
1

LNG Project - Mozambique

THE THIRD ROUND OF PUBLIC CONSULTATION IN PALMA:

No transparency, Communities 
misinformed and Government not 
doing its job    

Newsletter

 Edition Nº 28/2015 - September -  Not for sale

a Transparência
CENTRE FOR PUBLIC 

INTEGRITY MOZAMBIQUE

Good Governance - Transparency - Integrity

By: Fátima Mimbire e Borges Nhamirre

Introduction
The third round of public consultation with the 
communities affected by the production of liquefied 
natural gas (LNG) by the American and Italian 
multinationals, Anadarko and Eni, respectively, was 
held from 18 to 22 August, in the Afungi peninsula, 
Rovuma Basin, Palma District, in Cabo Delgado.  
Serious irregularities have been noted in the way 
in which the public consultations are being carried 
out, which, if not dealt with in time, may result in 
future conflict and be harmful to the communities 
of Palma and to this project, which is important for 
the development of the natural gas industry.  

This third round aimed to present the results of the 
surveys conducted on the affected families and the 
manner in which they would be affected, as well 
as to discuss the terms of compensation for the 
communities. This information will give body to 
the resettlement and compensation plan, which 
falls within the project’s Social and Environmental 
Impact Assessment Study, which should be 
submitted to the Government for approval by 
October 20, of the present year.

CIP monitored the consultations and found that 
communities are misinformed, compensations that 
are not transparently calculated, local government 
not assuming its role of protecting the collective in-
terests of its citizens (local communities), manipu-
lation of communities to divide them.  

The public consultations were held in four commu-
nities:

• Quitupo - the most affected, seeing as, in addi-
tion to being physically displaced, it will also 
suffer an economic displacement, as will the 
communities of Milamba, Simo and Ngodji, 
which are small.

• Senga - will lose part of its land to allow for the 
communities of Quitupo to be resettled, spe-
cifically in the Quitunda area, an area reserved 
for agriculture and where only eight families 
live.  

• Maganja - will lose its land and its access to the 
sea.

• Palma Seat - will lose its access to the sea, whi-
ch will affect its fishing activities, the main 
source of income.  
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Negotiated or imposed compensation?
The objective of the consultation was to present the 
results of the surveys and other activities carried out 
by the project up to that date, to discuss the impact 
of the resettlements and the proposed framework of 
rights (compensations) as well as the resettlement 
implementation plan, budget and implementation 
schedule.

In that scope, it was explained to the communities 
that the census conducted had identified 456 
families that would have to be resettled in Quitunda, 
where a resettlement village would be established, 
and 751 families would lose their land and the 
improvements on the land. All of these would be 
eligible to receive compensation and/or assistance 
in terms of resettlement, and for such had to sign a 
compensation agreement, in which the household´s 
affected assets would be listed, as identified by the 
asset inventory, to which each family had to agree 
(see details in text box 1).

The project presented tables with compensation va-
lues to be awarded to the communities for the loss 
of land, cultivated areas, fruit trees (see figure 1 and 
2). The compensations vary in accordance with the 
type of tree. According to the company, the com-
pensation values were based on consultations with 
the resettlement committees and the Government 
and comparisons with other projects.

Meanwhile, the community members present at 
the consultations showed a total lack of knowledge 
regarding the proposals presented by the project, 
and complained that they had not been consulted. 
Furthermore, they asked for an explanation as to 
why their proposal had not been considered.

“Has an agreement already been reached with regard 
to the compensation value? Was there consultation to 
hear whether we agreed? If you agreed this with the 
committee members we were not informed, because 
we know there were negotiations underway and we 
presented our proposals. Each one had its own proposal: 
the Government, the company and the communities. 
And today you are telling us that you are going to pay”, 
said a member from the Maganja community.

The head of the locality of Senga (first community 
to host the consultation meeting) even requested, 
during the public consultation in his community, 
details on the compensation values regarding the 
trees that the communities had in the fields and how 
these amounts were calculated. This clearly shows 
that the community was unaware of the table that 
had been prepared. The project consultants had to 
take out of their bags posters which showed the 
amounts of the compensation and show them to 
the communities, the press and other stakeholders 
present at the meeting.

