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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

SENEGAL CEREALS PRODUCTION PROJECT PHASE II
 

BACKGROUND:
 

This report presents findings and recommendations of a seven-week
 

project evaluation exercise carried out in Senegal by a team composed
 

of an agricultural economist, an agronomist and an anthropologist. Some
 

additional data on beneficiaries were provided in a preliminary report
 

of a "Beneficiary Survey" carried out by SONED, a Senegalese research
 

organization.
 

In addition to assessing the original project assumptions, reviewing
 

any modifications in project objectives, and determing to what extent
 

current project objectives had been achieved, the team was asked to make
 

recommendations for actions or changes to take place during the remaining
 

10-month life of the project. Broader consideration of AID's future
 

assistance to the development of the Groundnut Basin was also seen as
 

appropriate for review by the team. (At the November 1983 GOS/Donor
 

meetings, it was decided that a joint study of the role and functions of
 

SODEVA would be conducted, to which this evaluation would be a key input.)
 

Phase II of the project was designed in 1979 to continue and reinforce
 

what had been achieved under Phase I (1974-79) in building up SODEVA's
 

institutional capacity to interact with the national agricultural research
 

organization (ISRA) in order to formulate and evaluate joint field trials,
 

and to convert results into financially viable extension recommendations.
 

These, in turn, were to be more effectively transmitted to the farmer,
 

leading to increased and diversified agricultural production in the
 

expanded project area.
 



Unfortunately, between project design and the beginning of implementa

tion, the entire policy and institutional framework within which SODEVA had
 

been operating altered radically. The supply system for the factors of
 

production and the agricultural product purchasing organization virtually
 

disappeared. Short-term credit for input purchases was cancelled. The
 

scrutiny and were generally discredited.
cooperatives came under severe 


Thus, the production targets originally set in the PP were unachievable,
 

since the farmer was simultaneously faced with a continuation of the
 

downward trend in total rainfall and the lack of availability of improved
 

seed, fertilizer, and credit.
 

Additional, endogenous factors affecting project implementation fall
 

into three main categories. The first two concern staffing and the third,
 

funding. Within the SODEVA organization itself, there have been considerable
 

staff changes starting with the Director-General, who took up his appointment
 

in 1981 having previously been with SOMIVAC and bringing with him a long
 

experience of AID projects. The head of Finance came with him, and there
 

was thus a discontinuity of experience between Phase I and Phase II in
 

financial management. Within the regions, and between headquarters and
 

the regions, there was also a considerable degree of movement which reduced
 

the continuity of supervision and of executive memory. There has, however,
 

been an upgrading of staff, both at headquarters and at regional level,
 

which was a key project objective.
 

In the USAID, the first project manager was a personal services
 

contractor with no formal background in agriculture or in AID management
 

systems (although she had previously managed a WID project in another
 

Mission). During the first year of implementation, there was a period
 

when there was no WID Officer in "ie Mission, and the subsequent appointee
 

was soon assigned project design tasks, leaving her little time to devote
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to the Cereals Production Project.
 

The current project manager, who took on this project about a year
 

ago, after completing his IDI rotation through the Mission, finds himself
 

with a very heavy work load, given the present division of responsibility
 

in the ADO and the complexity of the projects in his portfolio.
 

Funding has been a constant cause of friction between AID and SODEVA.
 

AID's approval of SODEVA's annual budget submissions has been slow for a
 

variety of reasons; the initial disbursement system of advance payments
 

was stopped after a very negative Audit Report (1981). As a result, apart
 

from some direct payments to suppliers by the USAID, SODEVA was required
 

to pre-finance a considerable proportion of project expenses.
 

This latter problem was exacerbated by the fact that the GOS appears
 

not to have covered counterpart costs in the second year in a timely manner.
 

SODEVA had to borrow on the comercial market to continue its operations,
 

including those specifically related to this project. The two project zone
 

regions became the most heavily indebted. AID is still in the process of
 

makinS reimbursements for SODEVA project outlays from the first year of
 

implementation.
 

Continued misunderstandings between the financial control offices of
 

the USAID and SODEVA as to each other's requirements, despite eight years
 

of project operation, and the Audit Report recommendation (disputed by
 

SODEVA) that a $500,000 bill from Phase I be presented to GOS, resulted
 

in soured relations between the two organizations. Further misunderstandings
 

arose as to the interpretation of the "flat rate" reimbursement of operating
 

costs and the supporting evidence required by AID: a change in policy by
 

AID regarding indemnity payments under counterpart versus non-counterpart
 

funding exacerbated matters, and required supporting documentation.
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Finally, and most crucially, the question of the condition precedent
 

requiring the GOS to show how it would continue funding after the project
 

ended, came to a head. AID appears to have given GOS a year's grace on
 

this issue, but in April, 1983 funding for procurement for SODEVA was cut
 

off. Long-term training, TA, and on-going construction were allowed to
 

continue,but local training that came under AID-supported operating
 

expenses was stopped. Again, the exact implications of this step seem
 

to have been poorly understood by SODEVA, as some project activities
 

which could have been direct-funded by AID were stopped for want of
 

borrowing capacity on SODEVA's part, before AID stopped procurement, etc.
 

Funding was started again in September 1983, after the rcurrent cost
 

plan was received.
 

This set of issues has absorbed an inordinate amount of project
 

management resources, and the lack of understanding between the
 

organizacions--and--within SODEVA itself, the lack of transfer of
 

information between the various departments--has led to a situation where
 

regional staff understood that AID had cut off funds for two years rather
 

than for the six months that was actually the case.
 

PROJECT ELEMENTS:
 

The project goal according to the PP is "increased productivity 

in the Groundnut Basin of Senegal to assist in meeting the Government's 

long-term goals of food self-sufficiency and an improvement of the life 

of the farm family." To attain this goal the project purpose is "to 

improve extension and research capabilities of the GOS to reach the
 

entire farm family with improved cultural rccomendations designed to
 

increase food production and farm incomes in the Groundnut Basin".
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The major project elements are: I)upgrading of SODEVA staff to
 

meet the evolving needs of the project area; 2) strengthening SODEVA's
 

ability to produce and use audio-visual extension aids; 3) enhancing
 

SODEVA's ability to collect and analyze data on macro and micro effects
 

in the Basin; 4) tightening the link between applied research and extension
 

in the Basin; 5) creating a Women's Extension Unit with SODEVA to develop
 

and pursue a strategy to ensure women's access to information, factor inputs
 

and other sources required to reinforce their economic role.
 

The five-year LOP funding to achieve these objectives is $7.7 million
 

of which $4.5 million was to be disbursed in local currency. The GO
 

contribution was to total $7,57 million, primarily for salaries and
 

other recurrent costs, the burden of which it had accepted gradually to
 

assume
 

There was considerable discussion of the "objective measurements"
 

presented in the Technical Analysis of the PP, particularly following
 

an Audit Report which recommended that funding under Phase II should not
 

be expanded to Trivaouane and Mbacke until AID could show that the expanded
 

extension service was 4cheving production increases in the three departments
 

funded under Phase I. Tht Mission persuaded the AA/AFR not to accept the
 

recomendation, and funding went ahead. A USAID/GOS joint assessment
 

of institutional changes in the agriculture sector had also taken place
 

prior to the 1981 Audit Report's distribution.
 

With hindsight, it seems that the Mission might have taken the
 

opportunity to assess the likelihood of success not only of the production
 

aims before or after the Audit Report, but also to review overall objectives.
 

However, given that the goal was a long-range one and that the process of
 

-5ft
 



improving extension and research capabilities cannot be achieved overnight,
 

the continuation of the project was justified in the evaluation team's
 

view. But one might question whether such essentially institution building
 

projects should have the "albatross" of precise production targets hung
 

around their necks.
 

Input-Output Analysis:
 

The inputs listed in the log frame were a) technical assistance, b)
 

training, locally and abroad, c) research, d) local manpower, e) women's
 

extension activities.
 

Technical Assistance:
 

The Technical Assistance was provided under a contract between Aurora
 

Associates and AID. The specia]:..s provided for long-term technical assistance
 

were an agricultural economist, an agronomist and a specialist in audio-visual
 

methods and extension techniques. The present Director-General of SODEVA was
 

personally involved in the selection process and the people were in post
 

by Sumner 1981. The agricultural uconomist/ Am leader was fired after a
 

year but waq replaced in only two months. The agronomist then continued as
 

team leader. The people recruited, however had good French and prior develop

ing country experience, two of them in Senegal.
 

The audio-visual expert had difficulties in operating because of
 

serious delays in constructing the A-V center at Pout and the late delivery
 

of equipment. These Uifficulties created problems in relationships and he
 

resigned, effective mid-1983. SODEVA has requested, and Aurora has identified,
 

a replacement who should be in poet very shortly.
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A point of some difference between the USAID and SODEVA regarding
 

the TA has been the place of the TA specialists in the organization, whether
 

they should work as a team and whether they should have host country counter

parts. SODEVA saw their role as reinforcing the organization's capability
 

and that when they left there would be a system established which would then
 

enable a member of SODEVA's staff to carry on. Equally, they were not seen
 

as a team but as members of whichever division was most appropriate to their
 

respective expertise.
 

Short-term assistance has been provided in the form of a training
 

specialist whose report appears to have been little used by SODEVA to date.
 

Also envisaged were a livestock expert and a horticulturalist short-term;
 

however, these specialities have not yet been requested.
 

What was not evisaged in the PP was SODEVA's request-approved by the
 

USAID-- for the preparation of the terms of reference for a Master Plan for
 

the Groundnut Basin. This was prepared in 1982, including baseline reports
 

for the proposed team. Two consultants were engaged in the preparation of
 

this study under the Aurora contract. AID has not taken up the recomenda

tions for a variety of reasons, including cost.
 

There is a widespread view in Senegal that TA is merely a condition of the
 

acceptance of donor funding (this was openly stated at the meetings between
 

the donors and GOS). It is the impression of the evaluation team, however,
 

that the TA provided under this project has helped institution building
 

in the areas proposed and can continue to do so for the remaining LOP.
 

More might have been achieved in the audio-visual field had buildinss
 

and equipment been there, but there is still time to remedy the shortfall.
 

Although there have ben problems with the organizational placement of the
 

TA agricultural economist, she has recently been able to carry out her
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terms of reference quite effectively.
 

Creation of the WID Unit:
 

The appointment of a woman sociologist to the staff of SODEVA augured
 

well for this element of the project and the Director-General publically
 

endorses SODEVA's desire to advance in this field.
 

The sociologist was at first at HQ Dakar but was subsequently moved
 

to Thies, the better to supervise the WID activities in the project area.
 

However, since she was also made head of DEP for the Thies Delegation, she
 

found herself fulfilling two wide-ranging responsibilities. Furthermore,
 

therewas a problem finding monitrices. These were not made available by
 

Promotion Humaine as had been anticipated in the PP, and eventually
 

SODEVA recruited two women who were trained at the local Maison Familiale.
 

This training orientation may account to some extent for some departures
 

of the WID component from the original PP logic of provision of labor

saving devices which would then enable womon to undertake income-generating
 

activities. On the other hand, it is also argued that the women had no
 

funds initially for the purchase of these labor-saving devices. Subsequently,
 

they found themselves having put up money in advance only to find that the
 

wells and some millet mills were not forthcoming due to project implementa

tion problems. Only half the villages projected have so far been reached,
 

but momentum has recently increased.
 

An initial decision was taken by SODEVA to attempt to integrate WID
 

activities as much as possible into other activities at the delegation
 

level.
 

In some instances, this has meant that this component has been somewhat
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peripheralized. Follow-through at HQ is variable, which probably
 

acccunts for the lack of pressure being brought to bear on the Hydraulics
 

Ministry to provide the TA and equipment for the planned and critical
 

well-digging sub-component'. Many WID component aspects are, however,
 

successful despite these implementation problems. Communal fields,
 

sheep fattening, woodlots, and poultry raising are going well, and
 

management skills are being institutionalized.
 

Long and Short-Term Training:
 

For a series of reasons, SODEVA took advantage of less than one third
 

of the long-term participant trainee slots, although ISRA used all slots
 

provided. While the remaining funds are now attributed to short-term
 

training, they are far from exhausted with 10 mouths of LOP left. English
 

language proficiency has been one bottleneck, but poor internal SODEVA
 

decision making and lack of sufficient information from AID about appro

priate opportunities have also posed problems.
 

Training of Extension Workers:
 

With the change of approach to extension adopted by SODEVA between
 

project design and implementation, the original target of numbers of
 

extension workers trained is no longer relevant. However, the functional
 

literacy aspect has been emphasized both as regards extension staff and 

villagers. This AID seems to have tacitly accepted. In addition to this 

type of training, which has advanced more or less according to SODEVA's 

schedule, there has been technical retraining at CETAD as well as in 

conjunction with ISRA as regards the joint trials. Training has been 

brought together under a separate Traiting Directorate which, with the
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function more
AID-funded facilities at Pout, should now be able to 


effectively.
 

The training foreseen under the WID component for monitrices at
 

ITA, plus stages on horticulture in the U.S. or in Senegal, and for village
 

women as vulgarisatrices, midwives or.sanitarians, is behind schedule
 

or has never started because of SODEVA's financial problems vis-a-vis AID.
 

Hiring of Additional Staff:
 

SODEVA has hired additional professional-level staff in line with the
 

project's emphasis on institution building and with increased GOS demands
 

on SODEVA. Concurrently, there has been a steady reduction in the
 

numbers of field-level staff; the total of staff on board at the beginning
 

of the project was 1,806. Now it is 1,360. The proportion of upper

level staff has in the meantime risen from 1.2% to 3.67%. The future of
 

some of these people remains in doubt, however, unless the GOS is able to
 

find the funds for their continuation. The GOS determination that there
 

be further cuts in field-level staff is questionable given already high
 

farmer/agent ratios, and delays in the audio-visual component.
 

Research:
 

Phase I of the project anticipated the building of a bridle between
 

research and extension by funding a cellule de laison at ISRA which would
 

be able to conduct field level trials, evaluate then, and formulate extension
 

assages which SODEVA could extend. This was thought by the Phase 11 PP team
 

to have failed to the extent that a dialogue did not exist, and there was
 

no feedback from the field extension workers or, more important, from the
 

farmer bAck to research. Phase I gave SODEVA more capacity to evaluate
 

the trials and required that the trials be done on 4 joint, annually
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agreed basis. This appears to be working reasonably well given the
 

relatively short time-frame, and has had a positive impact on availability
 

of appropriate messages for extension to farmers.
 

Construction and Commodity Procurement:
 

Construction delays have been significant through a variety of
 

causes--some AID-related as regards approval requirements and some due
 

to SODEVA's problems in obtaining sites and services. This has had a
 

chain reaction effect on implementation of other project components. In
 

some cases, regarding both SODEVA and ISRA, circumstances have altered
 

and funding thus remains unspent. Commodity procurement has been a
 

serious bottleneck. This again significantly hampered implementation,
 

particularly of the audio-visual component.
 

The Use of Audio-Visual Techniques:
 

SODEVA has used this method of transmitting its ,xtension messages 

since it received Iranian assistance in the mid-1970s. It was the intention 

of the project to reinforce this capacity, but due to problems which have 

been mentioned earlier, this is only now becoming possible. The use of 

these techniques ia made the more imperative by the reorientation of 

SODEVA's extension approach, and reduction in field-level staff. Relations 

between the A-V team and the rest of the CETAD still remain to be clarified, 

Lncluding staffing implications. Colsodity procurement for audio-visual
 

equipment and vehicles is still not completed.
 

CONCLUSZONS:
 

Given the extenstve changes in the political, economic and policy 

context in which SODEVA--4nd thum, the Phase 11 project--have operated 

during projdct inplament4icon, tho 4nticipAted production increase targets 

have not been 4chieved. Itowever, 4 di4nL(icant proportion of otler 
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project objectives are well on the way to being attained. It should be
 

emphasized that this is true despite managerial and funding problems that
 

have occurred, changes in the GOS mandate to SODEVA, and significant cuts
 

in SODEVA's field-level personnel.
 

The Groundnut Basin is of crucial importance to the national economy
 

in that over the last four years exports of groundnut products have
 

averaged 19% of total exports. There are no other agricultural exports
 

of any significance. The Basin is also a key source of cereal production.
 

Senegalese policies over many years have aimed at maximizing the
 

output of groundnuts at the expense oi everything else. This, rapidly
 

increasing population, and declining rainfall have made urgent the diversi

fication of crops and research, leading to the development of integrated
 

farming systems which will arrest soil degradation and ensure the future
 

of the farmers of the area.
 

In 1982/83, a total of 7.442 million CFA ($18.2 million) was spent
 

on agricultural research to which AID makes a considerable contribution.
 

USAID has invested eight years and, by the end of this phase, some $12 million
 

in assisting in the creation of the vehicle for the transfer of the results
 

which come from this research investment. It is in this context that the
 

continuatLon of support appears justified.
 

