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Summary 

Public expenditures are an important policy instrument in the sector as large amounts of funds are 
allocated in support of the sector, however, the composition of spending may not be optimal 

• Aid accounts for a large part of expenditures raising questions about sustainability of support 
to the sector 

• Administrative costs have in important share in overall spending 
• Actual spending deviates significantly from allocated funds 

1. Introduction 

The importance of developing the agriculture sector in Mali has been emphasized in a number of 
strategies, both at the sector and economy level. These strategies have been translated into more 
than 100 individual projects and programmes, shaping public expenditure in support of food and 
agriculture development in Mali in the period analysed. These projects and programmes are at the 
core of the analysis presented in this note (a detailed list of the projects and programmes is available 
in Annex 3). 

The projects and programmes that come under the definition of public expenditure in support of 
food and agriculture development adopted by the MAFAP project are those directed at Mali’s rural 
development sector. This is similar to the definition traditionally adopted by Mali when measuring 
public expenditure in support of agriculture. The main government bodies in charge of the rural 
development sector are the Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Energy and Water, Ministry of 
Livestock and Fisheries and the Ministry of Environment and Sanitation, and their agencies. However, 
several other ministries are also implementing projects and programmes in the rural sector, such as 
the Ministry of Economy and Finance, Ministry of Territorial Administration and Local Communities, 
Ministry of Social Development, Solidarity and Aged Persons and the Ministry of Industry, 
Investments and Trade. These have also been taken into account when measuring public expenditure 
in support of agriculture in Mali.  

 The following analysis uses concepts and definitions described in the MAFAP methodology for 
measuring public expenditure in support of food and agriculture sector development and its 
terminology. Those readers who are not familiar with the methodology are invited to refer to the 
MAFAP concept paper available at: www.fao.org/mafap. However, for the reader’s convenience, a 
few main definitions are provided in Box 1, while Annex 1 offers a brief summary of the main 
concepts. Annex 2 offers a comparison of MAFAP public expenditure analysis, World Bank Public 
Expenditure Reviews and ReSAKSS Public Expenditure Reviews 
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Box 1. Main definitions for public expenditure analysis 

The main definitions are provided below. For further explanation on the main concepts behind the 
measurement of public expenditure in support of food and agriculture sector development in the 
MAFAP projects, see Annex 1.  

Public expenditure in support of food and agriculture sector development: all public expenditure 
undertaken in support of food and agriculture sector development, financed from the national 
budget, either central or regional government, regardless of the ministry that implements the policy, 
and external aid, provided either through local governments or specific projects conducted by 
international organizations or NGOs. Public expenditure is either agriculture-specifc or agriculture-
supportive . 

Agriculture-specific expenditure: all public expenditure measures that generate monetary transfers 
to agricultural agents (producers, consumers, input suppliers, trades, processors and transporters) or 
the sector as a whole (e.g. in form of research, extension services, etc.). 

Agriculture-supportive expenditure: public expenditure measures that are not strictly specific to the 
agricultural sector, but that exert a strong influence on agricultural sector development, such as rural 
education, rural health or rural infrastructure (energy, water and sanitation, roads, etc.).  

Support to individual commodities: public expenditure that directly targets specific individual 
commodities such as rice or cotton.  

Support to groups of commodities: public expenditure that directly targets specific groups of 
commodities such as crops or livestock. 

Support to all commodities: public expenditure that does not target specific individuals or groups of 
commodities, but that benefits any food and agricultural activity.  
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2. Analysis of public expenditures in support of food and agriculture 
development in Mali 

General trends in Mali’s public expenditure in support of agriculture 
The total approved budget1 in the sector grew by 72%, in nominal terms, from 2004 to 2010 reaching 
198 billion FCFA (Table 1).  The total actual spending has grown even more: it increased by 82% from 
2004 to 2010 reaching 132.3 billion FCFA. In relative terms, however, the agricultural budget 
allocations have declined from almost 15% of total government spending in 2004 to about 12% in 
2009 while the actual spending was at a similar level of 11% in 2004 and 2009 (Figure 1)2.  

Although the trends in the relative terms show that the importance of agriculture in total 
government budget is slightly declining, the current level of spending meets the CAADP 
recommendations of allocating 10% of the overall budget to agriculture and rural development 
(including national resources and aid), as expressed in the 2003 Maputo Declaration.  

Table 1. Total agricultural expenditures in Mali: budget allocations and actual spending 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 % 
change 
2004-
2010  billion FCFA 

budget 
allocation 

115.3 141.2 118.2 130.2 134.2 143.2 198.0 72 

actual spending 72.6 117.1 95.3 96.9 94.8 117.1 132.3 82 

Source: Own calculations based on CPS (2011). 

1 Total agricultural expenditures (budget allocations and total spending) include both policy transfers in support 
of agriculture and policy administration costs. They include funding from national resources and from foreign 
aid. 
2 At the moment of drafting this report, data on total government budget were not available for the 2010. 

 

                                                           



Figure 1. Agriculture in total government expenditures in Mali: planned and actual spending 

 
Source: Own calculations based on CPS (2011). 
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Table 2. Public expenditure in support of food and agriculture in Mali (actual spending), in one 
billion FCFA, 2006-2010 

FCFA billion  

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010p 

I. Agriculture-specific policies 39.3 45.1 38.6 71.1 84.2 
I.1. Payments to agents in the agrifood sector 17.8 19.4 17.2 26.3 30.0 

I.1.1. Payments to producers 16.6 17.4 15.6 23.9 27.1 
A. Payments based on output 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
B. Input subsidies 16.3 17.0 15.2 23.5 26.7 

B1. variable inputs 0.9 2.4 1.7 4.5 5.2 
B2. capital 15.0 14.5 13.4 19.0 21.2 
B3. on-farm services 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 

C. Income support 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 
D. Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

