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General 
 
The El Niño drought that left many people in IPC levels of food insecurity between 2015 - 2017, 
was the worst to hit the country in 35 years. Although Mozambique is a disaster prone country, it is 
more often beset by quick onset disasters such as floods and cyclones than by slow onset disas-
ters such as widespread drought. This fact may account for some of the challenges that were en-
countered in the drought response. 
 
This report aims to summarise the key issues which arose from the collective response of the Food 
Security Cluster to the drought between approximately September 2015 and March 2017. The re-
sponse to the drought is also being evaluated by other Clusters, as well as by individual agencies. 
 
The report summarises the key findings from the total research which was guided by the Consult-
ants Terms of Reference (attached Annex 1) and at the end, makes a few observations and rec-
ommendations for the future.  
 
 
Methodology 
 
This After Action Review was carried out through a combination of five methodologies which in 
combination, provided the information for this Final Report. The five methodologies were; a desk-
top analysis of key documents; skype calls with key informants, a Survey Monkey questionnaire 
consisting of 30 questions to over 80 participants; face to face meetings with government repre-
sentatives in Maputo; and a one day meeting of stakeholders in Maputo. 
 
There were a total of 12 Skype interviews carried out by the consultant based in London. Each 
Skype interview lasted between 1-1.30 hours and produced quality information relevant to the 
TOR.  
 
A Survey Monkey questionnaire was developed and sent to over 75 participants from different 
agencies in English. The same survey was translated into Portuguese and was sent to a further 10 
participants, mainly from government agencies. The Survey consisted of a total of 30 questions 
based on the Criteria and Guiding questions in the TOR and provided space for comments after 
each question, which many responders made use of.  The Survey Monkey questionnaire received 
a poor response, only 13% of those who received the questionnaire responded. This may be partly 
explained by the intervening Easter holidays and / or by the timing of other questionnaires which 
were being sent out at the same time by other agencies conducting their own reviews. Also, the 
questionnaire was sent from the Consultants Gmail address which at least one interviewee said 
they didn't recognise and deleted as spam.  
 
Face to face meetings were carried out over two days in Maputo, mostly with government agencies 
using translation where necessary and with some key UN and NGO stakeholders who had not 
been available for Skype interviews. 
 
A Face to Face meeting was held in Maputo on 27th April and over 80 participants from different 
national and international institutions were invited. The analysis provided by the Survey Monkey 
questions was presented in the Face to Face meeting and participants were invited to further ex-
plore the main topics in group discussions. The meeting also focused on cash modalities, as this 



 

 

was a major theme in the FSC response and a WFP expert on this topic flew in from Johannesburg 
to carry out a briefing on this topic.  
Criteria and Guiding questions 
 
The consultants Terms of Reference included ‘Criteria and Guiding questions’ which had been de-
veloped by the Food Security Cluster in collaboration with the Intercluster Working Group. These 
Criteria and Guiding questions, which are found in the Sections 1-5 below, provided the basis for 
interviews carried out as well as the framework for the Face to Face meeting agenda. For the sake 
of clarity and consistency, the main body of this Final Report is also structured around these five 
areas although inevitably, the reader will find that many of the issues are interconnected and there 
is overlap between the key observations. 
 
 
1. Appropriateness 
 
a) Issues - Participatory assessments, disaggregated data, assessment informing planning, meet-

ing local needs 
 
- The main assessment was carried out by the Ministry of Agricultures responsible department, 

the Technical Secretariat for Food Security and Nutrition (SETSAN), with support from interna-
tional actors, including the Food Security Cluster. SETSAN assessments are carried out at regu-
lar intervals during the year according to the seasonal planting calendar and follow well estab-
lished procedures. However, limited resources mean that SETSAN assessments are carried out 
at the Province levels and only cover a sample of Districts which have been more affected by 
disasters. For the purpose of this drought response, many interviewees felt that more District 
level information was required. Feedback from multiple interviewees also suggested that 
SETSAN assessment data was not always accurate and needed verification and in some cases 
assessments needed to be redone, which obviously caused delays to the response operation.  

