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ABSTRACT 

Livestock play multiple roles in the livelihoods of people in developing 

communities, especially the poor. They provide food and nutrition, work, 

economic and social status, and ensure environmental sustainability. 

Unfortunately Sudan livestock sector in general is poorly organized and 

specifically small ruminant (sheep and goats). The owners are only 

smallholders and resource poor; because of this it is difficult if not 

impossible for them to access credit for increasing their income and herd 

size. This study is carried out to assess the impact of the Improving 

Livestock Production and Marketing Project (ILPMP) (restocking sub-

project and rehabilitation of livestock markets) which gave smallholder 

livestock farmers access to credit in order to improve their incomes and 

livestock marketing.  

A desk study was first done to review literature then a field survey was 

conducted to collect the primary data using a questionnaire, interviews and 

group discussion. Data were collected from the project beneficiaries, non-

beneficiaries and livestock markets intermediators. ILPMP staff monitoring 

and evaluation unit, and LIUs group leaders were interviewed and 

communities' group discussion was undertaken.  

The research revealed that, the project activities on target rural communities 

have great social and economic impacts. Economically there was increase in 

the beneficiaries' income; increase in herd size and some of beneficiaries 

improved their houses. Socially there was communication and social 

relationship, education and jobs creation and some of beneficiaries get 

married. Restocking project has great impacts on improving communities 

livelihood and surrounding environments through other project activities like 

water subprojects which provide the areas by safe drinking water, and 
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reduced costs of water for livestock and household use, also improving of 

education and health. 

The rehabilitation of livestock markets project attracted the traders, and 

helped in the recovery of the livestock trade and increased livestock export 

rates, in addition to free access to market price information through livestock 

markets database.  Also the rehabilitation of livestock markets lead to the 

organization of the livestock market regulations and help on the development 

of the surrounding area. 

The research revealed that, the marketing system is dominated by middlemen 

and the livestock chain is affected by the livestock market intermediators. 

This affected the marketing channels and lead to increasing livestock prices. 

The study concluded that the programs launched by the Ministry of 

Livestock, Fisheries and Rangelands (MoLFR) are commendable and 

worthwhile for the economic, social and environmental impacts at the 

individual, household and community levels. 

Finally, this study recommended the need for extending of rural development 

programs to involve more rural and poorest communities in the country. 

More field training and raising of awareness to improve the skills of the rural 

communities in the target area especially on animal production, animal 

health and marketing system. This will help in achieving rural development 

objectives. There is need to link the training to the opened credit 

opportunities for poor-resource households. MoLFR should consider the 

challenges in the marketing system specifically in market management to 

make these rehabilitated markets more attractive to producers. Livestock 

market’ management and market' boards should work to decrease the number 

of intermediators involved in livestock marketing for the benefit of the 

primary producers. Encouragement of youth and women to enter livestock 

trade business and access to loans for livestock dealers. MoLFR together 
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with the States and localities should act to finalize livestock export 

infrastructure. The program should be based on participatory approaches 

where the beneficiaries should participate in the project cycle. 
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 اٌّغــخخٍص

 اٌش٠ف١خ إٌب١ِخ، ٚلا ع١ّب فٟ رحغ١ٓ عجً اٌؼ١ؼ فٟ اٌّغزّؼبد أدٚاساً ِزؼذدح رٍؼت اٌضشٚح اٌح١ٛا١ٔخ

 .الاعزّبػٟالالزقبدٞ ٚٚاٌؼًّ ٚرحغ١ٓ اٌٛمغ  اٌفم١شٖ، ح١ش رؼًّ  ػٍٟ رٛفشاٌغزاء

 )الأغٕبَاٌّغزشاد اٌقغ١شح  ٚ ػٍٝ ٚعٗ اٌزحذ٠ذٌٍزٕظ١ُ اٌغ١ٍُ  ثؾىً ػبَ لطبع اٌضشٚح اٌح١ٛا١ٔخ ٠فزمذ

ِٓ ؽح ٚفمش اٌّٛاسد ٌٚٙزا  ٠ؼبٟٔ افحبة اٌح١بصاد اٌقغ١شٖ ِٓ اٌشػبٖ ٚاٌّضاسػ١ٓ (.ٚاٌّبػض

اٌمط١غ. اٌذخً ٚ حغُض٠بدح ٌ اٌحقٛي ػٍٝ الائزّبْ اٌغجت وبْ ِٓ اٌقؼت اْ ٌُ ٠ىٓ ِٓ اٌّغزح١ً

)إػبدح ثٕبء اٌزغش٠جٟ  اٌح١ٛأٟ ٚاٌزغ٠ٛكرحغ١ٓ الإٔزبط  رؤص١شِؾشٚع ٌزم١١ُ أعش٠ذ ٘زٖ اٌذساعخ

 أفحبة اٌح١بصاد اٌقغ١شحّٓ ّشث١ٟ اٌّٛاؽ١اٌزٞ لبَ ثزٛف١شاٌذػُ ٌٚاٌمط١غ ٚرؤ١ً٘ أعٛاق اٌّبؽ١خ( 

فٟ ٚلا٠زٟ ا١ًٌٕ الأصسق  أعٛاق اٌّبؽ١خ ٚرؤ١ً٘ دخٍُٙ ِٓ أعً رحغ١ٓ الائزّبْ ثبٌحقٛي ػٍٝ

 ٚعٕبس.

ٚالأ١ٌٚخ  ػٓ هش٠ك اعشاء دساعخ ١ِذا١ٔخ ؽٍّذ اٌّغزف١ذ٠ٓ  رُ عّغ اٌج١بٔبد ِٓ ِقبدس٘ب اٌضب٠ٛٔخ

ٚغ١ش اٌّغزف١ذ٠ٓ ثٛلا٠زٟ ا١ًٌٕ الأصسق ٚعٕبس ثبلامبفخ اٌٟ اٌٛعطبء اٌزغ٠ٛم١١ٓ ثؤعٛاق اٌّبؽ١خ فٟ 

ِغ اٌّغئ١ٌٛٓ ثٛحذاد رٕف١ز ٚاٌّمبثلاد اٌؾخق١خ  وً ِٓ عٕغٗ ٚاٌذِبص٠ٓ ٚرٌه ثئعزخذاَ الإعزجبٔٗ

حذح اٌّزبثؼخ ٚاٌزم١١ُ ثبٌّؾشٚع ٚإٌّبلؾبد اٌغّبػ١خ ثبٌّغزّؼبد ٚاٌّغئ١١ٌٛٓ ثٛ اٌّؾشٚع ثبٌٛلا٠ز١ٓ

 اٌش٠ف١خ اٌّغزف١ذح.

لزقبد٠خ اعزّبػ١خ ٚاٚوؾفذ إٌزبئظ أْ أٔؾطخ اٌّؾشٚع ػٍٝ اٌّغزّؼبد اٌش٠ف١خ اٌّغزٙذفخ ٌٙب آصبس 

ً وبْ ٕ٘بن ص٠بدح فٟ دخً اٌّغزف١ذ٠ٓ، ٚص٠بدح فٟ حغُ  اٌمط١غ ٚ رحغ١ٓ ِٕبصٌُٙ. وج١شح. الزقبد٠ب

 ً الارقبي ػٍٟ خٍك ػلالبد اعزّبػ١خ ، وّب اْ عضء  رُ خٍك فشؿ اٌؼًّ ٚاٌزؼ١ٍُ وّب عبػذ اعزّبػ١ب

ُِٕٙ رضٚط ثؼذ رحغ١ٓ أٚمبػُٙ اٌّؼ١ؾ١خ. ِؾشٚع إػبدح ثٕبء اٌمط١غ ٌٗ أصش وج١ش ػٍٝ رحغ١ٓ 

ً ِؾشٚػبد ا١ٌّبٖ اٌزٟ ٚفشد اٌّغزّؼبد ٚاٌج١ئبد اٌّح١طخ ِٓ خلاي أٔؾطخ اٌّؾشٚع الأخشٜ ِض

 خذِبد ا١ٌّبٖ اٌقبٌحخ ٌؾشة الأغبْ ٚاٌح١ٛاْ، ٚالإعزخذاَ إٌّضٌٟ، وّب ػًّ اٌّؾشٚع ػٍٟ رٛف١ش

 اٌقحخ ٚاٌزؼ١ٍُ ِٓ خلاي ػبئذاد ِؾشٚع ا١ٌّبٖ اٌزٟ عبّ٘ذ فٟ رؤ١ً٘ اٌّذاسط ٚاٌّشاوض اٌقح١خ.

ذ ػٍٟ أزؼبػ رغبسح اٌّبؽ١خ ٚص٠بدح اعزمطت ِؾشٚع إػبدح رؤ١ً٘ أعٛاق اٌّٛاؽٟ اٌزغبس، ٚعبػ

ِؼذلاد اٌزقذ٠ش،  ثبلإمبفخ إٌٝ حش٠خ اٌٛفٛي إٌٝ ِؼٍِٛبد أعؼبساٌح١ٛأبد ثبلأعٛاق ِٓ خلاي 

إػبدح رؤ١ً٘ أعٛاق اٌّٛاؽٟ ػٍّذ ػٍٝ رٕظ١ُ ٌٛائح أعٛاق  لبػذح ث١بٔبد أعٛاق اٌّبؽ١خ. أ٠نب

 اٌّبؽ١خ ٚعبػذد ػٍٝ ر١ّٕخ إٌّطمخ اٌّحبهخ.

اٌٛعطبء ١ٙ٠ّْٕٛ ػٍٟ  ٔظبَ اٌزغ٠ٛك ِّب ٠ٕزظ ػٕٗ رؤص١ش عٍغٍخ اٌّبؽ١خ،  بئظ اٌجحش أْٚوؾفذ ٔز

 ٚ٘زا ٠ؤصش ػٍٝ لٕٛاد اٌزغ٠ٛك، ٠ٚؤدٞ إٌٝ ص٠بدح أعؼبس اٌّبؽ١خ.
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زٛع١غ ثشاِظ اٌز١ّٕخ اٌش٠ف١خ لإؽشان اٌّغزّؼبد ٌٕ٘بن حبعخ  اٌٟ اْأخ١شاخًٍقذ ٘زٖ اٌذساعخ 

ٌّض٠ذ ِٓ اٌزذس٠ت ا١ٌّذأٟ ٚسفغ ِغزٜٛ اٌٛػٟ ٌزحغ١ٓ ِٙبساد اٌش٠ف١خ ٚاٌفم١شح فٟ اٌجلاد، ا

اٌّغزّؼبد اٌش٠ف١خ فٟ إٌّطمخ اٌّغزٙذفخ خقٛفبً فٟ ِغبي الإٔزبط اٌح١ٛأٟ ٚفحخ اٌح١ٛاْ ٚٔظبَ 

رحم١ك أ٘ذاف اٌز١ّٕخ اٌش٠ف١خ، وّب اْ ٕ٘بن حبعخ ٌزٛف١ش فشؿ الائزّبْ  اٌزغ٠ٛك ِّب ٠غبػذ ػٍٟ

ٔظُ  فٟ إٌظش فٟ اٌزحذ٠بدٟ ٚصاسح اٌضشٚح اٌح١ٛا١ٔخ ٚاٌغّى١خ ٚاٌّشاػٟ ٌلأعش اٌفم١شح. ٠غت ػٍ

 إداسحػٍٟ  ٌٍّٕزغ١ٓ. ٚ ٠غت أوضش عبرث١خ رؤ١ً٘ ٘زٖ الأعٛاق إداسح اٌغٛق ٌغؼًٚخبفخ  اٌزغ٠ٛك 

. ٚلٕٛاد اٌزغ٠ٛك اٌغٛق داخً اٌؼ١ٍّخ اٌزغ٠ٛم١خ ٚعطبء ػذد أْ رؼًّ ػٍٟ رم١ًٍ أعٛاق اٌّبؽ١خ

رؾغ١غ اٌؾجبة ٚاٌّشأٖ ٌٍذخٛي فٟ رغبسح اٌّبؽ١خ ٚرٛف١ش فشؿ الائزّبْ ٌٍّٙز١ّٓ ثزغبسح اٌؼًّ ػٍٟ 

اٌّبؽ١خ. ػٍٟ ٚصاسح اٌضشٚح اٌح١ٛا١ٔخ ٚاٌّؼ١١ٕٓ ثمطبع اٌضشٚح اٌح١ٛا١ٔخ ثبٌٛلا٠بد اٌؼًّ ػٍٟ اوّبي 

 ٠غتخ ح١ش ٠ٕجغٟ أْ ٠غزٕذ اٌجشٔبِظ ػٍٝ ٔٙظ اٌزؾبسو١ ث١ٕبد رقذ٠ش اٌّبؽ١خ ثؤعٛاق اٌّبؽ١خ، وّب

 .أْ ٠ؾبسن اٌّغزف١ذ٠ٓ فٟ دٚسح اٌّؾشٚع
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

The World Bank Rural Development Strategy seeks to reach the rural poor 

and reducing the number of those who suffer from poverty by half by 2015 

as stated in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Also the World 

Bank efforts of development were directed to address the unacceptable 

reality of these rates of poverty in the rural area. It is clear that the Bank will 

not succeed in achieving its goals to reduce poverty rates in general unless 

they contribute to poverty reduction in rural areas due to the denial of those 

areas of health services, education and social services. To meet the MDGs, 

income opportunities in the rural area are to be significantly increased (Asim, 

2008). About 70% of the world poor lives in rural areas, out of which 43% 

are living in the Middle East and North Africa (WB, 2008). In the Sudan, the 

rural population account to more than half (56.5%) of total population (WB, 

2008), which makes the development need very imperative on rural areas, 

providing more income opportunities and improve living conditions. This 

leads to alleviating the pressure of migration from the rural area to the cities 

and creates an attractive environment for business (Asim, 2008). 

The consequent economic changes associated with the rural development 

were significant to the advancement of the economy. Decision makers can 

direct investments to development programs work which will reflect 

positively on the citizen and on the country in general. 

Sudan is one of the three countries proposed to secure world food. Its large 

diversified animal wealth will act as a backbone to Sudan economy if it 

receives more attention. The world demand for naturally produced animal 

products makes Sudan a promising world animal products supplier, yet many 

impeders stem behind underutilization of animal resources. The low off take 
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from the national herd was attributed to traditional production practices and 

poor marketing infrastructure.   

1.2 Improving Livestock Production and Marketing project-A pilot 

(ILPMP) 

According to WB report (2013) Sudan is inhibited by  26 million in 2013, the 

country experienced a protracted period of internal conflict between the 

North and South over resources and differences in cultural vision. Decades of 

the conflict and neglect in Sudan made the 2005 Comprehensive Peace 

Agreement (CPA) set high expectations for a quick peace dividend. A World 

Bank-United Nations (WBUN) Joint Assessment Mission (JAM) recognized 

that the livestock sector would be crucial to develop rural areas and sustain 

peace. To coordinate donor funding for Sudan’s reconstruction and 

development needs, two Multi Donor Trust Funds were established, one for 

the Government of National Unity of the Republic of the Sudan (GoNS) and 

the other for the Government of South Sudan (GoSS). Donors and 

Government requested the World Bank to administer the two MDTFs due to 

the high degree of fiduciary compliance that the Bank’s procedures would 

bring. Similarly, the Bank’s support for using Government’s own systems to 

implement projects was considered key to help build capacity through 

learning by doing. 

The MDTF for the Republic of the Sudan (MDTF-NS) aimed to consolidate 

peace by supporting key CPA commitments, and supporting recovery and 

development in war-affected and marginalized areas in the Northern states 

which covered by the MDTF-NS (Abyei, Blue Nile, South Kordofan, North 

Kordofan, Red Sea, Sennar and White Nile state).  

The project’s objective is to improve livestock production and marketing in 

selected rain fed areas of Central and Eastern Sudan.  

The project is designed and structured around pilot activities that address 

priority needs in support of livestock production and marketing. This project 
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was proposed to demonstrate different ways to deliver services and improve 

pastoralists’ livelihoods.  

Key indicators of project progress include: 

- Number of subprojects supporting livestock- dependent livelihoods; 

- Number of vaccinations delivered by private vets; 

- Increase in animals traded in markets rehabilitated under the project; 

- Completion of study on constraints to natural resource-based conflict 

mitigation. 

According to the Draft Final Project Proposal (2007) the total proposed 

project cost is US$ 20 million, of which the Government will finance US$12 

million and the MDTF will finance US$ 8 million. The cost for Phase 1 

(Year 1 and Year 2) is US$ 7.7 million, of which the Government will 

finance US$ 3.7 million and the MDTF US$ 4.0million. 

The project aims to test pilot approaches to improve livestock production and 

marketing. Supporting livestock production and marketing in central and 

eastern Sudan localities where a substantial number of livestock for the 

domestic and export markets are produced and collected could help identify 

options to: a) improve livestock producers’ incomes, and b) increase supply 

and competitiveness of livestock on domestic and international markets. 

The project will also identify processes that would support the establishment 

of community dialogue and partnerships to resolve land and natural resource 

access issues in a sustainable manner and, reinforce customary 

administration’s involvement for a more equitable land and natural resources 

allocation and conservation. This will have beneficial impacts on livestock 

and crop productivity and reduce conflict occurrence. 

The investment fund will provide matching grants to finance activities and 

technical assistance demanded by pastoral communities that are related to 

increasing productivity and sales of livestock. To be eligible, subprojects will 

have to demonstrate that they are demand-driven, i.e. designed and 
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implemented by cohesive community-based groups or organizations, and that 

they are economically, socially, technically and environmentally sustainable. 

Examples of subprojects include water point rehabilitation, rangeland 

development, stock route demarcation, livestock fattening, advisory services 

for improving herds. 

Technical Assistance will be provided to mobilize pastoral communities, 

stimulate the formation of self-help groups (e.g. savings and credit groups) 

and reinforce existing ones, and to identify and design priority livestock-

development subprojects. Training will be provided for relevant local 

authorities (e.g. locality range and pasture management, livestock extension 

Services, State Water Corporation) to support implementation and 

supervision of the subprojects (WB, 2013). 

The MDTF National Community Development Fund (CDF) is active in Blue 

Nile (including Roseires Locality) and is expanding to North Kordofan; it 

empowers communities to develop core social services with the support of 

local government. While the project would build on experience and systems 

developed under the CDF, it will primarily support livelihood enhancement 

interventions, hence complementing the CDF. The project will take into 

consideration the existence of enabling conditions and synergies with other 

development interventions: coordination with IFAD projects in greater 

Kordofan and the EC funded-SPCRP in Blue Nile will be ensured to avoid 

duplication, harmonize approaches and maximize impact (WB, 2013). 

Institutional and Implementation Arrangements 

MoLFR had an overall oversight on the Project through a Project 

Coordination Unit (PCU) established in MoLFR’s Directorate for Planning 

and Economics in Khartoum. Project execution was the responsibility of two 

Project Implementation Units (PIUs) established in the respective State 

Ministries of Agriculture, Animal Resources and Irrigation at Sennar) and El 

Obeid. Locality Coordination Committees (LCCs)  were established in each 
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of the 6 localities with the primary responsibility of implementing the LDIF. 

At each level (federal, state and locality), there were committees to provide 

direction and guidance to project implementation (WB, 2013). 

1) Project Coordination Unit 

The PCU was headed by a Project Coordinator nominated by MoLFR, an 

Assistant coordinator and staffed with a consultant Monitoring & Evaluation 

Officer (MEO), a consultant Financial and Administration Officer (FO), a 

consultant Safeguards Officer and a consultant Project Procurement 

Specialist. All consultants  were recruited on a competitive basis. The PCU 

was tasked with: 

- Facilitating preparation of annual work plans and budgets (AWPBs) 

- Managing the project Special Account and counterpart Project Account, 

all related financial 

- transactions and disbursement of funds; 

- Overseeing all procurement and financial management activities and 

ensuring that all the; 

- procurement and contracting arrangements are executed using appropriate 

guidelines; 

- Providing timely quarterly progress reports of all project activities; 

- Coordinating the baseline surveys and other studies (as outlined in the 

project description). 

2) Project Implementation Units 

The PIUs were responsible for project execution. Key PIU staff includes a 

Coordinator (consultant), an Accountant, a Project Procurement Specialist, 

and Veterinary Officer (seconded from the state Governments) and support 

staff. Major PIU responsibilities include: 

- Recruiting NGOs to implement project activities; 

- Capturing lessons in localities so as to support cross-learning between 

localities; 
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- Managing project activities; 

- Coordinating and liaising with localities, relevant state line ministries, 

NGOs and other agencies. 

3) Locality Implementation Units 

The LIUs  include a Coordinator, a Finance Officer and staff seconded from 

locality Range and Pasture, Animal Production, and Veterinary 

Administrations. Key LIU responsibilities  were in the domain of the LDIF. 

LIUS will also be responsible for monitoring recruited NGOs. For all the 9 

localities of North Kordofan, where privatization of veterinary services was 

piloted, a Locality Veterinary Officer (LVO) was allocated from the Locality 

Veterinary Administration to the project on a full time basis. 

4) Project Steering Committee (PSC) 

The PSC was established in Khartoum to provide strategic guidance for the 

project and support the sharing of cross-state experiences. The PSC  meet 

every quarter and  comprised : Undersecretary MoLFR as Chairman, 

Director General Department of Planning and Animal Resources Economics 

as Rapporteur, Undersecretary Ministry of Agriculture and Forests, Director 

General International Cooperation-MoFNE, Director General for 

Development (MoFNE), Director General Animal Resources Research 

Corporation, Secretary General Higher Council for Environment, Chairman 

Sudanese Veterinary Council, Director Generals for Animal Resources in the 

four target states and the Project Coordinator. Specifically, the PSC was 

responsible for: 

- Setting overall policy guidelines and directions for the project; 

- Approving terms and conditions for employment of the PCU staff; 

- Ensuring support for the project from all stakeholders and relevant 

constituencies; 

- Approving the project’s annual work plans, including operations and 

budgets; 
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- Approving amendments to the project’s Operation Manual in consultation 

with the Bank; 

- Reviewing progress reports prepared by the PCU and supervising the 

preparation of the mid-term review report and the implementation 

completion report; 

- Approving and requesting for reallocations between and within budget 

categories; 

- Approving and endorsing annual audit reports; 

- Approving all reports submitted by the PCU to the Bank; and 

- Closely monitoring project progress. 

The PCU acted as the technical secretariat to the PSC. 

5) State Steering Committee (SSC) 

In each of the States, there was a State Steering Committee (SSC) 

responsible for facilitating project implementation. The SSC meet every 

second month and  comprised of the Minister of MAARI as the Chair, Heads 

of the livestock departments of MAARI, State Pastoral Union, State Water 

Corporation (SWC), Land, Locality Commissioners and representation from 

the Farmers Union. The SSC ensured that impediments to implementation of 

project activities were eliminated, and reviewed  project progress. Other SSC 

functions include: 

- Mobilizing local government in support of project implementation; 

- Coordinating between the project and other development programs and 

stakeholders working in the states; 

- Depending on the nature of the deliverable, taking the necessary 

arrangements with the relevant state 

- line ministry/authority to obtain the necessary permits and authorizations; 

assume responsibility for 

- the assets delivered under the project; 

- Reviewing and approving proposals for LDIF funding. 
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Secretariat services to the SSC were provided by the PIU 

6) Locality Coordination Committee (LCC) 

The LCC was chaired by the Locality Commissioner and was primarily be 

responsible for prioritizing and endorsing subproject proposals submitted 

under the LDIF and monitoring the progress of other project activities. The 

LCC  meet on a monthly basis or as and when required. Representation to the 

LCC included locality department heads and community groups or 

associations. For the veterinary service privatization pilot in North Kordofan, 

an Advisory Committee was set up at the state level to provide guidance to 

the privatization process. The advisory committee comprised of 

representatives from the private veterinary practitioners, SMAARI, locality 

veterinary administrations and the Sudanese Veterinary Council. The LIU  

provided secretariat services to the LCC. 

7) Market Board and Village Development Committees (VDC) 

The project addressed critical elements of institutional change in the sector: 

participation of the private sector in delivering animal health services; 

creation and strengthening of multi-stakeholder (traders, producers, ensure in 

addition to localities)  boards to manage livestock markets, with a focus on 

sustainability and increased transparency in market transactions; and creation 

and strengthening of Village Development Committees to manage 

community needs. The project required strong coordination among the three 

administrative levels – federal, state and locality – and the creation of new 

institutional arrangements, namely Market Boards and Village Development 

Committees. Likewise, the project implementation structure, set in parallel to 

the administrative levels (PCU, PIU and LIU), was demanding in terms of 

coordination needs and capacity creation, mostly at the sub-federal levels 

(WB, 2013). 

The implemented program included: 

A) Water harvest projects 



9 
 

B) Veterinary services projects 

C) Restocking project; and 

D) Rehabilitation of livestock markets.  

In the Eastern sector the sheep restocking project started by signing Grant 

Agreements (GA).The fund was distributed to the beneficiaries in kind. Each 

borrower had received 5 ewes and 10 lambs with slight variation due to 

differences in prices. The selection of the borrower depended on criteria that 

he or she suffer from poverty and/or lost their herds during war or famine, or 

they don't have a source of income and they were involved in marginal 

business. 

For the marketing project a total of $ 165,743 and $158,735 were allocated to 

rehabilitate Damazin and Sinjha livestock markets respectively: considerable 

efforts were exerted by the project for the Sinjah and Damazin livestock 

markets, the rehabilitation include the animal pens, outer fence, electricity,  

veterinary unit , furniture, the bidding process  and water yard.  

1.3 Problem Statement 

Like other development programs implemented in Sudan the (ILPMP) did 

not received enough consideration in evaluating their outcomes. The matter 

that may result in repeating unsuccessful experiences or overcome successful 

ones. In the current case of (ILPMP), the World Bank together with Sudan 

government intervened through rural development programs to improve 

livestock production and marketing in Eastern Sudan. Although the proposed 

duration of (ILPMP) ended, yet the outcomes of the project were not 

evaluated. The current study aims to assess the socio-economic impacts of 

the project and its role in empowering the communities to achieve the rural 

development. 
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1.4 Justification 

There is a need to evaluate the impacts of ILPMP in achieving the 

development in rural communities and its socio-economic and environmental 

aspects; such evaluation provides basic information that helps the decision-

makers in applying the experiences of the project to other regions of the 

country. 

1.5 Research objectives 

Main objective: To assess the impacts of the rural development program of 

ILPMP-A pilot in Blue Nile and Sennar States on livestock production, 

marketing, livelihoods of the beneficiaries and the surrounding environment. 

Specific objectives 

A. To analyze the economic impact of the project on the beneficiaries. 

B. To analyze the social impact of the project on the different beneficiaries 

involved in production and marketing of livestock. 

C. To assess the welfare impact of the project on the surroundings 

communities (e.g health, education, water harvest.... etc). 

1.6 Research hypotheses 

1. Rural development programs through Improving Livestock Production & 

Marketing Project (ILPMP) acted to improve the economic situation for 

the beneficiaries. 