SODEVA, partly through assistance from AID under Phases I and LI of
 

this project, has evolved into a more professional and capable extension
 

organization than it was when it cook over from SATEC in 1968. AID
 

assistance has fostered effective links with ORA, with the result that
 

a feedback system now exists through which the results of on-station
 

research are tested in on-farm trials, and farmer reactions are transmitted
 

through SODEVA back to CNRA. With some exceptions, SODEVA has generally
 



lightened its touch in transferring technological innovation and recomenda

tions to farmers in the Basin, and has developed a genuine group approach
 

to extension. Its emphasis on paraprofessional approaches and functional
 

literacy training for staff and farmer clients is a sensible response to
 

declining personnel numbers, and to its GOS mandate to "wither away"
 

These characteristics apply not only in the project area, but are in
 

the process of being extended throughout SODEVA's zone of action.
 

Due to delays in construction, commodity procurement, and to funding
 

difficulties, some components are not as far advanced as was anticipated
 

for this stage of project life. There are considerable funds remaining
 

in the pipeline which can be expended to accelerate the anticipated
 

achievement of the EOPs for these components--training, audio-visual,
 

WID, and research trials. In turn, a number of subcomponents should now
 

be dropped, given the contextual changes in the GOS approach to agri

cultural production and marketing--seed treatment, input supply, and
 

some construction being the major ones.
 

Unlike a number of the other Regional Development Agencies, SODEVA
 

is now primarily an extension provider, rather than a global rural develop

ment agency controlling all aspects of agricultural production in the
 

Groundnut Basin. This is as it should be, and AID should assist SODEVA
 

to continue in this direction. Field-level staffing patterns relative to
 

headquarters professional support should be viewed in the wider context of
 

the degree to which SODEVA's current extension approach can effectively
 

roplace the prior, more intensive personal contact with individual farmers.
 

This, in turn, should be examined in terms of GOS investment capability
 

and priorities in agricultural production support overall. Similarly,
 

SODEVA's involvement in literacy and management skills training should be
 

examined in the context of other, competing institutional claims to this
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function within the GOS, and measures of relative effectiveness.
 

There are several options for continued AID support to SODEVA. The
 

recommendations that follow could be accepted and implemented through
 

either or a combination of the following approaches:
 

Option 1. Extend the present LOP of Phase II by 24-36 months, with sone
 
increase in dollar and local currency funding. This would allow some 
long-term participant training; completion of thq WID component targets;
improvement in the amount of audio-visual material and approaches available;
the extension of the TA agronoiat's contract as requested by SODEVA; and 
additional trials and the development of a soil conservation/soil regeneration 
plan to be implemented subsequently by SODEVA, ISRA and other relevant GOS 
agencies. Other project objectives which are not likely to be achieved 
e.g., production increase targets, som procurement, some construction, should 
be modified accordingly. This implies a PP amendment process, which is 
time-consuming, but which might provide a venue for improved comunication 
between AID and SODEVA in the redesign process. It also implies continuing in 
a project funding mode, which has a number of implications for the balance of 
the Mission's project/program portfolio, and especially for project management 
resources within the Mission and within SODEVA. 

Option 2. To the extent that the USAID wishes to have a direct impact on 
agricultural policy issues that relate to SODEVA's mandate an performance 
(and which are essentially beyond SODEVA's control), the Missioe could move to
 
a combination of DA project and ESF program Assistance. The ESF would be 
conditional on some policy changes which, in turn, would allow SODEVA to
 
function properly as an extension agency shorn of its other functions of
 
distribution, marketing, etc. 
 The DA dollar funding would make possible a)

long-term participant training, b) U.S. short-term technical assistance, and 
c) some commodity procurement from the U.S. to support some pilot activities 
in the soil conservation/regeneration area. ESF (or Title III) local currency
 
could be used to continue to fund some proportion of SODEVA operating costs 
and local salary support. This option - especially if Title III currency
generations are used rather than ESF - takes into account that the Mission 
already has an approved Title III extenaion, which incorporated support for a
 
soil regeneration fund. If dollar funding can be associated with this without
 
the necessity of keeping a DA project on the books, the management load should
 
be substantially be reduced.
 

Option 3. Like Option 2, this approach implies a further departure from 
DA project funding, but continued edium-term support for SODEVA operations in 
the present project zone, to achieve the sam revised objectives, including 
soil conservation/regeneration, in cooperation with ISRA and other agencies.

Under this option, a combination of dollar and local currency funding would be 
provided to the GOS through a PAAD, which would be attributed against specific 
SODEVA operating costs and some U.S. TA and comodities, A CP could be 
included in the PAAD requiring the same sorts of policy changes as in Option
2. Here, tfhere would be no DA funding er s in projectized form. SODEVA 
would get a direct resource transfer, and some requisite TA. This would 
eliminate a good deal of project management intensivity on AID's part as well 
as on that of SODEVA, and would solve a number of the persistent

accountin4/financing/reabursement problems that have characterized project
 
assistance to date.
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There is,a fourth option, which is to let the current LOP run out, having 
scaled down the project's objectives accordingly, and taking into account the 
likelihood that not all of the money in the pipeline can be spent in the next
 
ten months In any useful manner. Later, when things are clearer on the GOS 
and the AID side, assistance could be started again, either of a program or 
project kind. This option is not reco mendad by the evaluation team for a 
variety of reasons, not the least of which is that it would most probably, by 
causing a hiatus in funding for SODEVA's operations in the present project 
zone, lead to SODEVA's gradual demise. This kind of an goes againstoutcome 
the conclusions of this evaluation to the effect that SODEVA is a viable
 
organization with an important and manageable set of activities to perform.
 

The recommendations which follow could all be implemented under any of the 
three options discussed above. 

VI. UCOMMENDATIONS 

1. That USID/Dakar continue dollar and local currency funding to support 
SODEVA's extension and ISRA/SODEVA applied research activities in the project
area (Thies and Diourbel), over the medium term (three-five years). This 
assistance should be used to strengthen SODEVA's ability to extend new 
recomendations for increased crop production, continued crop diversification, 
related Uivestock operation, and soil conservation/regeneration activities. 

2. That the budget responsibilities for ISRA/SODEVA off-station trials be

redefined in the ISRA/SODEVA A4remmnt Protocol to enable better management of 
funds allocated for these activities. 

3. To avoid further communication problems regarding finance and controller
 
functions, 
 that a) a meting between senior USAID Controller Office personnel
and senior management at SODEVA take place very soon, b) that consideration be 
given to SODVA financial personnel being involved in AID's Sahel Regional
 
Management Project.
 

4. Regarding the WID component, a) that funds be provided immediately for the 
anticipated training of monitrices at IT& in food preservation, b) for 
short-term training for these same two monitrices by CDH in
 
gardening/horticulture; 
 c) that 2-3 additional monitrices be hired and trained 
so that d) over the next year or two, the original 28-village target can be 
attained, while those villages that have been included for the longest period
can have their initial income-generating activities reinforced and/or 
amplified; and e) funds be made available, and necessary USAI.D/SODEVA/Mnistry

of Hydraulics collaboration take place, so that wells can be 
dug and/or

improved in WIJD villages as anticipated in the PP.
 

5. That under the WID component, a) millet mills be procured and placed in 
those WID villages whose women's groups have already paid their credit advance 
installment. Additionally, b) that purchase of a range of types of sill be 
funded by AID so that a controlled comparison can be made by SODEVA, ISRA
and the women's groups to determine which types of mills are most
 
cost-effective, and require least maintenanm.e; c) that USAID seek information 
from VITA, ATI/Washington, and other appropriate agencies concerning the 
availability of manually-operated millet threshers, peanut decorticators, and 
peanut-butter making machines. Depandingon the outcome of this Information 
search, funds should be allocated for the purchase of at least one prototype
of each machine and its placement in one of the WID villages, with appropriate 
ancillary training, where required; and d) that planned project funding for 
WID staff vehicles be discussed. 
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6. Thirdly, a) short-term TA be provided as necessary to assist the WID 
Director and bar staff to design more effective sedium-term incoe-generating 
activities for those village women's groups that are already at an advanced 
stage, and for those that vill reach this stage later in an (extended) LOP, as 
veil as to assist in the development of appropriate simple farm records
 
systems, and of improved training in group and financial management skills. 
These kinds of assistance and/or documentation can be made available by CLUSA,
 
ACDI, and some private consulting firms, as well as the AID WID Office, and 
the International Center for Resea'ch on Women, Washington, D.C., and 
PAID/Ouagadougou. Short-term TA could be substituted or complemented by a 
short trip by the SODEVA WID Director to the U.S. and/or Ouagadougou for this
 
specific purpose. 

7. a) That AID approve SODEVA's request for extension of the TA agronomist's
 
contract for the additional six months requested since her qualifications and
 
experience are well-suited to the current ISRA/SODEVA applied research. A
 
short-term soil scientist with sound background in soil conservation and
 
experience In practical aspects of soil management In arid conditions could be
 
provided to strengthen the soil conservation themes of ISRA/SODEVA applied
research activities and to upgrade the off-station trials in the direction of
 
the soil conservation and regeneration program under consideration, b) that
 
after the expiration of the present TA contract for the agricultural economist
 
now in place, USAID work with SODEVA to determine whether further short-term 
U.S. assistance is desirable following the U.S. training of the DEP
 
statistician and short-term U.S. training for one or more other DEP staff.
 
These decisions cannot be made at this point in time given the lack of clarity
about what SODEVA's staffing pattern will be six monthi' from nov. 

8. That the possibility of increasing the number of applied research trials 
be considered in order to increase their validity, the variety of themes 
addressed and the number of participating farmers. The trials, where 
appropriate, should be designed with the aim of soil conservation and 
regeneration in view, and where possible, some womae farmers should be 
included as trial participants. More emphasis should be placed on chemical 
analyses and economic aspects of the trials. 

9. That the number of field trips to ISRA/SODEVA off-station trial sites 
organized for all concerned ISRA and SODEVA personnel be increased to two each 
year as proposed in the Programe de Tournies Conjointes ISRA/SODEVA 1983-84. 
The first trip should take place In the initial part of the growing season and 
the second toward the and. 

10. That Information Visits at CNRA be organized at CNRA at least two times 
each year for all SODEVA personnel concerned with ISRA/SODFVA off-station 
trials a proposed In the Programme de Tournies Conjointes. 

11. That the representatives of SAFGRAD, the C.SPs, ICRISAT and other relevant 
Institutions be invited to participate in the annual ISLA/SODEVA meetings so 
that the links of applied research with other research facilities are 
strengthened. SODEVA Documentation Center should increase its capability to 
procure all relevant publications. 
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12. That a cadd (Acacia albida) promotion program be initiated by SODEVA to 
gradually increase the density of the tree population in the area up to 50/ha, 
as recommended in a recent review by Freeman. 

13. That as much effort as possible be put into creating a viable Audio-Visual 
Unit at the CETAD in Pout nov that the buildings and most of the equipment are 
ffually in place but that, in addition, the mobile vans with appropriate 
equipment be procured as soon as possible. Additional short-term training
should be considered for A-V teas staff, as well as some additional stgffing 
as required. The replacement medium-term audio-visual specialist be may be 
complemented, if desirable after her one-month trial period, by additional 
short-term TA specifically in the area of functional literacy training and
 
methodology. This could, alternatively, be provided by members of the 
USAID/Dekar PDO Hunan Resources Development Group, If they are available. 

14. That a) an information management system specialist with a background in 
computer data processing be provided for three to six months to work with the 
DG SODEVA and the DTO and DEP Directors to determine whether data now being 
collected and analyzed are appropriate given who the end-users are, how they 
can better be exploited, and how information flows and report preparation
within SODEVA and between SODEVA and ISRA, where relevant, can be improved.
This person would also examine the present documentation service system and 
assess needs for microfiche, and other documentation aterials, giving funding
specificiations, and review requirements at delegation level for
 

icro-computers and programmable calculators.
 

15. Given the arrival of the AID-funded Apple I11, and the existence in SODEVA 
of an Apple II, training should be given in Dakar to a numb.. of SODEVA 
management staff and some technical division heads on the uses of the 
computers, and the specialist called for in recommendation 13 should make 
recommendation. about appropriate software, which could then be purchAsed with 
AID funds. The Dakr-based training could be provided to SODEVA staff through
the planned MSU computer methods course for ISRU staff to be funded under the 
FS13 project in Spring, 1984.
 

16. USAID and SODEVA should decide jointly, in terms of mutual acceptance and 
rejection of individual recommendations herein-especlally durati., and types
of funding--whether to reinstate some long-term participant training in the 
U.S.. If a favorable response is forthcoming, then a) the present deputy
training director should be sent for a MS in Communications, e.g., at Michigan
State or Cornell and b) a SODEVA sociologist or economist should be sent for a 
MS in agricultural economics. As to short-term participant training, the DEP 
statistician should be sent to the U.S. for a coarse in farm management (e.g.,
at M U) and the DEP agronomist should be lent to the U.S. for short-cerm 
exposure to ag.econ. computer analysis techniques. At least one other SODEVA 
senior cadre who will remain involved Ia AID-funded activities should be sent 
to the World Bank project management coutse. 

17. The USAID should reconsider funding so" of the studies called for in the 
Master Plan terms of reference for the Groundnut lasin. These might include a
base soil conservation/regeneration study, studies on appropriate crops 
and livestock management system and marketing, the study on functional 
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literacy and the organization of youth programs. Decisions about refined terms 
of reference, and study duration (a), as wel as types of TA required, should 
be carefully made with SODPVA, and with ISRA where appropriate. 

18. In future, whatever the type of funding and LOP determined appropriate by 
the USAID and SODEVA, project managers in the respective organizations should 
be able to interact directly. "he USAID project manager should not have to 
meet separately with a variety of technicians and managers in SODEVA, nor 
should the SODEVA personnel continue to be given the impression that there are 
*too many chiefs" in on the decision-making about the project and its 
implementation at USAID. The system of semi-annual joint meetings at which 
the SODEVA DG and the USAID Director or Deputy Director are present should be 
revived, starting with such a meeting to decide on acceptance and 
implementation of the evaluation report recominndations. 

19. SONED should be requested to provide the USAID with a) access to its data 
base for the *Beneficiary Study , b) a substantially revised methodology 
section in its final report, c) substantially better agronomic data analysis 
and d) If possible, analysis and conclusions about SODEVA field-level 
presence, farm income improvement given project inputs, and overall 
concluaions about project viability and SODEVA performance. 
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SENEGAL CEREALS PRODUCTION II
 
EVALUATION REFORr
 

1. Introduction 

Background. This report contains the findings and recommendations of a 
six eek evaluattion of the Senegal Cereals Production Project, Phase 11. The 
evaluation was originally scheduled to take place in CY 1982, under the 
Mission Evaluation Plan of 1980. For a number of logistical as well as
 
substantive reasons, the exercise was postponed until late CY 1983. One
 
reason for the delay wa5 PPC's desire to conduct, simultaneou,ly with the
 
"mid-term" project evaluation, an AID Impact Evaluation of both phases of the 
project. Due to organizational and timing problems, this Impact Evaluation
 
was postponed at the last moment.
 

In preparation for the proposed joint evaluation effort, the USAID 
contracted with a Senegalese organization, SONED, to prepare a beneficiary 
survey to be carried out in the project area. The preliminary results of this 
study were, Indeed, available to the evaluation team toward the middle of Its 
stay in Senegal. Unfortunately, due to design and reporting factors, this 
survey was not as useful to the team as had originally been anticipated. 
However, it did raise some key points for investigation and review by the t1am. 

Given this background, the evaluation team proposed to the USAID that 
some broader questions than those often addressed in project-level evaluations 
be considered in this report. This proved to be particularly desirable given 
the fact that the AID evaluation was being carried out during the Joint 
OS-donor meetings on agriculture policy and food self-sufficiency. These 

meetings directly raised queston about the role and functions-and future-of 
SODEVA, the 0OS regional development agency Implementing the project. 
Therefore, while the report presents an input-output analysis typical of 
prnject-level evaluations in AID, it also attempts to place these findings in 
a broader policy and operational context. 

The evaluation team, composed of an agricultural economist/team leader, 
an ajronmit/extenion specialist, and an anchropologist/organtzation 
speciilist, was asked to assess the current validity of the original project 
assumpttons, review any =oxification% made Inproject objectives, and 
determine to what extent current project objectives had been attained (see 
Annex). 

Methr'nl , The team arrived in early '=Nvmber, 1983, jusc at the tie 
that ic relevant members of the Mission 4nd of SOM)VA, the 005 parastrtal 
Implementing the project, were invnlved InCILSS and other donor retings with 
the 00S on agriculture policy and food ielf-suffictncy. The% meetings 
Included significant emph4is on the role of the 05 fgiminl Development
Authoritieq, including SODEVA. 
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The evaluation report outline was submitted to the USAID project manager 
on November 12, one week after arrival of the full team. At an initial 
meeting with the Mission Director and other concerned USAID staff, itwas 
determined that the evaluation report, whIle stressing project-level 
objectives, accomplishements and problems, should also where possible draw 
conclusions and make recommendations which related more broadly to USAID-GOS 
interaction, and future program objectives. 