 
- Even once the meteorological information became available in mid-2015 and clearly indicated 

some worrying trends, this was not sufficient to issue the ‘Red Alert’ or activate the National 
Contingency Plan for response. The ultimate decision to issue a ‘Red Alert’ rests with the Prime 
Minister but in this case, it appears that other factors such as those associated with internal pro-
cesses and mobilisation, played a part in the government not declaring the emergency. Even 
when other countries in the SADC region also affected by El Niño had done so, many interview-
ees said that Mozambique remained in ‘development mode’ and did not shift into ‘ emergency 
response mode’ early enough.  

 
- One interviewee noted that donors and the UN community had already a good idea earlier in 

2015 of the risk of severe drought but were reluctant to contradict the government figures and its 
assessment of the situation. When the September 2015 SETSAN assessment was carried out, it 
was clear that rural households were already selling off livelihood assets and were showing oth-
er signs of late stages coping capacity. Therefore, it can be concluded that actors with field 
presence were already well aware of the severity of the drought and could have taken action to 
advocate for response earlier. This may be an issue that the international humanitarian commu-
nity needs to critically analyse for itself, whether it acted in accordance with the humanitarian 
imperative or not (Action Point)  

 
- The timing of the SETSAN needs assessments and different interpretations of the assessment 

data, may also explain some of the issues faced in geographical coverage and targeting and 
why, in the opinion of many of those interviewed, certain Provinces and Districts were chosen for 
assistance and not others. Some FSC agencies arrived in the Provinces and Districts to find that 
the local authorities did not accept the SETSAN data and that in fact the greatest needs were 
not where the SETSAN assessments had showed them to be. 

 



 

 

- From the early days of the drought response in September 2015, SETSAN’s estimates of num-
bers of households affected was around 160,000 but this figure escalated to 1.4 million by 
March 2016 and later to 2.1 million in September 2016 with an additional 700,000 people pro-
jected to be without humanitarian coverage. These large fluctuations in targeting information 
caused problems for the Food Security Cluster and for donors as it meant that different agencies 
were at risk of relying on different sets of data for their planning. The IPC figures, also provided 
another set of data and there was some concern that the IPC data came too late and used a dif-
ferent methodology from the SETSAN assessment. Eventually, most agencies came to rely on 
the SETSAN March assessment results as these were seen to be of better quality than the as-
sessment of July 2016. 

 
- Some interviewees said that the FSC and the humanitarian system generally became very stuck 

on the whole question of figures, and should have rather insisted on carrying out collective sec-
ondary analysis of the figures provided rather than continue to debate overall numbers affected. 
Also, one interviewee noted that because of the focus on the 1.4 or 2.1 million, other topics that 
should also have been covered by the FSC were given insufficient attention, for example, the is-
sue of seeds and livestock support. At least one agency which wanted technical support in these 
areas felt that they did not get it from the Cluster. As the FSC mandate is in agriculture assis-
tance as well as food assistance, the FSC may want to review its practice in the light of this ob-
servation (Action Point).  

 
- While recognising the limitations of the SETSAN assessment, it is important to note why con-

ducting District level assessments is challenging in Mozambique. There are large numbers of 
districts in each Province and households within Districts tend to be very widely dispersed. 
Household level needs assessment require extensive logistical and structural capacity that is 
expensive and needs time to build up. Most of those interviewed acknowledged that assessment 
is an area that needs strengthening and both government and donors seemed open to pro-
posals for this.  One donor noted that even if there were problems with the SETSAN assess-
ment, it was preferable to have one government led assessment than numerous agency as-
sessments. On an encouraging note, one donor noted that investment in the Governments’ ca-
pacity to carry out assessment for slow onset disasters would still continue to be a priority for 
them over the coming lean season. Another donor pledged continued commitment to strengthen 
SETSAN’s assessment capacity for the foreseeable future and wanted to encourage further 
open discussions on issues raised in this After Action Review.  

 
 
2. Effectiveness  
 
a) Reached objectives of the SRP, did assistance reach people, monitoring, were they delivered 

in a timely manner 
 
- In a broad sense, many interviewees considered that the SRP Objectives had been more or less 

met. However, in terms of numbers of people assisted, as one donor pointed out, the percent-
ages depend on whether one considers the numbers of IPC 2 level affected or the IPC 3 level 
affected or both. If ICP 2 is considered then only 49% of the needs identified under the Strategic 
Response Plan were covered. If IPC 3 were used, then the coverage level would be 76%. For 
major donors, it is more common to use IPC 3 as a benchmark but in the SETSAN assess-
ments, many IPC 2 areas were put forward.  

