and South Asia by carrying out 

nationally representative household surveys in 4 countries (Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Mozambique 
and Pakistan), alongside gathering secondary data for a larger group of countries (e.g. existing 
surveys and Water Point Mapping initiatives). 

See the project website for more information: http://vfm-wash.org   
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Objectives   

The objective of the present analysis was to evaluate the Value-for-Money (VFM) of the 

PRONASAR Common Fund investments. PRONASAR (National Water Supply and 

Sanitation Programme) is a multi-annual multi-donor programme established in 2009 and 

partially funded by DFID via a Common Fund.  

When the study was initiated in October 2013, DFID Mozambique was at a critical stage in 

the development of its WASH sector strategy. PRONASAR had been implemented for nearly 

4 years, thus only intermediary results were available. The analysis could inform 

stakeholders’ involvement, and especially DFID’s, in the WASH sector in Mozambique and 

assist with the formulation of key strategic choices, including potential changes in terms of 

programme implementation and whether to channel funding via alternative implementation 

arrangements.  

1.2 Overview of DFID support to the Mozambican WASH sector 

DFID support to the Mozambique WASH sector. DFID has provided support to the WASH 

sector in Mozambique since 2010 through three modalities:  

 Support to the PRONASAR Common Fund, through a GBP 20 million (US$ 33.9 million) 

grant provided to cover activities undertaken between 2010 and March 2015. DFID 

provided an initial grant of GBP 7.5 million to support the establishment of PRONASAR 

in 2010 and approved an additional GBP 12.5 million in grant funding in early 2012;  

 Support to UNICEF, through a GBP 4 million (US$ 6 million) grant signed in August 2013, 

to accelerate the delivery of results, with funding provided between September 2013 and 

September 2015.; 

 General budget support (of which only 1-2% is allocated to the WASH sector).  

DFID support to PRONASAR. PRONASAR is a Government-led programme to increase 

rural access to water and sanitation and promote the adoption of hygienic practices in rural 

Mozambique. The government of Mozambique and development partners are providing 

support to PRONASAR through two pillars:  

 Pillar A includes all the interventions implemented nationwide by development partners 

to improve rural WASH coverage outside of the Common Fund. Support is provided 

through individual projects, with projects implemented by UNICEF, the African 

Development Bank or the Islamic Development Bank;  

 Pillar B is the Common Fund (CF), in which DFID was the main donor in the first phase 

of implementation. Other contributors to the Common Fund have included the 

Government of Mozambique, the Dutch Government via its Embassy, the Swiss Agency 

for Development and Cooperation, UNICEF and Austria. The Common Fund aims to 

improve the quality and increase the coverage and sustainability of WASH services by 
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providing hardware and software support in 15 districts in 3 priority provinces (Maputo, 

Gaza and Zambezia). It also provides TA and training in all the other provinces.  

The first phase of PRONASAR Common Fund was implemented between January 2010 and 

March 2015. By the end of 2014, USD 60.6 million had been disbursed by donors and the 

GoM to the PRONASAR CF, out of which USD 58 Million were actually spent on activities. A 

second phase for the PRONASAR programme has been agreed in principle and planning is 

currently under way, although no details had been formally agreed.  

 

DFID contributed GBP 20 Million to the Common Fund, which is equivalent to USD 33.9 

million using annual exchange rates throughout the life of the programme. This made it the 

main donor to the CF, with a contribution of 56% of the total funding. Although DFID’s last 

fund transfer to PRONASAR took place at the end of 2014, DFID support to PRONASAR is 

likely to continue through a new capacity building programme at central and decentralised 

levels of government. The terms of DFID’s support are still to be defined and could be 

informed by the findings of the present analysis. By contrast, direct support to UNICEF will 

likely not be renewed, as this programme was mainly seen as a way to accelerate results 

towards the Millennium Development Goals. 

1.3 Scope and methodology for the VFM analysis  

Scope of the VFM analysis. The present study focuses on the investments made between 

2011 and 2014 through the PRONASAR Common Fund (Pillar B). Despite our initial 

attempts, it was not possible to disentangle DFID’s specific contribution from the rest of the 

expenditure going through the Common Fund, as they are not separately tracked. 

Methodology. The present analysis follows a standard methodology for VFM analysis set 

out in the “How to do Value for Money analysis for WASH programmes” note released in May 

2015 by the VFM-WASH consortium. This methodology explains how VFM can be evaluated 

along the WASH results value chain, as shown in Figure 1 below.  

Figure 1. The WASH Results Chain 

 
Source: Adapted by Authors from DFID WASH Portfolio Review (2013) 

 

The WASH results chain uses the following definitions:  

http://vfm-wash.org/vfm-guidance-note/
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 An output is defined as an activity or product (infrastructure or software activity) that is 

the direct result of the programme and which can be counted as such (e.g. water points 

and small water supply systems constructed by the programme, number of CLTS 

campaigns conducted);  

 An assumed outcome is the number of beneficiaries assumed to have gained access to 

WASH services as a result of the outputs of the programme’s interventions;  

 A sustained actual outcome measures the actual change in poor people’s lives. It is the 

number of new people moving from using an unimproved water point to an improved one 

and who continue to use it over time. 

A key step of the methodology consists of mapping out the programme results chain, as done 

in Section 3.2 below. The methodology then consists of computing VFM indicators across 

the five main dimensions of the VFM analysis, including economy, efficiency, cost-efficiency, 

effectiveness and cost-effectiveness. The way in which these indicators have been estimated 

in Mozambique is explained in Section 4 below.  

 

Moreover, the “How to do Value for Money analysis for WASH programmes”1 note stresses 

that the output of the VFM analysis should not just be a series of quantitative indicators: the 

exercise in itself (and the associated discipline of identifying and analysing hard numbers) 

must engage with programme stakeholders in order to deliver learning for programme design 

and implementation. 

 

Annual expenditure and VFM indicators presented in this report were calculated in MZN in 

nominal terms and then converted to USD using official annual exchange rates from the 

World Bank database. Average figures in USD are based on annual figures in USD.  

1.4 Approach to the VFM analysis  

The VFM analysis was carried out in a series of stages:  

 In November 2013, the research team visited Mozambique and gathered expenditure and 

output data for the PRONASAR CF for 2011 and 2012. The team also collected 

documentation and reports on PRONASAR implementation arrangements (including 

existing interviews) and conducted interviews to identify areas for improvement.   

 An interim report based on preliminary results was presented to DFID and the 

Government of Mozambique in January 2014. This report formulated recommendations 

to improve PRONASAR’s systems to track inputs and outputs so as to provide a stronger 

basis to analyse VFM going forward. The report formulated programmatic 

recommendations for improving the programme’s VFM. As the programme was already 

well under-way with established implementation arrangements, the ability to impact 

programme implementation modalities was relatively limited, however. 

 In April 2015, the team completed the qualitative analysis of the 2012 results and 

collected data for 2013 and 2014. Results from the national survey on sustainability 

conducted as part of Objective 2 were also incorporated to fill in identified data gaps. 

                                                
1 See section 1.3 specifically 

http://vfm-wash.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/VFM-WASH-how-to-do-VFM-analysis-ON-WEBSITE.pdf
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Additional data was also collected from the UNICEF One Million Initiative (OMI), a 

programme conducted by UNICEF between 2007 and 2013 in order to provide a 

comparator for the Common Fund investments. The OMI had a USD 42.8 million budget 

(just above GBP 26 million) with support from the Dutch government.  

1.5 Report structure  

The present report is organised as follows:  

 

 Section 2 provides key elements of context on Mozambique and the WASH sector;  

 Section 3 provides an overview of the PRONASAR programme, with a particular focus 

on the activities funded through the Common Fund; 

 Section 4 presents key findings from the VFM analysis;  

 Section 5 formulates recommendations to strengthen programme management systems 

going forward, so that PRONASAR can generate VFM metrics going forward and use 

such metrics to inform programme management so as to generate efficiency 

improvements.  

In addition, a list of key references has been provided. A full bibliography, a list of people 

interviewed and additional information on underlying assumptions used for the analysis are 

available in the longer version of this report, which can be provided upon request.  
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2 Country context 

This section provides key contextual elements on Mozambique and the rural WASH sector, 

including demographic and socio economic characteristics, and information on WASH 

services coverage. It then presents how the rural water and sanitation sector in Mozambique 

is currently organised and funded..  

2.1 General characteristics  

Geography. Mozambique is located in Southeast Africa. It is bordered by the Indian Ocean 

to the east, Tanzania to the north, Malawi and Zambia to the northwest, Zimbabwe to the 

west, and Swaziland and South Africa to the southwest. The capital and largest city is 

Maputo.  

 

Mozambique has limited access to raw water supplies and receives roughly 50% of its 

surface water from upstream neighbours. The hydrological year is characterised by a wet 

season between November and April and a dry season with virtually no rain between May 

and October. River flows correspondingly decline during the dry season, and many smaller 

rivers dry up completely. Surface waters tend to be turbid and microbiologically contaminated. 

Given the variability in flow and the difficulty in treating surface waters, groundwater is the 

only potential source of potable water for approximately 75% cent of the population. In 

addition, Mozambique is particularly vulnerable to cyclical natural disasters, such as floods 

and drought.  

 

Economy and poverty. After only two years of independence, the country descended into 

an intense and protracted civil war lasting from 1977 to 1992. Fighting destroyed much of the 

country's infrastructure, causing 1 million deaths and uprooting close to 6 million people. 

Since the Peace Agreement in 1992, Mozambique has made a notable recovery. Between 

1996 and 2010, the country had an annual GDP growth rate of around 8% per year (World 

Development Indicators, 2014). Since then, growth has declined slightly but remains strong 

(at around 7%). Investments in social and economic infrastructure has expanded access to 

basic public services and started to reduce the inequalities among the regions of the country.  

 

The percentage of people living below the poverty line reduced by 15% from 1997 to 2008 

(World Development Indicators, 2014). Yet, in 2009, more than 57% of the rural population 

was still living below the poverty line. Urban poverty rates continue to be far lower than those 

in rural areas. In addition, Mozambique still has a low Human Development Index (Human 

Development Report 2014). Between 1980 and 2012, Mozambique's HDI increased from 

0.217 to 0.327 today, positioning the country at 185 out of 187 countries in terms of HDI. 

 

Population. In 2012, Mozambique had 24 million inhabitants with an estimated average 

growth rate of 2.2% (1.9% in rural areas and 3.1% in urban) (INE, 2012). In 2012, 

approximately 69% of the population lived in rural areas.  