I.1.2. Payments to consumers 0.6 0.9 0.5 0.8 0.7 
E. Food aid 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.6 
F. Cash transfers 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 
G. School feeding programmes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
H. Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

I.1.3. Payments to input suppliers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
I.1.4. Payments to processors 0.6 1.0 1.1 1.6 2.2 
I.1.5. Payments to traders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
I.1.6. Payments to transporters 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

I.2. General sector support 21.6 25.7 21.4 44.8 54.2 
I. Agricultural research 0.2 0.5 0.6 3.0 3.2 
J. Technical assistance 0.1 0.7 0.6 3.2 3.9 
K. Training 3.0 4.2 2.5 7.3 9.7 
L. Extension 0.1 0.7 0.5 1.1 1.4 
M. Inspection (veterinary/plant) 1.7 2.6 2.7 5.2 6.1 
N. Infrastructure 11.4 10.6 9.3 14.0 13.2 

roads 1.0 2.2 2.2 3.5 3.0 
Irrigation water 7.7 5.9 5.1 7.7 9.1 
other 2.7 2.5 1.9 2.8 1.2 

O. Storage/public stockholding 2.8 2.8 2.3 2.4 2.6 
P. Marketing 1.3 3.3 2.6 7.6 13.1 
R. Other 0.9 0.3 0.4 0.9 1.0 

II. Agriculture-supportive policies 24.6 24.6 25.0 24.1 32.9 
S. Rural education 3.2 3.0 2.4 1.8 2.2 
T. Rural health 4.8 2.8 2.6 2.5 2.6 
U. Rural infrastructure 11.1 9.7 9.0 10.7 15.2 

roads 9.4 8.6 8.5 10.4 13.6 
water and sanitation 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.2 1.6 
energy 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.1 
other 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

V. Other 5.4 9.1 11.0 9.1 12.9 
III. Total expenditure in support of the food and agriculture sector  63.9 69.7 63.6 95.2 117.1 

Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by Institut d’Economie Rurale in Mali for the MAFAP project.   p - 
provisional estimate 
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Composition of public expenditures in support of the food and agriculture 
sector in Mali 
Data collected at the country-level allows for a good disaggregation of expenditures, funded from 
national resources and foreign aid, allocated to the agricultural sector. About a 100 of projects and 
programmes were indentified and classified into the MAFAP classification as outlined in the project 
methodology (MAFAP, 2010). Collected data cover 2006 to 2010 period, however, for some of the 
expenditure measures data was missing for the most recent year. In such cases, estimation methods 
were applied temporarily, until the most recent data will be obtained from the country. The results 
are shown in Table 2. 

Agriculture-specific expenditures account, on average, for almost 70% of expenditures in support of 
food and agriculture sector development. Their importance in overall agricultural support grew from 
about 60% in 2006 to 80% in 2010. In terms of the level of spending, the agriculture-specific 
expenditures almost doubled over the analysed period, while agriculture-supportive expenditures 
increased only slightly (Figure 2). 

Figure 2. Composition of public expenditures in support of agriculture in Mali, 2006-2010 

 
Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by Institut d’économie rurale in Mali for the MAFAP project 

Among agricultural-specific expenditure measures, about 60% are in the general sector support 
category (Figure 3).   Most of these expenditures fall into infrastructure category with largest 
investments in irrigation/water and feeder roads. Other important expenditures include training, 
inspection, storage (including investments in related infrastructure) and marketing (including 
investments in construction of markets). These shares do not change significantly throughout the 
analysed period. Agriculture research, technical assistance and extension services account for only a 
small proportion of agriculture-specific spending, however, their shares increased in the second half 
of the analysed period.  

Payments to the agents in the agro-food sector account for the remaining 40% of agriculture-specific 
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form of input subsidies, particularly subsidies to capital formation, but also to variable inputs and on-
farm services. There is also some expenditure on income support to producers, but those account for 
a very small proportion of agriculture-specific spending. Other payments to the agents in the agro-
food sector include payments to consumers (mostly in form of food aid and cash transfers), 
payments to processors and payments to traders, but those also account for a very small proportion 
of agriculture-specific spending. There are no payments to transporters and inputs suppliers. 

Figure 3. Composition of agriculture-specific spending in Mali, average 2006-2010 

 
Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by Institut d’Economie Rurale in Mali for the MAFAP project 

The agriculture-specific expenditures are complemented by agriculture-supportive expenditures. 
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Figure 4. Composition of agricultural supportive spending in Mali, average 2006-2010 

 
Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by Institut d’Economie Rurale in Mali for the MAFAP project 
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Figure 5. Agriculture-specific spending in Mali: support to commodities, 2006-2010 

 
Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by Institut d’Economie Rurale in Mali for the MAFAP project 

Among expenditures in support of individual commodities, by far the biggest share goes to rice, 
followed by fish, cattle and cotton (Figure 6, left panel). Among expenditures in support of groups of 
commodities, the biggest share goes to all grains, followed by fruit and vegetables, livestock and fish 
group, all grains and wood group, livestock group and millet, maize and sorghum group (Figure 6, 
right panel).  

Overall, most public expenditures are aimed at the provision of public services and investment, with 
a strong focus on infrastructure, both agriculture specific and agriculture supportive. They support 
mainly grains, and particularly rice, but also livestock and livestock products. 

Figure 6. Support to individual and groups of commodities in Mali, average 2006-2010 

 

 

Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by Institut d’Economie Rurale in Mali for the MAFAP project 
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Role of aid in agriculture related public expenditures in Mali 
Donors’ aid to the government of Mali seems to be consistent with the overall government’s 
objectives, although there are some minor differences in priorities. On average, donor spending 
accounts for as much as 70% of overall public expenditures in support of food and agriculture sector 
in Mali. External aid contributes to 64% of agriculture-specific measures and to 82% of agriculture 
supportive measures (Figure 7).  