 
- Many interviewees complained about the late arrival of donor funding.  When the drought re-

sponse under the SRP began in March 2016, some agencies were forced to use their own funds 
and in some cases had to divert them from other ongoing operations. The bulk of the donor 
funding did not arrive until August /September 2016, which was at least halfway through the 
SRP response timeframe. One agency said that they had committed to cover more districts but 
had to scale down their response because funding did not arrive.  



 

 

 
- There were major pipeline challenges for obtaining supplies, in particular, quality assured seeds, 

some nutrition products and nutritional screening implements as well as some components of 
the ration baskets. Supplies which were not available in Mozambique were sought in the SADC 
region but in some cases, logistical issues such as quality assurance procedures and customs 
blockages severely held up the distribution. One agency’s own internal procedures led to long 
delays in the arrival of seeds and this same agency is carrying out an internal review of what 
happened. Sufficient quality assured seeds were not available when needed in the SADC re-
gion, the GMO issue led to delays in obtaining seeds from South Africa and some agencies 
complained that the right seeds did not arrive in time for the appropriate planting seasons. A 
high turnover in staff in both donor and agencies led to confusion and reversals on programming 
direction in some cases.  

 
- The regular assessments carried out by SETSAN give overall figures of the numbers of people 

needing assistance but are not disaggregated. In other words, when presented with the official 
SETSAN assessment data, agencies then had to carry out their own assessments to literally 
‘find’ the numbers of vulnerable people in the districts. With up to 40 Districts in each Province 
and with households often living very far apart from each other, this presented a fairly impossible 
challenge. Furthermore, in many cases, the Provinces and Districts did not agree with the 
SETSAN data and claimed that all or different people in their areas required assistance. Given 
these circumstances, agencies did seem to manage remarkably well in adapting to changing cir-
cumstances and in cooperating both with each other and with local authorities. However, given 
that so many changes needed to be made on an ad hoc basis to project plans, it is hard to ob-
jectively ascertain to what extent humanitarian standards, especially on protection, were re-
spected by FSC Cluster agencies. One interviewee noted that Protection standards in this oper-
ation were ‘theoretical’, which is very concerning.  

 
- Under such circumstances, agencies could not distribute assistance directly to households but 

were obliged to distribute through intermediary structures such as the local authorities, local 
community based organisations, community structures and the Church. According to interview-
ees, agencies used consultative processes to work within communities as effectively as possible 
but for a variety of reasons, including the late arrival of donor funds and the absence of reliable 
assessment data, they were often forced to improvise and change plans on the spot. Agencies 
have submitted their monitoring information under the 4W’s but there was no aggregate FSC 
monitoring of the Strategic Response Plan (SRP) meaning it is hard to come up with conclusions 
on overall FSC performance. While the HCT has published some information about the Cluster 
response and how humanitarian standards have been met, it is hard to see objectively how this 
information can be verified or measured. 

 
- Between March and July 2016, according to SETSAN’s assessment data, the numbers of food 

insecure households went up considerably but acute malnutrition levels appeared to go down. 
The cause of this change was not clear and furthermore, following further specialised agency 
studies, malnutrition cases emerged in the north of the country, and were shown to be more se-
vere than those in the centre and south where the food security response was underway. Differ-
ent methodologies used by SETSAN in the March and July assessments led to a confusing pic-
ture and in some cases, malnutrition levels were then overestimated by specialist agencies and 
the causes of malnutrition were still not clear. Those responsible agencies are now carrying out 
their own in depth reviews about what happened while at the same time, continuing to work 
closely with SETSAN to improve the quality of its nutritional data collection capacity. According 
to one specialised agency, there is a need to strengthen standards for nutritional screening pro-
tocols as a priority. The government is the sole provider for nutrition services in Mozambique but 
according to many of those interviewed, there are considerable gaps in its capacity. 

