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About the Objection Procedures and the Examiners for the Guidelines

To ensure compliance with the “Guidelines for Environmental and Social Considerations” 

published in April 2010 (hereinafter referred to as the “Guidelines”) of Japan International 

Cooperation Agency (hereinafter referred to as “JICA”), the President of JICA has appointed 

external examiners for the Guidelines (hereinafter referred to as the “Examiners”), who are 

independent from the departments of JICA responsible for individual projects and environmental 

review (hereinafter referred to as the “Operational Departments”) and are to report their findings 

directly to the President of JICA (hereinafter referred to as the “President”). 

The two (2) primary objectives for the appointment of Examiners are as follows: 

1. To investigate the alleged non-compliance by JICA to establish the facts of the case and 

report the results to the President, aiming to ensure JICA’s compliance with the 

Guidelines. 

2. To encourage dialogue between the parties concerned, such as the parties that submitted 

objections (hereinafter referred to as the “Requesters”) and the entities that carry out the 

project (hereinafter referred to as the “Project Proponents”), with their consent, to 

promptly resolve disputes concerning specific environmental and/or social problems 

caused by the projects for which JICA provides assistance, which have arisen due to

JICA’s non-compliance with the Guidelines. 

The Examiners are required to perform their duties to achieve the objectives in compliance with 

basic principles set forth in the Guidelines - independence, neutrality, efficiency, promptness and 

transparency. 

Procedures regarding Requests

JICA’s objection procedures are explained in “Objection Procedures Based on the Guidelines for 

Environmental and Social Considerations” published in April 2010 (hereinafter referred to as the 

“Objection Procedures”). Upon the receipt of a request (hereinafter referred to as the “Request”), 
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the Examiners shall engage in the following procedures: 

1. Acceptance of a Request and Notifications to the Requesters and the Project Proponents

The Examiners shall, so long as the names and the contact information are stated in the 

Request, notify the Requesters, the Project Proponents, and the Operational 

Departments of the acceptance of the Request within five (5) business days after the 

receipt of the Request. 

2. Preliminary Investigation 

The Examiners shall check the Request, by means of writing, as to whether it includes 

the contents required in the Objection Procedures. Unless there are any special 

circumstances that prevent the Examiners from doing so, a preliminary investigation 

will, in principle, be completed approximately one (1) month after the acceptance of the 

Request, and a decision whether to commence the Objection Procedures will be made. 

3. Decision to Commence the Procedures 

Upon the confirmation that the Request satisfies the requirements set out in the 

Objection Procedures and the descriptions in the Request allege facts that give 

reasonable cause to commence the Objection Procedures, the Examiners shall decide to 

commence the Objection Procedures, and send a written notice of said decision to the 

President, the Requester, the Project Proponents and the Operational Departments. 

When the Examiners have decided to reject the Request, a written notice that includes 

the decision and the reasons for the said decision shall be given to the President, the 

Requester, the Project Proponents and the Operational Departments.

4. Investigation of Facts of Alleged Non-compliance with the Guidelines 

In order to establish the facts behind JICA’s alleged non-compliance with the Guidelines, 

the Examiners may meet with the Requesters and interview them on the issues 

concerning the Request. The Examiners shall interview the relevant persons in the 

Operational Departments and establish the facts regarding the environmental and social 

considerations taken as well as the facts regarding the subsequent monitoring performed 

prior to the relevant decisions. The Examiners are entitled to access any and all 
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materials used by the Operational Departments in confirming environmental and social 

considerations and the monitoring. In addition, in order to resolve the disputes, the 

Examiners may mediate conflicts and encourage dialogue among eresidents who have 

been adversely affected by the project, including the Requesters, and the Project 

Proponents. 

5. Report to the President 

Within two (2) months after the commencement of the Procedures, the Examiners shall 

prepare a report on the results of the investigation of the facts behind JICA’s alleged 

non-compliance with the Guidelines, the progress of dialogue, and the agreement 

reached between the parties concerned, if any, and shall submit the report to the 

President. If the Examiners believe that more time is required for the investigation or for 

encouraging dialogue, the Examiners may report to the President the reasons why an 

extension is indispensable. When the President judges that there is a suitable degree of 

unavoidable reasons to extend the period, the President may extend the period up to two 

(2) months. 

Immediately after the submission of the Examiners’ report to the President, the report 

shall be sent to the parties concerned. The parties concerned may then submit to the 

Examiners their opinions on the contents of the Examiners’ report.

6. Opinions from the Operational Departments

Within one (1) month after the receipt of the report, the Operational Departments may, 

if deemed necessary, present their opinions on the Examiners’ report in writing to the 

President, and if a non-compliance decision has been made in the report, the measures 

to achieve compliance with the Guidelines should be set forth in their opinions.
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This Report was prepared in response to the Objection Request (hereinafter referred to as the

“Objection Request”) regarding the Support for Agricultural Development Master Plan for 

Nacala Corridor in Mozambique (hereinafter referred to as the “Project” or “PD Project”).

As stipulated in the Objection Procedures, the objectives of an investigation by the Examiners 

are (i) to find the facts as to whether or not JICA has complied with the Guidelines and (ii) to 

encourage dialogue between the parties concerned, to promptly solve specific environmental and 

social disputes of the projects for which JICA provides assistance, thereby ultimately 

encouraging JICA’s compliance with the Guidelines.  Therefore, the object of investigation is 

JICA, while the persons, parties and/or organizations concerned with the project, regardless of 

whether they are for or against the project are not subject to the investigation.  The Objection 

Procedures require the Examiners to report the investigation findings to the President of JICA 

within two (2) months (or four (4) months at the longest, if extended), after the commencement 

of the procedures.  Thus, within the limited timeframe and based on the information made 

available to them, the Examiners prepared an investigation report, which includes the results of 

fact-finding as to whether there was JICA’s alleged non-compliance, the status of dialogue, and 

suggestions for encouragement of dialogues between the parties concerned. 

The notable characteristics of the Objection Request included, among others, that: (i) the subject 

Project was a support project for the development of a master plan, and the Objection Request 

was submitted at an early stage before any impact arose from the performance of specific 

operational activities; (ii) for this reason, the subject matter of the Objection Request related 

primarily to the question of whether or not the Guidelines’ doctrines and principals were violated 

by JICA’s activities in general; (iii) in addition, the Objection Request also addressed, as a part of 

the “ProSAVANA” Program in a broad sense, those related projects and individual contracts

which were not included in the scope of the Project, i.e., “Support for Agricultural Development 

Master Plan for Nacala Corridor”; (iv) as a result of the foregoing, the range of information that 

needed to be collected/analyzed was wide, and it was difficult to specifically identify actual 

damages; (v) the Mozambican government’s interpretation of laws/regulations of Mozambique is 
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at issue in the Objection Request, but it was difficult for the Examiners to step in any judgement 

that may intrude the government’s official interpretation; and (vi) it was difficult to obtain

consent of the Requesters for possible dialogues among the parties concerned in order to 

promptly resolve the disputes, as they contend presumably the only way of such resolution is to 

have an immediate suspension of the project.

Because, in addition to the above-described characteristics of the Objection Request, the 

Requesters and their agents requested strict confidentiality, utmost care was taken when

conducting interviews of relevant individuals and handling information which was obtained.  

On the other hand, in order to understand the sequence of various past events, opinions were 

exchanged with the stakeholders (including Japan’s civil society) as well.  Through the 

investigation process, the Requesters’ intentions were respected to the maximum extent possible 

and efforts were made to broaden the range of information collected/facts confirmed in light of 

the purpose of the system and the role of the Examiners, which are to examine violations of the 

Guidelines and to encourage dialogue.

The Examiners would like to take this opportunity to thank all who cooperated in preparing this 

Report.  In particular, we express our appreciation to the Requesters (including their agents and 

supporting groups), the Mozambican government, individuals in Mozambique affiliated with the 

Project, and JICA’s Operational Departments and staff members for providing information, 

respectively.
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CHAPTER 1: OUTLINE OF THE OBJECTION REQUEST WHICH WAS ACCEPTED

An outline of the Objection Request (Annexes 1a through c1) is set forth below.

(1) NAME OF COUNTRY:

The Republic of Mozambique

(2) AREAS AFFECTED BY THE PROJECT:

19 districts in the provinces of Nampula, Niassa and Zambézia 

(3) NAME OF PROJECT:

The Support for Agricultural Development Master Plan for Nacala Corridor in 

Mozambique

(4) OUTLINE OF REQUEST

The remedial measure requested by the Requesters is “immediate discontinuation of all 

activities/projects relating to the ProSAVANA development in the tropical savanna area 

within Nacala Corridor” (Section 6 of Chapter II of the Objection Request).  As the 

basis of their request for such measure, the Requesters allege, in Chapter II of the 

Objection Request, that JICA’s non-compliance with the Guidelines has caused the 

below-described damages to be incurred:

                                                  
1 It must be mentioned that the Objection Request was drafted in the Portuguese language 

and some of the terms used, and statements quoted, therein contained potentially 

misleading parts/expressions, and that, for this reason, problems remained to ensure the

appropriateness of translation and terms when this Investigation Report was prepared by 

the Examiners. 
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“1) Violation of Human Rights that occurred under the ProSAVANA Program2: 

a) Direct damages: physical and emotional damages caused by 

persecution, intimidation, blackmail, threat and repression by local government 

authorities and for intervening in the civil society to which we belong, being 

labeled "radicals," pursuing obscure and agendas, isolated from other partners.

b) Violation of the right to freedom of expression (including right to 

information): violation of constitutional rights, Article 19 of the International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, World Declaration of Human Rights, 

among others.

2) Individual, organizational and social damages caused by the direct and indirect 

intervention of JICA in our organizations and local civil society, using its funds and 

consultants in the sub-projects (while Mozambique is in a state of conflict).”

The Requesters allege that the above-described damages were caused by JICA’s 

violations of the Guidelines.  JICA’s violations of the Guidelines alleged in the 

Objection Request are summarized as follows:

1) JICA’s violations of the Guidelines relating to the violation of human rights 

that occurred in connection with the ProSAVANA Program

                                                  
2 The PD Project, which is the project subject to the Objection Request , constitutes a part 

of the agricultural development program (which is commonly referred to as the 

“ProSAVANA Program”) implemented by JICA in Nacala Corridor in the Republic of 

Mozambique.  Because the Objection Request refers also to the other projects included 

in the “ProSAVANA Program,” the Examiners also kept in view the entire scope of the 

“ProSAVANA Program” when investigating the factual relationships (refer to Attachment 

5 concerning the relationship between the PD Project and the ProSAVANA Program).
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a) Violation of Human Rights (physical and emotional damages caused 

by government authorities)

As the primary violation of human rights, the Requesters allege that the 

policies of stakeholders’ participation and accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), 

supports for and explanations of appropriate environmental and social 

considerations by project proponent countries (Section 1.4), consultation with 

local stakeholders (Section 2.4), concern about human rights (Section 2.5), 

laws, regulations and standards of reference (Section 2.6), etc., which are set 

forth in the Guidelines, were violated by the fact that:

on one hand, since the commencement of the Project in 2012, 

government authorities of Mozambique (Ministry of Agriculture and 

Food Security (hereinafter referred to as “MASA”), and provincial and 

district government authorities) have threatened, repressed and 

intimidated the individuals (including the Requesters) who expressed 

opinions against, and objections to, the Project; on the other hand, such 

acts of the violation of the human rights were based on the 

“Communication Strategy” formulated by JICA; and

in addition, in spite of its knowledge that such violation of the human 

rights were being committed and in spite of its responsibility arising from 

its provision of monetary assistance to such governmental activities, 

JICA did not take any action whatsoever in response to such violation of 

human rights.

(Sections 5 and 6 1 of Chapter II of the Objection Request)

b) Violation of Human Rights (violation of the freedom of expression 

and the right to information)  
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As another case of violation of human rights, the Requesters allege that the 

policies of stakeholders’ participation and accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), 

supports for and explanations of appropriate environmental and social 

considerations by project proponent countries (Section 1.4), consultation with 

local stakeholders (Section 2.4), concern about human rights (Section 2.5), 

laws, regulations and standards of reference (Section 2.6), etc., which are set 

forth in the Guidelines, were violated by the fact that the Requesters’ rights 

relating to freedom of expression (including the right to information) were 

violated by the concealment of information concerning the substance of the 

Master Plan and the related consultancy service contracts by JICA and 

Mozambique’s government authorities (Sections 1 and 5 of Chapter II of the 

Objection Request).

2) JICA’s violations of the Guidelines relating to social damages (damages caused 

by JICA’s direct and indirect “intervention” in civil organizations and local civil 

society)

Further, the Requesters allege that the policies of stakeholders’ participation and 

accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), supports for and explanations of appropriate 

environmental and social considerations by project proponent countries (Section 

1.4), consultation with local stakeholders (Section 2.4), concern about human rights 

(Section 2.5), laws, regulations and standards of reference (Section 2.6), and 

analysis of the “zero option” to not undertake a project if it is determined that 

environmental and social considerations will not be ensured (Section 2.8), which 

are set forth in the Guidelines, were violated by the fact that JICA engaged 

consultants in order to proceed with the Project, thereby directly and indirectly 

“intervened” in the Requesters’ organizations and Mozambique’s civil society, and 

caused “division” in civil society and caused social damages to the Requesters as a 

result thereof (Sections 3 and 5 of Chapter II of the Objection Request).
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CHAPTER 2: FINDINGS OF THE PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION

The Examiners conducted a preliminary investigation concerning the Objection Request as 

described below:

(i) April 27, 2017:  Receipt of the Objection Request

(ii) May 10, 2017:  Acceptance of the Objection Request

(iii) May 17, 2017: Issuance of the Notice of Acceptance of the Objection Request; 

commencement of the preliminary investigation

(iv) July 3, 2017: Publication of the findings of the preliminary investigation (decision 

to commence the Objection Procedures) (Annex 2) 
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CHAPTER 3: FINDINGS OF THE INVESTIGATION OF THE ALLEGED FACTS

(1) INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED FOR THE PURPOSE OF INVESTIGATING THE 

ALLEGED FACTS

After the decision was made to commence the Objection Procedures with respect to the 

Objection Request, the Examiners conducted the below-described interviews for the purpose of 

investigating the alleged facts (refer to Annex 3 concerning an outline of results of the 

interviews):

(i) INVESTIGATIONS IN JAPAN

July 14, 2017: Interviews with the Operational Departments

July 26, 2017: Face-to-face meeting with the Japanese NGO

July 27, 2017: (Second-round) interviews with the Operational Departments

August 17, 2017: (Second-round) face-to-face meeting with the Japanese NGO

August 25, 2017: Interviews with the consultants for the Project

(ii) FIELD VISIT INVESTIGATION

From July 28, 2017, until August 6, 2017

Two of the Examiners, Prof. Emeritus Matsushita and Prof. Kaneko conducted 

a field visit investigation.

(Interviews with a total of approximately ninety (90) or more individuals, 

including eleven (11) individuals who are the Requesters).
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(2) FINDINGS OF THE INVESTIGATIONS OF THE ALLEGED FACTS

Because the Objection Request covers a wide range of different matters, the allegations stated in 

the Objection Request are reorganized based on the issues described in respect of the violation of 

the Guidelines by JICA in Section (4) of Chapter 1 above, and, with respect to each issue, the 

“Requesters’ Key Allegations,” “Summary of Operational Departments’ Explanation” and 

“Factual Relationships Confirmed Through Investigation” are set forth below in this Section.

More specifically, as described in Section (4) of Chapter 1 above, the damages alleged by the 

Requesters are generally divided into two (2) categories, i.e., (1) violation of human rights and 

(2) social damages.  The former thereof relates to JICA’s violations of the Guidelines described 

in Sections (4) 1)a) and b) of Chapter 1 above, and includes physical and emotional damages 

caused by the government authorities’ repression, intimidation, threats, etc., of the individuals 

with opinions against the Project (Section (4) 1)a) of Chapter 1), and violations relating to the 

right to information and freedom of expression resulting from the lack of disclosure of 

information relating to the ProSAVANA Program in a broad sense (including the Master Plan

Study) (Section (4) 1)b) of Chapter 1).  Further, the latter thereof relates to JICA’s violations of 

the Guidelines described in Section (4) 2) of Chapter 1 above, and involves the allegation that:

the four (4) “sub-projects (related consultancy service contracts),” which were 

implemented by JICA as measures to deal with the local civil society’s opposition 

movement in the process of developing the Master Plan of the PD Project, obstructed 

the Requesters’ right to information and participation in the plan formulation; and

in addition, such actions to “intervene” in civil society gave rise to social damages, i.e., 

violation of the basic constitutional doctrines with respect to peasant organizations/civil 

society organizations (to which the Requesters belong).

Please also refer to Annex 4, in which numerous issues raised in the “Summary of the Requesters’ 

Allegations” and the “Summary of Operational Departments’ Explanation” relating thereto are 

organized chronologically.
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1) VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS OCCURRED IN CONNECTION WITH THE 

PROSAVANA PROGRAM 

a) VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS (PHYSICAL AND EMOTIONAL 

DAMAGES CAUSED BY GOVERNMENT AUTHORITIES)

REQUESTERS’ KEY ALLEGATIONS

     

(i) VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS AT THE 1st TRIANGULAR CONFERENCE OF 

PEOPLES HELD IN AUGUST 2013 (refer to Annex 4: Section (2)(i))

The Requesters allege essentially that the below-described violation of the human rights were 

committed during the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples held in August 2013:

* During the conference relating to the ProSAVANA Program which was held in August

2013 in Maputo after the civil society organization in Mozambique reached out to the 

individuals affiliated with the governments of the three (3) countries concerned, the 

Minister of Agriculture made statements to the president of the National Union of 

Peasants (UNAC) to which some of the Requesters belong, such as “you are all puppets 

of foreigners,” “anyone who steps in my way will receive intense pain,” etc.; in addition, 

during a press interview after the conference, the Minister of Agriculture made an 

insulting remark concerning “conspiracies by foreigners.”  Further, two (2) weeks after 

that, a similar statement was made in Nampula by the Director of Provincial Directorate 

of Agriculture and Food Security in Nampula.

* Such repression of basic human rights (including freedom of expression, etc.) by senior 

government officials occurred as a result of JICA’s involvement in the background 

which established contracts and devised the “Communication Strategy.” 

(ii) VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS WHICH WERE COMMITTED BY 
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INDIVIDUALS AFFILIATED WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN AND AFTER 

SEPTEMBER 2013 (refer to Annex 4: Sections (4)(i) and (8)(i))

The Requesters then allege that, after the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples held in August 

2013, the below-described violation of human rights were committed in and after September 

2013 by individuals affiliated with local governments:

* After the above-referenced conference, “massive oppression” started, such as the district 

administrators and a provincial governor making statements like “individuals who 

oppose ProSAVANA will be put in jail,” etc.  The Requesters made the “Nampula 

Declaration” in May 2014 and commenced the “NO! to ProSAVANA” campaign in 

June 2014, and communicated the status thereof to JICA; however, JICA did not 

thereafter take any action in response thereto.

* In addition, an incident occurred in Monapo, Nampula, where, in connection with the 

ProSAVANA-PEM, which is another JICA’s project and a part of the ProSAVANA 

Program in a broad sense, a threat was made by a district governmental official insisting 

that UDCM rent the machinery from ProSAVANA-PEM.

* As a result of the formation of the “Network of District Collaborators” proposed in the 

“Communication Strategy” referenced in (i) above, a hostile/oppressive environment 

was created and it became the background for systematic abuse.

(iii) VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS WHICH OCCURRED DURING THE PUBLIC 

CONSULTATION OF THE MASTER PLAN IN 2015, AND DURING THE TIME 

PERIODS PRIOR AND SUBSEQUENT THERETO (refer to Annex 4: Sections (10)(i)

and (11)(i))

The Requesters allege that the below-described violation of human rights was committed during 

the Public Consultations for Master Plan in 2015, and during the time periods prior and 

subsequent thereto:
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* Between April and June of 2015, District Public Consultations spearheaded by MASA’s 

ProSAVANA Headquarters were held concerning the draft of the Master Plan 

(hereinafter referred to as the “Draft Zero”) which was being prepared in connection 

with the PD Project.  Thereafter, a top-down style of “systemic oppression” was firmly 

established and the following incidents occurred (refer to Annex 4: Section (11)(i)):

several leaders of the peasants who had expressed doubts about the substance 

of the Draft Zero were summoned to a district government office and some 

were subjected to such coercion as “say you accept ProSAVANA,” “visit all the 

homes in your community to tell everyone that you are now accepting 

ProSAVANA,” etc.; and

a leader of UPC was summoned to the district government office and was 

subjected to interrogation from 8:00 a.m. until 2:00 p.m., during which time he 

was told that he would be “put in jail,” “brought to court,” etc.

* Further, the Public Consultation held in the capital (Maputo) in June 2015 was presided 

over and moderated by the Minister of Agriculture who made such statements as “only 

patriotic comments are allowed,” “if you do not want to participate, you do not have to 

participate,” etc., and declared the conclusion of the meeting in spite of the fact that 

there were still five (5) individuals left who wanted to ask questions, etc.

* In light of the fact that JICA covered the entire cost (equivalent to eight million seven 

hundred thousand (8,700,000) Japanese Yen) incurred in connection with such Public 

Consultations, it is therefore obvious that JICA is also partly responsible for the actions 

taken by the government-affiliated individuals; however, JICA asserted that the 

Mozambican government was responsible, and did not perform any follow-up or 

monitoring.

SUMMARY OF OPERATIONAL DEPARTMENTS’ EXPLANATIONS
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(i) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (i) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Section (2)(ii))

* Since JICA received the invitation on the day before the conference, it could not 

participate in the conference.  For this reason, JICA is not in a position to have direct 

knowledge of the fact relating to the statements made by the Minister of Agriculture.  

