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Summary ToR - Evaluation of the Impact of 
Food for Assets on Livelihood Resilience - 
Phase II (Senegal) 

 

Subject and Focus of the 
Evaluation 

Foods for Assets (FFA) programmes 
form one of WFP’s largest areas of 
investment over time.  Measured by 
food tonnage, and level of direct 
expenses between 2006-2010, FFA 
programmes were the second largest of 
WFP’s food distribution modalities, 
after General Food Distribution. 

FFA programmes are intended to 
restore or build specific assets that 
contribute to livelihoods improvement, 
resilience and food security. Typical 
examples include rebuilding 
infrastructure, supporting access to 
markets, restoring the natural resource 
base, or protecting the environment, 
and reclaiming marginal or wasted 
land among others.   Many FFA 
interventions also aim to reduce risk 
and increase the capacity of 
households to manage shocks.  
 
Some FFA activities aim to improve 
impoverished and depleted natural 
environments by arresting soil erosion, 
reducing floods, increasing moisture 
into the soil profile, improving water 
management, and increasing 
vegetation cover, thus enhancing the 
land’s capacity to withstand stresses 
without losing productivity. By 
improving the environmental base 
upon which many people depend for 
agricultural and forestry related 
livelihoods FFA can help strengthen 
the ability of food-insecure people to 
manage future risks and withstand 
shocks. If applied at a significant scale, 
FFA may also contribute to reduce 
climatic risks or foster adaptation of 
communities to climate change 
induced effects.  
 

Not all food transfers conditional on 
work can be considered to be asset 
building. Some do not create durable 
productive assets, but rather address 
the immediate food insecurity of the 
participants by providing food for a 
non-asset producing activity. Some 
FFA activities may focus on lighter 
activities or simple repair of assets 
(such as in the case of low-technology, 
low-risk interventions).  Where higher 
–technology, higher risk interventions 
are planned, more sophisticated and 
integrated approaches are needed that 
bring in the necessary technical 
capacity on the ground.  

FFA in Senegal 
WFP has been present in Senegal since 
1964 and implemented Food for Assets 
activities since 1976.  

Senegal is subject to regular droughts, 
floods and salinization in coastal areas. 
Threats to food security include 
demographic pressure, poverty, 
locusts, low levels of food production, 
erratic rainfall, and low levels of 
education. Most rural households 
engage in subsistence agriculture, 
livestock husbandry and fishing, but 
agricultural production covers only 
half of the food demand. Obstacles to 
improving agriculture include erratic 
weather, deficiencies in water 
management, poor use of inputs, 
inadequate access to markets, the low 
value of agricultural products and soil 
degradation. Between 2002 and 2011, 
FFA took place under 3 Protracted 
Relief and Rehabilitation Operations 
and 2 Country Programmes designed 
to support communities to mitigate the 
effects of natural disasters and 
increase the long-term resilience of 
vulnerable people. (see left bar).

Senegal FFA Profile: 
 
 
FFA projects  
(2002-2011): 
 

 3 PRROs 

 2 Country 

Programmes 

 

Main FFA 
Interventions: 

 

 Agricultural 
production (rice, 
vegetable gardens) 

 Cereal Banks 

 Infrastructure /water 
management (land 
reclamation, flood 
protection, de-
salting) 

 Reforestation 
(forestry, mangrove) 

 
 

Geographic 
Coverage 
 

 Casamance (PRROs) 

 Fatick, Kaolack, 
Kaffrine, Kédougou, 
Louga, Tambacounda 

 
 
 
 

Partners 
 

 Government of 
Senegal  

 UN Agencies 

 Local & International 
NGOs 

 
 
 

 

Donors:  
 
Belgium, Canada, EU, 

Greece, Italy, 

Luxemburg,  Saudi 

Aurabia,  Senegal, 

Spain, USA, etc. 
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Objectives of the Evaluation 

The evaluation serves both accountability and 
learning purposes.  The main objectives are to: 

• Evaluate the outcomes and impact 
achieved so far (intended or unintended) 
by FFA on livelihood resilience; 

• Identify changes needed to enable 
fulfilment of the potential impact of FFA on 
livelihoods resilience; 

 Provide information about how FFA 

activities can be better aligned with new 

policies and guidance. 

This evaluation is one in a series of five country 
evaluations to be carried out from 2012-2014.  
The evaluations will assess the medium term 
impact (impacts seen after 5-7 years) of past 
WFP operations where Food for Assets 
activities aimed to maintain or recover 
livelihoods and build livelihood resilience.   In 
these evaluations impact is defined as the 
“lasting and/or significant effects of the 
intervention – social, economic, environmental 
or technical – on individuals, gender and age-
groups, households, communities and 
institutions. Impact can be intended or 
unintended, positive and negative, macro 
(sector) and micro (household).” The 
evaluations will focus on creation or recovery 
of natural resource assets (soil, water, 
agricultural and forests) but also recognize the 
contributions of infrastructure and access 
assets to livelihoods resilience.  

Users of the Evaluation 

Key stakeholders include those directly 
involved in the design and implementation of 
FFA projects including the FFA participants 
themselves. The Government of Senegal at the 
national and sub-national level is one of the 
key partners with WFP in the planning and 
implementation of FFA interventions.  In 
addition, a number of cooperating partners, of 
which UN agencies such as FAO, international 
and national NGOs work together with WFP to 
implement FFA activities, provide agricultural 
inputs and technical assistance. Donor 
agencies that support FFA activities have a 
direct interest in the findings of the evaluation. 

Evaluation Questions & Methodology 

The following three main evaluation questions 
will be addressed by the evaluations:   
Question 1:  What positive or negative 
impacts have FFA activities had on individuals 
within participating households and 
communities? 

Question 2:  What factors were critical in 
affecting outcomes and impact? 
Question 3: How could the FFA activities be 
improved to address findings emerging from 
the analysis in Key Questions 1 and 2? 
 

The impact evaluation takes a mixed method 
approach. The four main components are: 

 Quantitative survey of impacts at the 
household and community level; 

 Qualitative assessment of impacts at the 
household and community level; 

 Technical appraisal of assets and 
associated biophysical changes; 

 Social and institutional analysis of 
networks and linkages. 

Secondary data e.g. national household level 
surveys, census data and WFP monitoring data 
on inputs and activities will be used to 
complement primary data collected.   

Roles and Responsibilities 

The evaluation team, from the firm Baastel 
includes both internationally and nationally  
recruited members with a strong technical 
background in conducting independent 
evaluations of this nature.  The team is 
complemented by a local company that will 
conduct the field surveys.   

The evaluation is funded and managed by 
WFP’s Office of Evaluation.  Elise Benoit is the 
WFP evaluation manager for the evaluation in 
Uganda, and Jamie Watts is the WFP senior 
evaluation manager for the series of 5 
evaluations.   

Timing and Key Milestones 

Inception mission:  8th-12th April 2013  

Evaluation mission: 12th May – 2nd June  

Reports:  

 Draft evaluation report available for 
comment by September 2013.  

 The Summary Evaluation Report will be 
presented to WFP’s Executive Board in 
February 2014. 

Findings will be actively disseminated and the 
final evaluation report will be publicly 
available on WFP’s website.   

 
Reference: 
Full and summary reports of the 
Evaluation and the Management 
Response will be available at 
http://www.wfp.org/evaluation  
 

http://www.wfp.org/evaluation