Figure 1 Figure 2
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Sérgio Barros, the consultant responsible for 
presenting the tables, said at the time that it was 
strange that the communities did not know of the 
values of the compensations. Despite this comment, 
this lack of knowledge was shown in subsequent 
consultations, in other communities. However, 
the people in charge of the project began to put 
up posters, in visible places at the meeting venues, 
showing the proposed compensation amounts, 
and the interest of those present in taking down 
the amounts was evident; a sign that they had not 
received that information previously. 

“Work was done with the company group to see how to 
calculate the compensations. Afterwards, the committee 
met and produced a counter-proposal and submitted 
it. But there was no negotiation to come up with a 
definitive table. The end amount is not important, but 
when there is negotiation the parties acknowledge what 
was agreed”, mentioned a member from Quitupo, 
during the public consultation meeting, making 
it clear that the communities had been excluded 
from the process to determine the values of the 
compensation.

In response to these questions, the consultant in 
charge of the process, Sérgio Barros, explained that, 
on August 6, last, a meeting was held in which mem-
bers of the resettlement committees from all com-
munities participated; the compensation package 
proposed by the project was presented at this mee-
ting. “They accepted that the package was agreeable to 
them and left recommendations for the project to consi-
der”, he said, without however, presenting the minu-
tes of such meeting, which would provide support 
for his argument.

The project representative explained that produc-
tion costs, market product prices and the amount of 
effort involved were taken into consideration when 
calculating the values of the compensations. 

As can be seen in figure 2, the value of the compen-
sation for coconut trees is 6,050.00 MT. Speaking at 
the public consultation meeting, the representative 
of the Quitupo management committee considered 
the compensation value for coconut trees to be far 
below the value and importance that coconut trees 
held for that community. He reminded that it would 
take at least 5 years after planting and caring for a 
coconut tree before it produced fruit.

Text box 1: Delivery of inventory 
without explanation
It was very clear, in the communities of 
Senga, Quitupo and Maganja, that the people 
who conducted the survey of assets of the 
communities delivered the cards containing 
the details of the assets belonging to the people 
without explaining their content.

The participants asked, multiple times during the 
consultation, to be informed by the project of 
the extent of land they owned, since they either 
did not have the information or it was unclear, or 
they did not understand it.  

It is important to know how much land or culti-
vated areas the family has to be able to calculate 
the value of the compensation to be received.

On the other hand, there were complaints that 
the technical staff responsible for conducting the 
surveys did not conduct them with the necessary 
precision, which could result in the family not re-
ceiving fair compensation.

The stakeholders said that the referred-to techni-
cal staff refused to register the trees that did not 
yet have fruit, some of which because they were 
out of season, and others because they were grow-
ing. These concerns raised serious questions as to 
the precision of the information on the extension 
of land measured by the project’s technical staff.

The project consultants guaranteed the com-
munities that there would be a correction of 
the irregularities and appealed to the people to 
have these situations recorded and to approach 
the project. Also, it was said that there would be 
another round of surveys, and that it would be 
definitive and would be used as the basis for the 
payment of compensations, and therefore all ir-
regularities would be corrected.

Despite these assurances from the company, an 
independent validation of the survey data is nec-
essary in order to guarantee that the communi-
ties receive fair compensations. Therefore, the 
Government is called upon to play an active role 
in this process in defense of the communities.
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“There will be work for all” – Past 
Mistakes Being Repeated   
While some inhabitants of the affected communities 
questioned how the compensation value was 
reached, others stated that they expected those 
consultations to have been convened with the 
objective of initiating the payment of compensations, 
since the inventory had been done quite a while 
before and the people had received cards listing the 
assets they owned and that would be affected by the 
project.  “The cards we were given are being eaten by 
rats. We expected that this meeting today would be to 
pay us the money they promised”, said one resident 
in Senga, speaking in local the language and widely 
cheered by those present.  

