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Source/Funding Instrument 1: 

GAFSP donation  (40 MUSD or 2 6.06 
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B  Efficiency 
 

1. Progress towards the project development objective (purpose of the project) 
 

Feedback 
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10% per year 

  

  E1-4: Rate of increase in vegetable 

production in the ASAP zone: 0% 

(2013) 

Increase in meat 
production 
(tonnes) 

201,558 tons 
 
6.081.000 

201 558  211,858 tonnes 
 
 
6 781 337 

0% 
 
 

:9,6% 

E1-5: Domestic meat production and 
offal (2013): 
 
E1-
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Managed rice-growing 
lowlands (ha) 

2575 1.600 154 
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ASUFOR set up and 
energized 

11 25 44   

UP in silvopastoral zone 
accompanied  

25 25 100 UP set up by the CSE and links established with 
FAO and AVSF projects. 

 

Trained poultry 
vaccination relays 

1.500 1.500  100   

E breeders who have 
received advisory 
support  

36.908 19.700   187 Follow-up and advisory support provided by 
DIREL officers who were supported. 

 

Supported feed 
supplementation 
(tonnes) 

205 840 24   

Mini-dairies supported 
2 2 100 The initial target indicator (10) had been revised 

downwards (2) at the start of the project. 
 

Ss-total Component B      

Scoring (see ERA 

methodology)* 
Descriptive report  

4 Despite some delays at start-up, the PASA-LMK achieved at its closure a completion rate  of more than 99% 
compared to the  initial objectives, and most of the activities  of the various strands were able to be 

completed, in a context of sometimes difficult remoteness and also marked   by the difficulty for some companies 
to meet the deadlines. The performance of the project is therefore very satisfactory. However, particular 

attention must  always be paid to the sustainability of the infrastructure built and to the implementation of 

thenecessary accompanying measures. 
The project is running well. The impact indicators have been largely exceeded, emphasis will be placed on valuing achievements and 
strengthening the capacities of beneficiaries for the sustainability of achievements 

 
4. Development Goal (SDG) Rating  

 

OD rating  (from the 

updated ERA)* 
Descriptive report (maximum indicative length: 250 words) 

3 The sectoral objective of the project was to  contribute to food security and poverty reduction. Its specific 

objective was to  contribute to the sustainable increase of crop and animal production, as well as to the 

improvement of the incomes of small producers and women in particular, in the regions of Louga, Matam and 
Kaffrine. At the end of the project, it can be said that these objectives have been achieved at the level of the 
three intervention areas. Food security is better ensured, thanks in particular to production enhanced by 
better availability and control of surface and groundwater. Some 
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carried out by the 
groundwater component 
and the surface water 
component.  
36586 beneficiary 
breeders 

13,000 women and 
5,000 young people 

More than 390,000 
people 
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especially for agricultural farms equipped with boreholes. Establishment of 
maintenance funds, financed and managed by users. Training of managers. 
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The TRE is very satisfactory because part of the benefits could not be quantified and the PASA LOUMAKAF targets categories of 
population with precarious conditions, relatively disadvantaged and living in vulnerable areas in terms of access to resources and 
who are handicapped by high levels of transaction costs. Similarly, other intangible benefits were not considered. This concerns in 
particular the improvement of the living conditions, hygiene, and diet of the populations concerned.  

 
4.  Implementation Status (IP)  

 





13 

 

including those for the establishment of business plans. Regularmonitoring by the relevant technical services is  generally 

necessary to monitor and revitalize the structures put in place,  as well as further capacity building. The involvement of 

permanent national structures  during implementation (ANIDA, DBRLA, DIREL, OFOR) 
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(vii) Response to project  requests: The Bank responded to the various project requests  within the required time frames, 

although delays were sometimes noted in the processing of disbursement requests. 

Comments to be inserted by the Bank on its own performance (both quantitative and qualitative, depending on available 
information). See the guidance note on the issues to be addressed. (maximum indicative length: 250 words) 

The Bank was able to effectively support the Government of Senegal in formulating a request to the GAFSP, allowing the granting of 

a grant of USD 40 million. She participated in the  design of the project by drawing on her previous experiences in the country and 

in the subregion. It ensured, at the national level, the integration of the sectoral departments concerned (DBRLA, DIREL, ANIDA) 

for the design and implementation. It ensured  the participation of local authorities and beneficiaries in the definition of activities 

andinfrastructures. The project was regularly monitored by the Bank, with periodic supervision and monitoring  missions. The Bank 

also promoted the development of agricultural entrepreneurship activities, to better integrate the dynamics driven by the project. 