Within each of the main categories, the contribution of aid differs. Among agriculture-specific 
expenditures, in terms of proportion of total spending, donors contribute the most to extension, 
payments to processors, inspection, storage, input subsidies, training, marketing and infrastructure. 
In terms of the level of spending, input subsidies and infrastructure receive the highest support.  

Among agriculture supportive measures, all categories receive almost equally high aid, while the 
highest amount of donor support goes to rural infrastructure. The most supported category of 
spending are input subsidies, however, if all infrastructure expenditures (agriculture-specific and 
agriculture supportive) were counted together, they would account for a much higher share of aid 
directed to input subsidies. Among all spending categories, income support and payments to traders 
are the only two categories that do not receive any external support.   
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Figure 7. Average shares of aid in total spending in Mali, 2006-10 (bln FCFA) 

 
Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by Institut d’Economie Rurale in Mali for the MAFAP project 
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3. Conclusions and recommendations 

Although the level of public expenditure to support food and agriculture development in Mali is 
above the level of the Maputo declaration target, it does not translate into a stable agricultural 
growth objective as set by the CAADP4. Similarly, the study of ECOWAS, the Republic of Mali and the 
African Union (CEDEAO, Republique du Mali et Union Africaine, 2006) concluded that the elasticity of 
agricultural growth with respect to public expenditure in support of Mali’s food and agriculture is 
low, falling below the average for sub-Saharan Africa. This may be due to a number of reasons.  

First, there is still scope for improvement in the composition of public expenditure in support of 
agriculture. The composition of public expenditure is just as, if not more, important than the total 
level. There may be trade-offs between spending in different categories (for example, spending on 
rural infrastructure versus subsidies for seed and fertilizer), and there may be complementarities (for 
example, between spending on extension services and the development of infrastructure that would 
enable farmers to get their output to market).  

Although the overall observed pattern of spending is consistent with government objectives 
regarding most public expenditure aimed at the provision of public services and investment, there 
seems to be an imbalance between particular categories of spending. High levels of investment in 
infrastructure can bring benefits via lower transaction costs and improve farmer access to markets. 
High levels of support to rural development can provide off-farm employment opportunities, while 
training services can help farmers to improve productivity.  There is also an important share of 
support to on-farm capital formation, particularly credit and production equipment. 

However, a large amount of spending is dedicated to input subsidies, while much less is being spent 
on research and extension services5. Fan and Zhang (2008) have estimated that of all the public 
expenditure measures they analysed, agricultural extension and research produce the highest 
returns in terms of agricultural productivity and poverty reduction. Similarly, several other recent 
studies concluded that investments in agricultural R&D produce much better outcomes in terms of 
agricultural growth and poverty reduction (SOFA, 20126). Allocating more resources in those two 
spending categories may produce better outcomes than those currently achieved, particularly when 
accompanied by high investment in infrastructure. 

It is also interesting to note that most of the input subsidies in Mali are allocated towards capital (80 
percent) rather than variable input subsidies (15 percent). Despite the important publicity made 
around variable input subsidies policy measures such as Initiative Riz, the combined capital-
supportive activities of all projects and programmes in the country (on-farm irrigation, livestock, 
equipment…) represent much more expenditure for inputs.  

4 The 10 percent budget allocation to agriculture and rural development agreed under the Maputo Declaration 
was established as a means to achieving the 6 percent of growth in the agricultural sector. Although the last 
five years average agricultural growth in Mali exceeds 6 percent, the annual growth rates varied substantially 
over the time, often falling well below the 6 percent target.  
5 Although inputs subsidies may be an important policy instrument in stabilizing producer incomes in 
developing countries in the short run, they could also compromise the allocation of resources to those 
categories of spending that will improve incomes over the long term (for an in-depth discussion, see OECD, 
2012 and Brooks and Wiggins, 2010).  
6See SOFA (2012) for an overview of studies on comparing the impact of different types of agricultural 
expenditure and investments. 

 

                                                           



Second, a large share of funds is allocated to policy administration costs (Table 3), and there seems 
to be an imbalance between the share of these costs and the share of policy transfers in total 
expenditure.7 Further, an important share of administration costs is dedicated to wages, while only a 
small proportion is given over to operational costs. This may exert significant constraints on the 
effectiveness of certain expenditures. For example, extension services or training can only be 
provided in an effective manner if extension or training officers have sufficient resources for 
travelling to communities where their services are needed.   

Table 3. Share of policy transfers and administration costs in total public expenditure, in %, 2004-2010 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Administration costs n.a. n.a. 26 26 26 21 20 
Policy transfers n.a. n.a. 74 74 74 79 80 
Total agricultural budget n.a. n.a. 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by the Institut d’Economie Rurale in Mali for the MAFAP 
project and CPS (2011) 

Third, actual spending deviates significantly from allocated funds. Although the rate of disbursement 
of allocated funds has improved in the period analysed, it is still at a somewhat low level (Table 34). 
Further, the rate of disbursement of funds allocated to policy administration costs was generally 
much higher than that of policy transfers to the sector (with the exception of 2009 and 2010).  Only 
two-thirds of the allocated funds to projects and programmes in support of the sector were actually 
spent, a factor caused mainly by delays in the release of funds allocated to ministries.  