This may be related to the difficult wait for the 
promises to become reality, on the one hand, but 
on the other, it reveals clear gaps in communication 
between the parties. The communication problems 
also reveal the type of information and how it is 
transmitted. At some point the discourse of the 
project representatives appeared to more of an 
“enticement” of the communities, containing 
promises which are difficult to keep.

“... When the project begins, there will be jobs for 
everyone. There will be water, hospitals and schools 
for our children”, said Sérgio Barros, in Senga, 
responding to the concerns of the communities with 
regard to the benefits that the Project will bring.  

This type of promise, of employment for all, is 
unrealistic. And the recent past in Cateme, Capanga, 

Mualadzi, Cassoca, Chipanga,  in Tete; Moma, in 
Nampula has shown that promises made and not 
kept, give rise to frustration and conflicts. Repeating 
this type of promises in Palma is clearly perpetuating 
a wrongful way of addressing the communities, with 
consequences that will be seen in a very short time.

More than explaining the entire process up to the 
payment of compensations, on the calculation of 
the compensation values, the future location of the 
agricultural fields and the extension of land to be 
allocated to agricultural production, the company 
opted to speak about the benefits that were not 
jointly decided on and which will not be realized 
any time soon. 

It was mentioned several times that the project 
will create a development fund, with a value of 
180 million United States Dollars, which will be 
managed by the community. However, at the same 
time it mentions the resettlement program budget, 
estimated at 180 million United States Dollars (see 
figure 3), to finance the monetary compensations for 
the different losses, building the resettlement village 
and infrastructures, programs to restore and improve 
means of livelihoods, providing community benefits 
(roads, markets, etc.), the community development 
fund and other support programs (training, jobs, 
business, etc.). 

On the promises of “employment for all”, without 
explaining what type of jobs the project could 
provide, it is important to mention that during the 
construction stage of the plant, the resettlement 
village, and the access roads, which would take 

a maximum of 24 months, there 
will be need for substantial cheap 
labor, but not necessarily sufficient 
to employ all of the members of the 
communities of Senga, Quitupo, 
Maganja and Palma-seat. The work 
force required during the operation 
phase needs to be highly skilled, 
which means that the community 
members are not actually eligible. 

Therefore, the type of work that the 
project could provide, linked speci-
fically to the construction of infras-
tructures, is temporary and does not 

Figure 3
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fit within the concept of employment that the peo-
ple have, which is long-term, and when the explana-
tion given is not specific enough, it could result in 
future discontent. 

In the Quitupo community, in response to the is-
sues raised, the project representative said that 
everything possible was being done for each fami-
ly to have a maximum of one and a half hectares 
of land for agriculture, when the communities had 
much more than that before.

The documents distributed to the communities pre-
sent a mixed message which may, in future, give rise 
to discord between the parties, and particularly be 
used to adversely affect the rights of the communi-
ties. For example, the table on the compensation 
values for fruit trees (see details in figure 2 above) sta-
tes that “the amounts do not include replacement 
costs” and “does not contemplate seedlings for re-
placement”. Verbally, the project says that it will 
make available seedlings for all types of fruit trees, 
but this is not what is written in the document pre-
sented to the communities.

Furthermore, the delivery of seedlings is written in 
very small letters, in the corner of the poster, where 
it is difficult to read. It appears more like a clause of 
the general adhesion contract, which is intended to 
be hidden from the other party. This may not be in-
tentional, but it raises questions as to the clarity of 
the project’s message to the communities, and must 
be corrected immediately.  

Host Community vs. Resettled 
Community
The consultations revealed significant potential for 
conflict between the Senga community, the host, 
and the resettled Quitupo community, which is a 
common situation when the information on the 
type of benefits that each of the communities will 
receive as a result of the process is not very clear.

The first reason for the conflict resides in the fact 
that both communities are disputing the ownership 
of the Quitunda area, since there was no delimita-
tion of community land in that area. Quitunda is the 
area where the project intends to build the resettle-
ment village to accommodate the families removed 

from Quitupo. However, this area is closer to Senga 
and it is where the Senga community has its agricul-
tural fields.