Fiduciary arrangements were followed by the Bank in financial audits. The Bank effectively fulfilled the mandate to manage the 

GAFSP funds, reporting regularly on the use of the resources made available. The Bank's performance is considered satisfactory. 

Key issues (related to Bank performance, 5 

maximum; if necessary, add more lines) 
Lessons learned 

1- Supervision and monitoring of the Bank 1- Carry out periodic supervision with multidisciplinary teams and ensure rigorous 
follow-up of the implementation of recommendations. The presence of the TM and the 
various experts (acquisitions, finance, disbursement) in Dakar greatly contributed to 
strengthening the monitoring of the project. Good coordination between the Bank and 
the DCEF also allowed for good monitoring of implementation. 

2- Changes of task managers 2- Reduce to the strict minimum the 
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vi) Participation of project stakeholders: A diversified partnership has been developed within the framework of the 
Project, allowing the different actors (local authorities, state services, producers, civil society, NGOs, etc.) to work in 
synergy. Many consultations have been carried out at the local level to ensure the sustainability of actions, such as the 
choice of women and young people living on farms. 
vii) Coordination of donor assistance: The request for funding from GAFSP was supported by the TFPs' "rural sector" 

group. During implementation,  the GAFSP committee was regularly informed of the level of progress. In the field, the  
project has developed synergies with actions initiated by other donors (WFP for CES/DRS in Kaffrine, CTB via BARVAFOR 

for the valorization of lowlands, AFSF and FAO for resilience to climate change, etc.). 

Key questions (related to borrower performance, 
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effects are poorly popularized and disseminated, both at the level of States 
and the Bank. 

Executing agencies 

 
2. Key recommendations (with a particular focus on ensuring the sustainability of project benefits)  
 

Key questions (maximum 10; if 

necessary, add more lines) 
Key Recommendation Responsible
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Status of Implementation (PI) (II.C.4) 3 

STREAM D: SUSTAINABILITY 3 

Financial sustainability (II.D.1) 3 

Institutional sustainability and capacity building (II.D.2) 3 

Ownership and sustainability of partnerships (II.D.3) 3 

Environmental and Social Sustainability (II.D.4) 3 

ARITHMETIC MEAN OF THE PANES xxx 

OVERALL SCORE OF PROJECT COMPLETION 
3 

satisfactory 
 

 WE  Acronyms and abbreviations 
 

Acronym (if necessary, add more 

lines) 
Description 

NESTS 
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1. Benefits and beneficiaries 

 

The priority targets of the project will be small-scale producers (men and women) residing in the three regions of 

intervention of the programme, with a stronger focus on the Louga and Kaffrine regions, taking into account 

ongoing actions and those planned by IFAD in the Matam region. In total, more than 30,000 farmers and herders 

will be directly affected by the project, including about 13,000 women and 5,000 young people. These will include 

the 14,000 producers in the Kaffrine region who will benefit from developments in the valleys, the 2,000 women 

and young people in the Louga and Kaffrine regions who will be installed in 36 modern equipped farms, about 

14,000 livestock farmers in the silvopastoral zone who will be organized and supported in pastoral units that will 

be created or revitalized. The beneficiaries of the project will be not only the families of producers and herders 

directly affected by the activities promoted to increase production, but also the populations of the surrounding 

villages who will see their living conditions improve, thanks to better availability of food, access roads and the 

multiplication of drinking water supply points. It is estimated that 390,000 people will benefit from the project. 

1.  

The selection of beneficiaries was carried out after a concerted definition of the selection criteria (gender, degree 

of vulnerability, experience of the people in the activity concerned, possibility of contribution in kind, place of 

residence, etc.) by targeting committees chaired by the administrative authorities. The lists of beneficiaries were 

then sent to the management committees of the various project activities. 

 

Vulnerable groups 

Number of farmers directly affected by the project 
10,500 farmers including 5,600 women 
and 1,900 young people  

Number of livestock producers directly affected by 
the project  

19,700 breeders including 7,500 women 
and 3,400 young people  

Total population directly benefiting from the 
project 

211,000 people of which 51% are 
women  

Total population benefiting from the project's 
benefits 

490,000 people of which 51% are 
women  

Number of persons assisted with food  87,792 people including 44,774 women  

Minimum rate of access to land for women 

50% shallows, 100% gardens, 25% 
perimeters  

 

2.Estimation of additional production 

The economic analysis of PASA LOUMAKAF evaluated the quantitative benefits of the project from agricultural 
production and processing/marketing of agricultural products.  Environmental benefits such as improved soil 
fertility, reduced erosion, improved groundwater recharge and better management of the water resource base, 
notably through the actions of the Project, have not been quantified and are therefore taken into account 
qualitatively. 
 