Table 4. Budget allocations versus actual spending in Mali, in billion FCFA and %, 2004-2010 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010p 

Total agricultural budget1        

budgeted amount (bln FCFA) 115 141 118 130 134 143 198 

actual spending (bln FCFA) 73 117 96 97 95 118 132 

actual spending as a share of budget (%) 63 83 81 75 71 82 83 

Policy transfers        

budgeted amount (bln FCFA) n.a. n.a. 87 96 100 114 158 

actual spending (bln FCFA) n.a. n.a. 64 70 64 95 117 

actual spending as a share of budget (%) n.a. n.a. 73 72 64 84 74 

Administration costs        

budgeted amount (bln FCFA) n.a. n.a. 31 34 34 29 40 

actual spending (bln FCFA) n.a. n.a. 32 28 31 23 15 

Actual spending as a share of budget (%) n.a. n.a. 104 82 91 76 38 

1. Total agricultural budget includes policy transfers in support of agriculture and policy administration costs. 

Source: Own calculations based on budgetary data collected by Institut d’Economie Rurale in Mali for the MAFAP project 
and CPS (2011) 

7 Total policy administration costs may be slightly overestimated as they are calculated as the difference 
between the total budget to RDS minus policy transfers, and hence may include elements which we would not 
take into account if detailed data were available; for example, some of expenditures related to policies 
supporting protection of biodiversity such as wild animal protection in natural parks. This overestimation is 
believed to be insignificant for the results. 
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Fourth, aid accounts for more than two-thirds of public expenditure in support of food and 
agriculture development. Although donor priorities seem to be generally aligned with those of the 
government, the question remains whether such large amounts of funding from external resources 
can be maintained, and this raises doubts about the sustainability of programmes and projects that 
are currently in place. The future adoption of a sector-wide approach to budget planning, which will 
integrate all stakeholders, including the donor community, coupled with implementation of the 
medium-term expenditure framework, should help to address those issues and also to improve 
overall budget planning and resource allocation.  

Finally, whether or not addressing these problems will be reflected in improved agricultural growth 
will also depend on other growth factors, which are not fully dependent on public expenditure. 
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ANNEX 1. Summary of main methodological concepts 

The methodology proposes to capture all public expenditures that are undertaken in support of food 
and agriculture sector development. That includes expenditures from the national budget, either 
central or regional government, regardless of the ministry that implements the policy, and external 
aid, provided either through local governments or specific projects conducted by international 
organisation or NGOs. 

The primary focus is on the food and agriculture sector, however, for some countries forestry and 
fisheries may be an important part of rural activity and are also included in the scope of the project.  

We seek to capture all public expenditures in the rural areas, such as rural infrastructure, rural 
education and rural health, as they may also have an important role in agriculture’s sector 
development, even if they are not specific to the sector.  

Expenditure measures generate explicit or implicit monetary transfers to supported individuals or 
groups. We consider all those expenditure measures that generate explicit or implicit monetary 
transfers in support of food and agriculture sector development. These measures are divided into 
two main categories of expenditures: agricultural-specific expenditures and agricultural supportive 
expenditures. Agricultural-specific expenditures include those measures that generate monetary 
transfers to agricultural agents or sector as a whole. The agents, or the sector as a whole, must be 
the only, or the principal recipient of the transfers generated by the expenditure measure. 
Agriculture supportive measures should include measures that are not strictly specific to agriculture 
sector, but that have strong influence on agricultural sector development such as investments in 
rural development. All the measures that comply with these criteria are considered, regardless their 
nature, objectives or perceived economic impacts.  

Further, general expenditure measures available throughout the entire economy are not considered, 
even if they generate monetary transfers to agricultural sector.  

Finally, the expenditure measures are considered and classified according to the way in which they 
are implemented and not on the basis of their objectives or economic impacts.  

Classification and disaggregation 

Many expenditures of greatest relevance to agricultural development, in terms of their ability to 
expand the production frontier, may not be specific to agriculture, but could fall into other 
categories. Moreover, support can be provided in several different ways. Support to agricultural 
producers may be provided via reduced input prices (e.g. a fertiliser subsidy), cost sharing for fixed 
capital (e.g. machinery), revenue foregone by the government (tax concession), reimbursement of 
taxes or charges or services in kind (e.g. delivery of extension services). Agriculture-specific support 
to the sector more generally may be provided via spending on agricultural education, research, 
marketing of agricultural goods, irrigation etc.  

Some policies which benefit agriculture may be even more general, such as expenditures on rural 
infrastructure, rural education or rural health. Although the latter are not sector specific, they may 
be sector supportive. In order to capture all public expenditures in support of the food and 
agriculture sector, the following breakdown is proposed. 
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1. A broad distinction between policies that are: agriculture-specific, agriculture supportive 
and non-agricultural expenditures. 

2. Within the agriculture-specific category, a distinction between support to producers and 
other agents in the value chain, and general sector support. The agents in the value chain 
include farmers (producers), input suppliers, processors, consumers, traders and 
transporters. 

The detailed classification of support follows the OECD’s principle of classifying policies according to 
their economic characteristics i.e. the way they are implemented, which provides the basis for 
further policy analysis (OECD, 2008). The particular categories, however, should be designed to 
reflect the types of policies applied in African countries. Likewise, the categories proposed in the box 
below have been elaborated based on the experience of various agencies, including FAO (e.g. FAO, 
2006), working on public expenditures in developing countries (for a comprehensive overview, see 
MAFAP, 2010c). Further, drawing on the OECD’s experience, the classification proposed aims at 
distinguishing, to the extent possible, policies providing private goods as opposed to public goods, 
given their different economic effects. 