Since the macro-economic and policy situation on which project 
assumptions had been based in the design phase (1979) had substantially 
altered since the onset of project implementation, (1980-81) Itwas considered 
vital that the team participate in these meetings, so as to appreciate the 
nature and scope of these changes, as well as the probable future context for 
project activities and the role of SOlDEVA in future management of production 
and marketing in the Basin. This, together with local holidays, meant that 
the team spent a longer period in Dakar than was initially foreseen, 
interspersed with reconnaisance trips to the project areas of Thies and 
Diurbel, to meet with key SODEVA regional-level officials. Field visits were 
also made during this period to the SODEVA training center at Pout, the (ISRA) 
Instit Senegalals a la Richerche Aguiste research center at Bambey, and LO a 
number of farmers who had been involved in joint ISRA/SODEVA applied research 
trials funded by the project.
 

In the fourth week, the team proceeded to the field, visiting a sample of 
one-half of the villages which had been Included in the WID component of the 
project, and a further sample of one half of the farmers Involved in applied 
research trials. The team was accompanied by regional and departmental-level 
SODEVA and ISRA cadres, and members of the US technical assistance team, as 
well as the USAID project manager's assistant, and the USAID WID officer. At 
least one day was spent in each of the five departments covered by the 
project. 

Following these field visits, and additional meetings in Dakar with other 
GOS agencie, involved in develping the Grrzuc Basin, the team prepAred a 
draft report and an executive summary for di.scussion with AID, SOOEVA, ISRA, 
and other relevant GOS agencies. Meetings were held to discuss key Issues 
raised in the draft evaluation report, and to recomerd changes or additions 
to be included in final report preparation. The V-P of theUS consulting firm 
that provided the TA specialists was also a participant in those meetings.
 

It should be noted that, contrary to the original evaluation methrdology 
assumptions, SODEVA was not asked to provide a member of the evaluation team. 
Rather, different cadre% were assigned to 4ccr4opny the team on field visits, 
and the head of the Evaluation and Planning Division (DEP), was assigned as 
overall contact person for the team inSODEVA. 
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II. 	 PROJECT COtMG AND BACKGROUN 

Phase I 

Phase I of the Cereals Production Project (1974-1979) identified the
 
Thies and Diourbel regions as one of the most heavily populated farming areas
 

of Senegal. Together with the Sine Saloum region to the south of Diourbel
 
these regions form the Groundnut Basin of Senegal where the bulk of the
 
country's cereals and over 80 of the groundnuts, upon which the national
 
economy depends, are produced.
 

The project aimed to build on work which had been going on since 1964
 
under the country's "Programme Agricole" to shift the traditional farmirg
 

asystems through semi-intensive to Intensified farming by the wider use of 
new strain of millet and a range of improved methods. 

The vehicle for the transfer of this technology was the Regional 
Development Agency "La Societ6 de Dveloppement et de Vulgarisation Agricole" 
(SODEVA) which was charged with the development of the Groundnut Basin. This 
organization, created in1968, was designed to replace the extension service 
provided frnm 1964 by France through the French firm "Socli&t d'Aide Technique
 
et de 	Cooration" (SATEC). 

SOOEVA isa semi-autonomous "mixed economy" institution set up with an
 
initial capital of 10 million CFA. The GOS is the principal stoc'Xholder but
 
others include the Senegalese marketi,8g organization (O09.W), the Senegalese 
development bank (Bt),SATEC and agricultural coops created by ONCAD for 
credit and marketing purposes. 

SODEVA's activitres between 1%8 and 1971 was largely funded by the
 
French C.aisse Cencrale (CCCCE) and tBRD, following which the government
 
contributed substantially. At the time of the design of Phase I there was
 
aiso significant support from CCCE, FAC, FED, and UYA for specific project and
 

Iran also made a long-term loan to provide audio-visual.tctivicie. 
facilities and buildings as well as mobile A-V units.
 

The Phase I project outputs were listed as:
 

a) 	Recruitment and upgrading of SOOEVA extension personl inthe
 
project area;
 

b) 	Establishment of required SOOEVA infrastructure including
 
training from demonstracton facilities;
 

c) 	Setting up of 4n applied research unit inCMRA to assure
 
coordination between re.earch ind agricultural @xtenLon
 
activities;
 

d. 	Increased number of firmers o be included Ln the
 
intensificalon progrM
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A sub-project was added to the original Phase I Project which was aimed 
at assLsting the work of Promotion Humaine in its training schemes inhome 
economicsor local artisans and funcConal literacy for local SODEVA 
extension workers, male and female animators ("pilot peasants" -the 
forerunners of the paynans relais), local officials, artisans and women and 
youths. 

In February, 1.978 an evaluation report was prepared based on a draft 
report prepared inMarch-April, 1977. This report was very positive as to the 
results achieved. It acknowledged that some of the higher levels of 
technology had not been adopted at the rates originally predicted, but 
postulated several reasons why the original "packages" had not found favor 
with the farmers. 

These were. 

a) the relatively small percentage of farming units with adequate 
land resources to make the larger investments or capable of 
affording the higher risks involved; 

b) Lnadequace supplies of the heavier farm implemncs required; 

c) conflict between heavy fall plowing and harvest far use of labor; 

d) che 4s yet incomplete dewmscrati,.., of the economic superiority
of the higher levels of technology ovmr the less incensive 
technology.
 

Concurrently ithad become evident to SODEVA that the package approach to 
transmission mf extension msg was not LnapprronrLaCe for all farmers in 
all situamins and they t.gn to adopt more flexible approach to the 
technical transfer function. There were poLstive results to be seen in the 
rumbers of farmers adopting wom level of intens fication increasing by 55%. 
from 1974-75 to 1975-76 and 33. from 1975-76 to 1976-77 retpectiveLy. 

Shrtrly After the 1977 evaluation of the project, 4 grruuate research 
assistant fre the tpartvent of Agriculcurl Ecowvaics at Mlchigan St4e 
University, carri d ou an 4dditional study of pr drcxlon increases in the 
project 4re4. This cornnld that the results of the project were negative in 
torm% of the ivrptA increase* 4ginst the investsenc made. This paper ineod 
wide 4tromritn .ind e*h credknco in APD/W 4nd =ID/So n4nl frjund i(sel 
h4vtri to d*f(nt prth ct. f main potn. isads by tho Mission watth e (ht by 

4sSulnth (ia lvol of intesificatten to bo baline tLien the benf its 
accruing rn the projs*cc w.ro grostsly iJ'rore5izatod and that a recalcJluto 
takina inrfi accmzir tho 1roer lvvmli af int4sfcaio gav attorqly 
postivv r4ro tit rocurn (envor 11',). 

D@*ptr@ the differences tit apijni over (ho precis# le-vels of proeXcion 
incrAses, And itnC the affICiL1 1978 #valuation ro@xi~[ foMfjj 014C tOW 
1~4r1 mbjectivesl of tnotituco-building And r#*arch/#xt;*t'stoo ltii" ~Ud 
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been achieved, a second phase was recommended. This was partly premised on a
 
recognition that the continuatin of the same level of staffing and activities 
as under the first phase implied higher recurrent costs than the GOS was 
likely to be prepared to ber, and that as technologies became more complex
 
the needs for extension would be for better-trained agents and less for
 
massive grassroots effort (encadrement lourd). Clearly, to refuse a second
 
phase risked the total collapse of what-Eaia-been achieved thus far.
 

The evaluation did point to the external factors, beyond SODEVA's
 
control, which had had a negative Impact on project performance and which
 
should be examined Ln the context of the second phase design.
 

As to the CNRA/SOOEVA applied research relationship, this was considered 
to be of continual importance; itwas felt that itcould be reinforced, 
particularly in the area of data collection methods and analysis. 

Itwas also suggested that the second phase design embrace a broader 
strategy than one based on increased millet production, and encouragement of 
other initLatives already adopted by SODEVA was recommended. These included 
integration of livestock with crop production, extension of the crop 
procxtion base and forestry. Increased levels of participant training were 
also proposed inview of the needs that SOEVA and MPA would have as 
expatriate staff were replaced, and inkeeping with GOS policies of upgrading 
extension stiff. 

COS Priorities and Reuest for Phase I. 

The request for second phase funding for the Senegal Cereals Proxtion 
Project was m4de inSeptember, 1978 with the added request that this should be 
extended to cover the departmencs of Tivaouane inthe region of Thies and 
M'backh in the region nf Diourbel. At the time of the request itwas clear 
that the COS was very concerned about the recurrent costs with which it Would 
be faced ghen the level of saffing At that cLme. Equly, AID/Washingcon 
wanted co soe a reducclon on rhe level of US D's funding of local salaries. 
A dlini'hing level of salary support was arrived ac with the SODLVA 
mnageent, but with 4 condition precedent to the project thAt the GOS shnw 
how it intended to fund $S-XVA's staff beyond the end of project life. 

In line with principal ob,4ccives of M)S, and its primary Aim of 
increasing prntxction chrm,*h the extension of appropriato techloies, the 
prnect was doigned ro iustain SAWMVA', c4p4City to continue the upgrading of 
is staff and Ohe trenghmnin of lhe lirk botwawn reearch and extention. 

feow4- Fctorq Affecting ProIct Performnce. 

2-MYA'st A~#rimns as%a Rogionai D#uvlyvmnt AgO.r. 

The function -if rho So.neglose Rionavl Dvepment; Asenci@s (MWAO 
Varies According re) the nacuri qf the 4agrtCUlxUral 'and 4ctivity in their zone. 
m'f rosPnnsbility. Thus, Mi-WEITM( iisPpinctpally based on cocm, prfxxtion, 
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while SAE, Initially responsible for the development of, the Senegal river
 
delta, but ultimately the whole river valley, Ismore concerned with irrigated
 
cereal productLon. SODEVA, on the other hand, Inherited Its functions from
 
the long tradition of state Intervention in the Groundnut Basin from which 
flowed so much of Senegal's national income. This was, and Ls, "the center of 
gravity of the entire Senegalese economy and polity" (Waterbury, 1983).
 

SODEVA's origins lie in the "technical approach" to Increasing groundnut 
production and the contract between GOS and the French Socit6 d'Aide 
Technique and Cooperation (SATE) of 1964, with financial support from CCCE 
and IEBD. This program also aimed at Increasing millet production. This was
 
the period of Intensive encadrement and the attempt to formulate a series of 
technical packages which wold beiffused and adopted in a hierarchical 
manner towards the goal of Intensification set for the farmers by the State. 

SATE is attributed with spectacular success in spreading the purchase of 
subsidized equipment on credit but this led to Increasing acreage rather than 
achieving the higher yields from the same acreage, which would have permitted 
the maintenance of fallow. This in turn led to reduction in fodder crops, 
green manure and %oil fertility. To achieve greater production, the farmer
 
had to buy fertilizer and to do this he had to grow more groundnuts, thus he
 
had to cultivate more fallow.
 

Furthermore, since SATEC had only one major production objective, itdid
 
nothing to foster the mechanfims which had existed to bring together the
 
officials of other government agencies-forestry, animal husbandry,
 
veterinary, seed services etc.-at arrondisement level. There was a
 
concurrent divorce between agronomic research and the extension service which 
continued until attempts to bridge the gap were made under the Senegal Cereals 
Production Project, Phase 1. 

When SOCEVA began operations in 1968 ItLargely inherited SATEC's aims, 
its mandate being to: 

a) increase overall prcxution; 
b) double per worker productivity between 1970 and 1980; 
c) promote diversification; and 
d) increase cultivator income. 

Since Its creation, the greater proportion of SODEVAs budget hais come 
from outside 4ources. The exception wat during a period from 1970-72, when 
most of the funding w45 local. There have been fluctuations in funding levels 
and in the level of activities possible which have altered SODEVA's approach 
to its farmer clients. 7Thus, an "elitist" approach to the transfer of the 
excensinn moss%4ge to the "Paysan do po4nto" wo was sufficiently well-endowed 
to adopt it-conomized on personnel gu~rng the eirly 70% when funds were 
sthort. As fudsing frnm ouoide sources bec4me moro generous, the staff lists 
of SOCEVA grew rapidly, with som growth in the uper echelons. 

In 1977, there was 4 formal shift again towards the vu|air4tion do 
*4%** approach with the exten ion agent niercting with grop or armer,4 49 
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opposed to individuals. The "new" approach, which ineffect is the pre-SATEC 
approach, was restated Inthe Lettre de Mission which is the basis of the
 
current contractual arrangement between the GOS and SODEVA. The means of
 
transmission which are proposed for this "auto-encadrement" are demonstration
 
plots and organized visits followed by dLsions, audio-visual and radio
 
diffusion of advice, and meetings. All this is to be rounded off by
 
management councils which will help the individual indetermining his input
 
needs, the better to manage his holding.
 

This implies a reduction in the number of base-level agents and the
 
improvement inthe level of all the operators in the field from the support
 
technical staff InDakar through the regional, departmental and field level
 
extension worker to the farmers themselves, who will bear a greater
 
responsibility for formulating their own demands on the extension service.
 
This has caused a shift of emphasis of the work of the extension service
 
towards a heavy program of functional literacy training for the lower-level
 
agents, and for farming community members. SODEVA isthus, inpart, competing
 
with Promotion Humaine inthe literacy training arena.
 

The criticism which SODEVA has of the Promotion Humaine literacy training
 
is that It is not sufficienly relevant to t nedot the rural population
 
and that, inany case, that service does not have the resources to cover the
 
targec population. SODEVA sees the need to train the villagers to be able not
 
only to read and understand technical advice but to organize the documentation
 
necessary for the management of the sections villageo'ses for their
 
participation inthe renewed cooperative movement. Tnis approach coincides
 
with the view of the Direction de 'opration
which proposes tco set up a 
%imilar program using similar -Eiods. 

The discussion of the appropriateness of SODEVA as the agent for rural 
literacy training has, of course, much wider implications than lie within the 
scope of this project evaluation. It should perhaps be said infavor of 
SODEVA'% undertaking this work that ithas more agents on the ground than most 
other agencies; that these agents do not have an even work load year round, 
given the short growing season inSenegal; that they can combine literacy 
training with transferring technology and have the technical means to do it, 
with the CErAD facilities. 

However, this isan area which GOS and the donors will probably wish to
 
analyze inmore depth inorder to determine Senegal's long-term needs with
 
regard to literacy training and a rationalization of whatever resources are
 
considered to be appropriate. This is especially so in light of the Caisse
 
Centrale's proposal to fund literacy training through the cooperative
 
movement)'
 

I/	Catsse Centrale has not yet formulated its policy vis-1-vis cooperatives,
 
but awaits policy clarification from GOS and Direction de CoopbratLon
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As with literacy training, Liaison with research, the capacity to analyze
 
the results of on-farm trials and develop extension messages from them, Isa
 
direct adjunct of extension and should therefore be within the capability of
 
an extension service.
 

This link with research, the creation of feed-back mechanisms and the 
capacity to analyze results has been an objective of both phases of the 
Senegal Cereals Production Project. There is strong evidence to suggest that 
chis element of thp project isbeginning to bear fruit and that the will is 
there within both SODEVA and the ISRA's CNRA for this to continue and to 
develop. If this Isso, Senegalese Investment inresearch will bring better 
returns than hitherto. It is,however, appropriate to examine the other 
activities undertaken by SODEVA and consider whether these properly belong to 
an extension organization. 

Agricultural Inputs.
 

Currently, SODEVA provides a certain amount of agricultural inputs 
through its "Intendance" staff. This staff consists of 3 people at 
headquarters at Dakar, 17 people at delegation and department level, as well 
as 45 storemen. The products stocked consist largely of veterinary medicines,
 
insecticides fungicides, small spares, vegetable seeds, some ox traction 
equipment and, in 1983, stocks of fertilizer which were sold from SODEVA 
stores through a contract with the Sociiti S&nigalaise d'Errais et Produits 
Chimiques (SSEPC). 

In the past SODEVA was the vehicle by which farmers' orders for 
fertilizers were transmitted to ONCAD. The basis of SODEVA's sales iscost 
plus 10% which It Isadmitted does not cover the total cost of the operation. 
It isopen to question whether this should be part of S(O)EVA's function and 
whether this type of operation should be subsidized. 

At the time of the Phase II design, itwas understood that SODEVA
 
Intended to divest Itself of this function, but to date there is no sign of
 
this happening. It seemed from various conversations that there were other
 
sources of supply (local markets, firms like Les Niayes, etc.) and that
 
farmers were pretty well aware of what they wanted and how to use it . There
 
isvery little extension su ervision in the use of the products, except inthe
 
context of demonstrating. Furthermore, Ifsubsidized supply systems continue
 
to be provided, there is little possibility of a realistic commercial supply
 
system developing.
 