Current access to water and sanitation. Conditions for accessing water and sanitation are 

mostly inadequate in rural areas throughout the country. According to JMP 2014 data, only 

35% of the rural population has access to improved water supplies, and 11% has access to 

improved sanitation facilities. This is considerably lower than coverage rates achieved in 
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urban areas, with 78% improved water supply coverage in urban areas and 49% access to 

improved sanitation.2 (See Figure 2 and Figure 3 below) 

 

Figure 2. JMP - Estimated trends in drinking 

water coverage 

 
Source: WHO/UNICEF JMP, 2014 

Figure 3. JMP - Estimated trends in sanitation 

coverage 

 
Source: WHO/UNICEF JMP, 2014 

 

This means that, despite recent improvements, Mozambique will most likely not be able to 

reach its Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), which included increasing access to 

drinking water to 70% and access to improved sanitation to 50% in rural areas. 

2.2 Rural water and rural sanitation sector overview 

Mozambique’s water supply and sanitation (WSS) sector has implemented policy and 

institutional reforms over the last years that have increased its capacity to provide urban and 

rural WSS services. 

2.2.1 Legal and policy framework  

The first National Water Policy, approved by the government in 1995, and the recent Water 

Policy of 2007, both support a series of policies and principles directly related to water supply 

and rural sanitation that provide the basis for all activities in the sector. This led to the drawing 

                                                
2 These indicators should be treated with caution. Variations between sources (in particular between JMP 

(2014), the sector report on PRONASAR implementation in 2012 and the baseline study carried out by 

WEConsult and Metier in 2011) reveal that the level of uncertainty on coverage is still very high, however. This 

is partly due to the fact that assumptions underlying estimates of sector coverage data have recently been 

modified. In addition, data collection is not done on a regular manner and therefore generates considerable 

uncertainty. 
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up of the National Rural Water and Sanitation Strategic Plan (NRWSSP) in 2007 and to the 

establishment of the Common Fund for Rural Water and Sanitation in 2009 (although the 

programme started disbursing only in 2010). The common fund was intended to provide 

financing for a significant proportion of the national programme (PRONASAR). 

 

Decentralization reforms initiated in 1997 also provided the legal basis for involving the 

provincial, district and local levels in the implementation of rural water and sanitation 

programmes.  

2.2.2 Sector institutional and financial arrangements 

Lead institution. The Ministry of Public Works and Housing is responsible for the oversight 

of the water sector through the National Directorate for Water Affairs (DNA). DNA orients the 

policies, strategies and activities of the sector. It includes the rural water department 

(Departamento de Agua Rural - DAR) and the urban water department. Increasingly, these 

activities are being implemented through decentralised institutions, such as provinces, 

districts, municipalities, or the private sector, as recommended in the national water policy. 

 

Implementing agencies. At the local level, District Administrations, supported by the 

Provincial Directorates for Public Works and Housing (DPOPH) are responsible for rural 

water supply and sanitation services, through their Departments for Water and Sanitation 

(DAS). Where funds are channelled through Government budget procedures, these two 

organisations are responsible for the contracting and supervision of private sector 

consultants and contractors (such as drilling companies).  

 

Local authorities at the village level contribute to the mobilization of communities to 

participate in water point management, payment for operation and maintenance costs and 

planning quality improvements. 

 

Private contractors (usually local NGOs) are hired at the district level to implement social 

mobilisation, awareness raising and community health and hygiene education and training, 

This approach, referred to as the “PEC zonal”, has gradually been adopted in Mozambique 

and is now being used by most rural and sanitation programmes, including the PRONASAR 

Common Fund. Additional information is provided in Box 1 in section 3.1.4 below. 

 

The management of small water supply systems is increasingly being passed to private 

sector managers, or is part of the emerging group of small private operators who own and 

operate their systems.  

2.2.3 Financing arrangements 

The rural WASH sector is highly dependent on external international funds. These are mainly 

drawn from DFID, WB, AfDB, the Netherlands, and SDC as well as other agencies such as 

UNICEF, MCA (Millennium Challenge Account), and NGOs such as Water Aid, World Vision 

or CARE. As of 2011, external finance contributed approximately 90% of the water sector 

funding, and this share had been steadily growing over the years.3 This is even more the 

                                                
3 Source: Relatório Annual de Avaliação do Desempenho do Sector de Águas, 2011 
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case for PRONASAR, which has mostly been supported by donors, even though the 

Government has recently been increasing its contribution to the Common Fund.  

 

The institutional and financing arrangements are represented on Figure 4 below. 

  

Figure 4. Flow of Funds in the Water and Sanitation Sector 

 

 

 

 

22 

 

Figure 4.1 
Flow of Funds in Water Supply and Sanitation Sub-Sector  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Over the last ten years, the provision of water  supply in urban areas has become dominated by 

the institutions set up to support the Delegated Management Framework  (Quadro de Gest«o 

Delegada do Abastecimento de Ćgua, DMF) which was created by Decree n
o
 72/98.  It initiall y 

supported private water supply operations in the five cities of Maputo, Beira, Quelimane, Nampula 

and Pemba.  The principle behind the framework is the separation of water operations (which are 

delegated to autonomous private sector entities) from asset ownership (which remains in public 

hands).  There are three main actors in the Delegated Management Framework: the Water Assets and 

Investment Fund (Fundo de Investimentos e Patrim¹nio do Abastecimento de Ćgua, FIPAG), the 

Council  for the Regulation of Water Supply Services (Conselho de Regula«o do Abastecimento de 

Ćgua, CRA), and the independent (private or publi c) operators managing the utili ties.   FIPAG was 

created by Decree n
o
 73/98 (and subsequently enlarged under Decree n

o
 19/09) to perform the role of 

custodian of the water assets; it enters into contracts with private operators in the designated cities.  

Currently, FIPAG manages 14 water systems in urban areas, including the system of Maputo city 

and all  other major urban centers.  CRA was created by Decree 74/98. Its main role is to protect the 

interests of consumers, while at the same time ensuring that a balance is maintained between the 

interests of consumers, the Government of Mozambique, and the operators.  CRA regulates lease 

and management contracts signed between FIPAG and private operators.  The third group of agents 

is the private operators ï responsible for operating and maintaining the water systems and whose 

responsibilities depend on the type of contract.  In Maputo, there is a lease contract under which 

most management and operations activities are delegated to a private operator. In the other cities, 
FIPAG is the operator for a transitional period, but is working to put the systems under private 

Local 
Government 
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Government 
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FIPAG 

Rural systems managed by DAS 
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(delegated management) 
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CRA: Water Supply Regulatory Authority 
DAR: Rural Water Directorate 
DAS: Departamento de Água e Saneamento (Water and Sanitation Department) 
DAU: Urban Water Directorate 
FIPAG: Fund for Water Supply Investment and Asset Management 
MoF: Ministério das Finanças (Ministry of Finance) 
MoPH: Ministério das Obras Públicas e Habitação (Ministry of Public Works and Housing) 

 
Source: World Bank, 2010 Water Sector PER 
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3 Overview of PRONASAR Common Fund  

This section provides an overview of the PRONASAR Common Fund. It presents the 

programme’s objectives, the activities funded, the programme’s results chain and its 

geographical scope. Overall expenditure on the programme and main results achieved 

between 2010 and 2014 are then presented by component, providing the basis for the VFM 

analysis. The allocation of expenditure to programme components  was done only for the 

period 2011-2014 however as the programme was being set up in 2010 and there were few 

expenditure and results achieved that year. Hence the VFM analysis in section 4 focuses on 

the period 2011to 2014. 

3.1 Programme objectives  

In 2009, the National Directorate of Water (DNA) received a grant from the African Water 

Facility to prepare a National Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Programme (PRONASAR).It 

provides a basis for operationalizing and implementing the RWSS Strategic Plan (PESA-

ASR) 2006-2015, which was adopted to reach the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). 

Implementation of the PRONASAR started in May 2010 and will end in 2015.  

According to PRONASAR programme’s documents, the initial objective was to increase 

access to improved water and sanitation facilities to an additional 7.4 million rural inhabitants. 

At the time of programme design, it was estimated that increasing rural water supply 

coverage from 48.5% to 70% by 2015 would require the provision of up to 17,000 new or 

rehabilitated water points and 151 small water supply systems. It was also estimated that 

increasing sanitation coverage from 39% to 50% by 2015 would require the construction of 

up to 493,000 improved latrines, representing a total investment of USD 347 million. These 

objectives are for the implementation of PRONASAR at national level (Pillars A and B). 

Specific total end- targets for the Common Fund (see section 3.2 below) were not formulated, 

there only are annual ones. 

3.2 Activities, programme components and results chain   

The main activities funded by the PRONASAR CF are as follows: 

 The construction of water points (water point rehabilitation was funded through other 

projects under PRONASAR but not via the Common Fund);  

 The construction and rehabilitation of small water supply systems; 

 Implementation of the “PEC-Zonal approach”, i.e. software support contracts for a variety 

of activities, including mobilising water point committees, conducting CLTS campaigns to 

promote sanitation and hygiene and strengthening spare parts providers (see Box 1 

below for more information);  

 Indirect programme support (IPS) for the implementation of activities at all levels: training 

of staff and studies; technical assistance audits, baseline survey, establishment of a 

sector information system (SINAS), audits and reviews, equipment, programme planning, 

supervision and monitoring etc. 

 
A key innovation was the adoption of the “PEC zonal approach”, which consists of letting 

contracts to a local NGO for delivering community sensitisation services (for both water and 
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sanitation) in a given district over the course of one year (renewable one year). Box 1 provides 

additional information on this approach.   

 

Box 1. Overview of the PEC Zonal approach in Mozambique 

The PEC-Zonal approach aims to support communities with the management of water supply 

facilities and improve hygiene and sanitation conditions over time. A single (non-profit) organization 

or private consultant is contracted to carry out all PEC activities in a district over a year. In most 

cases, an organization is hired for 2 consecutive years. PEC-Zonal contractors are responsible for 

three main types of activities:  

 Training and capacity building of local actors responsible for programme activities; 

 Demand generation and facilitation of community response; 

 Promoting the establishment of local markets for service provision. 