It can be understood from the context that the “conspiracies of the foreigners” stated in 

the interview after the conference actually do not refer to the protests by peasants but 

rather to the statement pointing out the fact that it would keep Mozambique dependent 

on the import of food.

* The “Communication Strategy” is nothing more than the consultant’s proposal to JICA, 

and is not an official document agreed by JICA or the governments of the three (3) 

countries.  JICA did not implement the suggestions included in the “Communication 

Strategy” without change; it only implemented, after choosing which to adopt and 

which to reject, the preparation of public relations materials such as posters, pamphlets, 

etc., relating to ProSAVANA.  Thus, it never took actions (such as urging the 

Mozambican government to make statements of some sort, etc.) which led to the 

“planned results of the ‘Strategy’” alleged in the Objection Request.

(ii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (ii) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Sections (4)(ii) and (8)(ii))

* There is some confusion regarding the sequence of events and it is not clear which 

behavior of JICA is being criticized and when it was conducted.  The statements made 

by the provincial governor of Zambézia, which are alleged to have been problematic, 

were reported during the 2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples held in July 2014, i.e., 

chronologically, it is after the Nampula Declaration was announced in September 2013 

and the “NO! to ProSAVANA” campaign in June 2014. For this reason, the Requesters 
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cannot be deemed to have given notice to JICA through such declaration or campaign.

* Since September 2013, JICA has consistently sought a careful dialogue, including the 

fourteen (14) meetings regarding the Concept Note with district and provincial 

administrators, provincial civil society platforms, and UPC in three (3) target provinces, 

etc., and therefore, the claim that “these accounts were communicated to JICA, but 

nothing changed” is not true.

* Concerning lending of the machinery, the PEM Japanese consultants and local extension 

officers consulted and reached an agreement with the peasants and groups concerned

through several steps.  It was unable to confirm any threats made by Mozambican 

government officers.

* Regarding the claim by the Requesters that as a result of the formation of the “Network 

of District Collaborators” proposed in the “Communication Strategy” referenced under 

(i) above, a hostile/oppressive environment was created and it became the background 

for systematic abuse, it is true that the suggestion for “construction of the Network of 

District Collaborators” was included in the proposal of the consultant contracted with 

JICA; however, no such activity was actually implemented and no such networks were 

established in the district administration offices. Therefore, the basis of the claim is 

unclear.

(iii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iii) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Sections (10)(ii) and (11)(ii))

* Upon inquiring with the Mozambican government, it has confirmed the fact that there 

were individuals who attended Public Consultations held in some of the districts and 

who left after stating their opinions in opposition, and that the opposing attendees were 

summoned to government offices at a later date in order to enable the government

officials of the relevant districts (who could not attend the meetings on the days thereof) 

to question such attendees in order to obtain information.  However, the alleged facts 
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that such individuals were actually coerced to express their approval, that they were 

intimidated or threatened during the face-to-face meetings, or that it was stated that they 

“would be put in jail unless they accepted ProSAVANA” could not be confirmed.

* In connection with the series of meetings of Public Consultation based on the Draft Zero 

held between April and June of 2015, which were spearheaded by MASA of 

Mozambique, it is true that at one of the meetings held in the capital (Maputo), the 

Minister of Agriculture made such statements which were pointed out.  However, it is 

understood that the decision to conclude the meeting was made due to the fact that the

duration of the Minister’s stay was limited, that some individual attendees, among those 

who are said to have ultimately been unable to make statements, had in fact already 

made statements during the meeting, and, therefore, that certain consideration was given 

to opportunities of the attendees to make statements.

* JICA’s financial involvement in the Public Consultations was limited to a part 

(approximately nine million (9,000,000) Japanese Yen) of their cost in total 

(approximately ten million (10,000,000) Japanese Yen).  There are regions where JICA

staff and/or Japanese consultants refrained from attending Public Consultations held 

therein, as consideration given for the purpose of not preventing attendees, who are 

from the local communities (such as peasants, etc.), from making statements freely; 

JICA is aware of the situation of at least some of the Public Consultation meetings

where JICA Mozambican staff members were present, etc. In addition to confirming the 

fact, JICA conveyed the claims made by the peasants to the Mozambican government, 

and has requested that the government take steps to prevent reoccurrence, and therefore, 

the claim that JICA “did not perform any follow-up or monitoring” is factually 

inaccurate.   

FACTUAL RELATIONSHIPS CONFIRMED THROUGH INVESTIGATION

(i) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (i) 

ABOVE
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* With respect to the below-described matters:

prior to the “1st Triangular Conference of Peoples” held in the capital (Maputo) 

by the Requesters in August 2013 as an opportunity for consultation by the 

government and the people about the ProSAVANA Program, the Minister of 

Agriculture made statements to the president of UNAC to which some of the 

Requesters belong, such as “you are all puppets of foreigners,” “anyone who 

steps in my way will receive intense pain,” etc.; in addition, during a press 

interview after the conference, the Minister of Agriculture stated that 

“(oppositions to the Project) are conspiracies by foreigners”; and

two (2) weeks thereafter, a similar statement was made in Nampula by the DPA

in Nampula.

JICA did not attend the meetings in question, and therefore direct physical records (such 

as minutes etc.) do not exist. Further, no additional information which objectively 

supports the substance of the above-referenced statements could be obtained from the 

interviews of the Requesters conducted by the Examiners during the field visit.  It is 

surmised from press reports as well that statements of some sort were made, and it may

conceivably be possible that they gave rise to an effect of diminishing the Requesters’ 

speech; however, the Examiners did not find evidence to confirm the alleged fact, based 

on positive proof by either party, or whether or not the Requesters’ side did not 

misunderstand the true intention or context of the statements made by the above-

referenced individuals.  For this reason, such conclusion was not reached that 

repression of basic human rights was effected.

* On the other hand, the testimonies of the relevant individuals that the meeting in 

question was organized by the Mozambican civil society’s side, and was not organized

by JICA, and that JICA had not been aware of the meeting until it received the

invitation just one day before the meeting was held, can be considered to be credible; 
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therefore, it is hardly conceivable that JICA was in a position to exert influence over the 

substance of statements made by the Minister of Agriculture on the applicable day.  

Further, it is obvious from the provisions of TOR (Articles 3 and 4.2.1) of the service 

contract between JICA and CV&A as of August 1, 2013 (No.13 of Chapter 5

(Informational Material)) that, in connection with the Contract for Communication 

Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA in and after August 2013, JICA intended to engage 

only in the public relations activities, such as distribution of pamphlets, mass media, etc., 

and the Examiners could not find evidence that supported the Requesters’ suspicion that 

JICA worked on the Mozambican government to effect specific policy-related 

interventions.  Therefore, even if the Minister of Agriculture had made coercive 

statements at the meeting in question and even if the Requesters had suffered damages 

(threats) as a result thereof, no clear cause-and-effect relationship could be found 

between such damages and JICA’s implementation of the Contract for Communication 

Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA which was then being effected.

(ii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (ii) 

ABOVE

* The Examiners conducted interviews of government officials of the Provincial 

Directorate of Agriculture of Nampula and Niassa, and interviews of individuals 

affiliated with the MCSC Zambézia Province Forum and the UPC in Zambézia, but 

could not obtain evidence relating to the oppressive statements made by district 

administrators and the provincial governor referenced in the Requesters’ allegation 

described under (ii) above.  The Examiners understand that it is possible that, after the 

Nampula Declaration was made in 2013, the government side and the peasants/civil 

society organizations came to have opposite opinions and that both sides at times made 

radical statements.  However, whether or not the alleged imprisonment of members of

the “opposition faction” actually occurred, could not be confirmed through the 

interviews of the Requesters or through the interviews of other relevant individuals; for 

this reason, the Examiners could not confirm that the status of repression of human 

rights had become such that the expression used in the Objection Request, “massive 
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oppression,” appropriately described it.

* With respect to the Requesters’ allegation described under (ii) above that, as a result of 

the formation of the government-leaning Network of District Collaborators by JICA 

pursuant to the consultants’ suggestion of the “Communication Strategy,” a 

hostile/oppressive environment was created, the Examiners have found that the 

“Communication Strategy” definitely contained a suggestion relating to the “Network of 

District Collaborators (Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 15).”  However, the 

Examiners confirm that the construction of such “Network of District Collaborators” is

not included as a consultancy service in the TOR (Chapter 5 (Informational Material)

No. 14) of the Contract related to Implementation of the Communication Strategy

between JICA and CV&A as of June 20, 2014.  The Examiners could not find any 

objective evidence to support the claim that such “Network of District Collaborators”

was actually established.

* Based on the fact that JICA Mozambique office then promptly conducted fact-finding 

investigations about each case in Public Consultations and provided advice a number of 

times during meetings with the DPA of each province in order to improve the 

government side’s interactions with civil society, the Examiners think that JICA cannot 

be deemed to have neglected to address the problem.

* The Requesters allege that an incident occurred where coercion was committed in 

Monapo, Nampula Province, by governmental officials in connection with the 

ProSAVANA-PEM which is one (1) of the projects included in the ProSAVANA 

Program; the Examiners recognized through the interviews of individuals involved in 

the PEM Project, that a sounding out to participate in the PEM Project was in fact made 

to a union in Monapo affiliated with UPC , however, having met with the union’s 

resistance at that time, the approach to the union was immediately halted but to be 

shifted to another union. Therefore, given the credibility of this testimony, it cannot be 

found that JICA/the government committed coercion.  Through the interviews of 

ordinary peasants conducted by the Examiners in Monapo as well, actual coercion in 
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connection with the PEM Project could not be confirmed, and the Examiners could 

instead come in contact with the successful results of the PEM Project which is said to 

have safeguarded the rights of small farmers and caused their lives to improve.

(iii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iii) 

ABOVE

* With respect to the Requesters’ allegation of multiple instances of violation of human 

rights, which were committed during the Public Consultation of the Master Plan in 2015

and during the time periods prior and subsequent thereto, as well as their allegation that 

a top-down style of “systemic oppression” was firmly established, it can be surmised 

based on the interviews of MASA’s ProSAVANA Headquarters’ staff members, 

interviews of the individuals in charge of the applicable matter who belonged to the 

PDA of Nanpula and Niassa, and interviews of the staff members of the Operational 

Departments in charge of the applicable matter and its local office that the situation had 

become such that substantial tension existed between the government side and the 

Requesters before and after the Public Consultations.  In particular, it was explained in

the statements made by government officials of the DPA which organized the Public 

Consultations in districts that:

individual participants not only from local civil societies, but also from the 

capital (Maputo) and Japan, who held opinions in opposition, attended multiple 

District Public Consultations and took actions (such as taking large amounts of 

time in order to read aloud lengthy statements, etc.) which could possibly be 

viewed as disruptive behavior; and

for this reason, there were instances where, in some of the regions, the 

chairman of a Public Consultation restricted statements made by non-local 

attendees, with the intention of giving preference to the statements of local 

attendees.
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In addition, references were also made to the fact that the district administrators in some 

of the regions summoned the “opposition faction” members for the purpose of 

interviewing them after the Public Consultation, and questioned them since the 

provincial governor could not attend the Consultation on that day.  The Examiners 

cannot completely deny the possibility that, during the process involving a series of 

such incidents, the government side’s statements and actions at times had aspects of 

oppressive/coercive characteristics.  It is thought to be highly likely that some of the 

Requesters were in fact summoned by the district offices subsequent to the Public 

Consultations.  However, only one (1) of the Requesters asserted that he/she was 

actually summoned and then detained for six (6) hours, the Requesters did not indicate 

any other actual example of intimidation, and confirmation based on objective evidence 

could not be made.  As a result of the foregoing, no basis could be found which was 

sufficient for a definitive determination that, as alleged by the Requesters, a type of 

“oppressive system” was firmly established through the Public Consultations.

* With respect to the statements made by the Minister of Agriculture in Maputo, it is 

thought to be highly likely, based also on the explanations made by an individual 

affiliated with JICA who was with the Minister of Agriculture at the applicable time, 

that statements were in fact made which would cause problems of some type.  

However, according to the above-referenced individual affiliated with JICA who was 

with the Minister of Agriculture at the applicable time, it is explained that the situation 

was such that the Minister had no choice but to declare the conclusion of the meeting 

when the scheduled closing time had passed because of the following event related to 

government work which the Minister had been scheduled to attend after the meeting; in 

addition, it was explained that, when concluding the meeting, the Minister requested 

that those attendees who wished to ask questions submit opinions in writing.  In light 

of the foregoing, it is difficult to conceive that clear repression of speech and violation

of rights were committed as alleged by the Requesters.

* The Examiners think that the JICA side cannot be deemed to have neglected to take 

actions (such as providing advice to the government side, etc.) in response to the 
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statements made, and actions taken, by the individuals affiliated with the Mozambican 

government.  JICA, immediately after it was informed of the occurrence of a problem 

relating to a district-level Public Consultation which its staff members did not 

personally attend, collected information from the government side, and provided advice 

during the consultation with MASA and the Japanese NGOs which took place at JICA’s 

headquarters in September 2015 as well as on other occasions.  In addition, the 

Examiners confirmed the fact that information was shared during the Dialogue meetings

on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs (MOFA) and JICA held in July, October and December of such year (Chapter 5 

(Informational Material) No.36), and that efforts were made to listen to opinions 

through consultation with the headquarters of UNAC, etc..  Further, it is understood 

that JICA, which accepted a suggestion made by UNAC Secretariat at the meeting held 

in June of such year that the dialogue be spearheaded by the third-party, rather than by 

the government, gave advice to the local government side for the implementation of the 

below-described “stakeholders’ engagement,” thus took utmost care to also give 

consideration to those individuals who opposed the project in its dealings.

As described above, it can be surmised that it is possible that some of the statements 

(which are alleged by the Requesters to have been made) were made and that the 

relationship between the government side and the Requesters had become substantially 

tense; however, JICA is thought to have not actually violated the Guidelines by 

neglecting to address problems.

b) VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS (VIOLATION OF THE FREEDOM OF 

EXPRESSION AND THE RIGHT TO INFORMATION)  

REQUESTERS’ KEY ALLEGATIONS

(i) INADEQUATE DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION CONCERNING THE ENTIRE

PROSAVANA PROGRAM (refer to Annex 4: Sections (3)(i), (6)(i) and (7)(i)) 
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The Requesters allege that the Mozambican government and JICA did not disclose sufficient 

information concerning the ProSAVANA Program (which includes the PD Project) at the 1st

Triangular Conference of Peoples held in August 2013 and the 2nd Triangular Conference of 

Peoples held in July 2014, both of which were initiated by the local civil society, and issues 

included in their allegation can be summarized in general as the following three (3) points:

* First, during the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples held in August 2013, a 

government official who attended the Conference falsely explained that there was “no 

connection whatsoever” between the ProSAVANA Program and the Brazil-Cerrado 

program, in spite of the fact that it had been revealed by a document leaked to civil 

society prior to the Conference that the ProSAVANA Program was modeled after the 

Brazil-Cerrado program.  Further, this explanation constituted an action that was in 

conformance with the substance of the suggestion set forth in the “Communication 

Strategy” referenced in a) above.

* Second, also during the 2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples held in July 2014 which 

was attended by JICA as well, government representatives of the three (3) countries 

concerned emphasized the lack of any relationship between ProSAVANA and Brazil-

Cerrado and declared that “no investment relating to land whatsoever will be made 

under ProSAVANA.”

* Third, the response to the open letter of questions, which had been sent by the civil 

society organization to the leaders of the three (3) countries concerned in May 2013, 

was not received until August 2014; in addition, in spite of the fact that such response 

had actually been signed in May 2014, no explanation whatsoever was provided by 

individuals affiliated with the governments of the three (3) countries concerned during 

the above-referenced 2nd Conference held in July.  Further, the substance of the 

official response sent by the Minister of Agriculture of Mozambique in August also did 

not directly address the claims and requests set forth in the open letter of questions.
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(ii) VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS DURING THE PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

RELATING TO “DRAFT ZERO” HELD IN 2015 (refer to Annex 4: Sections (9)(i) and 

(10)(i))

The Requesters also allege that JICA’s involvement relating to the Public Consultation, which 

were spearheaded by the Mozambican government and held between April and June of 2015 in 

response to the publication of the “Draft Zero,” was in violation of the Guidelines, and issues 

included in their allegation can be summarized as the following two (2) points:

* Due to the fact that the publication of the “Draft Zero,” opinions concerning which were 

solicited during the Public Consultation, had been made only two (2) weeks before the 

Public Consultation was held and that the method of publication thereof made it 

impossible for peasants to access it, the period of time which was available to analyze 

the lengthy document consisting of two hundred (200) pages was not sufficient, and the 

process was thus improper.

* The Public Consultation violated seven (7) procedural rules prescribed by ministerial 

decree of MASA No. 130 of 2006.  As specific bases for the violation, it was claimed 

that the peasants of the communities were not able express their opinions due to the fact 

that:

the peasants’ participation was obstructed not only by the abrupt public 

announcements thereof, but also by the inaccurate locations and times indicated 

in the public announcements;

participation of specific union members of UPC was restricted;

armed police were present; and

the participants with negative opinions on the Master Plan received criticism, 

etc.
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As a result, these actions threatened and violated the peasants’ freedom of expression.

(iii) INADEQUATE DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION CONCERNING THREE (3) 

“SUB-PROJECTS” (CONTRACTS CONSIGNED TO LOCAL CONSULTANTS) 

(refer to Annex 4: Sections (1)(i), (2)(i), (6)(i) and (15)(i))

Next, the Requesters allege that the obligation to disclose information prescribed by the 

Guidelines was breached due to the fact that, in the contracting process relating to the Contract

for Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA, the Contract related to Implementation 

of the Communication Strategy, and the Contract for Stakeholder Engagement, all of which were 

implemented by JICA, in connection with the PD Project that is at issue in the present case, by 

way of hiring local consultants, etc., information concerning the plans relating thereto was not 

provided in advance to the individuals (including the Requesters) relevant to the Project or a 

process that intentionally omitted public disclosure of information was selected.  More 

specifically, issues can be summarized as following three (3) points:

* First, with respect to the execution process for the Contract for Communication Strategy

Definition for ProSAVANA, the obligation to publicly disclose information prescribed 

by the Guidelines was breached, due to the fact that the counter-party was selected and 

the order was issued without the provision of information at such occasions as the 

Dialogue meetings on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA held at the applicable time, and the “1st

Triangular Conference of Peoples” (August 2013) organized by the Requesters’ side, etc.

* Second, with respect also to the subsequent contract of the Contract for Communication 

Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA, information was not disclosed on such occasions 

as the “2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples” (July 2014), etc., and the contract was 

signed (June through September 2014) by way of direct contracting with the same 

consultant who had proposed the Communication Strategy; the foregoing clearly 

indicates the JICA side’s support of the Communication Strategy, i.e., its intention to 
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“intervene” in the Mozambican civil society, which induced the Mozambican 

government to make the oppressive statements and take the oppressive actions 

described above.

* Third, with respect to the Contract for Stakeholder Engagement implemented by JICA 

(from November 2015 until March 2016), the information disclosure obligation under 

the Guidelines was breached because of the fact that plans for the contracting process 

had been made and the implementation had commenced and the fact that those were not 

shared during the Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese 

NGOs and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA held during such time 

period.  In addition, JICA concealed facts relating to such contract and provided false 

explanations to a Japanese civil society.

(iv) INSUFFICIENT EXPLANATIONS CONCERNING THE GUIDELINES BY JICA 

AND FAILURE TO OTHERWISE CAUSE THE GUIDELINES TO BECOME 

WIDELY KNOWN (refer to Annex 4: Sections (14)(i) and (23)(i))

Finally, as described below, the Requesters allege that JICA’s explanations concerning the 

Guidelines were insufficient, and that JICA otherwise neglected to cause the Guidelines to 

become widely known.

* The statement made by MASA’s ProSAVANA coordinator who participated in a 

meeting with the Japanese NGOs in September 2015 that he/she was not aware of the 

existence of the Guidelines and the fact that, in spite of the Requesters’ numerous 

requests, JICA did not present a Portuguese version of the Guidelines evidence the fact 

that JICA neither made efforts, nor provided explanations, for the purpose of causing the 

relevant individuals to understand the substance of the Guidelines.

SUMMARY OF OPERATIONAL DEPARTMENTS’ EXPLANATIONS

(i) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (i) 
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ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Sections (3)(ii), (6)(ii) and (7)(ii))

* Since JICA did not attend the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples held in August 2013, 

JICA does not know whether or not an individual affiliated with the government who 

attended the Conference denied the connection with Cerrado.  Further, as stated in a) 

above, the “Communication Strategy” was nothing more than a report drafted by a 

consultant, and was not a binding official document relating to the ProSAVANA 

Program; JICA never in fact intervened in the Mozambican government based thereon.

* Before the ProSAVANA Program was conceived, the governments of Japan and Brazil 

had hammered out a policy for cooperating in providing assistance for agricultural 

development in Africa based on utilizing Brazil’s experience in the Cerrado development, 

however, as the Master Plan Study progressed, since it became obvious that the 

development model for Cerrado in Brazil differed from the development model that 

needs to be adopted in the ProSAVANA Program, it was no longer necessary to mention 

the Cerrado development. 

* At the 2nd Conference, the representatives of the three (3) countries stated that positive 

aspects of the experiences and technology gained from Brazil-Cerrado would be utilized, 

and the allegation that government officials emphasized no connection is factually 

inaccurate.