 2. Rural development programs through Improving Livestock Production & 

Marketing Project (ILPMP) provided a better social life and strengthened 

the social network of the beneficiaries. 

3. Rural development programs through Improving Livestock Production & 

Marketing Project (ILPMP) assisted in improving the welfare of the 

communities and their surrounding areas.  
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1.7 Time and Place of the research 

This research was conducted in Blue Nile and Sennar States between March 

2012 to March 2015. Data collected during April - Desemper 2014. 

1.8 Research Organization 

The research is presented in six chapters: 

Chapter one:   

 

An introduction to the research. It contains background about 

the subject, the research problem, Justification, objectives 

(main and specific) of the research, research hypothesis and 

time and place of the research. 

Chapter Two:      Reviews the literature related to the subject. 

Chapter Three: Presents the research methodology with regard to study area, 

method of   data collection and the analysis of data. 

Chapter Four: Displays the results obtained. 

Chapter Five:      Discusses the results obtained 

Chapter Six: Concluded the research and provides recommendation. 

1.9 Limitations of the Research 

The study faced some challenges during the data collection process. Most of 

the livestock markets intermediators refused to answer the questionnaire. 

Data collection became cumbersome as some of beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries kept avoiding the interview by being not available at the 

scheduled appointed time.  

Data for Aljamam village at Altadamun Locality was not included in this 

study due to the difficulty in reaching the village in the rainy season. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews the literature related to the topic, mainly the issues of 

rural development, agriculture development with special emphasis on 

livestock and development particularly small ruminants and development, it 

also covers livestock marketing. Some experiences from livestock 

development programs worldwide were highlighted and some examples of 

project impact assessment models were included in the review. 

2.1 Rural Development 

There are many definitions for rural developments are found in the literature. 

Moseley (2003) conceived that rural development in general is the process of 

improving the quality of life and economic situation for the people living in 

relatively isolated and scarcely populated areas. Whereas Ward and Brown 

(2009) considered the utilization of the natural resources including land is the 

core element in rural development. 

However, Srinivas, (2014) argued that the conception of the agriculture as 

the leading sector for rural development has been changed as a result of 

urbanization and the emergence of tourism, niche manufacturers, and 

amusement as competing sectors for rural development. These have replaced 

resource utilization and agricultural practice as the main economic drivers. 

Accordingly a holistic approach should be adopted to develop the rural 

communities and that a wider prospective  incorporating multiple goals needs 

to be realized, other sectors  such as education, investment, physical 

infrastructure, and social infrastructure all play an important role in 

developing rural regions. 

For Moseley (2003) the development of rural areas is better achieved when 

the economic development strategies are formulated on the basis of the local 
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circumstances. Meanwhile Chigbu (2012) stressed on the social and 

economic changes as the main drivers of the rural development. 

Diakosavvas (2006) focused on the role of cultural factors and investment 

spirit in realizing the impetus of the agricultural sector in rural areas. 

Apostolides (1997) defined rural development as the development of regions 

such as smaller settlements like villages, farms, as well as market towns in his 

definition he excluded the urban areas (towns and cities). 

For Sani, Gray and Baker (2004) living with dignity for individuals and 

families is the ultimate goal of rural development. This dignity cannot attain 

unless there are sufficient incomes and employment opportunities as well as 

viable rural communities with a balanced structure of age. 

Rural development indicates both the economic improvement of people as 

well as greater social transformation. The basic objective of all rural 

development initiatives/programs has been for the welfare of the millions 

(Srinivas, 2014). 

2.2 Agriculture and Rural Development 

The area of agriculture and development attracts the attention of most of the 

international and regional organizations working in the field of rural and 

agricultural development. For they held many conferences, published papers 

and periodicals pertaining to the formerly mentioned issue. The World Bank 

(WB) report for the year (2008) indicated that agriculture is a vital 

developmental tool for achieving one of the MDGs – a new target for 

reducing the proportion of people suffering from extreme poverty and hunger 

by half by 2015. 

The majority (87%) of rural people in developing countries depend on 

agriculture as a main source of livelihoods (Martin, 2004).  Globally, 

livestock constitutes 40 percent of the agricultural gross domestic product 

(GDP) and 30 percent of the agricultural GDP in the developing world (WB, 

2009). It was estimated that about 1.3 billion is poor people who live mostly 
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in the developing countries where they depend directly or indirectly on 

livestock for their livelihoods (WB, 2008a).  

In the Middle East and North Africa about 43 % of the population lives in the 

rural aeras. Where the poverty rates are extremely higher than in urban areas 

and accompanied by defected development and services witnessed in those 

areas. The rural sector acts as huge reserve of employment, as well as being a 

producer of food needed by the urban sector. The marked difference in life 

style between rural and urban one is considered as the most important reason 

behind the migration to urban sites and other countries. Often, this remains 

the mere reality due the complex system of support and protection of trade 

(SATCO, 2008).   

The recent research paper by Derek, Xinshen and Chris (2005 cited in 

Schultz, 1964) pointed that in the eve of 1960s, a major reconsideration in 

developmental thinking argued for a central role of agriculture as a driver 

and motivator of growth, especially in the early stages of industrialization. 

The view of agriculture as having an active role was stimulated, to greater 

extent, by the emerging experience in Asia. The paper explained the two core 

contributions that Johnston and Mellor (1961) mentioned,  traditional 

agriculture could be transformed rapidly into a modern sector through the 

adoption of scientific technology, and the strong growth connections and 

multiplier effects of agricultural growth with the nonagricultural sectors. 

Also the paper indicated that, Agriculture has strong, direct forward 

connections to agricultural processing and indirect backward ones to input-

supply industries as Pryor and Holt (1999); Gemmell et al. (2000) pointed. It 

is clearly known that a large share of industry in the early stages of 

development is attributed to agriculture.  

Based on the WB (2008b) agriculture is the corner stone for achieving 

economic growth and poverty alleviation in many countries. In Sub-Saharan 

Africa, agriculture is viewed as the prime option to enhance growth, 
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overcome poverty, and enhance food security. The growth of agricultural 

productivity is necessary, not only to stimulate growth in other economic 

sectors, but also to accelerate its pace. And that requires sharp increases in 

the productivity of agriculture arisen from small-scale production and 

associated with effective support, as millions of people are dependent on 

agriculture-based subsistence to live, and for many of them dwell in remote 

areas. 

Agriculture is considered as the backbone of Africa’s economy, there is 

about 70% of Africans and roughly 80% of the continent’s poor live in rural 

areas and depends mainly on agriculture for their livelihood. The sector 

accounts for about 20 % of Africa’s GDP, 60% of its labor forces and 20% of 

the total merchandise exports (Nchuchuwe and Adejuwon, 2012). 

African countries represent also 50% of top 20 countries in terms of the share 

of total agriculture and total exported consumer goods in the world (ECA, 

2007). 

The report of the World Bank has shown that agriculture in the twentieth 

century has been an essential tool for sustainable development and poverty 

reduction, especially there are three from every four poor people in 

developing countries live in rural areas, 2.1 billion people living on less than 

$2 per day and 880 million on less than $1 per day and most of them depend 

on agriculture for their livelihoods (WB, 2008a). 

Agriculture contributes to development in many ways. It supports the 

development as an economic activity; as a livelihood source and as a 

provider of environmental services making the sector a unique instrument for 

development, (WB, 2008b). 

Also, it is important to mention that about 70% of the African population 

living on less than 1$ per day are located in rural areas (WB, 2002) and they 

live in poverty which is considered as a rural phenomenon in the region. This 
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majority is generally unable to meet basic food and other needs and that is 

due to the continuous poor performance of the agriculture sector (WB, 2002). 

The World Bank report (2008a) shows that the real status of the agricultural 

sector cannot be displayed in the Sudanese records unless the country has 

adopted agriculture as an essential tool for sustainable development and 

poverty reduction, including it in the constitution and the laws.  

2.3 Livestock and Development 

As Fahey (2007) stated livestock is vital to the economies of many 

developing countries, especially those in the Horn of Africa. His complaint 

that animals are the main source of protein for human beside their important 

role in providing income, employment and foreign exchange. For many low 

income producers, livestock are used to store the wealth, they provide 

draught power and used to fertilizer lands for crop production. Also, 

livestock act as means of transport and they constitute a vital social 

component for many practices and exchange. The consumption of livestock 

and their products is growing rapidly in the developing countries although it 

of started from a low base. 

Bruinsma (2003) explained that livestock production contributes positively to 

economic development, rural livelihoods, poverty alleviation as well as 

securing food mainly animal protein for the fast growing demand in the 

developing countries, so the issue of promoting livestock production is 

pressing specially if we consider the global aim is to halve by 2015 and that 

most of the proportion of the world population living in extreme poverty are 

dependent partially, at least, on food and income derived from livestock. 

According to Martin (2004) increasing livestock production is important for 

improving the income and welfare of the rural poor, for livestock enterprises 

to develop there is a need for more physical, financial and human capital in 

the form of husbandry knowledge and skills. Technological innovations 

would be suitable to better utilize the available resources. Moreover, the 
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access to market outlets and input delivery systems will greatly promote 

livestock production. 

2.4 Small ruminants and Development 

Based on FAO (2015) livestock are important in supporting the livelihoods 

of poor animal keepers, traders and laborers in the developing world. Animal 

productivity, production and live animals trade are seriously affected by 

animal diseases which can also have a harmful impact on human health and 

consequently on the whole process of economic development. So it 

important for small ruminant producers to know the normal and abnormal 

status of their animals in order to determine and address animal health care 

effectively (Madden, 2011). 

Timon and Hanrahan (1985) pointed that small ruminant’s production is a 

very significant component of livestock throughout the world and 

particularly in the developing countries. Sheep and goats have the ability to 

survive and produce in harsh environments whether being dry arid, high 

lands or extremely cold, small ruminants are generally efficient converters of 

forage feeds regardless to the climatic conditions. This fact beside their low 

production cost, small size, their suitability to small holdings and their three 

breeding purposes for meat, milk and fiber are their greatest advantage 

compared with large ruminants. Improving livestock production is better 

achieved through increasing the efficiency of the production process whether 

it is biological, structural/organizational efficiency or more effective use of 

basic feed resources rather than encouraging the increase of the number of 

the animals. They are believed that; unlike most other livestock species, the 

numbers of sheep and goats in the developing countries increase much more 

rapidly than in developed regions. This may reflect the particular ability of 

small ruminants to survive and produce on low cost feed, adapt to dry arid 

environments and more than anything else they reflects their suitability to the 
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small low-capital family farms in the developing countries that are so badly 

in need of extra food and additional income. 

As explained by USAID (2006), sheep and goats are important sources of 

income in Western Asia and North Africa (WANA) which are semi-arid 

areas with less than 300 mm average annual rainfall. This is mainly because 

these animals feed on marginal lands and crop residues to produce milk and 

meat; they require low initial capital and maintenance costs. However, in 

spite of all mentioned merits, small ruminants usually receive relatively little 

attention from research workers in the WANA region, and the sector is often 

neglected by the main agricultural programs. Dubeuf (2007) revealed that 

dairy goats systems have an important social impact. Tsegaye (2009) stated 

that goats are easily adaptable  animals, they adaptations to survive and 

produce under adverse local environmental conditions (climatic stresses, 

poor quality feed, seasonal feed and water shortage, endemic disease and 

parasite challenge) which make them suitable for use in the traditional 

production system. 

Duo and Bruening (2007) found that the extension workers are often not able 

to meet the needs of farmers, the extension staff-to- farmer ratio is estimated 

to be 1:1500. Small ruminant producers must be fully aware of that they are 

the front line of defense for identification and prevention from disease-

causing agents (pathogens) that will affect harvesting, processing, handling, 

distribution, and marketing of animal-derived food and products in 

production systems (Madden, 2008).  

Extension professionals can provide information to small ruminant producers 

to increase their awareness and knowledge of detecting and handling animal 

health issues (Holcomb & Muske, 2000; Barnes, Meche, Hatch and Dixon, 

2009; Madden, 2010). These producers will be able to reduce current on-

farm weaknesses, improve food safety and food security, as well as 

enhancing their capacities and knowledge for providing much safer and more 
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wholesome products for consumers (Madden, 2011). 

(Stella, 2012) stated that there is inadequate training of extension personnel 

to a large extent, and extension workers have very little effect on agricultural 

development, which is lead to limitation in information dissemination and 

knowledge transfer to farmers. Beside this challenge of human resource 

development, there are also the challenges of inability to access credit and 

finance services for smallholder farmers to increase their production and 

influence the chain.  

2.4.1 Small ruminants in Africa 

Small ruminants have a great potential to affect the socio-economic 

development of the majority of African rural communities. Africa has a 

population of 205 million sheep and 174 million goats representing 

approximately 17% and 31% of the world total population of those animals, 

respectively (FAO, 1990).  

The ownership of small ruminants in Africa differs from that of cattle. Only a 

small percentage of the population own cattle and they rear them mainly in 

the arid and sub humid zones and most people in rural areas own small 

ruminants. The ownership of small ruminants is regarded as an investment. 

They are sold to meet imposing financial obligations of the family or being 

slaughtered for consumption at home or at festivals.  

The size of the animals makes them ideal for families. For they require little 

capital investment in buildings or other materials for their housing with low 

space and maintenance requirements. According to small ruminants` storage, 

or adequate transportation, they are suitable for family consumption in the 

absence of refrigeration. Besides their reproductive efficiency is high 

(Ademosun, 1988). In spite of the formerly mentioned, the animals are given 

little attention.  

Sheep and goats play a significant role in the food chain and the whole 

livelihoods of rural households, where they are largely the property of 
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women and their children (Lebbie, 2004). These animals can be reared for 

various reasons such as income generation, religious purpose, household 

consumption, and hobby and as security against crop failure.  

Small ruminants in Southern Nigeria are integral component of the 

household, where they contribute to the cultural, food and socio-economic 

life of the people. Traditionally, sheep and goats have served as means of 

ready cash and a reserve against economic and agricultural production 

hardships (Ozung et al, 2011).  

Most poor farmers in Mali keep small ruminants as a main source of 

livelihoods. Hence, sheep and goats assets are key opportunities for 

smallholder of small ruminant to not only engage in income generating 

activities that enable them to escape from the poverty trap but also to 

consume animal source food that they could not afford to buy (ILRI, 2011). 

2.4.2 Small ruminants in Asia 

Two-thirds of the world’s poor that fall below nationally defined poverty 

lines live in Asia and 479 million (65%) of them are poor livestock keepers 

who support a large part of their household welfare through keeping 

domesticated animals, in Southeast Asia, the comparable figures are 161 

million and 62 million (38%) with great variation between countries, agro-

ecological regions, and close or distant access to cities communities. Rural 

Southeast Asia is a countries with diverse cultures, economies and politics 

and they are characterized by mixed farming systems which described by 

their stable crop, (Sani, Gray and Baker, 2004). 

Delgado et al., (1999) pointed to the rapidly changing patterns of demand for 

livestock and its products, livestock production become an increasing 

constituent of the agricultural economies of Southeast Asia, the rural poor 

will benefit from these changes depends on how livestock can be integrated 

into developing markets with consideration to the potentially, negative 

effects of industrialized production in rural areas and the low price of 
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livestock products and that will benefit the rural poor as consumers as well as 

producers. There is a chance for small ruminants to play an important role in 

the access of smallholder farmers to the new markets. 

Except of Indonesia, Southeast Asia was dominated livestock species large 

ruminants, pigs and poultry. Goats and sheep are relatively few. Their 

significance as being utilized from in several countries it is conceived that 

they get a high demand as small livestock and they can be well raised on low 

inputs and local resources. (Sani, Gray and Baker, 2004). 

2.4.3 Small Ruminants in Sudan 

Historically, livestock have been the main pillar to Sudan’s gross economy. 

Since 1999, livestock and its products (meat, hides and skins) have 

accounted for approximately 20 % of Sudan’s annual Gross Domestic 

Product (Central Bank of Sudan, 2005). 

Sheep are Sudan’s number one livestock export animal. Sudan has 

approximately 52.3 million head of sheep (MoLFR, 2011). There are four 

main types of Sudanese sheep (Desert, Nilotic, Arid Upland, and Equatorial 

Upland) and seventeen breeds (El-Hag et al, 2001). Sudan Desert sheep 

forms more than 65 % of the sheep census in Sudan and nearly 100 % of 

Sudan’s sheep exports (El-Hag et al, 2001; Mufarrih, 1991). Nomads, 

transhumant, and sedentary farmers raise sheep to produce meat and milk, 

and, to a lesser extent, skins (Abdelgadir et al 1998). Sudan exports live 

sheep and mutton mainly to Saudi Arabia beside small numbers being 

exported to other Arab countries such as: Libya, United Arab Emirates and 

Jordan. 

Goat production is a promising business in Sudan that has wide ecosystem 

diversity and different social-economic zones. It has approximately 43.6 

million head of goats (MoLFR, 2011). The North Sudan goats' total milk 

production is about 1,549,979 tons for human consumption (Behnke and 

Osman, 2012).  
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Despite the large size of the country’s goat population, the productivity per 

unit of animal and the contribution of this sector to the national economy is 

relatively low. This may be attributed to different factors such as poor 

nutrition; prevalence of diseases; lack of appropriate breeds and breeding 

strategies and poor understanding of the production system as a whole.  

Sheep and Goats are fed only on pasture grass that usually has a low 

nutritional value for most of the year. In addition to this, these desert grasses 

become very scarce in the period from February to June every year. This 

always led to a lengthy period of malnutrition that often culminates to 

starvation level for many of the animals. Even with this great lack in both the 

quantity and quality of the natural pastures, the nomads never practice 

supplemental feeding beside animals grazing from the range and, therefore, 

concentrate feeding is not utilized. The low level of nutrition on which these 

animals are maintained is obviously one of the main factors limiting their 

production.  

2.5 Livestock Marketing 

Emam and Malik (2011) pointed that marketing is defined according to 

Emam and Dixie as "the series of services involved in moving a product or a 

commodity from the point of production to the point of consumption". 

Abbott (1984) pointed that agriculture marketing means the movement of 

agricultural produce from the farm to the consumer or manufacturer, includes 

handling, transport, processing, packing, grading and quality.   

According to American Marketing Association AMA, (2008) "marketing is 

the activity, set of institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, 

delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients, 

partners, and society at large". 
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FAO (1999) pointed that, a market structure that is made up of only a few 

buyers does not necessarily indicate that this market is not efficient. As other 

factors, such as volume of sales, should also be considered, the volume of 

sales may be not enough to support other buyers in the market. Also, the 

large investment in the facilities required for an efficient operation may not 

justify the issue of having more than a few buyers. So, a single buyer with a 

large facility providing significant economies of excellence may operate 

much more efficiently and at a lower cost than a large group of small, less 

efficient buyers. 

The livestock marketing system starts with the primary producer and moves 

on through various stages of middlemen up to wholesale, retail, and export 

outlets. Sudan’s major livestock markets operate on a “silent auction” system 

whereby the price for livestock is negotiated by a broker who communicates 

separately with a buyer and seller, animals are sold on group prices (not 

according to their weight), and the purchase price is known only to the buyer, 

seller, and broker (Aklilu, 2002). Animal supplies at terminal markets vary 

seasonally and are affected by armed conflict, environmental conditions, and 

political instability. Major production areas generally locate distantly from 

terminal markets with 600-1,400 km. Livestock are transported to those 

markets on hoof, by truck, or on rail. The primary producer may receive as 

little as one-eighth of the export (free on board) price (World Bank, 2003). 

The marketing system in Sudan is dominated by middlemen (brokers). Aklilu 

(2002) described this chain where some of these brokers may work as 

independent small-scale traders (Jelaba) and some as agents (wakils) or sub-

agents for the big traders. The brokers collect cattle and [small ruminants] 

from the scattered villages and sell them to another broker in the primary 

markets. The second broker may sell to a third broker in the same market or 

in a secondary market and this process goes on until the livestock are 

summoned into larger lots and then reach the terminal markets. 
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Livestock are said to be exchanged from  hand to hand for a minimum of two 

and a maximum of six times between points of purchase and the final point 

of sale. At the final point of sale, animals are transported to Port Sudan for 

live export or slaughtered for domestic consumption or export. 

The role of middlemen is widely perceived as a weakness in Sudan’s 

marketing system, affecting producers, consumers, and exporters. Producers 

generally sell when they need cash, but under the current marketing system 

payments to producers are often deferred. Traders and brokers pass the risks 

of livestock sales to producers, who are sometimes paid only after a final 

sale, but not at all (Aklilu, 2002). Producers also may lack information about 

prices at the terminal market or at international one. This information could 

support their decisions to sell animals. Consumers are believed to suffer 

because middlemen and taxes are blamed for unnecessarily increasing the 

cost of meat in livestock-rich Sudan. As noted by The World Bank (2003), 

five major traders have traditionally dominated the terminal livestock 

markets in Sudan. While this is typical of many livestock markets in the 

world, the government’s decision to give export concession for Sudan’s trade 

with Gulf countries to only one trader has changed substantially the 

dynamics of both the domestic and export trade. This has badly affected the 

producer because competition for export quality animals has been weakened. 

This change in the export marketing arrangements for livestock to Sudan’s 

main customers from a competitive manner to a monopoly will have 

immediate and long-term harmful effects on Sudan’s livestock producers and 

cannot be justified on any basis. Those who will suffer most will be the 

poorer small scale producers (Fahey, 2007). 

Calculation of Marketing Margins 

For calculating marketing margins it is necessary to know the following 

information about costs and revenues, (KIT and IIRR, 2008): 

Costs: 
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1. Variable costs: these are costs that change according to the handled amount 

of production. For a livestock raiser, the variable costs include the costs of 

feed and vaccinations. 

2. Fixed costs: these are costs that are independent of the amount traded. For 

the livestock raiser, they include the cost of stables and land. 

Revenues: 

The selling price of the production is the actor’s revenue. It is the money 

earned through selling of the produce, plus any other income earned by 

selling by-products or waste. 

Profits and margins: 

Once we know the costs and revenues, we can calculate the financial 

positions. We look at: 

Gross income or operating profit that is calculated by deducting variable 

costs from revenues: 

Gross income = Revenue – Variable costs 

The gross margin is the gross profit per unit of produce. This is calculated by 

dividing the gross income by the revenue earned from sales. Then multiply 

by 100 to give a percentage.  

Gross margin = Gross income x 100 / Revenue 

 

In an ideal market situation, with perfect competition and transparent 

information, the size of the gross margin reflects the amount of labor, 

expenses and risks that an actor has put into the product. The higher the costs 

and risks, the higher the gross margin and that is a fair principle. 

Unfortunately, in the real world many markets are far from idealism. 

Monopoly markets or oversupplied markets put strong pressure on the gross 

margins of producers. Likewise, in so-called supplier markets, when produce 

is scarce, farmers’ gross margins may rise at the expense of traders, 

consumers, and other companies downstream in the chain. When gross 
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margins are excessively high in a certain part of the value chain without a 

reasonable explanation, this may be an opportunity for intervention to make 

the chain more efficient (KIT and IIRR, 2008). 

Added value: is the amount of value that each actor in the chain adds. It is the 

difference between the price the actor pays for the produce, and the selling 

price. 

Added value = Price received by actor – Price paid by actor 

Value share: is the percentage of the final, retail price that the actor earns. 

This is calculated as the added value divided by the final retail price. Then 

multiplied by 100 to give a percentage. 

Value share = Added value x 100 / Final retail price 

 

KIT and IIRR (2008) explained that like gross margins, the size of the value 

share also reflects the amount of costs and risks that an actor has put into the 

chain – at least, in ideal markets. In addition, the distribution of value share 

tells us something about the type of product. When the consumer buys a 

product in, more or less, the same state as it left the farm, i.e fresh, 

unwashed, then there has been little value added in the chain. So we can 

expect the farmer to have the highest value share. However, when the 

consumer buys that same product in a processed form, such as cooled, flour 

in sealed, controlled-atmosphere packaging, then there has been more value 

added in the chain and we can expect downstream actors to have higher 

value shares. In any case, the gross margin and the value share are not 

meaningful by themselves. They need to be interpreted in relation to the 

costs and risks of the chain actors.  
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2. 6 Livestock Development Programs 

Livestock are an important component of the livelihood for rural poor and 

reducing malnutrition and improving their lives. Development of livestock 

can help in poverty reduction, environmental sustainability and food security. 

For that reason many organizations and institutes works to support livestock 

sector through rural development programs. 

Many development programs based on livestock production with different 

objectives were implemented a cross the world. While some of these 

programs obtained fruitful results, the others failed to satisfy their objectives. 

Among these the Livestock development programs in Nigeria failed to 

significantly boost production and improve the nutritional status of the 

people. The lack of integration between crop and livestock subsectors was a 

general misfit between strategies and the existing local conditions. The 

country needs to prioritize its livestock development process and to focus on 

integrating livestock with arable farming and on proper use of material and 

human resources. The necessity for consultation with local people and 

ensuring that programs benefit from local knowledge and are fitting in 

ecological, social and economic terms is also stressed (Ega and Isitor, 1991). 

The World Bank has supported a project in Botswana to help develop the 

livestock sector. The project had mixed results. While it succeeded in 

establishing an effective land-use planning system, it failed to change 

traditional management techniques, and did not reverse overstocking or land 

degradation, according to a performance audit report by (WB, 1997). 

Lao Peoples' Democratic Republic PDR was well positioned to capitalize on 

the growing Asian livestock sector, however the extent livestock production 

in Lao PDR can reduce poverty, meet growing domestic meat demand and 

rise livestock exports is a problem. Findings from research in two upland 

Northern provinces demonstrate how the introduction of forages for livestock 

has changed the lives of some farmers and villages, but concludes that 
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strategies are still needed to engage poorer households. There were less 

impacts of changing domestic and export markets (Millar and Photakoun, 

2007). 

CNFA (2012) explained that the United States Agency for International 

Development (USAID)-funded programs Kenya Drylands Livestock 

Development Program (KDLDP), Citizens Network for Foreign Affairs 

(CNFA) is helping pastoralist households in northeast Kenya overcoming 

challenges to achieving both economic and food security in the region. 

Pastoralists suffer from limited access to veterinary medicines, feed and 

water, poor disease control, weak linkages between producers and markets, 

and a lack of price transparency in the local markets. The programs activities 

enhanced the entire livestock value chain, from providing access to improved 

inputs through producer group development, market information and 

expansion of local value adding enterprises. The result was to catalyze trade, 

production, and food security. KDP confirm the production of fodder for 

pastoralists to alleviate the impact of future drought. Pastoralists were able to 

produce a new quality crop as nutritional food for livestock and a good 

source of income. CNFA and local partners is working to improve income 

and food security for 50,000 households. 