The future role of SOCEVA-and other RDA's--with regard to the 
"revitalized' cooperative movement, and associated credit programs LIs unclear 
at the present time. It is the stated GOS policy that the new base unit of 
the cooperative structure will be the section villaeolse, a group based on 
ties of co-residence and kinship, which is to be smaller than the previous 
base-level cooperative. These sections are to have officers and a management 
capability, and to offer collective security for loans. According to one 
model, they are also to be financially autonomous and responsible directly to
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the Senegalese development bank for loan repayment. SODEVA staff, including 
senior management, believe that SODEVA has a special advisory role to play to 
these new entities, and that their comparative advantage is to work with and 
through the paysan relais, a member of the section staff, to provide 
assistance concerning a range of produi.tiondeifsons. Again through the 
paysan relais, SODEVA can, they believe, provide effective literacy and 
management skills training, including advice about credit-worthLness of 
individual section members. This view conflicts fairly directly with that, of 
the staff and senior management of the Direction de la Copration (part of 
the same Ministry of Rural Development) which see themselves as being the main 
broker to the new sections. At the time of the evaluation team's visit, these 
conflicting interests and models had not been resolved. 

In the past, SODEVA had a role in the production of certified ground-nut 
and cereals seed. For Nl groundnut seed, responsibility lies with the Service 
Semancier, but SODEVA still has the titular responsibility for other certified 
grounut seed. SONAR, the successor agency to OCAD, isultimately 
responsible for the purchase of seed, and has the funds insofar as these are 
available. SONAR claims that SODEVA isunable to fulfill its part of the seed 
quality control system for lack of funds. The seed conditioning center that 
was formerly managed by SODEVA isnow in the hands of the Ministry itself. 

There is a proposal in the GOS/SODEVA Lettre de Mission that farmers be 
encouraged to keep their own groundnut seeds inwarehouses belonging to the 
sections villageotses. This implies the construction of some 1,850 
warehouses, but financing and management of such a massive construction 
program isnot clarified. The cost of each warehouse isapproximately 5-6000 
CFA, making the entire program worth some 925 million CFA (U.S. $2.25 million). 

For cereals and cowpea seed, SONAR is responsible for purchasing %eed 
from the farmers who have undertaken to multiply seed with SODEVA's 
assistance. The RDAs are supposed to ascertain the overall need of farmers in 
their areas for certified seed, and pass these estimates along to SONAR, which 
then buys the required amount from the multipliers. This year, this has all 
been a bit theoretical, since the price of cereals on the local markets is 
wel in excess of the official price, i1 Aich is all that SONAR can offer. It 
would appear that past problems with multLplcarin and supply of certified 
cereal seed will not be resolved in the coming year. 

The RDAs have a role as trouble-shooters In the case of an attack by 
pests. SODEVA, for instance, will warn the MR'% agricultural inspecrorate 
who will make available the necessary pect control material 4nd the SOOEVA 
agents help inthe control of the attack. 

Finally, the RDAs find themselrua 4s the collectors and collators of 
basic agricultural information, for whtch the agriculturil inspector4te ha4s 
Insufficient staff, as well 4s having to respond to 4 variety of ilniiterial 
queries. Again, this might not be regarded strictly 4s the work of 4n 
extension agency, but the Information which they provide isb4sLc to the 
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capacity to plan for the rural sector of the economy and the provision of a
 
similar capacity within the inspectorate would imply a duplication of staff at
 
field level and the consequent costs.
 

The above discussion indicates the extent to which SODEVA's efficacy is
 
dependent upon the agricultural policies of the country and the provision of
 
the major factors of production. The life of the Senegalese farmer is made
 
precarious enough by the vagaries of the weather which, according to some
 
calculations, account for some 65% of production variability, without having
 
the supply of seeds, fertilizers and equipment disrupted as well.
 

Prior to 1980, the cornerstone of Senegalese agricultural policy was
 
agricultural credit. Due to poor management and inadequate accounting
 
practices, the former system whereby famers were extended credit through the
 
cooperatives to be repaid in cash or in kind through the delivery of
 
agricultural products, was suspended. The OS twice forgave debts in response
 
to poor crop years and when ONCAD was abolished, all cooperative debts were
 
cancelled after an unsuccessful attempt to assess them, in which SODEVA had
 
been assigned the task of rectifying all accounts at the individual coop
 
member level.
 

A Prime Minister's Working Group which included various donors was
 
organized to draw up a revised system. Plans were made and the system was to
 
be tested in the region of Thies and the department of Matam. As yet,
 
however, this has not got underway. Broadly, the proposed credit system of
 
the future will be based on the financial autonomy of the section villeoise
 
wnich will then negotiate directly with the bank and will be responstibe toIt
 
for reimbursement. The sentiment is being expressed thit the GOS has thrown
 
money at the rural community (given the poor repayment record), that the
 
results obtained have not justified this program, and that in the future the
 
farmer must be responsible for his own indebtedness.
 

Throughout the life of the project, however, the farmer has been unable
 
to obtain credit through formal channels. In her examinatiop of '"Formal and
 
Informal Financial Markets in Rural Senegal,' Laura Tuck discusses the
 
benefit. to be obtained from borrowing for short-term inputs and concludes
 
that the lack of credit was not necessarily the reason why farmers have not
 
purchased fertilizers since the collapse of the Programme Agricole".
 

There is a general acceptance that in some regions some of the fertilizer
 
recommendations extended to farmers are simply not profitable, but what has
 
probably disrupted farmers' buying habits more has been the erratic supply and
 
pricing policies pursued in the last few years. The program was as follows:
 

- 1980, ONCAD was still in existence so fertilizers were delivered to 
the coops on credit; sales in the project area--18,482 tons. 

- 1981, SONAR (which had replaced ONCAD) sold fertilizers under a 
similar system, the cooperative recuperating the cost by deduction 
from sale of groundnuts. The price of fertilizers (with the 
exception of certain specialized formulations) was 25 CFA/kg. 
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1982, SONAR sold fertilizers for cash at its own outlets which were
 
few and far between, thus rendering supplies relatively inaccessible
 
to many farmers. In addition the price was at first announced to be
 

an unsubsidized one of 115 CFA/kg which brought an outcry from the
 
farmers, in the face of which the government reduced the price to 25
 
CFA/kg.
 

1983, in the Groundnut Basin a contract was made between SSEPC and
 
SODEVA for the supply and sale of fertilizers th-ough their input
 
supply warehouses which offered the farmers more sales points per
 
department. However, the price at which fertilizers were offered was
 

50 CFA/kg. This was to be paid up front in cash. It is thought that
 
many farmers held off buying in the expectation that the price would
 

be lowered at the last moment. This did not happen. In addition the
 
view has been expressed that farmers used their reserves of cash to
 

buy foodstuffs due to an inadequate carryover. Fertilizer use in the
 
project area ovcr the last four years is demonstrated inTable 2.
 

The purchase of farm equipment has always been closely tied to the
 
The "Price Assumptions" Table
availability of credit and machinery subsidies. 


in the PP shows that ploughs carried an almost 50% subsidy, hoes and groundnut
 
The cessation of credit availability
lifters about 30% and carts about 25%. 


registered a swift drop in the sale of equipment and reports have it that the
 

farmers now rely heavily on spares produced by local craftsmen but that the
 

capital stock is not replaced or augmented.
 

Thus, the input delivery system, which had never been notably efficient
 
inproviding inputs in a timely manner, went from bad to worse during the LOP..
 

Similarly with seeds (on which, in the case of millet, much of the
 
anticipated production in the project area were based) the system broke down
 
in the face of changed policies and inadequate cash transfers to enable the
 
purchase of seed for cleaning, and its treatment and subsequent distribution.
 
Thus, the targets which were adopted in the Project Paper must be examined in
 
the light of the inputs which were made available to project area farmers.
 

The PP's production targets have been criticized as unrealistic, and were
 
revised downward in 1982. Table 1 indicates the original predictions compared
 
with what was actually achieved in area, yields and total production. Also
 
shown in the table are the revised estimates which AID requested from SODEVA
 
and which are based on the production targets required of SODEVA by the GOS in
 
the Lettre de Mission, and which are heavily qualified according to the
 
availability ot the factors of production, including rainfall. 

The previous discussion indicated the difficulties which farmers have
 
faced in obtaining fertilizer supplies and Souna III seed upon which the yield
 
predictions were based, and Table 2 demonstrates the sales in the area during
 
the project period. Rainfall, however has also followed its unpredictable
 
pattern which is indicated on a yearly basis inTable 3 and whose downward
 
trend is shown inTable 4. What Isnot apparent from these data is the
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all-important factor of rainfall distribution both geographically and
 
temporally. These important variations can make the difference between
 
disaster and sufficiency.
 

Table I also demonstrates the effect rainfall has on yields where in 
1981, a year of relatively high rainfall, yields came near to, or in some 
cases exceeded the Project Paper predictions for the end of the project. This 
suggests that the yield predictions were not unrealistic had the other factors 
of production been available in years of adequate rainfall. 

What has not been factored into these considerations isthat of price of
 
groundnuts and cereals; in the case of the latter the official price is
 
relatively meaningless in the absence of an official buying program, except
 
for relatively small quantities of seed. Thus, the official outlet which 
appeared to be developing at the time of the project design disappeared before 
Phase II start-up and the prices and volume of trade on the commercial market 
are scarcely admitted to exist, far less reported. 

In sum then, to expect to have achieved the project goal year-on-year 
given the framework within the project has operated would be unrealistic and 
the blame for this can hardly be laid at the door of SODEVA. Similarly there 
remains no objective measurement directly related to production increases with 
which to justify or criticize SODEVA'S efficacy. 

Hcever, the GOS is in the process of formulating new policies in the 
fields of marketing, input supply and credit and when these come Into 
operation there is every hope that the agricultural climate will improve. The 
judgement of the Mission ADO is that these policy changes will be carried 
through within a reasonable time frame.
 

Endogenous Factors Affecting Project Performance.
 

Changes in SODEVA Leadership and Personnel 

In the course of the project there have been considerable changes in 
SCDEVA staffing patterns, and in individual appointments of senior managers. 
The Director-General at the beginning of the project was replaced in 1981 by 
the present incumbent, who had previously been Director General of SOMIVAC and 
had had a long experience of project management, including AID-funded 
activities. The new Director General brought with him from SOMIVAC some staff 
members e.g. the head of finance, which resulted in a discontinuity of
 
knowledge between project phases I and II. There has also been constant 
chatige of management staff between the regions and headquarters, resulting In 
a lack of constant supervision or executive memory for the project at field 
level.
 

As for staffing levels ingeneral, the trend since the adoption of the
 
new approach to the technology transfer in the face of diminishing funding has 
been steadily dowpwrds. Table 5 shows the reduction of staff ftim 1980/81 to 
1983/84 from 1,806 ro 1,360 respectively. 
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There has been considerable discussion about the degree to which SODEVA
 
has increased the proportion of civil servants In the organization, since they
 
are a direct charge on the civil service budget as opposed to that of SODEVA
 
itself. In the first place this isa rather false argument since the total
 
charge of the service falls ultimately on the state. Examination of the data
 
indicates that the reduction of staff has taken place more or less evenly, and
 
the proportion of civil servants has remained more or less constant at about
 
227. as the 257. reduction of staff has occurred. 

There has, however, been a change inthe structure of the staff with an
 
Increase Inthe upper- and middle-level qualified staff at the expense of the
 
lower-level field staff. Table 6 Illustrates this change since 1980, and it
 
wAd appear to be one which is well justified given the increased technical 
support which SODEVA now Is ina position to offer to its field agents as well 
as the fnding which USAID Inparticular has made available to this end over 
the period of two phases of the project. 

Table 7 illustrates the level of staff, their qualification and
 
distribution between the Dakar headquarters and CETAD on the one hand and the
 
regions on the other. These data refer to 1982/83 but are unfortunately not
 
available for previous years.
 

Changes InAID Staff. There has been significant turnover inUSAID
 
senior and project management staff since the PP for Phase IIwas completed.
 
There was a change of Mission Director, a change of Deputy Mission Director,
 
of Agriculture Officer, and three changes of project manager during this
 
period. Inaddition, there have been at least three changes of local-hire
 
assistant project managers, as well as an Interlude when the present project
 
manager was on home leave (two months) and his current local-hire assistant
 
was on medical leave (two months).
 

Itmay also be germane that the project manager who was inplace during 
the firqt years of project Implementation was a personal services contractor. 
Although she had had this same kind of position, managing a project which also 
had a women's income-generating component Inanother USAID mLssion inthe 
Sahel, this contractor had no formal background in agriculture, and no formal 
training InAID management systems. It isnot the impression of the 
evaluation team that this project manager's statu% as a contractor p se had 
a negative impact on the quality of project management 6d.ring her tenure.
 
Rather, the choice of this person to manage a complicated, multi-dimension4l
 
agriculture proxuctlon project may be open to question inretrospect.
 

It isalso germane that during project implementation, there wAS 4 hiatus 
during which the Mission had no WID officer. Then, When A new WID Officer was 
hired, %he was subsequencly put to work on project design inthe PDO. She is 
nw part of a Human Resource% Develnpment Grup in the PDO. And a% of J4nr"ry, 
1984, the project support functions of thee WJ emters for specific 
agriculture divi%ion projects Are to be formalized. In the interim, the WID 
Officer has also been made re ponsible for PVO Activities, 4nd h4% had major 
rospnFibility for the design of 4 new PVO project. This has meAnc that she 
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has had very little time available to assist in monitoring the WID component 
of this project during Implementation. Similarly, another member of the HRDG, 
who has substantial professional experience in agricultural extension and In 
non-formal education, both of which are directly relevant to this project, has 

orapparently not yet been given any role in supporting its management 
Lmplementation.
 

An additional relevant factor is the project management load of the 
present prnjecL manager. At present, there is no Deputy Agriculture Officer 
at post, which means that there Is an unusually heavy management burden on 
eacnagriculture project officer. The Agriculture Officer ha.i no project 
management responsibilities. The Phase II project manager, who tcok on this 
project about one year ago, also manages tao other bilateral projects, two 
Title III activities, provides Mission backstopping to two CR.SP's, the SAFGRAD 
regional project, and thus serves as the Division's research cordinator. 
Clearly, this means that despite his best attempts to follow thts and the 
other projects inhis portfolio carefully, it isalmost Impossible for him to 
monitor this complicated as closely as is required, and as he would wish. 
Given a number of errors of omission and/or commission that seem to have 
occurred before he took over the project, he has had an unusual amount of 
catch-up work to do, often in the absence of complete retrospective 
documentation and institutional memory. Some suggestions will be made below 
for ways inwhich these problems might be ameliorated. 

Start-4 and Imolemntation Delays. The PP for Phase IIwas approved in 
Sepcemoerr, 1979. The Grant Agreement was signed in December, 1979. The 
contracting firm eventually chosen to suply the TA was able to field them by 
May/June, 1981. 

The Project Implementation Letter file indicates that there were 
significant delays in responses from the ODS to requests for such basic 
project implemencation items as 4pprLved signatures from the WOS implementing 
agency (six emnths betwen request ind receipt). Further, for a variety of 
revvm%, there have been considerable delays inAID's Approval of S(OEVA's 
annual budget ,ubmissionis. Ineach year of project implewncation, the annuAl 
budget has been approved well into chat budger year (US and GOS fiscal year. 
are r t concomitant). 

Initially, AID was operacing on a disbursement system inwhich advances 
were made co SOOkVA tn terms mf the approved 4nnual buget. Howver, 4fter 
the very neq4tivv findings of 4 1981 Audit Report, this system w45 icopped, 
and AID 4dopted a reimrbrsement apprnach b4sed on the %ubmission of 
appropriate jutiftcor-/ cumentacion by S)COVA, except for tome cceories 
of expKicure, for Aich AID was to make direct payments io qupplivri (@.g., 
office oqutp4*nt, construction, 4nd stemi loal procurement of cowJitio). 

This me that 4ftfr the first year of iLmplftnicn, SOMA w4s 
required to pro-finance a c nsiderable proeortiLm of project expenes, 
inrwluding vprating costs 4nd s4a4ris. To do so, once AID did nmt cover the 
OS cMntorparc oAts (beginni g in1982-43), SOMA w4 forced tn borrow 
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money to support project activities from Senegalese banks at commercial
 
interest rates. This, In turn, was necessitated by the fact that the COS did
 
not Initially supply the counterpart as had been anticipated by SODEVA.
 

Continued disagreements between the Controller's Office inthe USAID and
 
the Finance Division In SODEVA about what constitutes justificatory 
documentation, and what the terms of the Grant Agreement really mean, have 
meant long delays in reimbursement by AID, foll.ung equally long delays In 
SubmLssion of vouchers and supporting documentation by SODEVA. All of this 
has taken place despite the fact that SODEVA now has a nine-year history of 
Working with AID under Phase I and II of this project (as does the USAID in 
working with SODEVA), and the fact that the SOLUVA DG has an even longer 
history of association with AID projects. 