Proposed classification of public expenditures in support of the food and agriculture sector 

I. Agriculture-specific policies – monetary transfers that are specific to agriculture sector i.e. agriculture is the only, or major, 
beneficiary of a given expenditure measure 

I.1. Payments to the agents in the agro-food sector – monetary transfers to the agents of agro-food sector individually 

I.1.1. Payments to producers – monetary transfers to individual agricultural producers (farmers) 

A. Production subsidies based on outputs – monetary transfers to agricultural producers that are 
based on current output of a specific agricultural commodity 

B. Input subsidies – monetary transfers to agricultural producers that are based on on-farm use of 
inputs: 

 variable inputs (seeds, fertiliser, energy, credit, other) – monetary transfers 
reducing the on-farm cost of a specific variable input or a mix of variable inputs 

 capital (machinery and equipment, on-farm irrigation, other basic on-farm 
infrastructure) – monetary transfers reducing the on-farm investment cost of 
farm buildings, equipment, plantations, irrigation, drainage and soil 
improvements 

 on-farm services (pest and disease control/veterinary services, on-farm 
training, technical assistance, extension etc., other) – monetary transfers 
reducing the cost of technical assistance and training provided to individual 
farmers 

C. Income support – monetary transfers to agricultural producers based on their level of income 

D. Other – monetary transfers to agricultural producers individually for which there is insufficient 
information to allocate them into above listed categories 

I.1.2. Payments to consumers – monetary transfers to final consumers of agricultural commodities 
individually in form of:  

E. food aid – monetary transfers to final consumers reducing the cost of food 

F. cash transfers – monetary transfers to final consumers to increase their food consumption 
expenditure 

G. school feeding programmes – monetary transfers to final consumers providing free or reduced-
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cost food in schools 

H. other – monetary transfers to final consumers individually for which there is insufficient 
information to allocate them into above listed categories 

I.1.3. Payments to input suppliers – monetary transfers to agricultural inputs suppliers individually 

I.1.4. Payments to processors – monetary transfers to agricultural commodities processors individually 

I.1.5. Payments to traders – monetary transfers to agricultural traders individually 

I.1.6. Payments to transporters – monetary transfers to agricultural commodities transporters individually 

1.2. General sector support – public expenditures generating monetary transfers to the agro-food sector agents 
collectively 

I. Agricultural research – public expenditures financing research activities improving agricultural production 

J. Technical assistance – public expenditures financing technical assistance agricultural sector agents 
collectively 

K. Training – public expenditures financing agricultural training 

L. Extension/technology transfer – public expenditures financing provision of extension services 

M. Inspection (veterinary/plant) – public expenditures payments financing control of quality and safety of 
food, agricultural inputs and the environment 

N. Infrastructure (roads, non-farm irrigation infrastructure, other) – public expenditures financing off-farm 
collective infrastructure 

O. Storage/public stockholding – public expenditures financing public storage of agro-food products 

P. Marketing – public expenditures financing assistance in marketing of agro-food products 

R. Other – other transfers to the agro-food agents collectively for which there is insufficient information to 
allocate them into above listed categories 

II. Agriculture supportive policies – public expenditures that are not specific to agriculture, but which have a strong influence on 
agricultural sector development 

S. Rural education – public expenditures on education in rural areas 

T. Rural health – public expenditures on health services in rural areas 

U. Rural infrastructure (rural roads, rural water, rural energy and other) – public expenditures on rural infrastructure 

V. Other – other public expenditures on rural areas benefiting agricultural sector development for which there is insufficient 
information to allocate them into above listed categories  

 

 

For more details on MAFAP methodology on measurement of public expenditures in support of food 
and agriculture sector development, see www.fao.org/mafap. 
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ANNEX 2. MAFAP public expenditure analysis and existing work on public expenditure reviews 

The following table describes the main differences between traditional public expenditure reviews, such as those performed by the World Bank, ReSAKSS 
and MAFAP public expenditures analysis. 

Table 5. MAFAP, World Bank, and ReSAKSS Public Expenditure analysis comparison 

 WB PER MAFAP PE analysis ReSAKSS PE analysis 

Nature of the exercise One-off reviews of the efficiency and allocation of 
agricultural public expenditure, carried out by 
World Bank staff and local consultants.  

Sustainable monitoring system of the level and composition 
of food and agriculture public expenditure established 
within the Ministry of Agriculture in African countries with 
FAO’s technical assistance.  

One-off reviews of the level and 
composition of public expenditure in 
African countries that have signed the 
CAADP compacts, to assess their status 
with regards to the CAADP targets 
(especially Maputo), carried out by IFPRI 
staff and local consultants.  

Objective  Promote more efficient budgetary processes 
(expenditure frameworks especially). Formulate 
evidence-based recommendations to improve 
technical and allocative efficiency of public 
expenditure for agriculture in the countries. 

Develop a monitoring system at country-level that will 
inform policy makers and development stakeholders on the 
level and composition of agricultural spending. Compare 
the composition of agricultural spending with policies 
affecting prices in the country and policy objectives to 
assess policy coherence.  

Follow the implementation of the CAADP 
commitments through public expenditure 
in member countries of the African Union.  

Scope Agriculture-specific measures according to the 
Classification of Functions of Government 
(COFOG), use of COFOG + (including certain 
agricultural-supportive measures, i.e rural 
development). Tracking from 5 to 10 years.   

More than 10 countries over the period 2006-
2012. 

Agriculture specific and agriculture supportive (rural 
development e.g. health, education, infrastructure), based 
on the Organisation of Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) classification but COFOG-compatible. 
Starting with 2006-2011. 

10 countries over the period 2006-2012. 

Agriculture-specific measures according to 
the Classification of Functions of 
Government (COFOG) : Agriculture, 
Livestock, Fisheries, Forestry. Tracking from 
2000 to 2008.  

3 countries over the period 2006-2012 (and 
calculation of the Maputo target for all 
African Union countries).  

 



Ministries and 
institutions covered 

All ministries that manage measures that benefit 
only or mainly agricultural sector. 

All ministries that manage measures that benefit only or 
mainly agricultural sector. 

All ministries that manage measures that 
benefit only or mainly agricultural sector. 

Classifications and 
disaggregation 

Typically based on policy objectives.   

Derived from existing or disaggregation in the 
country and hence differ from country to country. 
Increasingly based on COFOG as countries start to 
adopt it more and more. Looking at an aggregated 
level : Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries, Forestry.  

Two types of disaggregation: by function (similar 
to MAFAP but more aggregated and not based on 
implementation criteria) and economic area.  

 

Classification based on how measures are implemented 
(“economic characteristics” of measures) and comparable 
between countries. Disaggregated with information on each 
project, program and activity, on commodity targeted and 
level of government (centralized/decentralized).  