 

The NGO or consultant has to support 5 specific areas of intervention:  

1. Access to water: select priority communities agreed with the district and improve their access to 

water by involving private entrepreneurs to conduct small rehabilitation works; 

2. Sustainability of water sources in the whole district: support the organisation of water 

committees (in particular in the new communities which have benefited from a new water point) and 

train them for being in charge of the O&M of water points;  

3. Sanitation: conduct CLTS campaigns to enable communities and schools to eliminate open 

defecation and invest (and use) basic and improved sanitation technologies; 

4. Hygiene: incentivises communities to adopt hand-washing behaviours at critical times as part of 

CLTS campaigns; 

5. Emergency preparedness: support the district government in preparing a contingency plan for 

emergency situations (outbreaks of diarrhoea and / or cholera). 

 
Table 1 below presents an overview of PRONASAR CF’s results chain, which identifies the 

expected outputs, assumed outcomes, sustained actual outcomes and impacts for the main 

components of the programme. For the purpose of the VFM analysis, the different activities 

funded by PRONASAR have been grouped under three main components:  

 Water point construction (which includes community mobilisation linked to the 

construction of water points);  

 Construction and rehabilitation of small water systems; and  

 Sanitation and sanitation (which mostly includes CLTS campaigns, either at the level of 

communities or in schools).  

 

This provides the basis for calculating VFM indicators of PRONASAR CF, as presented in 

Section 4. 

 
Table 1. Overview of the results chain for PRONASAR Common Fund by component 

Inputs Outputs Assumed outcomes 
Sustained actual 

outcomes 
Impacts 

W
a

te
r 

p
o

in
ts

 

 Construction of water 
points 

 Community 
mobilisation   

 Research on the 
sustainability of 
interventions 

New water points 
built  
Water committees 
established 

Population who 
gained access to 
water 

Population has 
access to 
sustainable water 
supply at the 
intended level of 
service 

Reduced health 
impacts 
(diarrhoea) 
 
More time 
available for 
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Inputs Outputs Assumed outcomes 
Sustained actual 

outcomes 
Impacts 

S
m

a
ll 

w
a

te
r 

s
u

p
p
ly

 
s
y
s
te

m
s
  Construction and 

rehabilitation of small 
water supply systems 

Small water 
supply systems 
built 

productive 
activities 

S
a

n
it
a

ti
o

n
  CLTS, including 

hygiene promotion 

 CLTS in schools 

Communities 
triggered 

Population who 
gained access to 
sanitation: 
- ODF communities 
- New latrines built 

Population use 
improved latrines 
Communities 
remain ODF 

 Source: Authors. Based on programme annual reports (Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014). 

  

In addition, indirect programme support activities were considered as inputs into the 

programme as they contributed directly or indirectly to the results of the water and sanitation 

components presented above. However, it was not possible to track their results directly 

across the results chain and therefore to estimate the VFM of these inputs in an isolated 

manner. For the purpose of the analysis, the costs of these inputs were therefore allocated 

to the three main programme components.4 More detail is provided on the methods used in 

Section 3.6.2. 

3.3 Geographical scope 

In 2009 prior to the start of the programme, 15 districts in 3 provinces were selected as a 

starting point for implementing the main activities for PRONASAR CF (hardware investments 

and PEC zonal activities). These provinces were Maputo, Gaza and Zambezia. The other 

provinces benefited from programme support (i.e. training and studies) funded by the CF and 

hardware investments funded by other donors under Pillar A (outside of the CF). These 3 

provinces were selected so as to cover different types of situations.  

 

The geographical conditions differ substantially between those provinces, however. Gaza 

has difficult hydro-geologic conditions; the north of the province is desertic, which raises 

technical challenges. The Maputo province was selected for its proximity to the capital and 

its comparative lack of donor funding. The 15 districts in these provinces were chosen for 

their accessibility, so as to start with districts that are comparatively easier to reach.   

 

In 2012, the DNA expanded hardware investments in 14 new districts (2 additional districts 

in the 7 remaining provinces). However, funding for these activities came from the GoM 

directly and were reported outside of the CF. They have not been included in the analysis.  

3.4 Programme institutional and implementation arrangements 

The Ministry of Public Works and Housing (MOPH), operating through the National 

Directorate of Water (DNA), is responsible for implementing the programme at central level. 

The DNA also provides technical assistance to support planning, implementation, monitoring 

and quality assurance of programme activities. 

 

                                                
4 This was done either on the basis of a direct allocation (when a study was clearly related to one of the 
components for example), or based on the relative weight of these components in total programme expenditure 
or based on staff time allocated to these activities. The allocation rule varied according to the type of IPS 
activity. 
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In accordance with the principle of decentralized implementation, provincial and district-level 

organizations are critical for the successful execution of the programme. The Provincial 

Directorates of Public Works and Housing (DPOPH), through their Department of Water and 

Sanitation (DAS), are responsible for implementing the programme at provincial level. At 

district level, district governments are responsible for implementing programme activities 

through the units responsible for rural water supply, sanitation, community mobilization and 

health promotion. At local level, Community Water Supply and Sanitation Committees are 

formed and supported to assist in planning and to manage, maintain and monitor improved 

water supply and sanitation facilities.  

 

Local governments do not carry out all activities themselves but do so through contractors, 

which may be private entities or NGOs.  

3.5 Programme management and monitoring systems  

The programme is managed through the government structure as described in section 2.2.2. 

Expenditure data is centrally collected through the e-SISTAFE system (an accounting system 

used by all government departments to track the general government budget), but it is not 

tracked based on categories of activities undertaken by the programme. Whereas the initial 

budget for the programme had been elaborated by activity, costs are tracked by expenditure 

category (staff, capital expenditure, goods and equipment, services, etc.) This means that it 

was necessary to allocate programme expenditure to programme components. 

M&E arrangements of PRONASAR rely on the RWSS M&E system, which spans the village 

and user level up to the locality, the administrative post, the district, the province and the 

centre level. Data availability on outputs and outcomes is a main challenge as the national 

M&E system (SINAS), presented below, is not implemented at present. Results data are 

collected manually using indicators agreed for SINAS and is recorded on excel at district 

level. Reporting capacity from districts is low and it is hard to estimate the quality of the data 

that reaches the central level. Results data for the CF specifically are then reported in the 

PRONASAR annual reports (Relatorio Balanço 2011 to 2014), although it is not 

systematically distinguished form Pillar A results. Outcome data are not collected, but they 

should be available in the end-line survey planned.  

SINAS is being implemented to automatize data collection. SINAS aims to consolidate the 

core RWSS information management system with other current and past data sets in order 

to cross check data and improve its quality. It was tested in 3 provinces (including 2 CF 

provinces, Maputo and Gaza) with mixed success. It is now preparing for national roll-out, 

although it faces several constraints as presented in Box 2 below, including financial ones. 

One of the main challenges for the VFM analysis was that SINAS does not currently contain 

outcome data that would be available at central level.  

Box 2. Challenges of SINAS - The National Water and Sanitation Information System 
 

SINAS is an information system developed by the DNA as part of PRONASAR, with support from the 

Netherlands, UNICEF, SDC and WSP, to provide a standard methodology for collecting, processing and 

reporting data and information in the water sector from local levels to the central levels.  

SINAS was designed to act as the basis of a participative system to monitor and plan activities. The 

development of the system started in 2009. Despite significant investments and support from donors, 

the system is still currently not operative because data is not regularly collected through the system and 
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made available to sector stakeholders. There is still some reporting system implemented in all provinces, 

even if it is deficient and providing data of unreliable quality.  

The rolling-out of SINAS is faced with many management issues: 

 There are logistical constraints for activities at district level mainly due to resource limitations at the 

level of district administrations to perform the various tasks assigned to them. 

 The allocation of roles and responsibilities as well as how the database is updated with the 

information collected was not very clear for districts. This was recently corrected and many training 

activities have taken place with districts and provinces’ technicians in November 2013.  

 There is also a need for introducing incentives at provincial and district level for filling in the database 

 One main shortcoming of the SINAS system at present is that data is not shared across sector 

actors. As it stands, SINAS information is held centrally and can only be accessed by the DNA itself. 

Going forward, it is essential to develop a platform that can enable information sharing across sector 

actors and which could be accessed at all levels of PRONASAR management, including Provincial 

and District levels.  

 

The availability of reasonably accurate and comprehensive data also remains an issue in some 

provinces. There are many problems, including: 

 Many undocumented investments in water supply and sanitation from the post-war reconstruction; 

 Lack of information on the functionality of water points: the construction of most water points are 

recorded in the databases, but their functionality is not updated regularly; 

 Lack of systematic monitoring of Small Water Supply Systems; 

 Lack of reliable data on sanitation. These data depend on surveys conducted by the National 

Statistics Institute (INE), which until recently did not used definitions that were aligned with the 

definitions of the sector.  

 

Sources: DNA (2011), Financiamento para o Desenvolvimento do SINAS; DNA (2013) PRONASAR PIA, Sue Cavill 

(2013), PRONASAR Independent and Formative Review, Interviews (November 2013 and April 2015) 

3.6 Programme’s fund flows and expenditure  

This section presents the fund flows received into the PRONASAR CF between January 2010 

and December 2014 and analyses the expenditure made by the programme by main 

component. It then goes on to identify contributions from other stakeholders that have 

contributed to programme results, and particularly to sustained actual outcomes.   

3.6.1 Fund flows into the PRONASAR CF 

The Common Fund budget planned between January 2010 and December 2014 was USD 

65,229,975. Between January 2010 and December 2014, donors and the GoM disbursed a 

total of USD 60.6 million to the PRONASAR CF, out of which USD 58 Million were actually 

spent by the PRONASAR CF. DFID contributed GBP 20 Million, which is equivalent to USD 

33.9 million using annual exchange rates throughout the life of the programme. This made 

DFID the main contributor to the CF, covering 56% of total funding. As shown on Figure 5 

below, since 2012 inflows to the Common Fund revenues have decreased in accordance 

with the initial plan, from an annual inflow of USD 19 Million in 2012 to USD 7 Million in 2014. 
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Figure 5. Inflows from donors to the PORNASAR CF and expenditure 

 

Source: Authors, based on Relatorio Balanço 2010, 2011, 2012. Data based on actual donors disbursements to 

the Common Fund using Annual Exchange rates. Bars in light colours show the committed inflows and planned 

expenditure, whereas bars in full colours show the actual (disbursed) inflows and expenditure. 

3.6.2 Programme’s expenditure by main components and type of costs 

This section presents PRONASAR CF’s expenditure by main components and by type of 

costs. For the purpose of this analysis, programme expenditure was allocated to three main 

components: water point construction, small water system construction and renovation, and 

sanitation. Expenditure data was collected for the period between 2010 to the end of 2014. 