Madagascar Livestock and Rural Development Project aimed to increase 

meat and milk production, improve the incomes of poor cattle owners and 

increase meat exports. The project also aimed to encourage policy changes in 

the livestock sector. The outcome of the project is that Animal-health 

protection; roads and water supply were improved, primarily benefiting 

IFAD's target groups of rural women, poor farmers and small pastoralists. 

The basic animal-health project was successfully implemented, resulting in 

effective vaccination coverage of livestock in the project area. By the end of 

the project, cattle mortality had been reduced by 30% and calf mortality by 

40%. The project helps in the privatization of veterinary services when the 
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government monopoly over imports was ended. It also trained all staff 

members of the Livestock Development Agency for West Madagascar 

(IFAD, 2014a). 

The objectives of the Nigeria Second Livestock Development project 

financed by the WB in 1986 to increase the production of livestock products 

to increase incomes of the farmers, and increase the attention given by public 

livestock services to traditional and small producers. It also aimed to increase 

the role of the private sector in input supply, introduce full cost recovery for 

inputs and veterinary supplies, and establish livestock sector planning in the 

Federal Ministry of Agriculture. The project was achieved its objectives. 

About 23,000 loans were made, for a total of about N 170 million (about N 

7,500 per loan). As expected, about 75% of the loans were for cattle 

fattening. So an effective vaccination program for small ruminants was 

established, and responsibility for some animal services and vaccination was 

transferred from the federal level to participating states, with considerable 

success. (WB, 2012). 

Namibia Northern Regions Livestock Development Project aimed to improve 

the economic and social well-being of the rural population in the Northern 

Communal areas by promoting increased livestock production and greater 

productivity and ensuring development of a sustainable range management 

system with more equitable distribution of assets and resources. The outcome 

of the Project has been instrumental in encouraging a more integrated 

approach to regional and national agricultural development planning. The 

project’s was focus on poverty reduction. The staff was trained in interactive 

skills for dealing with rural communities, which improved the targeting of 

activities to resource-poor communities and households. (IFAD, 2014b). 

Based on IFAD (2014c)  Ethiopia Fourth Livestock Development Project 

focused on improving the livelihoods and food security of small-scale agro-

pastoralists in the highlands by addressing the main problems affecting their 
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livestock, including disease and under-nourishment through improved animal 

health, improved animal nutrition and improved range management and 

benefit  by agro-pastoralists, the most important achievement was the 

successful introduction of several exotic herbaceous and tree legumes. The 

project established two animal health and veterinary centers and strengthened 

vaccine production at the national level. 

Based on Aga Khan Foundation (AKF) Development in Rural Areas, for Aga 

Khan Foundation (2007), AKF works to improve farming systems by 

training beneficiaries through farmer field schools and Participatory 

Technology Development (PTD) groups through sessions on enhancing 

productivity, animal welfare and value addition practices. The outcome of 

the project was that more  than 2,000 men and women were trained in these 

sessions during 2009,  about 28 livestock development centers was establish 

and has helped also to establish 110 livestock field units to provide 

veterinary services. So the program estimates that animal populations have 

increased by 25% and animal mortality has decreased by 50% as a result of 

access to these services. 

Nepal Community Livestock Development Project was aimed to reduce the 

poverty in rural communities in the project area, and to improve food security, 

nutrition, incomes, and employment through increased productivity of the 

livestock subsector. The project outcomes were improved livestock 

production through support for goats rising, forage cultivation, and 

microfinance services. The project also developed processing, and marketing 

enterprises (ADB, 2009). 

The objective Philippines Smallholder Livestock Development Project was 

to increase the number, productivity and quality of cattle and goats in The 

Philippines, to improve the income and diversifying on-farm employment 

opportunities of for smallholders in livestock production. The project 

motivated the formation of farmer cooperative groups, and a number of 
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smallholder farmers joined larger medium-scale producers with the capacity 

to provide management, operating capital and marketing support to form 

small commercial operations, (IFAD, 2014d). 

In Sudan many  Rural Development Programs based on livestock production 

were implemented. Among these the Western Savannah Development 

Project Phase II, aimed to increase livestock output by creating an effective 

veterinary service, the project achieved important results in the field of 

animal health (IFAD, 2014e). 

South Kordofan Rural Development Program covers the entire rural domain 

of the state of South Kordofan, focusing on the poorest people in the region. 

The overall goal of the program was to improve the incomes of the poorest 

people, smallholder and herder families in the state,  and to provide them 

with access to social services. The program supported the peace process 

through post-crisis rehabilitation and development. Specific objectives of the 

program were to enhance incomes and productivity by providing 

community-based services, establishing community-run safe drinking water 

supplies and basic health-care facilities, establishing local and state 

institutions that can help rural communities improve their livelihoods and 

enable people in local communities to plan, implement and manage their 

own development activities and resolve group conflicts.  The project made a 

major contribution to the re-establishment of peace in the region by 

providing social and economic support to rural poor people who have been 

affected by civil strife. Agricultural starter packs were distributed to nearly 

20,000 of the poorest farmers in the program area, (IFAD, 2014f). 

Livestock production and marketing is the most viable economic activity in 

the Butana Integrated Rural Development Project, and raising productivity is 

an effective way of creating lasting improvements in living conditions and 

household food security for the poorest farmers in the project area. It is also a 

good way of increasing women's economic status in the community and 

http://www.ifad.org/english/operations/pn/sdn/i181sd/index.htm
http://www.ifad.org/english/operations/pn/sdn/i181sd/index.htm
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home. The project also helps develop crop production, and small off-farm 

enterprises, especially dairy processing. The specific objectives of the project 

are to support improvements in natural resource governance to ensure 

regulated access to land and water resources in the region for all, improve the 

access of women and men to livestock markets and strengthen their 

bargaining position within markets, by rehabilitating market infrastructure 

and by establishing market information systems and organizing producers' 

groups, build the capacity of grass-roots organizations to design and 

implement environmentally sound development initiatives that include 

women. The achievements of the project during the period in 2012 are 

formation of the interest groups within the target villages and work in the 

construction of two livestock markets, (Annual Progress Report, 2012). 

2.7  Restocking Projects 

Restocking is an approach that aims at helping individual pastoral 

households or communities to build up lost herds and flocks in a sustainable 

manner. Restocking is normally best if designed and implemented in close 

participation with the beneficiaries through their traditional and informal 

institutions. The objective of restocking (e.g. provision of dairy cows, 

draught animals, small ruminant starter flocks, etc.) and the benefit to the 

targeted herders should be clearly defined, (IFAD, EKSYST, 1996). 

2.7.1 Restocking Projects in Africa 

In several of IFAD's investment projects in Africa (Zambia, Ghana and 

Benin), the distribution of draught animals to poor farmers and herders who 

rely on slash-and-burn cropping to supplement livestock production aims at 

increasing the area of land cultivated. (The selection of the type of livestock 

depends on the soil and terrain.) For poor farmers with small land holdings 

and those who have lost their stock during drought or war, draught animals 

can be very attractive if they fulfill a dual function, such as transport and the 

production of milk and meat, (IFAD, EKSYST, 1996).  

http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/public_html/eksyst/doc/lle/interegion/l070live.htm
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/public_html/eksyst/doc/lle/interegion/l070live.htm
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The experience gained through IFAD-funded projects with livestock 

components involving draught animals is quite mixed. In general, the 

principles are well accepted and in specific circumstance the interventions 

quite successful. For example, in Zambia, the oxenization program was 

successful in allowing increases in cultivated land, but the peak requirements 

coincided with the drought period, when nutritional status was at its lowest 

and labour was scarce; hence implementation was limited. In Ghana, 

medium-term credit was to be provided to individuals and groups for 

bullocks and implements, but this was reduced to a pilot program because of 

lack of uptake. In Benin, oxen and ploughs were specified as a means of 

increasing food crop production, but it was found that these were actually 

used by preference for cash cropping (IFAD, EKSYST, 1996).  

2.7.2 Restocking Projects in Sudan 

Poverty in the Sudan is deeply entrenched and is largely rural. In 2002 some 

20 million people were living below the poverty line of less than US$1 a day. 

About 19 million people (85 %) of the rural population are estimated to be 

living in extreme poverty (IFAD, 2007). Most of them struggle to feed 

themselves and their families and have little or no access to safe drinking 

water and health services (IFAD, 2007).   

Western Sudan Resources Management Program aim to build up traditional 

rainfed agriculture and improve economic circumstances in communities in 

the three Kordofan states. The program focuses on the importance of natural 

resource management in appropriate resolving land and water-based 

conflicts. Establishing land rights for herders and for traditional and 

mechanized farming, improving access to water, and providing good gold 

strengthening basic infrastructure are essential elements of the program.  In 

the poorest areas the program invests in livestock restocking, vocational 

training and introduction of alternative income-generating enterprises, 

(IFAD, 2007).   

http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/public_html/eksyst/doc/lle/interegion/l070live.htm
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2.7.3 ILPMP Restocking 

Restocking is preferable by all the beneficiaries because of the sense of 

ownership, social prestige and direct poverty reduction impact. 

Livestock is important for millions of rural sedentary and nomadic 

households in Sudan, they provide meat and milk. They represent a main 

source of cash income for producers in traditional rain fed areas where crops 

typically yield little above subsistence needs. It is well known that Sudan had 

subjected to number of droughts and long cruel strife resulting in excessive 

destitution in traditional rain fed areas.  

The objectives to test pilot approaches to improve livestock production and 

marketing, the socio-economic groups will increase their incomes and 

recover from the impoverished situation. Provide the women headed 

households and the most vulnerable groups with startup herd to launch social 

integration i.e . Beneficiaries end up with herds of viable size.  

Inputs are provision of an economically feasible number of livestock, (sheep 

or cattle) per individual. Training of the target groups in primary animal 

health care and animal husbandry. The pastoralists, who were affected by 

war and/or displacement and lost their stocks, are targeted.  

The  activities in  the target villages are to identify villages within the project 

area, where households' destitute pastoralists are found, during the 

community mobilization.  These villages are assumed closer to the livestock 

route, of majority pastoralists, and acquire willingness and skills. Later the 

extension team conducts the rabid household questionnaire survey. 

The composition of sheep and modalities it depends on the repayment process 

whether, In cash (5 pregnant ewes to be retained and 10 ram to be fattened 

and sold to repay the loan).  Or in kind (10 – 15 pregnant ewes, to be retained 

and the expected female offspring to be redistributed for the waiting eligible 

groups. While the expected males to be fattened and sold to repay the loan in 

installments).  
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Restocked on cost recovery base: 

Allocation of at least 5% of the total price of the restocked small ruminants by 

the interest group  in the VDC  Bank account), the 15% of the price is assured 

to be given in kind (feeding and housing). ILPM pays  the 80% which will be 

allocated at the VDC account directly after the 5% being deposited in the 

account.  The interest group will repay back the 80% with a marginal of 10% 

to the VDC of the respective group to cover the cost of the lending process 

and meet the devaluation resulted from the inflation. 

Training of the beneficiaries: 

The VDC and the identified group trained on Primary Animal Health Care/ 

Animal Husbandry, book keeping, managing bank a/c, marketing, and 

revolving. (ILPMP Restocking  Report, 2014). 

2.8 Project Impact Assessment/Evaluation 

Impact Assessment is a means of measuring the effectiveness of 

organizational activities and judging the significance of changes brought 

about by those activities, (Impact handbook, 2015). 

The comprehensive evaluation was defined in the literature as an evaluation 

that includes monitoring, process evaluation, and impact evaluation (Baker, 

2000). 

Based on (OECD, 2001) an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is an 

analytical process that systematically examines the possible environmental 

consequences of the implementation of projects, programs and policies. 

 According to Baker (2000) the evaluation methods and corresponding data 

requirements are shown in table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1 Evaluation Methods and Corresponding Data Requirements 

Method Data requirement Use of 

qualitative 

approach 
Minimal Ideal 

Experimental or 

randomized 

controls 

Single project 

cross-section 

with and 

without surveys 

on 

beneficiaries 

Baseline and 

follow-up 

surveys on 

beneficiaries both 

beneficiaries 

and non-

beneficiaries. 

Allows for control 

of 

contemporaneous 

events, in addition 

to providing 

control for 

measuring impact. 

(This allows for a 

difference-

indifference 

estimation.) 

Inform design 

of survey 

instrument, 

sampling 

• Identify 

indicators 

• Data 

collection 

and recording 

using 

– Textual data 

– Informal or 

semi-structured 

interviews 

– Focus groups 

or community 

meetings 

– Direct 

observation 

– Participatory 

methods 

– Photographs 

– Triangulation 

– Data analysis 

Non 

experimental 

designs  

a) Constructe

d controls or  

matching  

 

Large survey,  

national budget, 

or  

type of survey 

that 

oversamples 

beneficiaries 

Large survey, and 

smaller project 

based household 

survey, both with 

two points in time 

to control for 

contemporaneous 

events 

 

b) Reflexive 

comparisons 

and double 

difference  

 

 

Baseline and  

follow-up on  

beneficiaries  

 

Time series or 

panel on 

beneficiaries and 

comparable non-

beneficiaries 
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c) Statistical 

control  

or instrumental  

variable 

Cross-section 

data  

representative of  

beneficiary  

population with 

corresponding  

instrumental  

variables 

Cross-section and 

time series 

representative of 

both the 

beneficiary 

and non-

beneficiary 

population with 

corresponding 

 

Sources: (Baker, 2000) 

The World Bank Report 2013, was used the framework analysis for Project 

development objectives and outcome indicators for the evaluate of the impact 

of the Improving Livestock Production and Marketing Project presented in 

table (2.2). 

Table 2.2 Framework Analysis for Project Development Objectives and 

outcome Indicators 

Indicator  Baseline 

Value 

Target 

Values 

Actual Value 

Achieved at 

Completion or 

Target Years 

Indicator 1 Average herd size of small ruminants per household 

in targeted areas (number) 

Value quantitative     

Date achieved    

Indicator 2 Direct Project Beneficiaries (number) 

Value quantitative     

Date achieved    

Indicator 3 Direct Project Beneficiaries of which female (%) 

Value quantitative     

Date achieved   

Indicator 4 Animals traded in the rehabilitated livestock 

markets, by type of livestock (number) 

Value quantitative     

Date achieved    

 

The process adopted for the Shah Deniz 2 (SD2) Project Environmental & 

Socio-Economic Impact Assessment (ESIA) (ESIA, 2013) and the 



38 
 

methodology used to assess impact significance of the project and its 

associated activities throughout the project lifecycle included: 

Screening and Scoping, Project Alternatives and Base Case Design, Existing 

Environmental and Socio-Economic Conditions, Impact Assessment, 

Residual Impact Identification, Disclosure and Stakeholder Consultation; and 

Mitigation and Monitoring as seen figure 2.1: 

Figure 2.1 Environmental and Socio-Economic Impact Assessments. 

Source: ESIA, 2013 

 

Screening and Scoping

Type/level of assessment to be conducted

Initial appraisal of likely key issues

Targeted stakeholder engagement

Project Alternatives

Analysis of viable

alternatives to base

case design

Base Case Design

Gather and review

design information

Existing Conditions

Baseline environmental

and socio-economic

conditions

Environmental and Socio-Economic Interactions

Determine project activities – receptor interactions

Transboundary and Cumulative

Impacts

Assessment of transboundary and

cumulative Impacts

Impact Assessment

Determine activity event

magnitudes

Determine receptor sensitivities

Identify existing controls and base

case mitigation

Determine impact significance

Residual Impacts

Undertake residual impact assessment and determine any additional mitigation

measures required

Disclosure and Consultation

Communicate draft findings and recommendations to stakeholders for comment

Finalise ESIA and submit for approval to authorities

Monitoring and Mitigation

Development of management plans and procedures as part of AGT HSSE

Management System



39 
 

Mallick et al, (2000) defining the project objectives using a diagram as 

shown in figure (2.2), they developed a conceptual framework of impact 

assessment-criteria and indicators (figure 2.3) and levels of impact (figure 

2.4) for the impact assessment at Thana Cereal Technology Transfer and 

Identification (TCTTI) Project the case study of Upazila level started after 4 

years of project implementation. 

 

Figure 2.2 Project objectives. Source: (Mallick et al, 2000). 

 

 



40 
 

 

Figure 2.3 Conceptual Framework of Impact Assessment-Criteria and 

Indicators.  Source: (Mallick et al, 2000). 

 

 

Figure 2.4 Levels of Impact. Source: (Mallick et al, 2000). 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 
This chapter presents the study area, study design and the methods of the data 

collection and analysis. The research adopted quantitative and qualitative 

approaches based on empirical data collected from field survey and secondary 

data obtained from literature, documents and internet sites. 

3.1The Study Area 

Blue Nile is one of the eighteen States of the Republic of Sudan. It is located 

in the geographic coordinates 11.7891 N
0
 x 34.3592 E

0
and occupies an area of 

45,844 km² and has an estimated population of 1,193,293, (CBS, 2006). It is 

located in the south-east of Sudan borders bounded by Sennar State and shares 

an international border with Ethiopia and South Sudan. (Sudan tribune, 2015). 

It is the home of the Roseires Dam which dammed at El Roseires 11°49'N/ 

34°20'E (Books.google, 2015). The Dam was the main source of hydroelectric 

power in Sudan before the completion of the Merowe Dam in 2010.The 

economic activity of the State is based on agriculture and livestock and 

increasing mineral exploitation. Livestock population accounted to 6,201,000 

head. (MoLFR, 2014). Damazin is the capital of the State. The population of 

Ed Damazin accounted to 186,051 people, (CBS, 2006). 

Sennar State is located at 13°33'N, 33°37'E. It has a subtropical desert / low-

latitude arid hot climate, (Sennar. climatemps, 2015), It has an area of 

37,844 km² and a population of approximately 1,100,000 (CBS,2006). Sinjha 

is the capital of the State with approximately 44,626 inhabitants (CBS, 2006). 

Another significant town is Sennar the largest city in the State. The main 

economic activity is agriculture; it is worth mentioning that the State 

encompasses Suki irrigated scheme. Livestock in the State accounted to 

6,383,134 head (MoLFR, 2014). 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sudan
http://www.sudantribune.com/spip.php?mot1412
http://www.sudantribune.com/spip.php?mot22
http://www.sudantribune.com/+-South-Sudan,036-+
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roseires_Dam
file:///C:/Users/Hair/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Low/Content.IE5/56YSDI58/Books.google
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Merowe_Dam
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ad-Damazin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sennar
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Sennar Study Area

 

Damazin Study Area 

 

Figure 3.1 Map of Sudan. Source: http://www.google.com/imgres 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.google.com/imgres
http://ar.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D9%85%D9%84%D9%81:Locator_map_Sudan_Sennar.png
http://ar.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D9%85%D9%84%D9%81:Locator_map_Sudan_Blue_Nile.png
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3.2 Research Design 

Figure 3.2 presents the design followed in conducting the research, including 

research strategy, data required and their collection tools, the concepts and 

analysis and finally the research output. 

RESEARCH STRATEGY 

DATA COLLECTION SOURCES 

DATA REQUIRED

CONCEPT/ANALYSIS 

RESEARCH  OUTPUT  

Desk Study

Secondary 

sources 

Primary sources: Field 

surveys Questionnaire 

sheets, observation 

Interview

Interviews ( using checklist and  

discussion) 

Books, 

journals, 

internet sites, 

publications, 

and reports 

from MLFR and 

WB.

Beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries survey. 

Intermediaries involved in 

livestock markets survey

Interviews and discussion  with  

ILPMP staff and rural communities

Definition of 

rural 

development , 

marketing, 

livestock 

production 

concepts. 

Def. on impact 

assessment 

and models 

used for 

analysis

Characteristic of the 

beneficiaries, non-

beneficiaries and markets 

intermediators,  tenure 

information, economic and 

social status    

 

 No. of Community animal health 

workers,  No. of water points, schools, 

hospitals, the surrounding area ,  

Definition of 

concepts 

· Statistical analysis  using statistical package for Social Sciences 

(SPSS) version 20 software for windows. Descriptive and analytical 

statistics were used to in the analysis. P-value less than 0.05 were 

considered as statistically significant. 

· Developing of The Conceptual and analytical Framework.

·   levels of impacts.

· Marketing Margins  analysis.

· The impact of the project on livestock production .

· The economic impacts of project on the income of different 

beneficiaries involved in  production and marketing of livestock. 

· The social  impact of the project analyzed

· The effect of the project on the surrounding environment . 

 

Figure 3.2 Research Design 
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3.3 The Conceptual and Analytical Framework 

3.3.1The conceptual framework 

The conceptual framework  of this study is adapted and based on criteria and 

levels described by  Mallick et al, (2000) where the economic, social and 

environmental impact of the project were assessed at individual, households 

and community levels, figures 3.3 and 3.4. Mallick et al, (2000) used the 

conceptual framework to assessment Upazila level started after 4 years of 

project implementation. Impact assessments broadly evaluate the effects of 

the program on people in economic, social and environmental aspects. For 

example, the first level of impact is directly on the participating farmers of 

the Farming Systems Research and Development (FRSD) project. An effort 

to develop a methodology for better documentation was tested by the Thana 

Cereal Technology Transfer and Identification (TCTTI) Project in 2000/01. 

where the economic, social and environmental impact of the project were 

assessed at individual, households and community levels, figures 3.3 and 3.4.  
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT- ILPMP

Ecomomic

Environmental

SocialHousehold/Farmer

Average herd size (No.)

 

Average Annual income (SDG)

owning of animals as  food 

sources for domestic use

Owning real assets (No.)

Improved community water 

points constructed or 

rehabilitated (No.)

Direct Project Beneficiaries of 

which female (%)

VDCs

Training of Community animal 

health workers and in networks 

associated with veterinarians 

(No.)

Social Network and 

Relationship

Establishment  of plant 

nurseries  and distribution of 

plant  

Security  around the 

surrounding area
House Rehabilitation and 

improvement (No.)

Animals traded in the 

rehabilitated livestock markets, 

by type of livestock (No.)

Gross Margin for different  

actors % 

Increasing the size of the deal 

(No.)

Localities Benefit 

External Benefits of the 

markets

Job creation

Education of children and 

brotherhood (No.)

Married (No.)

Improvement of public 

transport 

Figure 3.3 Conceptual framwork - Criteria and Indicators for impact 

assessment-ILPMP 
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Communities Level Developments

Household Level

Individual Level

Levels of Impact

 

Figure 3.4 Levels of Impact at Individual, Household and communities  

3.3.2 The general analytical framework 

The World Bank analytical framework for the evaluation of the impact of the 

Improving Livestock Production and Marketing Project in 2013 was used as 

analytical Framework with some modification by  adding  three columns; the  

first one for the changes in percentage, second one for the type of the impact 

assessed and third one for source of data, table (3.1). 

Table 3.1The General Analytical Framework for restocking project 

Indicator  Baseline 

Value 

Target 

Values 

Actual Value 

Achieved at  

Target Years 

change Impact 

Assessmen

t of the 

Project 

Source 

of Data 

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 Change 

% 

Economic 

Impact 

 

Indicator1 Average herd size of small ruminants per household in targeted areas 

(No.) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator2 Average Annual income (SDG) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator3  owning of animals as  food sources for domestic use 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator 4 Owning real assets (No.) 

Value       
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Quantitative 

Indicator 5  House Rehabilitation and improvement (No.) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 Change

% 

Social 

impact 

 

Indicator 1 Direct Project Beneficiaries of which female (%) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator2 Improved community water points constructed or rehabilitated (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator 3 Training of Community animal health workers and in networks 

associated with veterinarians (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator 4 Social Relationship among community 

Value 

Qualitative 

     

Indicator 5 Job creation 

Value 

Qualitative 

     

Indicator 6 Education of children and brotherhood (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator 7 Marriage (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 Change 

% 

Environme

nt impact 

 

Indicator1 Rehabilitation of  community water points (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator 2 Training of community animal health workers (number) 

Value 

Quantitative 

  

      

Indicator 3 Establishment  of plant nurseries  and distribution of plant seeding  

Value 

Quantitative 

 

 

     

The General Analytical Framework for Rehabilitation of Livestock Markets Project 

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 Change 

% 

Economic 

Impacts 

 

Indicator 1 Animals traded in the rehabilitated livestock markets, by type of livestock 

(No.) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator 2 Gross Margin for the different  actors %  

Date 2011  2015    
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achieved 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator 3 Increasing the size of the deal (No) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Indicator 4 Localities Benefit  

Value 

Qualitative) 

     

Indicator 5 External Benefits of the markets   

Value 

Qualitative 

     

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014  Social  

Impacts 

 

Indicator 1 Social Network and Social Relationship 

Value 

Qualitative 

     

Indicator 2 Job Creation 

Value 

Qualitative 

     

Indicator 3 Training of animal health workers (number.) 

Value 

quantitative  

      

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 change Environme

ntal   

Impacts 

 

Indicator 1 Security  around the surrounding area 

Value 

Qualitative 

     

Indicator 2 Improvement of public transport  

Value 

Qualitative      



49 
 

3.3.3 Summary of the framework used 

The conceptual and analytical frameworks used are summarized according to 

Shah Deniz 2 Project Environmental and Socio-Economic Impact 

Assessment (ESIA, 2013) with some modifications in the frame name and  

design, (figure 3.5). 

Screening and Scoping 

Base Case Design
Existing Conditions

 Socio-Economic Interactions

Economical

 

Social

welfare

Impact Assessment

Disclosure and Consultation

Figure 3.5 Socio-Economic Impact Assessments 
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3.4 Data Collection 

3.4.1 Desk study (collection of secondary data) 

The sources of data for desk study were internet sites, scientific Journals, 

books, reports and publications.  

3.4.2 Collection of primary data 

1. The Field Surveys 

Three field Surveys were conducted to collect the primary data: 

The first one involved livestock production in the sub-project areas, namely 

Damazin Locality (Wadalfaki and Wadbaloola communities) and Abuhugar 

Locality (Elbogaa, Elwanasb and Omnamil communities). All of the 

beneficiaries who participated in restocking project were investigated, (90 

persons, 50 from Sennar State and 40 from Blue Nile State). Structured 

questionnaires were used to collect the required data (Appendix 1).  

The second field survey involved (90) small scale non-beneficiaries in the 

same communities (50 from Sennar State and 40 from Blue Nile State) 

(Appendix 2). Small scale non-beneficiaries are the producers of livestock 

who lives in the same community and they are not participated in ILPMP. 

They are  selected  randomly with the assistance of the villages’ sheikh, who 

were at the same status like beneficiaries regarding to the type of animal 

reared, and leave in the same environment.  

The third field survey was conducted in the period of December 2014,in  

which the intermediators involved in livestock marketing  were investigated. 

A total of 67 intermediators in Damazin and Sinjha markets. (30 form 

Damazin livestock market and 37 form Sinjha livestock market) were 

surveyed using a structured questionnaire (Appendix3).  

The field survey was carried out  with the assistance of the LIU team, they are 

already trained for questionnaires by the project during the baseline survey.  
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2. Interviews and group discussions 

The study involved personal interviews and group discussions with ILPMP 

staff and rural communities in the study areas as indicated in figure 3.2.  A 

checklist was used to guide the interviewers (Appendix 4).  