Budgeted amount versus actual spending. Loans versus 
grants. Recurrent versus development. Revenue foregone. 

Classification based on COFOG for 
aggregated data. Disaggregated data 
presented according to each country 
specific classification system.  

 

Admin costs Included in the classification Excluded from the main classification, treated separately. Included in the classification 

Budget/Actual 
expenditure  

Included in the classification Included in the classification Included in the classification 

Recurrent/Development Included in the classification Included in the classification Included in the classification 

Revenue foregone Excluded. Included. Excluded. 

Aid Included in the classification and further analysis; 
analysis of off-budget expenditures 

At country level: included in classification and further 
analysis; analysis of off-budget expenditure 

Included in the classification, off-budget 
aid excluded.  
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Analysis Analysis of trends in overall level of expenditures 

Technical – capacity to use resources at a cost that 
achieves efficiency gains (actual spending versus 
budgeted amounts; cost effectiveness of 
programmes and tracking surveys that follow the 
money throughout the whole system from the 
budget to the recipient) 

Allocative efficiency – degree to which resources 
are allocated in conformity with government 
objectives and highest returns (depending on 
depth of the study the latter is done either by 
contrasting with existing indicators  or appropriate 
specific survey, econometric or modeling 
techniques) 

The depth of the analysis applied depends on the 
particular PER. 

Analysis of trends in overall level of expenditures 

Contrasting budgeted amounts with actual spending 

Alignment of categories of spending with government 
objectives and analysis of complementarities/trade-offs 
between different categories of spending; also analysis of 
whether spending occurs in categories with highest returns, 
but only by contrasting with existing indicators. 

Analysis of spending towards individual commodities and 
groups of commodities. Depth of analysis always the same. 

Analysis of trends in overall level of 
expenditures.  

Mainly assessing public expenditure with 
regards to commitments made in Maputo 
(i.e Maputo target) 

Analysis on aggregated composition, 
depending on each country’s classification 
system. 
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ANNEX 3. List of projects and programmes included in the analysis 
Title of project/programme Implementing government body 

Amélioration Riziculture Paysanne A On (ARPON III,IV) Office du Niger 

Aménagement bas fonds Niamanali Sikasso PPTE Gouvernorat de la région de Sikasso 

Aménagement de 30 Ha PIV à Zindaga Gao (PPTE) Gouvernorat de la région de Gao 

Aménagement de bas-fonds plaines région Koulikoro Gouvernorat de la région de Koulikoro 

Aménagement des bas-fonds en zones frontalières  Gouvernorat region de Sikasso 

Aménagement des berges du fleuve Niger Agence du bassin du fleuve Niger 

Aménagement des PIV dans la région de Gao phase 1 (PAPIV) Direction nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Aménagement hydroagricole Bewani (Bloc D Office du Niger) Office du Niger 

Aménagement Marché à Bétail DAF Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Aménagement parcellaire de 35 Ha à Tanima (PPTE) Office périmètre irrigué Baguinéda 

Aménagement pastoral Pondori du Dialloube  Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Aménagement petits périmètres irrigués villageois de Sélingué Office Developpement Rural de Selingué 

Aménagement plaines de Diangofala Koulikoro Gouvernorat de la région de Koulikoro 

Aménagements hydroagricoles plaine Wara région de Sikasso PPTE Gouvernorat de la région de Sikasso 

Aménagements plaines de Titiena Sikasso  Gouvernorat de la région de Sikasso 

Appui activités femmes dans la filière du Karité Direction Nationale de la Promotion de la Femme 

Appui au reboisement  Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Appui au STP/CIGQE Ministère de l'Environnement. Montant décaissé 
supérieur au montant budgétisé 

Appui aux communautés rurales (PACR) Cabinet MDSSPA 

Appui aux communes rurales de Mopti Ministère de l'administration territorial et collectivités 
locales 

Appui aux initiatives base extension-PAIB (PPTE) Projet d'appui aux initiatives de base 

Appui Collectivités Decentralisation ACODEP  Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Appui consolidation décentralisation au Mali Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Appui CPS Ministère Agriculture, Elevage, Pêche Coût administratifs 

 



Appui Filière Coton Textile dans 4 pays/Initiative Coton (PAFICOT) Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Appui programme FAO/Mali/Venezuela Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Appui Valorisation du Sesam Bilogique Direction Nationale de la Promotion de la Femme 

Consolidation des activités des groupements féminins zone 
PRODESO 

DAF Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Consolidation du système de gestion 3 forêts classées Bamako Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Construction barrages filtrants souterrains Gouvernorat de la Région de Kidal 

Construction marché moderne poissons de Bamako PPTE  Direction Nationale de la Pêche 

Construction rehab./equip. Centre format. Pratique elevage Direction Nationale de la Production et Industries 
Animales 

Contrat-Plan Etat /OHVN Office de Développement Haute Vallée du Niger 

Contrat-Plan Labo Central Vétérinaire/Etat  Laboratoire Central Vétérinaire 

Contrôle intégré trypanosomiase animale  Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche. 