However, allocating expenditure to programme components could only be done for Financial 

Year (FY) 2011 through to 2014. 5 

As shown in Figure 6 below, there has been a decrease in expenditure since 2012 (mainly 

reflecting a decrease in terms of inflows to the programme as mentioned above). The 

disbursement rate has increased throughout the life of the programme, however, from 36% 

in 2010 up to 90% in 2011 and above 100% since 2012. Despite a relatively slow start to the 

programme, during which the programme’s implementation arrangements were being put in 

place, implementation was ramped up in the later phase of the programme  

                                                
5 Expenditure recorded in the financial reports using broad categories of expenses (staff, services, goods, 
construction etc.) had to be allocated to each component based on the level of government at which each 
contract was procured. The recording of data to the categories of expenses for 2010 was not detailed, complete 
and consistent enough to allow making this allocation. 
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Figure 6. PRONASAR expenditure, by main components and IPS 

 
Source: Estimated by authors from Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014  

 

Figure 6 above also shows that the expenditure on SWSS considerably increased between 

2012 and 2013 and accounted for the bulk of programme expenditure, while the expenditure 

to the other components decreased.  

When Indirect Programme Support costs (IPS) are distributed to the costs of the three main 

components6, as presented in Figure 7 below on the left, the analysis found that the majority 

of the programme’s expenditure went to Small Water Supply Systems (SWSS) (66%), with 

28% going to the construction of water points and only 6% to sanitation.  

When IPS costs are considered as a separate category of spending, the analysis found that 

26% of total expenditure went to these indirect programme support activities. The breakdown 

of indirect programme support costs was only available for 2012: during that year, 

consultancy studies and audits represented the majority of IPS costs (56%), whereas 

technical assistance activities only accounted for 5% of these costs.  

Figure 7. Distribution of total expenditure by components: with IPS allocated to 

components (left graph) and with IPS identified separately (right graph) (2011-2014) 

 

                                                
6 This was done either on the basis of a direct allocation (when a study was clearly related to one of the 
components for example), or based on the relative weight of these components in total programme expenditure 
or based on staff time allocated to these activities. The allocation rule varied according to the type of IPS 
activity. 

Total programme costs  
(IPS costs shown separately) 

Total programme costs  
(IPS incl. in components) 
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Source: Estimated by authors from Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 

 

Figure 8 below shows how total expenditure for each component breaks down between 

different types of costs, based on cost categories defined in Table 2 below. Overall, 67% of 

total programme expenditure went to fund hardware costs for the construction of water 

infrastructure and 7% went to direct software support activities (mostly to cover the costs of 

community mobilisation under PEC Zonal for CLTS). There was no software expenditure 

associated with SWSS construction. 

Figure 8. PRONASAR expenditure by main components and type of costs 

 
Source: Estimated by authors from Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 

 

Table 2. Cost typology used for analysing PRONASAR CF 

Type of costs Definitions 

Hardware Initial capital costs of putting new services in place, and associated construction 

related services. This includes “hardware investments” such as drilling, installing 

pumps and pipe systems, building latrines etc. This includes the costs of the 

equipment and the labour costs and one-off associated “software” costs of 

detailed design studies and construction supervision (“Fiscalizaçao” contracts). 

Direct software 

support 

Direct support activities associated with the initial community mobilisation related 

to the outputs: 

 CLTS campaigns; 

 Organisation and training of water committees to manage water points; 

 Support and training to local artisans and mechanics to set up business plans, 

to provide mechanical support and spare parts to communities; 

These are mainly the costs of the PEC Zonal. 

Indirect 

programme 

support 

Cost of planning and implementing the activities of PRONASAR covered by the 

CF. This includes the salaries of experts and programme support, as well as 

consultancies contracts, ME studies and audits, trainings of technicians and 

goods (IT, equipment, etc.). 

Source: Authors. 

3.6.3 Contributions from other stakeholders  

In addition to the programme’s direct financial inputs, other stakeholders provided resources 

(financial or in kind) that contributed to reach the programme’s outputs and sustained actual 
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outcomes over the longer term. These costs, which are referred to as “non-programme 

costs”, are presented in Table 3 below.  

Table 3. Contributions from stakeholders  

Activity Funding source Type of expenditure 

Construction of small piped 

water supply systems 

Private small water 

system operator 

Capital expenditure on extending the 
system (including hardware and software) 

CLTS 
Households 

Initial capital expenditure on constructing a 

latrine 

Districts Costs of  constructing school latrines 

All components 

Government (district, 

province and national 

level) 

Cost of planning and implementing the 

PRONASAR borne by the government 

administration, at all levels (staff, 

administration overhead costs etc.)  

Source: Authors. 

 

Some of these non-programme costs could be estimated, including GoM contribution in staff 

and household contributions for their sanitation facilities. 

With respect to personnel costs, it is important to note that most of the staff costs relative to 

programme management (including for the DNA) are covered by the general budget 

(Orçamento del Estado) and are therefore not formally included in PRONASAR’s budget. For 

the purposes of the VFM analysis, however, we sought to estimate these staff costs so as to 

identify the GoM’s additional contribution to indirect support costs. In total we estimate that 

from 2011 to 2014, the GoM has contributed USD 1.2 Million. Adding this estimate to 

PRONASAR’s total expenditure would bring the IPS costs to USD 15.654 Million and would 

represent an increase of 2.2% to the PRONASAR total expenditure. Some overheads (office 

rent, equipment etc.) were also paid for by GoM but could not be estimated. 

In addition, households have contributed in cash and in kind to building latrines. According to 

the survey conducted for the purposes of Objective 2 for the VFM-WASH project, households 

have contributed on average USD 3.6 in cash for each latrine constructed in rural 

Mozambique. The contribution in kind (labour and material) to build a traditional improved or 

improved latrine was estimated at USD 12. 7 This represents a total amount of USD 0.2 Million 

in cash and USD 0.7 Million in monetised value of labour and material. 

In addition, for the programme’s outcomes to be sustained over time, other expenditures will 

need to be incurred over the entire lifecycle of the initial investments, such as for large capital 

maintenance of the small water systems and water points. However, given that outcome data 

was not available for the programme and that effectiveness could not be measured, it was 

not deemed necessary to estimate such life-cycle costs as no cost-effectiveness indicator 

could be calculated.  

3.7 PRONASAR CF key results (2011-2014) 

This section presents key results achieved by PRONASAR CF between January 2011 and 

December 2014 in terms of outputs, assumed outcomes and sustained actual outcomes.  

                                                
7 In-kind contribution was estimated based on interviews conducted in the field. Digging a pit was estimated to require 6 hours 
of work which costs around 250 MTC (USD 8). In addition, Unicef Mozambique estimates the total cost of self-building a 
latrine between USD 10-15. Thus USD 12 was taken as an average for labour and material. 
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The programme effectively started implementation in January 2010, with few results achieved 

during 2010 whilst the programme implementation arrangements were being established. 

More substantial results were registered between 2012 and 2014, with a steep increase in 

the pace of implementation in 2012, when the programme received most funding. Since 2012, 

inflows into the CF have decreased, and the number of outputs went down as well, despite 

the programme performing better overall with an acceleration in results achieved. 

According to the annual report, the Relatorio Balanço (2012), the Programme Document was 

very ambitious and overly optimistic in relation to what could be achieved in the first 2 to 3 

years of implementation. There were also substantial delays in fund transfers (including from 

donors) that have made it difficult to plan and to contract for service delivery.  

The main expenditure of the programme was on Small Water Supply Systems (SWSS). The 

CF funded the construction of 7 SWSS per year on average. For PRONASAR as a whole, 

the average number of interventions (construction and/or rehabilitation) was about 34 SWSS 

per year (for 2011-2012), which far exceeds the average recorded in previous years of around 

12 per year. 

The CF supported the construction of 194 water points per year. Under the overall 

PRONASAR programme, 2,458 water points were constructed per year or rehabilitated on 

average. This was slightly higher than the average 2,394 sources per year recorded in the 

previous three years before the start of the programme (2007-2009). 

By contrast, PRONASAR’s record on sanitation has been disappointing. This is partly due to 

the weak monitoring which makes it difficult to collect data on results. In addition, the CLTS 

triggering activities led to the construction of traditional latrines that do not meet national 

standards of improved coverage, although this represents a significant step up the sanitation 

ladder. This is partly reflected in the relatively low financial and in-kind contribution by 

households for latrine construction, which indicates that they have invested in basic latrines 

as opposed to improved facilities.  On average, it was estimated that 12,697 latrines were 

built by households in the 15 CF districts. 

Table 4 below summarises available data on results achieved with funding from the 

PRONASAR CF between 2011 and 2014. Data availability on outputs and outcomes is a 

main challenge in Mozambique as the national M&E system (SINAS) is not implemented at 

present (as described in Section 3.5 above). Reporting capacity from districts is low and it is 

hard to estimate the quality of the data that reaches the central level. Data on outputs was 

collected from the CF annual reports (Relatorio Balanço 2011 to 2014). No reliable data on 

outcomes of WASH investment has been collected to date for PRONASAR. As a result, some 

of the data gaps have been filled using VFM-WASH Objective 2 sustainability survey results 

for the 3 CF provinces, in particular for the number of actual users per water point, in order 

to estimate the actual number of people who are using the new water points constructed, the 

functionality ratio of water points, and households’ expenditure on latrine construction. 