Since the project will develop the land on which different production systems will be set up, it has been difficult 
to quantify in detail all the productions of all the speculations in the different production systems; The economic 
analysis that has been made is based on the most cultivated food speculations as well as those most widespread 
in the project area. 
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PASA LOUMAKAF will develop land that is currently mostly degraded. These new developments will therefore 
come in a way in addition to the cultivable areas currently used by producers. The project will popularize 
improved varieties and farming techniques, which will contribute to significantly increasing production. The IGAs 
will lead to a better quality and quantity production of milk, meat and poultry. The current supply of project 
products is far below demand; It is not anticipated that the project will distort the downward costs of these 
products in local markets.  
 

The production increases induced by PASA LOUMAKAF will be sustainable because they are mainly based on 
increasing knowledge about production practices, multiplying improved varieties in farmer fields and promoting 
simple production/processing technologies. In the beneficiaries' plots, rational water management and optimal 
rotations/associations of speculation, coupled with a series of soil defense and restoration activities, will 
contribute to the improvement of soil fertility and maximize the potential positive effects of project activities 
on the environment.   

3. Economic rate of return 

The FSEP economic analysis was based on a number of assumptions, the main ones being the following: 
▪ the benefits taken into account are those of agricultural production (rice, onion, chilli, watermelon, 

tomato, sorghum, millet, groundnut, okra); those of AGRs (production and sale of milk, poultry 
farming). 

▪ For agricultural production, crop losses ranging from 5 to 1% were taken into account.  
▪ Production was valued on the basis of prices at harvest time.  
▪ For pastoralists, it is estimated that only 75% will be able to take full advantage of the pastoral 

achievements and support provided by the project.  
▪ FSEP economic costs (capital and operating costs) were derived from financial costs after taxes and 

other duties were eliminated.  
▪ a period of 20 years and a constant exchange rate of 550 FCFA per USD were taken into account in the 

calculation. 

These assumptions, as well as those on production levels, are conservative. The shortfalls and benefits of 
reducing transaction costs due in particular to easier access to certain technical services, information and 
technology have not been taken into account as they are difficult to measure in the context of this mission. 
Based on the above assumptions, the Project's internal economic rate of return (ERN) is 16%. The TRE is very 
satisfactory because part of the benefits could not be quantified and the PASA LOUMAKAF targets categories of 
population with precarious conditions, relatively disadvantaged and living in vulnerable areas in terms of access 
to resources and who are handicapped by high levels of transaction costs. Similarly, other intangible benefits 
were not considered. This concerns in particular the improvement of the living conditions, hygiene, and diet of 
the populations concerned.  
 

Sensitivity analysis 

In order to test the cost-effectiveness of PASA LOUMAKAF under different scenarios, a sensitivity analysis was 
made against the base case. The different scenarios concern the impact on the TRE of a 20% upward or 
downward variation in project costs and a 20% drop in project profits. The estimate is made variable by variable 
(VPV) and in terms of scenarios. VPV analysis indicates the sensitivity of the ERT to an increase (or decrease) in 
costs, assuming constant benefits, or an increase (decrease) in benefits while costs are constant. As for the 
sensitivity of the profitability of PASA LOUMAKAF without integration of runway costs and critical points, the 
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TRE is 16%. On the other hand, the Project ERR would decrease by 3 points compared to the base ERR if project 
costs increased by 20%. A 20% reduction in project costs would propel the TRE to 20%, all other things being 
equal.   

In terms of variable by variable analysis (VPV), the calculations of the TRE by retaining the scenario of the 
different models of culture and IGA over the entire economic life of the project as well as all the other 
components show that a fall in the overall benefits of the project of 10% gives an ERR equal to the opportunity 
cost of capital,  estimated here at 10%, in the best case.   

Sensitivity of the TAR to changes in additional Project costs and benefits (%) 

 

Calculation assumptions Value of the ERR 

Current 16 % 

Project costs  

                +20% 13% 

                -20% 20% 

Benefits of the project 

                  -10% 10% 

Recurring costs represent 8.8% of total project costs but vary from year to year: from 10.5% in year 2 and 7.1% 
in year 3.  These recurring costs are high even for the last years of the project because the project has adopted 
a Faire-Faire method that charges service providers until the last year of its implementation.  At the end of the 
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Similarly, the additional gross margin generated by poultry farming through the poultry houses established by 