To make matters even more complicated, there are a number of further 
funding issues that have arisen during project implementation. The 1981 Au.it 
Report made a recommendation that a bill for collection be presented to the 
(flS for approximately $500,000 of overpayments by AID under Phase I. This was 
eventually done, and the funds were recovered by AID (SODEVA contested this 
recomndatUon of the Audit). This did little to repair already strained 
relations between the USAID and SOMYA. The next major issue was the question 
of a flat rate for reimbursement of operating costs by AID. SrEVA understood 
this tn mean that a flat rate was a flat rate, and should be forthcoming
 
without: further supporting documentation. AID did not agree. This issue is
 
still not resolved after two years of discu.ssion.
 

The third major issue concerns AID's indemnity policy. Firstly, SODEVA 
had the impression chat cou~ncerpart funds provided by AID need not be treated 
in the same way as non-counterpart funds; that is, they believed that AID's 
-werall indem ity policy did not apply to the expenditure of these funds. 
Secondly, AMes policy charged mLd-way through project implementation to the 
extent that a suti-donor meeting inParis, It was decided that no indemnities 
would be paid from counterpart funds supplied by AID. Unfortunately, the AID 
project manager had rt been informed of this policy change, and continued 
discusfi on wiLh SOEA on the basis of the prior policy. These ,diicussions 
then had to be followed by further meetings co redefine AD's position and 
SOEVA' i. 

The next, And perhaps M.c major, funding problem relates to the matter 
of who WAS to pay the nctnterpart in i982-83. Initially, AID had budgetted 
this Amount 4s its contribution, given the financial difficultiei of the COS. 
Hover, AID was subsequently informed that this would not be necessary - the 
G0S would pay the counrerpart itself. Inthe event, there was a hLAus before 
the counterpart reached SOMEVA from the GOS. A COS counterpart payments to 
SODEVA are given in4 lump Sum, and it is. apparently difficult for SODEVA to 
determine which Sub amrumt are Attributable to each donor project, or how the 
calculation is made. This interim had ltd to difficulties on SODEVA's pact in 
makIng reports to AID about its operating expenses. 
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The final, and most crucial funding issue arose when the GOS failed to 
meet tf e CP to provide a plan showing how it would meet recurrent costs beyond 
the en, of the project. The USAID appears to have given the GOS a year's 
grace to come up with this plan. However, InApril, 1983, USAID cut off funds 
to SODEVA subject to the receipt of an acceptable recurrent cost plan from the 
(GOS. Funding was reinstated at the beginning of September, 1983. It isfair
 
tu note that AID did not cut off funding for all project components. Funding 
for long-term training was still allowed, as was funding for TA, and on-going
 
construction. Nevertheless, this hiatus infunding, the particulars of which
 
appear to have been poorly understood within SODLVA - added to the persistent
 
problems and misunderstandings regarding the method of reimbursement and the
 
requirement for supporting documentation from SODEVA - has meant that a 
number of project activities which could, infact, have been funded directly 
by the USAID over the past two years have not been carried out, appairently 
because SODEVA thought that AID funding was not available from AID. This 
situation has had a particularly deleterious impact on the implementation of
 
the WID component, as isdiscussed below.
 

An inordinate amount of the USAID project manager's time has been spent
 
ove" eh last twelve months Ln trying to sort out these funding and 
d.bursement issues. The problems, however, persist. On the SODEVA side, the 
transfer of information between and among the DC, the Finance Division 
Director, and the Project Manager, as well as the technical staff who are in 
charge of submitting provisional budgets and implementing project components 
- training, WID, research, etc. - 13 apparently extremely poor. There has 
been a general impression on the part of the technical Implementing staff, for 
example, that there has been a cut-off of funds from AID for two years, rather 
than the six months during which this was actually partially the case. Itwas 
only when the evaluation team began discussions with individual technical 
staff in SODEVA that the information flow began to permeate the system. 

These problems have a great deal to do with why this project has a
 
relatively large pipeline, often a sign of problems in Implementation. The 
evaluation team feels that itwould be erroneous to conclude that this is 
because SODEVA does not have the absorptive capacity to implement the 
project. Rather, the problems seem to be largely those of communications and 
management on the part of both institutions, and between them. 

Economic Considerations
 

As Benor and Harrison say intheir description of the Training and Visit
 
method of extension which has had so much attention of late, "It is difficult
 
to measure the quantitative effect of extension. Infact, agriculture isan
 
extremely complex activity subject to the interaction of a great many factors 
which makes italmost impossible to determine In a precise manner to which 
variable can be attributed each yield increase." 
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Since this project aims at extension improvement and institution 
building, a formal calculation of the assumed returns to capital invested is 
not presented. Section I discusses the effect of changes inexogenous factors 
on project performance. It also notes the fact that USAID/Senegal continued 
funding despite these changes, apparently because itaccepted the Importance 
of continuing to develop an extension agency inthe project area, even if the 
originally anticipated production increases would not be attained. 

This relationship should then be viewd inthe context of investments in
 
Senegalese agriculture as a whole.
 

Although the team who presented with a wealth of documentation about 
Senegales agricultural policy and practice (see Bibliography) itproved 
extremely difficult to obtain reliable statistics on production in the project 
zone on the basis of which an economic analysis of project achievements to 
date could be based. Regretably, the SONED Beneficiary Survey did not provide 
this kind of information Inan exploitable form. Similarly, the several years 
of data on production and marketing that have been gathered by SODEVA's 
Planning and Evaluation division (DEP) have not yet been analyzed. With the 
new micro-computer just provided under this project, this situation should 
soon be remedied. 

Given available data, and the premesis of the project and this 
evaluation, it isuseful to examine expenditures by and for SCVEVA inthe 
context of a) the share of the Groundnut Basin in the national economy; and b)
the success of AiD's institution-building objectives under this project in 
terms of its funding le,,els. These factors should then be judged Inthe 
context of investment inSenegalese agriculture as a whole. 

In 1983, Waterbury inhis paper on the "Dimensions of State Intervenic:ii
 
inthe Groundnut Basin, offers the following data relating to the area;
 

Total area 69,000 km2(34% of Senegal's surface)
 
Cultivated area 1,920,000 ha. (75% of national total)
 
Total population (1976) 2,564,250 (50% of national total)
 
Rural population (1976) 2,138,090 (607.of national total)

Cereals production c. 65% of national total
 
Groundnur production c. 75% of national total
 
Cattle production c. 46% of national total
 

The following data for 1982 are calculated on the basis of the official
 
prices which, inthe case of groundnuts, is realistic since a guaranteed
 
market extsts. In the case of millet and cowpeas, the calculation may well
 
understate the value to the farmers, since these products are sold locally.
 
In a year of scarcity such as the current one, local market prices exceed 
official ~Mneq. 



18
 

W 'P BASIN DI0URDEL NATIONALGROIJtMNUT TIES
I I , I 

:PR= '. VALUE PROW VALUE PROON VALUE PRWN ' VALUE 7% 
000 M CFA OW0 MT CFA '000 ; CFA 1 000 Mr' CFA of 

:million !Million, :.illLnn !mtlion: nAtonal 
S 0 I
 

*r ..... . 5
 

nuts 807 56,490 143 10,010' 108 7,560 l,092 76,419. 747. 

Millet ,54 27,350 104 5,200' 61 3,0500 585 29,250: 94% 

Cowpeas! 12 516 3 36! 2 86: 13 559: 927. 

Total 84,356 1,32.46 10,6%: .106,228. 79'. 

S5 5 ' S STotal S :: 

MillLon.' 211 380 27: : 266. 
* I a S 

To these prnexxcs musc be added the by-prendcs such 4 straw, the s4Le 
of which contrtbutes cm the futly ncome. 

Decailt of the output fr4 live ock humb4ndry are sm,' l more 
difficult to obtain, tP applying Waterbury's sgtested figue of 46% to he 
value-!added figure for 1982 ui'ich was reported 4%" billion CTA {!4S $ 110 
million) sivin 4 value-added from the Crokndrnu 3sin of so 20 billion CFA 
(L S 50. million). 

A zajor purpme of both phasu% of the project w4s to create a link 
betcwen the fxrzor 4nd res*erch, 4 relationship that h4d beon 146 tng for any 
years. Currently, agrtculcw l research in Sew41 is receivin4 mjr fundtin_ 
from variety of sources, including -the Wrd B5rk and AID. The funds frn 41t 
ww'ce% prpiosed for agriculturil retserch 4r0 esttiw d to be of the order of 

US $ 10,0000,000 t.yr six yearw. 

It is in this context tha the imwvtwlt %4iichA:D Nao mad# in 5=,'AV* 
acrivitios "&tbe It~od. The ariRual cost nf the SODVA opvrwtem tas I0 
million CFA (US $ 4.5 million). Ibis ctoal4 ircltxk* project 4s*s(tnc@ 
investwoti. It alo tncltxJes civil tervnts 4%well 4%contrwcL ove:s on 
the stAff. It ii unik)ely 0Ca thO "Wtiin#aWay" PraCess 4dvWvated by the 
(OS can be talon o:h further withour SOMA coplqte[y lnsing its capbtltty, 
aId.X4 ther@ 4re f ctions, such 4s input supply, i4iii could b droppxd 
with conos nc 4svtng. 
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Hcaever, the recurrent cost plan tiAch was prepared inresponse to the 
AID project's condition precedent indicates chat this figure is to be reduced 
to some 872 million CFA (US $ 2.2 million) in the first year after the project 
ends, and to 525 million CFA (US $ 1.3 million) four years later. These 
figures a4sume that the number of civil servants 6io are not charged to the 
SOOLVA budget remains unchanged. 

The test of effectiveness will be the capacity to transfer technology 
%.ben the literacy training programs and audio-visual approaches have had time
 
to prove themselves. To the extent that the present project ass its these 
efforts and brings to effectiveness the techniques proposed, the present 
program ihould continue inorder to justify the investcments inbuildings and 
equipment %-hich have already been made. 

If the research funding is apporcLoned to the Groun ur Basin pro rata to 
its prrdxction, then the ratio of research funding to extension is8F the 
orier of 2.5/1. This ratio could be further changed infavor of research if 
sow of the unccis of (JEVA were abandoned. Further analysis should be 
undertaking, hrcvr, to see whia the implications are of 4ctributin4 them to 
the private %ector. That is,there -.mJld be no avings to the 00S itthey 
we~re 4bar4ntcnd by SCQIEA, tu then merely transferred to Another parascta. 
org4niatzien such.s SOW, rezaining 4 tudon on the national budget:. In the 
event ca .e2I*VA is Able to maintain its cost reduction targets as co crains 
sore p itani relait, ,vji will intun provide extension services tc ocher 
fa~rs; tin r rati~o~in favor of research will become nearer to 9:1. 

Geml, Puro nd 0b.*cti.v s. 

Tho Proetc (eal, As gtn in Eho PP Logic4l Fr wm rk, is "increased 
pr,xruttvtry in tq Crmxv* w-4sin of S",41 to Assist in o ;ting the 
Gov-nmt1* tWsln-rang* go.als ofafwioslf-4iffictemy And An L411 
the life af t fare family." The Prn)*ct Nrxus, ca attin this g041, is 
"to impr,3%vg n 4td rsr i cpabilicitt ofotoo to rach tnuientreoxn M 
far" fatly Wiro isroved cultural rcmnaosdesigned to ii'cro4to fod 
Pr4iun and far% irtfwmo in ow CrotzsneIt 34sin." 

Th ma.~o poe-*cc,th~rmt,0 ~.4itcti (his PkrfP* WJ46 to b~ctivtu~s 

401ieved, j-*d A a~lc-Ss: 1) .p-gr~4irt a tbo staff at XiDJA letoc Che 
evolvng rts ,r C* pro~t ar#4a; 2) ictrnt0*nir'g t. Abiitya to, 

Prnfixo aMIi v;50 4Aivorvltul oxftnson"~444' 3) onl~ ng SCM. A'* abilityV to 
cnllectc ;rl analy o 4aCa (7n OWe 1ma-Cf0 4Wd 5tCro-*-Wt~eC # ccti af it 
4M~ViUics 1R OWp Nu6n;- - [tigh(cnin0 *bW( 4pplI" f9P avct' 4Mt~elin I 

W"Sen in 1W t~mwi; 5J croatifig a4ronixiun ut., viroin 50MA to 
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LOP funding to accomplish these objectives over a period of five years 
(the limit on AID LOP at that time), was $7.7 million, of which approximately 
$4.5 (58%) was to be disbursed in local currency. The breakdown among TA, 
commodities, training, and other costs was to be as follows:
 

Funding Category 	 U.S. $00's LOP
 

Technical Assistance 	 1,080
 
Training 	 365 * 
Commodities 	 1,015
 
Other Costs:
 
Construct ion 	 655
 
Operations 	 2,985
 
Inflation and Contingencies 	 1600
 

The GOS concrttition was to total $7,570,000, primarily for salaries and 
other recurring costs, the burden of which Ithad accepted to assume gradually 
over the LOP. 

There were at least two different sets of "objective measurements" for 
the cereals prructton Increase comonent of the project, those presented In 
the Technical Analysis for the PP, and those presented in the Log Frame (for 
which specific area and yield increase amounts wre not included). SODEVA 
seems to have accepted the targets indicated in the Technical Analysis, since 
in March, 1982, it presented r, AID a document revising these objectives, 
which AID apparently accepced. In this document (March 27, 1982), the 
departmental area devrted to cereal production, and the estimated yields that 
rare to be achieved by the end of the LOP are revised, given macro-economic 
changes affecting inp provision, including credit, and the then new 
Contract-Plan betwen the GOS and SODEVA, which established a range of target 
areas and yields, as well as a number of other success criteria,for SODEVA's 
entire ranse of activities in the Basin (Lattre de Mission, Febrary, 1982.) 

SODEVA, inproviding this revision of proxxtion tirgets was also, 
presumably, responding to the findings and recomendat4cns of the 1981 AID 
Audit Report althmugh it had already provided a specific response (September, 
1981). On the basis thac e%'ected cereals (millet) yield increases had not 
been obtained despite the efforts of the Phase I project, and those of Phase 
1I to that date, the Audit Report recommnded that "the Assistant 
Administracor/Bureu for Africa (AA/AFR) nort expand the second Senegal Cereals 
Prodction Project (No. 685-0235) to the Department% of Tivaouane and W'backb 
until such ctm 4s USAID/Svetwgal can demonstrate that the expanded extension 
srvce in tho DTis, Diurbe1 and ambey Departments is achievin8 production 
tncreases as a direct reault of AID's asistance." The level of increase 
cited in the Audit Roeport was 70. 

• 	 The spcific bk4et braxuta , roonted in the Logical Framework is 
vm different, includinl $100,000 ddirtonl for training, and 
Mswifying $600,000 for WID, and $466,000 for off-4ction research. 
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The Mission questioned this Audit Report recommendatLon from the outset, 
and ultimately persuaded the then-AA/AFR not to accept the recommendation 
calling for no further funding of Phase II. The project objectives as 
enumerated above were maintained infull, with the Implicit exception that the
 
yield and area increases originally predicted for millet were revised in
 
accordance with the document prepared by SODEVA. The Audit was closed in 1983.
 

As will be seen below, it appears curious in hindsight, that the USAID 
and SODEVA did not take advantage of the issues raised by the Audit Report to 
revise some other project objectives, especially given their knowledge that 
the macro-economic and policy situation had changed substantially since the 
project had been designed. Most of these policy and institutional changes 
had, indeed, occurred before the grant agreement was signed. Further, they 
had been clearly analyzed and discussed In the AID-GOS Joint Assessment of 
1980, especially In the papers by Elliot Berg and Sheldon Gellar. Had this 
been done, a number of problems that are discussed in this report might well 
have been lessened or avoided entirely. 

Input-Output AnalysLs.
 

The inputs for this project, as specified in the log frame were a)
 
technical assistance, b) training, locally and abroad, c) research, d) local
 
manpower, and e) women's extension activities, These inputs were to yield the
 
following outputs by the end of LOP; a) field level extension agents upgraded
 
inextension methods to promote production themes at the farmer level; b) 
wmen's extension unit operational; c) off-station applied research being 
conducted by CNRA; and d) SODEVA expertise inaudio-visual techniques and 
extension developed. Inwhat follows, each Input-output relationship will be 
discussed separately, and were possible, inter-relationships between and 
among Inputs and outputs will be evaluated as to their relevance and success 
to date. 

Technical Assistance. Both long and short-term technical assistance was 
planned in the PP, and provided during Implementation. Three long-term US 
specialists were provided under a contract between AID and Aurora Associates, 
a private, minority-owned Washington-based consulting firm. The SODEVA 
Director General was included in the selection process for the TA 
specialists. The contractor was to provide an agricultural economist, an 
agronomist, and a specialist In audio-visual methods and extension techniques 
for the lon -term positions, and several additional short-term consultants, In 
the areas or training, livestock, and horticulture, During Implementation, 
some of the short-term TA requests were revised. When SODEVA and AID became 
interested indeveloping a terms of reference for a master planning effort for
 
the Groxudut Basin, short-cerm TA was provided by Aurora under this contract
 
to develop that terms of reference.
 