* The written response of the Minister of Agriculture referred to the matters requested in 

the open letter of questions, such as the concerns about the ProSAVANA Program,

building of a dialogue mechanism, the proposal and request for support for family 

farmers and peasant farmers, and the Minister’s reply expressed the importance of such 

concerns and mentioned capacity building of small- and medium-scale producers in rural 

areas and meeting the needs of rural communities; hence many points in the reply 

corresponded to the open letter of questions.  Therefore, Requesters’ allegation that “the 

content was not a direct reply” is factually inaccurate.
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(ii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (ii) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Sections (9)(ii) and (10)(ii))

* With respect to the disclosure of information concerning the PD Project at the Public 

Consultation, the Requesters’ allegation that it was impossible to access the draft in 

question is inaccurate, considering the fact that such draft was publicly disclosed on a 

website on March 31, i.e., approximately three (3) weeks before the first Public 

Consultation, that documents for review were distributed to the district government 

offices and such draft were also sent (with invitations to the Public Consultation) to 

major civil societies and peasants’ organizations, and that the period of time allocated to 

wide dissemination of the information was longer than the period of time for wide 

dissemination of information prescribed by a ministerial decree (fifteen (15) days), in 

spite of the fact that the ministerial decree of MASA on the environmental impact 

assessment for the specific project did not apply to the PD Project because it was for a

project for the development of a master plan, etc.  Moreover, while attendees were 

encouraged to register, unregistered individuals were also permitted to attend.

(iii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iii) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Sections (1)(ii) and (15)(ii))

The process prescribed by JICA’s internal rules was followed with respect to any of the Contract 

for Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA, Contract related to Implementation of 

the Communication Strategy and Contract for Stakeholder Engagement, all of which are 

therefore proper, and the information disclosure obligation under the Guidelines was not 

breached.

(iv) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iv) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Sections (14)(ii) and (23)(ii))

No Portuguese version of the Guidelines currently exists; however, the Master Plan Study team

created an outline of the Guidelines in Portuguese and then provided explanations for the 
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officials of the Mozambican central government and local governments; therefore, the 

Requesters’ claim that JICA did not make any efforts to provide explanations concerning the 

Guidelines is factually inaccurate.  In addition, the Requesters’ allegation that the ProSAVANA 

coordinator stated during a meeting which was held when he visited Japan in September 2015 

that he had not been aware of the existence of the Guidelines was not found in JICA’s records. 

FACTUAL RELATIONSHIPS CONFIRMED THROUGH INVESTIGATION

(i) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (i) 

ABOVE

* With respect to the disclosure of information concerning the entire ProSAVANA 

Program, in connection with the first issue relating to the statement made by government 

officials during the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples concerning the connection with 

the Cerrado program, the report of JICA’s Preparatory Survey conducted in 2009 (before 

the “Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA” and prior to the PD Project) 

(Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 37) and the Detailed Planning Survey conducted 

in July 2011 (before the “Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA” and 

prior to the PD Project) (Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 38) were verified; ; the 

written reports were found to contain references to the importance of providing 

assistance to small farmers in light of the social environment in Mozambique, and 

absence of farm land similar to Cerrado where large-scale farming can be developed.  

Thus, it is determined to be true that JICA and the Mozambican government understood 

the differences between ProSAVANA and Brazil from the outset, i.e., the beginning of 

the PD Project, and it cannot be found that a false explanation was provided during the 

1st Triangular Conference of Peoples held in August 2013.  It should be noted that, as 

explained under a) above, no objective evidence can be found which supports the 

Requesters’ allegation that JICA worked on the local government pursuant to the 

“Communication Strategy.”

* In light of the above-referenced fact that reports clearly described the view of 
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emphasizing the importance of small farmers from the outset, i.e., the beginning of the 

PD Project, the statement made by the government-affiliated individual at the 2nd 

Triangular Conference of Peoples can be understood to express a position of being 

cautious about agricultural investments involving land grabbing, and the Requesters’ 

allegation that it constituted a false explanation is inaccurate.

* With respect to the comment that the written response of the Minister of Agriculture 

which had been signed in May 2014 was substantively insufficient, because such written 

response (Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 26) referred to the matters demanded 

in the open letter of questions, such as democratic and inclusive mechanisms for 

dialogue with a wide range of individuals, allocation of resources to the creation and 

implementation of the National Agricultural Support Plan for the Family Sector, etc., this 

written response cannot be thought to have caused an infringement of such extent that it 

resulted in the violation of the right to information.

(ii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (ii) 

ABOVE

* With respect to the 2015 Public Consultation, explanations were received during the 

interviews of the staff members of MASA’s ProSAVANA Headquarters and the staff 

members of JICA’s Operational Departments and its local office conducted by the 

Examiners that the “Draft Zero” was posted on the website of the ProSAVANA Program 

on March 31, i.e., at least twenty (20) days before the first Public Consultation was held, 

thereby causing the period of time for wide dissemination of the information to be longer 

than the period of time prescribed by ministerial decree of MASA (fifteen (15) days), 

and that such document was also placed at each district-level government office and 

made available for review by the general public.  It was also stated that announcement 

of the Public Consultation and the draft in Portuguese were also sent to major 

organizations of the three (3) provinces concerned as well as major groups of civil 

societies, including Maputo, and information that would cast doubt on this fact was not 

provided from the Requesters.
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* On the other hand, during the interviews of individuals on the Requesters’ side 

conducted by the Examiners, it was pointed out that the local attendees of the Public 

Consultation consisted primarily of non-peasants (such as teachers, business owners, 

etc.), and only the supporters who had been invited by the government side in advance 

were permitted to attend.  Concerning the foregoing matters, the following detailed 

explanations relating to the then-existing situation were received during the interviews 

of individuals who belonged to the Nampula DPA, the Niassa DPA, the ProSAVANA 

Headquarters, etc., conducted by the Examiners (Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 

32), i.e.:

the Public Consultation had been widely publicized in advance on radio, etc., 

and was held in an open format; 

it is common in the local society that knowledgeable individuals (such as 

teachers, nurses, etc.) are highly aware of public issues and attend the Public 

Consultation, while ordinary peasants tend not to attend the Public 

Consultation themselves but to listen to reports provided by knowledgeable 

individuals, and, as a result of the foregoing, there were some regions where 

the peasant attendance percentages were low;

at some of the Public Consultation, disorder arose because attendees from 

urban areas read statements aloud, but they had not been excluded from the 

meetings, etc.  

In spite of the several facts to be taken into consideration, such as encouragement of 

prior registration, meeting locations for some consultation which were remote from the 

communities, and location changes in some regions which might not be properly 

announced, it cannot be concluded that the method used for wide dissemination of 

information was clearly deficient.   
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* The application of ministerial decree of MASA No. 130 of 2016 constitutes an issue 

relating to the interpretation of a local law in terms of its application.  During the 

interviews of the staff members of MASA’s ProSAVANA Headquarters conducted by the 

Examiners, explanations were received that the above-referenced ministerial decree of 

MASA No. 130 prescribes detailed rules applicable when environmental impact 

assessments are conducted with respect to individual businesses in the agricultural field 

pursuant to the “Environmental Law” (Law No. 20 of 1997) and the “Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations” (Decree No. 45/2004) (which currently have 

been amended/abolished by Decree No. 54/2015), and the above-referenced ministerial 

decree of MASA No. 130 does not apply to the PD Project with respect to which 

strategic environmental impact assessments are performed.  The foregoing is due to the 

facts that:

according to the “Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations” 

(Decree No. 45/2004) (Articles 3 and 10; Annex 1), nature reserve areas, 

resident relocations and large-scale farming activities fall under “Category A” 

as defined by such regulations, and are subject to environmental impact 

assessments; however, 

because the PD Project does not involve any specific farming (investment) 

activity, it does not fall under “Category A”; and

therefore, ministerial decree of MASA No. 130 of 2006, which sets forth 

detailed rules concerning environmental impact assessments in the agricultural 

field does not apply thereto.

It is thought that JICA is not in a position to state objections to the authoritative 

interpretation of the scope of application of a Mozambican law or regulation provided 

by the ministry which promulgated such law or regulation, and had no choice but to 

respect its determination.  It should be noted that, according to JICA’s consultant,

MASA conducted the process of the Public Consultation by reference to the process of 
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creating the Mozambican Strategic Plan for Agricultural Sector Development (PEDSA, 

2010 – 2019).  

Based on the foregoing, it can be confirmed that certain lawful efforts were made for the 

wide dissemination of information concerning the Public Consultation to be held and for 

the provision of access to information relating to the draft document in connection 

therewith.

(iii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iii) 

ABOVE

The series of contracts executed by JICA are all determined, based solely on their purposes and 

substance of services to be performed thereunder, to constitute contracts to entrust ancillary work 

which is different, in terms of characteristics, from the work relating to the PD Project itself.  

The process of executing/implementing contracts involving such ancillary work is ordinarily 

completed without public disclosure in accordance with JICA’s procurement rules, and there are

no deficiencies in formalities due to the mere fact that information was not publicly disclosed.  

For this reason, the Examiners verify the issue below limited to the fact of whether or not such 

contracting process was properly implemented entirely in accordance with JICA’s procurement 

rules in a practical sense.

* CONTRACT FOR COMMUNICATION STRATEGY DEFINITION FOR 

PROSAVANA

It is determined that, in July 2013, proposal submission requests were sent to several 

local consulting firms in compliance with JICA’s internal rules, evaluations of the 

substance thereof were performed based on previously-prescribed standards, and the 

selection was made thereafter; therefore, any problems are not recognized in the 

contract process.  Further, as described above, advance disclosure of information to 

outside parties was not required in connection with such process.
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* CONTRACT RELATED TO IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COMMUNICATION 

STRATEGY

In June 2014, JICA signed a direct contract relating to the “Implementation of the 

Communication Strategy” with the same consultant that had contracted the above-

referenced “Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA.”  It can be 

confirmed, based on the internal document prepared at the time of contract execution,

that the firm was selected in compliance with JICA’s internal rules after evaluating its 

superiority in terms of its experiences relating to the task, its network/connections with 

the government, civil society, mass media, etc., and its public relations techniques, etc.  

The contract was to implement limited public relations activities, and the process may 

not be improper as JICA signed a direct contract in accordance with the internal 

regulations upon confirming the consultant’s capability required for executing the 

contract.  Further, as described above, the procurement process of such contracts on 

supporting work is normally undisclosed to outside parties.  Based on the foregoing, it 

can be confirmed that the contract was entered through proper processes; therefore, it is 

difficult to consider as the bases of the Requesters’ allegations that the execution of this 

contract shows JICA’s full agreement to the “Communication Strategy,” i.e., 

deliverables of the previous contract, or that JICA intended to hide the execution of the 

contract.

* CONTRACT FOR STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

In connection with the execution of the Contract for Stakeholder Engagement consigned 

to local consultants in October 2015, JICA made a selection not through public 

solicitation, but through selection by evaluation of the technical proposals method based 

on a short list of local consulting firms which met certain standards.  The selection by

evaluation of the technical proposals method was selected because, in view of the highly 

difficult nature of the work of mediating (as a third party) different opinions and 

understandings in the local civil societies, this method ensures qualitative standards by 

establishing clear criteria and, at the same time, preserves certain competitive principles, 
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while selecting a consultant through general competitive bidding tends to disregard 

qualitative standards. Accordingly, JICA’s judgement regarding consultant selection 

method does not violate JICA’s procurement rules and no problems are found (Article 

23, Section 11 of Accounting Rules of JICA (Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 

35)).

Further, it has also been found that JICA itself actually shared certain information 

relating to the contracts at the Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA Program between

Japanese NGOs and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA held in October 

2015 (Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 36).  Therefore, certain information was 

disclosed, and the non-disclosure of the details thereof did not constitute the provision 

of a false explanation.

As explained above, with respect to the three (3) contracts referenced above, it could be 

confirmed that the selection of consultants was properly made through the process prescribed by 

JICA’s headquarters; therefore, it could not be found that information relating thereto was in fact 

improperly concealed.

(iv) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iv) 

ABOVE

With respect to JICA’s efforts to provide explanations concerning the Guidelines referenced in 

the Requesters’ allegation described under (iv) above, the Examiners confirmed that a Portuguese 

version of an outline of the Guidelines was prepared by the PD Project Team, so, the allegation 

that JICA explained it to the relevant local government officials.  Therefore, it could not be 

found that the JICA’s processes and efforts relating to the wide dissemination of information 

concerning the Guidelines were such that they were clearly deficient.

2) SOCIAL DAMAGES (DAMAGES CAUSED BY JICA’S DIRECT AND INDIRECT 

“INTERVENTIONS” IN CIVIL ORGANIZATIONS AND LOCAL CIVIL SOCIETY)
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REQUESTERS’ KEY ALLEGATIONS

(i) JICA’S CONTRACT FOR COMMUNICATION STRATEGY DEFINITION FOR 

PROSAVANA AND CONTRACT RELATED TO IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

COMMUNICATION STRATEGY (refer to Annex 4: Sections (1)(i), (3)(i), (4)(i) and

(5)(i))

The Requesters allege that JICA’s Contract for Communication Strategy Definition for 

ProSAVANA and Contract related to Implementation of the Communication Strategy constituted 

JICA’s improper “intervention” in the Mozambican civil society as described below:

* Improper “interventions” in the Mozambican civil society were committed in violation 

of the Guidelines, due to the fact that:

when JICA was planning the (former) contracts, it requested in the TOR 

suggestions relating to interventions in, and actions to be taken with respect to, 

specific target organizations; and

in response thereto, the local consulting firm made suggestions in the 

“Communication Strategy,” such as “the direct contact with communities 

lessens these associations as spokespersons of communities or farmers,” “[if 

one] withdraws importance to civil society organizations in Mozambique, [one]

significantly weakens foreign NGOs,” a “network of district collaborators be 

established,” “eliminates the link to Brazil-Cerrado,” etc.

* In connection with the Contract related to Implementation of the Communication 

Strategy whose purpose was to “intervene” in the civil society as described above, the 

JICA side issued an order to the same consulting firm who was in charge of 

“Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA” with the use of a method 

involving direct contracting (from June until September 2014); the foregoing actually 

evidences JICA’s intention to effect social “interventions” and also induced the 
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occurrence of the incidents described under Section (2) 1) a) above where individuals 

affiliated with the Mozambican government violated human rights.

(ii) JICA’S ATTEMPT TO CREATE DIVISION IN PEASANT UNIONS (refer to Annex 4: 

Section (13)(i))

The Requesters allege that JICA attempted to create divisions in peasant unions as described 

below:

* In response to the opposition and complaints to the Project whose scope had been 

broadly expanded, JICA attempted to create division in peasant unions by including 

those leaders of peasants who were participating in the PEM Project in the invitees to 

Japan in July 2015.

(iii) CONTRACT FOR STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT (refer to Annex 4: Sections 

(15)(i), (16)(i) and (17)(1))

The Requesters allege that JICA “intervened” in the Mozambican civil society through the 

Contract for “Stakeholder Engagement” executed by JICA as described below:

* The substance of activities described in the TOR of the Contract for Stakeholder 

Engagement constitutes nothing other than an “intervention” in the Mozambican civil 

society through the formation of MCSC.”

* The foregoing is evidenced and clearly indicated by:

the TOR of the contract presented by JICA which provided that, under the 

contract, the consultant performs “mapping activities” through which the 

Mozambican civil societies’ positions toward the ProSAVANA Program be 

color-coded and that, in the final report relating thereto, a “‘sole’ dialogue 

mechanism” be established; and
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doubts expressed in the final report about the legitimacy of the UNAC by such 

statements as “peasants can be better represented by the congress elected 

through an election,” etc.  

(iv) CONTRACT FOR REVISION OF AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT MASTER 

PLAN (refer to Annex 4: Sections (19)(i) and (20)(i))

The Requesters allege that JICA “intervened” in the Mozambican civil society by way of the 

Contract for Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan executed by JICA as described 

below:

* First, with respect to the Contract for Revision of Agricultural Development Master 

Plan (from October 2016 until May 2017) which is to coordinate stakeholders’ opinions 

concerning the Master Plan through a civil society participation mechanism primarily 

based on MCSC, non-transparent collusion is perceived from the fact that the such task

was assigned to an NGO whose representative was the individual who had held a 

leadership role as the coordinator of MCSC.

* Second, the substantive aspects of the contract with Solidariedade described in the TOR 

aim to change the minds of those individuals who oppose the continuation of such 

Project through MCSC and intend to effect “interventions in” and “division of” civil 

society. 

SUMMARY OF OPERATIONAL DEPARTMENTS’ EXPLANATIONS

(i) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (i) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Sections (1)(i), (2)(ii) and (4)(ii))

* The primary objective of the Contract for Communication Strategy Definition for 

ProSAVANA, as described in the TOR therefor, is to create plans for public relations 
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activities for the entire ProSAVANA Program, and it was determined to be necessary in 

order to eliminate “misunderstandings concerning the ProSAVANA Program resulting 

from insufficient/inaccurate information.”  Further, the final report, i.e., the 

“Communication Strategy,” which was the deliverable under which such contract was 

submitted as a document setting forth suggestions to JICA proposed by the consultant, 

neither has actually been agreed upon by and among the governments of the three (3) 

countries concerned, nor has become an official document which should be shared.

* The claimed part of the descriptions of the final report, not only with the applicable 

sentences, but together with the preceding and succeeding sentences, may be understood 

to promote the communities’ understanding of the ProSAVANA Program.  Further, the 

allegation that one of the purposes is “to devalue us” is factually inaccurate.

* In relation to the Contract related to Implementation of the Communication Strategy,

direct contracting was selected, after confirming that the consultant possesses the 

required capability to execute the contract, in accordance with Article 23 Section 1 of the 

“Accounting Rules” of JICA and Article 16 Section 2 of the “Detailed Rules of 

Contracts on Consultants”; therefore, there is no procedural defect by JICA.

(ii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (ii) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Section (13)(ii))

* It is true that JICA and the Mozambican government considered inviting the farmers in 

support of the PEM Project to Japan; however, the objectives thereof were exchanges of 

opinions with members of the Japanese National Diet and civil societies concerning the 

ProSAVANA Program and site visits of cases in the Japanese agricultural sector, and it 

was not to create division in the peasant union.  In addition, the consideration of this 

matter was not thought to have promoted division in the unions.  Further, the reason 

why the idea of inviting the farmers was ultimately abandoned was because the selection 

of the applicable farmers and arrangement of their passports could not be accomplished 

in a timely manner, and the Requesters’ claims are factually inaccurate.
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(iii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iii) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Sections (15)(ii), (16)(ii) and (17)(ii))

* With respect to the Contract for Stakeholder Engagement, a method was devised to 

invite dialogue through a third party mediator in order to create an impetus for dialogue 

with the stakeholders of the Project with various different opinions, and it is a method 

commonly used in Mozambique in order to eliminate antagonism.  Moreover, this 

method was suggested by the UNAC side in June 2015; the implementation of the 

contract never in fact constituted an “intervention” in the Mozambican civil society, and 

the TOR of the contract also does not contain such description.

(iv) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iv) 

ABOVE (refer to Annex 4: Section (20)(ii))

* The implementation of the Contract for Revision of Agricultural Development Master 

Plan was not anticipated at the time of the meeting among the relevant individuals held 

in April, which is the basis of the Requesters’ claim regarding non-transparent collusion.  

Further, such contract was executed through proper processes after conducting public 

solicitation pursuant to JICA’s internal rules. In addition, MCSC, as an alternative to the 

Public Consultations, contributed to the gathering of opinions from stakeholders; 

therefore, the claims that JICA intended to deepen “divisions” of and “co-opt”

participants are unfounded, and there is no fact that JICA yielded profits for a specific 

group of people and organizations, as claimed by the Requesters.

FACTUAL RELATIONSHIPS CONFIRMED THROUGH INVESTIGATION

(i) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (i) 

ABOVE

* With respect to the Contract for Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA,
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the Examiners read the TOR of the contract in question (dated August 1, 2013) (Chapter 

5 (Informational Material) No. 13) from a neutral position and understood that:

the contract in question was devised due to the need to communicate to society 

in general timely and accurate information concerning the entire ProSAVANA 

Program that includes the PD Project subject to the Objection Request;

it purports to exchange information with the relevant organizations and civil 

societies of Japan, Brazil and Mozambique by operating websites and using 

other communication methods (Paragraph 3); and

the goal of the activities thereunder is to provide information not only to 

government-level organizations, but also to academic societies, general society 

and various types of agriculture-related organizations (such as producers’

associations, cooperatives, etc.) (Paragraph 4).

The Examiners think that there is no problem in the contract itself, since the Examiners 

did not find that the substance of such TOR intended to effect social 

intervention/manipulation of opinions.

* Specifically, the Requesters’ claim that the substance of JICA’s work instructions 

included “issues perceived as intervention” may be affected by a misunderstanding of 

the word “intervention,” which is commonly used to mean the assistance to the recipient 

countries itself in the context of the development cooperation field. It cannot be 

concluded, based primarily on such word, that the JICA side purported to isolate the 

Requesters through intervention.

* On the other hand, it is true that some of the suggestions contained in the above-

referenced final report (such as the suggestion to weaken the existing organizations that 

belong to the “opposition faction,” to promote the formation of a new network of 

district collaborators, etc.) can also be construed to relate to social intervention (Chapter 
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5 (Informational Material) No. 15).  However, there is logic to JICA’s assertion that, 

with respect to JICA’s ordinary consultancy service contracts, the client’s receipt of the 

final deliverable submitted by the consultant and its payment of consideration under the 

contract does not mean JICA’s agreement with all contents set forth in the final 

deliverable, and that the final deliverable is treated fundamentally as a document that 

sets forth suggestions/proposals made by the consultant.  Therefore, in spite of the 

possibility that JICA missed opportunities to correct some statements contained in the 

final report which are alleged by the Requesters to be potentially misleading, the 

suggestions contained in the final report do not constitute a basis for JICA’s intent to 

intervene as alleged by the Requesters.     