According to information revealed by the project, 
Quitunda belongs to the locality of Senga, and only 
eight families live in this area, with the remainder of 
the area being used for agriculture. 

The residents of Senga demand benefits before the 
displaced families from Quitupo are accommoda-
ted. For example, they demand that the compen-
sation amounts be paid out first to the residents of 
Senga, before being paid out to those from Quitupo.

The Senga community wishes to, and believes that 
it will, benefit as much as the second community, 
including the renovation of housing, access roads, 
markets and health units, among other social infras-
tructures. A member from the Senga community 
commented that “we are ready to receive the resettled, 
but we, owners of the house, cannot receive guests who 
smell of perfume, when we smell bad”.   

In the Senga community, community members 
even got to the point of asking for the compensa-
tions and construction of infrastructure to begin in 
their area before it was begun in the area where the 
Quitupo community is to be resettled.

In Maganja, there were people who also asked for 
improved housing and considered that they should 
negotiate their land, because in Palma many families 
sold their land for two (2) million Meticais and the 
companies paid that amount.   

The Maganja community will suffer an economic 
impact with the project. Part of its agricultural land 
will be expropriated because it is located within the 
perimeter of the concession area. As a result, there is 
no option of benefiting from new houses, since they 
will not be removed from their current houses. 

  

Divided Community and Committee 
without Legitimacy 
The Quitupo community, the most affected by this 
project, is divided, and this may impact negatively 
on its benefits as a whole and individually.  

During the consultations there were mutual accusa-
tions between the community members and diffe-
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rences in relation to the concerns, contrary to what 
was seen in other communities consulted.  While 
some said they accept the project’s proposals and do 
not need to negotiate anything, others say that they 
need to discuss their rights in great detail, because 
there is a family inheritance that cannot be lost. 

Locally, there is the understanding that those who 
accept the project’s proposals without questioning 
are not native to the area and, therefore, have no 
ties to the land and have no improvements on the 
land, other than a simple hut, and therefore do not 
have much to lose and the compensation is even a 
“jackpot” for them.  

Meanwhile, the natives, who inherited the land 
where they live and produce, and that expected 
their children and future generations to also inherit 
the land, are a little more resistant to the idea. These 
latter have extensions of land of unknown sizes, trees 
that they have cared for over the years and consider 
it unfair to lose them in exchange for amounts that 
will then be used up.

“Here many of us will lose our property. We have many 
properties that we inherited from our parents and it 
will be difficult to lose everything. And what worries us 
most is that we do not even know where we will have 
our agricultural fields”, said one community member.

The differences of opinion between community 
members extend as far as to the areas to which the 
agricultural land will be transferred. Some say it 
should be in Ngodji and others say that it doesn’t 
matter to them. Currently, the district Government 
is working on identifying the location to which the 
community’s agricultural fields will be transferred.   

Thus, while some demand a clear explanation on 
what the project is and precise information on the 
size of the LNG plant, to need 7 thousand hectares, 
others say that “this information does not matter to 
us, it is enough for us to receive the money from the 
compensations”.

On the other hand, the resettlement committee, 
which according to the rule it should be made up of 
democratically elected community members, is lo-
sing its legitimacy. There is a group of people in the 
community, mostly youth, who accuse the mem-
bers of this committee of making decisions without 

consulting the community, creating an obstacle to 
the development of the community. On the other 
hand, it is thought that this committee is being or-
chestrated by civil society organizations, since they 
receive legal advice from Centro Terra Viva (CTV).

The fact is that the committee has been questioning 
the project and the government on the manner in 
which the Land Use and Benefit Right (DUAT) 
was granted for the 7 thousand hectares, which was 
home to the communities of Quitupo, Milamba, 
Simo and Ngodji, without their knowledge.  On the 
other hand, they also questioned the need for that 
amount of land, and requested the project to disclo-
se the exact size of the LNG plant that is to be built.