Long-term technical assistance through Aurora has encountered a number of
 
prnblems. First, the ,gricultural economist/team leader who was Initially
 
brought on board wa% fired after a year on the job, due to financial
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malfeasance and lack of substantive performance. Subsequently, the agronomist 
was made team leader, and has maintained that position to date. It took only 
2 months to recruit and field the replacement agricultural economist. The 
audio-visual specialist profile that had been requested turned out to be 
difficult to recruit against. The specialist who was fielded had the 
audio-visual background required, but was apparently some hat lacking in 
experience of other types of extension techniques. On the positive side, all 
three of the long-term specialists had good French language capability and 
prior developing country experience; two had prior experience in Senegal. 

There was a difference of view between the USAID and SODEVA about the 
role and functions of TA specialists within SODEVA which exacerbated by these 
Individual specialists' problems, and in turn may have been exacerbated by
them. SODEVA and AiD agreed to the scopes of work for the specialists when 
.the PP was finished. With the change inSODEVE Director General, which
 
occured before the TA selections were finalized, SODEVA put forward a 
different view. The new D-G believed the specialists should be placed in 
different SODEVA hq divisions, where their skills were respectively most 
germane, and that they should be completely integrated into the SODEVA
 
organization chart and hierarchy, reporting directly to their respective 
division heads. This meant that they would not be working as a team, and also 
that they would not have direct SODEVA counterparts. The D-G, who interviewed 
each candidate individually in the U.S., also substantially rewrote the scopes 
of work for all three specialists.
 

Most of this was worked out between Aurora Associates, the Contractor, 
and SODEVA. While the USAID/ADO apparently agreed to these changes, they were 
not documented in the USAID project files, nor was the Aurora Contract amended 
accordingly.
 

Subsequent changes ir project management personnel in the USAID, given
this gap In the documentation, have led to a number of allegations about the 
utility of the TA specialists given their organizational placement in 
SODEVA. There has been a lack of consensus within AID and between AID, Aurora
 
and the TA specialists themselves, as to the gravity of the constraints they
 
are operating under, and whether or not they are operating effectively.
 
Similarly, SODEVA senior management from time to time has expressed
 
dissatisfaction with the attitudes of some of the specialists, and/or their
 
willingness to become "fully integrated" into SODEVA hierarchy as requested. 

The agronomist, who does not have an official counterpart at SODEVA hq,

but rather works with agronomists in the regional-level DAPs (project
 
technical implementation groups) re rts to the head of the Technical
 
Operations Directorate (U)). She has been delegated the responsibility of 
representing SODEVA as the technical expert in the joint ISRA/SODEVA applied
research efforts encouraged and funded by the project. 

The agricultural economist, originally assigned to the Planning and
 
Evaluation Directorate (DEP), subsequently requested reassignment to the DTO
 
so that she and the agronomLst - and the a-v specialLst - could work more 
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concertedly together. This also coincided with parts of her scope of work,
 
especially those relating to the development of a system for economic analysis 
of the results of the joint research trials. However, it also meant that her 

access to, and Impact upon, the planning and evaluation activities of the DEP 
- both at hq and at regional-levels--was subsequently hindered. 

The audio-visual specialist was assigned to the then training division, 
which ispart of the TO, whose director isalso the SODEVA Cereals II project
 
manager. The premise on which the recruitment of this specialist had been
 
based was that construction of the audiovisual unit at the SODEVA training
 
center at Pout would be finished by the time he arrived, and chat he would be 
posted there, along with the SODEVA audio-visual team. In the event, the 
construction of this project-funded unit was completed just as the specialist 
resigned his position inJune, 1983, and it isonly now becoming operational. 
This delay inavailability of appropriate facilities apparently prejudiced the 
performance of the specialist, as did the lack of available transport, and 
significant delays in the procurement through AID of audio-visual equipment 
and materials, which has not yet been completed. 

Given the resignation of the audio-visual specialist, SODEVA has recently 
requested that Aurora Associates recruit a short-term replacement, for a 

riod of up to six months. A candidate has now been identified and approved 
SODEVA and AID, pursuant to a one-month trial period. This short-term 

specialist will be posted to the Pout center, and live in Thies. The other 
two long-term specialists will, however, remain posted to SODEVA hq, where
 
they are now both reporting to the director of the Technical Operations 
Division (DTO). 

One key question that arose in the process of this evaluation is whether, 
and to what extent, the posting of these two specialists at the SODEVA hq in
 
Dakar was the appropriate course to take, and/or has prejudiced their utility.
 
It appears that this has not presented any significant obstacle to the
 
performance of the agronomist who has had frequent access to regional and 
departmental-level SODEVA and ISRA colleagues. Partly due to internal SODEVA 
organizational problems, the same has not been the case for the agricultural
 
economist. Posting this person to the field would not, h., ever, have %olved
 
these problems.
 

There ispresently a request from SODEVA to AID for an extension of TA 
contract of the agronomist/team leader for an additional six months. If AID 
concurs, an extension of the PACD would be required. This will depend on the
 
staffing and funding situatlon at the time. The SC)EVA view isthat if the
 
current TA agricultural economist prepares the methodology for the evaluation
 
of the various components, as -he is and has been doing, then SODEVA has the 
necessary staff to continue the application of that methodology. 

A further problem appears to have arisen interms of SODEVA's utiliLzatlon 
of the results of short-term TA efforts. About two years ado, inFAO 
audio-visual consultant was provided to SODEA. This individual ,pparently 
crunseled strongly against purchase of mmbile audio visual vans which had been 
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designed into the Phase II project. On the basis of that advice to SODEVA, 
USAID project management at that time de-emphasized the procurement of these 
vans and, at least at one point, discussed with SODEVA other uses for these 
funds. Subsequently. however, the SODEVA Project Manager, who is also the 
Training Director, indicated to the new USAID Project Manager that this FAO 
consultant's recommendation had not been accepted by them, and that the vans 
should be procured. Inpart dui-to this ostensible change of mind, there have 
been substantial delays in theprocurement of these vans and the accompanying 
equipment. This situation seems, in addition, to have persisted despite the 
presence of the project-financed long-term audio-visual specialist. 

This example serves to illustrate a broader problem, that of the GOS 
perception of TA in general. At the meetings held between GOS and the donors 
Itwas publicly stated that one of the conditions which was imposed on Senegal 
was the acceptance of TA when loans or grants were made. This perception was 
echoed to some extent inSODEVA, although the requests for the extension of 
and replacements for the slots identified in this project reflect acceptance 
of TA, at least inprLciple.
 

The design team in this case called for specific kinds of long-term TA in 
order to provide an institutlon-building capability in the areas of evaluation 
(the agricultural economist), research/extension linkages (agronomist) and 
audio-visual/extensLon techniques. When the grant agreement was signed 
(1977), there were only two graduate agronomists on the SODEVA staff, and no 
agricultural economists. Infact, senior-level graduates comprised only 1.2% 
of the entire SODEVA staff in1980, and still only 3.7% in 1983, when the 
staffing levels of SODEVA overall had been decreased by 25%. Thus, on 
institutlon-building grounds, given the various project objectives, this 
rather minimal level of long-term TA appears to have been justified, 
especially when the switch to "mass" approaches to extension is taken into 
account, along with SODEVA's mandate to collect agro-economic statistics, and 
Its mission to assist in the planning and Implementation of applied agronomic 
research. 

Nevertheless, in implementation, the long-term TA positions were assigned 
differently than had been anticipated following the project design team's 
logic. While the agricultural economist was, at first, assigned to the DEP, a 
much more stark division between the DEP and the DID eventuated than was 
foreseen, so that her functions were substantially limited rather than 
enhanced by this Institutional location. Meanwhile, the other two specialists 
were assigned to the DTO, SODEVA's Implementing arm where, at least 
superficially, they were able to have more of an impact on day-to-day 
operations. Ultimately, the agricultural economist was reassigned to the i)TO, 
but In the process, her access to DEP activities and docwumentatlon was 
severely curtailed, while, at the same time, Itwas difficult for her to
 
become integrated Into the work of the DTO, especially In terms of its liaison
 
functions with ISRA.
 

There is evidence to suggest that some of these problems really arise 
from the management style within SODEVA, which allows little delegation of 
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authority or a generally decentralized approach. Aurora Associates' hq office
 
has attempted to help resolve these problems. The V-P International Programs
 
has come to Senegal a number of times to meet with the Mission, the SODEVA DG,
 
and the TA team. One such visit resulted in an attempt by Aurora to develop a
 
system for monthly workplans for the TA team members. Unfortunately, this
 
plan backfired, and was not accepted by SODEVA. Rather, itwas seen by them
 
as an inappropriate intervention from Aurora, whose role inthe project
 
process was poorly understood.
 

Creation of a WID Unit in SODEVA. 

A key element of the project design was the creation of a WID Unit within 
SODEVA, and the implementation of a variety of Income-generating actLvlties by 
women's groups in28 villages inthe project area. A Senegalese woman 
sociologist was hired by SODEVA as WID Director inadvance of project 
implementation, and at first was posted at the Dakar hq. Subsequently, SODEVA 
decided that this specialist should be relocated to Thies, so that she would 
be able more effectively to supervise activities of the WIM component in the 
field. Additionally, she was given the position of DEP Director for the Thies 
Delegation, thus having to shoulder two wide-ranging responsibilities.
 

The PP design had anticipated that three monitrices would be provided to 
SODEVA by Promotion Humaine to assist the WID Director in design and 
implementation of the details of the WID component. This, however, did not 
happen. Eventually, when it became clear that nothing was forthcoming from 
P.H., SODEVA recruited two women and arranged for them to be trainedfor the 
three months each at local Maisons Familiales, which are run by The Ministry 
of Social Development. 

Once trained, the two monitrices carried out diagnostic studies at the
 
village level, as part of an effort at in-service training as well as 
sub-project design. At present, the WID Director and both of the of the
 
monitrices are based at Thies Delegation headquarters. They travel from that 
base throughout the project area, but often encounter mobility problems, since 
SODEVA has moved to a motor pool model for transport, and there is no vehicle 
specifically allocated for the WID Unit staff. There is no deputy WID 
Directortor. Thus, when the WID Director is very much involved in her 
responsibilities as Thies DEP Director, WID activities sometimes flag. 

The monitrices travel throughout the project area, liaising with the 
(male) extension agents, and supervising and animating women's goups in their 
implementation of sub-project activities. InDiourbel, the WID component has 
been "fully integrated" into the Delegation-level structure. That is, WID 
activities there are only marginally supervised by the WID Director, and 
monitrices. This arrangement was made, apparently, on the assumption that WID 

* The PP provided that the WID Director should have a higher salary than 
she in fact receives. SODEVA decided that paying her more than other 
equivalent cadres would be bad for overall morale and her ability to 
function effectively within the organization.
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activities would, thereby, be taken more seriously by all SODEVA staff in
 
Dioubel region, while, if a monitrice or an assistant WID Director had been
 
posted to Diourbel, the WID program would have been "peripheralized!'.
 

While this may be i logical viewpoint, there isevidence to indicate that 
WID activities inthe D.ourbel region have been less successful, and less 
effectively monitored than isthe case inThies. Similarly, if this logic
 
really applies, itshould have been applied to Thies as well. Instead, Thies
 
benefits from the presence of all the WID staff, and there seems to be no
 
intention to change this balance during the remaining LOP. Meanwhile, there
 
isa fairly evident lack of follow through at the hq level inDakar for WID
 
activities, given the assignment of the WID Director to the region. This is
 
shown by the fact that no progress has been made ingetting the Hydraulics
 
Ministry to provide the planned TA for well-digging and well improvement which
 
was a critical element of the project design, and the fact that no funds have
 
been provided for the purchase of additional millet mills and millet threshers 
despite the fact that a number of women's groups have put up their part of the 
funds required. 

On the Mission side, management of the WID component has left a good deal
 
to be desired. That this is the case issomewhat surprising given a) the
 
presence inthe Mission of a WID officer at the beginning of the project and
 
again during the second and third years; b) the assignment of a female
 
contractor as project manager for the Cereals Project inthe USAID (the person
 
inquestion had prior experience inthe design and Implementation of WID
 
projects); and c) a generally supportive aproach to WID activities on the part
 
of senior Mission management. The PP WID component received praise and wide
 
distribution inAID/W.
 

A question the team was asked to explore inthe course of the evaluation
 
iswhether or not the WID component, if ithas flagged, has done so because it 
was "wished on" SODEVA. This has sometimes been the case for WI activities 
sponsored by USAIDs inother country environments. In fact, inthis instance, 
SODEVA appears to have been willing to go ahead with the ap Lntment o1 the 
WID Director before USAID funding for the position was available. The present 
DG isgenuinely supportive of the WID component, and cites itas one of 
SODEVA's key Innovative activities inthe Groundnut Basin. Additionally, the
 
two female long-term TA specialists have done their best to provide additional
 
support to this component, although insome respects, their help has been
 
refused, largely because Internal SODEVA divisions of libor constrain
 
across-the-board Interaction and cooperation.
 

The present USAID project manager admits that, when establishing his
 
action priorities when ge took over the project, he tended to neglect the WID
 
component so as to focus his attention on a number of financial management
 
problems and snme procurement delays, as well as on the applied research
 
component. As a result, a number of problems arose inWID component
 
tmplemencation that went unresolved.
 



-- 

27
 

Training of Extension Workers. 

The target set in the PP Log Frame for extension worker training was, by
 
end of LOP, "204 EB's (encadreurs de base) and VG (now ATCR's] receive
 
in-ser,,ce training, and Z4 additional AT R's employed to bring extension
 
services to target groups". At the time, the premise seems to have been that
 
these agents would be working exclusively on the extension of
 
agrLculturally-related themes or messages, using the "elite" individual
 
contact -- method then inplace, supplemented by the newer "mass" approaches 
of working with farmer groups, using audio-visual support technologies. 

By the time Phase II entered implementation (1980), however, SODEVA had 
substantially altered its conception of its approach to extension In the 
Basin, and thus its programming of agent training and up-grading. To
 
understand what happened, it is important to understand SODEVA's logic in the
 
context of the changing political and policy context.
 

Briefly, with the COS decision to reorient and renew the cooperative
 
movement, 3ODEVA saw a role for itself inhelping the new village-level
 
sections or groups to understand the principles of cooperation, and to achieve
 
a minimum level of management and project planning skills. The basic
 
criterion, inSODEVA's view, was functional literacy. Inorder to reach the
 
maximum number of villagers, SODEVA conceived of an approach to literacy
 
training "en cascade" -- from the training of trainers (CETAD staff and
 
ATCR's) through the training of EB's, who would then train "pavians-relais" 
whn, inturn, would train the members of their village sections. Ech IL.age 
section was, eventually, to have a series of officers who would manage its 
cooperative activities, and also the "paysan-relais", who would be its 
agricultural paraprofessional extension agent. approach isglobally 
referred to as "auto-encadrement", and isone of SODEVA's responses to its 
charge to eventually "wither away' and to provide a less top-down and centrist 
approach to extension Inthe Basin. It is alsn 5pn by QUDEVA an the 
least-cost approach to reaching the maximum number of farmers with a 
combination of Itteracy/management skills .nd appropriate agricultural 
extension messages. 

This Isa particularly important concern given the withdrawal of donor
 
funding, the requirement for the COS progressively to Mbsorb recurrent costs
 
of SODEVA'i activities, and the associated onus on SCOEVA to lay off in
 
additional number of field-level agents (another 30 for 1983-04). Those who
 
are laid off, after their literacy training, ire suppoised to becom 
"reintegrated" into rural life, as model fArmer, given their experiences 4s 
EB's working for SODEVA, %omo for ai long as 18 years.
 

At present, the iverage EB isre.pnsibli for reaching 25 villigoi, or
 
about 2,500 male farmers, aside from hiS actviMes as literacy inscroctor,
 
which ilsn involve caching members of women's Iroupi inthose villages tha
 
hiv been included under the WLD component. Thi ATCR siurvises 3 EB's, and 
ps himself poted it the Communsu. Rurlo lovel. Thore 4r@ 65 ATCR' in the 
project vAea two regons. 
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With funding from Phase II,this functional literacy dimension has 
advanced more or less according to SODEVA's schedule. It Is this dimension, 
as well as the periodic training of ATCR's in the nature and functioning of 
the joint ISRA-SODEVA applied research trials, plus some short courses In 
gardening and crop protection, which constitute the extension agent
"upgrading" under Phase II to date. Itshould be noted that this 
auto-encadrement system isnot mentioned in the official project 
documencation, and chat the USAID appears to have simply gone along with it 
without altering its targets or changing the funding arrangements. Inother
 
words, extension agents who were formerly Illiterate (60% of all of SODEVA's
 
E114 at the beginning of Phase 11) were upgraded by making them literate,
 
certainly not a cause for complaint. However, the content of their literacy
 
training Isprimarily related to cooperatives, and how to teach functional
 
literacy, rather than to agriculture. This does not really conform to the
 
project's logic or objectives.
 