(ii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (ii) 

ABOVE

* With respect to the Requesters’ allegation that JICA attempted to create division in the 

peasant unions by inviting farmers who participated in the PEM Project to Japan, no 

objective basis that supported the factual accuracy of such allegation could be 

confirmed.  The fact that the plan to invite the farmers to Japan was cancelled may

suggest the possibility that some type of discord existed among peasants locally, but it 

does not constitute a basis that indicates JICA’s intent to create division in the peasant 

unions.

(iii) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iii) 

ABOVE

* With respect to the Contract for Stakeholder Engagement, the Examiners confirmed that 

the TOR of such contract (Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 16) is as described 

below, and that no social intervention objective (such as building a “sole” platform, 

color-coding/mapping and “dividing” the Mozambican civil societies, etc.) can be 

gleaned therefrom:
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the objectives of the project are stated to be “[a] platform of stakeholder 

engagement for ProSAVANA [to be] established with the involvement of key 

stakeholders related to the agricultural sector” (Paragraph 2.1) and 

“[recommendations] for the ProSAVANA-PD consultation process, including 

the second round of public hearings, [to be] made by the stakeholders in the 

platform]” (Paragraph 2.2); and

the activities therefore are described to be the preparation of a unique TOR by 

the members themselves at the first platform meeting (Paragraph 3.1, 3) ), 

facilitation of subsequent activities of the platform (Paragraph 3.1, 4) ), 

collection of information concerning the overall situation of opinions 

concerning the ProSAVANA Program held by various types of stakeholders 

(Paragraph 3.2, 1) ), etc.

* During the interviews of the consultant that had accepted an order for the contract in 

question conducted by the Examiners, explanations were received that:

a wide variety of individuals concerned (including representatives of UNAC) 

attended the preparatory meeting held in January 2016, where the objective of 

proceeding with the revision of the Master Plan spearheaded by civil society on 

equal footing with the government was mutually confirmed, the TOR was 

jointly decided upon, the decision to name itself “MCSC” as an organization 

was made, etc., and the meeting thus began smoothly; however,

“division” occurred in a way that two (2) individuals, at the meeting venue 

after a break, forcibly took several individuals with them and left the meeting 

venue.

Similar eyewitness accounts were obtained also from several other individuals affiliated 

with peasants’ organizations who attended such preparatory meeting.  
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* In light of the results of interviews of the Requesters and interviews of individuals 

affiliated with MCSC conducted by the Examiners, it can be found that different 

opinions and understandings concerning the current situation exist within civil society; 

however, they did not provide positive proof that deliberate “interventions” by JICA or 

JICA’s consultant intentionally caused such conflicting opinions to arise.  This is 

because it can be confirmed from the statement made by the Requesters themselves (i.e., 

“people gathered at the meeting venue as comrades”) that:

at least at the beginning of the preparatory meeting held in January 2016, a 

wide variety of individuals concerned (including representatives of UNAC) 

participated, and several of the Requesters were also in attendance thereat;

the objective of proceeding with the revision of the Master Plan spearheaded 

by the peasants/civil societies on equal footing with the government was 

mutually confirmed; and

an opportunity to proceed jointly in the same direction existed.

Based on several eyewitness accounts that disagreement arose among the attendees 

during a break of such preparatory meeting, and several individuals dropped out

thereafter, it is natural to understand that “division” arose among the attendees of such 

meeting, and it is difficult to make a determination that the “division” arose as a result 

of an “intervention” effected by JICA which did not attend the preparatory meeting.  

The Examiners were unable to obtain objective evidence of that day’s incident from 

JICA which did not attend such preparatory meeting or from the Requesters; therefore, 

positive proof concerning what caused the division to arise that day among the peasants 

/ individuals affiliated with civil society could not be obtained.

(iv) CONCERNING THE REQUESTERS’ ALLEGATION DESCRIBED UNDER (iv) 

ABOVE



- 42 -

* With respect to the Requesters’ allegation relating to the Contract for Revision of 

Agricultural Development Master Plan (from October 2016 until May 2017), which 

purports to effect the revision of the Master Plan through civil society participation that 

the procurement process and the substance of the contract violated the Guidelines, the 

Examiners first confirmed JICA’s internal informational materials of the time of 

selection concerning the procurement process.  As a result of such investigation, it was 

ascertained that:

in connection with such contract, public solicitation was conducted and the 

selection was based on the evaluation of the technical proposals in August 

2016;

during the initial bidding stage, four (4) companies were invited based on the 

standard relating to coordination skills in the civil society sector, and two (2) of 

the four (4) companies were selected, which ranked equally based on objective 

evaluations relating to technical aspects; and

during the second bidding stage, after a pricing competition between the two 

(2) companies, the applicable contracting party was ultimately selected.

The foregoing is in accordance with the procurement process prescribed by JICA’s 

headquarters, and it was thus confirmed that the contracting party was properly selected.

Second, with respect to the substance of the contract, the Examiners clearly confirmed 

that the objective of such contract’s TOR (Chapter 5 (Informational Material) No. 22)

was to perform the work of revising the Master Plan (preparing the final draft) by 

listening to the needs and opinions of a broad range of people. In addition, through an 

interview of the party that won the bid for such contract and interviews of the 

employees of JICA’s local office as well as the internal records at the time of conclusion 

of the project, it was confirmed that no treatment that was unclear and in violation of the 
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TOR occurred during the contract’s implementation stage as well. It was also confirmed 

with respect to such contract that, based on the decision made by the Japanese 

government / JICA side, MCSC’s activities were shelved and, as a result thereof, the 

TOR was not completed as planned, and that the settlement between JICA and the 

contracting party was effected properly (the final amount of approximately eight million 

(8,000,000) Japanese Yen was paid) by deducting the payments for the activities which 

were not performed for that reason.
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(3) DETERMINATION OF THE PRESENCE/ABSENCE OF JICA’S VIOLATION OF 

THE GUIDELINES BASED ON RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION OF FACTS 

RELATING TO JICA’S NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE GUIDELINES ALLEGED 

BY THE REQUESTERS

The Requesters’ allegations concerning JICA’s violation of the Guidelines are described in 

Section (4) of Chapter 1 and Section (2) of this Chapter.  In connection with the Examiners’ 

determination of whether or not JICA violated the Guidelines as alleged by the Requesters, the 

Examiners think that it is useful to perform analyses by organizing such allegations of the 

Requesters under two (2) categories described below from the viewpoint of JICA’s actions and

omissions:

First, from the viewpoint of JICA’s omissions that constituted violations of the Guidelines, the 

Requesters’ allegations are summarized as follows:

through the Public Consultation meetings (between April and June of 2015) concerning 

the Draft Zero and other measures implemented by the Mozambican government 

(MASA and provincial and district administrators), the Mozambican government 

violated the citizen participation procedures prescribed by the constitution and other 

laws/regulations and the freedom of expression prescribed by the International 

Conventions on Human Rights, etc., committed a violation of human rights to repress 

opposing opinions, caused the Requesters to suffer physical and emotional damages, 

etc.; and

in connection with the foregoing, JICA’s actions which either left alone, or assisted, such 

violation of human rights committed by the project proponent country’s government 

violated the rules concerning the doctrine of respecting basic human rights, etc. (Section 

1.1), obligation to provide support project proponent countries, and to perform

examination, in connection with environmental and social considerations (Section 1.4), 

obligation to publicly disclose information (Section 2.1), obligation to concern about
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human rights (Section 2.5), obligation to refer to laws/regulations and international 

standards (Section 2.6), etc., which are prescribed by the Guidelines

(Sections 2 and 5 of Chapter II of the Objection Request).

Second, from the viewpoint of JICA’s actions that constituted violations of the Guidelines, the 

Requesters’ allegations are described as follows:

JICA’s dealings with the Requesters in the Master Plan formulation process and the four 

(4) contracts consigned to local consultants implemented by JICA in response to civil 

society’s movement to oppose the project in question, through concealment and 

distortion of information concerning the Master Plan, obstructed the Requesters’ right to 

information and the stakeholders’ participation, violated the freedom of expression, and 

also effected “intervention” in the Requesters’ organization and the local civil society; 

and

as a result of the foregoing, violations of the basic principles under the Mozambican 

constitution (social harmony, peaceful culture, identity of solidarity/unionism/alliance, 

etc., traditional/cultural values, democratic decision-making) were committed and social 

damages were incurred.

The Requesters’ allegations can be summarized as an allegation that JICA’s actions described 

above violated the doctrines of stakeholders’ participation, for information transparency and 

accountability. (Section 1.1), obligation to provide support to project proponent countries, and to 

perform examination, in connection with environmental and social considerations (Section 1.4), 

obligation to consult with local stakeholders (Section 2.4), obligation to concern about human 

rights (Section 2.5), obligation to refer to laws/regulations and international standards (Section 

2.6), obligation relating to the “zero option” to not undertake a project if it is determined that 

environmental and social considerations will not be ensured (Section 2.8), etc., which are set 

forth in the Guidelines (Sections 1, 2, 3 and 5 of Chapter II of the Objection Request).
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The issue of whether or not JICA can be found to have committed violations of the Guidelines  

is analyzed below sequentially based on the facts set forth in “Factual Relationships Confirmed 

Through Investigation” in Section (2) of this Chapter.

a) ACTIONS TAKEN BY THE JICA SIDE TO NEGLECT, OR ASSIST, VIOLATION OF 

HUMAN RIGHTS (INCLUDING VIOLATION OF THE FREEDOM OF 

EXPRESSION AND THE RIGHT TO INFORMATION) COMMITTED BY THE 

PROJECT PROPONENT COUNTRY’S GOVERNMENT

Fundamentally, as described under Section (2)1)b) in this Chapter, with respect to the facts based 

on which the Requesters allege that the Mozambican government committed violation of the 

human rights (including violation of the freedom of expression and the right to information), the 

facts alleged by the Requesters except for two (2) matters, i.e., (i) the explanations concerning 

the entire ProSAVANA Program provided by government-affiliated individuals during an early 

stage, and (ii) statements made, and actions taken, by government-affiliated individuals at a 

series of Public Consultation meetings relating to the Draft Zero held in 2015, and during the 

time periods prior and subsequent thereto, could not be confirmed.

With respect to such confirmed facts, as stated under Section (2)1) b) in this Chapter, in light of 

the fact that JICA and the local government had understood the differences between 

ProSAVANA and Brazil from the outset, i.e., the beginning of the PD Project, the Examiners 

cannot consider that the explanations provided by individuals affiliated with the Mozambican 

government in connection with (i) above constituted false statements as alleged by the 

Requesters.  Further, with respect to the violation of the constitutional provisions alleged by the 

Requesters resulting from the inadequacy of the written response provided by the Minister of 

Agriculture, since JICA was not in a position to influence the statements made by the Minister of 

Agriculture of a country; therefore, no violation of the obligation to provide support to project 

proponent countries, and to perform examination, in connection with environmental and social 

considerations (Section 1.4) prescribed by, or any other provision of, the Guidelines can be found 

to have been committed.
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Further, with respect to (ii) above, as stated under Section (2) above, the Examiners think that it 

can be surmised that the situation was such that substantial tension had arisen between the 

government side and the Requesters before and after the Public Consultation meetings, and that 

the statements made, and actions taken, by the government side during a series of events could 

possibly be taken as having oppressive characteristics.  However, it has been confirmed that 

JICA made a series of efforts to listen to opinions such as that, in response to the government 

side’s statements and actions at such Public Consultation meetings, the JICA side quickly 

collected information also concerning the district-level Public Consultation meetings which its 

staff members had not personally attended, conducted opinion exchange meetings between the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the NGO, consulted with the headquarters of UNAC which 

opposed the continuation of the Project, etc., and JICA can be found to have explored ways to 

deal prudently with the local government’s problems, rather than neglecting to deal with them.  

Further, with respect to the method of administering the series of Public Consultation meetings, 

it can be found that, in fact, prior registration was encouraged, there were cases where the 

locations where the Public Consultation meetings were held were far away from the communities, 

and it was found that some of the participants did not get the message regarding location 

changes; however, it cannot be found that the process used for the wide dissemination of 

information was clearly deficient.  In addition, it has also been confirmed that, in anticipation of 

local peasants’ participation, the government/JICA made efforts, such as to create the requested

informational materials in Portuguese, in some instances in order to aid their understanding of 

key issues.  Thus, it is thought that JICA had made certain degree of efforts to provide 

support/examination before and after the Public Consultation meetings in a situation in which the 

above-described substantial tension existed; therefore, JICA cannot be found to have committed 

a violation of the obligation to provide support to project proponent countries, and to perform 

examination (Section 1.4) as alleged by the Requesters.  

   

b) VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS (INCLUDING VIOLATION OF THE FREEDOM 

OF EXPRESSION AND THE RIGHT TO INFORMATION) AND “INTERVENTION” 

IN CIVIL SOCIETY COMMITTED BY JICA

First, among violation of the human rights (including violation of the freedom of expression and 
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the right to information) alleged by the Requesters to have resulted from JICA’s actions, the 

violation of the freedom of expression and the right to information alleged by the Requesters can 

be generally divided into three (3) categories as follows:

(i) Deficient disclosure of information relating to the entire ProSAVANA Program (denial, 

concealment and distortion of facts);

(ii) Deficient disclosure of information relating to the three (3) “sub-projects (contracts 

consigned to local consultants)”; and

(iii) JICA’s provision of insufficient explanations concerning the Guidelines and its failure to 

otherwise widely disseminate information relating thereto.

First, among the foregoing, with respect to the allegation relating to (i) deficient disclosure of 

information relating to the entire ProSAVANA Program (denial, concealment and distortion of 

facts), regarding the explanations provided during the 2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples, as 

stated in Section (2) above, the Examiners cannot consider that they were false; therefore, in this 

regard, no violation of the stakeholders’ participation, responsibility for information transparency 

and accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), obligation to publicly disclose information (Section 2.1), 

obligation to consult with local stakeholders (Section 2.4), obligation to refer to laws/regulations 

and international standards (Section 2.6), etc., set forth in the Guidelines can be found to have 

been committed.

With respect to the three (3) contracts consigned to local consultants referenced in (ii), as stated 

in Section (2)1)b) above, the Examiners confirmed that the consultant selection process relating 

to all of such contracts was not unlawful, and that proper procedures were actually followed 

pursuant to the rules prescribed by JICA’s headquarters.  In addition, from the viewpoint of 

effectively using ODA funds, the selection of a procurement method (which is neither general 

competitive bidding, nor public solicitation) for the purpose of ensuring qualitative standards by 

establishing clear criteria while preserving certain competitive principles itself cannot be deemed 

to be problematic, so long as it is permitted under the rules, and is instead thought to be a 
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desirable selection particularly in connection with contracts whose characteristics are such that 

quality of the outcome is at issue as in the present case.  In this type of the consultant selection 

process, it is common that a consultant is selected without disclosing information, and is not 

illegal procedurally; therefore, violation of the stakeholders’ participation, responsibility for 

information transparency and accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), obligation to publicly disclose 

information (Section 2.1), obligation to consult with local stakeholders (Section 2.4), obligation 

to refer to laws/regulations and international standards (Section 2.6) or any other provisions set 

forth in the Guidelines cannot be found to have been committed with respect to the three (3) 

contracts.

In addition, with respect to insufficient explanations concerning the Guidelines and its failure to 

otherwise widely disseminate information relating to (iii), as stated in Section (2)1)b) above, 

JICA caused the PD Project Team to create informational materials in Portuguese and provide 

explanations to relevant individuals, and JICA cannot be found to have failed to make efforts or 

provide explanations in order to cause the relevant individuals to understand the substance of the 

Guidelines; therefore, no violation of the obligation to provide support to project proponent 

countries, and to perform examination, in connection with environmental and social 

considerations (Section 1.4), etc. and other provisions can be found to have been committed.

Next, the other type of violations of the Guidelines which are alleged by the Requesters to have 

been committed by JICA relate to acts of “intervention” in civil society through the 

planning/implementation of the four (4) contracts consigned to local consultants referenced 

below:

(i) Contract for Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA and Contract related 

to Implementation of the Communication Strategy 

(ii) Contract for Stakeholder Engagement

(iii) Contract for Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan
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First, with respect to (i) among the foregoing, as stated in Section (2)2) in this Chapter:

the contracts consigned to local consultants relating to the Contract for Communication 

Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA and the Contract related to Implementation of the 

Communication Strategy were devised due to the need to communicate to society in 

general accurate information concerning the entire ProSAVANA Program that includes 

the PD Project subject to the Objection Request; and

as obviously shown in the TORs of these contracts, they were not purported to effect 

any social intervention/manipulation of opinions.

With respect to the final report drafted by the consultant contracted with JICA, it is true that such 

report contained suggestions resembling social intervention, such as the suggestion to weaken 

the existing organizations that oppose the project in question, to promote the formation of a new 

network of district collaborators, etc.; however, JICA’s act of receiving such report was not in 

itself unlawful.  Therefore, with respect to the execution of such contract and receipt of the final 

report, no violation of the doctrines of stakeholders’ participation, responsibility for information 

transparency and accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), obligation to consult with local stakeholders 

(Section 2.4), obligation to give concern about human rights (Section 2.5), obligation to refer to 

laws/regulations and international standards (Section 2.6) and other provisions which are set 

forth in the Guidelines can be found to have been committed.

Similarly, with respect to the Contract related to Implementation of the Communication Strategy, 

based solely on the confirmation of said TOR, its objective can be thought as the transmission of 

accurate information concerning the ProSAVANA Program through alliance with the government 

side (such as MASA’s ProSAVANA Headquarters, etc.) and through mass media in particular.  

Therefore, fundamentally, such contract cannot be deemed to have purported to effect such social 

intervention; therefore, with respect to the Contract related to Implementation of the 

Communication Strategy, no violation of the doctrines of stakeholders’ participation, 

responsibility for information transparency and accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), obligation to 

consult with local stakeholders (Section 2.4), obligation to give concern about human rights 
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(Section 2.5), obligation to refer to laws/regulations and international standards (Section 2.6) or 

any other provisions of the Guidelines can be found to have been committed by JICA.

With respect to the Contract for Stakeholder Engagement referenced under (ii), such objective as 

color-coding/mapping and “dividing” the Mozambican civil society cannot be gleaned from the 

TOR thereof; although, on one hand, the possibility that consideration was lacking to major 

stakeholders in connection with the actions taken by the contracted consultant cannot be denied, 

but, on the other hand, in light of the fact that a wide range of stakeholders who opposed to the 

Project of JICA participated in the preparatory meeting, the fact that JICA excluded specific 

stakeholders cannot be found.  Therefore, it cannot be found that JICA took actions to 

“intervene” in or “divide” civil society in violation of the doctrines of stakeholders’ participation, 

responsibility for information transparency and accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), obligation to 

consult with local stakeholders (Section 2.4), obligation to refer to laws/regulations and 

international standards (Section 2.6), or any other provisions which are set forth in the 

Guidelines.

With respect to the Contract for Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan referenced 

under (iii), as stated in Section (2)2) in this Chapter, it can be confirmed that no unofficial prior 

decision concerning the selection of contractor (consultant) had in fact been made through 

collusion with the consultant, that the procurement process prescribed by JICA’s headquarters

was followed, and that the contractor (consultant) was properly selected.  Therefore, with 

respect to the selection of such consultant, no violation of the stakeholders' participation / 

responsibility for information transparency and accountability, etc. (Section 1.1), obligation to 

publicly disclose information (Section 2.1) or any other related provisions set forth in the JICA 

Guidelines, which are alleged by the Requesters, can be found to have been committed.

Further, with respect to the substance of the contract as well, it can be understood from the facts 

confirmed by the Examiners and described in Section (2)2) above that the purpose of the contract,

which was proposed from the government and JICA side, was to have the Master Plan to be 

reviewed by the civil society side under the initiative of peasants, with an eye towards convening 

a forum to which a broad range of the civil societies were to be invited.  In light of such 
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sequence of events, it cannot be viewed that Japanese ODA funds have been injected as a means 

of causing “division” in civil society; therefore, it cannot be found that such contract effected 

such social intervention that harmed the spirit of “cooperation/alliance” referenced in the 

Mozambican constitution and violated the obligation to refer to laws/regulations and 

international standards (Section 2.6) or any other provisions under the Guidelines.

As explained above, the Examiners have determined that, with respect to both a) and b) above, 

JICA cannot be found to have committed violations of the Guidelines as alleged by the 

Requesters. 
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CHAPTER 4: CURRENT STATUS PERTAINING TO THE ENCOURAGEMENT OF 

DIALOGUES AND PROPOSALS BY THE EXAMINERS 

(1) Perception Gaps between the Parties Concerned and the Background Thereof 

As described above, the Objection Request especially addresses the “Support for Agricultural 

Development Master Plan for Nacala Corridor in Mozambique”, the project which started from 

March 2012, and is still on-going, which is one of the three (3) projects composing the 

“ProSAVANA Program” for the agricultural development of the three (3) provinces in the 

northern part of Mozambique, started under the agreement on the basic framework for triangular 

cooperation among Japan (JICA), the Minister of Agriculture in Mozambique, and the Director-

General of Brazilian Agency of Cooperation (ABC) in September 2009.  It is alleged in the 

Objection Request that there was a violation of human rights such as the freedom of speech and 

the procedural justice in information disclosure, the participation of stakeholders, etc., for the 

approach of promoting the PD Project through four (4) sub-projects (related consultancy service 

contracts) by JICA was one-sided and threatening.

In the above, the Examiners investigated various points presented by the Requesters one by one.  

As a result, the Examiners found out no fact which could be certified to be a violation of the 

Guidelines, including the policies of stakeholders’ participation and accountability etc. (Section 

1.1), supports for and examination of appropriate environmental and social considerations for 

project proponent countries (Section 1.4), consultation with local stakeholders (Section 2.4), 

concern about human rights (Section 2.5), and laws, regulation, and international standards of 

reference (Paragraph 6, Article 2).  Provided, however, it does not mean that the measures taken 

by the Mozambican government and JICA on pursuing the Project did not have any issues at all. 