This questioning has been looked at, by the local go-
vernment and by the project proponents, as being 
trivial and is just delaying the consultation process, 
and consequently the resetlement. 

In this context, the committee members believe 
that the local government is also orchestrating some 
community members to discredit them.

During the consultation in Quitupo, a citizen by the 
name of Omar Assane Sangage, who was expelled 
from the committee in February last, for bad con-
duct, reading notes from a notebook, began his in-
tervention by saying that the community is not con-
cerned with the DUAT and accused the committee 
of handling matters not in the interests of the com-
munity and accusing CTV of using the committee 
to prevent the implementation of the project and its 
development.

The accusations, which were repeated by a citizen 
from the Maganja community, who was later 
prevented from speaking by the community 
members, resulted in riots which prevented the 
administrator from finishing his speech and the 
consultation was terminated. The community 
members, shouting at the administrator, told the 
administrator not to return and that they would not 
allow their land to be taken from them and that the 
project would not be implemented. 
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Violation of Regulations and Forced 
Urbanization!
The Quitupo community is rural and, as a result, its 
resettlement must be rural, as set out in the regula-
tions on the resettlement process due to economic 
reasons (decree 31/2012, of 8th of August), which 
establishes the rules for the purpose.  

The resettlement village project presents details on 
the houses and other infrastructures to be built on 
the site. Since this is a rural area, the houses will be 
built over an area of 800 square meters, contrary to 
the 5 (five) thousand square meters stipulated by 
the regulations.

The project’s argument is that they intend to esta-
blish other social infrastructures in the village and 
if the dimensions imposed by law were adhered to, 
these would be located at a considerable distance 
from where the communities live.  

In turn, the chair of the National Resettlement 
Committee and National Director for Territorial 
Planning and Resettlement at the Ministry of Land, 
Environment and Rural Development (MITA-
DER), Arlindo Dgedge, said that the debate about 
the 5 thousand square meters imposed by the re-
gulations is academic and that the objective of this 
resettlement project is to urbanize the region. “This 
process will guide the urbanization process and esta-
blishment of an urban area. We are planning a future 
city, a future urban centre and not to keep it rural. This 
is the intended exercise”, he explained, adding that 
“there will be people involved in agriculture and fishe-
ries in specific areas”.   

The urbanization plan, in actual fact, only covers the 
Quitundo area, since the rural spectre will continue 
to exist around it. Urbanization is good and it is we-
lcome, but it cannot be compulsory. This is a rural 
community, which lives across large tracts of land, 
where the community plants trees and builds other 
houses within the same space for their children as 
they grow up and become independent. Removing 
hundreds of rural families today and submitting 
them to an urban environment tomorrow is, at mi-
nimum, problematic.  

It is important to consider that, for example, three 
huts in one family may belong to the parents, the 
sons and the daughters, all duly separated. It is ne-
cessary to guarantee the reproduction of this hou-
sing structure in the new resettlement areas. You 
cannot have a house with three rooms to replace the 
three huts. In the context of rural life, adult children 
do not share the same house (building) with their 
parents.    

In fact, and what was not said, is that this urbani-
zation program is aligned with the construction of 
an industrial citadel, over an area of 18 thousand 
hectares, at the end of the LNG project concession 
area. The citadel project belongs to the subsidiary 
of Empresa Nacional de Hidrocarbonetos (ENH), 
ENHLogistic, which intends to build housing stock 
and luxury hotels, among other facilities, allegedly 
to serve the LNG plant and for tourism.      

Negative Impact in the Medium and 
Long Terms 

The way the communication with the 
communities has been done, with millionaire 
compensations, the communities are 
anxious to receive the money, and cast aside 
the fundamental issues of their livelihood. 
The communities showed concern in 
relation to agriculture and their production 
areas, but very few spoke of access to the sea, 
which will be limited. 