3. Observations 

The researcher observations were also used in collecting data. Visiting the 

interviewees allows the researcher to observe the practices, activities and 

status regarding livestock production and livestock markets and the 

surrounding environments.  The researcher observations availed an 

opportunity to validate some of the data given in interviews and this 

enhanced the study.  

3.5 The Indicators Used and Their Estimation 

3.5.1The quantitative indicators 

The following quantitative indicators were estimated using the percentage 

Indicators  Methods of Estimation 

The size of the herd 

 

Baseline Value/Actual value achieved at completion 

or target years*100% 

The annual income 

 

Baseline Value/Actual value achieved at completion 

or target years*100% 

Owning of animals as  

food sources for domestic 

use 

Baseline Value/Actual value achieved at completion 

or target years*100% 

Owning real assets 

 

Number of beneficiaries owned real assets/ total 

number of beneficiaries *100% 

The rehabilitation and 

improvement of houses 

Number of beneficiaries introduced rehabilitation 

and improvement to their houses /total number of 

beneficiaries *100% 

Direct Project 

Beneficiaries of which 

female 

Number of female beneficiaries/total number of 

beneficiaries*100% 

Improved community 

water points constructed or 

rehabilitated 

Actual value achieved at target years/target number  

of water points*100% 

Training of Community 

animal health workers and 

Actual value achieved at target years/target 

values*100% 
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in networks associated 

with veterinarians 

(number) 

Establishment  of plant 

nurseries  and distribution 

of plant   

Number of plant nurseries established/number of 

rehabilitated water points*100% 

Animals traded in the 

rehabilitated livestock 

markets, by type of 

livestock 

Number of animals in Baseline value/actual value 

achieved at target years*100% 

Gross Margin for different  

actors* 

Gross income*100/Revenue 

*Marketing Margins 

Marketing Gross Margins analysis was used to analyze the marketing Gross 

margin at each level of the marketing chain. 

For calculating marketing Gross margins the following equations were used 

Gross income = Revenue – Variable costs 

Gross margin = Gross income x 100 / Revenue 

Added value = Price received by actor – Price paid by actor 

Value share = Added value x 100 / Final retail price 

Source: KIT and IIRR, 2008. 

Where;  

*Variable costs are the costs of feed, water, labor and vaccinations...etc. 

*Revenues it is the money she or he earns by selling the produce, plus selling 

by- products or waste. 

3.5.2The Qualitative indicators 

The qualitative indicators were assessed according to the interviewees, group 

discussion or researcher observations. 

3.6 Data Analysis and Processing 

The quantitative data compiled from the questionnaires were analyzed using 

SPSS package where descriptive statistics was used to describe the 

characteristics of producers and market intermediators. Chi square test was 
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used to compare some results obtained. Excel spread sheet was used to 

compute the gross margins and regression analysis of prices and quantities of 

livestock traded during the project life span. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS  

This chapter presents the findings of the research as carried in chapter 3. The 

findings of the restocking sub-project which included the beneficiaries and 

non-beneficiaries survey in five communities, beside the data collected by 

interviewing ILPMP staff and rural communities are presented first, followed 

by the findings of the livestock markets survey.   

4.1 The Livestock Restocking Project Survey 

Restocking was purposely selected by the project because this activity is 

preferable by all the beneficiaries. It provides the sense of ownership, insure 

social prestige and directly reduce poverty. This intervention was excited to 

test the impact of the approach in improving livestock production. The input 

was provision of an economically feasible number of livestock (sheep or 

goats) to each beneficiary. Training of the target groups in Primary Animal 

health Care and animal husbandry also constituted an other input. The 

expected outputs are that the beneficiaries restocked with small ruminants 

and given vet care. The impact of this pilot approach is presented below. 

4.1.1 The investigated population 

Two populations were investigated these are beneficiaries and non- 

beneficiaries. 

1. The Characteristics of the Beneficiaries  

The survey result indicates that more than 50% of the beneficiaries are 

illiterates. Primary level is the most dominant level of education where 20.0% 

of the beneficiaries in both project areas fall within this level. The majority of 

the respondents are young men whose age ranges between 31-40 years. In 

Blue Nile State (BNS) most (75.0%) of the beneficiaries are pastoralist, the 

rest are crop farmers (25.0%). While in Sennar State (SS) 36.0% of 

beneficiaries are Agro-pastoralist, the Pastoralist represents 60.0% and the 

Crop Farmers are 2.0%, (table 4.1).  
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Table 4.1 The Characteristics of the Beneficiaries 

PARAMETER                 Sennar State  Blue Nile State 

  Frequenc

y 

% Freq. % 

Gender  Male 32 64.0 31 77.5 

Female 18 36.0 9 22.5 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 

Education  

Back-

ground  

Illiterates 35 70.0 25 62.5 

Primary Level 10 20.0 8 20.0 

Secondary Level 3 6.0 7 17.5 

College/university 2 4.0 0 0 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 

Age 

Groups  

<20 years 1 2.0 0 0 

20-30 years 3 6.0 5 12.5 

31-40 years 15 30.0 22 55.0 

41-50 years 14 28.0 11 27.5 

51-60 years 14 28.0 2 5.0 

>60 years 3 6.0 0 0 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 

Crop Farmer 1 2.0 10 25.0 

Pastoralist 30 60.0 30 75.0 

Agro-pastoralist 18 36.0 0 0 

Freelancers 1 2.0 0 0 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 

The Chi square test revealed that there's no significant differences (P<0.05) 

in sex and education level of the beneficiaries between SS and BNS,  

Table 4.2 Chi-Square tests sex between two states 

Chi-Square Tests Sex between two states 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.929
a
 1 .165   

Continuity Correction
b
 1.339 1 .247   

Likelihood Ratio 1.961 1 .161   

Fisher's Exact Test    .247 .123 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
1.907 1 .167 

  

N of Valid Cases 90     

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.00.  

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
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Table 4.3 Chi-square tests education level between two states 

Chi-Square Tests Education Level between two states 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.433
a
 3 .218 

Likelihood Ratio 5.202 3 .158 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
.146 1 .703 

N of Valid Cases 90   

a. 3 cells (37.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 

count is .89. 

 

While there's significant differences (P<0.05) in the age and the main 

occupation between two States. 

Table 4.4 Chi-square tests age between two States 

Chi-Square Tests Age between two States 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 16.537
a
 7 .021 

Likelihood Ratio 19.793 7 .006 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
3.308 1 .069 

N of Valid Cases 90   

a. 10 cells (62.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is .44. 

 

Table 4.5 Chi-square tests main occupation between two States 

Chi-Square Tests main occupation between two States 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 36.985
a
 6 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 46.775 6 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
8.748 1 .003 

N of Valid Cases 90   

a. 7 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is .44. 
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2. The Characteristics of Non-beneficiaries 

Table 4.6 Characteristics of the Non-beneficiaries 

PARAMETER                 Non-beneficiaries 

  Frequency Percent 

Gender  Male 70 77.8 

Female 20 22.2 

 Total 90 100.0 

Education  

Backgroun

d  

Illiterate  47 52.2 

Primary Level 32 35.5 

Secondary Level 10 11.1 

College/university 1 1.1 

 Total 90 100.0 

Age 

Groups  

<20 years 11 12.2 

20-30 years 28 31.1 

31-40 years 32 35.6 

41-50 years 12 13.3 

51-60 years 6 6.7 

>60 years 1 1.1 

 Total 90 100.0 

As in case of the beneficiaries table 4.6 shows that more than 50% of the 

non-beneficiaries are illiterate and the primary level is the leading 

educational level. It also shows that the majority of respondents are young 

men with the 35.6% dominant age in the range from 31-40 years. 

Table 4.7 shows that about 68.8% of non-beneficiaries are Pastoralist, about 

13.3% are Crop farmer and 12.4% are Agro- pastoralist. 

Table 4.7 Main Occupation of Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 

 Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries 

Frequency % Frequency % 

Crop farmer 11 12.2 12 13.3 

Pastoralist  60 66.7 62 68.8 

Agro- pastoralist  18 20 11 12.4 

Freelancers 1 1.1 2 2.2 

Student - - 3 3.3 

Total 90 100.0 90 100.0 
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3. Beneficiaries holdings and information 

The survey results indicated that all beneficiaries in SS. have private 

holdings, while in BNS 7.5% of them were partners. Beneficiaries' own 

resources beside loans were the sources for financing the project activities. 

Most of the beneficiaries (62.5%) in BNS depend on loans whereas no single 

beneficiary in SS depends entirely on loans.  In SS, the main type of activity 

of 92.2% of the beneficiaries was fattening of sheep, while in BNS about 

65.0% of them practiced sheep fattening and 35.0% of them practicing goats 

breeding & fattening together with sheep. Also, the survey showed that; in 

BNS 82.5% of beneficiaries are sedentary.  While in SS 60.0% and 24.0% 

are semi-nomads and nomads, respectively (Table 4.8). 

Table 4.8 Beneficiaries holdings and information 

  Sennar State Blue Nile State 

Frequency Percent Frequenc

y 

Percent 

Type of 

ownership 

Private  50 100.0 37 92.5 

Partnership 0 0 3 7.5 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 

Source of 

Funding 

Loans 0 0 25 62.5 

Self finance + 

Loans 

50 100.0 15 37.5 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 

Type of 

activity 

Sheep 

fattening 

46 92.0 26 65.0 

Breeding & 

fattening   of 

sheep and 

goats 

4 8.0 14 35.0 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 

Breeding 

system 

Nomadic 12 24.0 3 7.5 

Semi-

nomadic 

30 60.0 4 10.0 

Sedentary  8 16.0 33 82.5 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 
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The Chi square test shows a significant differences (P<0.05) in type of 

ownership and source of finance of the beneficiaries in the two States. 

Table 4.9 Chi-square tests type and ownership between two States 

Chi-Square Tests Type and ownership between two States 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 3.879
a
 1 .049   

Continuity Correction
b
 1.901 1 .168   

Likelihood Ratio 4.995 1 .025   

Fisher's Exact Test    .084 .084 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
3.836 1 .050 

  

N of Valid Cases 90     

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.33. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Table 4.10 Chi-square tests source of finance between two states 

Chi-Square Tests source of finance between two State 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 43.269
a
 1 .000   

Continuity Correction
b
 40.210 1 .000   

Likelihood Ratio 53.427 1 .000   

Fisher's Exact Test    .000 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
42.788 1 .000 

  

N of Valid Cases 90     

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.11. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

4. Beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries holdings and information 

Type of ownership 

Figure 4.1 shows that 71.1% of non-beneficiaries have private holdings and 

28.9% are group holders. While more than 95% of beneficiaries own private 

holdings and about 3.3% they are partnership,  
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Figure 4.1 Type of ownership for Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 
 

While The Chi square test shows that there were significant differences 

(P<0.05) in the type of ownership between the beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries p=0.000. 

Table 4.11 Chi-square tests type of ownership for beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries  
Chi-Square Tests Type of ownership for Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 24.356
a
 1 .000   

Continuity Correction
b
 22.446 1 .000   

Likelihood Ratio 27.478 1 .000   

Fisher's Exact Test    .000 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
24.221 1 .000 

  

N of Valid Cases 180     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 15.50. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

Source of finance 

Figure 4.2 shows that unlike the beneficiaries most (73.3%) of non-

beneficiaries depend on their own resources. Whereas about 72.2% of the 

beneficiaries relay on loans beside their own resources and 27.8% of them 

depend entirely on loans. 
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Figure 4.2 Source of Finance for Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 

Type of activity 

Table 4.12 Type of activity for Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 

  

Type of  activity 

Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Calves fattening - - 1 1.1 

Sheep fattening - - 12 13.3 

Breeding & fattening   of 

sheep 

66 73.3 - - 

Breeding  of sheep &goats 18 20.0 43 47.8 

Breeding of goats , sheep 

& cattle 

6 6.7 10 11.1 

Cattle breeding - - 7 7.8 

Poultry production - - 4 4.4 

Export of livestock - - 2 2.2 

Breeding  of goats - - 8 8.9 

Breeding of sheep & cattle - - 3 3.3 

Total 90 100.0 90 100.0 

 

Table 4.12 shows that the non-beneficiaries are involved in many activities 

with considerable percentage (47.8%) practicing breeding of sheep and 

goats. While the main type of activities of most of the beneficiaries are 

breeding and fattening of sheep which account 73.3%. 
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Duration of Activity 

The results obtained from survey showed that 50.6% of the beneficiaries 

were involved in the breeding activity during the project cycle, while 53.4% 

of non-beneficiaries were in the breeding activities for 6 to15 years, is before 

the project inception, see figure 4.3 below. 

 
Figure 4.3 Duration of Activity 

Breeding systems  

The survey results showed that about 45.6% of the beneficiaries are 

sedentary and about 16.7% and 37.8% are nomads and semi-nomads, 

respectively. On the other hands 13.3%, 36.6% and 50.0% of non-

beneficiaries are sedentary, nomads and semi-nomads, respectively (Figure 

4.4). 

 
Figure 4.4 Breeding System for Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 
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5. Type and size of the herds of beneficiaries  

The results obtained from Sennar and Blue Nile States showed that sheep are 

the major type of animals raised by 98.0.7% and65.0% of the beneficiaries in 

the two States, respectively. The herd size in SS ranges between 21 to 100 

heads, 52.0% of beneficiaries own between 21-50 and 32.0% of them own 51-

100 heads of animals. Whereas in BNS the herd size ranges between one to 

twenty, 77.5% and 20.0% of the beneficiaries own 1-20 and 21-50 heads of 

animals, respectively (table 4.13). The Chi square reveled that there's a 

significant difference (P<0.05) in herds size between two States. 

Table 4.13 Type and size of the herds of beneficiaries  

  Sennar State Blue Nile State 

Frequenc

y 

Percent Frequency Percent 

50 100.0 40 100.0 

Herd 

Type 

Sheep 49 98.0 26 65.0 

Sheep and goat 1 2.0 14 35.0 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 

Herd 

Size 

1-20 8 16.0 31 77.5 

21-50 26 52.0 8 20.0 

51-100 16 32.0 1 2.5 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 
 

Table 4.14 Chi-square tests herd size between two states 

Chi-Square Tests Herd Size between two states 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 47.260
a
 4 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 63.369 4 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
40.084 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 90   

a. 6 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 

count is .44. 
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6. Type of herd of the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries 

As seen in figure 4.5 the 

majority about 76.7% of the 

beneficiaries have sheep as 

their main type of herd, while 

48.9% of non-beneficiaries 

have sheep & goat as the main 

type of herd. The rest possess 

cattle and poultry. 

 
PICTURE1. SHEEP AND GENDER ISSUE 

 
Figure 4.5 Herd Type 

7. Size of herd 

The herd size of non-beneficiaries ranges from less than5 and more than100.  

More than 20% of non-beneficiaries own more than 50 heads, compared to 

the  beneficiaries where 52.2% of them have 11 to 20 head of animals and no 

single beneficiary possess more than 100heads(Figure 4.6). 
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Figure 4.6 Size of the herds of beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 

8. Beneficiaries purpose of the production 

The survey shows that about 36.7% of the beneficiaries keep animals for 

home consumption, local market and export, and about 20.0% of them 

produce for local market and export and 23.3% of them operate for the local 

market only while 20.0% produce for export specifically (table 4.15). 

Table 4.15 Beneficiaries purpose of the production 

Purpose of the 

production 

Sennar State Blue Nile State Total 

Freq. % Freq.

  

% Freq.

  

% 

Local Market 13 26.0 8 20.0 21 23.3 

Export 12 24.0 6 15.0 18 20.0 

Local market and 

Export 

9 18.0 9 22.5 18 20.0 

Home 

consumption, 

local market and 

export 

16 32.0 17 42.5 33 36.7 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 90 100.0 
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9. The purpose of the production for Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 

From the survey findings, figure 4.7 shows that, 47.0% of the beneficiaries 

reported that, the purpose of the production is for local and export markets, 

while only 6.0 % of non-beneficiaries reported that the purpose of the 

production is for local and export markets. 40.0% of the beneficiaries and 

39.0% of non-beneficiaries explained that the production is for home 

consumption, local markets and export, whilst 9.0% and 4.0% of the 

beneficiaries and 36.0% and 9.0% of non-beneficiaries pointed that their 

production is for export and local markets, respectively.  

  

Figure 4.7 The purpose of production for Beneficiaries and Non-

beneficiaries 

10. Veterinary care provided by beneficiaries to their Animals 

Table 4.16 indicates that the beneficiaries in SS are more care oriented to their 

animal health than those in BNS. Routine veterinary care is practiced by 

98.0% of the respondents in SS, while 77.5% of beneficiaries in BNS 

provided veterinary services when there is emergency case. In BNS 22.5% of 

them provide no veterinary care. 

 

4% 9% 

47% 

40% 

 Purpose of the production for 
Beneficiaries  

Local market

Export

local market and Export

Home consumption, local market and Export

40% 

10% 7% 

43% 

Purpose of the production for 
Non- Beneficiaries  

Local market

Export

local market and Export



67 
 

Table 4.16 Veterinary care provided by beneficiaries to their Animals 

Veterinary 

Care 

Sennar State Blue Nile State Total 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Continuous 

supervision 

+ emergency   

36 72.0 0 0 36 40.0 

Emergency  13 26.0 31 77.5 44 48.9 

None 1 2.0 9 22.5 10 11.1 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 90 100.0 

There was significant positive correlation (r= 0.364) between veterinary care 

and increase of number of herd, P=0.000. 

Table 4.17 Correlations between veterinary care and increase in the 

number of herd during the project period  

Correlations 

 Veterinary 

Care 

How much was the 

increase in the number of 

herd during the project 

period 

Veterinary Care 

Pearson 

Correlation 
1 .396

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 90 90 

How much was the 

increase in the number 

of herd during the 

project period 

Pearson 

Correlation 
.396

**
 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 90 90 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

11. Veterinary care provided to the animals of beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries  

The survey results presented in figure 4.8 show veterinary services for the 

respondents. It appears clearly that the beneficiaries give more veterinary 

care to their animals than non-beneficiaries. 48.9% of the beneficiaries 

pointed that they look for veterinary care when there is an emergency, 25.6% 

practices continuous veterinary care supervision, 20.4% provide veterinary 
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care in case of emergency and continuous supervision, and 5.1% carry out no 

veterinary care at all. 27.8%, 36.7%, 15.5%of non–beneficiaries carry out 

continuous supervision, emergency, emergency and continuous supervision 

respectively, while 20.0% of non-beneficiaries pointed that they provide no 

veterinary care.   

 

Figure 4.8Veterinary care provided to the animals 

12. Sources of fund for the restocking projects 

To finance the restocking activities the ILPM project organized the 

beneficiaries in village development committees (VDCs). The project through 

the VDCs provided each beneficiary by 80% of the required capital on 

Murabaha mode, with nominal earnings for duration of six months. Each 

beneficiary had received 5 ewes and 10 lambs with slight variation due to 

differences in prices. Murabaha contract had been prepared and signed by all 

recipients of loans. All beneficiaries contributed to the capital of the business 

by 20%.The beneficiaries share was in cash and/ or kind. In SS and BNS the 

beneficiaries shared in the capital of the business by 5% in cash, and 15% in 

kind, (table 4.18) and the rest of the fund obtained from the project (80%).  
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Table 4.18 Sources of fund for the Restocking projects 

 

Source: Improving Livestock Production & Marketing Project, Report 2013 

 

 

Community  Locality  Cost (SDGs). Beneficiaries. 

Project 

80% 

Initial Community's contribution Total HHs 

Cash  % Kind % Total % 

Wadalfaki Damazin 45600 2850 5 8550 15 11400 20 20 

Wadbaloola  45600 2850 5 8550 15 11400 20 20 

Sub total         40 

Elbogaa Abuhjar 52,705   3294  5 9882  15 13176 20 20 

Elwanasb 66,000  4125  5 12375  15 16500 20 10 

Omnamil 52,705  3294  5 9882  15 13176 20 20 

Sub total         50 

Total         90 



70 
 

4.1.2 The Impact of the project 

1. The economic impacts of the project  

From the economic point of view the study revealed that the project 

positively impacted the beneficiaries by increasing their average herds’ size 

by 44.1% which used as a source of food beside income generation, their 

average increased incomes by 64.5%.Some of them (4.4%) owned real assets 

and others(25.6%) rehabilitated and introduced some improvements to their 

houses as indicated in table 4.19.  

Table 4.19 The economic indicators of the impacts of the project 

Indicator  Baseline 

Value 

Target 

Values 

Actual Value 

Achieved at  

Target Years 

change Impact 

Assessme

nt of the 

Project 

Sourc

e of 

Data 

Date 

achieved 

2009 

(base year) 

2011-2014 Change 

% 

Economi

c Impact 

 

Indicator1 Average herd size of small ruminants per household in targeted areas (No.) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

Sheep 15 

 

Sheep 25 

 

Sheep 34 

 

44.1% 

 

Herd size 

increase 

 

Inter

view

s and 

discu

ssion  

Indicator2 Average Annual income (SDG) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

900 1250 1395  64.5% Annual 

income 

increase, 

Case 

study  

Indicator3  owning of animals as  food sources for domestic use 

Value 

quantitative  

 

15 sheep 25Sheep 34Sheep 44.1% Provide 

Food 

security 

Poverty 

alleviatio

n 

Inter

view

s and 

discu

ssion 

Indicator 4 Owning real assets (No.) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

0 90 4 4.4% Real 

assets: 

Own 

agricultura

l 

lands/orres

idential 

land 

 

  

Field 

survey 
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Indicator 5  House Rehabilitation and improvement (No.) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

0 90 23 25.6% Improve  

of 

househol

d 

situation 

Filed 

survey  

 

Table 4.20 shows that the income of 26.7% of the beneficiaries had increased. 

In BNS the percentage of those whose income had increased is more than that 

in SS. The percentage of the beneficiaries whose herd size had increased in 

SS is more than those in BNS. In SS the percentage of beneficiaries who 

made new establishment and rehabilitation of houses are more than those in 

BNS, while in BNS the beneficiaries who owned new residential or 

agricultural lands is more than those in SS. 

Table 4.20 The economic impacts of the project based on the opinions of 

the beneficiaries 

 

The economic impacts 

of the project 

Sennar State Blue Nile State Total 

Frequenc

y 

% Freq. % Freq. % 

Increase income 8 16.0 16 40.0 24 26.7 

Increase herd size 14 28.0 6 15.0 20 22.2 

Houses rehabilitations  

&new establishing  & 

increase income and 

herd size 

16 32.0 7 17.5 23 25.6 

Increase income & 

herd size 

11 22.0 8 20.0 19 21.1 

Own an agricultural 

land, own a residential 

land  and increase 

income and herd size 

1 2.0 3 7.5 4 4.4 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 90 100.0 
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Figure 4.9 The Economic impacts of the project 

From the 23 participants who introduced rehabilitations and new 

establishments in their houses, Aisha Elsadig was closely interviewed. She 

mentioned that she received sheep from the project for fattening and 

breeding. Her herd size has increased up to 65% which in turn increased her 

annual income and helped her to rehabilitate and improved her house. 

Mohamed Ahmed Ibrahim is one of those who has own an agricultural land. 

He mentioned that he was a farmer and herder at the same time. He 

participated in the project breeding and fattening of sheep. He benefited from 

the project by that his herd size increased to 50%, resulting in an increase in 

his annual income. The matter that enabled him to own 5 feddan of an 

agricultural land during the project period which helped him to expand his 

agricultural activities and livelihood. 

a. Increase in annual income of the beneficiaries 

Table 4.21 shows that 32.2% of the beneficiaries their income has increased 

by 40-60% after joining the project. Nearly one third of the beneficiaries had 
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their incomes more than doubled compared to their initial incomes. However, 

the beneficiaries in BNS experienced more income growth than in SS. 

Table 4.21 Increase in annual income of the beneficiaries 

Increase in 

annual income 

during the 

project period 

Sennar State Blue Nile State Total 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

10% - 20% 1 2.0 0 0 1 1.1 

21% - 30% 3 6.0 0 0 3 3.3 

31% - 40% 4 8.0 4 10.0 8 8.9 

41% - 50% 9 18.0 3 7.5 12 13.3 

51%- 60% 8 16.0 9 22.5 17 18.9 

61% - 70% 4 8.0 2 5.0 6 6.7 

71% - 80% 1 2.0 1 2.5 2 2.2 

81% - 90% 7 14.0 6 15.0 13 14.4 

91% -100% 10 20.0 4 10.0 14 15.6 

> 100% 3 6.0 11 27.5 14 15.6 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 90 100.0 

 

From the group discussion; the income of different beneficiaries involved in 

restocking project has increased. All targeted beneficiaries explained that, the 

restocking projects affected their household income positively, which is used 

and contributed to the family food security, health and education aspects..etc. 

b. Increase in the herd size during the project period 

Table 4.22 shows that the herd size of 50.0%, 47.5% of beneficiaries has 

increased during the project period by 71% -100% in SS and BNS 

respectively. While the herd size of 37.5% of beneficiaries has increased by 

more than100% in BNS. It is worth mentioning that about 35.6% of 
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beneficiaries involved in the production activities with the inception of the 

project i.e between 1-5 years ago, out of those, 27.8% practiced their activity 

in less than one year. 

Table 4.22 Increase in herd size during the project period 

According to interviews with Awatif and Azeem (2015), ILPMP activities on 

target rural communities have great impacts on livestock production 

(restocking subproject) which increased herd size per household. 

c. Comparison of the economic impact of the project on beneficiaries and 

non-beneficiaries  

 
Figure 4.10 Change in economic situation during the project years for 

Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 
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Sennar State Blue Nile State Total 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

10% - 30% 5 10.0 0 0.0 5 5.6 

31% - 50% 8 16.0 1 2.5 9 10.0 

51% - 70% 9 18.0 5 12.5 14 15.6 

71% - 

100% 

25 
50.0 

19 
47.5 

44 
48.8 

> 100% 3 6.0 15 37.5 18 20.0 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 90 100.0 
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Figure 4.10 above presents the opinions of the investigated population on the 

change in their economic situation, 54.4% of the beneficiaries and 37.8% of 

non-beneficiaries reported that there were a great changes in their economic 

situation during the last five years, 37.8% of beneficiaries and 44.4% of non-

beneficiaries indicated that there were some changes. For 6.7% of the 

beneficiaries and 3.3% of non-beneficiaries there was very great changes, 

and about 14.5% of non-beneficiaries indicated there was no changes in their 

economic situation during the project years.. 

d. Increase in annual income of the Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 

during the project period 

The result obtained from the survey shows that 73.4% of the beneficiaries 

had an increase in their annual income during the project period ranging 

between 50%->100%, while the annual income of 38.8% of non-

beneficiaries had increased in the range of50%->100, see figure 4.11 below. 