The current largest issue regarding the Project is, although the parties concerned share the same 

direction that the Master Plan is to be revised under the initiative of the peasants, they have not 

reached an agreement on the approach for it.  Further, it is not only a problem between the 

Mozambican government or JICA and peasants’ organizations, but also the difficulty to have a 

discussion to reach an agreement among the peasants’ organizations and the concerned civil 
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societies.

As indicated in the findings of the investigation in Chapter 3, concerning MCSC, the dialogue 

mechanism among the government, civil societies, and peasants’ organizations, which was

established with JICA’s proposal last year, the Requesters did not participate in such mechanism, 

as they considered the process of its establishment undemocratic and non-inclusive.  In addition, 

the Requesters also regarded other civil society organizations, which used to cooperate with them 

in the beginning but changed their principles through this mechanism to voluntarily engage in the 

revision of Master Plan, as the parties who pursue the current Project on the same side with the 

Mozambican government and JICA. 

However, during the interviews conducted by the Examiners, almost all of the parties related to 

the Project, including the Requestors, shared the same understanding/perception that the Project

should aim to stabilize the livelihood of peasants, and the Examiners found no substantial 

differences among the parties’ assertions.  Therefore, in order to understand why the parties are 

currently in such controversial situation, and to suggest improvement measures for resolving the 

issue, the Examiners feel that the Examiners should return to and once again consider the 

Requesters’ allegations, which would comply to the principles of the Guidelines.

The following four (4) issues are the main allegations repeatedly made by the Requesters to the 

Examiners during the Field Visit:

(1) The Requesters were not provided with the information on the “ProSAVANA Program” 

(which suddenly appeared), and it has been difficult to access such information.

(2) Land grabbing and persecution of local peasants who questioned the Project occurred 

under the name of the “ProSAVANA Program,” and apprehensions increased among the 

local peasants.

(3) The current Master Plan is made by a top-down system, in which the local peasants 

have not been involved, and thus its content is not based on the opinions of the small 

peasants.

(4) Procedural flaws and oppressive speech/behavior were occurring due to the 

Mozambican government’s oppressive and authoritative manner; therefore, the 
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Requesters feel anxious about the present government-led implementation of the Project.

With respect to the first two (2) points, the Examiners consider that the reason for the Requesters’ 

apprehension about the “ProSAVANA Program” owes largely to the fact that the image that was 

spread by the media and others when the Project was initially proposed in 2009 that 

“ProSAVANA Program” was a “Brazilian Cerrado-type large-scale development program for a 

total of fourteen million five hundred thousand (14,500,000) hectares3 of land.”  In addition, 

while interviewing the Requesters, they described that, from about this time, cases occurred 

where investors identifying themselves as “ProSAVANA” went around farms and enclosed land, 

cases of land grabbing/eviction occurred with respect to land left uncultivated after shifting

cultivation and community common land.  It seems that this large number of cases of land 

grabbing that occurred before the ProSAVANA Program actually started, may have quickly 

created apprehensions among the Requesters that this program was bound to result in land 

grabbing by capitalist farmers, and that landed peasants were going to turn into landless.

However, as described above, the JICA side already had a clear policy with an emphasis on the

peasants, grounded in the characteristic features and the inherent nature of Mozambique, as a 

result of the JICA Preparatory Survey conducted in 2009 and the Detailed Planning Survey 

conducted in July 2011, prior to the start of the PD Project. Subsequently, the PD Project aiming 

to consider the direction of the ProSAVANA Program as a whole was started in March 2012.  

After the initial phase of information gathering and activities aimed at understanding the needs of 

the people were completed, the concept of the overall Master Plan was put together, and in 

August 2013, the consultants for the PD Project started the explanation to the stakeholders of the 

region.  Accordingly, it could be understood that the policy, grounded in the characteristic 

features and the inherent nature of Mozambique, with an emphasis on prioritizing the peasants, 

had already been formulated at this stage.

However, the Examiners understand that it was not an easy task to dispel the strong image of a 

“large-scale development project” held by the local society, which had strengthened its distrust 

                                                  
3 1 hectare = approximately 10,000 m2
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towards the Project.  Unfortunately, JICA and the related parties from Japan were unable to 

attend the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples, which was organized by the local civil society 

and held in August 2013, because the invitation from the organizers were received only a day 

prior to the event.  Consequently, JICA and the related parties from Japan were unable to make 

use of the opportunity to explain about the revisions to the content of the Project giving priority

to the peasants.  To make matters worse, it is likely that the Requesters and others had further 

intensified their apprehension and distrust, due to a series of speech and behavior made by some 

government officials.  Thereafter, both the public relations activities under the Contract related 

to Implementation of the Communication Strategy, planned and implemented with an aim to 

promote an accurate understanding of the Project, and the Public Consultations related to the 

Draft Zero of the Master Plan that the Mozambican government and JICA had attempted, 

resulted in merely intensifying the distrust of the Requesters and others, and the Examiners 

observe that an understanding of the contents of the Project have made little headway thereafter.

As described the above, circumstances are difficult to promote an accurate understanding; 

however, it is apparent that further efforts by the Mozambican government and JICA are desired 

to share information relating to the contents and approach of the Master Plan with the Requesters 

and others, in order to respond to their strong demands.  The Mozambican government and 

JICA have achieved visible results stabilizing and improving the livelihood of the peasants under 

the ProSAVANA-PEM, one (1) of the three (3) projects within the ProSAVANA Program, and 

the Examiners believe that it would be worthwhile for the Mozambican government and JICA to 

consider making steady efforts, such as sharing each concrete case of achievements with 

communities, in order to respond to demands for accurate information made by the Requesters 

and others.

With respect to the third point, the absence of bottom-up approach that enables peasants to 

express their opinions independently, the Examiners understand that, receiving criticism from 

peasants’ organizations, the Mozambican government and JICA’s side assisted to create MCSC 

expecting civil societies to take the initiative in the fundamental revision of the Master Plan.  

However, some of the main stakeholders are currently not participating in this dialogue 

mechanism through MCSC, and the framework is not well-functioning at this point.  In light of 
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such situation, the Examiners believe that, apart from the discussion on how the framework of 

the overall Master Plan Project should be created, it is immediately necessary to have an 

opportunity to hear out where peasants are able to participate and express their needs and 

opinions, as the Requesters strongly desire.

Moreover, upon conducting a participatory hearing, it would be useful to draw on other countries’ 

experiences of seeking rules on democratic procedure for promoting participations.  For 

example, in Japan, a citizen participation program is prescribed by ordinance in advanced 

municipalities.  A participatory decision-making procedure is legislated; specifically, each 

district has a resident organization where the residents voluntarily participate and discuss with 

each other and reach an agreement by majority vote.  The government respects the resolution 

and it is finally adopted after the deliberation of the assembly or administrative council.

Accordingly, in order not to give an impression that hearing procedure is unilateral, it is 

imperative to share a common understanding of rules of the democratic procedures for the 

preparation of the Master Plan among stakeholders, including representatives of the peasants,

and to provide suitable environment where peasants can express their opinions freely.  It is also 

essential to conduct hearing fully in line with the intention of existing peasants’ organizations.

The fourth point suggests the fact that distrust toward the Mozambican government remains high 

and this is probably the biggest factor that makes current communication through MCSC 

difficult.  In regard to this point, various consultations have been held with Japanese NGOs and 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA); however, the sense of trust that would make it possible 

to have a dialogue between the parties for permanent problem-solving has not been created.  As 

described above, by organizing a participatory hearing where the peasants can take the initiative 

and express their opinions freely, it is expected to create a relationship of trust step by step.

(2) Proposals to JICA

Based on the above-stated perception gaps among the parties and background thereof regarding 
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the Objection Request, the Examiners will make the following proposals to JICA in light of the 

principles of the Guidelines:

(i) Promoting efforts to fill the lack of information and transparency

* We understand that, at the end of the interview, the Requesters strongly asserted the 

points that “the peasants should be involved in decision making” and “consultation with 

the stakeholders should be conducted in the communities.”  Taking full account of these 

points, JICA should, under the initiative of the organizations that represent the local 

peasants, such as UPC, continue to encourage conducting interviews properly to the 

peasants who are members of the communities and understanding the peasants’ needs for 

the development plan, which aims to stabilize and improve the livelihood of the peasants 

in the future.

* JICA should, in cooperation with the Mozambican government, actively disclose 

information that it obtained so far through the entire Project and the results of the 

analysis. Especially, with respect to the issue on land grabbing which the Requesters 

particularly have strong concerns, JICA should make an effort to provide more 

appropriate information with respect to the countermeasures against land grabbing and to 

gain the peasants’ understanding, at the community-level.

(ii) Promoting discussions on the Project under the rules of participatory decision-making 

procedures

* With deep consideration of the Requesters’ voice requesting a bottom-up system based 

on the opinions of the peasants, JICA should observe the process that the Mozambican 

government deepens discussions on the Project in accordance with the rules of the 

participatory decision-making procedures that are agreeable among the stakeholders.

For such purpose, it is important to show an appeasement attitude such that the 

stakeholders meet directly and have a face-to-face discussion.  

* In addition, upon the request of the Mozambican government, JICA should continue to 

assist in promoting the discussions of the Master Plan, if necessary.

(iii) Appropirate approach by the Mozambican government
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* JICA should continue to request the Mozambican government to give careful 

consideration to the Requestors to ensure that the government’s treatment is not 

received as being authoritative or abusive of the Requesters’ human rights.

* Further, JICA should cooperate with the Mozambican government so that the 

government can proactively and properly implement the proposals shown in items (i) 

and (ii) above.
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CHAPTER 5: LIST OF MAIN DOCUMENTS PRESENTING THE RATIONALE FOR THE 

DECISIONS OF THE EXAMINERS

No. Title of the Documents

1 Guidelines for Environmental and Social Considerations, April 2010

2 Answers to Frequently Asked Questions about Japan International Cooperation Agency 

(JICA)’s Guidelines for Environmental and Social Considerations, July 20, 2017

3 Objection Procedures based on the Guidelines for Environmental and Social 

Considerations, JICA, April 2010

4 Objection Request Regarding the Support for Agricultural Development Master Plan for 

Nacala Corridor in Mozambique (ProSAVANA-PD) , April 20, 2017, English Translation

5 Response from the Operational Departments “Concerning the Objection,” July 28, 2017

6 ProSAVANA-HQ Website (http://www.prosavana.gov.mz)

7 ProSAVANA-PD/Report No.2 (Quick Impact Projects), March 2013, English Translation

8 ProSAVANA-PD the Draft Zero of the Master Plan 

9 ProSAVANA-PD/Agricultural Development Master Plan for Nacala Corridor, Draft 

Version, December 2015; English Translation

10 ProSAVANA-PD/ Environmental and Social Consideration, excerpt from the Detailed 

Planning Survey Report, September 2013

11 ProSAVANA-PD/ Records of Discussion (supporting information for ANNEX, August 

2015

12 Publicidade (“Noticias,” 1 de Abril de 2015)

13 Contract of Services; Communication Strategy Definition for ProSAVANA, August 1, 

2013; English Translation

14 Contract of Services/ Implementation of the Communication Strategy of ProSAVANA 

and Support Services in the Communication and Public Relations Advisory, June 20, 

2014, English Translation

15 ProSAVANA Communication Strategy, Version II English, September 2013 

16 Contract for Consultant’s Services/ Consultant for Stakeholder Engagement, November 2, 

2015
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17 Inception Report/ Development of Stakeholder Engagement Plan and Toolkit for the 

ProSAVANA Programme, December 8, 2015 

18 ProSAVANA Master Plan, Stakeholder Mapping, January 2016

19 Final Report/ Stakeholder Engagement for the ProSAVANA Programme, March 2016

20 Minutes of the Meeting on the Formulation of Civil Society Coordination Mechanism 

(MCSC) for Development of Nacala Corridor , February 19, 2016, English Translation

21 Minutes of the Meeting among MCSC, JICA and MASA, April 12, 2016

22 Contract for Consulant’s Services/Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan, 

October 14, 2016 

23 Inception Report/Revision of ProSAVANA Master Plan, October 28, 2016

24 Joint Statement on Private Investment within ProSAVANA, July 23, 2014

25 Announcement E-mails on the Meeting in the Members’ Office Building of the House of 

Councilors (held in November 28, 2016)

26 Open Letter to the representatives of the three governments (May 2013) and Reply 

thereto (August 2014)

27 Law nr.20/97 of October 01, English Translation

28 Decree nr. 54/2015 of 31st December; English Translation

29 Ministerial Diploma Law nr. 130/2006 of 19th June, English Translation

30 Information Material from the Operational Departments (July 14, 2017)

31 Information Material from the Operational Departments (July 27, 2017)

32 Minutes of the field visit conducted by Examiner Matsushita, Examiner Kaneko, number  

1-23, from July 29 to August 5, 2017

33 Minutes of the meeting with the Requesters, July 30 and 31, 2017, for external 

information material

34 Minutes of the meeting with the consultants of the PD Project, August 25, 2017

35 Accounting Rules of JICA

36 Minutes of the Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs 

and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA (for the meetings held from 

January 2013 to October 2015)

http://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/gaiko/oda/shimin/oda_ngo/taiwa/prosavana/index.html
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(as of November 1, 2017)

37 Preparatory Survey Report (March 2010)

38 Detailed Planning Survey Report (September 2013)
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Annexes

Annex 1 a. Objection Request (the Original Prepared in Portuguese)

b. Objection Request (Japanese Translation)

c. Objection Request (English Translation)

Annex 2 Findings of the Preliminary Investigation

Annex 3 Outline of the Interviews Conducted to Establish the Facts concerning the Alleged

Non-compliance

Annex 4 Summary of Alleged Damages and Allegation by the Requesters regarding the

Non-Compliance with the Guidelines

Annex 5 Outline of the ProSAVANA Agricultural Development Program



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-a.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-b.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



Annex 1-c.



 July 3, 2017 

The Examiner for the Guidelines 

Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) 

Results of Examination 

1. Formal requirements of the Request

All necessary items are described in the Japanese / English translation of the original which is in 

Portuguese.  

2. Requirements to commence the Procedures

(1) Requirements regarding the Requester

The Request has been submitted by two (2) or more residents of the country who have suffered 

actual damage or are likely to suffer damage in the future as a result of JICA’s non-compliance 

with the Guidelines regarding the project for which JICA provides cooperation. However, 

further investigation/information is needed, including on the scope of agent agreement. 

(2) Project with respect to which the objections are submitted

After identifying the project from the Request, it has been confirmed that JICA provides 

technical cooperation for the project.    

(3) Period

The Request was submitted between the time at which JICA disclosed the project agreement 

document and one (1) month after the final report is disclosed on JICA’s website.  

(4) Actual damage incurred or likely to be incurred by the Requester as a result of JICA’s

non-compliance with the Guidelines

The Requester has claimed that actual damage was incurred or likely to be incurred. However, 

further investigation is needed. 

(5) Relevant provisions of the Guidelines considered to have been violated by JICA and the

facts constituting JICA’s non-compliance alleged by the Requester

The Requester has claimed and stated that JICA violated and did not comply with Clauses 1.1, 

1.2, 1.4, 1.5, 1.9, 2, 2.1, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.8 and 2.9 of the Guidelines. However, further 

investigation is needed. 
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(6) Causal nexus between JICA’s non-compliance with the Guidelines and the substantial 

damage 

The Requester has claimed and described the causal nexus between JICA’s non-compliance 

with the Guidelines and the actual damage. However, further investigation is needed. 

 

(7) Facts concerning the Requester’s consultation with the Project Proponent 

The request states that the Requester has tried to have dialogues with the Project Proponent. 

 

(8) Facts concerning the Requester’s consultation with JICA 

The request states that the Requester has tried to communicate with JICA’s Operational 

Department. But we couldn’t identify the fact that the JICA Mozambique Office has been 

contacted by the Requester so far. 

 

(9) Prevention of abuse 

There is no concern that this Request would be determined to be an abuse of JICA’s objection 

procedures. 

 [END]  
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Outline of the Interviews Conducted to Establish the Facts concerning the Alleged 

Non-compliance 

In accordance with the Objection Procedures, the Examiners conducted a [fact-finding] 

investigation as follows. 

1. Interviews with the Operational Departments by the Examiners in regards to the alleged facts

(July 14 and July 27)

Interviewee: Rural Development Department, Africa Department, and Credit Risk 

Analysis and Environmental Review Department (only on July 14) of 

JICA 

2. Receipt, review and examination of the Response from the Operational Departments based on

No. 1 above (dated July 28) and the related materials

3. The Field Visit by the Examiners (Mr. Matsushita and Ms. Kaneko) (from July 28 to August

6)

Interviewee: the 11 Requesters (with 2 Agents), participating organizations of “No! to 

ProSAVANA”, parties of MCSC, other local civil society organizations, 

[Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security] National Directorate of Rural 

Extension of Mozambique and ProSAVANA-HQ(coordinators, etc.), 

Ministry of Land, Environment, and Rural Development in Mozambique, 

Provincial Directorate of Agriculture and Food Security in Nampula, 

Provincial Directorate of Agriculture and Food Security in Niassa, World 

Bank Mozambique Office, JICA’s consultants, JICA Mozambique Office 

4. Interviews with the NGO in Japan by the Examiners (July 26 and August 17)

5. Receipt, review, and examination of the reference materials submitted in regard to the Field

Visit and No. 4 above.

6. Interviews with JICA’s consultants (contractors of PD projects) by the Examiners (August
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(Annex 4) 

Summary of Alleged Damages and Allegation by the Requesters regarding the 

non-Compliance with the Guidelines 

Note: In this summary, we summarize each of the claims by the Requesters and explanations by 

the Operational Department regarding various claims in the Objection Request, 

organizing them basically in chronological order. 

(1) “Communication Strategy” Sub-project (related consultancy service contract1)

(p.10 -1.a)c), p.10 -2.a) - p.11 -b), p.12 -3.a), p.16 -4.d)e), p.17～p.20, p.22～p.24  

of the Objection Request) 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation

・ During the official visit of the representatives of peasants to Japan in February and May,

2013, JICA promised them that it would “try to improve the transparency of the program

and itsprojects, and continue the dialogue”.

・ However, JICA hired consultants and implemented sub-project (related consultancy service

contract) with regard to the “Communication Strategy” in 2013, without informing the civil

society members of the three countries of such fact.

・ In addition, the instructions from JICA to the consultants regarding this contract were filled

with issues perceived as “intervention”2 for the purpose of driving the Requesters away

from the communities and other peasants.

・ The proposals which are submitted by the consultants and accepted as the Final Report by

JICA included offensive, abusive and devastating comments.  In particular, at the

community level, it was recommended that a “network of district collaborators” be

1 (Examiners’ note) The term “sub-project” is used in the Objection Request, however, such contract 
should be understood as a supplemental entrusted services to promote the target program.  
According JICA, it is not always the case to use the term “sub-project”, which usually means small 
projects to directly contribute to achieve the objectives of the main project (the Support for 
Agricultural Development Master Plan for Nacala Corridor in Mozambique (ProSAVANA-PD)) as 
its component, and is likely to cause the misunderstanding.  
In this Annex, we basically make effort to use the same terms as in the Objection Request to respect 
the description in the Objection Request to maximum extent.  However, in order to clarify its 
position as “related consultancy service contract”, we describe it as “sub-project (related consultancy 
service contract)”. 
2 (Examiners’ note) The Requesters seem to refer to the expressions such as “intervention”.  
However, it is a commonly used term which is similar to “engagement” in the field of development 
assistance.  Therefore, we consider it inappropriate to interpret all such expression as 
“interventionist”, which suggests the acts of human rights abuse, given the purport and context of the 
contract. 
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established, and one of its objectives was to devalue the Requesters as well as claims by 

them. 

・ These actions threatened and damaged the value and the principles of the Constitution of 

Mozambique and such damages were caused as a result of the planning/ implementation of 

the “Communication Strategy” by JICA and its instruction to the consultants.  Although 

JICA allocated the procedures for checking the report before its finalization, it did not 

instruct the consultants to proceed in agreement with the JICA Guidelines.  In addition, it 

is later found out that JICA established a related consultancy service contract upon the 

implementation of the Strategy with the same consulting firrn that prepared the strategy 

under the direct contacting, which, in turn, shows JICA’s agreement to this plan and its 

accountability.  Therefore, the foregoing actions by JICA violated its Guidelines.  

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

 

・ The contract was prepared and performed with the judgement that it is necessary in order to 

resolve “misunderstandings about ProSAVANA [Program] founded on insufficient or 

inaccurate information”.  In light of its objective to promote a better understanding for the 

ProSAVANA program among the various stakeholders in the target area, the preparation and 

performance of the contract cannot be construed as running counter to the ideals and purport 

of the Guidelines. 

・ It is true that the Operational Department did not inform the civil society members of the 

three countries of the commencement of the Contract.  However, the procedures 

concerning this contract were implemented according to Procurement Rules of JICA.  

Also, the Operational Department normally does not convey information about 

procurement contracts to external parties as it arises.  In addition, it is true that JICA 

explained the representatives of local peasants that it would “try to improve the 

transparency of the program, and continue the dialogue”, as indicated in the Objection 

Request, however, the comment regarding the “sub-project (related consultancy service 

contract)” indicated in the Objection Request does not exist in the record of the Operational 

Department.  

・ It is true that TOR includes the word “intervention” in sense of engagement and approach in 

the development program, etc.  However, the claim above, misinterpreting or 

mistranslating it as “intrusion” or “intrusional”, is not true.  In addition, it is true that JICA 

accepted the Communication Strategy as a deliverable of the contract, and it acknowledged 

the criticism in respect of its quality.  However, this does not change the fact that the 

strategy was the consultant’s proposal to JICA and should not be regarded as JICA’s view or 

policy or as an official document of the Mozambican government and ProSAVANA 

Program. 