A training consultant's report, prepared inthe summer of 1982, 
essentially went along with the auto-encadrement, functional literacy 
approach, primarily Included a schedule or how this was to be achieved, ind 
recommended significanc additional staffing to manage the program. Italso 
made further recommendations for increased staffing leve',s Interms of 
audio-visual production and dissemination, and the creation of a national 
training clearing-house within CETAD. This Iscurious given the overwhelming 
impetus to cut down SODMVA staff overall, the accusations by donors that 
SODEVA had become top-heavy In its staffing pattern, and the fact that AID had 
never formally ipproved the functional literacy approach. Further, the report
 
doe% not include any Illustrative budget, but merely states several times that
 
the aypproach itproposes will be cost-effective (Rideout, 1982). Itshould
 
also be noted that while AID complains that SODEVA never officially responded
 
to the report, the Contractor points out that the USALD never responded either.
 

Inthe event, itturns out that aC least one major recommendation of the 
report was taken up by SOOEVA -- the ideh that there should be a separate 
training directorate, given that training was becoming such a significant part 
of SODEVA'4 acclvitcies. Tr~inins had formally been a divisi n or the DTO, 
with the CETAD depending from it. Instead, however, of making the CTAD
 
director the head of the new Training Directorate, that position was retained
 
4t the center, with the DTO chief also wearing that hat, ieconded by an 
Assistant Director for Training. The CETAD Director, m4ni.iile, because of 
his personal ,eniority, has the iame rajk 4 01691 and therefore sust 
report to nmone who is even more senior. 

The PP nricipated che creation of i training methodology unit within the 
C-TAD. No*to sraffinn constraints -- And the underut.lizarion of the 
log-term training competent -- this has not taken place. Instead, there is 
only 4 litorwcy training Wut-unit which hQuld nave been part of this larger 
and ere inclusivo onctcy. IfSYDEVA Is ta continue its emphasii on literacy 
training And vy-onc4dromon _, And ifthe CETAD isevenCta11V to become the 
crux ifthe Traning DIrecForLtO , this kind of unit -- cloiky allied with the 
4udio-viSU4l unit - isdesirablo. 
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A review of SODEVA documents regarding training from 1976 to 1.983 
indicates thdt despite the TA provided under Phase I, and later under Phase 
II, the training capability of SODEVA is still not well-organized or 
well-deployed. For a number of reasons that are discussed elsewhere, the 
audLo-visual component Ls particularly behind schedule. A number of 
persistent problems of internal organization remain to be solved some, though
 
not all, of which have funding implications. 

The most recent figures indicate that from 1981-1983, CETAD trained the 
following personnel for all of SODEVA: 
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I I 

YEAR 	 GRADE SUBJECT TDIE TOTAL 

1981 	 EI Gardening 3 days 
EB Literacy 5 days 32 
EB Gardening 3 days 28 
ES Literacy 5 days 7 
EB Gardening 3 days 18 

(103)
 

1982 	 ATE (1) Convert to ATCR 13 days 14 
EB An.Traction 5 days 4 
EB Crop Protection 5 days 41 
AVS (2) Gardening 3 days 19 
AT (3) Init.Training 30 days 10 

(88)
 

1983 	 AVS Literacy 13 days 11 
Int. Coding 6 days 76 
AVS Gardening 2 days 11 
Account. Retrain. 2 days 30 
AT. Init.Training 34 days 30 
Int. Init.Training 17 days 17 
Agronomists Ag.Machinery 3 days 2 
Documentation Asst. Retraining 8 days 5 

(182)
 

Total 373 

(1)ATE: 	Agent Technique 
d'Elevage
 

(2)AVS: 	Adjoint I la Vulgarisation et aux Semences
 
(3)AT : Agent Technique
 
Source: 	 SODEVA, CETAD, Sept. 1983 

Thus, 50 EBs and AVSs were given literacy training; 14 ATE's were upgraded 
into ATCRs; 83 EBs and AVSs were training ingardening; 4 EBs were trained in 
animal traction, and 41.EBs were trained Incrop protection. Again, these are 
the figures for SODEVA overall; there isno separate breakdown available for 
agents who are posted inthe Phase II project regions of Thies and Diourbel. 
if one subtracts those who are neither EBs nor those being upgraded into 
ATCRs, the total trained is192 for the whole organization (and it is not 
clear that some were not given more than one kind of training). Thus, it 
would be fairly safe to conclude that, with 10 months of LOP left, the PP 
training target isunlikely to be reached. 

A sep4,rate point may be made about training under the WID component. It 
was originally foreseen that che three monitrices (now only two), would be 
trained infood preservation at ETA, go on stages to the US for training In 
horticulture, and would, in turn, be able to train village-level women as 



31
 

vulaarisatrices (paraprofessionals), who would then train other women.
 
training was to be provided for six months each for matronnes fromSimilarly, 

those WID component villages that requested it, and for three months each for 
agents sanitaires de base. Since project implementation started two years 
ago, funding for the majority of this training has been considered by SODEVA 
to be "unavailable" since AID has moved to a reimbursement rather than an 
advance method of funding, and SODEVA has been borrowing money from the
 
banks in order to implement project activities. Additional training 
activities for village women have similarly been postponed or dropped, which 
adversely affects the project's credibility and SODEVA's.
 

Despite these funding problems, the logic of the WID component remains 
sound. A number of the village groups that have been operating for three 
years or longer - that is, since before Phase II began - are now at a stage 

where they need to move on to new income- generating activities. This implies 
an urgent need to review the training possibilities, and to iniciate 
appropriate training as soon as possible.
 

The ISRA/SODEVA field trials can also be considered as an important
 
component Inthe training of SODEVA agents. In the spring of 1982, about 20
 
agents from Thies and Diourbel regions received one-week of training at CNRA
 
from ISRA scientists. The objective was to help field agents to better
 
understand research methods, familiarize them with research programs conducted
 
at CNRA and prepare tham for the joint ISRA/SODEVA field trials. The training
 
was found very useful by all participants. The main complaint was about the
 
short duration of the sessions. The CNRA Instructors were not well Informed
 
inadvance about different levels of participants'education and that caused
 
some difficulties In finding the proper instructional approaches. 

In spite of the initial administrative problems on the part of SODEVA in 
the spring of 1983, some 30 ATCRs eventually received two weeks of training at 
CNRA. In a subsequent evaluation most participants praised the sessions. 
Hcxaever, two weeks still seemed too short a time for appropriate training. 

Before the beginning of the growing season, the SODEVA agents
 
participating in the ISRA/SODEVA off-station trials are twice called to Pout
 
(C~rAD) for detailed discussions about the preparation and execution of the
 
upcoming trials. The ATCRs and EBs also benefit from frequent contacts with
 
ISRA researchers during field trials since, as a rule, a SODEVA agent Is
 
generally present when an ISRA researcher makes a call at an experimental
 
plot. The annual ISRA/SODEVA field tours to trial sites may also ' viewed as
 
supplemental training for SODEVA agents and representatives at all management
 
levels.
 

ISRA/SODEVA Protocol 

As part of Phase I of the Project a Cellule do Liaison was created at the 
CNRA at Bambey whose function was to fill the gap whiLch has traditionally 
separated research and extension. While the cellule has undertaken a series 
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of useful studies on the socio-economic impact of the technical packages, its 
disparate functions, semL-independence from bLxdgetary control of either CNA 
or SODEVA, and limited staff in relation to assigned tasks, have meant that
 
the cellule has not always responded to SODEVA's needs.
 

In order to better define the close working relationships becte.n ISRA 
(C .A)and SODEVA and delegate =Xul responsibilities, a Protocol was 
formulated and formalized inJanuary, 1980. The Protocol adopted the 
principal objectives as proposed in the Project Paper, determined rules and 
procedures for their implementacion, established regular meetings and 
specified the mode of cost coverage. 

It isgenerally agreed chat the Protocol has been observed by both parties
and that it established a sound link between research and agricultural
extension. The framework of the link is based on tw Annual meetings of ISRA 
researchers with SODEVA representatives and one extensive field cour to 
off-station trial sites for ISRA researchers and SODEVA representatives as 
well as agents at all levels. The purpose of the first meeing (.March) is to 
prepare an action program for the :oming season, the purpose oi the second one 
(April-May) is to evaluate results of the preceding season. The field t'ur is 
an opportunity for all relevant personnel to examine the current scaus of 
trials and to discuss related problems with p4rcicipactrq farers. 

Inaddition to these annual Activities, ISRA researchers meec each month 
with the SODIVA conrdinacor from Dakar Ad all personnel responsible for the 
Sroject trials inThies ad Diourbet.regions. 1h mecings are Alternately

held at CNRA and Thies or Diourbel headquarters. They serve to coordinate 
their ituual activities in greater decil and to prepare Action plan, for thefollowing nronch. 

During the trial seaon ISRA researchers cet with SOMXLA aents (ATCR, 
lW directly reiponsible for individual experiments 4 froeuqnty as necessry 
for the supcrviiinn of parcicipatin farmers and for the execuxon of 
appropriate treatments And mesurements. 

Although not all ISRA-SDEVA encouncers Are withou=t differences of 
rpinion, a spirit of injrual respect And convitrxtve compr4tion ts reported 
to prevail. SC(WJA extension orkers bentfic from the closer c.gmccc with 
current research, And ISM rosearchers learn a #reat d#al 4bot o* 
feasibilicy of new cechniqs as Applied At th farm lvl. ParCtcipctng
farmers And their eighbor% hitji|ly appreci#a thO avICe 4nd iorvtcos provte d 
by both institutions. Since Cho 1,RA/SGDA res reb/ox on It* w4G 
created and has bcen 0intained MainlY thrOr.*h UNtS Prf~ecv, it 4fl bo listed 
as 4s"n thO mit importnt project 4ctflr.Apmonc. 

To furthet broader rios of wrpnsi wtlb res*arrch Ow represonuu %V of 
re-rjora -Aocher~ ~ ~ ros %tuild be invited to p4V'LIip4co In tw, 

ISA/SWDtYA mtoings. To mro rh@ xanapevni o~f fixtrsaa41v te f44 fOw 
nff-itatlon mrils, chLb Mt r@%ntbiltiteso'411A and iAXMA itJ b@
redefined In the protocol. 
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Data Collection and Analysis. 

As was described in the PP, SODEVA headqwurters Ls responsible for 
technical backsropping and advice, administratLve oversight and financiaL 
accountability. 

The D. 

At the time of the project design the function of programing and
 

evaluation were part of the Technical Directorate but this had not been
 

created as 4 separate division. The Direction d'Evaluation et Planification
 

(DEP) is responsible for the preparation ot projects as wel as the evaluation 
of ongoing activicies. Included under the control of this division is the 

library . The head of the DEP is a socLologist. 

The DEP division responsible for planning fuiure projects and responding 

to data requescs froc the Ministry of Rural Developoent isheaded by an 

econoeisc with Assistance from other specialists on the headquarters staff, 
including the TA Agricultt"il econmiLst in some inscances. This plaming 

has not been 4ble to function as it would wish
division maintains that it 
tw=%o of Ad hoc calls on its ci spent resporviir to ministry demands and 

It wouldin he prep4ration of p"sitimn 	papers for Action with ocher bodies. 

seem likely 0Ct this will continue to be so, but it is 4 necessary function 

of SODEVA to so roipmt 

The seond divisio is ct cerr*4 with the evaluaion process an concerns 
ivicies. hnis division of the DEPitself wt0 411 SOA's field 	level 


litns amc directly with te regional DEP staff 4nt ch iuporviites the field
 

lvel york And d4ms iam Analysis of results for the reoqinal zuj.al report.
 
are c in iurv.ys .s.ich Art btasd on continuous sagplesTh Main Wre. of d4tA 
ro 4s 	 has been inand have bev.n cmxxced for Alwsat long as XMA 

exirence,
 

ThIe ftrst is An ar-o 	 eic urwty %.4UCI(f 50MA co~xtI 10ach Year And 
)issul Thbis dotailed sUrvey ibaift- ,ona 	 f tee 11W0 4rer%. 

nted 4 omi rators Aw live in ow villa4gs with thoir 

I,CIf n lti. nW ,0 vy ha's korttVat4eylY WEt men analy'*eCd Snce 1979 so Chut 

OWre ts a rAch ,.Win f saceri| aatng c(ploiraciAVO. Since the a ucqition 
~er troeh tho ,cr 'iingc Ol pr And of A protqra r, UWit An Apple 

7w prtrimcpal Ar#4* fqtr/' 	 4ro ptvml4ti~m, fIan vit;Wwn. mid 
srks. Croiin And lend '40 ,If tow o'jmtpa.tid~ws, finmnial ix-l~* (f-N 

VVAi (fSt tty Oldt CfA OWe 4nUK4 prr*XCI .-O of tOW hOldiNg 4and f~or
 

Cfri4rid -kit~ OWe iOfof trialt
410Jh OV41lACN pi~~nt t Ai d be 
1ahor 1v-4t dar4toi or th~c thw varvia~na~~sif ETWO rO VrO 

4asts t ffuatS('~ertios ;till w cylurl tV4440*OW bl MOe q~n 4 . Tis
 
VAM 1,4 OU-0v fo6r tre
talf~ 1951%s 1,sing s'ACa~,ilty far eoxtision of 

P r - f*-w 'C ntm*C 
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One could criticise the sample as not being randomly selected and not 
being replaced regularly, but this is the trade-off situation in which most 
iuch surveys find themselves, where the value of enumerator/respondent 
relations has a premium Interms of dhe value of the information furnished, 
It would be valuable if a smaller sample chosen at random could be surveyed to 
copare with the main sample but, at present, the means for doing this are 
limited. 

The representativeness of the sample will be testable to some degree
 
against the agricultural production survey which also conducted each year to
 
furnish data for the MDR as well as for SODEVA's own use. This Is impractical
 
until such time as the staff have caught up with the analysis of the
 
agro-economic survey but can be considered in the future.
 

Interms of manpower the capacity of DEP to undertake the evaluation 
program is good, but it isfelt that the statistician should be offered a 
short course infarm management since his background indemography. If the 
project Isprolonged then perhaps the possibility of a member of the DEP staff 
taking a masters degree inagricultural economics could be ccosidered 
further. This would improve the interface between SODEVA and the farming 
systems research being developed within ISRA. 

Under the .'EU Farming Systems Prrject, a computer methods workshop is 
scheduled for Spring, 1984 to benefic ISRA staff. Itwould be economical and 
substancively appropriate for some . included, especially3EVA staff to be 
since this will cake place inSergal. Both secs of technicians would then be 
exposed to the sam orientation, which would facilitate their continued 
interaction in che analysis of applied research trials results. 

The second main survey ison proxucioti and area, and iscarried out 
during Che growing ,easn by the extension staff. The sample isnot the same 
as in the previout are analyzed at the regional.survy but Involves three villages per Rural Community and 

per village. The resulting data
three fArms 

level and supplied on Dakar and included in the region's own annual report.
 

In Addition to these survey, the DEP staff keep track of the other 
activities and record the litercy trainLng, reafforestation, input supply
 
activities .rc., taken place in the region each year. For this effort there 
has been an increase in the professional staff both at headquarters and at 
regional lavel, At isreflected in tho discussion on staff changes.
 

hc it most lacking now is some small improvement in the physical means 
of analysis at field level - apparently small programmable calculators have 
been prised but not tupplid - and some improvement in means of transport 
which i wory limited at regional level. 

The third Area of Activity which the DEP is developing isthat of social 
iurveys itn order on have 4 better undertanding of rArmer mocivation. The 
snctoloS' ic in charge of this work has Wen with Lhe organIZatiOn for about a 
ypar buLas yet little hao been achieved for want of means. The recruitment 
of $pecial onumranri for them arquirics requires funds which are not 
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available, but this division isanxious to look at the sociological aspects of 
some of the extension messages e.g. ploughing and the reasons for their 
adoption or rejection. This division iscurrently preparing a study on behalf 
of the Direction of Cooperation.
 

The DM.
 

The other main Section of SODEVA is the Direction Technique et d'Operation
 
(DTO) which is responsible for the execution of SODEVA's activities. Again,
 
the director is a sociologist who has has long experience In the SODEVA
 
organization both at Dakar and at regional level. In addition to being
 
director of DTl he also Is Inoverall charge of training, and isthe SODEVA
 
project manager for this project.
 

Within the DTO are the divisions concerned with Input supply, Suivi (which
 
virtually defies translation but means ensuring that the agricultriaV
 
podiction process ismade as easy as possible by identifying and removing
 
bottlenecks where these occur), Training and Project Execution.
 

Most of the functions are self-evident from their titles except that of
 
project execution, which appears almost to be a post created for a returned 
participant trainee with a Masters InAgricultural Education, who should have 
bn assigned to CETAD, but has not yet been placed there. 