 
- The connection between the Governments social protection service, the National Institute for 

Social Affairs (INAS), which provides support by way of cash to the most vulnerable households 



 

 

in the country, and the humanitarian response was a topic brought up by many agencies. In the 
drought response, the responsible Ministries worked quite separately and there was confusion 
over whether and to what extent to include social protection caseloads into the emergency ap-
peal. Those receiving social protection assistance in Mozambique receive a very small amount 
of cash and many agencies felt that they should therefore be automatically included in the 
drought assistance on the basis that they are already very vulnerable. In discussions with the 
Ministry of Gender, Child and Social Affairs, it was confirmed that a new online registry will in fu-
ture be created to ensure that data on the most vulnerable social groups according to MGCAS 
will be shared with the INGC and other FSC actors so that they can be prioritized in case of 
emergencies. It is also being considered to provide 12 months post emergency support to peo-
ple on the MGCAS registry who received assistance during the drought, on the assumption that 
these people would continue to be particularly vulnerable during 2017.  

 
- Technological initiatives such as these at the national level are relevant but in the context of 

Mozambique, it is important to remember that changes at the national level don’t automatically 
filter down to the Provinces and Districts. According to many people interviewed, structures and 
decisions making processes can differ considerably between the national and the local levels, 
where local cultural norms may prevail over national directives.  

 
 
3. Efficiency 
 
a) Modalities - Efficiency, areas of improvement, funding, timeliness, flexibility 
 
- The use of different modalities for the drought response and the conditionality of the assistance 

provided were a controversial topics amongst interviewees and it is important to note that there 
were many divergent points of view about this. There were various modalities and variations of 
those modalities used in this emergency. The ones that were noted in this AAR were; general 
food distribution, cash including e-vouchers and paper vouchers, unconditional cash transfers 
(very small amounts via one agency only), food for assets, food fairs. Where cash was given, it 
was given unconditionally,  while in-kind assistance was usually given with conditions such as 
food for assets. Historical experience in Mozambique might explain the Governments approach 
on these matters which is reluctant to encourage aid dependency, however the result of this 
combination of approaches by all actors was confusion and in some cases unfairness towards 
beneficiaries some of whom received different transfer values of assistance in the same Dis-
tricts.  

 
- A WFP market assessment was published in September 2016 but interviewees noted that the 

conclusions, which basically said the market in Mozambique was not suitable for vouchers or 
cash except on a pilot scale, were more or less ignored. One donor continued to advocate very 
strongly for cash but eventually changed its approach to vouchers in face of the resistance by 
Government to distributing cash. 

 
- According to several agencies, there was not enough ongoing analysis of the markets in 

Mozambique to justify the use of vouchers or of cash or for the variety of different modalities 
used during this emergency response. In such contexts, ongoing market assessments needed to 
be carried out to judge the impact of the humanitarian food assistance but this did not happen, in 
spite of the fact that markets in Mozambique also affected by major macro-economic challenges. 
Food supplies in markets were simply not available in time and neither government nor partners 
had the programming experience necessary to use cash or vouchers on a large scale at the be-
ginning of 2016. This situation may have changed a bit now but in general, as one interviewee 
noted, it is never ideal to introduce new approaches in the middle of an emergency.  

 
- According to interviewees, where vouchers were used on the insistence of donors - whether by 

e-vouchers or paper vouchers - there was in practice, little difference between voucher and in 



 

 

kind distributions. Because the supply change and the markets were not functioning well, 
vouchers meant that beneficiaries effectively came with the vouchers to pick up their food bas-
kets which they could have also received through the more traditional food distribution system. 
In the words of several interviewees, agencies were using vouchers to satisfy donor require-
ments but the purpose was not always clear or backed up by evidence to support their use in 
that particular context. Similarly, farmers markets were also cited by one interviewee as inap-
propriate as the number of farmers’ stalls and the variety of what the stalls had to offer was too 
minimal to make any sense in holding them. 

 
- In the end, cash was used very little as a modality mostly because of resistance by the Govern-

ment. In response to this, the same donor who strongly supported cash is now carrying out a 
study to understand more clearly what the resistances are in Mozambique towards using cash 
as a transfer modality and to see whether this resistance can in fact be overcome through a 
greater understanding of the evidence in favour of cash-based approaches. It’s understood that 
a visit organised by an INGO for the Government of Mozambique representatives to go to Mala-
wi in August 2016 to examine the use of cash approaches has led to a softening of the Govern-
ments position but it is not known how it would approach this in future emergency responses. 
During the course of this After Action Review, one Cluster lead agency pledged to carry out ad-
vanced training on Cash based approaches for FSC agencies and government in the near fu-
ture. There is also a commitment by lead FSC agencies to reactivate the Cash Working Group in 
Maputo. It may be advisable for donors to channel funds for CBT studies in future through the 
Clusters, rather than through individual agencies so that the learning can be shared more wide-
ly.  