 

Figure 4.11 Increase in annual income of the beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries during the project period  
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e. Increase in the herd size of the Beneficiaries and Non-beneficiaries 

during the project period  

The survey shows that 87.8% of beneficiaries has 50% - >100increase in 

their herd size, while 69.4% of the non-beneficiaries has an increase of 50% - 

>100of their herd size, figure 4.12. 

 

Figure 4.12 Increase in the herd size of the Beneficiaries and Non-

beneficiaries during the project period  

f. The opinions of the beneficiaries about the benefit of the project 

The chi square revealed that there were significant differences (P<0.05) in 

the opinions of the beneficiaries in the two States about the impact of the 

project. 42.2% of the beneficiaries explained that the impact of the project is 

very good. While 11.1% of them mentioned that the impact of the project is 

fair. Figure 4.13. 
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Figure 4.13The opinions of the beneficiaries about the benefit of the 

project 
 

Table 4. 23 Chi-Square Test s-the opinions of the beneficiaries in the two 

States about the impact of the project 

Chi-Square Tests-The opinions of the beneficiaries in the two States about 

the impact of the project 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 12.897
a
 3 .005 

Likelihood Ratio 13.375 3 .004 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
.017 1 .897 

N of Valid Cases 90   

a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected 

count is 4.44. 

g. The opinion of non-beneficiaries about the economic impact of the 

project on the beneficiaries. 

About 96% of non-beneficiaries pointed that, the project led to the increase 

of annual income of the beneficiaries, figure 4.14. 
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Figure 4.14The opinion of non-beneficiaries about increase in annual 

income for the beneficiaries 

For the non- beneficiaries the positive impacts on the beneficiaries is due to 

the increase of the annual income and herd size and improvement of the 

animal production, (figure 4.15). 

 

Figure 4.15 The opinion of non- beneficiaries about the economic impacts 

of the project on the beneficiaries 
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2. The social impacts of the project 

From the social point of view the study revealed that although the project did 

not attain the general goal of gender balance, yet it reacted positively in this 

respect by supporting 27 females (30%) out of the total number (90). The 

project also created jobs, and built the capacity of the beneficiaries through 

education and training and strengthening the social relations as indicated in 

table 4.24.  

Table 4.24 The social indicators of the impacts of the project 

Indicator  Baseline 

Value 

Target 

Values 

Actual Value 

Achieved at  

Target Years 

Change Impact 

Assessm

ent of 

the 

Project 

Source 

of Data 

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 Change

% 

Social 

impact 

 

Indicator 1 Direct Project Beneficiaries of which female (%) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

0 90 27 30% Gender 

issue 

Field 

Survey 

2014 

 

 

Indicator2 Improved community water points constructed or rehabilitated (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

0 12 14 116.7%   water 

use+  

(revenue 

use in 

schools, 

hospital, 

training

& 

awarenes

s 

Intervie

ws and 

Group 

discussio

n  

Indicator 3 Training of Community animal health workers and in networks associated 

with veterinarians (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

0 35 43 

 

 

122.9% Training, 

skills and 

awarenes

s 

intervie

ws 

Indicator 4 Social Relationship 

Value 

Qualitative 

 The project activities   tend 

to organize the community 

in the Village Development 

Committee (VDC).The 

community was been able to 

 Commu

nities  

social 

relations

hip  

Azeem 

(2015)  
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identify plan, implement, 

and manage their 

subprojects. These 

committees take over the 

project activities and thus 

sustained the process.   

 

Indicator 5 Job creation 

Value 

Qualitative 

 The project created job 

opportunities to those who 

lost their animals and to 

those practice animal 

production for the first time 

 Job 

created 

Intervie

ws   

Indicator 6 Education of children and brotherhood (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

39 of the 

beneficiarie

s have not  

sent their 

children to 

school  due 

to inability 

to meet 

education 

expenses 

  The project 

enabled39 of 

the 

beneficiaries to 

send their 

children and 

brothers to 

school.  

 Social 

life 

Field 

survey 

Indicator 7 Marriage (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

6 of the 

beneficiarie

s were 

single and 

two of them 

have one 

wife 

 The six single 

beneficiaries get 

married; 

moreover two 

others get 

married for the 

2
nd

 time.  

 Social 

Life 

Field 

Survey 

 

a. The opinion of the beneficiaries on the impact of the project on their 

social life  

From social point of view, enrolling in the project activities induces some 

changes in the social status of the beneficiaries. Social posts and children and 

brother education came on the top of these changes. Marriage for the first 

and second time also appears among these changes. 

In the BNS 55.0% and 42.5%, of the beneficiaries indicated that the changes 

in their social status through education of children and brotherhood and 

marriage for the second time and social posts, education of children and 

brotherhood & married for the first time respectively. While in SS 68.0% and 

18.0% of them indicated the changes in their social status through social 
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posts & education of children and brotherhood, and social posts and 

education of children and brotherhood & married for the first time 

respectively. While few of them 14.0% indicated the changes through 

education of children and brotherhood & married for the second time in SS 

(table 4.25).   

Table 4.25 The opinion of the beneficiaries about the social impacts of 

the project 

Changes in social 

status 

Sennar State Blue Nile State Total 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

Education of children 

and brotherhood & 

married for the second 

time 

7 14.0 22 55.0 29 32.2 

Social posts & 

Education of children 

and brotherhood 

34 68.0 1 2.5 35 38.8 

Social posts, 

Education of children 

and brotherhood 

&married for the first 

time 

9 18.0 17 42.5 26 28.8 

Total 50 100.0 40 100.0 90 100.0 
 

The opinion of the beneficiaries about the impact of the project indicates that 

they are generally satisfied with the results they obtained by participating in 

the restocking project.  

The chi square test shows that there were significant differences (P<0.05) in 

the social impact of the project on the beneficiaries in BNS and SS p=0.000. 
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Table 4.26 Chi-square tests social impact between two states 

Chi-Square Tests Social impact between two states 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 40.726
a
 2 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 48.975 2 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
.458 1 .499 

N of Valid Cases 90   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 11.56. 

Communication with Awatif and Azeem (2015) pointed that, ILPMP 

activities in the target rural communities have great impacts on animal health 

by controlling of the epidemic, zoonotic and contagious diseases through 

vaccination and extension messages, and adoption of scientific animal 

feeding, and also training of 43 veterinary animal health workers (CAHWs) 

who acted as a link between the veterinary centers and the communities, the 

matter that reflected in improved animals health.  

b. Indirect benefits of the project  

The indirect benefits of the project it’s clearly observed by the researcher, 

water points were the main services provided by the ILPMP to the 

communities, about (14) established or/and rehabilitated water yard were 

done. Established of (5) schools and (6) hospital, and also training and 

extension services provided by the project to raise the awareness of the 

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. 
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Table 4.27 Present's water points distribution per localities 

Damazin 
 

1. Jerawa 

2. Goli 

3. Seedak 

4. Wad elfas 

5. Elnasrab 

6. Yarwa 

 

Abuhujar 
 

7. Sinjha Livestock Market   

8. Esahba 

9. Elmegawir 

10. Warket 

11. Um arda 

12. Um kaiarian 

13. Gabal Bona 

14. Eltarow 

Source: ILPMP Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, January – March 2012 

Progress Report  

The participatory approach adopted and the involvement of the community 

through the village development committees (VDCs) in the planning and 

execution of the project acted to ensure the common goal of sustainable 

development. The village development committees (VDCs) used the animals 

Project coordinator mentioned that, 

ILPMP other activities like water 

subprojects - water yards - (see table 

4.27) has great effects on the 

surrounding environment which 

provided the areas by safe drinking 

water. It is primarily benefiting 

women, who spend considerable 

time fetching water every day - and 

also reduced costs of water for 

livestock and household use 

(appindex7).  

PICTURE2. COMMUNITY WATER YARD 
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paid back by the beneficiaries to support new ones, thus the original fund was 

recycled multiple times and more households benefited from this.  

c. The benefits from the project for non- beneficiaries 

Table 4.28 shows that, 66.7% of non-beneficiaries acknowledge that the 

project provided marketing services, 6.7% of them mentioned that the project 

provided veterinary and marketing services, and 5.6% indicated that the 

project benefits are through veterinary services and extension & awareness. 

Meanwhile 15.5% of non-beneficiaries claimed that there are no benefits 

from the project. 

Table 4.28 The benefits of the project for non- beneficiaries 

The benefit Non-beneficiaries 

Frequency Percent 

Provide veterinary services 3 3.3 

Provides marketing services 60 66.7 

extension & awareness 2 2.2 

Provide veterinary& marketing 

services 

6 6.7 

Veterinary services, provide 

extension & awareness 

5 5.6 

None 14 15.5 

Total 90 100.0 

d. Comparison of the Changes in Social status for Beneficiaries and Non-

beneficiaries 

Table 4.29 shows that 32.2%, 38.9 and 28.9% of the beneficiaries indicated 

the changes in their social status through education of children, brotherhood, 

marriage for the second time and education of children, brotherhood & social 

posts and education of children, brotherhood, married & social posts 

respectively. While 5.6%, 56.7% and 18.9 % of non-beneficiaries explained 

the changes in their social status through education of children, brotherhood, 

marriage for the second time and education of children, brotherhood & social 

posts and education of children, brotherhood, marriage & social posts 
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respectively, meanwhile 18.9% of non-beneficiaries mentioned there is no 

changes in their social status.  

Table 4.29 Change in social status for beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries 

 Beneficiaries Non-beneficiaries 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Education of children, 

brotherhood, marriage 

for the second time 

29 32.2 5 5.6 

Education of children, 

brotherhood & social 

posts 

35 38.9 51 56.7 

Education of children, 

brotherhood, marriage 

& social posts 

26 28.9 17 18.9 

No  changes 0 0 17 18.9 

Total 90 100.0 90 100.0 

Figure 4.16 below shows that 63.4% of beneficiaries and 47.8% of non-

beneficiaries indicated that there was a change to some extent in their social 

status during the last five years, and 32.2% of beneficiaries and 26.7% of non-

beneficiaries indicated that there was great changes, 4.4% of beneficiaries and 

3.3% of non-beneficiaries mentioned that there was very great changes 

whereas, 22.3% of non-beneficiaries indicated that there was no changes in 

their social status.  

 
Figure 4.16 Change in social status of the beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries during the project years 
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3. The impact of the project on the welfare of the communities and their 

surrounding areas  

From the environment point of view the study revealed that the general 

environment was positively impacted by establishment of plant nurseries, 

improvement of community health by providing safe water and training 

many health workers as indicated in table 4.30.  

Table 4.30 The welfare of the communities indicators of the impacts of 

the project  

Indicator  Baseline 

Value 

Target 

Values 

Actual 

Value 

Achieved at 

Target 

Years 

Change

% 

Impact 

Assessme

nt of the 

Project 

Sourc

e of 

Data 

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 Change 

% 

Environm

ent 

impact 

Indicator1 Rehabilitation of  communities water points (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

0 12 14 116.6% Safe 

Water 

supply to 

human 

and 

animals 

help in 

improving 

the 

environme

nt health. 

Intervi

ews 

and 

Discus

sion  

Indicator 2 Training of communities  health workers (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

0 35 43 122.9% Improved 

animal 

health and 

human 

health  

lead to 

healthy 

communiti

es and 

environme

nt   

Intervi

ews  

Indicator 3 Establishment  of plant nurseries  and distribution of plant   

Value 

quantitative  0 14 9 64.3% 
Establish

ment of 

plant 

nurseries 

Resear

cher 

observ

ation, 
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and 

distributio

n of plants 

helps in 

improving 

surroundin

g area by 

refresh air. 

intervi

ews  
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4.2 The Rehabilitation of Livestock Markets 

This section includes the survey results from the two livestock markets in 

Blue Nile State (Damazin livestock market) and Sennar State (Sinjha 

livestock markets). 

4.2.1 The rehabilitations introduced by the project 

The project document pointed that ILPMP initially aimed to rehabilitate 

livestock markets in Sinjha and Damazin. The markets selection was based 

on the following criteria: the market must be owned by localities, it must be 

of a high economic relevance, agreement of the localities or the States to 

subcontract in market operations and to facilitate the management of the 

market by the private sector. 

Project support included civil works and provided equipment's to improve 

market infrastructure, technical assistance to the PCU and the LIUs in the 

selected localities to prepare tenders for market management, building the 

skills of private sector and the communities to help in bid preparation and 

operating/managing markets, selection of the market operators (including 

study tours) to efficiently manage markets, and to locality staff to deliver 

inspection services. The non-governmental organizations (NGOs) were 

expected to mobilize livestock owner/trader groups and provide training on 

market price analysis, group marketing, and animal health requirements. The 

established livestock marketing groups would be provided with basic 

communication equipment to disseminate market prices and information.  

As part of the rehabilitation process, the PIUs with support from LIUs in the 

targeted localities signed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the 

locality authorities ensuring that the roles and responsibilities of key 

stakeholders is clearly highlighted, and that targeted localities would 

contribute by 20% of the rehabilitation cost. PCU also contributed to identify 

ways to encourage private operators to deliver services to users of the 

livestock markets. 
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The rehabilitation process included the establishment of Livestock Market 

Boards, composed by traders, producers and locality representatives. The 

project included support to build capacity through study tours, an activity 

that was not finally executed due to agenda problems. The markets were also 

equipped with computers and software to collect and report data for the 

Livestock Marketing Database (LMD). The LMD includes a regular 

reporting system, composed of monthly reports at LIUs level and aggregated 

at the PIU level which produce quarterly project reports. 

4.2.2 Characteristics of intermediators 

All the intermediators in Sinjah Livestock Market (SLM) and Damazin 

Livestock Market (DLM) are males. Their age ranges between 41-50 years. 

Illiteracy was more dominant in DLM (66.7%) than in SS (35.1%) (Table 

4.31). 

Table 4.31 Characteristics of intermediators 

Parameter                 SLM DLM 

Gender    Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Male 37 100.0 30 100.0 

Female 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Education  

Background  

Illiterate 13 35.1 20 66.7 

Primary 16 43.2 4 13.3 

Intermediate 5 13.5 2 6.7 

Secondary 3 8.1 3 10.0 

University 0 00.0 1 3.3 

Total 37 100.0 30 100.0 

Age Groups  20-30 4 10.8 3 10.0 

31-40 8 21.6 8 26.7 

41-50 17 45.9 10 33.3 

51-60 6 16.2 8 26.7 

<60 2 5.4 1 3.3 

Total 37 100.0 30 100.0 

4.2.3 Marketing Information 

4.2.3.1 Types of animal supplied to the markets 

In DLM more than 35% of respondents deal with cattle as the main type 

animal, some (23.4%) deal with sheep, and 16.7% deal with cattle and sheep 
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together. In SLM 29.7 % deal with cattle, sheep & goat collectively and 

29.7% of them deal sheep and goats without involving in cattle marketing 

(Table 4.32). 

Table 4.32 Types of animal supplied to the markets 

Animal type SLM DLM 

Frequency Percent Frequenc

y 

Percent 

Cattle 6 16.2 11 36.7 

Sheep 7 18.9 7 23.4 

Goats 0 00.0 1 3.3 

Cattle & Sheep 2 5.4 5 16.7 

Cattle & Goats 0 00.0 1 3.3 

Sheep & Goats 11 29.7 4 13.3 

Cattle, sheep & 

Goats 

11 29.7 1 3.3 

Total 37 100.0 30 100.0 

 

4.2.3.2 Financing livestock marketing 

Self- finance was the main source for the marketing operations, 96.7% and 

89.2% of the respondents in DLM and SLM respectively depend entirely on 

themselves (table 4.33). 

Table 4.33 Source of Fund for financing the marketing operations in 

Damazin and Sinjah Livestock Markets 

4.2.3.3 Orientation of the marketing activities   

Most of the marketing activities are directed towards the  local market, 

90.0% and 62.2% in DLM and SLM markets respectively, yet 37.8% and 

10% of the marketing operations in SLM and DLM  respectively, involved 

Source of Fund SLM DLM 

Frequenc

y 

Percent Frequenc

y 

Percent 

Self-finance 33 89.2 29 96.7 

Self-finance and 

Loans 

4 10.8 1 3.3 

Total 37 100.0 30 100.0 
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livestock export among which about 15% were directed towards export only  

(Table 4.34). 

Table 4.34 The Orientation of the marketing operations in Damazin and 

Sinjha Livestock Markets 

 SLM DLM 

Frequenc

y 

Percen

t 

Frequenc

y 

Percent 

Export 4 10.8 1 3.3 

Local Market 23 62.2 27 90.0 

Local Market & Export 10 27.0 2 6.7 

Total 37 100.0 30 100.0 

4.2.3.4 Duration of the Activity 

The survey result showed that 86.5% and 63.3% of respondents were 

operating in SLM and DLM respectively, before the inception of the project, 

while the rest started their activities during the implementation of the project 

(table 4.35). 

Table 4.35 Duration of involvement in marketing activities 

 SLM DLM 

Frequenc

y 

Percen

t 

Frequenc

y 

Percen

t 

Before the beginning of 

the Project 

32 86.5 19 63.3 

During the implementation 

period 

5 23.5 11 36.7 

Total 37 100.0 30 100.0 

 

4.2.4 Livestock marketing channels 

Figure 4.17 describes the marketing channels of the livestock in the two 

markets. The marketing channels start from the producers to village traders 

and/or to middlemen, other channels from producers to wholesalers directly. 

Also, middlemen can sell to village traders and/or to the wholesalers. From 

wholesalers to retailers and/or to consumers, or to the exporters, (figure 

4.17). 
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Figure 4.17 Marketing channel and Chain Map.  

Source: Researcher field survey 2014 
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4.2.5 The Impacts of the rehabilitation of Livestock markets  

Tables 4.36 and 4.37 show the number of animals trade and the average 

prices of the animals in Sinjha livestock's market. 

Table 4.36 Animals traded in ILPMP rehabilitated Sinjha livestock 

markets 

Market 

Sinjha 

SPP. 2011 2012 2013 

Sheep 3,300 4,821 7,727 

Goats 741 2,213 2,004 

Cattle 867 1,100 980 

Camels 4 5 13 

Sub total 4,912 8,139 10,724 

Source: Adopted from WB Implementation Completion and Results Report, 

2013.  

 

 

Figure 4.18 Animals traded in Sinjha rehabilitated livestock market 

Figure 4.18 shows that there is a strong relationship between the type of 

animal and the number of the animals traded in Sinjah livestock market for 

the years 2011, 2012 and 2013. The analysis indicates that the number of 

sheep and camels traded was increased with time. While the number of goats 

and cattle traded was a raise in the year 2012 than 2013. 
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Table 4.37Average price (SDG) of animals traded in Sinjha rehabilitated 

livestock market 

Market SPP. 2011 2012 2013 

Sinjha 

  

  

  

Sheep 765 1087 1451.5 

Goats 427.5 478 614.5 

Cattle 4000 3879 4988.5 

Camels 4125 6450 6000 
Source: Adopted from WB Implementation Completion and Results Report, 2013 

 

Figure 4.19 Average price (SDG) of animals traded in Sinjha rehabilitated 

market 

Figure 4.19 shows that there is a strong relationship between the type of 

animals and the average prices of the animals in Sinjah livestock for the 

years 2011, 2012 and 2013, the analysis indicates that the average price of 

animals  increased with time. 

The unavailability of Damazin market data in ILPMP livestock market 

information system (Database) is the main reason that Damazin livestock 

market is not analyzed. 
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4.2.6 Marketing Gross margin at each level of the marketing channel 

4.2.6.1 Marketing cost per head in SDG of Sex month live sheep from 

production areas to livestock Market in 2011 and 2015  

Table 4.38 Marketing cost per head (SDG) 

  items Cost (SDG) 

2011 

Cost (SDG) 

2015 

1 Purchase price 420-475 575- 635 

2 Transport to market  fees 3 5 

3 Market fees  0 0 

4 Local pasture and water fees  2 3 

5 Labour 1 1 

6 Veterinary authorities staff for loading services 1 1 

7 Guarantee Fees 4 5 

Total 431-486 590- 650 

Source: Livestock market survey 2015. * Appendix (5) shows fees details 

that the producers paid in the marketing chain. 

4.2.6.2 Gross margin and value shares of actors in sheep value chain 

Table 4.39 Gross margin and value shares of actors in sheep value chain 

(SDG) in 2011 
1- Sennar State (SDG) 2011 

Chain actor costs Revenue(

Selling 

Price) 

Gross 

Income 

(Revenue– 

Costs) 

Added 

value 

(Revenue – 

Previous 

actor’s 

revenue) 

Gross margin 

(Gross 

income x 100/ 

Revenue) 

Value 

share 

(Added 

value x 

100/ end 

price) 

Producer 170 500 330 500 66 71.4 

Middleman 530 600 70 100 11.6 14.3 

Village 

Trader 

620 650 30 50 4.6 7.1 

Wholesaler  

(end price) 

670 700 30 50 4.3 7.1 

Total       700    100.0 

2- Blue Nile State (SDG) 2011 

Producer 150 431 281 431 65.2 62.5 

Middleman 450 550 100 119 18.2 17.2 

Village 

Trader 

580 610 30 60 4.9 8.7 

Wholesaler  

(end price) 

630 690 60 80 8.7 11.6 

Total       690   100.0 

Source: Livestock Market Information System (Database) 2015. 

 

 

http://ilpmsd.org/lmd/report_details2.php
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Table 4.40 Gross margin and value shares of actors in sheep value chain 

(SDG) in 2015 

1- Sennar State (SDG) 2015 

Chain 

actor 

costs Revenue 

(Selling 

Price) 

Gross 

Income 

(Revenue 

– Costs) 

Added 

value 

(Revenue – 

Previous 

actor’s 

revenue) 

Gross margin 

% 

(Gross 

income x 100 

/ Revenue) 

Value share 

% 

(Added value 

x 100 

/ end price) 

Producer 200 650 450 650 69.2 83.3 

Middleman 670 700 30 50 4.3 6.4 

Village 

Trader 

720 740 20 40 2.7 5.1 

Wholesaler 

( end price) 

760 780 20 40 2.7 5.1 

Total    780  100.0 

2- Blue Nile State (SDG) 2015 

Producer 190 590 400 590 67.8 78.7 

Middleman 610 640 30 50 4.7 6.7 

Village 

Trader 

670 700 30 60 4.3 8.0 

Wholesaler 

( end price) 

720 750 30 50 4.0 6.6 

Total       750   100.0 

Source: Livestock Market Information System (Database) 2015. 

Tables 4.39 and 4.40 presents the Gross margins and the value shares of 

actors in six month old sheep. In Sennar State, the producer has a gross 

margin of 69.2%, middleman gross margin of 4.3%, while the village trader 

and wholesaler have a gross margin of only 2.7% each. The producer earns 

83.3% of the final price, and middleman earns 6.4%, while village trader and 

wholesaler earn only 5.1%. In Blue Nile State, the producer has a gross 

margin of 67.8%, middleman gross margin of 4.7%, while the village trader 

gross margin of 4.3% and wholesaler have a gross margin of only 4.0%. The 

producer earns 78.7% of the final price, and middleman earns 6.7%, while 

village trader earns 8.0% and wholesaler earns6.6% (figure 4.20). 

http://ilpmsd.org/lmd/report_details2.php
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Figure 4.20 Actors value share 

4.2.7 The Socio-economic impacts of the markets rehabilitation project 

Table 4.41 display the socio-economic and environmental impacts of the 

project on the different levels.   

Table 4.41 The Socio-economic and welfare of the communities impacts 

of the markets rehabilitation project 

Indicator  Baseline 

Value 

Target 

Values 

Actual Value 

Achieved at 

Target Years 

Change Impact 

Assessme

nt of the 

Project 

Sour

ce of 

Data 

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 Change 

% 

Economi

c 

Impacts 

 

Indicator 1 Animals traded in the rehabilitated livestock markets, by type of livestock 

(No.) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

Sheep  3,300 

Goat    741 

Cattle  867 

Camel  13 

Sheep  30,000 

Goats    

20,000 

Cattle  10,000 

Camels 4,000 

Sheep   

35,024 

Goats    

27,440 

Cattle    

11,769 

Camels   

8,844 

59.2% Increase 

the 

number 

of 

animals 

traded. 

WB 

Repo

rt 

2013  

Indicator 2 Gross Margin for different  actors %  

Date 

achieved 

2011  2015    

Value 

quantitative  

 

Producer  66 

Middleman11.6 

Village Trader  

4.6 

 Producer  69.2 

Middleman 4.3 

Village  Trader  

2.7 

 

4.8 

-62.9 

 

-41.3 

 

-Increase 

producer

s gross 

margin. 

-Reduce 

Interv

iews 

and 

Discu

ssion    

83% 

7% 
5% 5% 

Sennar State Actors Value Share 

Producer

Middleman

Village Trader

Wholesaler
79% 

7% 

8% 6% 

Blue Nile State actors Value 
Share 

Producer

Middleman

Village Trader

Wholesaler
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Wholesaler 4.3 

 

Wholesaler  2.7 

 

 

-37.3 

gross 

margin 

of the 

middle –

men, 

village 

traders 

and 

wholesal

ers 

Indicator 3 Increasing the size of the deal (No) 

Value 

quantitative  

 

  25 of the 

beneficiaries 

mentioned their 

size of deal  

increased  

 Increase 

income 

Field 

surve

y 

Indicator 4 Localities benefit  

Value 

Qualitative) 

 70% of the market fees are 

allocated to the localities  

 Increase 

localities 

income  

Interv

iews 

Indicator 5 External benefits of the markets   

Value 

Qualitative 

 Real states prices around 

livestock markets areas soared 

up as a result of security 

brought around by the presence 

of the police and the availability 

of water 

 - 

Increase 

income 

- Water 

supplied 

Interv

iews 

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014  Social  

Impacts 

 

Indicator 1 Social network and social relationship 

Value 

Qualitative 

 Use of database and phones for 

communication create a social 

relation between stakeholders.  

  -

Livestock 

market 

social net 

work   

Interv

iews  

Indicator 2 Job Creation 

Value 

Qualitative 

 The project opening work 

opportunities to different 

people. e.g. food and beverages 

sellers, manufacturers of leather 

work, farming equipment and 

husbandry devices, animal 

traders, butchers, laborers and 

porters, blacksmiths and 

vendors, transporters and 

truckers and tea makers. 

 Job 

created 

Interv

iews 

And 

resear

cher’s 

obser

vation 

Indicator 3 Training of markets animal health workers (number) 

Value 

quantitative  

0 8 8 100

% 

Animal 

health, 

Interv

iews  
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human 

health 

care, 

training, 

awareness

, skills and 

training   

 

 

 

 

Date 

achieved 

2009 2011-2014 change Impacts 

of the 

project  

on  the 

welfare of 

the 

communit

ies 

 

Indicator 1 Security  around the surrounding area 

Value 

Qualitative 

 Several inhabitants in the 

neighborhood of the livestock 

markets mentioned that security 

improved, because of the police 

station. 