Création d'une zone libre de mouches Tsé-Tsé/Trypanosomiase 
Afrique de l'Est/Ouest  

Direction Nationale des Services Vétérinaires 

Developpement Agricole Integré Plaine Saouné Direction Nationale de l'Aménagement/Equipement 
Rural 

Développement de l'aviculture au Mali (PDAM) Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Développement des ressources halieutiques dans le Lac Sélingué Office de Développement Rural de Sélingué 

Développement intégré pastoral en zone lacustre Tonka/PPTE Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Développement rural Cercle Ansongo Direction Nationale de l'Aménagement/Equipement 
Rural 

Developpement Rural Integré Mopti-Tombouctou Direction Nationale de l'Hydraulique 

Elaboration cadre national de biosécurité au Mali Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Entretien et aménagement infrastructures vulgarisation Office du 
Niger 

Office du Niger 

Etablissement du Plan d'Aménagement/Gestion des massifs 
forestiers au Mali  

Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Etude d'actualisation Konan-Korientze Direction Nationale de l'Aménagement/Equipement 
Rural. Plus de décaissements que de dépenses 

budgétisées 

Etude d'amenagement des bas-fonds  Direction Nationale de l'Aménagement/Equipement 
Rural 
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Etude d'aménagement hydroagricole Phédié Sabalibougou Office du Niger 

Etude d'aménagement petits barrages Ségou Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Etude de développement rural du cercle de Djenné  Direction Nationale de l'Aménagement/Equipement rural 

Etude de faisabilité des étangs piscicoles au Mali  Direction Nationale de la Pêche 

Etude develop. Valorisation production laitière Direction Nationale des Productions de l'Industrie 
Animale 

Etude développement filière pourghère Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Etude faisabilité/transformation Sésame Bio/Echalote  DAF MPFEP 

Etude maraîchages péri-urbains de Bamako/Samanko  Direction nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Etude revêtement canaux secondaire station pompage APPO PPTE Office périmètre irrigué Baguinéda 

Fonds de développement en zone sahélienne (FODESA) Direction nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Fonds de développement social de lutte contre la pauvreté Ministère du développement social, solidarité et 
personnes âgées  

Gestion durable des terres FEM Secretariat Tech. Perm. Cadre Inst. Charge Gest. Quest. 
Env 

Gestion environnement social zone Aval PMB (PPTE) Direction Nationale de l'Aménagement/Equipement 
Rural 

Gestion Terres  Amelioration productivité Agricole/pastorale Secretariat Tech. Perm. Cadre Inst. Charge Gest. Quest. 
Env 

Gestion végétation et réhabilitation des terres en zones arides  Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Immatriculation/cadastrage Zone Office du Niger 

Initiative Riz réévaluée en Initiative Riz-Blé-Maïs Ministère de l’Agriculture 

Lutte contre la péripneumonie contagieuse bovine   Direction Nationale des Services Vétérinaires 

Mise en œuvre de la Loi d'Orientation Agricole (LOA) Direction Nationale de l'Agriculture 

Mise en œuvre plan d'action de fertilité des sols Direction Nationale de l'Agriculture 

Mise en place d'un système permanent information sur le secteur 
agricole/élevage PPTE  

Cellule de Planification et de Statistique 

Mise en valeur du système Faguibine Direction nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Office Riz Mopti Contrat Plan Office Riz Mopti 

Office Riz Segou Contrat Plan Office Riz Ségou 
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Partenariat/Développement Durable Institut de Gestion Env.  Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Pev. Agro-sylvo-pastoral Elevage, Mali Nord-Est Phase II Projet élevage Mali Nord-Est 

Plan d'action national de gestion des zones humides  Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Plan de passage à l'approche sectorielle du secteur développement 
rural au Mali 

CPS/SDR  

Progr. Intégré developpement rural de la region de Kidal Commissariat à la securité alimantaire 

Programme ABN de lutte contre l'ensablement dans le bassin du 
fleuve Niger  

Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Programme appui au secteur agricole (PASAM) Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Programme Appui aux Services Agricoles aux Organisations 
Paysannes (PASAOP) 

Ministère de l'Agriculture. Plus de décaissements que de 
dépenses budgétisées 

Programme compétitivité diversification agricole (PCDA) Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Programme d'appui développement durable de Yélimané  Direction Nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Programme d'appui développement elevage sahel occidental DAF Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Programme de développement de l'irrigation dans le bassin du Bani 
et à Sélingué 

Direction Nationale du Génie Rural 

Programme de lutte contre le Criquet Pèlerin (PALUCP) Direction Nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Programme de mise en valeur plaines moyen-Bani  Direction Nationale de l'Aménagement/Equipement 
Rural 

Programme développement intégré zone Ondy Madina Diassa  Opération Ndama Yanfolila 

Programme d'investissement/développement région Nord Cabinet de la présidence 

Programme gouvernemental de 50000 ha réévalué en programme 
gouvernemental de 103000 ha 

Office du Niger 

Programme national d'infrastructures rurales (PNIR) Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Programme panafricain contre les épizooties Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche.   

Programme quinquennal Aménagements Aquacoles (PQAA)  Direction Nationale de la Pêche 

Programme quinquennal Aménagements Pastoraux (PQAP) Direction Nationale de la Production et Industries 
Animales 

Programme régional d'aménagement Massif Fouta Djallon Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Programme régional de conservation in situ du bétail ruminant  Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Programme restructuration Marché céréalier (PRMC) Office des produits agricoles du Mali 
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Programme sécurité alimentaire et revenus zone Kidal (PSARK) Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Projet Appui à la Filière Semencière Direction nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Projet Appui Dev. Rural Plaines Daye, Hamdja, Koriomé Direction nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Projet Appui Développement de la pêche continentale  Direction Nationale de la Pêche 

Projet Appui Développement Elevage Zone Kayes Sud Direction Nationale de la Production et Industries 
Animales 

Projet appui développement rural Région de Mopti Office Riz Mopti 

Projet appui développement rural Région de Mopti CA Coût administratifs 

Projet appui/sélection multiplication Zébu Azawak Phase II Direction Nationale des Services Vétérinaires 

Projet d'amenagement perim. Irrgue de Maninkoura (PAPIM) Office de Développement Rural de Sélingué 

Projet d'Appui à la filière Blé dans la région de Tombouctou (Projet-
Alkama)/Mise en œuvre plan d'action Ble Dire 

Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Projet d'Appui à la Filière Echalotte Phase I Direction Nationale de la Promotion de la Femme 

Projet d'appui au développement communautaire (PADEC) Ministère Dev. Social, Solidarité et Personnes Agées 

Projet d'appui au développement rural de Tienkonou et Tamani 
(PADER-TKT) 