 
- For those agencies that did provide in-kind food assistance, the composition of the food basket 

was also controversial, as some food rations items were not available. This led to a situation in 
which the vouchers provided were valued higher than the food baskets and beneficiaries in the 
same districts received different transfer values of assistance between in-kind food aid and 
vouchers. The FSC Cluster eventually sorted out this discrepancy through discussions between 
the Cluster agencies and the in-kind food basket and voucher value were harmonised according-
ly.  

 
- Overall it seems as though this drought response introduced new assistance modalities in 

Mozambique. While is important for the sake of progress to try new things and to take a few 
chances, this should not happen in the middle of an emergency response if there are alterna-
tives. It seems fair to say that there was and remains a lack of clear direction on modalities and 
conditionality's in Mozambique and that this area urgently requires further dialogue, understand-
ing and research between partners, including Government (Action Point).   

 
 
4. Coverage 
 
a) Identification of vulnerable people, efficiency of targeting (people and geographical areas), rela-
tions with local authorities 
 
- While overall the SRP met the majority of peoples needs, there was a feeling among interview-

ees that in some Districts, the assistance provided was spread unevenly meaning that in some 
areas there was overtargeting and in other areas, some people’s needs were not met. In re-
sponse to these problems, the Food Security Cluster developed Standard Operating Procedures 
(SOP’s) (Beneficiary Targeting, Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) on Geographical Target-
ing 2016/2017, El Niño Response, November 2016) and these were broadly welcomed as a 
good initiative. However, many interviews said that the SOP’s were finalised too late (November 
2016) and that when they were introduced, there were delays as staff needed to reorganise the 
programs around them. The SOP’s did not come with any monitoring plan so it is not possible to 
come to any conclusion as to whether they were used or useful. In future, initiatives such as the-



 

 

se from the Cluster should be accompanied by a monitoring plan to make them valuable (Action 
Point).   

 
- In terms of the efficiency of the targeting, at its worst in some Districts, there was a massive 

overtargeting (over 200%) while in other places, as little as 30% of needs were covered. The 
reasons for this having happened seem to be complicated. In some part, it can be explained by 
the use of different sets of data from different needs assessment (conducted in September 2015, 
March, July, December 2016) and with different agencies and donors using different figures until 
discussions finally led to common figures. 

 
- Problems with coverage can also be explained by the fact that there was reluctance by some 

agencies to start working in new districts where they had no previous working history. For one 
Cluster lead agency, the lack of implementing partners posed a challenge. Agencies tended to 
stick to their preferred areas and hence provided greater coverage of general need in one district 
or Province rather than move to other areas where vulnerability was higher. This maybe a topic 
for the FSC and the HCT to review when it is considering best practice approaches in the future 
(Action Point) 

 
- To improve the efficiency of the response, the Humanitarian Country team introduced harmoni-

sation procedures which gave lead agency status to one Cluster agency in each District and 
Province. While this was welcomed by most interviewees and seemed to help efficiency, some 
felt that it was introduced too late and it was not either accompanied by a monitoring plan.  

 
 
5. Coordination 
 
a) Issues - Incentives, avoiding duplication and gaps 
 
- Coordination was one of the areas that most interviewees recognised as being good, especially 

at Maputo level. The arrival of a dedicated Food Security Cluster Coordinator seemed to make a 
big difference in terms of improving the quality of the Cluster response. Many interviewees said 
it should have arrived earlier and many feel concerned at the thought that a full time Coordinator 
will be phased out in the near future. There is strong support amongst Cluster agencies in keep-
ing the role of a dedicated FSC Coordinator.  

 
- The FSC coordination process in the field was led by a harmonisation process already men-

tioned above that was introduced by the HCT. This gave lead status to the agencies which al-
ready had field presence and seemed to work quite well. There were a few clashes between 
agencies wanting to program in certain areas but this seemed to be the exception. There was 
some criticism that Cluster meetings in the field were not minuted and that there are few records 
of the proceedings. Cluster Coordinators in the field all had full time jobs, which explains why the 
process was more informal. 