 - The 

security 

improved 

 

 

Interv

iews 

Indicator 2 Improvement of public transport  

Value 

Qualitative 

 Several inhabitants in the 

neighborhood of the livestock 

markets benefited from 

availability of public transport.   

 

 Public 

transport 

improved. 

Easy 

movement 

for the 

inhabitant

s. 

Interv

iews 

4.2.8 The opinion of the intermediators 

75.7% of the respondents in SLM described the rehabilitation of livestock 

markets as an excellent; while 60.0% of the respondents in DLM described it 

as fair as shown in table 4.42. 
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Table 4.42 Beneficiaries opinions about the benefits gained from the 

rehabilitation of the markets 

 SLM DLM 

 Frequency % Frequency % 

Excellent 28 75.7 3 10.0 

V. good 8 21.6 3 10.0 

Good 1 2.7 6 20.0 

Fair 0 00.0 18 60.0 

Total 37 100.0 30 100.0 

 

Communication with Awatif, discussed 

and mention that the rehabilitation of 

livestock markets linked the producers with 

national and international marketing 

processes through data base center and 

markets boards, easy access of livestock 

trading process, availability of information 

and market services, increase livestock 

prices, organization of livestock market 

regulations, and provided business and 

trade opportunities for sundry traders and 

service providers by the hundreds e.g. food 

and beverages sellers, manufacturers of 

leather work, farming equipment and 

husbandry devices, animal traders, 

butchers, laborers and porters, blacksmiths 

and vendors, transporters and truckers ..etc. 

 

PICTURE3. REHABILITATION OF 

LIVESTOCK MARKET 

Also, she mentioned that, at each livestock market a cafeteria was built to 

provide food and refreshments to market audience.  

Interview with Ahmed (2015) pointed that, the introduction of information 

technology using the internet  as fast communication method, enhanced sales 
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transparency and the  recording of transactions and make access to market 

information easier. The intended aim of the rehabilitated livestock markets is 

to increase animal trading and livestock export rates, but up to now the 

functionality of export transaction has not materialized, because of the 

absence of the associated facilities livestock export infrastructure such as 

inspection centers and quarantine. 

The findings show that 73.3% and 54.1% of the respondents see the increase 

in size of market deal in DLM and SLM, respectively is due to the improved 

market design, (Table 4.43). 

Table 4.43 Benefits gained from improved market design 

 SLM DLM 

Freq. % Freq. % 

Increasing the size of the 

deal 

20 54.1 22 73.3 

Increasing  income 1 2.7 5 16.7 

Increasing  income & 

Increasing the size of the 

deal 

14 37.8 3 10.0 

Increasing  income, entry in 

the export market & 

increasing the size of the 

deal 

2 5.4 0 00.0 

Total 37 100.0 30 100.0 

 

Sinjah livestock market manager interviewed explained that, markets 

sustainability remains as a concern and the PCU is required to follow up 

closely  the completion of the pending works. There was incomplete works 

in the two rehabilitated markets. The negotiation between  the  localities  and 

the other stakeholders is still ongoing  on about completion of the markets 

rehabilitation. On the institutional side, the market board's consolidate on a 

greater engagement of the communities in the decision making, building 

their capacity stand out as priorities. Financially, the reallocation of the 

market fees to support the market activities (70 percent is allocated to the 
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localities for non-market-related purposes) was addressed by the other 

stakeholders. In the current situation the marketing systems remained as 

challenges, and should be considered to make these rehabilitated livestock 

markets more attractive to producers and for livestock markets sustainability. 

4.3 Summary of the impacts of the project 

4.3.1 Summary of impacts of the project at different levels 

Figure 4.21 below summarizes the impacts of the project at individual, 

household and communities levels. 

 A) At the individual level 

By organization the beneficiaries in village development committees (VDCs) 

the project was able to develop the individual's skill in identifying, planning, 

implementing, and managing their subprojects. The VDCs and the identified 

group trained on primary animal health care/ animal husbandry, book 

keeping, managing bank account, marketing, and revolving fund, which help 

them to control their resources and give leverage to decision making. 

B) At the household level  

The project helped the households in increasing their incomes with resultant 

impact on the family livelihood in terms of assets, education, health,  food 

security, improvement and  rehabilitation of their houses and besides 

marriage. 

C) At the community level  

The project increased the supply of animals to the local markets thus 

securing food to the whole community. The VDCs acquired enough skills to 

plan and manage their sub-project activities and expand the activities to new 

beneficiaries thus sustain the project. The whole community benefited from 

the education and health services financed by the project revenue. Jobs 

creation acted to increase the income of community and lead to improve the 
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surrounding area and social life. The localities benefited the increase of its 

income from the rehabilitated of livestock markets. 

Levels of Impact 

Communities Level Developments

Beneficiaries Participation

Social Network

Jobs and income

Locality benefit  

Surrounding area development

Household Level

Food security

Income

Assets

Livelihood 

Individual Level

Skill Development

Control of Resources

Community Participation

Leverage in Decision  

Making 

 

Figure 4.21 Summary of the impact at individual, household and 

communities levels. 
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4.3.2 Summary of  Socio-Economic Impact Assessment (SIA) 

Figure 4.22 show the summary of Socio-Economic Impact Assessment of the 

project.  

Screening and Scoping 

· Surveys  using  a structured questionnaire (90 structured questionnaires used to cover all households participated in 

restocking project). In addition to same number of questionnaires (90) used for collected data from non-

beneficiaries (small scale producers) in the same communities). Survey using  a structured questionnaire where 

(67) of market intermediators were  investigated. Personal interviews and group discussion (checklist) with ILPMP 

staff and rural communities in study areas. Photograph and Observation was also used.

Base Case Design

Books, journals, internet sites, publications, 

and reports from ILPMP, WB and  MLFR.

Existing Conditions

· The Beneficiaries suffer from poverty and/or lost their herds 

during war or Famine, or they don't have a source of income.

· 15 head of sheep for each households, 

 Socio-Economic Interactions

-Community-led projects to support improved  livestock production;

 Sheep restocking project started by signing  Grant Agreements (GA) between Village Development Committees 

(VDCs).  VDCs  disbursed the funds to the beneficiaries on Murabaha mode of finance. Each borrower had received 5 

ewes and 10 lambs .

-Rehabilitation of Sinjha and Damazin Livestock markets.

Economical

There is a changes in  economic situation through increase  income, increase the herd  size and 

some home improvements. There is a significant differences in increase of annual income and 

increase of number of herd during project period for beneficiaries P-value is less-than 0.05.

 
There is a changes in the social status during the project years through education of the children 

& brotherhood, married communication and social network.  
Social

Welfare 

· The training of veterinary animal health workers and organization the community in the 

village development committees as a part of the project activities, enabled beneficiaries to 

identifying, planning, implementing, and managing their subprojects.

· Provide veterinary & marketing services, extension and awareness.

· Water subproject had great effects on the surrounding environment by provided safe and 

healthy drinking water, reducing the costs of water for livestock and domestic use. 

· The revenue from  other activates was used finance development in term of schools, 

hospitals, training …etc, which improved the livelihood of the beneficiaries and the 

surrounding environments.

· Food Security.

Impact Assessment

Disclosure and Consultation

The study concluded that, the restocking sub-project have great impacts on economic situation and social status. The 

project activities in the target rural communities have great impacts on animal health. The restocking project have great 

impacts on improve communities livelihood and surrounding environments. The rehabilitation of livestock markets 

project attracted the traders, helped the recovery of the livestock trade, and increased livestock export rates.  In addition 

to the introduction the internet technology as fast  method which allowes free access to markets prices. The study 

concluded that, the marketing system is dominated by middlemen .

  Figure 4.22 Summary of the Socio-Economic Impact Assessments 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 
Sudan government with the aid of the World Bank targeted the poorer 

communities in the study area. The selection of the individuals and the type 

of activity (restocking of small ruminants) were basically dependent on 

participatory approach where those who lost their livestock and the poorer 

household who did not have a source of income and have no access to 

financial institutions were supported by the project. This was proved by the 

differences between the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries with respect to 

their characteristic, source of fund, type animals, duration of ownership and 

type of activity practiced. Most of both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries 

share common characteristics of being illiterate, youth and involved directly 

or indirectly in agricultural activates (crop farmers, pastoralists).  This 

supports the study of WB (2008) which pointed out that billions of poor 

people in developing countries depend directly or indirectly on livestock for 

their livelihood. This fact also justifies the selection of livestock as a tool for 

achieving development goals in the study area. Moreover, small ruminants in 

particular are used because they don't need high cost, and they are easily to 

handle. This selection comes in agreement with (Lebbie, 2004) who 

explained that "Sheep and goats play a significant role in the food chain and 

overall livelihoods of rural households", and study of (Sani, Gray and Baker, 

2004) which proved that "small livestock in high demand and can thrive on 

low inputs and local resources" and Ozung et al (2011) pointed to that sheep 

and goats have served as a means of ready cash and a reserve against 

economic and agricultural hardship. This justifies the practice fattening sheep 

& goats as a production activates by some non-beneficiaries. 

In the present study the respondents were mainly youths, who are illiterate 

due to the lack of schools in such remote villages or who left schools due to 

poverty. The situation demonstrates unbalanced growth, uneven development 
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and urban–rural inequality and justifies the adoption of the program under 

consideration. The case is similar to Nepal Community Livestock 

Development Project which aimed to reduce the incidence of poverty in rural 

communities in the project area. This result supported the studies of WB 

(2008), saying that "the majority of the world’s estimated 1.3 billion poor 

people live in developing countries where they depend directly or indirectly 

on livestock for their livelihoods".  

The participatory approach adopted and the involvement of the community 

through the village development committees (VDCs) in the planning and 

execution of the project acted to ensure the common goal of sustainable 

development. The village development committees (VDCs) used the animals 

paid back by the beneficiaries to support new ones, thus the original fund was 

recycled multiple times and more households benefited from this. The income 

generated from operating the water point was used by (VDCs) in establishing 

and rehabilitating social infrastructures like schools, health centers provision 

of healthy water, electricity which all ensure community welfare and 

development. This fact comes in agreement with Srinivas (2014) who focused 

on a broad range of development goals e.g education, entrepreneurship, 

physical infrastructure, and social infrastructure as important players in 

developing rural regions. The hypothesis set by the research in that rural 

development project of improving livestock production and marketing 

assisted in improving the welfare of the community was satisfied. 

Strengthening the skills of the beneficiaries and the community at large by the 

training and raising their awareness to the importance of animal heath in the 

production process resulted in improved animal health and consequently 

animal production. This comes in agreement with (Madden, 2011) who 

explained that "Small ruminant producers must know what is normal in order 

to recognize abnormal changes in animals to be able to determine and address 

animal health care effectively". 
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The orientation of the production activities either to food security or income 

generation satisfied the goal of the ILPMP project which intervened through 

livestock production as a tool to help the poor smallholder in rural areas in 

reducing poverty and contributing to food security. The impacts of the 

project were clearly obvious through the increase of incomes, and herd’s 

size, houses rehabilitation and improvements and owning real states during 

the project years. This support (ILRI, 2011) study regarding the use of sheep, 

and goats as a tool for escaping poverty and malnutrition and satisfies the 

objectives of the project. The finding of the current study typically agrees 

with Moseley (2003) who explained that "rural development generally refers 

to the process of improving the quality of life and economic well-being of 

people in rural areas based on locally produced economic development 

strategies". 

Socially the positive impact of the project in changing the social status of the 

beneficiaries through education of the children & brotherhood, marriage and 

social posts agrees with Chigbu (2012) who explained that rural development 

actions are mainly to achieve the social and economic development of the 

rural areas also Sani, Gray and Baker, (2004) defined rural development as 

“seeking to sustain vibrant rural communities with a balanced structure of 

age, income and occupational groups, capable of adapting to on-going 

economic, social and cultural change, enjoying a high stand and of living and 

an attractive quality of life and with sufficient income and employment 

opportunities to allow individuals and families to live with dignity”. Srinivas 

(2014) indicated that "Education, entrepreneurship, physical infrastructure, 

and social infrastructure all play an important role in developing rural 

regions "This corresponds to the research findings and to the research 

hypotheses. 

The opinion of the beneficiaries about the impact of the project indicates that 

they are generally satisfied with the results they obtained by participating in 
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the restocking project. This agrees with (Diakosavvas, 2006) who mentioned 

that rural development is important to farmers and that the cultural factors 

and an entrepreneurial spirit play an important role in realizing the potential 

of the agricultural sector in rural areas.  

The impact of the project on animal health and productivity indicates that 

extension work has positive results. The training of veterinary animal health 

workers and organization of the community in the village development 

committees as a part of the project activities, enabled beneficiaries to 

identifying, planning, implementing, and managing their subprojects. 

The impact of the project on the surrounding environment brought by the 

water subproject had great effects by availing healthy drinking water, 

reducing the costs of water for livestock and domestic use. The revenue from 

these other activities was used to finance development in term of schools, 

hospitals, training …etc, improved the livelihood of the beneficiaries and the 

surrounding environments. These results are similar to the case of 

Madagascar Livestock and Rural Development Project which aimed to 

improve the incomes of poor animals owners and to encourage policy 

changes in the livestock sector, where the animal-health protection, roads and 

water supply was improved (IFAD, 2014). Nepal Community Livestock 

Development Project intended to reduce the incidence of poverty in rural 

communities and to improve the levels of food security, through support for 

goat raising and microfinance services is another case similar to the current 

project. 

The outcomes of the project under consideration are similar to those of 

Philippines Smallholder Livestock Development Project which aimed to 

increase improving the income of the beneficiaries and diversifying on-farm 

employment opportunities (IFAD, 2014). Also Ethiopia Fourth Livestock 



109 
 

Development Project focused on improving the livelihoods and food security 

of small-scale agro-pastoralists (IFAD, 2014). 

The rehabilitation of the markets in the study area acted to stimulate the 

forward and backward linkages and increases the supply of livestock to both 

SLM and DLM. The increase in the price of livestock may be attributed to 

the general level of inflation. SLM was more rehabilitated than DLM so the 

traders in Sinjah are more satisfied than those in Damazin.  In both livestock 

markets the traders benefited from the rehabilitation of livestock markets 

through increasing the size of the deal and increase their income, but the 

percentage of export of livestock was very low because of the absence of 

livestock export infrastructure. 

The existence of livestock markets designed in accordance to international 

standards attracted the traders and helps the recovery of the livestock trade. 

Although the main intended result of the rehabilitation of livestock markets 

was to increase the livestock export rates and increase animal trading, yet 

this goal was not fully achieved because the rehabilitation process was not 

fully accomplished. Cattle and sheep are the main animal type present in 

Damazin and Sinjah livestock markets, while goats are only present in DLM. 

The only explanation for the presence goats in Damazin is that the people in 

Blue Nile State are much poorer than that in Sennar State so they tend to 

keep goats (Goat is the cow of the poor man).  

In both livestock markets most of the traders depend on self-finance 

indicating that there was less access to financial institutions. In SLM the 

marketing activities are oriented towards export more than in DLM because 

Sinjah is much near the export ports and the market farcicalities in Sinjah are 

better than that in DLM.  

Livestock marketing in the two markets is completely dominated by illiterate 

men above forty, although women in both markets are found to practice 

different types of trade, yet they are not involved in livestock marketing. This 
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may be attributed to the fact that in rural communities trading in livestock is 

considered as a man job.  Illiteracy among livestock dealers reflects the 

denial of the surveyed rural areas from education services where access to 

educational facilities is not easy. Livestock dealer could have more 

interaction with the international market and hence compete effectively in 

export market if they were well educated. Youth were not involved in such 

business; they don’t have enough capital to start such type of business which 

needs a relatively high capital and don’t have accesses to loans. 

Most traders (intermediators) in the livestock markets started before the 

inception of the project, yet a considerable number of them are involved in 

livestock marketing after the inception of the project. The project seems to 

attract intermediators in Damazin more than those in Sinjah. The marketing 

channels in the two markets resemble that described by (Aklilu 2002).In 

SLM most of the respondents included in the survey were satisfied by the 

rehabilitation introduced to the livestock markets, while in DLM they were 

not so satisfied. The DLM was not fully rehabilitated.  

The gross margin of producers continued to increase throughout the project 

life. Gross margin and the value share are high in comparison to the other 

actors in the value chain indicated that producers who shoulder the higher 

costs and risks gain the higher return. The matter that satisfied the project 

objectives and supported KIT and IIRR (2008) who explained that “In an 

ideal market situation, with perfect competition and transparent information, 

the size of the gross margin reflects the amount of labor, expenses and risks 

that an actor has put into the product”. The higher the labor, expenses and 

risks, the higher the gross margin a fair principle. 

The rehabilitation of the two markets developed the surrounding area, where 

several businesses were created around the markets. The inhabitants in the 

neighborhood benefited from the rehabilitation of the two markets and the 

result was provision and creation of job opportunities. Communication 
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among all producers, traders and exporters and information flow and 

exchange of ideas supported by (AMA, 2013) which pointed that “marketing 

is the activity, set of institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, 

delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients, 

partners, and society at large”. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 

6.1 Conclusions 

This study concluded that, most of the beneficiaries are non- educated young 

men, 30% of women participated in the restocking project. All beneficiaries 

shared in the capital of the production, and got the rest of the funding from 

the project on Murabaha mode of finance. Where the restocking project 

targeted small households which were mainly pastoralist or crop farmer, they 

received sheep and/or goats for breeding and fattening purposes to supply 

local and export markets. 

The study concluded that, the restocking sub-projects have great impacts on 

economic situation and social status of beneficiaries which helped them to 

increase their incomes and herd size in order to improve their livelihood, 

provide jobs and secure their food, thus achieving the goal of ILPMP which 

focused on reducing poverty and contributing to food security.  

The project activities in the target rural communities have great impacts on 

animal health through training of (43) veterinary animal health workers 

which helped on decreasing the epidemic, zoonotic and contagious diseases 

through vaccination and extension messages that increased animal 

production. 

The restocking project have great impacts on improving communities 

livelihood and surrounding environments through other project activities like 

water sub-project (water yard) which provided the areas by safe drinking 

water, and reduced costs of water for livestock and household use, also 

improving of schools (education), hospitals (health) from the revenue earning 

from the project other activities. 

The rehabilitation of livestock markets project attracted the traders, helped 

the recovery of the livestock trade, and increased livestock export rates. In 
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addition to  introduction of the internet technology as fast and efficient 

method which allows free access to market price information through 

livestock market database. Also the rehabilitation of livestock markets 

organized livestock markets regulations, helped in the development of the 

surrounded area and accordingly the public transport also improved. 

The study concluded that, the marketing system is dominated by middlemen 

and the livestock value chain affected by the livestock market intermediators. 

This affects the marketing channels and led to increase in the livestock 

prices. 

These programs launched by the Ministry of Livestock, Fisheries and 

Rangelands are commendable and worthwhile for the economic 

development.  

6.2 Recommendations 

1- There is need for extending rural development programs to involve more 

rural and poorest communities in the country.  

2- More field training and rising of awareness to improve the skills of the rural 

communities in the target area especially on animal production, animal 

health and marketing system. This will help in achieving rural development 

objectives. 

3- There is need to link the training program to the opened credit opportunities 

for poor-resources households. 

4- MoLFR should consider the challenges in the marketing system specifically 

in market management to make these rehabilitated markets more attractive 

to producers. 

5- Livestock markets management and market's board should work to 

decrease the number of intermediators involved in livestock marketing for 

the benefit of the primary producers. 
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6-  Encouragement of youth and women to enter livestock market trade 

business and facilitating the access to loans for livestock dealers.  

7- MoLFR together with the States and localities stakeholders should act to 

put in place livestock export infrastructure. 

8- The program should be based on participatory approaches where the 

beneficiaries should participate in the project cycle. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



115 
 

REFERENCES 

Abbott. J.C (1984). Marketing improvement in the developing world, Food and 

Agriculture organization of the United Nation. Rome 1984.ISBN 29-5-

101427-2.(Online) available at<https://books.google.com/books> [5Jan. 

2013]. 

Abdelgadir, W.S.; Ahmed, T.K. and Dirar, H.A. (1998). The traditional fermented 

milk products of the Sudan, International Journal of Food Microbiology 44: 1-

13. 

Ademosun  A A. (1988).Trends in small ruminant production for the last two 

decades and its future in West and Central Africa. Keynote address. In: 

Adeniji K O (ed), Improvement of small ruminants. OAU (Organization of 

African Unity), Nairobi, Kenya. 

ADB (2009). Agriculture and Natural Resources Sector in Nepal. Evaluation 

Study. Reference Number: SAP: NEP 2008-62. Sector Assistance Program 

Evaluation. June 2009 

Aga Khan Foundation (AKF) (2007) for Development in Rural Areas. (Online) 

available at <http://www.akdn.org/rural_develop ment/afghanistan.asp> 

accessed on March 2014. 

Aklilu Y. (2002). An audit of the livestock marketing status in Kenya, Ethiopia and 

Sudan. Volume 1.African Union–Interafrican Bureau for Animal Resources 

(AU–IBAR), Nairobi, Kenya. 

American Marketing Association (AMA), (2008). (Online) available at 

<http://www.inmerco.com/archivo-de-articulos/37-marketing/60-defi nition-

of-marketing-by-the-ama-american-marketing-association.pdf >. 

Annual Progress Report, (2012). Butana Integrated Rural Development Project 

(BIRDP) International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD).  

Apostolides C. (1997). The role of an integrated approach to rural development 

.Pages 1- 10. [Online] available at<http://om.Ciheamorg/om/pdf/c28 

/CI020514.pdf>. 

https://books.google.com/books
http://www.akdn.org/rural_develop%20ment/afghanistan.asp
http://om.ciheam/


116 
 

Asim E. (2008). The impact of rural development on the rural 

communities.[Online]available at <(http://www.satiraq.com/arshif1.>.  

. ( 2008، اٌمش٠ٚخػبفُ اعّبػ١ًٚأصش٘ب ػٍٝ اٌّغزّؼبد  اٌز١ّٕخ اٌش٠ف١خ )  

Barnes, J., Meche, J. C., Hatch, D. A. & Dixon, G. (2009).Strengthening 

agricultural entrepreneurship: A grant writing tool for agricultural 

producers.Journal of Extension [On-line] 47(2).Article 1TOT4. Available at: 

http:/www.joe.org/2009february/tt4.php 

Baker Judy L., (2000). Evaluating the Impact of Development Projects on 

Poverty; a Handbook for Practitioners. Directions in Development. The 

World Bank Washington, D.C. ISBN 0-8213-4697-0. 

Behnke, R., Osman, H.M., (2012). The Contribution of Livestock to the Sudanese 

Economy, IGAD LPI Working Paper No. 01-12. 

Books.google,(2015).[Online] available at<https://books.google.com/books? ISBN 

=2880329493 accessed on 25-4-2015). 

Bruinsma, J. (Ed.) (2003). World agriculture: towards 2015/2030, an FAO 

Perspective. London: Earthscan. [Online] available at<https://books. 

google.com/books>. [June 2014] 

Central Bank of Sudan (2005).Annual Report 2005.www.bankofsudan.org, 

site.(Online)  assessed on May 2013. 

CBS, (2006).The Central Bureau of Statistics 2006 census. 

Chigbu, U.E. (2012). Village Renewal as an Instrument of Rural Development: 

Evidence from Weyarn, Germany. Community Development, 43 (2); 209-

224. 

CNFA, (2012). CNFA Cultivating New Frontiers in Agriculture, Entrepreneur 

Ship. Core Capability. Productivity, Food Security and Nutrition. [Online] 

available at<http://www .cnfa.org/wpcontent/uploads /2012/05/Core-

Capability-Productivity-Food-security-and-nutrition_nov.16.pd f. 

Delgado, C, Rosegrant M., Steinfeld H., Ehui S. and Courbois C. 1999.Livestock 

to 2020 – The next food revolution. IFPRI Food, Agriculture and the 

http://www.satiraq.com/arshif1.php?vv=read&article_id=2040&back=2&a1=local&cat_id=81&tc=19&f=5&page=9&lan=2
http://www.joe.org/www.joe.org/2009february/tt4.php
https://books.google/


117 
 

Environment Discussion Paper 28. Washington, DC (USA).IFPRI. (online) 

available at https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle /10568/333/dp28. 

pdf?sequence=2 [May,2014]. 

Derek Byerlee, Xinshen Diao and Chris Jackson, (2005). Agriculture, Rural 

Development, and Pro-poor Growth. Country Experiences in the Post- 

Reform Era. Agriculture and Rural Development Discussion Paper 21.The 

World Bank. 

Diakosavvas, D. (2006). Coherence of Agricultural and Rural Development 

Policies. OECD 2006. 

Draft  Final Project Proposal on a  Proposed MDTF Grant  to the  Government of 

National Unity for a Improving Livestock Production and Marketing Project- 

A Pilot , 2007.  

Dubeuf, J-P., (2007). Characteristics and diversity of the dairy goat production 

systems and industry around the world. Structural, market and 

organizationalconditions for their development. Paper presented at 3rd 

SINCORTE, Joao Pessoa, Paraiba, Brazil. (online) available 

at<http://emepa.org.br/revista/volumes/tca_v4_n4_dez/tca03_characteristic.pd

f]. [July 2014]. 

Duo, S. N. & Bruening, T. (2007).Assessment of the Sasakawa African Fund for 

Extension Education in Ghana.Journal of International Agriculture & 

Extension Education, 14(1); p.6.(Online) available at<http://www.safe-

africa.org/pdf/> [March,2014]. 

Economic Commission for Africa (ECA) (2007).“Africa Review Report on 

Agriculture and Rural Development”, Fifth Meeting of the Africa Committee 

on Sustainable Development, Addis Ababa 22-25 October. 

Ega, L.A and Isitor, S.U (1991).Lessons from livestock development programs of 

the World Bank, assisted agricultural development project in Ayangba, 

Nigeria. International Journal of Environmental Studies. Issue 4, 1991. 

https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle%20/10568/333/dp28.%20pdf?sequence=2
https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle%20/10568/333/dp28.%20pdf?sequence=2
http://emepa.org.br/revista/volumes/tca_v4_n4_dez/tca03_characteristic.pdf
http://emepa.org.br/revista/volumes/tca_v4_n4_dez/tca03_characteristic.pdf
http://www.safe-africa.org/pdf/Assessment%20of%20the%20Sasakawa%20Africa%20Fund%20fir%20Extension%20Education%20in%20Ghana.pdf
http://www.safe-africa.org/pdf/Assessment%20of%20the%20Sasakawa%20Africa%20Fund%20fir%20Extension%20Education%20in%20Ghana.pdf
http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/genv20/38/4


118 
 

(Online)  at<http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00207 239 108710 

671#preview> [2 Feb. 2013]. 

El-Hag, F.M., Fadlalla, B. and Mukhtar H.K.(2001).Some Production 

Characteristics of Sudan Desert Sheep under Range Conditions in North 

Kordofan, Sudan. Tropical Animal Health and Production 33:229-239. 