However, this data is not statistically significant and outcomes observed cannot be attributed 

to PRONASAR. Thus, the resulting analysis only provides an indication of the range of 

programme outcomes, but should be considered with care. 
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Table 4. PRONASAR CF outputs and assumed outcomes (2011-2014) 
Water Point Construction 

Indicators 
Planned 

(2011-2014) 

Realised 

(2011-2014) 

% 

realisation 
Comments 

Output Number of water points constructed 959 774 81%  

Number of water committees trained n.a. n.a. n.a. • Not reported 

Assumed 

outcomes 

Number of people who gained access to the new 

water points constructed 
287,700 232,200 81% 

• Estimated on the basis of 300 beneficiaries per water point (as per 

the program implementation plan (PIA) 

Sustained 

actual 

outcomes 

Estimated actual number of people who are using the 

new water points constructed 
 150,502  

• Estimated based on 194 actual users per Water Point and a 

functionality rate of water points of 92.5% (From objective 2 

Sustainability Survey, estimated for the 3 CF provinces) 

Small Water Supply Systems 

Indicators 
Planned 

(2011-2014) 

Realised 

(2011-2014) 

% 

realisation 
Comments 

Output Number of small water supply systems constructed 40 30 75%  

Assumed 

outcomes Number of people who gained access to the small 

water supply systems 
249,206 185,061 74% 

• Number of planned beneficiaries estimated based on the output 

achievement rate (from the PIA) 

• Assumed actual beneficiaries for each SWSS (from the Annual 

reports) 

Water Point Construction and Small Water Supply Systems 

Assumed 

outcomes 

Total number of people who gained access to 

water 
536,906 417,261 78%  

Sanitation Promotion 

Indicators 
Planned 
(2013) 

Realised 
(2013) 

% 
realisation 

Planned 
(2014) 

Realised 
(2014) 

 

% 
realisation 

 
Comments 

Outputs Number of communities triggered 124 183 147% n.a. n.a. n.a. Data on both indicators was only available for 

PRONASAR as a whole at Province level (Pillars 

A&B). Results had to be estimated for the 15 CF 

districts. This was based on results for the 3 CF 

provinces and using the % of rural population in 

the 3 provinces that benefited from PRONASAR 

CF. See section 4.3 below 

Number of verified ODF communities n.a. 19 n.a. 53 29 55% 

% of triggered communities verified ODF n.a. 10% n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

Indicators 
Planned 

(2011-2014) 
Realised (2011-2014) % realisation Comments 

Outputs Number of new improved and traditional 

improved latrines built 
29,005 50,788 175% These figures were estimated using the same 

method as described above, on the basis of 5 

persons per household 
Assumed 

outcomes 

Assumed number of people who 

gained access to improved sanitation 
145,023 253,941 175% 
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Source: Estimated by authors from Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014. Data in bold refers to actual results achieved by PRONASAR CF. Data in normal font was estimated 

by authors based on the assumptions presented in the comments column
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4 Key results of the VFM Analysis  

In this section, we present the main results of the VFM analysis of the PRONASAR Common 

Fund investments. The methodology calls for computing VFM indicators across five 

dimensions of VFM, including economy, efficiency and cost efficiency, effectiveness and cost 

effectiveness.  

 

These indicators were estimated based on the expenditure and results data of the 

PRONASAR CF (presented in Section 3). They do not include non-programme costs, as 

these are only estimated rather than actual expenditure. Results including non-programme 

costs are only presented for the sanitation component. 

 

Table 5 below summarises the key VFM indicators presented in this section. In terms of 

“economy”, it was not possible to disaggregate our rather limited findings by programme 

component, so these findings are presented and discussed in aggregate. Results in terms of 

efficiency, cost-efficiency, effectiveness and cost-effectiveness are then presented by main 

type of components.  
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Table 5. Key VFM indicators for the PRONASAR CF 

  PRONASAR CF Comments 

Water points 

Efficiency       

Percentage of planned water points constructed % 81%   

Cost-efficiency   
Average cost 

budgeted (2012-14) 
Actual average cost 

paid (2012-14) 
  

Total cost per new water point (including IPS) USD 21,489 23,755 

• It is not clear whether supervision contracts are 
included in hardware cost or in IPS. Hardware cost  USD 11,538 14,606 

Hardware cost and direct software support cost USD 13,243 16,188 

Total cost per person who gained access to a water point 
(including IPS) 

USD 72 79 

• These costs have been estimated based on an 
assumed number of 300 beneficiaries per water point 

Hardware cost USD 38 49 

Hardware cost and direct software support cost USD 44 54 

Cost-effectiveness   
Average cost 

budgeted (2012-14) 
Actual average cost 

paid (2012-14) 
  

Total cost per person who gained access to a water point 
and uses it (including IPS) 

USD 120 132 
• Estimated data – based on Objective 2 survey results. 
On average in the 3 CF provinces : 194 persons use 
one water point 

Hardware cost USD 64 81 

Hardware cost and direct software support cost USD 74 90 

Small Water Supply systems (SWSS) 

Efficiency       

Percentage of planned SWSS constructed % 75%   

Cost-efficiency   
Average cost 

budgeted (2011-14) 
Actual average cost 

paid (2011-14) 
  

Total cost per small water supply system (including IPS) USD 788,092 1,196,046 • No direct software support costs are identified in the 
budget. 
• We assumed the supervision costs have been 
included in the construction costs or in IPS 

Hardware cost USD 593,998 906,538 

Direct software support cost  USD - - 
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  PRONASAR CF Comments 

Total cost per person who gained access to a small water 
supply system (including IPS) 

USD 126 194 • Number of planned beneficiaries estimated based on 
the output achievement rate 
• Assumed actual beneficiaries for each SWSS Hardware cost per person USD 95 147 

Direct software support cost USD - - 

Sanitation 

Efficiency         

Percentage of planned communities triggered % 147%   

ODF conversion rate % 10% -16% 
• Only available for 2013 (10%) – estimated for 2014 
(16%) 

Percentages of planned improved and traditional 
improved latrines built 

% 175%   

Cost-efficiency   
Average cost 

budgeted  
Average cost paid    

Total Cost of a PEC zonal contract (for 1 district) 
(including IPS) 

USD 77,326 63,629 • Average 2011-2014 

Direct software support USD 56,141 47,084   

Total cost per community triggered by CLTS (including  
IPS) 

USD 9,080 4,035 • Data only available for 2013 

Direct software support cost USD 6,502 2,998   

Total cost per habitant triggered by CLTS (including IPS) USD 2,6 2,1 • Average for 2011-2014 data 

Direct software support cost USD 1,9 1,6 
• Estimated based on the results for the 3 provinces 
and the estimated rural population of 15 CF districts - 
1,659,239 persons 

Total cost per verified ODF community (including IPS) USD 9,977 11,941 • Data only available for 2014 

Direct software support cost USD 8,965 7,431   

Total cost per person who gained access to an improved 
or traditional improved latrine (including IPS) 

USD 29.9 14 
• Average 2011-2014 
 

Direct software support USD 21.7 10.4 
 • Estimated based on the results for the 3 provinces 
and the estimated rural population of 15 CF districts - 
1,659,239 persons 

Source: PRONASAR PIA 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and PRONASAR Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014. MZN was converted to USD using annual exchange rates
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4.1 Construction of water points 

4.1.1 Economy 

Economy evaluate whether inputs were bought at the appropriate quality and at the right price. 

Unfortunately, it was not possible to collect detailed data on costs for key supplies for water 

points construction (e.g. hardware, handpumps) and staff inputs (e.g. works). Qualitative 

information was collected on input cost levels to assess the economy dimension.  

According to key informants, the costs of supplies are high in Mozambique in general and in 

the PRONASAR CF in particular compared to neighbouring countries in Africa. Economy 

drivers cutting across the programme components are briefly identified in Table 9 below, such 

as general high cost and inflation in Mozambique as well as procurement issues in 

PRONASAR. 

In particular, for water point construction, drilling and construction costs are reputed to be high 

in Mozambique. The cost of drilling borehole would also vary depending on the location and 

hydrological conditions (which would determine the depth of the borehole and the choice of a 

low of higher cost technology).  

4.1.2 Efficiency and cost-efficiency 

This section evaluates how the inputs have been converted into outputs and assumed 

outcomes. 

 

Efficiency. The achievement rate of water point construction was 81% of the planned targets 

for the 2011-2014 period, with 774 water points constructed. As shown on Figure 9 below, the 

total number of water points planned and constructed dropped significantly after 2012, in line 

with the budget for this activity. However, the achievement rate of planned water points 

improved from 77% in 2012 to 93% in 2014. There was a drop in the achievement rate in 

2013 to 73%, which can be explained by the flooding which happened in Zambezia. Another 

explanation for the slow realisation of outputs is that the disbursement of funds to PRONASAR 

has been unpredictable, slow and often late. This led to delays in the contracting of service 

providers and thus the realisation of outputs. 

In terms of number of beneficiaries reached, one substantial change in monitoring methods 

during the PRONASAR programme had a direct impact on the VFM analysis at output and 

assumed outcome levels. The underlying assumption used to estimate coverage rates of 

WASH services was modified in 2012: the estimated number of people covered per water point 

was reduced from 500 to a more realistic 300. At the same time, the government and partners 

agreed on a stricter definition of the concept of safe sanitation, which excludes traditional 

latrines. As a consequence of these changes, the programme now appears to be more off-

track to achieve the planned targets than it previously was, despite significant investments and 

actual realisations. 

 

Cost efficiency. The construction of a water point (including associated software and 

IPS) cost on average USD 23,755. This represented a total cost of USD 94 per person 

assumed to be served. The cost per water point beneficiary was estimated based on an 

assumed 300 users per water point. The actual unit cost was slightly higher (11%) than the 

budgeted one. On average, hardware costs represented almost 61% of the total cost and 
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31% by indirect programme support. Direct software support represented less than 7%. Unit 

costs for constructing a water point are summarised in Table 5 above and Figure 9 below. 

The importance of IPS is justified by the fact that water point construction is an infrastructure 

heavy component which requires more IPS to procure and manage contracts, in comparison 

to sanitation promotion for instance. In comparison, UNICEF One Million Initiative had 

approximately the same ratio of IPS (33%) in the cost per water point (this includes a 

contribution to headquarter overhead costs). 

 

The cost per water point constructed reduced by15 to 20% per year since 2012, from 

USD 26,693 in 2012 to USD 17,595 in 2014. Figure 9 below shows that this decrease is mainly 

due to a reduction in the cost of hardware per water point. This could be explained by an 

improvement in procurement performance, by a change in the types of outputs (less deep 

boreholes) or a reduction in the quality of outputs (lower cost technology). Data for 2011 was 

excluded from the calculation of the average unit cost, as the quality of output data was 

questionable. 

 

Figure 9. Cost per water point per year 

Source: Estimated by authors from PRONASAR PIA and Relatorio Balanço for 2012, 2013, 20148 

 

The comparison of expenditure and outputs on Figure 10 below enables to put the annual 

costs back into their context. It clearly shows that the decrease in expenditure on water 

points was correlated with the decrease in the number of water points constructed. 

Despite this, the programme was able to improve its cost per water point. 