 
- There was collaboration between the Food Security Cluster and the Nutrition Cluster in particular 

where the Nutrition Cluster worked to ensure nutrition sensitive criteria were included in the 
aforementioned SOP’s. The scope of this after Action review didn't unfortunately allow time to 
talk to other Clusters about their level of collaboration with the Food Security Cluster. Discus-
sions within the Food Security Cluster also led to the problem of different transfer values be-
tween in kind distributions and vouchers being rectified. 

 
- The fact that the Mozambique drought response was declared a Level 3 emergency for the 

World Food Programme meant that the agency disposed of considerable resources - not simply 
in terms of finances but also in terms of back office support for the country office. While this was 
broadly a good thing and while WFP made efforts to coordinate and cede space to partners in 



 

 

order that they could work in their choice of Districts and administrative posts, in one case this 
situation did affect an NGO’s potential reach.  

 
- Many interviewees noted the cooperative attitude of Government towards the international re-

sponse. On the other hand, some interviewees felt strongly that the Government did not keep 
the Clusters sufficiently informed about the government Food Assistance Plans and that there 
should have been more of an information flow from government to agencies. Many interviewees 
referred to it being a ‘one way street’ of information flow between the Cluster and the govern-
ment. 

 
-  Interviewees noted a low presence of CSO’s in the Cluster meetings. The Mozambican Red 

Cross was part of the Food Security Cluster agency but had a small program overall and re-
ceived no funding for its response program through the Cluster. 

 
 
Future 
 
The overall picture portrayed by the documented evidence suggests that the Food Security Cluster 
response was by and large successful in meeting peoples needs and that no extraordinary prob-
lems were faced.  
 
However, one only needs to dig a little deeper and the complexity of the situation becomes clear 
and many more problems and contradictions come to light. It is in this context that the review aims 
to make itself heard because to be satisfied with a less than optimal response, is surely in no-ones 
best interests, least of all to the people of Mozambique.  
 
As agencies start to close down the emergency operation and other reviews take place, many staff 
are starting to leave or starting to focus their work on other issues. However, according to many of 
those interviewed, it is too early to declare the end of the emergency in Mozambique, at least until 
the crop reports from the middle of 2017 are issued. In some parts of the country, people are eat-
ing green cassava, there is a serious outbreak of army-worm that is affecting major crops, the me-
teorological conditions for the coming year are not particularly favourable, stocks of food and seeds 
is limited or practically non-existent in many rural households, the risk of volatility exists in some 
parts of the country which could potentially affect humanitarian access. In short, as one donor 
pointed out, it would not take much for Mozambique to find itself in the same widespread IPC Level 
3 situation as in late 2015 and 2016.  
 
While many interviewees made the point that the quality of SETSAN assessments has steadily im-
proved over the last year and a half, the level of preparedness in Mozambique to slow onset disas-
ters needs further strengthening. There is appears no specific system for early warning for drought 
within the Government as different departments hold separate responsibilities and it is unclear to 
many of the interviewees on what objective basis a Red Alert is issued. On the international hu-
manitarian community side, there is a concern that institutional memory of this emergency will be 
affected by the fact of many staff leaving to respond to major emergencies around the world. 
 
While it is not possible to fix all of these issues overnight, this After Action review has highlighted 
the key areas that were challenging during this drought response operation. In some areas, quick 
remedial action can be taken to improve things. Other challenges have much deeper roots and re-
quire in depth discussions followed by serious commitments to work together as government and 
international community. Some topics also require cooperation with other countries in the region. A 
small proposal below of potential next steps may help to take these discussions forward in the 
coming months.  
 
  



 

 

Recap of Action points and Proposed next steps 
 

 
1. Appropriateness 
- With the delay in the declaration of the Red alert, consider whether the international humanitari-

an community needs to critically analyse for itself, whether it acted in accordance with the hu-
manitarian imperative or not (Action Point)  

 
2. Effectiveness 
- The FSC may want to review its practice in the light of the observation that more attention needs 

to be given to agriculture assistance as well as food assistance (Action Point).  
 
3. Efficiency 
- There was and remains a lack of clear direction on modalities and conditionality's in Mozam-

bique and this urgently requires further dialogue, understanding and research between partners, 
including Government (Action Point).   

 
- The SOP’s did not come with any monitoring plan so it is not possible to come to any conclusion 

as to whether they were used or useful. In future, initiatives such as these from the Cluster 
should be accompanied by a monitoring plan to make them more valuable (Action Point).   