Emam, A.A. and Malik. I.N. (2011).Sheep marketing performance: A case 

study of Khartoum State, Sudan. African Journal of Agricultural Research 

Vol. 6(4), pp. 1025-1031, 18 February 2011. DOI: 10.5897/AJAR10.637. 

ISSN 1991-637X ©2011 Academic Journals. Available online at 

<http://www.academicjournals.org/AJAR.[3Jan.2013]. 

Fahey D. (2007). The Political Economy of Livestock and Pastoralism in Sudan. 

IGAD Livestock Policy Initiative. IGAD LPI Working Paper No. 06 - 08 

IGAD. [Online] available at<https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream 

/handle/10568/24978/igad_lpi_wp_06-08.pdf?Sequence 1 >. 

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) (1990).Production 

Yearbook. Volume 44.FAO, Rome, Italy.283 pp. 

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) (1999). Livestock 

Industries of Indonesia prior to the Asian Financial Crisis. Regional Office for 

Asia and the Pacific.[Online] available at<http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo 

/resources/en/publications/agapubs /Ind ocrisis_Rap1999-37.pdf>. 

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) (2015).Animal production and 

health.(Online) available at <http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo /the mes/en 

/animal_health.html> accessed on 16-1-2015. 

Gemmell, N., Lloyd, T. and Mathew, M., Agricultural growth andinter-sectoral 

linkages in a developing country. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 

2000.51(3): 353–370. 

 

Holcomb, R., & Muske, G. (2000).The role of Extension specialists in helping 

entrepreneur food-based business. Journal of Extension 38(1).[On-line] 

available at: http:/www.joe.org/2000february/a2.html. 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00207%20239
http://www.academicjournals.org/AJAR
https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream%20/handle/10568/24978/igad_lpi_wp_06-08.pdf?S
https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream%20/handle/10568/24978/igad_lpi_wp_06-08.pdf?S
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo%20/resources/en/publications/agapubs%20/Ind%20ocrisis_Rap1999-37.pdf
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo%20/resources/en/publications/agapubs%20/Ind%20ocrisis_Rap1999-37.pdf
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo%20/the%20mes/en%20/animal_health.html
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo%20/the%20mes/en%20/animal_health.html
http://www.joe.org/www.joe.org/2000february/a2.html


119 
 

ILPMP, (2010). Improving Livestock Production and Marketing project- A Pilot. 

Annual Report, 2010. 

ILPMP, (2012). Improving Livestock Production & Marketing Project - 

Monitoring and Evaluation Unit – Quarterly report January –March 2012. 

ILPMP, (2013). Improving Livestock Production & Marketing Project, Report 

2013. 

ILPMP Restocking Sub-projects Report, 2014. Improving Production & 

Marketing Project  A-pilot. M&E Unit. Ministry of Livestock Fisheries & 

Range-lands, 2014. 

Impact handbook pdf.(2015) [Online] available at <http://www.ifrc.org 

/doc/evaluati ons/impact-handbook.pdf> accessed on 14, 1, 2015. 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFADa, 2014). Madagascar: 

Second Village Livestock and Rural Development Project. (Online), available 

at <http:// www.ifad.org/lrkm/regio n/pf/mg91.htm> accessed on 14, 1, 2015. 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFADb, 2014).Namibia Northern 

Regions Livestock Development Project. (Online) available 

at<http://www.ifad.org /lrkm/region/pf/na_362.htm> accessed on 16-1-2015. 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFADc, 2014) .Ethiopia Fourth 

Livestock Development Project. (Online), available at <http://www.ifad. 

org/lrkm /regio n/pf/mg91.htm> accessed on 17, 1, 2015. 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFADd, 2014).Philippines 

Smallholder Livestock Development Project. (Online), available at 

<http://www.ifad.org/lrkm/ regio n/pf/mg91.htm> accessed on 17, 1, 2015. 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFADe, 2014). Western 

Savannah Development Project Phase II.  (Online), available at < http:// 

www.ifad.org/lrkm/region/pn/sd_181.htm>. 

International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFADf, 2014). South Kordofan 

Rural Development Program (Online) available at < 

http://www.ifad.org/lrkm/%20regio%20n/pf/mg91.htm
http://www.ifad.org/english/operations/pn/sdn/i181sd/index.htm
http://www.ifad.org/english/operations/pn/sdn/i181sd/index.htm
http://www.ifad.org/lrkm/region/pn/sd_181.htm


120 
 

http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/sudan/114

0/project_overview>. 

IFAD, (2007). Enabling the rural poor to overcome poverty in Sudan. (Online) 

available at < http://41.223.201.247/videoplayer/sd.pdf>. 

IFAD, EKSYST, (1996). Restocking Destitute Nomads: Post-Disaster 

Rehabilitation. (Online) available at < http://www.ifad.org/lrkm 

/theme/input/restock_4.htm>.  

International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI) (2011). Small ruminants source 

of livelihoods in Mali. {Online}, available at <http:// 

livestockfish.cgiar.org/2011/ 10/11 /mali-ruminants>. 

Johnston, B. G. and J. W. Mellor. (1961). “The Role of Agriculture in Economic 

Development.” American Economic Review 87 (2): 566-593. 

KIT and IIRR. (2008). Trading up: Building cooperation between farmers and 

traders in Africa. Royal Tropical Institute, Amsterdam; and International 

Institute of Rural Reconstruction, Nairobi. ISBN: 978-90-6832-699-4. 

Lebbie, S.H.B. (2004). Goats under Household Conditions. Small Ruminant 

Research, 51: 131 – 136. 

Madden, U.A. (2008). Animal health challenges encountered resulting from disast 

ers and emergencies. Caprine Chronicle, Official Newsletter of the Florida 

Meat Goat Association, 23 (5); 6-7. 

Madden, U. A. (2011). Detecting and Addressing Animal Health Concerns of 

Small Ruminant Producers. Journal of Extension. June 2011, Volume 49, 

Number 3.[Online], available at <http://www.joe.org/joe/2011june /tt9.php. 

Madden, U. A. (2010). Keys for small ruminant producers purchasing and raising 

goats and sheep. Journal of Extension 48(3).Article 3TOT10.[Online] 

available at< http:/www.joe.org/2010june/tt10.php>. 

Mallick, R. N., Subash  Dasgupta and Musleh Uddin Ahmed (2000).Exploring 

Impact Assessment Methodology for FSRD.© Ebook Pdflibrary.org.[Online] 

http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/sudan/1140/project_overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/sudan/1140/project_overview
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/public_html/eksyst/doc/lle/interegion/l070live.htm
http://www.ifad.org/lrkm%20/theme/input/restock_4.htm
http://www.ifad.org/lrkm%20/theme/input/restock_4.htm
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CB0QFjAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ilri.org%2F&ei=Ftq4VJG9B8nlywOaxoC4Bw&usg=AFQjCNGLjStFCQ70ZL7Z43FO4wa3Vd0Ong&sig2=LtcS_LWtP6sFMm3fJi2srQ
http://www.joe.org/joe/2011june%20/tt9.php
http://www.pdflibrary.org/


121 
 

available at <http://www.pdflibrary.org/pdf/exploring-impact-assessment-

methodology-for-fsrd.html>. 

Martin U. (2004).The Role of Livestock in Economic Development and Poverty 

Reduction, Pro-Poor Livestock Policy Initiative. PPLPI Working Paper No. 

10.(Online) available at <http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo/ programmes 

/en/pplpi/docarc/wp10.pdf. 

Millar, J. and Photakoun, V. (2007). Livestock development and poverty 

alleviation: revolution or evolution for upland livelihoods in Lao PDR? 

doi:10.3763/ijas.2007.0335. [Online] available at<http://www.csu.edu 

.au/data/assets/ pdf_ file/0003/749100/Livestock_ development_ and_ 

poverty_alleviation.pdf>. [May 2013]. 

Ministry of Livestock, Fisheries and Rangelands (MoLFR), 2011. – Livestock 

Exports Report , (2011). 

Ministry of Livestock, Fisheries and Rangelands (MoLFR) Report, 2014.  

Moseley, M. J. (2003). Rural development: principles and practice (1. publ. ed.). 

London [u.a.]: SAGE.  

Mufarrih, M.E. (1991). Sudan Desert sheep: their origin, ecology and production 

potential. World Animal Review 66: 23-31. 

Nchuchuwe, Friday Francis and Adejuwon, Kehinde David, (2012).  The 

Challenges of Agriculture and Rural Development in Africa: The Case of 

Nigeria.  International Journal of Academic Research in Progressive 

Education and Development.  July 2012.  Vol. 1, No. 3 ISSN: 2226-6348. 

OECD, (2001), Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) online available at 

<https://stats.oecd.org/glossary /detail.asp? ID=828>. 

Ozung, P. O., Nsa, E. E., Ebegbulem, V. N'. and Ubua, J.A.  (2011). The 

Potentials of Small Ruminant Production in Cross River Rain Forest Zone of 

Nigeria: A Review. Continental J. Animal and Veterinary Research 3 (1): 33 

- 37, 201 1 ISSN: 2141 - 405X. Nigeria. © Wilolud Journals, 201 1 

http://www.wilolu diournal.com. (Online) available 

http://www.pdflibrary/
http://www.fao.org/ag/againfo/
https://stats.oecd.org/
http://www/


122 
 

at<https://archive.org/stream/ The Potentials Of Small Ruminant Produ ction 

In Cross River Rain Forest Zone Of /Vol3_1_-AnimalAndVet.Res.. pdf33-

37_djvu.txt.  [April, 2014]. 

Pryor, S. and Holt, T. (1999).“Agribusiness as an Engine of Growth in Developing 

Countries. ”US Agency for International Development, Washington, D.C. 

Sani R.A., Gray G.D., and Baker R.L. 2004.Worm Control for Small Ruminants 

in Tropical Asia. ACIAR Monograph 113.ISBN 1 86320 472 5 

(electronic).ILRI and IFAD.(Online), available at <https://cgspace.cgiar.org 

>[ May  2014]. 

SATCO, (2008).Agriculture and development in the Middle East and North Africa, 

2008 [Online] available at<http://afaksocio.ahlamonta da.com/t157-topic>. 

Schultz, T.W. (1964). Transforming Traditional Agriculture. New Haven: Yale 

University Press. 

Sennar. climatemps, (2015). (Online available at<http://www.sennar. climatemps 

.com /> accessed on 25-4-2015). 

Shah Deniz 2 Project Environmental and Socio-Economic Impact Assessment 

Non-Technical Summary (2013). [Online] available at 

<http://www.bp.Com/content/dam/bp-country/en_az/pdf/ESIAs/SD2_ESIA 

NTS.pdf>. 

Srinivas K. T., (2014).A Study on Role of Karnataka Government and its Programs 

for Rural Development. Saiomjournal of commerce &  management. ISSN-

2347-7571. 

Stella Ampiah (2012). Impact of the Livestock Development Project on 

Smallholder livestock (Sheep) Chain in the Kintampo District of Ghana. 

Wageningen, the Netherlands. 

Sudantribune.com, (2015). [Online] available at <http://www.sudantribune. 

com/spip.php?mot31> accessed on 24-4-2015). 

Timon V.M. and Hanrahan  J.P.  (1985). FAO ANIMAL PRODUCTION AND 

HEALTH PAPER 58.  Small ruminant production in the developing 

https://archive.org/stream/%20The%20Potentials%20Of%20Small%20Ruminant%20Produ%20ction%20In%20Cross%20River%20Rain%20Forest%20Zone%20Of%20/Vol3_1_-AnimalAndVet.Res..%20pdf33-37_djvu.txt
https://archive.org/stream/%20The%20Potentials%20Of%20Small%20Ruminant%20Produ%20ction%20In%20Cross%20River%20Rain%20Forest%20Zone%20Of%20/Vol3_1_-AnimalAndVet.Res..%20pdf33-37_djvu.txt
https://archive.org/stream/%20The%20Potentials%20Of%20Small%20Ruminant%20Produ%20ction%20In%20Cross%20River%20Rain%20Forest%20Zone%20Of%20/Vol3_1_-AnimalAndVet.Res..%20pdf33-37_djvu.txt


123 
 

countries. Proceedings of an Expert Consultation held in Sofia, Bulgaria, 8–12 

July 1985. {Online}, available at <ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/0 

09/ah221e/ah221e00.pdf. [June, 2014]. 

Tsegaye, T. (2009). Characterization of goat production systems and on- farm 

evaluation of the growth performance of grazing goats supplemented with 

different protein sources in metema woreda, amhara region, Ethiopia, MSc 

thesis Haramaya University, Ethiopia.{Online}, available at 

<https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle/10568/707/Thesis_TsegayeCharac

terizn.pdf?sequence=1> [April 2014]. 

United States Agency for International Development (USAID), (2006).Small 

Ruminant Animals in Iraq. Iraq Private Sector Growth and Employment 

Generation.(Online).Available at <http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/Pnadh 

734.pdf>. 

Ward, N. Brown, D. L. (2009). "Placing the Rural in Regional Development". 

Regional Studies 43 (10): 1237–1244. 

World Bank (1997). Livestock Management in Botswana: The Value of Previous 

Lessons. (Online) at <http://www-wds.worldbank .org/external /default/WDS 

Content Server/WDSP/IB/2004/05/19/00001200920040 519111549 /Render 

ed/PDF/29035.pdf> [May 2013]. 

World Bank (2002).“Global Economic Prospects and the Developing Countries.” 

Washington, D.C. 

World Bank (2003). Sudan Stabilization and Reconstruction: Country Economic 

Memorandum. Volume 1: Main Text, Report No. 24620-SU.Washington, DC: 

The World Bank. 

https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle/10568/707/Thesis_TsegayeCharacterizn.pdf?sequence=1
https://cgspace.cgiar.org/bitstream/handle/10568/707/Thesis_TsegayeCharacterizn.pdf?sequence=1
http://pdf.usaid.gov/


124 
 

World Bank (2008a). World development report 2008.Agriculture and Poverty 

Reduction.[Online]. Available at <http://web.world ba nk.org/WBSITE 

/EXTERNAL/EXTDEC/EXTRESEARCH/EXTWDRS/0,contentMDK:215013 

32~pagePK: 478093~piPK: 477627~theSitePK: 477624~isCURL:Y, 

00.html>. 

World Bank (2008b).World Development Report 2008.ISBN-13:978-8213-6807. 

ISSN: 0163-5085. 

World Bank (2009).Minding the stock: Bringing public policy to bear on livestock 

policy. World Bank, Washington D.C., USA.(Online).Available at 

http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTARD/Resources/FinalMindingtheSto 

ck.pdf. 

World Bank Group (2012).  IEG. Nigeria - Second Livestock Development 

Project. Nigeria - Second Livestock Development Project [Online] available 

at<http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/ en/1986/05/741 922/ nigeria-

second-livestock-development-project accessed on 2015. 

World Bank (2013).Implementation Completion and Results Report- The World 

Bank. Report No: ICR00002124. [Online] available at<http:// 

www.worldbank.org/projects/P101955/improving-livestock-production-

marketing-project-pilot? Lang=en >. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTARD/Resources/FinalMindingtheSto%20ck.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTARD/Resources/FinalMindingtheSto%20ck.pdf
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/%20en/1986/05/741%20922/%20nigeria-second-livestock-development-project
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/%20en/1986/05/741%20922/%20nigeria-second-livestock-development-project


125 
 

APPENDIXES 

Appendix (1)  

 

 اٌّغف١ذ٠ٓ ِٓ اٌّششٚعاعخبأت صغاس إٌّخد١ٓ     

 أٚلاً : ب١أاث اٌحائض

 ِٛلغ اٌح١اصة  -1

 ا١ًٌٕ الاصسق                 -  2          عٕبس-1اٌٛلا٠خ  -1

 اٌّح١ٍخ     -2

   اٌذِبر٠ٓ      -2 اثٛ حغبس -1

    

 .....................................................................اعُ  اٌحائض    -2

 

 أضٝ                      -2روش                               -1               إٌٛع   -3

 اٌؼّش -4

1- <20 1- 20-30 3-31 - 40 4-41 -50 5-51 - 60 6- >60 

      

 اٌّغخٜٛ اٌخؼ١ٍّٝ -5

 فٛق اٌغبِؼٝ-6 عبِؼٝ-5 صبٜٔٛ ػبٌٝ -4 صبٜٔٛ ػبَ-3 اعبط-2 أِٝ -1

      

 إٌّٙت الاعاع١ت -6

 ربعش )ِٕزظ(-4 ساػٝ-3 ِضاسع -2 سثخ ِٕضي -1
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 ثا١ٔاً: ِؼٍِٛاث ػٓ اٌح١اصة

 ٔٛع اٌٍّى١خ  .1

 ؽشاوخ -2                   فشد٠خ                          -1

 

 . ِقذس اٌز2ً٠ّٛ

 رارٝ+لشك -3لشٚك                         -2رارٝ                                -1

 ٔٛع إٌؾبه .3

رغ١ّٓ -1

 ػغٛي 

رغ١ّٓ -2

 مؤْ

رشث١خ -3

 ِبػضٚمبْ

رشث١خ -4

 أثمبس

رشث١خ -5

 اثً

أزبط -6

 دٚاعٓ 

رقذ٠ش -7

 ِبؽ١خ 

       

 اٌزشث١خٔظبَ  .4

 ِغزمش-3 ؽجخ ِزٕمً-2 ِزشحً-1

   

 

 ِذح ِضاٌٚخ إٌؾبه .5

 ٔٛع اٌمط١غ .6

 

 

 -عٕخ -2 > عٕخ-1

 عٕٛاد5

3-6-

 عٕٛاد10

4-11-

 عٕخ 15

5- 16-20  

 عٕخ 

 فؤوضش 20 -6

      

-3 مؤْ-2 أثمبس-1

 ِبػض

اثمبس -5 اثً-4

 ٚمؤْ

اثمبس  -6

 ِٚبػض

مؤْ -7

 ِٚبػض

أثمبس، -8

مؤْ 

 ِٚبػض
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 اٌمط١غحغُ  .7

 ِقبدس ا١ٌّبٖ .8

 

 ِقبدس غزاء اٌح١ٛاْ .9

 

 ٌشػب٠خ اٌج١طش٠خا .10

 

 . اٌخذِبد الاخش11ٜ

 وٙشثبء-5 ١ِبٖ-3 دٚساد رذس٠ج١خ-2 اسؽبد ٚرٛػ١خ-1

    

 .ِب ٘ٛ اٌغشك ِٓ الأزبط )رشث١خ اٌّبؽ١خ(:12

 ٌٍقبدس اٌغٛق اٌّحٍٟ الاعزٙلان إٌّضٌٟ

   

 

1- <5 2- <10 3-<20 4-<50 5- <100 6->100 

      

 اخشٜ-4 أٙبس،خ١شاْ -2 اثبس-2 حفبئش -1

    

ِشوضاد  -4 ِخٍفبد ِحبف١ً -2 ِشٜ هج١ؼٝ -3

 اػلاف

 اخشٜ-4

    

ػٕذ ظٙٛس -3 اؽشاف دٚسٜ-2 اؽشاف ث١طشٜ دائُ-1

 حبلاد

 لا٠ٛعذ-4
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 ثاٌثاً: أثش اٌّششٚع

 ِب ِذٜ الاعزفبدح ِٓ اٌّؾشٚع ؟ .1

 لاثؤط ثٙب-5 حغٕخ -4 ع١ذح-3 ع١ذح عذاً -2 ِّزبصح-1

     

 و١ف رّذ ِؼشفزىُ ثبٌّؾشٚع؟ .2

 إٌّزغ١ٓ-3 ِٕبد٠ت اٌّؾشٚع-2 اعٙضح الاػلاَ-1

   

 . ِزٟ ثذأد اٌزؼبًِ ِغ اٌّؾشٚع؟ 3

ػبَ )ثذا٠خ  -1

 اٌّؾشٚع(

 ثؼذ صلاصخ اػٛاَ-4 ثؼذ ػب١ِٓ-3 ثؼذ ػبَ-2

    

 

 .ً٘ أذ ِؾبسن فٟ ساط اٌّبي؟4

 لا  -2                    ٔؼُ                          -1

 ِب ٔغجخ اٌّؾبسوخ فٟ سأط اٌّبي ؟  .5

1- 5% 2-10% 3-15% 4-20% 

    

 .ِٓ ا٠ٓ حقٍذ ػٍٟ ثبلٟ اٌز٠ًّٛ؟6

 ؽشاوبد-3 اٌجٕه-2 اٌّؾشٚع-1

   

.ً٘ رشرجذ ػٍٟ ِّبسعزه ٘زا إٌٛع ِٓ إٌؾبه رغ١١ش فٝ ٚمؼه الالزقبد٠فٝ خلاي اٌخّظ 7

 عٕٛاد الاخ١شح؟ 

رغ١ -1

 وج١ش عذأ٠ش 

رغ١١ش  -2

 وج١ش 

رغ١١ش اٌٝ حذ  -3

 ِب 

ٌُ ٠حذس -4

 رغ١١ش

 رغ١١ش عٍجٝ-5 
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 .  و١ف وبْ ٘زا اٌزغ١١ش8

 

 رّزٍىٙب.  وُ رجٍغ ِغبحخ الاسك اٌضساػ١خ اٌزٝ 9

1-  <

 ِٓ فذاْ

2- 1-5 

 فذاْ

3- 6-10 

 فذاْ

4-11-15 

 فذاْ

 5-16-20 

 فذاْ

 فذاْ 20<-6

      

 وُ رجٍغ ل١ّخ الاسك اٌزٝ اؽزش٠زٙب -10

1-  <5 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

2-5 -10 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

3- 11-20 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

4-21-50 

 ع١ٕٗاٌف 

 5-51-100 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

6->100 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

      

 

 وُ ثٍغ ل١ّخ ثٕبء ٚرؤص١ش إٌّضي -11

1-  <5  

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

2-5 -

اٌف 10

 ع١ٕٗ 

اٌف  11-20 -3

 ع١ٕٗ

اٌف 4-21-50

 ع١ٕٗ

 5-51- 

اٌف 100

 ع١ٕٗ

6- >100 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

      

 وُ ثٍغذ ل١ّخ اعشاء ثؼل اٌزحغ١ٕبد فٝ إٌّضي -12

1-  <

اٌف  5

 ع١ٕٗ

اٌف 10- 2-5

 ع١ٕٗ

3- 11-20 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

4-21- 50 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

 5- 51- 

اٌف  100

 ع١ٕٗ

6- 

اٌف 100

 ع١ٕٗ

      

 

 

اِزٍى1/

د لطؼخ 

اسك 

 صساػ١خ

اؽزش٠ذ /2

اسك 

 عى١ٕخ

ثٕبء  -3

ٚرؤص١ش 

 إٌّضي 

اعشاء -4

ثؼل 

اٌزحغ١ٕب

د فٝ 

 إٌّضي

 5-

اِزٍىذ 

 ػشثخ

6-

اِزٍىذ 

اٞ 

ػمبس 

 آخش

7-

ص٠بدح 

 دخٍه

٠بدح .ر8

ػذد 

 اٌمط١غ
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 رّزٍىٙباٌؼشثخ اٌزٟ  وُ ثٍغذ ل١ّخ -13

1-  <

اٌف  5

 ع١ٕٗ

2-5 -

اٌف 10

 ع١ٕٗ

اٌف  11-20 -3

 ع١ٕٗ

اٌف 4-21-50

 ع١ٕٗ

 5-51-

اٌف 100

 ع١ٕٗ

6-

اٌف 100<

 ع١ٕٗ

      

 ٗاٌؼمبس اٌزٞ رّزٍىوُ ثٍغذ ل١ّخ  -14

1-  <

اٌف  5

 ع١ٕٗ

اٌف 10- 2-5

 ع١ٕٗ

3- 11-20 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

4-21-

 اٌف ع50ٗ١ٕ

 5-51-

اٌف 100

 ع١ٕٗ

6-

اٌف 100<

 ع١ٕٗ

      

 

 .وُ ثٍغذ اٌض٠بدح فٟ اٌذخً اٌغ15ٕٞٛ

 

 وُ ثٍغذ اٌض٠بدح فٟ رذسط ػذد اٌمط١غ -16

 

 ٚمؼه الاعزّبػٝ ؟ً٘ رشرجذ ػٍٟ ِّبسعزه ٘زا إٌٛع ِٓ إٌؾبه رغ١١ش فٝ -17

رغ١١ش اٌٝ حذ  -3 رغ١١ش وج١ش  -2 رغ١١ش وج١ش عذأ -1

 ِب 

ٌُ ٠حذس -4

 رغ١١ش

رغ١١ش -5 

 عٍجٝ

     

 

 

 

 

لجً ثذا٠خ 

 2006اٌّؾشٚع 

اٌغٕخ الاٌٚٝ 

2007 

اٌغٕخ 

اٌضب١ٔخ 

2008 

اٌغٕخ اٌضبٌضخ 

2009  

اٌغٕخ 

اٌشاثؼخ 

2010 

اٌغٕخ 

ااٌخبِغخ 

2011  

      

لجً ثذا٠خ 

اٌّؾشٚع 

2006 

اٌغٕخ الاٌٚٝ 

2007 

اٌغٕخ اٌضب١ٔخ 

2008 

اٌغٕخ اٌضبٌضخ 

2009  

اٌغٕخ اٌشاثؼخ 

2010 

اٌغٕخ 

ااٌخبِغخ 

2011  
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 و١ف رغ١ش ٚمؼه الاعزّبػٝ؟ -18

رضٚعذ ِشح  -3 ِذاسط خبفخ -2 رؼ١ٍُ الاثٕبء – 1

 صب١ٔخ

4- 

    

 

 ؟رغ١١ش فٝ ٚمؼه اٌغ١بعٝ .ِب ٟ٘ الاصبس اٌزٟ رشرجذ ػٍٟ ِّبسعزه ٘زا إٌٛع ِٓ إٌؾبه19

رغ١١ش اٌٝ  -3 رغ١١ش وج١ش  -2 رغ١١ش وج١ش عذأ -1

 حذ ِب 

ٌُ ٠حذس -4

 رغ١١ش

رغ١١ش -5 

 عٍجٝ

     

 

 .و١ف رغ١ش ٚمؼه ااٌغ١بعٝ؟20

سئ١ظ  – 1

 ِغّٛػخ

ػنٛ فٟ اٌٍغٕخ  -2

 اٌؾؼج١خ

ػّذح اٚ ؽ١خ  -3

 لج١ٍخ

 ػنٛ فٟ اٌّغٍظ اٌٛهٕٟ-4

    

 

 أٜ  رؼ١ٍك آخش رٛد امبفزٗ:

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................ 