 

                                                
8 The expenditure on water points reported for each year in the Relatorio Balanço has been corrected so as to 
include the expenditure that was delayed to the next year (reported in the next year PIA). 
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Figure 10. Water points constructed: Annual expenditure and outputs trends 

 
Source: Estimated by authors from PRONASAR PIA and Relatorio Balanço for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 

 

The total cost per water point was compared with the UNICEF One Million Initiative (OMI) using 

the same methodology. As the OMI was implemented between 2007 and 2013, the average 

unit cost over this period was calculated and then adjusted to comparable years to 

PRONASAR.9 It shows that the average cost per water point of PRONASAR over the period 

2012-2014 was higher than the UNICEF average cost (+37%).  However, PRONASAR unit 

cost was only 18% higher when using 2014 as a reference year. This is due to the reduction 

of the PRONASAR unit cost towards the end of the period. These comparisons need to be 

handled with caution, however, as the costs might not always be comparable between 

programmes due to differences in the way costs were estimated, the geography and depth of 

boreholes drilled, and the size and structure of contracts or the time at which expenditure 

happen. Yet, it is interesting to notice that IPS cost is slightly higher for PRONASAR, which is 

normal as the programme also provides support to the country at national level, and thus 

national level costs have been allocated to water points constructed I the 3 CF provinces. 

 

Table 6. Comparison of total cost per water point constructed 

Total cost per new water 

point constructed 
 

Observed  

cost (in 2012 

equivalent 

prices) 

Variation of 

average 

PRONASAR 

hardware 

cost per WP 

to the 

comparator 

Observed  

cost (in 2014 

equivalent 

prices) 

Variation of 

2014 

PRONASAR 

hardware 

cost per WP 

to the 

comparator 

PRONASAR USD  23,755   17,595  

UNICEF average  2007-

2013 
USD 18,047 +32% 19,297 +10% 

Source: PRONASAR PIA 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and PRONASAR Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 

2013, 2014. UNICEF (2014) One Million Initiative final report. MZN was converted to USD using annual 

exchange rates 

 

                                                
9 This was done by adjusting the OMI unit cost for inflation using 2010 as base year, as this is the year in which 
most of the OMI expenditure to water points was made. The average unit cost (in 2012 equivalent prices) was 
then compared to the PRONASAR average unit cost over 2012-2014. 2012 as used as the reference year as 
most of PRONASAR expenditure on water points was made that year. 
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Hardware costs. The actual hardware cost paid per water point was USD 14,606 on average. 

Yet in 2013 the unit cost decrease to USD 9,887. The cost-efficiency of hardware expenditure 

could have been improved by better quality of drilling (there can be negative drillings in wrong 

places, or crooked drillings), better pumps and improved supervision of construction works. 

These figures are compared in Table 7 below with hardware costs per water point calculated 

for the UNICEF One Million Initiative (OMI) using the same methodology as mentioned above. 

Benchmark costs were also collected from WASHCost (2011), based on a national survey of 

water point construction an adjusted in a similar manner. The comparison only looks at 

hardware costs. It shows that the average cost per water point construction contracts of 

PRONASAR over the period 2012-2014 was slightly higher than the UNICEF average cost 

(46%), but equivalent to the WASHCost benchmarks. However, PRONASAR had a lower 

hardware cost per water point compared to both UNICEF (-5%) and WASHCost (-35%) when 

taking the unit cost in 2014 at a reference. As stated above, these comparisons need to be 

handled with caution, however.  

 

Table 7. Comparison of hardware cost of water point construction 

Direct hardware cost per 

new water point 

constructed 

 

Observed  cost 

(in 2012 

equivalent 

prices) 

Variation of 

average 

PRONASAR 

hardware cost 

per WP to the 

comparator 

Observed  cost 

(in 2014 

equivalent 

prices) 

Variation of 

2014 

PRONASAR 

hardware cost 

per WP to the 

comparator 

PRONASAR USD 14,606  10,151  

Unicef average  2007-2013 USD 10,006 +46% 10,700 -5% 

WASH Cost (2011) USD 14,567 0% 15,576 -35% 

Source: PRONASAR PIA 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and PRONASAR Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 

2013, 2014. UNICEF (2014) One Million Initiative final report. WASHCost (2011). MZN was converted 

to USD using annual exchange rates 

 

 

Direct software support costs. Community mobilisation undertook as part of the PEC Zonal 

contracts to set up water committees and training of local artisans to provide spare parts only 

represented 7% of the expenditure borne by the programme for the construction of water 

points. More investments in targeted direct software support could potentially improve 

the cost-efficiency of the construction of water points and their sustainability (as well as 

their cost-effectiveness over time). A recent study by WSP and Virginia Tech (Van Houweling 

and Macário, 2013) expressed concern on the sustainability of the Demand Responsive 

Approach of PEC Zonal contracts in Mozambique and the efficiency of water committees. It 

might be that more direct software support for these activities could make water points more 

sustainable, for instance if it was spent on better quality training for water committees and 

longer term ongoing support after the construction of the water point.   

 

As a comparison, the share of software support cost for the construction of water points in the 

OMI was 12%. Unfortunately cost-effectiveness cannot be compared as the functionality of 

water point could not be estimated for PRONASAR.  
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4.1.3 Effectiveness and cost-effectiveness 

The absence of data on outcomes (i.e. on the number of people who actually received 

improved water services overtime as a result of the programme) did not allow conducting a 

cost-effectiveness analysis. Such analysis would have required conducting an end-line survey 

or collecting data on the actual use of the facilities over time. 

In the absence of outcome data, results from the Sustainability survey of Objective 2 were 

used to provide an indication of the cost-effectiveness of water points constructed in the future. 

On average, the functionality of water points was estimated at 92% in the 3 CF provinces and 

the number of actual users per water point was 194.10  

Using these assumptions for PRONASAR CF, the cost per actual water point user was 

USD 132, which is 56% higher than the cost per assumed beneficiary (see Figure 11 

below). Even though this cost was calculated using assumptions, it gives an indication of the 

actual cost per user, and the variation with the under-estimated cost calculated using the 

assumed number of beneficiaries.  

Figure 11. Cost per water point beneficiary (Average 2012-2014) 

 
Source: Estimated by authors from PRONASAR PIA 2012, 2013, 2014. Note: Actual cost per actual per actual WP 

beneficiary (right) are based on an estimated number of actual users per WP. 

4.2 Construction and rehabilitation of small water supply systems 

4.2.1 Economy 

As for water points, it was not possible to collect detailed data on costs for key supplies of 

SWSS construction (e.g. hardware, pipes, handpumps) and staff inputs (e.g. works).  

Qualitative information was collected on the levels of input costs, we therefore had to rely on 

informal feedback and prior evaluations by other consultants to assess the economy 

dimension. According to key informants, the costs of supplies are high in Mozambique in 

                                                
10 These averages are weighted by the number of water points built by PRONSAR in the 3 provinces. 
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general and in the PRONASAR CF in particular. Several factors can explain these relatively 

high supply costs, as detailed below.  

4.2.2 Efficiency and cost-efficiency 

Efficiency. The realisation of small water supply systems (SWSS) was 75% of the 

planned targets for the period 2011-2014, with 30 systems finalised. The performance in 

terms of the construction of SWSS cannot be compared across years, as it takes more than a 

year to complete a small system. Yet, we noted that there was a constant increase in the 

cumulative number of SWSS finalised. The construction of some systems was delayed over 

the years. The 2013 annual report mentions some reasons for delays: the 2013 flooding, 

difficult hydrogeological conditions which caused a change in the type of technology initially 

planned, cancelling of one contract, and insufficient cash flows. 

 

Cost-efficiency. The construction of a SWSS cost on average USD 1,196,046 (including 

IPS). This represented a total cost of USD 194 per person assumed to be served. On average, 

hardware costs represented almost 76% of the total costs for SWSS and indirect programme 

support costs 24%.11 There is no direct software support. The actual cost was 52% higher than 

the planned one. This may be explained by the difficulties (mentioned above) encountered 

during the construction of the systems, which have increased the costs. Other reasons might 

be linked to inefficiencies in procurement. Costs are summarised in Table 5 above and Figure 

12 below.  

 

Figure 12. Cost per small water supply system 

 
Source: Estimated by authors from PRONASAR PIA and Relatorio Balanço for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 

There was a significant increase in expenditure on SWSS in 2013 and 2014, which is in 

line with the increase in the number of SWSS planned. Unfortunately, no additional 

information was provided on the process of the construction of SWSS to enable us to perform 

a more thorough qualitative assessment of the cost efficiency of this activity. Given the 

importance of this component in the programme’s expenditure (66%), we recommend 

investigating it with greater attention. There was no data available on benchmarks, thus it is 

difficult to draw solid conclusions on the costs per system. 

                                                
11 As for water points, we assume that hardware costs include only the construction cost and that supervision 
costs have been included in the IPS. 
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4.2.3 Effectiveness and cost-effectiveness 

The absence of data on outcomes did not allow conducting a cost-effectiveness analysis for 

SWSS. From a qualitative point of view, the selection of SWSS operators and training provided 

by PRONASAR is likely to positively influence their effectiveness. 

 

In addition, the sections above showed that cost per beneficiary for SWSS is 2.5 times higher 

than for water points. It would be interesting to have more information on outcomes achieved 

in order to compare the services levels provided by water points and small systems and identify 

whether this can justify such a difference in costs.  

4.3 Sanitation promotion 

4.3.1 Economy 

As for the other components, it was not possible to collect detailed data on costs for key inputs, 

such as staff cost for CLTS animators, cost of transport etc.   

 

The WASHCost study (2011) investigated cost drivers for PEC Zonal contracts. Factors initially 

tested (such as size of the district, district population, coverage rate and population density) 

did not seem to have any influence on the cost of PEC Zonal. Therefore, the study concluded 

that other aspects such as contract specifications (type and quantity of desired transport 

equipment and other tools required for animators to conduct CLTS campaigns) could be 

stronger cost drivers and would need to be investigated further.  

Other issues related to the cost of PEC Zonal contracts are mentioned in the section below. 

4.3.2 Efficiency and cost-efficiency 

Efficiency. It was not possible to fully assess the efficiency of the CLTS campaigns as data 

on outputs and outcomes was not available or incomplete. Outputs and assumed outcomes 

data for the 15 CF districts had to be assumed based on the results reported for the 3 CF 

provinces. Indeed, one of the issues was that data was reported at province level but not 

disaggregated between CF districts and non-CF districts. We had to estimate results for the 

15 CF districts based on the results of the 3 provinces where the CF is implemented. The 

number of actual communities triggered was 47% higher than the number planned.  