Annex 4



3 
 

・ A part of description of the Final Report should not be interpreted only by the cited part, 

and intention of whole paragraph including the surrounding sentences of it should be 

understood that the objective of the sub-project is to promote understanding of the 

community for ProSAVANA Program.  Therefore, the claim that one of the objectives was 

to “devalue the Requesters” is not true. 

 

 

(2) Approach for the Three Governments and JICA, and the Abuse of Human Rights in the 1st 

Triangular Conference of Peoples 

(p.10 -2.a), p.12, p.21～p.22 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ On August 7, 2013, before the commencement of the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples 

held in Maputo by the civil societies the conference, in the coffee room for the important 

guests, the Minister of Agriculture suddenly told the president of National Union of 

Peasants (UNAC) that “You did not want to say what is stated in the declaration because 

the foreigners wrote it for you.  You are all puppets.  And remember, anyone who steps in 

my way will receive intense pain.”, which threatened the Requesters. 

・ In addition, when the Minister left the conference after the first part, he declared to the 

reporters of newspapers and TV programs, who started the interviews, that all the protests 

by the Requesters were “conspiracies” by outsiders.  This was broadly covered by national 

and international newspapers. 

・ 2 weeks later, during a meeting in Nampula where all the district administrators were 

present, a similar comment was repeated by the Director of Provincial Directorate of 

Agriculture in Nampula.  This was also covered by a national newspaper.  One of the 

directors from District Service for Economic Activities (SDAE) declared “The type of 

obstacles do not matter, we will implement ProSAVANA”. 

・ The above remarks are the direct abuse on the freedom of speech and human rights.  The 

Requesters have been threatened, intimidated, blackmailed, oppressed and insulted. 

・ It is found out that this “conspiracy theory” and meeting of local media were the actions 

planned in the “Communication Strategy”, mentioned in the previous paragraph.  The 

abuse of human rights above was made by the planning and carrying out of the sub-project 

(related consultancy service contract) by JICA. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ JICA representatives and members from the Japanese Embassy in Maputo could not attend 

the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples because they received the invitation the day before 
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the conference.  Therefore, the Operational Department cannot confirm the Minister of 

Agriculture’s comments. 

・ Although the article reported is consistent with a part of the Requesters’ claim, 

“conspiracies” stated in the interview after the conference actually does not refer to the 

protests by peasants but refers to the fact that keeping Mozambique dependent on the 

import of food. 

 Remark concerned; cited from fn. 60 of the Objection Request:  

“É uma conspiração para manter Moçambique dependente da importação de comida.” 

(It is a conspiracy to keep Mozambique dependent on the import of food.) 

・ In addition, regarding the Director of Provincial Directorate (DPA)’s comment, it was 

reported in the article referred to in ft. 61 of the Objection Request that he stated that the 

propaganda critical of ProSAVANA Program came from outside Mozambique.  However, 

the claim that he made a (threatening) comment similar to the one Minister of Agriculture 

made is a misinterpretation and not true. 

・ Moreover, the activities selected for implementation from the Communication Strategy 

consist of only the creation of posters, pamphlets and other public relations resources; 

hence the claim about “the result of planning by CV&A in  the Strategy” is not true. 

 

 

(3) Denial of Connection with Brazil-Cerrado by the Mozambican Government Officials   

(p.10 -1.a)b)、p.22～p.23 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ The Master Plan Report No.2 (the Progress Report Nº 2) to which the Requesters had 

informal access prior to the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples in August, 2013, revealed 

JICA’s interests in promoting the international investment in the production of soy beans on 

a large scale for exports, like the Brazilian Cerrado program.  When the peasant and civil 

society organizations criticized the model in the conference, the government officials did 

not admit the leaked report as authentic, but did insult, saying “the civil society was 

providing baseless lies”. 

・ It was revealed that the fact that the Mozambican authorities no longer made remarks about 

the development in Brazil-Cerrado was one of the proposals recommended at the 

“Communication Strategy” mentioned above.  

 “In addition, following a communication strategy that eliminates the relation/link of 

the Nacala Corridor for the Brazilian Cerrado we depreciated some of the main 

arguments that these international NGOs used last year.” 
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・ The range of explanations, insults, denial, dissimulation and distortion of the disclosure of 

reports from the Master Plan and the leaked report indicate the abandonment of 

responsibility by the Project’s Proponents and these damages were made possible and 

promoted by the series of consulting service contracts of JICA and the negligence of its 

responsibility in promoting the understanding and fulfillment of the Guidelines by the 

Project Proponents. 

 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ Since JICA representatives and members from the Japanese Embassy did not attend the 

conference, the Operational Department does not know whether or not the connection 

between the ProSAVANA Program and the Cerrado Program in Brazil was denied.  It also 

cannot confirm the facts in respect of the insult by the Mozambican authorities. 

・ Before the ProSAVANA Program was conceived, the governments of Japan and Brazil had 

hammered out a policy for cooperating in providing assistance for agricultural development 

in Africa based on utilizing Brazil’s experience in the Cerrado program; however, as the 

Master Plan Study progressed, since it became obvious that the development model for 

Cerrado in Brazil differed from the development model that needs to be adopted in the 

ProSAVANA Program, it was no longer necessary to mention the Cerrado development. 

・ Concerning the part about “promoting international investment in the production of soy 

beans on a large scale for exports”, it is true that Report No. 2 (defined as a working report, 

created March 2013) contained review of a project for soy beans with a view to exploring 

the possibility of exports; however, as a result of a subsequent examination, this was not 

proposed in the Provisional Draft of the Master Plan that was published in November 2016. 

 

 

(4) Massive Oppression at District and Province Level       

(p.23～p.24 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ After September 2013, the massive oppression started, mainly at district and province levels.  

In the case of the Zambézia province, the district administrators and province governor said 

to the peasant leaders that “Tell us if there is anyone against ProSAVANA, we will put them 

in jail”. 

・ In response to the oppression, the Requesters collectively created the Nampula Declaration 

and “condemned the intimidation, the blackmailing, the co-optation, and the manipulation 

made by the ProSAVANA coordination team, by the district administrators and their 

assistants, under the guidance of national government leaders and proponents of 
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ProSAVANA Program and their leaders”.  The situation was communicated to JICA, but 

nothing changed.  Thus, the Requesters established the “No! to the ProSAVANA Campaign” 

on June, 2014, and issued the declaration about what happened to the Requesters in 

mid-2013 to 2014. 

・ In the “Communication Strategy”,  the creation of a functional and efficient network of 

Mozambican functionaries and organs in the central government (Prime Minister, ministers 

and MASA) with local communities was proposed and the meeting of the “Network of 

District Collaborators” established in each of district and each of the district administration 

offices was held in Nampula soon after the 1st Triangular Conference of Peoples, which 

created a hostile and oppressive environment and it became the backdrop of systematic 

abuses. 

・ Furthermore, once created, this network and hostility promoted under the Master Plan, 

remains in the society and was mobilized during the District Public Consultation, organized 

by Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security of Mozambique (MASA), Provincial 

Directorate of Agriculture (DPA) and District Service for Economic Activities (SDAE) in 

April 2015. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ The Operational Department understands the comments of the governor, etc. of Zambezia 

Province that were quoted at the 2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples held in July 2014. 

However, JICA has consistently sought a careful dialogue, including the 14 meetings 

regarding the Concept Note, and it is not clear which behavior of JICA is being targeted for 

criticism.  Considering that the Civil Society Coordination Mechanism (MCSC) was 

established as a platform for dialogue with civil society organizations and a concrete plan of 

dialogue was compiled, the claim that “these accounts were communicated to JICA but 

nothing changed” is not true. 

The “construction of the Network of District Collaborators” was included in the CV&A 

proposal; however, no such activity was actually implemented and no such networks were 

established in the district administration offices. The basis of the claim is unclear. 

 

 

(5) Implementation of the Communication Strategy        

(p.10 -1a)c), p.16 -4.d)e), p.24 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ JICA signed a direct contract with the consultant (CV&A) which prepared the 

“Communication Strategy” to implement the Strategy on June 20, 2014, without 

announcing it to the public.  This fact provides more proof that JICA welcomed the 
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consulting services and their previous results, including the contents of the 

“Communication Strategy”. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation (p. 19 of draft of explanatory 

material) 

 

It is true that a contract for implementing part of the items proposed in the “Communication 

Strategy” was signed as a Direct Contracting on June 20, 2014.  The conclusion of the contract 

was in accordance with the Accounting Rules of JICA Article 23 Section 2 and the Detailed 

Rules of Contracts on Consultants Article 16 Section 2 after the Operational Department 

confirmed that the consultant possesses the necessary capacity for executing the work.  Such 

procedures are not normally publicly disclosed; however, since utilization of the contract 

deliverables and steps for information disclosure were conducted appropriately in accordance 

with the rules, the claim that this was “hidden” is not true. 

 

 

 (6) Requesters’ Attempt to Approach the Three Governments and JICA (2nd Triangular 

Conference of Peoples)  

(p.10 -a/c, p. 11 -a, and p.25 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

- JICA’s representative in Mozambique and the representative from the Japanese Embassy 

who took part in the “2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples about the ProSAVANA” on 

July 25, 2014 in Maputo, organized by the National Union of Peasants (UNAC) and civil 

society organizations, did not explain to Requesters during the conference about the 

“Implementation of the Communication Strategy” sub-project (contracts consigned to local 

consultants), contracted a month prior to the event. 

‐ Once again, the representatives of the three governments insisted that there was no 

connection between ProSAVANA Program and the Brazilian Cerrado, and, without replying 

to the “Open Letter,” stated that “no investment regarding the land will be brought under 

ProSAVANA Program”. 

‐ During the conference, the peasant leaders from three provinces shared the human rights 

abuse cases before the representatives from the three countries.  However, they did not 

apologize nor promise to investigate and repair the damages. 

 Thus, Requesters’ Japanese partners took these questions to their regular meetings with 

JICA and MOFA in Tokyo.  However, JICA and MOFA stated that the report they received 

from their representatives at this conference does not mention these questions at any time; 

therefore, they will not deal with these allegations. 
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(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ It is true that representatives of the JICA Mozambique office and the Japanese Embassy 

participated in the “2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples” held in Maputo on July 24, 

2014. 

・ At the conference, the three governments commented about utilizing 40 years of experience 

and technology on tropical farming accumulated in Brazil with a view to improving 

production quantities and productivity in the Nacala Corridor area and they stated that the 

positive aspects of the PRODECER would be utilized. 

・ Concerning the “Open Letter”, there were several comments and explanations indicating 

that the Mozambican government would handle the matter; hence the claim about there 

being “no reply” is not true. 

・ It is true that JICA, Brazil ABC and the Mozambican Ministry of Agriculture (currently 

the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security) in July 2014 issued a “Joint statement on 

private investment” stating that no private sector investment of any kind that accompanies 

expropriation of land for agricultural production will be recommended or supported within 

the framework of the ProSAVANA Program. 

・ During the conference, the peasant leaders talked about the human rights abuse cases at the 

UNAC conference of northern regions in 2013; however, the Mozambican government 

officials responded by stating that the facts were erroneous.  

・ At the 10th Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA in February 2015, there was a discussion 

about the reports by the peasant leaders on threats at the [UNAC] conference and JICA and 

MOFA had reported that they were not quite able to confirm from available information 

whether or not threats had occurred.  

 

 

(7) The Reply to the Open Letter Dated May 27, 2014       

(P. 25 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

‐ On August 27, 2014, a formal “reply” was issued by the Minister of Agriculture to the 

organizations that signed the Open Letter issued in May 2013. However, the content was 

not a “direct reply” to the claims and requests made in the Open Letter, as the 

“Communication Strategy” sub-project suggested. 

‐ Curiously, according to the hand-written date, the “reply” was signed by the Minister on 

May 27, 2014, but the existence of this reply was not mentioned by anyone at any occasion 

thereafter, including the 2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples. 
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(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ It is true that a formal "reply" was issued by the Mozambique Minister of Agriculture on 

August 27, 2014. However, there was no direct link between the Minister’s reply and the 

“Communication Strategy”; hence the statement “as the ‘Strategy’ suggested” is unfounded.  

・ With respect to the concerns about the ProSAVANA Program, the establishment of a 

dialogue mechanism and the proposals and requests to support family farmers and peasant 

farmers as indicated in the Open Letter (May 2013), the Minister’s reply expressed the 

importance of such concerns and set forth policies to enhance the capacity of small- and 

medium-scale producers in rural areas and to meet the needs of rural communities; hence 

the many points in the reply corresponded to the Open Letter and the claim that the content 

“was not a ‘direct reply’” is not true. 

 

 

(8) The Forced Acceptance of the ProSAVANA-PEM3       

(p.25～p.26 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

‐ After the 2nd Triangular Conference of Peoples (August 2014), the fieldworks by 

ProSAVANA team, made up of JICA (ProSAVANA-PEM)’s Japanese consultants and local 

officials from SDAE, became active, and there was pressure to accept the pilot-projects 

(ProSAVANA-PEM) in the districts. The District Union of the Peasants from Monapo 

(União Distrital de Camponeses de Monapo; UDCM), Nampula], was one of the targeted 

organizations. The ProSAVANA team insisted that UDCM lease the machine from 

ProSAVANA-PEM. 

‐ In February 2015, the team visited the storehouse of the district union in Monapo and 

insisted on having the storehouse opened for measurement and to present a list of members 

belonging to the union.  The president of the district union refused, stating that he had not 

consulted the groups against ProSAVANA Program in the Nampula Province (i.e., the 

Provincial Union of Peasants).  Then the team suddenly appeared in the office of the 

Provincial Union of Peasants.  The peasant province leader stated that, “Since the Master 

Plan has not been disclosed and the peasants and civil society organizations opposes the 

program, the team should not start implementing the program, and should not go to districts 

to exert direct pressure over the members,” and refused to provide the team with the list of 

members of the union. Thereupon, the Mozambican government officer accompanying the 

                                                  
3 (Examiners’ note) PEM (ProSAVANA Extension Model) project is one of the major programs that make up the 
ProSAVANA (the Nacala Corridor Agricultural Development) Program, together with the “Master Plan Study” that is 
the subject of the Objection Request. 
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team threatened him by stating, “If you are against the program, you know what will 

happen to you.” 

- This incident was conveyed to JICA by the Requesters’ Japanese partners soon after it 

occurred, but JICA refused to admit it, insisting that it would check with JICA’s consultants 

and the local government. When this peasant leader visited Japan in July 2015, he repeated 

the incident of threat, but none of JICA’s representatives apologized, and only stated that 

they will check with the local government. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ With respect to the lending of the mentioned milling machine, the Japanese consultants for 

the ProSAVANA-PEM and local extension officers consulted with the peasants and groups 

concerned, and reached an agreement, by following the stages described below: 

- Compilation of a list of candidate areas and organizations (groups) based on the 

selection criteria that were agreed with the Nampula Provincial Directorate of 

Agriculture (DPA) 

- Consultation with the candidate organizations (groups) and provisional selection of the 

2 target groups (including UDCM)  

- Continue consultations with these groups once every week (May 2014~)  

- In the end, an agreement was reached with UDCM (September 2014) 

・ We have been unable to confirm that any threat was made by Mozambican government 

officers. 

・ Subsequently, despite being told that UDCM was willing to participate in PEM activities at 

the general conference of UDCM held in January 2015, , UDCM suddenly changed its 

mind and communicated to us its intention to withdraw its support the following February. 

We inquired about the circumstances, however, no evidence of “pressure” or “threats” could 

be ascertained.   

 

 

 (9) Disclosure of the Draft Zero of the Master Plan and the Public Consultation    

(p.11-a/b. p.12-c and p.26～p.27 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

‐ According to MASA, on March 31, 2015, the Master Plan, Draft Zero version, along with 

the schedule of the “District Public Consultation,” starting on April 20, 2015, were 

suddenly published on ProSAVANA’s website.  No organization was informed in advance. 

‐ On April 7, 2015, [a member of] one of the peasant district unions saw an advertisement in 

the newspaper and was shocked.  The membertried to get the document, and found out 

that it could only be accessed from the website and that the document had 200 pages. The 
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peasant community had only 2 weeks to access, read and understand the document, which 

was impossible.  MASA’s announcement also indicated that those who wished to 

participate had to register at SDAE offices or with the district administrators. 

‐ When the Requesters’ Japanese partners presented this issue in Japan, the JICA President 

responded, during discussions in the Japanese parliament, that JICA and MASA had 

consulted with “large organizations” as to how public consultations should be carried out.  

However, this was not true, because none of the Mozambican organizations had been 

consulted. Later, JICA insisted that the “prior consultation” was, in fact, regarding the “2nd 

Triangular Conference of Peoples” held 8 months ago. 

‐ The Requesters felt betrayed and were sure that it was not a democratic, transparent and 

representative consultation guaranteed by Free Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) principles; 

however, in order to have the Requesters’ voices heard in this process and in ProSAVANA 

Program, the Requesters participated in almost every public consultation together with 

other national and international partners. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ Disclosure of the Draft Zero of the Master Plan was made and the schedules of public 

consultations were notified via various media, such as the website, newspapers, TV and 

radio, and the Draft Zero of the Master Plan and the notices of the district public 

consultations were sent to the major local civil society organizations and peasants’ 

organizations; hence the claim that “No organization was informed” is not true. 

・ The Draft Zero of the Master Plan was distributed to each district office for reference, and it 

was also directly sent to the major organizations in the 3 provinces and 18 major civil 

society organizations and peasants’ organizations based in Maputo; hence the claim that “it 

had only been published on the website” is not true. 

・ Around 20 days were provided between posting [the Draft Zero of the Master Plan] on the 

website on March 31, 2015 and the first district public consultations (on April 20 at Rapale 

District and Alto Molocué District), while at least 30 days were provided for the first 

provincial-level public consultation. Considering that the Mozambican Regulation on 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Process (government ordinance 45/2004) (while 

the Master Plan Study is not subject to EIA, see Point 17 described later) prescribes that an 

announcement of public consultation should be made at least 15 days in advance, the period 

given was not so short as to be described as “sudden” or “shocking”. 

・ It is true that advance registration was sought by the organizers in order to prepare the 

venue; however, anybody who wished to participate in the public consultation was free to 

visit the venue and to attend. In fact, many of the participants arrived without advance 

registration, and no limit was imposed on entry to the public consultation venues. The 

consultations attracted more than 100 participants on each occasion, for example, 
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Mogovolas District (175 people, 115 people), Lalaua District (96 people), Alto Molocué 

District (105 people, 129 people), and Gurúè District (127 people, 123 people). 

・ The comments of the JICA President in question were made when explaining how public 

consultations that had not been envisaged at the start of the ProSAVANA Master Plan Study 

came to be held, in response to the opinions and views of civil society organizations and 

peasant organizations asking for the overall image of the Master Plan, which was raised at 

the agricultural policy seminar organized by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security 

(of Mozambique) (MASA) and held in June 2014 and at the 2nd Triangular Conference of 

Peoples organized by civil society organizations in July 2014. 

 

(10) Public Consultation Violating the 7 principles of the Ministerial Decree of MASA  

(p.11 -a/b. p.12 -c, p. p.16 -a/b and p.27～p.29 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

‐ The public consultation must follow the principles and procedures established by MASA 

pursuant to the terms of the ministerial decree of MASA 130/2006. The seven principles of 

public consultation are: 

a) availability and access to adequate information and the possibility of learning during the 

process, including technical support; b) broad participation; c) representation; d) 

independence; e) functionality; f) negotiation; and g) responsibility. 

‐ The public consultation violated all of the above-mentioned principles: 

a) Technical document with more than 200 pages was unavailable for prior analysis; 

b) Sudden announcement of the event and its program; incorrect information of the place and 

time obstructed participation; most of the participants were government officials and 

members of the ruling party; the government record shows that less than 40% of the 

participants were peasants (those most affected by the program); and, participation of 

certain members of [Provincial] Union of Peasants was restricted; 

c) Public consultation was moderated by political figures; presence of armed police; 

intimidation and violation of freedom of expression, accusation of the participants who held 

critical views on the “anti-development” master plan; participants ordered not to criticize, 

only questions were allowed; not allowed to clap hands for the opinion of the participants; 

d) Time for explanation was too limited, interpreters were not prepared for the subject matter 

and could not understand the content of the document or convey its meaning to others; 

e) Despite the principles of the decree, there was no disclosure of, or information/explanation 

on, negative aspects of the plan, and no efforts were made to build trust with stakeholders 

who will be affected by the projects. 

‐ According to the principles embodied in the decree (under G; responsibility), “The public 

consultation process and the meeting must respond to the concerns of all stakeholders in a 
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responsible and sincere manner,” but as the above cases show, the organizers of the public 

consultation process had no intention of following the principles of the decree. None of 

them appeared to understand the decree. These behaviors were observed, filmed and 

recorded, and have been included in the statements at the public consultation conducted by 

the Requesters and other organizations. 

‐ However, JICA did not pay attention to these aspects (it was not aware of the decree or the 

seven principles); instead, it insisted that all problems was derived from the “lack of 

experience of the Mozambican government,” and stated that the public consultation process 

was a good chance to practice. In addition, the MOFA emphasized that “most of the 

opinions collected were in favor of” the program. 

‐ In fact, the way the public consultations were organized at the district level were 

party-oriented, and most of the participants were government officials (such as officials and 

secretaries of district governments, police officers, nurses and teachers), local 

entrepreneurs , members of the ruling party (especially women’s and youth’s organizations,  

linked to the party), and traditional local chiefs who receive government salaries. In some 

places, even the ruling party’s anthem was chanted before the start of the consultation. 