 
Next Steps  
- Cash training (CBT) is carried out for all partners and government 
- Agree way forward on further harmonisation of CBT modalities 
- Agree on a system for ongoing market assessments alongside support for Government led as-

sessments 
- Agree on a standard food basket ration, coherent with Cash Based Transfer modalities 
 
4. Coverage  
- Agencies tended to stick to their preferred areas and hence provided greater coverage of gen-

eral need in one district or Province rather than move to other areas where vulnerability was 
higher. This maybe a topic for the FSC and the HCT to review when it is considering best prac-
tice approaches in the future (Action Point) 

 
5. Coordination 
 
Next steps 
- Develop an accompanying monitoring plan for FS Cluster SOP’s as a standard procedure 
- Organise a High level meeting with all stakeholders to consider the recommendations from the 
drought AAR’s and evaluations and to agree to priority actions for better drought / El Niño prepar-
edness in Mozambique and the SADC region. 

 
 
 
 
 
ANNEXES 
 
Annex 1 Consultants TOR 
Annex 2 Stakeholders meeting agenda 27th April 2017 
Annex 3 Powerpoint Presentation during meeting 
Annex 4 Survey Monkey questionnaire presentation 
 
 



 

 

  



 

 

Documents reviewed 
 
Strategic Response Plan of the Food Security Cluster  
A Market Performance Analysis in Mozambique (WFP), Rapid market assessment in Tete and Ga-
za Provinces, September 2016 
Minutes of the Food Security Cluster meetings  
Humanitarian Dashboard documents produced by OCHA, October 206-January 2017  
FSC Cluster documents; Critical Issues for Clusters, September 2016 and SOP on Geographical 
Beneficiary Targeting: 2016/17 El Niño response  
HCT, Post Drought /Flood Emergency Response, including Annex 1 Post March 2017 Position Pa-
per  
IFRC Appeal for Mozambique drought 
 
 
Skype Interviews conducted 
 
World Food Programme - Ms Karin Manente (Representative), Mr Kenneth Anyanzo (FSC Coordi-
nator), Mr Nicolas Babu (incoming FSC Coordinator), Mr Michèle Mussoni (former FSC Coordina-
tor) 
WFP Johannesburg - Mr Charles INWANI | Regional Programme Policy Adviser – Social Protec-
tion & Cash Based Transfers | Bureau of Southern Africa  
FAO - Mr Claudio Pereira (FAOMZ) + Mr Jose.Matsinhe (FAOMZ) 
DFID - Ms. Corinna Kreidler (Humanitarian Advisor) 
USAID - Ms Kaya Adams (Director, Office of Food for Peace)  
OCHA - Mr Leo McGillivray (OCHA Humanitarian Affairs Officer) 
COSACA NGO Consortium - Mr Saul Butters (Concern) + Ms. Deizi Sitoi (COSACA Operations 
Roving Manager) 
CHEMO NGO Consortium - Mr Cláudio Eugénio Jamal (Regional Advisor WorldVision Internation-
al) 
 
Face to Face Interviews conducted 
 
National Institute for Social Affairs (INAS) - Mr Chico Almanjane (Director) 
SETSAN - Mr Antonio Paulo (Director, Information Service) 
MASA - Ms. Anacleta Botão, (Technician, Department of Crops and Early Warning Systems) 
The Mozambique Red Cross Society - Mr Paulo Matusse, (National Technician for Disaster Man-
agement) 
 
Face to Face Meeting participants 
 
Co-Facilitator - WFP Johannesburg - Mr Charles INWANI | Regional Programme Policy Adviser – 
Social Protection & Cash Based Transfers  
 
Participants 
USAID - Mr Ken Hasson 
CARITAS - Mr Antonio Anosso 
World Vision Mozambique - Mr Claudio Jamal 
JAM - Ms Juliette Lyon 
COSACA -  Mr Faizal Cader 
DFID -  Ms Catriona Clunas 
DFID -  Ms Rachel Waterhouse 
FAO Emergency -  Mr Inacio Pereira 
NCC/UNICEF - Mr Javier Rodriguez 
UNRCO - Mr Claudio Julaia 



 

 

WFP - Ms Marta Guivambo 
MASA/DINAS - Ms Anacleta Botas 
OCHA - Mr Leo McGillivray 