 

As a proxy, the efficiency of CLTS campaigns was measured based on the ODF 

conversion ratio, for which data was available for 2013 and 2014. From the 183 

communities triggered, 19 were reported ODF in 2013 and 29 in 2014. Although this represents 

a 10% and 16% ODF conversion rate for 2013 and 2014 respectively, which is quite low, ODF 

conversion has been improving. However as there are inconsistencies in the reporting, this 

data should be used with caution. In particular, it appears that some communities might have 

become ODF as a result of the programme but they had not yet been certified, due to delays 

in the certification process and issues with the quality of the data coming from PEC Zonal 

contractors. 

Moreover Figure 13 below shows that although expenditure on PEC Zonal has decreased, 

the number of persons gaining access to sanitation has remained in the same range 

(between 50,000 -75,000 persons per year). 
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Figure 13. Annual PRONASAR CF expenditure to sanitation and associated number of 

persons who gained access to a latrine 

Source: Estimated by authors from PRONASAR PIA and Relatorio Balanço for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 

Cost-efficiency. Conducting a CLTS triggering campaign cost on average USD 63,629 per 

district, USD 4,035 per community (in 2013) and USD 2.1 per person. Yet it cost USD 11,941 

per ODF community and USD 14 per person who gained access to improved or traditional 

improved latrines if the conversion rate was taken into account. The cost of CLTS per district 

triggered was actually 18% less expensive than what had been initially planned.  

 

The share of indirect programme support costs was quite high for sanitation: they represented 

26% of the cost of implementing CLTS. The rest (74% of the cost) was direct software for 

sanitation promotion. The costs for sanitation promotion are summarised in Table 5 above and 

Figure 14 below.  

 

The cost of a CLTS campaign per district reduced by approximately 50% since 2012, 

from USD 98,108 in 2012 to USD 26,515 in 2014. Figure 14 shows that this decrease was 

mainly due to a reduction in the cost of direct software support, which is the cost of the PEC 

Zonal contracts. This could be explained by a change in the nature of the activities contracted. 

Indeed, the total expenditure to PEC Zonal contract reduced over time. This could be due to a 

reduction in the time spent with communities in follow up years or to a reduction in the number 

of communities reached. Moreover, set up costs (such as purchasing equipment) would have 

increased the total costs in the first years and do not need to be paid for again if the same 

company continues working in the districts in the following years.  
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Figure 14. Cost of CLTS campaign per district per year 

Source: Estimated by authors from PRONASAR PIA and Relatorio Balanço for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 

 

The cost of a PEC Zonal contract per district paid by PRONASAR CF was lower than the 

national average estimated by WASHCost (WASHCost, 2011) (adjusted for 2013 prices)12, 

which was USD 106,852 per district.  

 

In addition, the cost-efficiency of sanitation promotion was compared to UNICEF OMI using 

the same methodology as described in section 4.1 above and adjusted to the same year. 

PRONASAR cost per community triggered and ODF community is between 40% and 23% 

lower than UNICEF’s. This might be partly explained by the fact that the OMI has more IPS 

cost (33% compared to 26% for PRONASAR). Again, these comparisons need to be handled 

with caution, as the quality in the counting of ODF community might vary between 

programmes. 

 

Table 8. Comparison of total cost per sanitation results 

  

Cost per community triggered 

Observed cost (in 2013 

equivalent prices) 

Cost per community declared 

ODF  

Observed  cost (in 2014 

equivalent prices) 

PRONASAR USD 4,035 11,941 

UNICEF average  

2007-2013 
USD 6,632 15,423 

Variation of 

PRONASAR cost per 

results to the 

comparator 

 -39% -23% 

Source: PRONASAR PIA 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and PRONASAR Relatorio Balanço 2011, 2012, 

2013, 2014. UNICEF (2014) One Million Initiative final report. MZN was converted to USD using annual 

exchange rates 

 

Overall PRONASAR CF seems to perform better than the national average and 

comparators on both the cost of PEC Zonal contracts and the cost per ODF 

communities.  

 

                                                
12 CostData from 2011 was corrected with inflation and exchange rate of 2013 
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Yet, the cost-efficiency of sanitation promotion was still pointed out by the informants during 

the field visit as an area for improvement. Several potential VFM drivers were identified: 

 The restricted geographical coverage of PEC contracts. Informants also argued that 

having PEC Contracts covering a larger scale, at the level of the province for instance, 

could allow for economies of scale and therefore cost reductions.  

 The poor quality of PEC consultants’ services. Several informants and the recent WSP 

study (WSP, 2012) pointed out that the restricted duration of contracts meant that it is 

mainly small local NGOs or social enterprises that were not properly trained to PEC which 

were attracted to take on PEC contracts. In addition, the lack of competition on this market 

did not provide a large choice of contractors to provinces. 

 The institutional arrangements for PEC Zonal activities. The recent WSP study (2012) 

suggested that the current procurement modalities and institutional arrangements of PEC 

Zonal did not allow for long term efficiency. Efficiency could be improved by internalising a 

permanent capacity for conducting PEC activities in the district administration, to 

strengthen capacity-building, continuity and facilitate follow-up. 

 

Finally, the real cost-efficiency of CLTS interventions needs to be measured by 

including households’ investments to build latrines. As mentioned in section 3.6.3, 

household contributions in cash and in-kind (labour and material) was estimated based on the 

sustainability survey from Objective 2 of the VFM-WASH project. The average household 

contribution to build a traditional improved or improved latrine was estimated at USD 3.6 in 

cash and USD 14 in kind (labour and material). Figure 15 below shows that the actual cost 

including the household contribution per person who gained access to a traditional improved 

or improved latrine was USD 17, compared to USD 14 excluding household contribution. The 

household contribution represents 20% of the total cost.  

Figure 15. Cost per person who gained access to a traditional improved or improved 
latrine (average 2011-2014) 

 
Source: Estimated by authors from PRONASAR PIA and Relatorio Balanço for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, and 

using results from Objective 2 Sustainability Survey 
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4.3.3 Effectiveness and cost-effectiveness 

The absence of data on outcomes did not allow conducting a cost-effectiveness analysis of 
sanitation promotion activities. Outcome survey would enable measuring the percentage of 
ODF communities that remained ODF over time, and thus calculating a cost per person living 
in an ODF environment, which remains ODF over time. The cost per person who gained 
access to an improved latrine and continues using it over time could also be measured as a 
cost-effectiveness indicator.  
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5 Summary findings and recommendations 

This section presents summary findings of the VFM analysis and helps identify areas where 
the greatest potential gains could be achieved in terms of improving the VFM of a future 
extension of the PRONASAR programme.  

5.1 Summary findings of the VFM analysis  

Table 9 below summarizes the findings of the VFM analysis by component and by type of 

indicators and lists the main VFM drivers that could have impacted these VFM indicators. The 

last column presents the team’s assessment to identify priority areas where programme 

managers need to invest additional efforts in order to generate VFM gains. This would require 

changes in the way the programmes are implemented and conducting VFM analysis on a 

routine basis in order to track the impact of those changes. Symbol-coding has been defined 

as follows:  

 Three stars: a high-priority area for programme managers, where additional focus on 

measuring and improving VFM could yield substantial gains;  

 Two stars: a high-priority area for programme managers, or where VFM improvements 

would only have a marginal impact on the overall programme, including because 

programme managers have limited influence over VFM drivers,  

 One star: a low-priority area where VFM is already satisfactory compared to other 

components and programmes and no immediate changes are needed. 
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Table 9. Summary findings on VFM indicators and potential VFM drivers  

VFM indicators Key findings from the VFM analysis Potential VFM drivers 

Priority 

area for 

PM? 

Recommendations for PM to improve VFM 

Water point (WP) construction 

Economy  No input costs could be obtained, which made it difficult 

to assess the economy of WP construction, except 

through anecdotal evidence 

 Drilling costs are reputed to be high in Mozambique 

 Cost of drilling depends on location, hydrological 

conditions, technology choices, and structure of drilling 

contracts. 

 Some “cross cutting” factors are impacting costs, such 

as procurement issues and high costs of inputs in 

Mozambique 

 

 

As water point construction represents 19% 

of the programme direct costs, seek to 

improve procurement so as to generate 

savings 

Efficiency  81% of WP planned were actually constructed  

 Achievement rate of WP construction improved over 

the course of the programme, despite a severe 

reduction in expenditure (to the benefit of SWSS).  

Achievement rate dropped to 72% in 2013. 

 Technical difficulties for drilling due to difficult 

hydrogeological conditions were encountered. 

 External factors in 2013 such as flooding in Zambezia 

and political turmoil can explain the decrease in the 

achievement rate of water points during that year. 

 

Collect data on the process of constructing 

these water points to assess further the 

drivers of efficiency 

Cost Efficiency  Cost per WP constructed decreased by 35% since 

2012. This is mainly due to a decrease in hardware 

costs.  

 The actual cost per WP constructed was 11% higher 

than planned.  

 Cost per WP beneficiary highly depends on the number 

of user per WP and the location. 

 Improvement in cost -efficiency could be due to an 

improvement in procurement performances or to a 

reduction in the quality and depth of boreholes  

 

Collect additional data on the type of 

water points constructed and technical 

details such as depth so as to verify the 

drivers of VFM 

Effectiveness  Effectiveness could not be estimated for PRONASAR, 

but only for the 3 CF provinces as a whole 

 On average, the functionality of WP was estimated at 

92% in the 3 CF provinces and the number of actual 

users per WP was 35% lower than assumed by the 

programme (objective 2 survey).   

 Software support provided to water committees is likely 

to affect the sustainability of WP functionality. At 

present the programme only spends 7% of software 

support for WP construction. 

 

Collect data on water point functionality and 

test the importance of direct software 

support to water committees 

Cost-

Effectiveness 

 Estimated cost per person who is still using the new 

WP is 67% higher than the cost per beneficiary 

assumed by the programme. 

Small water supply system construction 

Economy  Same as for economy of water point construction 

above. 

 Same as for economy of water point construction 

above  

 

As SWSS construction represents 50% of 

the programme direct costs expenditure, 

seek to improve procurement so as to 

generate savings 

Efficiency  75% of SWSS planned were actually constructed. 

 The construction of some systems was delayed. 

 Delays were due to the 2013 flooding, difficult 

hydrogeological conditions that caused a change in the 

type of technology initially planned, cancelling of one 

contract, and insufficient cash flows. 