‐ In many places, preparation meetings for the public consultation were held, in which 

individuals belonging to the above categories participated, and at these meetings their 

questions, answers and comments were prepared vigorously in advance. In some cases, 

unknown “peasants” of the communities attended the public consultation meetings and read 

“opinions” previously prepared and favorable to the program. 

‐ The Requesters went to Maputo to participate in the public consultation at the National 

level. When the DPA and other district and provincial counterparts (SDAE) of JICA saw the 

Requesters at the airport, they insulted them by calling them “non-patriots”. 

• The public consultation in Maputo was presided over and moderated by the Minister of 

Agriculture and before opening the floor, he made statements, such as, “Only patriotic 

comments are allowed” and “If you do not want to participate, you may leave”. 

‐ The Minister ended the hearing when there were still 5 people who wanted to share their 

opinions. 

‐ The Requesters know that the “public consultation” costs of 8,700,000 yen were covered 

completely by JICA, in spite of the program being announced at all times as a triangular 

cooperation; therefore, JICA’s responsibility is decisive. However, none of JICA’s Japanese 

officials or consultants, who made the Draft Zero of the Master Plan, had participated in 

any of the district consultations to follow and monitor them, and insisting that these events 

were “under the responsibility of the Mozambican Government”. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ Ministerial decree of MASA 130/2006 stipulates the basic policy for public participation in 
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the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process based on the EIA Law No. 20/97, 

government ordinance 45/2004, which establishes the procedures and rules for the said law, 

and its revised ordinance 54/2015. Due to the fact that the Master Plan Study does not entail 

formulation of individual and specific project plans, the ministerial decree of MASA 

130/2006 does not apply to the Master Plan Study. For the same reason, EIA 

implementation is not required in terms of the JICA Guidelines for Environmental and 

Social Considerations. 

a) The Draft Zero Master Plan, as previously stated, was posted on the website, distributed to 

the district offices, and also individually sent to major local civil society organizations and 

peasants’ organizations; hence the claim that the documents were unavailable is not true. 

b)  

・ The claim that the public consultation was “suddenly” announced is not true. The scheduled 

date and time of the public consultation was changed in four districts, namely Malema 

District, Chimbonila District, Majune District, and N’gauma District, however, the changes 

were notified via community radio, etc.; therefore, the basis for claiming “obstruction” is 

unclear. 

・ Peasants accounted for more than half of the participants in the district public consultations 

(1,359 out of 2,662 participants, i.e., 51%); hence the claim that “most of the participants 

were government officials and members of the ruling party… less than 40% of the 

participants were peasants” is not true. 

・ JICA could not confirm the fact that the participation of certain members of the [Provincial] 

Union of Peasants was limited. 

c)  

・ JICA could not confirm the fact that all public consultations were moderated by “political 

figures”. 

・ Concerning the claim that armed police were present at venues and intimidated participants, 

police were present at two public consultations held in Nampula Province in April 2015, 

namely the consultations in Meconta District (4/23) and Muecate District (4/24); however, 

the police conducted no intimidating speech or behavior. In Mozambique, it is common for 

police officers to (voluntarily) go to places where many people gather with the aim of 

preventing trouble, and for local people holding important positions in the community to be 

invited to such gatherings. The claim that residents were intimidated just by the presence of 

the police is not consistent with the actual situation in Mozambique. 

・ JICA could not confirm the fact that participants who were critical of the Master Plan were 

accused or ordered not to criticize and that only questions were allowed. 

・ It is true that, in an effort to speed up the meetings, participants were asked not to clap 

hands in response to comments at some public consultation venues (Malema District, etc.). 

d)  
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・ The length of the district public consultations varied from a minimum of 2 hours to up to 5 

hours, but most meetings lasted 3 to 4 hours; hence consideration was given to hearing the 

opinions of residents as much as possible. 

・ JICA was unable to confirm whether or not the claim regarding interpreters is true. 

e)  

・ The public consultations were attended by various stakeholders, who stated their concerns 

and opposition and took part in discussions. Such consultations were held 41 times in 19 

districts in three provinces; therefore, the claim that there were “no…efforts to build trust 

with stakeholders” is not true. 

・ The quoted comments by JICA and MOFA were made at the 12th Dialogue meeting on the 

ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

(MOFA) and JICA held in July 2015, however, JICA stated that the Mozambican 

government did make an effort to conduct dialogue with the peasants etc., even though 

there may have been inadequacies, and stressed the importance of proceeding with [the 

program] in this manner through dialogue. JICA understands that the MOFA introduced the 

fact that various opinions, both those in favor and those against, were raised.  

・ As is described in b) above, the claim that most of the participants were government 

officials, etc., is not true.   

・ In addition, JICA could not confirm the fact that the ruling party's anthem was chanted 

before the start of public consultations at some venues.  

・ We could not confirm the fact that people stating favorable opinions were prepared, that 

preparations were made to put pressure on peasants voicing oppositions, or that peasants 

read “opinions” previously prepared and favorable to the program.  

・ The Mozambican government took the initiative in holding the public consultation, and we 

consider it normal to hold “preparation meetings for the public consultation” for the 

officials of the district government in the district where the meeting is to be held. 

・ Upon checking with the Mozambican government, JICA was unable to confirm the fact that 

people were called “non-patriots” as described in the Objection Request. 

・ It is true that the Minister of Agriculture, at the public consultation in Maputo, commented 

to the effect that “Only patriotic comments are allowed” and “If you do not want to 

participate, you may leave”. 

・ At the end of the public consultation, there were still some people who wanted to share 

their opinions, however, the Minister needed to close the meeting because the meeting had 

already gone beyond the ending time and the Minister had been summoned by the President. 

Moreover, some of the persons who still wanted to share their opinions had already made 

comments during the hearing; hence we consider that a certain degree of consideration had 

been given to providing opportunities for the participants to raise comments and opinions. 

・ The costs of the public consultations were borne not only by JICA but also by the 
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Mozambican government. 

・ JICA’s Japanese employees and consultants did not attend the district public consultations 

because they did not want to impart unnecessary tension to the participants who were local 

residents. However, they assigned the Mozambique staff members [of JICA] to participate 

in meetings, and also heard the reports from the participants; hence the claim that “JICA’s 

Japanese employees and consultants didn’t follow or monitor [the consultations]” is not true. 

Moreover, JICA’s Japanese employees and Japanese consultants participated in the public 

consultation held in the capital, Maputo. 

・ At the 12th Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA, JICA expressed its responsibility as an 

aid agency while emphasizing the autonomy of the Mozambican government; hence the 

claim that “JICA insisted that these events are ‘the responsibility of the Mozambican 

Government’” is not true. 

 

 

 (11) Persecution, Intimidation, Repression after the 2015 Public Consultation   

(p.11 -a/b, p.12 -c and p.29～p.30 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

‐ The Requesters felt that through this public consultation held under the PD Project, some 

sort of top-down (community-level) systematic oppression was installed, and they began to 

feel greater pressure. In fact, soon after the district consultations, those who questioned the 

program began to be persecuted by government officials. Some peasant leaders were called 

into administrators’ offices and were intimidated by statements, such as “Say you accept 

ProSAVANA” and “Visit all the homes in your community to tell everyone that you are 

now accepting ProSAVANA,” and coerced into collaborating with ProSAVANA Program.  

‐ One of the leaders of the District Union of the Peasants opposing ProSAVANA Program 

was also persecuted, summoned to the district government office from 8:00 am to 2:00 pm, 

and was subjected to intimidation and questioning. During this time, the district 

government official threatened to detain him and bring him to court. 

‐ These testimonies were communicated to JICA, but again, they were not taken into 

account; on the contrary, JICA stated that the local government official who was absent 

from the public consultation only wanted to know what was happening. 

- So, all of these cases and many others were presented again in front of the JICA 

representatives during the Requesters’ official visit to JICA in Tokyo in July 2015, but once 

again JICA did not take them seriously and just replied that it will check. Nothing happened 

after that. 
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(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

 

・ Concerning the claim of “intimidation and persecution” by district government officials, on 

inquiring with the district government officials via the Mozambican government, we 

confirmed that the administrator of Malema District in Nampula Province summoned some 

peasants (representatives of the Peasants’ Forum) to his office for discussion on May 8. 

According to the district administrator, he questioned the peasants about the “participants 

who left during the meeting,” which was reported to have occurred in the public 

consultations for which he was absent (4/27 and 4/28); however, we were unable to confirm 

whether or not they were forced to attend the questioning and whether or not they were 

“intimidated” or “threatened”. 

・ JICA was unable to confirm the facts concerning the threatening comments made by the 

district government official (District Service for Economic Activities (SDAE) of Mutuali 

District). In addition to confirming the facts, JICA reported the claims made by the peasants 

to the Mozambican government and requested that the government take steps to prevent a 

reoccurrence. Repeated explanations about these steps have been given to the Japanese 

NGO; hence the claim that “Nothing happened after that” is not true. 

 

 

(12) Protest by Grassroots Civil Society Organizations 

(p.12 -c, p.30 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

‐ From May through June 2015, peasants’ organizations, national and international civil 

society organizations from various sectors in Mozambique, as well as some research 

institutions and academics have issued statements of protest to the public consultations and 

the process. 

The National Union of Peasants (UNAC) and the civil society members of the three 

countries have launched a request to "invalidate the public consultation”. This document 

was delivered to representatives of MOFA and JICA during the Requesters’ representatives’ 

visit to Japan at the end of July 2015 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ It is true that statements protesting the public consultations and their process were issued 

and that a request to “invalidate the public consultation” was delivered to representatives of 

MOFA and JICA in July 2015. 
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(13) JICA’s Attempt to Divide the Peasants’ Union 

(p.11 -a/b. p.12 -b, p.16 -d/f and p.30～p.31 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ In order to counter the widespread and unified protests and complaints, JICA initiated 

efforts to bring to Japan a government delegation to promote ProSAVANA Program, paid by 

JICA itself. In this governmental delegation, JICA and MASA intended to include a peasant 

leader belonging to UNAC to show that there are UNAC peasant leaders who are not 

against ProSAVANA Program, but rather pro-ProSAVANA Program. JICA and MASA 

selected a leader from a district union to which they reportedly offered a milling machine 

that was supposed to be the fruit of ProSAVANA-PEM.. In addition, it was revealed that 

JICA instructed to establish a new cooperative for ProSAVANA Program whose members 

were selected from the district union by this leader. 

・ The warehouse of the District Union of the Peasants was being used to store the mills 

offered by ProSAVANA Program without the Union's knowledge and consent. In the middle 

of delivering this case, an executive of the National Union of Peasants (UNAC), who was 

visiting the district union, lost his life strangely.  

・ In light of this incident, JICA gave up on taking the district leader to Japan. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

 

・ It is true that the Mozambican government considered inviting farmers from the Nacala 

Corridor area receiving support under the ProSAVANA-PEM to Japan in July 2015. 

However, the invitation was eventually dropped, after consultations with the Mozambican 

government, when it became apparent that the selection of farmers and the subsequent 

procedures to obtain their passports could not be completed in time.  

・ The objective of the invitation was  to conduct discussions with MOFA and JICA,  to 

exchange opinions with national Diet members and Japanese NGOs and  to inspect the 

Japanese agricultural sector. The invitation of the said farmers was intended to conduct  

and , in particular. It was not intended to “divide” the Peasants’ Union and we do not 

believe that consideration of such an invitation contributed to accelerating the “division” of 

the union. 

・ Under the ProSAVANA-PEM, experimental activities to add value were conducted with a 

total of three cooperatives and it is true that one of these is the newly established 

cooperative. With respect to the loan of the milling machine, we reached an agreement by 

following the stages described in (8); therefore, the claim that the loan was made “without 

the Union’s knowledge and consent” is not true. 
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(14) Failure to Understand the Guidelines by the JICA Team     

(p.10 -e and p.16 -a/b of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ JICA team, that dealt with ProSAVANA Program, which had insisted that the Guidelines be 

implemented as soon as the Master Plan was finalized and the projects for implementation 

were determined, failed to understand the Guidelines 

The ProSAVANA Program Coordinator denied knowing of the existence of the Guidelines 

and instead repeatedly emphasized, at the meeting with the Japanese NGOs on September 1, 

2015, that the Mozambican government has its own laws.  This indicates that no 

explanation or effort was made for the Mozambican government officials of the Ministry of 

Agriculture, including the Coordinator of ProSAVANA Program (former vice-minister), 

who were the counterparts of JICA, to inform them of the existence of these guidelines and 

to have them understand these guidelines. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・  At the 13th Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA (October 2015), which was held prior to 

the 14th Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA (December 2015) mentioned in the 

Objection Request, JICA explained that the Master Plan Study is classified as Category B 

and that the actions required for a Category B project were being implemented. Therefore, 

the claim that there was a “failure to understand the Guidelines by the JICA team that dealt 

with ProSAVANA Program” is not true.  

・ The Master Plan Study team compiled, in Portuguese, an outline version of the JICA 

Guidelines for Environmental and Social Considerations and explained it to employees of 

the central and local Mozambican government agencies between June and August 2012. 

Therefore, the claim that “no explanations and no efforts (were) made” is not true. 

・ We have no record of the ProSAVANA Program Coordinator saying that he did not know 

about the existence of the Guidelines at the said meeting. 

 

 

(15) The “Stakeholder Engagement” Sub-project Related Consultancy Service Contract  

(p.10 -a/c/d, p.11 -a/b. p.12 -d~m, p.16 -d/e and p.31～32 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 
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‐ With the protest of almost all sectors of Mozambican civil society, without responding to 

the requests expressed in the declarations, JICA established the "Stakeholder Engagement" 

sub-project under PD Project (related consultancy service contract) in order to intervene 

and break the solid ground of civil society in ProSAVANA and to obtain the involvement of 

some civil society and peasants’ organizations. 

‐ JICA sent requests for proposal to some consulting agencies on October 7, 2015, without 

launching a public tender or even announcing the establishment of the project, despite the 

obvious need to ensure transparency and accountability in the PD Project. 

‐ JICA did not simply omit the facts described above, but also provided false statements 

during official meetings between NGOs and JICA/MOFA from October to December 2015. 

Although JICA was the leader and contractor in the "Stakeholder Engagement" sub-project, 

it continued to provide Japanese civil society organizations the following false explanation 

while pursuing the project: 

• “As far as we (JICA) know, MASA is currently discussing how to proceed (a 

dialogue with civil society) ... we are not in a position to explain” (October 27, 

2015); 

• “The situation has not changed much (since October) ... we cannot say now” 

(December 8, 2015) 

• Denied first when asked if this was done with Japanese assistance. 

‐ JICA's condition in the TOR shows how it attempted to capture Mozambican civil society 

using contracted consultants (TOR, p.3). 

‐ In November, when MAJOL began to visit all of the organizations that signed the previous 

statements one by one, the Requesters realized that JICA was trying to intervene in civil 

society. However, they had no proof then. 

‐ None of the information related to this sub-project (related consultancy service contract) 

was available until mid-February, one month after the crucial meeting in Nampula to 

establish a "dialogue platform" (later called the “mechanism”), held on January 11, 2016 

and one month before the contract expired. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ The Mozambican government has strived to provide various opportunities for dialogue as 

requested in the declarations and JICA has been supporting their efforts by providing 

responses and explanations to the declarations in Dialogue meetings on the ProSAVANA 

Program between Japanese NGOs and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA. 

Moreover, concerning introduction of the UNAC-compiled “National Agricultural Support 

Plan for the Family Sector,” that has been claimed in numerous past declarations, JICA has 

requested that the plan be shared on several occasions but so far it has not been provided; 

hence the claim about there being no “response to the requests” is not true. 
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・ It is true that we implemented the “Stakeholder Engagement” sub-project (more precisely, 

the local consultancy service contract entitled "Consultation for Stakeholder Engagement"). 

This contract was implemented with the objective of providing opportunities for the 

Mozambican government to have dialogue with local organizations and individuals who 

have various opinions, including those opposed to the project, those in favor and those with 

a neutral stance. This approach was proposed by UNAC in June 2015, since it is a normal 

practice to resolve disputes through mediation by a third party. 

・ It is true that JICA sent the request for proposals on October 7, 2015. This was in 

accordance with the Accounting Rules of JICA Article 22 Section 2 and Article 23 Section 

1 Paragraph 11. 

・ Since the said contract was not concluded at the time of the 13th Dialogue meeting on the 

ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

(MOFA) and JICA (October 27, 2015) (it was signed on November 2, 2015), JICA was not 

in a position to mention on the contract. However, at the 14th Dialogue meeting on the 

ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

(MOFA) and JICA (December 8, 2015), JICA explained that the Mozambican government 

was examining ways to realize dialogue with local stakeholders, that a consultant 

specializing in communicating with peasants’ organizations is conducting activities for that 

purpose and that “JICA would explain about this when it becomes tangible”. Moreover, at 

the meeting held in Mozambique on January 11~12, 2016, MAJOL explained that they 

were in a contractual relationship with JICA and explained the objectives of the said 

contract. This meeting was attended by 15 organizations, including the organizations who 

signed to “No! to ProSAVANA”; hence the claim that “None of the information related to 

this sub-project was available until mid-February” is not true. 

・ The contract TOR and contract document were disclosed to Japanese who requested in 

February 2016, and the same information was also submitted to Diet members who made 

the request.   

・ According to the contract document, work for this contract was prescribed as establishing a 

platform for dialogue and conducting stakeholder consultations regarding the consultation 

process for formulation of the Master Plan. Hence, the claim that JICA “attempted to 

capture Mozambican civil society using contracted consultants” is unfounded.   

・ It is true that, through the activities based on this contract, a platform for dialogue (Civil 

Society Coordination Mechanism (MCSC)) was established and that the officials of WWF 

Mozambique and Action Aid Mozambique participated. The intent was to engage in 

dialogue as stakeholders concerning agricultural development in the Nacala Corridor area.  

・ The basis for describing activities to listen to the various opinions of groups and individuals 

as “intervention” is unclear.  
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(16) JICA’s Contract with MAJOL and the Process of Formulating the “Dialogue Mechanism” 

(p.10 -d, p.11 -a/b, p.12 -d~m, p.16 -d/e and p.32～p.33 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

‐ The TORs annexed to the contract with MAJOL clearly indicates JICA’s instruction for its 

consultants to intervene in the civil society, and the process of establishing the “mechanism” 

was to be carried out in a secret, anti-democratic, unjust and exclusive manner. 

‐ MAJOL ministered and manipulated information to obtain the participation of civil society 

organizations in the “mechanism” they were formulating for JICA, as previously stated. 

‐ Everything was done while excluding the peasants of the affected province and the 

organizations that have presented numerous concerns and protests to ProSAVANA and 

called for a fairer, more democratic, transparent and inclusive process. 

- Consequently, in February 2016, the Requesters launched a protest denouncing the process 

and the “dialogue mechanism” created by the JICA contract. The Requesters’ Japanese 

partners also launched an independent protest based on the Japanese documents. 

- However, JICA did not assume responsibility, but stated that the “dialogue mechanism” 

(MCSC-CN) has been established; therefore, the Requesters can also participate, 

irrespective of how this “mechanism” was established in the contract, or how it was funded, 

instructed, guided and supervised by JICA. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ The contents of the TOR attached to the contract are as previously described, and there 

was no intention to “intervene in” or “manipulate” the civil society. Moreover, the 

"dialogue mechanism" was formed through meetings (2 times in January and February 

2016) with stakeholders having various opinions. The claim that the process was 

conducted “in a secret, anti-democratic, unjust and exclusive manner” is unfounded.   

・ Invitation to  the meeting in January 2016 was sent to member organizations of “No! 

to ProSAVANA” that had expressed concern and opposition against the program, and 

they attended the meeting. Notice of the meeting in February was also sent to them. 

Accordingly, MAJOL also made attempts to conduct dialogue with such organizations; 

hence the claim that “everything was done while excluding us, [who] have presented 

numerous concerns and protests to ProSAVANA Program” is not true. 

・ It is not specified how MAJOL “manipulated information”, however, the consultant, as 

an intermediary, did not speak on behalf of JICA, but was aiming to encourage the 

stakeholders to freely make comments and voice their opinions. 

・ The comments by MOFA and JICA concerning the mechanism that were made at the 

17th Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA Program between Japanese NGOs and the 
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA on July 21, 2016 mean that a forum for 

open and free discussion had been established. 

 

 

(17) Purpose for and Evidence of the Establishment of the “Stakeholder Engagement” 

Sub-project 

(p.10 -c/d, p.12 -d~m, p. 16 -d/e and p.33～p.35 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

‐ After almost everything was done, the Requesters finally got the written evidence of the 

real objective, the agreed-upon methodology, the actions and the results obtained in the 

JICA "Stakeholder Engagement" sub-project. In May 2016, the Inception Report, the 

Mapping Report (interim report) and the Final Report were obtained. 

‐ The objective of the sub-project was to intervene in Mozambican civil society to obtain the 

“involvement” of some Mozambican civil society organizations in ProSAVANA, in 

particular, for the establishment of “a (single) platform for dialogue” between the civil 

society and the governments/JICA, and, thereby, deliberately provoking division, conflict 

and exclusion within the Mozambican civil society. 

‐ MAJOL worked hard to strengthen the division that had been created among the peasants of 

Nampula Province, using the Civil Society Platform of Nampula Province to which the 

Requesters belong. The description of the final report clearly shows that MAJOL had tried 

to get the Peasants’ Unions absorbed into the “mechanism” but failed in its attempt, and 

alternatively invited parliamentarians as the “real representatives of the rural people in the 

region” in order to “devalue” the representation of the Peasants’ Unions in the collective 

platform. 

‐ This confirms the continuity of the “Communication Strategy” sub-project and, in fact, 

JICA provided MAJOL with an English translation of the “Strategy” as an important 

reference before MAJOL began its activities. Based on the document, MAJOL completed 

its Inception Report.  Parts of the descriptions of the reports that the Requesters obtained 

from the informants have been deleted from the official report that was published by JICA. 