Office Riz Ségou 

Projet d'appui aux organisations paysannes du plateau dogon pour 
une meilleure valorisation de leurs productions maraîchères 
(GTFS/MLI/030/ITA) 

Direction Nationale de l'Agriculture 

Projet de construction de parcs de vaccination Direction Nationale des Services Vétérinaires 

Projet de développement élevage au Sahel (OCCI) Phase II PADESO Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Projet de développement élevage région Liptako Gourma DAF Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Projet de développement en zone lacustre phase II Direction nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Projet de développement intégré Aval Manantali (PDIAM) Direction Nationale de l'Aménagement/Equipement 
Rural  

Projet de diffusion du riz Nerica Institut d'Economie Rurale 

Projet de réhabilitation du périmètre Agricole de Baguinéda, 
Contrat-Plan 

Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Projet de transformation des sous-produits d'abattage  Direction Nationale de la Production et Industries 
Animales 

Projet Développement Agricole/BID Office du Niger 
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Projet développement intégré dans la région de Ségou Office Riz Ségou 

Projet développement pêche piscicole en zone OHVN Direction Nationale de la Pêche 

Projet développement rural intégré de Kita (PDRIK)  Direction Nationale de l'Agriculture 

Projet d'intensification du périmètre irrigué de Baguinéda Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Projet environnement et appui de lutte contre la 
désertification/perspectives de développement 

Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Projet et réhabilitation/extension périmètre irrigué San Ouest Direction Nationale de l'appui au monde rural 

Projet Initiative Pauvreté PPTE Direction Administrative et Financière MEA 

Projet multirégional gestion intégrée plantes aquatiques 
proliférantes AFOU 

Direction de la conservation de la nature 

Projet régional amélioration qualité cuirs/peaux  DAF Ministère de l'Elevage et de la Pêche 

Protection/aménagement forêts et parcs nationaux Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Réhabilitation /Extension des Bâtiments ODRS  Office de Développement Rural de Sélingué 

Réhabilitation d'expérimentation CEEMA Samanko Institut d'Economie Rurale 

Réhabilitation Ke-Macina phase II Office du Niger 

Réhabilitation périmètre Boky-Were Appui Office du Niger Office du Niger 

Réhabilitation site pastoral de Missabougou PPTE Gouvernorat de la région de Ségou 

Renforcement des capacités agriculture durable commune Cinzana  Institut d'Economie Rurale 

Renforcement des capacités de la collecte et loc. matière gestion 
environnement 

Direction nationale de la conservation de la nature 

Renforcement moyens protection végétaux/denrées stockées DAF Ministère de l'Agriculture 

Rénovation/Réhabilitation Centre Piscicole Molodo Direction Nationale de la Pêche 

Réseau africain d'information environnement/AEIN Secretariat Tech. Perm. Cadre Inst. Charge Gest. Quest. 
Env 

S'equiper en reboisant Ministère de l'Agriculture 

S'équiper pour vaincre la pauvreté Cabinet MDSSPA 
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ANNEX 4. Data and data sources for public expenditure analysis 
The data required to conduct an in-depth public expenditure analysis under MAFAP project include 
the following: 

 At a detailed level (i.e. at the individual expenditure measure) policies that generate transfers in 
support of food and agriculture sector including: 

• detailed description of policy implementation criteria (for whom, how, for which commodity, 
under which conditions) 

• actual expenditure 

• source of funding (national and/or aid) 

• government level that implements the policy (national/subnational) 

 At an aggregate level (i.e. for the whole sector/agencies involved as defined above) 

• Proportion of administrative costs in total expenditures 

• Recurrent versus development budget 

• Ratio of actual spending and budget allocations 

• Share of aid in budget allocations and share of aid in actual spending 

• Aid type – loans versus grants 

• Off-budget expenditures 

The analysis covers expenditures in the rural development sector in Mali (SDR, see Section 2 for more 
details). The main government bodies in charge of the SDR are Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of 
Energy and Water, Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries and Ministry of Environment and Sanitation 
and their agencies. However, there are several other ministries that are also implementing projects 
and programmes in the rural sector, such as Ministry of Economy and Finance, Ministry of Territorial 
Administration and Local Communities, Ministry of Social Development, Solidarity and Aged Persons 
and Ministry of Industry, Investments and Trade. All relevant expenditure measures from these 
ministries have been identified and included in the analysis. 

The main source of information on the project and programmes within the SDR sector was the CPS – 
la Cellule de Planification et Statistiques of the Ministry of Agriculture. The CPS has provided the 
detailed description of all the projects and programmes in the sector, including their implementation 
criteria and the main objectives. 

The data on budget allocations and actual spending for the identified projects and programmes are 
coming from the DNDP (Direction Nationale de la Planification du Développement). They have 
provided data for both, expenditures funded from national resources and foreign aid.  

Information on the expenditures at the aggregate level was obtained from the 2011 CPS Agriculture 
Public Expenditure Review (CPS, 2011).  

Ministry of Finance has also provided invaluable help on various data related issues. 
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When this draft was being prepared the data collection process was still on-going. The 2010 data at 
the disaggregated level were not available when the database for this draft was being prepared. As a 
consequence these are only provisional and, to a large extent, based on estimates. The final database 
will have the 2010 figures for the disaggregated data and updated figures for the aggregate level 
data. Both will be obtained from the DNDP. 

 Finally, some of the information was not available in the databases identified at the country-level. In 
particular, we failed to identify the source of data that would allow us to estimate the proportion of 
loans and grants in the total aid. Neither could we collect the information on off-budget 
expenditures. The external data sources, such as the OECD Creditor Reporting System database can 
help to fill that gap. These sources of data are currently being explored.  

All the data used in the analysis were collected by the Institut d’économie rurale, the main technical 
project partner in Mali, under supervision of the MAFAP Secretariat. 
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