The project anticipates promotion programs 
to ensure the diversification of economic 
activities and sustainable benefits for those 
living off fishing activities, in addition to the 
construction of routes for alternative access 

Figure 4
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to the sea, which are currently being designed (see 
details, figure 4)  

The reality is that the community holds age-old 
knowledge of the best and safest points of entry/ 
access to the sea and where they can fish. On the 
other hand, many women live off collecting seafood, 
along the edge of the sea, and they will lose this 
access. 

In a context of forced urbanization, where everything 
that is consumed costs money, the money given will 
vanish and the sources of livelihoods, if not very 
well protected, will be lost and the community will 
fall back into poverty.

There is no clarity on how long the communities will 
receive assistance to guarantee their livelihoods and 
the community development fund, if not properly 
managed, with clear rules, will be an instrument of 
patronage benefiting some and not all, as was the 
case with the famous “Seven Million” fund.

To date, in the consultations that took place, no 
community member presented concerns relating to 
access to the sea. Meanwhile, fishing experts have 
stated that over three thousand people in Palma live 
off fishing and collecting seafood. Therefore, the 
concern with access to the sea should be a priority 
for the communities.  

This silence hides, perhaps, the communities’ lack 
of knowledge with regard to the issue of their limi-
ted access to the sea, as soon as the project begins. 
At this moment nobody is concerned with the com-
mon well-being in Palma. Everyone is fighting for 
their own personal gain. But the sea is the direct 
and indirect livelihood for almost the entire affected 
population. In a near future, when the community 
wakes up to this reality, it may be too late.  

Role of the State: Local Government 
Lacking Capacity or Compromised?
The classic role of the State is to guarantee the secu-
rity, justice and well-being of its people. In Palma, 
the State representatives particularly the local go-
vernment is not performing this role vis-à-vis the 
community affected by the LNG project.   

During the consultations it was noted that the State, 
represented by members of local government and 
other public institutions, took on a passive role, that 
of a spectator, even complicit with the company, 
and that seeks the consent of the communities for 
the project to go ahead, rather than to guarantee 
that they make conscious decisions and ensuring 
that their rights are safeguarded.    

At no time did the Government speak out to direct 
the company to improve its approach or clarify any 
issues. The communities raised the pertinent issues 
on “where will our fields be located”; “the company 
did not inventory all of my assets”; “we do not know 
how these amounts were reached, we presented pro-
posals and we have not yet been informed why these 
were not considered” but the State representatives 
remained silent.  

Of the few public interventions by the Government, 
through the administrator of Palma, the message was 
to warn the people that the discussions should be 
restricted solely to the points on the agenda (which 
has was set without the involvement of communi-
ties) and not to include other issues; he appealed to 
the communities to be respectful and to moderate 
their language.

In fact, the administrator, the highest figure repre-
senting the State in the district, did not perform the 
role of unifying the community. He is not respected 
by the communities, who do not see in him someo-
ne who represents and protects them. In his inter-
ventions, directed at the communities, he showed 
himself to be distant from the communities.

The only moment where a member of the Govern-
ment of Palma was seen to intervene in the defen-
se of the communities was when the situation was 
already out of control in Quitupo, and the district 
chief of Police stood up to try and separate the citi-
zens, who almost came to blows.

Nobody deigned to speak our regarding the con-
cerns of the community, nor did they ask for clari-
fications from the project, at least publicly, becau-
se after the consultations the State and the project 
representatives met at Anadarko’s offices, in Palma.
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Parceiros

Parceiro
de assuntos
de género:

In turn, the National Director for Urban Planning 
and Resettlement, explained in his interventions 
that the project was important and strategic to the 
country as a whole, and to Palma, in particular, and 
that the resettlement and compensation process was 
intended to be used as a model for the country and, 
perhaps even, for the world.  

In his interventions in Senga and Maganja, the 
National Director mentioned that the Government 
acknowledges that mistakes/irregularities may 
have been committed during the project licensing 
process and underscored that “it is human nature to 
make mistakes when work is being done. Aware of this, 
we are conducting an in-depth assessment of the entire 
process to detect the mistakes and correct them, so that 
the other stages of this process can run smoothly and 
in the best way possible”. He also highlighted that, as 
State representatives, they were there to learn.