‐ JICA’s contract with MAJOL ended at the end of March 2016.  MAJOL left the 

ProSAVANA Program by irresponsibly revealing the consequences of its activities, the 

division they created: 

• “There are tensions within civil society ...” (Final Report, p. 19) 

‐ The true purpose behind the establishment of this subproject was to avoid the “non-project 

scenario” set out in Article 2.8 of the Guidelines. 
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‐ The ultimate goal of the sub-project was to engage stakeholders, but the majority of 

stakeholders listed in the Guidelines (the residents and social organizations involved) 

turned their backs due to the consequences of the public consultation. 

‐ Although the stakeholders had the right not to get involved, not to agree, and to oppose 

projects on the basis of the Constitution, human rights under international laws, and the 

Guidelines, JICA did not respect these rights, on the contrary, JICA failed to observe these 

rights and invested enough money to meddle in Nampula and other provinces affected by 

the program. 

‐ MAJOL’s reports clearly demonstrate that: (i) JICA and its consultants have sought to 

“engage” some influential figures and organizations from international, national and local 

civil society organizations, to promote and establish an “alliance” with them; and (ii) 

attempted to have UNAC participate in the “mechanism” so that they could legitimize the 

process and subdue and ridicule the protesting voices. 

 

(ii) Summary of the Operational Department’s Explanation 

・ The two purposes of the contract with MAJOL were, 1) to establish a “dialogue platform” 

for the stakeholders with respect to ProSAVANA (TOR 2.1), and 2) to have the stakeholders 

participating in the platform to provide their opinions with respect to the ProSAVANA 

dialogue process (TOR 2.2), and not to provoke “division, conflict and exclusion”, and no 

such statements were made in the Inception Report either. Based on the fact that the English 

version “Strategy” was mentioned in the allegedly leaked Inception Report, it is claimed 

that JICA provided the said document, however, JICA did not instruct to refer to the 

“Strategy” and there is no such mention in the Inception Report that JICA officially 

received from MAJOL. 

・ The final report [from MAJOL] that was received as a deliverable by JICA states: "who is 

better placed to represent farmers than their own elected representatives?"4, however the 

importance of involving parliamentarians and the representativeness of the Peasants’ 

Unions are separate issues; hence the claim that this description “devalues” the 

representativeness of the Peasants’ Unions is unfounded. 

・ JICA’s contract with MAJOL ended in March 2016, in accordance with the terms of the 

contract; therefore, it is a misinterpretation to state that MAJOL “had left” the ProSAVANA 

Program. 

・ In the ProSAVANA Master Plan Study, comparison of alternative plans including the case 

of no project implementation was conducted in the Strategic Environmental Assessment 

(SEA) as stipulated in the JICA Guidelines for Environmental and Social Considerations; 

                                                  
4 Translator’s Notes: Objection Request Point 23. P.34 の囲みの中は "there are those who are better 
positioned to represent farmers than their own elected representatives"と記載されています。 
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・ The part of the contract document pertaining to extension of the contract with MAJOL is as 

follows.  This clearly does not signify “renewal”, and there is no mention of a “major 

contract”.7 

6. Others: 

Upon successful completion of assignment, the Consultant may be invited to another 

assignment with separate contract for moderating and facilitating the second round of 

public hearings. 

・ The contract with MAJOL was completed due to the completion of work and not because of 

“facing all kinds of protests”.  

・ The meeting held on April 12, 2016 was to exchange opinions between MASA, MCSC 

which was established to be a platform for dialogue [mechanism] and JICA on measures to 

realize a dialogue lead by the local civil society (including financing measures). 

 

 

(19) Contract for “Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan” Sub-project (Contract 

Consigned to Local Consultants) 

(p.10 -d, p.12 -n-p, p.16 -d/e and p.36～p.37 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ The first of JICA’s four proposals suggested at the meeting in April 2016, (i) to fund WWF 

through the Counterpart Funds, did not work.  This proposal was rejected because WWF 

International raised concerns about strong national and international criticism of its 

non-transparent involvement with the process of creating the MCSC with MAJOL and JICA 

and the leak of these minutes. 

・ In addition, the second proposal, (ii) OMR’s involvement, did not work either, since OMR 

withdrew their involvement from MCSC after they realized how JICA worked, as they read 

the documents that had been released and leaked. 

・ Thus, JICA decided to go with the third proposal (iii) to hire a consulting firm directly.  

They set up a project under ProSAVANA-PD with almost the same title as the meeting, 

“Contract for Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan” and launched a public 

tender in early August 2016. 

・ Before the call for tenders was announced, representatives of JICA and MASA who 

attended the above-mentioned meeting in April visited OMR to persuade OMR to apply for 

this consultancy; however, OMR refused it. 

                                                  
7 The effective period of the contract is not provided for in the contract; however, the expected date 
of submission of the Final Report is provided for therein as March 21, 2016 (3) b) of 5.2 Reporting 
requirements of TOR). 
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・ At the end of October 2016, it was announced that the NGO in Nampula, whose executive 

director is the MCSC coordinator and a participant in the April meeting, had won the 

contract. 

・ This meeting also promoted the “sensitization activities” against the Requesters who 

conducted the “No! to ProSAVANA Campaign” in Maputo and at the provincial level. 

 

(ii) Summary of Operational Departments’ Explanation 

・ The decision on how to use the Counterpart Funds was entrusted to the Mozambican 

government, however, JICA is not aware of the Counterpart Funds being given up for the 

reason claimed.  Also, JICA is not aware of the WWF rejecting the proposal. 

・ The proposal (ii) was not implemented because utilization of the Counterpart Funds, which 

was prerequisite for this proposal, did not materialize.  

・ Description of the minutes concerning “sensitization activities” are as follows: 

 “Coordinator of MCSC, explained that there was job at Maputo and provinces in order 

to involve NGOs and other stakeholders who support “No to ProSAVANA” to join in 

the vision and purpose of the Mechanism.”  

In other words, the sentence means that “appeals are made to the advocators of the “No to 

ProSAVANA Campaign” to understand the ideal and objectives of MCSC”.  Describing as 

“influence” or “change thinking” is a misinterpretation and the claim about this being done 

“against” is unfounded. 

 

 

(20) Contract Between JICA and Nampula-based NGO      

(p.10 -d, p.12 -p, p.16 -d/e and p.37～p.39 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ As a result of competitive “public tender” among three candidates, JICA selected the NGO 

(SOLIDARIEDADE MOÇAMBIQUE) whose representative is a coordinator of the 

“mechanism” created by JICA and entered into a consultancy service contract on the 

“Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan” mentioned above. 

・ According to the announcement made by JICA in the main Mozambican newspapers, the 

subproject (consultancy service contract) centered around a “Revision of the Master Plan’s 

Draft, while ensuring the full participation of stakeholders by gathering their views and 

working with MASA and its partners.” 

・ As revealed in the minutes of the aforementioned April meeting, the JICA Mozambique 

representative promised to work on MCSC’s financing with maximum effort and speed by 

trying four different means, where the hiring of a consulting agency was option (iii). 
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・ This contradictory explanation of “competitive offer” and “MCSC funding” has caused 

even more suspicion and anger among those who have sought a responsible, transparent, 

democratic and fair process for the ProSAVANA Master Plan Study. 

・ Another shocking truth was revealed at the end of December, two months after the signing 

of the contract, when it was learned that the contract was signed by the executive director of 

entrusted NGO and the coordinator of the MCSC.  It was also revealed that MCSC’s role 

was to “sensitize the supporters of the ‘No! to ProSAVANA Campaign’,” along with JICA 

and MASA. 

・ The Guidelines emphasize the importance of “transparency of information,” “accountability” 

and “broad stakeholder engagement” (see 1.1).  These aspects are indispensable for 

“environmental and social considerations” in order to ensure “democratic decision-making” 

and respect for human rights.  However, what JICA has undertaken to implement in 

relation to the “Contract for Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan,” from the 

setting up of the subproject to the selection of its subcontractor, is obviously against the 

principles of the above mentioned Guidelines. 

・ Naturally, JICA's enthusiasm for “funding” the local NGO and its leader, who has provided 

pro-JICA activities in the primarily affected region, where there are stakeholders, peasants, 

who are challenging the program and the process, is viewed as a direct meddling by JICA in 

local society and an attempt to deepen divisions, co-optation the process and yield profits 

for a specific group of people and organizations. 

・ That is to say, through this process and its final results, JICA has violated not only its own 

Guidelines, but also Article 19 of the Constitution and the Charter of the United Nations, 

which prohibits foreign interference and domination and promotes solidarity between 

countries and peoples. 

・ The Requesters believe that JICA did not ensure justice, accountability and impartiality in 

the process of the contract for “Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan,” thus 

violating the Requesters’ rights of democratic participation as one of the most important 

actors of the project, the residents and peasants of the affected region. 

・ The Requesters believe that this type of procedure and agreement is not only against the 

stipulations of the Guidelines, but also against the following compliance policies, provisions 

and code of conduct of JICA: 

 The order by the Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications:  “Promotion of 

the rationalization of contracting by independent administrative bodies” (May 2015); 

 JICA’s intermediate objective related to the “Report on the Results of Operations” 

(Transparency and Governance Agreement) (June 2016); 

 JICA’s “Anti-Fraud and Anti-Corruption Guidelines” (October 2014);  

 “Ethics Code and Guidelines of all JICA Stakeholders”; 

 “JICA’s Conformity and Risk Assessment and Response Regulations”; and 
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 “JICA’s Ethics Regulations for Executives and Officials.” 

 

(ii) Summary of Operational Departments’ Explanation 

・ As is made clear in the press release made when MCSC was launched, the decision to 

establish the MCSC was made under the initiative of local civil society organization.  At 

the moment of launching, numerous organizations including major civil society networks in 

the three target provinces of the program were in agreement; hence the claim that it was 

established by “JICA and the Nampula-based NGO” is not true. 

・ Furthermore, the MCSC, as an alternative to the Public Consultation, contributed to the 

gathering of opinions from a wide range of stakeholders.  At the meeting held in April 

2016, consideration was given to the use of the Counterpart Funds or JICA funding, 

however, this consideration was in accordance with the JICA Guidelines for Environmental 

and Social Considerations (Article 3.4.3 Sections 6 and 7); hence the claims of “cooptation”, 

“meddling” and “division” are unfounded.  Moreover, at the said meeting, no discussions 

or decisions were made concerning detailed contents of any contract work. 

・ The contract with Solidariedade was signed after the process of selection based on the 

evaluation of the technical proposals submitted by proponents, in accordance with the 

Accounting Rules of JICA Article 23 Section 1 Paragraph 11.  16 parties requested tender 

documents, and 4 of those submitted proposals.  Of these, 2 parties satisfied the technical 

criteria, and Solidariedade was finally selected as a result of comprehensive evaluation with 

consideration of the price proposed.  The contract was signed in accordance with the 

appropriate procurement procedure; hence the claim of “yield profits for a specific group of 

people and organizations” is not true.  

・ Accordingly, the process of contract for “Revision of Agricultural Development Master Plan 

(through the MCSC)” was in accordance with JICA’s regulations and rules including JICA 

Guidelines for Environmental and Social Considerations.  Moreover, claiming that there 

was violation of the United Nations Charter and the Constitution of Mozambique on the 

grounds of “intervention” and “division” is based on misinterpretation. 

 

 

(21) JICA's Attempt to Suppress our Voices in Japan      

(p.11 -a/b and p.39～p.41 of the Objection Request) 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ In November 2016, some of the Requesters had the opportunity to visit Japan to denounce 

JICA.  However, the Requesters received news that JICA was trying to invite senior 

Mozambique’s MASA officials and the Mozambican Ambassador to Japan to a public 

meeting in Tokyo, where they were supposed to share their stories and expressions on 

November 28, 2016. 
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・ The event was organized by 6 Japanese NGOs, and the fact that JICA considered inviting 

Mozambican government officials and asking them to participate in the event was the action 

to intimidate peasant leaders, and it is not welcomed and unacceptable. 

・ However, JICA invited these officials and led them to the event at Hiroshima University, 

where the Requesters were making academic presentations on November 26.  The details 

of this report are in the “Urgent Protest” submitted to JICA’s president by Japanese NGOs in 

December. 

・ In fact, one of JICA’s board members admitted that the reason they were inviting these 

officials to Japan was to let them “directly counter” the claims put forward by the 

Requesters, the peasant leaders of the affected region.  Accordingly, it was not only 

Mozambican government officials or JICA consultants who tried to harm us and violate our 

rights but also JICA executives. 

・ The Requesters felt threatened and afraid of the repercussions and possible reprisals from 

Mozambican government officials who traveled from Mozambique to Japan to participate in 

the event with the sole aim of counter-arguing with the Requesters visiting Japan, but who 

had to return home without being able to do so. 

・ The Guidelines emphasize JICA's responsibility to ensure environmental and social 

considerations in relation to the project and to promote participatory governance and to 

comply with these considerations (see 1.1 and 1.2).  In addition, the Guidelines repeatedly 

emphasize the importance of respecting human rights, and it is also set out in No. 2.5 (2) of 

the Guidelines.  However, what the JICA executives planned and carried out is totally 

contrary to these contents of guidelines, rather they promote a breach of the Guidelines by 

the recipient government. 

・ JICA further violated the “Code of Ethics and the Guidelines of all JICA-involved Parties” 

and its own “Ethics Regulations for Executives and Employees.” 

 

(ii) Summary of Operational Departments’ Explanation 

・ The claim that JICA “considered inviting Mozambican government officials and asking 

them to participate in the event” is not true.  JICA invited the MASA officials (the 

permanent secretary and Coordinator of ProSAVANA-HQ) to Japan with the objectives of 

holding consultations with JICA headquarters on the direction of the ProSAVANA Program 

and giving them an opportunity to observe Japanese agriculture, which was a long-held 

request. 

・ Concerning the event that was staged during their visit on November 28, 2016, since MOFA 

and JICA were also invited, we consulted the hosting NGO about the MASA officials’ 

participation for a direct talk with Japanese NGOs holding an interest in the ProSAVANA 

Program so that the officials could have an opportunity to understand people’s interests and 

concerns (since a positive reply was not received, the MASA officials and the Mozambican 
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Ambassador to Japan did not participate). 

・ Concerning the claim that “JICA invited these officials and led them to the event at 

Hiroshima University, where we were making academic presentations on November 26”, it 

is not true that the MASA officials went to Hiroshima University. 

・ Concerning the claim that “also JICA executives tried to harm us and violate our rights”, the 

purpose of the MASA officials’ visit to Japan was as described above, and generally, 

gathering and holding discussions among parties of differing standpoints are a necessary 

process for democratically resolving conflicts. 

 

 

(22) Funding to the Local Newspaper by JICA and MOFA     

(p.12 -q and p.41～p.43 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ On December 23, 2016, the Nampula-based independent newspaper (@Verdade), which had 

been critical of ProSAVANA, published the article entitled “Civil Society Organizations 

from Niassa, Nampula and Zambezia were ‘liberated’ from Maputo thanks to the dollars 

offered by ProSAVANA.” 

・ The first picture of the article showed three Japanese people who were attached to JICA, 

and the article reproduced explanations on the views and excuses of the “MCSC 

coordinator,” seven times, where he insisted that the amount received through JICA, 

US$206,000 went to the MCSC.  In addition, he insisted that those who oppose 

ProSAVANA are civil society organization of Maputo, the capital of the South, and ignored 

the voices of the peasants and organizations of the Nampula Province, which he represents. 

・ The MCSC coordinator also promoted the “divisive discourse” and insulted the other 

organizations, implying that their voices are irrelevant. 

・ In fact, in the article, there is no explanation or additional information clarifying that the 

MCSC coordinator was the one who signed the contract with JICA for “consulting services,” 

or that the USD 206,000 were not for the MCSC but for the “remuneration” of his NGO and 

its staff, from which he himself will benefit through a “salary” and “company dividends” by 

providing the expected service to JICA. 

・ Although the MOFA insisted that they could not control what journalists or the newspaper 

write, the editor-in-chief of the above-mentioned newspaper told an International NGO that 

the article’s information is based on interviews, and there was no correction by the 

newspaper. 

・ This article and the explanation from information sources show that JICA’s Japanese 

consultants and JICA’s Mozambican consultant released fake information about the contract 

with JICA to the Mozambican people. 
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・ The Requesters got very worried at seeing this kind of propaganda, harmful to their society, 

with fake information released by JICA’s consultants.  However, the Requesters’ 

indignation did not end there.  In January 2017, the online version of this very newspaper 

published the article with a footnote explaining that “this article was written regarding the 

trip organized by the Japanese Embassy”. 

・ Indeed, the second half of the article was about “the peasants in Nampula Province” who 

received some benefits from pilot-projects in ProSAVANA-PEM and are supposedly in 

favor of ProSAVANA. 

・ The Guidelines emphasize the importance of “information transparency” and “responsibility” 

of JICA projects (see 1.1. and 1.2), but also the “prevention and/or minimization of negative 

impacts over the local society” by the beneficiary government regarding JICA projects (1.4).  

The Guidelines also urge that JICA projects guarantee a “broad and significant participation 

from stakeholders” in order to fulfill the Guidelines and “reach an adequate consensus 

construction” (1.4 (4)). 

・ However, the above-mentioned article and its preparation process (including the interview 

for the newspaper with the participation of JICA and the involvement of the Japanese 

Embassy) show the negligence and violation of these JICA’s principles by MOFA and 

Japanese and Mozambican consultants from JICA. 

・ The fake information regarding the contract, supplied by JICA’s consultant and supported 

by the Japanese consultants, for not correcting it, not only were “nontransparent” but also 

validated the fake information, reinforcing equally the dividing speech by the JICA’s 

consultant. 

・ His past actions and this report show that the JICA’s consultant does not present conditions 

to perform the duty of JICA consultant for the contract for “Revision of Agricultural 

Development Master Plan”, where he was supposed to coordinate the highly public event of 

“community consultation,” and the other JICA consultants (Japanese ones) endorsed it.  

Therefore, the disloyal treatment received by peasants within the affected region and the 

biased activities from these players obstructed the “broad and significant participation of 

stakeholders” instructed in Guidelines 1.1., 1.2. and 2.4. 

・ At proceeding in the above-mentioned ways, they violated the “Code of Ethics and 

Guidelines for all parts involved with JICA.” 

 

(ii) Summary of Operational Departments’ Explanation 

・ The article was about a press tour that MOFA (Japanese Embassy) implemented in 60 or 

more countries in the past.  This press tour was implemented in December 2016 with the 

objectives of observing development assistance projects in general along the Nacala 

Corridor, which is regarded as a major target for support in Japan’s cooperation in Africa, 

and gaining widespread recognition for Japan’s assistance in Mozambique.  Claims of 
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“spreading divisions” and “funding by JICA” are not true. 

・ With respect to the Verdade article concerning the recipient of JICA funding that the 

Requesters claim was falsely reported, it is stated that MCSC was “supported” by JICA.  

In addition, the objectives behind consigning services to Solidariedade and establishing 

MCSC are the same, i.e., to review the Master Plan through dialogue with and participation 

by stakeholders; moreover, Solidariedade implemented the contracted services with the 

MCSC; hence it is not appropriate to interpret this part as “fake information”. 

・ Furthermore, claims by the Requesters of “insulting” and “divisive discourse” and “disloyal 

treatment,” “offensive activities” and “aggravating the social conditions” are unfounded and 

lack objectivity. 

 

 

(23) JICA’s Response After the Protest in 2016       

(p.10 -e, p.16 -c/e and p.43～p.44 of the Objection Request) 

 

(i) Summary of the Requesters’ Allegation 

・ After January 2016, the Requesters obtained several documents related to the ProSAVANA, 

such as primary documents like the “Communication Strategy” which was disclosed by 

JICA and the contractual documents between JICA (including the TdR) and CV&A and 

MAJOL, especially, in May 2016, the documents showing the involvement of JICA and its 

consultants with the interventions in the Mozambican civil society were released, so they 

were able to gather the necessary evidence to show the causality of JICA’s non-compliance 

with the Guidelines. 

・ Moreover, in August 2016, the Requesters, along with civil society organization from the 

three countries, published a declaration condemning the actions and attempts from JICA and 

ProSAVANA Proponents, based on the above-mentioned documents, hoping that JICA 

would take the necessary actions.  Instead, JICA was committed into another maneuver to 

hire the NGO in Nampula as its consulting agent and intervened directly into the Requesters’ 

society. 

・ Though the Requesters tried to gather information and the Portuguese version related to the 

Guidelines and the objection procedure to JICA, this request was never fulfilled. 

 

(ii) Summary of Operational Departments’ Explanation 

・ The claim that “Instead, JICA was committed into another maneuver to hire the NGO in 

Nampula as its consulting agent and intervened directly into our society”, is baseless as 

explained in (20) above. 

・ Concerning the Portuguese version of the JICA Guidelines for Environmental and Social 

Considerations, a request for the Portuguese version was made by the Japanese NGO at the 
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3rd Dialogue meeting on the ProSAVANA program between Japanese NGOs and the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and JICA in April 2013 and on other occasions.  The 

JICA Guidelines for Environmental and Social Considerations currently have been 

translated into English, Spanish, French, and Chinese, but not into Portuguese; however, in 

the Master Plan Study, the Study Team compiled an outline of the JICA Guidelines for 

Environmental and Social Considerations in Portuguese, and explained it to the staff of 

central and local Mozambican government between June and August 2012 and it was also 

handed over to officials of UNAC.  Moreover, JICA is not aware of any creation of a 

Portuguese version of the Safeguard Policy (corresponding to the JICA Guidelines for 

Environmental and Social Considerations) by International Financial Institutions (IFIs) such 

as the World Bank or African Development Bank. 
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