 

Collect data on the process of constructing 

these water SWSS to assess further the 

drivers of efficiency 

Cost Efficiency  The actual cost per SWSS constructed was 52% higher 

than planned.  

 Cost per beneficiary for SWSS is 2.5 times higher than 

for water points. 

 Un-planned expenditure is due to the change in 

technology initially planned, cancelling of a contract 

and more works required than planned. 
 

 

As SWSS construction represents 50% of 

the programme direct costs expenditure, 

seek to improve planning and supervision of 

construction to control costs and generate 

savings 
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VFM indicators Key findings from the VFM analysis Potential VFM drivers 

Priority 

area for 

PM? 

Recommendations for PM to improve VFM 

Effectiveness  Not available  Selection of SWSS operators and training is likely to 

positively influence their effectiveness   

 

Collect data on functionality and use of 

SWSS 
Cost-

Effectiveness 

Sanitation promotion 

Economy  No input costs could be obtained which made it difficult 

to assess the economy of the sanitation promotion, 

except through anecdotal evidence. 

 Cost of the PEC contracts depend on the location of 

communities and the number of communities triggered.  

 Lack of competition on this market does not provide a 

large choice of contractors to provinces. 

 Some “cross cutting” factors are impacting costs, such 

as procurement issues. 

 

As sanitation only represents 7% of direct 

cost at present improving economy is not 

considered as a high priority. Seek to 

improve procurement to generate savings 

Efficiency  Estimated ODF conversion rate was between 10-16%, 

but improved over time. This is quite low compared to 

international standards, but not surprising considering 

that the programme is still quite new. 

 CLTS campaigns seem to have had a sustained impact 

beyond the time of their implementation, as the number 

of additional latrine built remained constant despite a 

decrease in expenditure for sanitation. 

 Poor quality of PEC Zonal contractors reduced 

efficiency. Mainly small local NGOs or social 

enterprises were attracted to take on PEC contracts 

and they were not properly trained to PEC. 

 

Collect data on the efficiency of CLTS to 

confirm findings and seek ways to improve 

ODF conversion. 

Cost Efficiency  Cost of PEC Zonal per district has decreased of ~ 50% 

per year since 2012.  

 Overall, the cost of CLTS per district was 18% lower 

than what had been initially planned.  

 Cost efficiency can vary based on the nature of the 

activities contracted (lighter follow up activities with less 

staff time), higher set up costs in the first years, or an 

improvement in contract negotiation. 

 The limited geographical coverage of PEC Zonal 

contracts (at the level of one or two districts) limited 

potential for economies of scale 

 

As sanitation only represents 7% of direct 

cost at present, improving cost efficient  is 

not considered as a high priority. Seek to 

improve procurement to generate savings 

Effectiveness  Not available.   The institutional arrangements for PEC Zonal activities, 

with low involvement from district level staff, might 

impede long term efficiency.  

Monitor ODF status and the use of latrines 

overtime. Seek to create a permanent 

capacity at district level for conducting follow 

up PEC activities. 
Cost-

Effectiveness 

Cross-cutting - Programme management 

Economy  No input costs could be obtained which made it difficult 

to assess the economy of the programme, except 

through anecdotal evidence 

 Increase in cost because of inflation over time (10% on 

average between 2011-2014) 

 Higher costs in remote regions (Zambezia) 

 Weakness of private sector competition  

 Weak procurement capacity and Financial 

management in PRONASAR  

 

 

Improve the procurement  of contracts and 

the monitoring of disbursements so as to 

generate savings. 

Efficiency and 

cost-efficiency 

 Indirect programme support costs represent 26% of the 

total programme expenditure. 

 The disbursement of funds to PRONASAR is 

unpredictable, slow and often late. This delays the 

contracting of service providers and thus the realisation 

of outputs. 

 
 

Improve cost-efficiency with better and more 

targeted support, such as TA to improve the 

procurement and financial management of 

the programme. 
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VFM indicators Key findings from the VFM analysis Potential VFM drivers 

Priority 

area for 

PM? 

Recommendations for PM to improve VFM 

 Low quality of services provided by contractors and 

lack of competition to incentivise performance 

 Low management capacity at central and decentralised 

levels to manage and implement activities.  

 Decentralised levels and contractors are not 

incentivised to perform. 

Key: 
 

 

High priority 
   

Medium priority 
 

Low priority 
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5.2 Key challenges in conducting the analysis 

A number of key challenges were met during the analysis and limited our ability to apply the 

methodology as initially envisaged and forced us to use estimates:  

 It was not possible to attribute DFID’s contribution to specific investments as DFID 

contributed to a Common Fund, which did not allocate results to different donors (although 

DFID’s documentation made assumptions about how its contribution was allocated to different 

types of activities within PRONASAR CF).  

 Donor-driven reporting requirements were distorting the way in which the information 

was tracked and reported. The Annual Report (“Relatorio Balanço”) only reported the 

externally funded outputs of the CF. By contrast, the reporting for the internally funded outputs 

which was weak and they could not be separated out identified from other sources of Pillar A 

funding. Thus, this study focused on the externally funded activities of the CF (except for small 

water supply systems to which the GoM is also contributing). 

 Input and output data for the PRONASAR CF were not tracked in a consolidated manner, 

which meant that it was necessary to manually piece together the information. This highlighted 

the fact that PRONASAR programme managers lacked management tools to track how 

monetary inputs translate into outputs and outcomes.  

 Data on expenditure was only reported in categories of type of expenditure (on capital 

goods, services, salaries etc.). It was only possible to allocate the data to activities by making 

assumptions on what type of inputs was actually included in each category. 

 Output data cannot be audited. Available output data at the programme management level 

is captured in the Relatorio Balanco. However there are different estimates mentioned in 

different reports. Achievements are not systematically recorded by districts and therefore there 

are still issues regarding the quality and consistency of this data. Reporting from communities 

and districts through provinces and up to the central level is difficult as administrations are 

technically constrained at decentralised levels. 

 Key output data was missing and thus assumptions had to be made to estimate them. 

For example, the number of latrines (improved and traditional improved) constructed as a result 

of programme intervention in the 15 districts targeted by the PRONASAR CF was not available. 

It could only be estimated from the number of latrines build in each province. Thus, these VFM 

indicators are only estimates.  

 No reliable data on outcomes of WASH investment was collected for PRONASAR at the 

time of the study. In future, it is planned that Information on outcomes may become available 

through SINAS (National Sector Information Management System). However, to this day, it was 

not possible to access SINAS given that access to this information system was only possible 

via the DNA and was not widely shared with sector actors. In addition, in the words of the 

Director herself, the system was still very much in a developmental stage and therefore did not 

contain reliable information.  
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 Some of the data gaps were filled using Objective 2 survey results for the 3 CF provinces. 

However, this data is not statistically significant and outcomes observed cannot be 

directly attributed to the PRONASAR. Thus, the resulting analysis only provides an indication 

of the range of programme outcomes, but should be considered with care. 

5.3 Recommendations to improve VFM analysis  

In this section we formulate specific recommendation on how to enable PRONASAR programme 

managers to conduct better monitoring and evaluation of the programme going forward, which 

would include more detailed VFM analysis to help with formulating programme management 

decisions. This will require strengthening the programme management tools, in order to collect the 

right type of data, store it and analyse it in way that produces meaningful and useful results for 

programme managers.  

Existing management systems for the programme are not integrated and therefore do not allow 

forming an overall vision or tracking programme performance on an ongoing basis. Below we 

identify two main areas where improvements are needed in order to allow making VFM analysis 

part of routine programme management activities.  

5.3.1 Develop a centrally managed tool to track inputs and outputs jointly 

At present results data and expenditure are not consolidated and considerable efforts are required 

to match them. A common reporting framework reporting framework needs to be created so that 

both expenditure and results data are recorded based on the same categories of activities. A simple 

excel tool can then be developed to track jointly inputs and outputs. This will allow estimating the 

value-for-money indicators of the programme on a regular basis.  

 

5.3.2 Develop management tools to improve contract monitoring 

A crucial piece of information for estimating VFM indicators is the recording and financial analysis 

of contracts let by the programme. This was only partially done for PEC Zonal, WP and SWSS 

construction contracts, i.e. not for all the years. Hence, expenditure recorded in the financial reports 

using broad categories of expenses (staff, services, goods, construction etc.) had to be allocated 

to each component based on the level of government at which each contract was procured. 

Recording expenditure by contract type would refrain from having to make this sort of assumptions. 

Tracking contract expenditure on a regular basis in a Management Information System would be a 

key element to manage spending more efficiently and collect data for the VFM analysis in the future.  

In order to track contracts, we recommend doing the following: 

 At central and decentralised level, compile in one management tool the type of contracts that 

are let out with their disbursement plan. The different types of contracts were identified in the 

longer version of this report, together with the entities responsible for procurement; 

 Update the management tool monthly with information on the actual disbursements made (as 

reported in e-SISTAFE); 

 Create activity codes to record spending on contracts.  



Analysing the Value for Money of PRONASAR Common Fund investments in Mozambique 

 

© Oxford Policy Management                                                                                                                                                     42 

5.3.3 Strengthen SINAS 

Since 2009, considerable investments have been made towards strengthening SINAS, the National 

Water and Sanitation Information System that collects information on both rural and urban water 

and sanitation sector, but its implementation has been repeatedly delayed.  

 

Therefore there is currently no adequate M&E framework for the programme and information on 

the programme’s achievements is not readily available.  

 

In order for PRONASAR programme managers to perform a VFM analysis on a regular basis, 

SINAS would need to be strengthened and implemented at a decentralised level so as to collect 

and centralise data on outputs and outcomes achieved by the programme.  

 

It is also essential that data from SINAS be made accessible and is shared across sector actors at 

all levels of PRONASAR management. Conducting the VFM study on a routine basis and using it 

for management purpose would give a clear outlet for using SINAS data and therefore could 

provide a stronger incentive for maintaining the database up to date. Making data available at the 

decentralised level would create an incentive for them to report back to the central level, especially 

if they could start the VFM indicators for programme implementation in their Province or district and 

compare those to other regional areas.  

 

The data collected would need to be disaggregated at district level to allow separating out the 15 

districts funded by the PRONASAR Common Fund. In particular, it should seek to collect data on 

the actual number of beneficiaries who gained access to water and sanitaiton at the time of the 

programme (as an actual output), but also the number over time of persons who are still using the 

services implemented by the programme at the intended service levels. 
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