 أعُ ٚػٕٛاْ عبِغ اٌج١بٔبد 

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................ 
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Appendix (2) 

 

 اعخبأت صغاس إٌّخد١ٓ اٌغ١ش ِغخف١ذ٠ٓ ِٓ اٌّششٚع

 أٚلاً : ب١أاث اٌحائض

 ِٛلغ اٌح١بصح  .1

  ا١ًٌٕ الاصسق- 2 عٕبس -1ٛلا٠خ  اٌ-1

 اٌّح١ٍخ     - .2

   اٌذِبر٠ٓ     .2 اثٛ حغبس.1

    

 

 .....................................................................اعُ  اٌحائض    .3

 

 أضٝ                      -2روش                               -1               إٌٛع   .4

 اٌؼّش .5

1- <20 2-      20-30 3- 31- 

40 

4-41-50 5-51 - 60 6- >60 

      

 اٌّغخٜٛ اٌخؼ١ٍّٝ .6

-3 اعبط-2 أِٝ -1

صبٜٔٛ 

 ػبَ

صبٜٔٛ -4

 ػبٌٝ 

5-

 عبِؼٝ

فٛق -6

 اٌغبِؼٝ

      

 إٌّٙت الاعاع١ت .7

 ربعش )ِٕزظ(-4 ساػٝ -3 ِضاسع -2 سثخ ِٕضي -1
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 ثا١ٔاً: ِؼٍِٛاث ػٓ اٌح١اصة

 ٔٛع اٌٍّى١ت  .1

 ؽشاوخ -2فشد٠خ                                            -1

 

 ؟  ِا ٔغبت اٌّشاسوت فٟ سأط اٌّاي .2

1- 5% 2-10% 3-15% 4-20% 

    

 ِصذس اٌخ٠ًّٛ .3

 رارٝ+لشك-3لشٚك                              -2رارٝ                                -1

 

 ؟اٌمشضِٓ ا٠ٓ حصٍج ػٍٟ  .4

 اٌجٕه-2 افشاد-1

  

 ٔٛع إٌشاغ .5

رغ١ّٓ -1

 ػغٛي 

2-

رغ١ّٓ 

 مؤْ

رشث١خ -3

 ِبػضٚمبْ

رشث١خ -4

 أثمبس

رشث١خ -5

 اثً

أزبط -6

 دٚاعٓ 

7-

رقذ٠ش 

 ِبؽ١خ 

       

 ٔظاَ اٌخشب١ت  .6

 ِغزمش-3 ؽجخ ِزٕمً-2 ِزشحً-1

   

 ِذة ِضاٌٚت إٌشاغ .7

> -2 > عٕخ-1

 عٕٛاد5

3-<10 

 عٕٛاد

4-<15 

 عٕخ 

5-<20 

 عٕخ 

6- 20 

 فؤوضش
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 ٔٛع اٌمط١غ .8

 حدُ اٌمط١غ  -9

 ِصادس ا١ٌّاٖ .10

 

 ِصادس غزاء اٌح١ٛاْ  -11

 اٌشػا٠ت اٌب١طش٠ت -12

 اٌخذِاث الاخشٜ -13

دٚساد -2 اسؽبد ٚرٛػ١خ-1

 رذس٠ج١خ

 وٙشثبء-4 ١ِبٖ-3

    

اثمبس -5 اثً-4 ِبػض-3 مؤْ-2 أثمبس-1

 ٚمؤْ

اثمبس -6

 ِٚبػض

مؤْ -7

 ِٚبػض

أثمبس، -8

مؤْ 

 ِٚبػض

        

1- <5 2- <10 3-<20 4-<50 5- <

100 

6->100 

      

 اخشٜ-4 أٙبس،خ١شاْ-3 اثبس-2 حفبئش-1

    

ِشػٝ -1

 هج١ؼٝ

 اخشٜ-4 ِشوضاد اػلاف-3 ِخٍفبد ِحبف١ً-2

    

اؽشاف ث١طشٜ -1

 دائُ

ػٕذ ظٙٛس -3 اؽشاف دٚسٜ-2

 حبلاد

 لا٠ٛعذ-4
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 ثاٌثاً: أثش اٌّششٚع

 .ِا عبب ػذَ ِشاسوخىُ باٌّششٚع؟1

ٌُ ٔؼٍُ -1

 ثبٌّؾشٚع

لا ٔشغت فٟ اٌزؼبًِ -2

 ِغ اٌّؾشٚع

  

فٝ خلاي اٌخّظ  ً٘ حشحبج ػٍٟ ِّاسعخه ٘زا إٌٛع ِٓ إٌشاغ حغ١١ش فٝ ٚظؼه الالخصادٞ.2

 عٕٛاث الاخ١شة؟ 

رغ١١ش -1

 وج١ش عذأ

رغ١١ش  -2

 وج١ش 

رغ١١ش اٌٝ  -3

 حذ ِب 

ٌُ ٠حذس -4

 رغ١١ش

رغ١١ش -5 

 عٍجٝ

     

 

 و١ف واْ ٘زا اٌخغ١١ش . 3

 ٙااٌضساػ١ت اٌخٝ حّخٍىحبٍغ ِغاحت الاسض .  وُ 4

1- ِٓ <

 فذاْ

2- 1-5 

 فذاْ

3- 6-10 

 فذاْ

4-11-15 

 فذاْ

 5-16-20 

 فذاْ

 فذاْ 20<-6

      

 

 

 

اِزٍىذ -1

لطؼخ اسك 

 صساػ١خ

2- 

اؽزش٠ذ 

اسك 

 عى١ٕخ

ثٕبء  -3

ٚرؤص١ش 

 إٌّضي 

اعشاء -4

ثؼل 

اٌزحغ١ٕبد 

 فٝ إٌّضي

 5-

اِزٍىذ 

 ػشثخ

اِزٍىذ -6

اٞ ػمبس 

 آخش

ص٠بدح -7

 دخٍه

ص٠بدح -8

ػذد 

 اٌمط١غ
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 وُ حبٍغ ل١ّت الاسض اٌخٝ اشخش٠خٙا -5

1- <5 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

2-5 -10 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

3- 11-20 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

4-21-50 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

 5-51-

اٌف  100

 ع١ٕٗ

6->100 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

      

 

 وُ بٍغ ل١ّت بٕاء ٚحأث١ث إٌّضي -6

1- <

5  

اٌف 

 ع١ٕٗ

2-5 -

اٌف 10

 ع١ٕٗ 

اٌف  11-20 -3

 ع١ٕٗ

4-21-

 اٌف ع50ٗ١ٕ

 5-51- 

اٌف 100

 ع١ٕٗ

6->100 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

      

 وُ بٍغج ل١ّت اخشاء بؼط اٌخحغ١ٕاث فٝ إٌّضي -7

1- <5 

اٌف 

 ع١ٕٗ

اٌف 10- 2-5

 ع١ٕٗ

3- 11-20 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

4-21-

اٌف 50

 ع١ٕٗ

 5-51-

 اٌف ع100ٗ١ٕ

6-

اٌف 100<

 ع١ٕٗ

      

 ٙاوُ بٍغج ل١ّت اٌؼشبت اٌخٟ حّخٍى -8

1- <5 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

2-5 -

اٌف 10

 ع١ٕٗ

3- 11-20 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

4-21-

 اٌف ع50ٗ١ٕ

 5-51-

 اٌف ع100ٗ١ٕ

6-

>100 

اٌف 

 ع١ٕٗ
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 ٗوُ بٍغج ل١ّت اٌؼماس اٌزٞ حّخٍى -9

1- <5 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

اٌف 10- 2-5

 ع١ٕٗ

3- 11-20 

 اٌف ع١ٕٗ

اٌف 4-21-50

 ع١ٕٗ

 5-51-

 اٌف ع100ٗ١ٕ

6-

اٌف 100<

 ع١ٕٗ

      

 وُ بٍغج اٌض٠ادة فٟ اٌذخً اٌغٕٛٞ-11

 

 وُ بٍغج اٌض٠ادة فٟ حذسج ػذد اٌمط١غ -11

 ً٘ حشحبج ػٍٟ ِّاسعخه ٘زا إٌٛع ِٓ إٌشاغ حغ١١ش فٝ ٚظؼه الاخخّاػٝ ؟ -11

رغ١١ش -1

 وج١ش عذأ

رغ١١ش  -2

 وج١ش 

رغ١١ش  -3

 اٌٝ حذ ِب 

ٌُ ٠حذس -4

 رغ١١ش

رغ١١ش -5 

 عٍجٝ

     

 

 و١ف حغ١١ش ٚظؼه الاخخّاػٝ؟ -13

رؼ١ٍُ  – 1

 الاثٕبء

ِذاسط  -2

 خبفخ

 -4 رضٚعذ ِشح صب١ٔخ -3

    

لجً ثذا٠خ 

اٌّؾشٚع 

2006 

اٌغٕخ الاٌٚٝ 

2007 

اٌغٕخ اٌضب١ٔخ 

2008 

اٌغٕخ 

اٌضبٌضخ 

2009  

اٌغٕخ 

اٌشاثؼخ 

2010 

اٌغٕخ 

ااٌخبِغخ 

2011  

      

لجً ثذا٠خ 

اٌّؾشٚع 

2006 

اٌغٕخ الاٌٚٝ 

2007 

اٌغٕخ اٌضب١ٔخ 

2008 

اٌغٕخ اٌضبٌضخ 

2009  

اٌغٕخ 

اٌشاثؼخ 

2010 

اٌغٕخ 

ااٌخبِغخ 

2011  
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 ؟.ِا ٟ٘ الاثاس اٌخٟ حشحبج ػٍٟ ِّاسعخه ٘زا إٌٛع ِٓ إٌشاغ حغ١١ش فٝ ٚظؼه اٌغ١اع14ٝ

رغ١١ش وج١ش -1

 عذأ

رغ١١ش اٌٝ  -3 رغ١١ش وج١ش  -2

 حذ ِب 

ٌُ ٠حذس -4

 رغ١١ش

 رغ١١ش عٍجٝ-5 

     

 .و١ف حغ١١ش ٚظؼه ااٌغ١اعٝ؟15

سئ١ظ  – 1

 ِغّٛػخ

ػنٛ فٟ  -2

 اٌٍغٕخ اٌؾؼج١خ

ػّذح اٚ  -3

 ؽ١خ لج١ٍخ

ػنٛ فٟ اٌّغٍظ -4

 اٌٛهٕٟ

    

 . ِا٘ٝ اعخفادحىُ اٌغ١ش ِباششة ِٓ اٌّششٚع16

رٛفش  -1

 ا١ٌّبٖ

اعزمشاس  -2

 إِٝ 

رٛفش خذِبد -4 رٛفش خذِبد ث١طش٠خ  -3

 رغ٠ٛم١خ

    

 . ً٘ ادٜ اٌّششٚع اٌٝ ص٠ادة اٌؼائذاث ٌٍّغخف١ذ٠ٓ ِٕٗ فٟ ٔظشن؟17

 لا-2ٔؼُ                                    -1

 . ارا وأج الاخابت بٕؼُ  فٝ أٜ صٛسة وأج ٘زٖ اٌض٠ادة؟18

 ص٠بدح اٌذخً-3 ص٠بدح أزبط اٌمط١غ-2 ص٠بدح ػذد اٌمط١غ-1

   

 . أٜ  حؼ١ٍك آخش حٛد اظافخٗ:19

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................... 

....................................................................................................................... 

 أعُ ٚػٕٛاْ عبِغ اٌج١بٔبد

........................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................... 
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Appendix (3) 

 

 اعخبأت ٚعطاء اٌغٛق      

  Market Dataأٚلاً : ب١أاث اٌغٛق

  Market Locationِٛلغ اٌغٛق: -1

 Stateاٌٛلا٠خ:    -

 Blue Nileا١ًٌٕ الاصسق -Sennar    2عٕبس  -1

  Localityاٌّح١ٍخ: -

 Damazinاٌذِبص٠ٓ  -2          (Sinjha )عٕغٗ    -1    

 Market Typeٔٛع اٌغٛق:  -1

  Finalٔٙبئٟ -Secondary           3صبٔٛٞ   -Primary                         2اثزذائٟ -1         

  Mediators Informationثا١ٔاً : ب١أاث اٌٛع١ػ : 

 ...........................................................................Name: اعُ  اٌٛع١ػ  .1

 

  Femaleأضٝ -Male                            2روش  -Sex                1إٌٛع:  .1

  Age اٌؼّش: .3

1- <20 3- 20-30 3-31 - 40 4-41 -50 5-51 - 60 6- >60 

      

  Education Levelاٌّغخٜٛ اٌخؼ١ٍّٝ  .4

 أِٝ -1

Illiterate 

 اعبط-2

Primary 

 صبٜٔٛ ػبَ-3

Secondary 

 صبٜٔٛ ػبٌٝ -4

Higher-

Secondary 

 عبِؼٝ-5

University 

فٛق -6

 اٌغبِؼٝ

Post 

graduate  
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 Main occupationإٌّٙت الاعاع١ت:  .5

 ِقذس  -1

Exporter 

 ربعش -2

Trader 

 ِشثٟ -3

Producer 

 

  Marketing Informationثاٌثاً: ِؼٍِٛاث ػٓ اٌخغ٠ٛك

 Animal typeٔٛع اٌح١ٛاْ:   -1

 

  : Source of Fundingِصذس اٌخ٠ًّٛ .1

  Self + Loansرارٝ+لشك                  Loansلشٚك                                Selfرارٝ 

 Oriented activityحٛخٗ إٌشاغ:  .3

 

 

 

 

  Duration of Activityِذة ِضاٌٚت إٌشاغ: .4

 أثمبس-1

Cattle 

 مؤْ-2

Sheep 

3-

 ِبػض

Goat 

 اثً-4

Camel 

اثمبس -5

 ٚمؤْ

Cattle 

& 

sheep 

اثمبس -6

 ِٚبػض

Cattle 

& Goat 

مؤْ -7

 ِٚبػض

Sheep 

& Goat 

أثمبس، -8

 مؤْ ِٚبػض

Cattle, 

sheep & 

Goat 

 اٌغٛق اٌّحٍٝ -Export 2 ٌٍقبدس  -1

Local Market 

  

لجً ثذا٠خ 

 2006اٌّؾشٚع 

Before the 

Beginning of 

the Project  

اٌغٕخ الاٌٚٝ 

2007 

1
st
 year 

اٌغٕخ اٌضب١ٔخ 

2008 

2
nd

 year 

اٌغٕخ اٌضبٌضخ 

2009  

3
rd

 year 

اٌغٕخ اٌشاثؼخ 

2010 

4
th

 year 

اٌغٕخ 

ااٌخبِغخ 

2011  

5
th

  

year 
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 Herd sizeحدُ اٌمط١غ:  .5

 

  :From whom you buy  the animalsِّٓ حشخشٜ اٌح١ٛأاث .6

 

 For whom you sell animalsٌّٓ حب١غ اٌح١ٛأاث:  .7

 

  :Services you receiveاٌخذِاث  اٌخٝ حخٍما٘ا .8

 اسؽبد ٚرٛػ١خ-1

Extension and awareness 

 دٚساد رذس٠ج١خ-2

Training 

 

 The services you provided to the animalsاٌخذِاث اٌخٝ حمذِٙا ٌٍح١ٛأاث:  .9

1< /50  2 /51-

100 

3 /101-

200 

4 /201-

300  

5/301-

400 

6/401-

500 

7> /500 

       

 إٌّزظ -1

Producer 

اٌزبعش  -2

 اٌّحٍٝ 

Local trader 

 ربعش اٌغٍّخ -3

Wholesaler  

 اٌزبعش اٌّحٍٝ -1

Local trader 

 ربعش اٌغٍّخ-2

Wholesaler 

 اٌّقذس-3

Exporter 

 رغز٠خ -1

Feed 

 رشح١ً -2

Transport  

 ِؤٜٚ -3

 Shelter  

 رغ١ّٓ -4

Fattening 

 رطؼ١ُ -5

Vaccination 
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  : Veterinary careاٌشػا٠ت اٌب١طش٠ت .11

 

 How is the marketing processو١ف حخُ اٌؼ١ٍّت اٌخغ٠ٛم١ت:   .11

 ِٓ إٌّزظ اٌٟ اٌزبعش ِجبؽشح-1

From Producer to trader 

 ػجش اٌٛعطبء -2

Through Mediators 

 

  :Marketing Channelsلٕٛاث اٌخغ٠ٛك .11

 The Impact of the Projectسابؼاً: أثش اٌّششٚع:   

 ِا ِذٜ الاعخفادة ِٓ حأ١ً٘ أعٛاق اٌصادس؟ -1

How are the benefited from the rehabilitation of the markets? 

 ِّزبصح -1

Excellent  

ع١ذح  -2

 عذاً 

V. good 

 ع١ذح -3

Good 

 حغٕخ  -4

Fair 

لاثؤط  -5

 ثٙب

Fair 

 

 

 اؽشاف ث١طشٜ دائُ-1

 Permanent supervision 

 اؽشاف دٚسٜ-2

Regular supervision  

 ػٕذ ظٙٛس حبلاد-3

At-emergence of 

cases 

 لا٠ٛعذ-4

None 

ِٓ إٌّزظ اٌٟ -1

 رغبس اٌغٍّخ

From Producer 

to wholesalers 

.ِٓ إٌّزظ 2

 اٌٟ اٌٛع١و

From 

producer to 

middleman  

ِٓ إٌّزظ اٌٟ -3

 رغبس اٌزغضئ١خ

From 

Producer to  

Retailers 

ِٓ إٌزظ اٌٟ -4

 اٌّقذس١٠ٓ

From 

Producer to 

Exporters 

ِٓ إٌّزظ اٌٟ -5

 رغبس اٌمش٠خ

From 

Producer to 

village 

traders 
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 ؟ِا ٟ٘ اٌفائذة اٌخٟ ػادث ا١ٌه ِٓ  ٚخٛد عٛق بّٛاصفاث ػا١ٌّت -2

2-How was the benefited from the presence of market designed 

according to international standards? 

 ص٠ادة حدُ اٌخؼاًِ-1

Increasing the size 

of the deal 

 

عٛق  اٌذخٛي فٝ-1

 اٌصادس

Entry in the export 

market 

 ص٠ادة اٌذخً-3

Increase income 

 

 

 .……………………………………………….……أٜ  رؼ١ٍك آخش رٛد امبفزٗ:  -3

………………………......................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................

……………………..................................………..………………………….. 

اٌج١بٔبد  أعُ ٚػٕٛاْ عبِغ

…………………..............................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................

.……………....................................................................................................

…...............................................................................……………………….. 
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Appendix (4) 

Checklist for Personal Interviews  

ILPMP Staff / LIUs Officers 

What are the Impacts of the project on: 

A- Livestock production ( restocking project) and animal health? 

B- The income of different beneficiaries involved in restocking project? 

C- Livestock markets (Damazin &Sinjha)? 

D- The surrounded environment (e.g health, education, water harvest …etc? 

E- Livestock export? 
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 Appendix (5) 

  -ِذفٛػاث ِٕخح اٌثشٚة اٌح١ٛا١ٔت ٌٍشأط اٌٛاحذ خلاي ػ١ٍّت اٌخغ٠ٛك ١ٌٍَٛ اٌٛاحذ داخً اٌغٛق:

اٌخشح١ً اٌٟ 

 اٌغٛق

سعَٛ دخٛي 

 اٌغٛق

سعَٛ 

 ظآِ

سعَٛ ِب١ج 

 )حظ١شة(

اٌؼٍف 

 ٚاٌّاء

اٌخذِاث 

 اٌب١طش٠ت

خٍّت 

 اٌخىا١ٌف

 ع١ٕٗ  18 ع١ٕٗ مؤ1ْ ع١ٕٗ مؤ3ْ ع١ٕٗ مؤ4ْ ع١ٕٗ مؤ5ْ لارٛعذ حب١ٌب ع١ٕٗ مؤ5ْ

ع١ٕٗ 10 لارٛعذ حب١ٌب ع١ٕٗ ٌلاثمبس40

 اثمبس

 ع10ٗ١ٕ ع١ٕٗ اثمبس7

 اثمبس

 ع١ٕٗ 70 ع١ٕٗ اثمبس3

 2015َاٌّقذس :اٌّغح ا١ٌّذأٟ 

 

ِذفٛػاث حاخش اٌّٛاشٟ ٌٍشأط اٌٛاحذ بؼذ اٌششاء ٚاٌشحٓ ِٓ عٛق اٌصادس ِخٛخٙا اٌٟ ِىاْ 

 اٌخصذ٠ش 

سعَٛ ِباع 

 )ػٛائذ اٌغٛق

سعَٛ صادس 

 ٚفحص

ظش٠بت ل١ّت 

ِعافت 

+ظش٠بت 

 دخً

سعَٛ 

 ِٕفغخٛ 

حشح١ً 

)اخشة 

 ػشبت( 

ِٛاصفاث 

 ِٚما١٠ظ

ا٠صاي 

ِخاٌفت ِٓ 

 حشوتاٌّشٚس

سعَٛ 

 ِغادسة

 اٌدٍّت

%ِٓ 19 ع6ٗ١ٕ ع3ٗ١ٕ ع١ٕٗ مؤ2ْ

اعشح 

 اٌؼشثخ

اٌٟ 1000

 اٌخشهَٛ

ع١ٕٗ 110

 ٌٍؼشثخ

ع١ٕٗ 50

 ٌٍؼشثخ

ع١ٕٗ 75

 ٌٍؼشثخ

 

ع١ٕٗ 17 ع١ٕٗ اثمبس7 ع١ٕٗ اثمبس4

 اثمبس

19 ِٓ%

اعشح 

 اٌؼشثخ

اٌٟ  700

 ِذٟٔ

ع١ٕٗ 110

 ٌٍؼشثخ

ع١ٕٗ 50

 ٌٍؼشثخ

ع١ٕٗ 75

 ٌٍؼشثخ

 

 سأط 15* عؼخ ؽحٓ اٌؼشثخ اثمبسسأط 100اٌؼشثخ ٌٍنؤْ *عؼخ ؽحٓ َ   2015ّقذس :اٌّغح ا١ٌّذأٟ اٌ

 

 -ِىٛٔاث اٌغٛق )اٌٛحذاث اٌٍّحمت باٌغٛق( حغب حمذ٠ُ اٌخذِاث ٌٍّخؼا١ٍِٓ باٌغٛق:

اٌٛحذة  الاداسة

 اٌب١طش٠ت

ِغطبت 

 اٌذلاٌت

ٚحذة 

 اٌّؼٍِٛاث

ٔافزة 

 بٕه

حظائش  ا١ٌّضاْ اٌىافخ١ش٠ا

 اٌشحٓ

ِغاغب 

 اٌشحٓ

حظائش 

 اٌّب١ج

حظائش 

 اػلاف

 اٌّحشلت

 

اداسح 

ٚرغ١١ش 

 اٌغٛق

فحـ 

اٌح١ٛأبد 

اٌذاخٍخ 

 ٚاٌخبسعخ

٠زُ ف١ٙب 

ػشك 

اٌح١ٛأبد 

ثبٌّضاد 

 اٌؼٍٕٟ

 

رح١ًٍ 

الاعؼبس 

ٚػشمٙب 

فٟ ؽبؽخ 

 اٌذلاٌخ

حفع 

ٔمٛد 

اٌزغبس 

ٚإٌّزغ

 ٓ٠

 ٌٍزؤ١ِٓ

رمذ٠ُ 

خذِبد 

الاوً 

ٚاٌؾشة 

ٌٍّزؼب١ٍِٓ 

 ثبٌغٛق

٠مذَ 

خذِخ 

ٚصْ 

اٌح١ٛأب

د ح١خ  

)اٌٛحذح 

اٌح١ٛا١ٔخ

 ) 

٠زُ ف١ٙب 

حغض 

اٌح١ٛأب

د 

اٌّشاد 

 ؽحٕٙب 

٠زُ ػجش٘ب 

ؽحٓ 

اٌح١ٛأبد 

اٌٟ 

 اٌؾبحٕبد

٠زُ ف١ٙب 

حفع 

ٚسػب٠خ 

اٌح١ٛأب

د 

اٌّشاد 

 ث١ؼٙب

ٌحفع 

ٚث١غ 

الاػلاف 

اٌّشوضح 

 ٚاٌّبٌئخ

٠زُ ف١ٙب 

حشق 

 إٌفب٠بد

 2015َاٌّقذس :اٌّغح ا١ٌّذأٟ

 

 



146 
 

Appendix (6) 

List of people interviewed or calledduring the study 

Name  Organizatio

n 

Position Phone 

Awatif Abdalla ILPMP Project Coordinator 0128146791 

Salma Elsaeed ILPMP Monitoring and 

Evaluation Unit 

0123723219 

Eltaib Ahmaed Eltaib ILPMP Eastern sector  

LIU Sinjah Office 

State Team Leader 

0912764220 

Abdelazeem Hamid 

Mohammed Ibrahim 

 

ILPMP Abu Hugar LIU 

Team Leader 

 

0912612641 

Ahmad Eltaib Hamid ILPMP Damazin LIU 

Team Leader 

0121254645 

Abdalalim Eljak  ILPMP Abu Hujar LIU 0915998748 

Ahmed Elhag  Sinjha 

livestock 

market 

Sinjha livestock 

market manager 

 

Mohamed Elmjtaba 

Adam 

ILPMP Sinjah Livestock 

market Office  

0915484465 

Aljaili Ahmed ILPMP Damazin Livestock 

Market Office 

0119690540 

Yousif Elsadig  ILPMP Sinjha Market 

information Unit 

0918101254 

*ILPMP Improving Livestock Production & Marketing Project. 

*LIU         Locality Implementation Unit.   
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Appendix (7) 

Water points distribution per localities and outputs 

Locality 

 

Water 

point 

Name 

Cost & contribution (SDGs) Beneficiaries 

 (direct + indirect) 

VDC  

Revenue 

 30% 

Revenue used in 

Project  Communities HHs Livestock  O&M hospital  School 

 

Sub- 

project 

Mosque Incentives/ 

Training 

others 

In kind In cash        

Abuhjar Umarda 185,580 34,796 11,598,75 833 12000 30%           

Umkhairain 205,160 38,3675 12,8225 500 15100 30%           

Alsahba 117091.4 21.954,638 7,318 1676 65000 30%           

Werket 234.794 44.0238.75 14.674.625  1600 30%          

Almujawer 232,254 43.547.625 14.515.875 1666 33035 30%            

Jabal Buna 224.693 42.129.937 14.0433.125 1250 16,500 30%        

Eltarow 195.963 36,793 12,247,68 833 18000 30%        

Mahbouba 120.951,20 22,678,45 7.559.45 250 20,080 30%        

  Sub total 1.516.4866 284.291 9478019 7008 181315         

 Damazin Yarwa  88800 16650 5550 300 28150 30%            

Girawa 183200 34850 11450 600 22005 30%            

Goli  153600 28800 9600 1960 34600 30%        

Seidak  213600 40050 13350 500 12620 30%        

Wad Elfas  189094 28350 9450 200 5000 30%        

Sub total 1011494 148700 49400 3560 102375         

Source: Improving Livestock Production & Marketing Project a-pilot report 2013 