Construction and Commodity Procurement
 

Construction needs Identified inthe PP Include the construction of:
 

DOLLARS 

- SCVEVA Operations unit inTIvaouane
iinM'Backi 

35,000 
35,000 

ZER warehouse inTIvaouane 8,000 
Z unit inM'Backi 45,000 
Instruction Center inPout 90,000 
A/U Production Center InPout 140,000 

- ISRA (CNRA) House for researcher inBambey 
Hay barn inBambey 
Cold room at CNRA Bambey 

60,000 
53,000 
10,000 

Amendment No.l to the Grant Agreement specified the allocation of 
construction funds. The amntt for 1980 was $210,000 for SODEVA and $20,000 
for ISRA (CNRA) and In 1981 $77,000 for SODEVA and $48,000 for ISRA (CNRA). 
Amendment Nn.2 allocated an additional $270,000 to the project for 1982 
without 3 4pecific commitment to SODEVA or ISRA. The total amoumt of $625,000 
Includes SL50,000 allocated for the construction of 28 wells and 28 sheep 
shelters for the Women's Unit. 
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InNovember, 1981 USAID approved contracts for the construction of SODEVA 
buildings in the amount of $353,000, but decided to reimburse the contractors 
directly for work and accrued expenses instead of advancing funds directly to 
SODEVA. 

The construction work was plagued with technical and administrative 
problems from the very beginning. This resulted inconsiderable delays in the 
construction schedule. To date, only the Instruction and A/V Production 
Centers in Pout and the house for researcher in Bambey have been completed. 
The buildings of the operations unit in M'Backi were recently finished, but 
the complex isstill not operational, because water supply, electricity and 
the telephone line have not been Installed. The construction of the 
operations unit and the Z warehouse inTivaouane as well as the ZER unit in 
M'Backi have not started yet. The hay barn and cold room at C1RA inBambey 
will evidently not be needed any more, because of changes in ISRA's research 
program. 

Main factors causing the delays in the construction schedule appear to
 
have been:
 

I) Lack of strong leadership on the part of AID project management at 
the beginning of project implementation; 

2) Lack of coordination between AID and SODEVA project management; 

3) Difficulties with procurement of tax-free construction materials; 

4) Problems with the coordination of work done by different firms (Pout); 

5) Changes inthe original design of installations (Pout); 

6) AID's reimbursement policy resulting in financial difficulties for 
firms with little liquid funds; 

7) Problems with construction site land cwnership (Operations unit in 
Tlvanuane); 

8) Lack of interest in small construction projects on the part of 
contractors.
 

There Is general agreement among the personnel involved in the 
implementation of the construction program that many of the problems could 
have been foreseen and, therefore, should have been accounted for in the 
construction schedule. 

The present outlook for the completion of the construction program Is 
quite encouraging, ince the problem of land ownership In TIvaouane has been 
resolved by selecting another construction site and SODEVA was finally also 
successful in finding a contractor who will construct the remaining ZE 
buildings inM'B4cki and Ttvaouane. 
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Commodity procurement has been a serious bottleneck in terms of almost all 
relevant project components. A particularly bad situation developed interms 

of the U.S. procurement of the audio-visual equipment. The contractor that 

was given the job was apparently so incompetent that AID/W isno longer giving 

it work. The PIO/C for this procurement was issued in January, 1982, and some 
been delivered. In addition, a number of accompanyingitems have still not 

spare parts, like batteries for the video camera, were apparently not ordered, 
or if ordered and delivered, have since been misplaced. 

but critical level, tables, chairs, and bookshelves forAt a more mundane, 
th A-V center have still not been procured, although these are available
 
locally, and thus AID can pay the suppliers directly once SODEVA provides it 
with a pro forma invoice. Local procurement insome cases seems to have taken
 

as long as off-shore procurement, partly because SODEVA is very slow in 
getting the necessary bids from suppliers. In the case of the A-V center, the
 

expensive equipment that has been procured off-shore is now in boxes on the 
floor inthe center's storeroom since there are no shelves available. (There
 

are also no fire extinguishers in the whole center, and no fire exits.) 

there has been problem with procurementAs is often the case in AID, a 
waivers on the project. An internal contradiction in AID/W guidance on the 
use of the Mission Director's waiver authority regarding vehicles led to a
 

in AID/W of for months on a waiver forprocessing period in the USAID and 
in the end, AID/W claimed could have approved byvehicle procurement which, 

the Director inDakar. The related PIO/C was then lost inthe USAID for a
 
number of weeks. With 10 months left of project life, two buses, several
 

to be procured. The PIO/Cpickups, and two mobile audio visual vans remain 
for the latter has not yet been prepared by the project manager, since he was
 

led to believe that they might not be desirable on technical grounds (see
 
above). The absence of these particular vehicles means that now that the A-V
 

center is finally constructed and mostly equipped-and now that SODEVA has 
asked for a replacement TA specialist funded under the prolect-there are no 

tield.vehicles available for the A-V team to do its work In tne 


There are long delays Inthe local procurement of the millet mills and
 
threshers for the WID component, as has already been mentioned. The genesis
 
of these delays isstill not clear. The mills are infact locally available
 

Another, with
intwo models. One, preferred by SODEVA, ismade by Matforce. 

a Matforce motor, ismade by SISMAR (formerly SISOMA), a Senegalese firm.
 
The latter are cheaper, and buying themz, would have a rm'ttiplier effect in
 
terms of foreign exchange and Import substitution, albeit on 3 small scale.
 
The furds for this procurement have been consistently available, even when 
funding was temporarily stopped for other project components due to the GOS's
 
failure to meet the CP on recurrent costs. No waiver for local procurement is
 

required, since the mills and thresher% come under the $5,000 0helf-item local
 
procurement automatic waiver authority of the Mission. Village women have
 
provided their up-front contribution as long as a year ago. Yt.t, the
 
procurement has not been done.
 

The USAID project manager Indicates that a good deal Of the cause of the
 
delay has resulted from SODEVA'i laxity ingetting the required bids from
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local suppliers. SODEVA indicates that its HQ was under the impression for 
two years that the funds were being blocked by AID. Even if both sources of 
delay are accurately described, this is a situation which has been allowed to 
persist for far too long. However, Itis symptomatic of, and contributory to, 
the poor communications between the USAID and SODEVA, and contributes to what 
has become virtually an adversarial relationship. 

The Mission has an effective Supply Management Office which handles 
off-shore commodity procurement. Its staff have had to spend an undue amount 
of time following this project. They.agree that part of the difficulty is a
 
genuine problem of understanding on the part of SODEVA technical staff. They
 
also point out that part of the problem derives from poor USAID project
 
management in the past. This, in turn, was exacerbated by the poor
 
performance of the U.S. procurement contracting firm. Aurora Associates, the
 
TA contracting firm, could have been authorized to assist in the procurement 
of small, urgently needed items in the past, and this is still an option to be 
pursued. While procurement isoften a bottleneck inprojects of this kind 
given AID's requirement to follow the FPR and the AIDPR, there are creative 
and legal ways to make the system move. Some of these might be tried in the 
remaining LOP. 

Field Level Interventions.
 

Formation of Women'i Groups.
 

The PP for Phase II anticipated that over the LOP, village women's groups 
would be formed and active in 28 villages in the project area. When project 
implementation began in1981, SODEVA developed a set of criteria for villages 
to be chosen for Inclusion under this project component. Among these were: a) 
village of not over 300 adults; b)availabillity of water; c) absence of any 
other "encadrement" (Intervention) than that of SODEVA. The plan was for 
villages to be chosen and activated on the following schedule: 

Year 1 5 villages
 
Year II 15 villages
 
Year 1II 25 villages
 
Year IV 28 villages (Total for Phase II)
 

Itwas further decided that the two new departments that had not been 
included under AID's Phase I project - Tivaouane and %back, would not be 
Included until the second year, -o that gains could be consolidated in the 
other three Departments . The following figure gives an indication of 
activities with women's groups that had been anticipated and actually achieved 
during the Phase I period, although not necessarily with AID funding. 
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insert Figure 1 here in the text
 



40
 

The event, the WID Director chose to take a participatory approach to the 
design and implementation of the WID activities at the village level. This 
was done following a baseline study to determine what women's role was In 
terms of agricultural production, and what the possibilities were for women's 
groups to undertake communal income-generating activities in the sub-zones of 
the project area. 

ThIs approach, while laudatory for its participatory orientation, also 
meant that women's groups were enabled to ask for funding of activities that 
were either peripherally Included in the project design (literacy training), 
or excluded from iton the basis that they were Tot likely to contribute
 
either to increased agricultural production or Income-generation for women 
(latrines, medicine kits, midwife training, etc.). It is Important to note, 
however, that while the WID minitrices provide Lnformat ion about how to attain 
these goals, funds are not provided under the project directly for purchase of 
materials, with the exception of midwife training. 

The SODEVA WD Director set out to establish a careful and constructive 
approach to the group organizing and motivating task, following the logic set 
forth in the PP. Thus, a baseline study of the role of women in the villages 
of the project area was undertaken; five "test" villages were selected, in 
each of which a monitrLce candidate spent one month, preparing a stage 
report. An attempt was made to establish the best ways Inwhich to assist 
traditional women's groups at the village level to change into prrducers'
pre-cooperatives; to carry out with SODEVA's assistance a diagnostic exercise
 
corcerning village needs and way% the group could help to meet them; to 
establish priorities about activities to pursue and ways co organize to carry
them out; and to organize the group and its office holders in the most 
appropriate way to achieve these goals. These methods were perfected in the 5 
test villages, all of which wre, inthe end, retained as project WD villages. 

One of the Interesting parts of this methodological approach was the 
attempt to ensure that, despite local social structural hierarchies, there 
wou.ld be sufficient positions of responsibility in the wmmen's groups that 
non-elite women wnuld have a chance to demonstrate management and production
skills. Thus, If mcst of the office holders Inthese groups (Presidents, 
V-P's, Secretaries and Treasurers) are :n fact the wives of Communautes 
Rurale- Council Members, Village Heads, or Carrk Heads, there are also 
r iclon% as heads of prr~tuctLon teams or as matronnes, agents sanitaires do 
base, or dyeing experts so that ocher women are in ,act given a chance co 
T--op and exhibit managemenc skills. In soe cases, this mans that there 
are more officers chan would at first seem logical, but the resulc are good
dvclopmentally, and organizationally 3s well. 

A%has ben mentiond abive, there have been 4 ntumber of delays in 
reaching the rimber of villages targeted for each year. At preent, the totil 
number of villae%included under the WID crmprxwnt Is 14. Thw major delay
resulted from the fact that Promotion fm4inq did not make v4ilablq thV 
wnitrices who ware to form the majority ot d1e staff of the WID Unit. SOEVA 
a-X -rgociated with P.H. for but oe and half years before they gave up

and seleced and trained chair own two monitric@4. Further delays mentuated 
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from the materriLy and annual leave status of one of the two monitrLces. Bcth 
started to work in December 1981 - January, 1982. At this point, the WID 
Director was reassigned to Thies, together with both monitrices, and the WID 
component really got under way at the field level.
 

As has been noted, a decision was taken within SODEVA -- AID's approval 
role here is not clear -- that in the DIourbel region, the WID component would 
be implemented by the regular (male) DAP staff, apparently In an attempt to 
Integrate the component more fully with other regional SODEVA activities.
 

somewhat more difficult area for WID activities than
Insofar as Diourbel isa 

Thies, partly because of the stronger presence there of tWurLde Marabouts, and 
the conservatism of the Serer, this seems, on reflection, to have been a poor 
choice. Additionally, there has been more turnover in senior SODEVA staff in 
the Diourbel region than In Thies, Diourbel Is farther from Dakar hq. and 
field visits Indicate that group organization and activity generation may have 
been generally more difficult in this area. Still, 11 villages in Diourbel 
have ncw had some attention.
 

Women's Labor-Saving Initiatives.
 

The PP stressed the Importance of ensuring that WID component activities
 
would be well-planned so that women's domestic labor burden would be decreased
 
through the provision of improved wells, and of mechanized millet mills. 
Then, once these labor-saving Initiatives were well inhand, and the groups 
had the capabtlity to manage and maintain them, income-generating activities
 
-- primarily in aqricultural production -- were to be introduced, again an a 
group basis. Intact, as the SODEVA WID Director points out, insome 
instances, Itwas necessary to start with group Lncome-generatLng activities 
so that the women could put together enough money for their 30 contribution 
(advance) for purchase of a mLIlet mill. This has proved less of a 

major problemstumbling-block than might have been anticipated In the PP. The 
in Implementation on the labor-saving %core has been the matter of wells and 
ocher water sources. 

The PP design called for cooperation and collaboration betwen SODEVA and 
the Hydraulic Service, what at that time was part of the Ministry of Rural 
Development, as isSODEVA. By the time the project reached the implementation 
stage, Hydraulics had been moved to another Ministry. During the team's field 
visits In Thibs and Diourbel regions, It turned out that no assi tance to the 
project had ever come from the Hydraulics people. Apparently, those at the 
regional level had no authority to Initiate and carry out collaborative 
ctivittes of this kind. Thus, correspondence was initiated from SODEVA 

(Dakar) to the Ministerial level of Hydraulics. To date, o far as we are 
able to gather, there has been no response whatsoever from Hydraulics. 

Meanshile, inone of the WID component villay visited, two wells and one 
water stor4g basin were constructed with group tundA and local labor in on 
village mnly. On@ of Lhe first things mentioned in the majority of the 
villa1es visited was the problem of water. Either well% were contaminated, or 
the water table had fallen due to the poor rains (and possible depletion of 
the water table inthe area from poor water use planning Ingeneral). 
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In the Thils region, the W16 u, who traveled with the team explained to 
villagers that SODEVA did nothIvethe authority to resolve these problems 
itself, but that It would again attempt to get Hydraulics involved. 
Similarly, the situation was explained by the Diourbel DlS in the course 
of village visits In Diourbel region. Additionally, viTTagers were asked what 
other means they had tried to resolve their water problems. In most cases, 
they had already addressed appeals to their local Sous-Prefet and/or the Rural 
Community Council, which is the appropriate approach. In one case, ina 
village where a Marabout is the Village Head, this approach had yielded 
results, but the well would not be provided until the CR's taxes have been 
collected.
 

Ithas been noted Invarious reports on the Basin that there are a number
 
of sources of funds and projects for well-digging, but also that the equipment
 
to make these wells viable Isoften not forthcoming. Similarly, the provision
 
of wells and other local infrastructure is a very political matter, which
 
involves and supports both traditional, modern, and party patronage systems.
 
SODEVA isprobably the least endcowd with the means to affect such a situation
 
substantially, and can at best serve as a catalyst. Nonetheless, this isa
 
critical element to success of the WTD component, and itseems surprising that 
the USAID has, so far as the evaluation team could determine, never taken this 
matter up with the appropriate GOS authorities. 

The matter of the provision of millet mills on credit under the WID
 
component I also somewhat fraught with problems. As has been mentioned, a 
misunderstanding has existed within SODEVA for about two years as to whether 
there was itill funding from AID for this iub-component. Thus, the advances 
that the women's gr' us are supposed to provide were collected from viI.lages, 
and held in a current account by SOMEVA (the "revolving fund" account) to be 
used against WID component activities inother villages. Meanwhile, the
 
women's groups who have put u theso funds have not received their mills, and 
have also foregone whatever profit they might have generated with these funds
 
inthe interim.
 

There are, indeed, some qumntions about the economic viability of the
 
millet mills that have already been put inplace (six). In some instances, 
the WID villages with mills are near to other villages that already had 
mills. On the other hand, the fees paid for milling by the women of the WED 
villages rnw go to a separate account which, in turn, funds additional grou 
activities, rather than going to individual entrepreneurs inocher villages, 
which i4a clear benefit. It isdifficult to calculate the social benefit 
which accru* from these milli, but itseems to be considerale.-Te women 
gain experience inmanagement skills (there is a management committee for each 
mill); they learn to selecc (and fire) millers, 4nd to establish a wage 
policy; they benefit frnm the experience of nmning 4 profit-making activity 
which, inturn, strengthens their renlve and their financisl ability to 
engage inncher income-generating projects. Further, the physical presence of 
the mill inthe village prnvides clear evidence to the village men and village 
leaderthip that the women's group has sccomplished something viable, and that 
village-level self-help iiboth possible and profitable. (It is not 
irrelevant that ina number of villages, either the Village Head or a group of 
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village men have provided Lnterest-free loans to the women's groups so that 
they can come up with the 30% advance payment that is required before a mill 
can be ordered and, eventually, procured.) 

There are some problems in SODEVA's Implementation of the credit policy 
with regard to repayment for the mills. The SODEVA concern is two-fold: a)
 
that the women's groups should be able to amortize their investment and have 
enough money by the time the mill wars out (about ten years) to be able to 
buy a new one, given price inflation expectations, and the fact that the 
replacements will have to be purchased fully tax-burdened, and b) that the 
loans for the initial mills be fully repaid to from a revolving fund. Thus, 
the emphasis ison making sure that the money for the loan repayment
 
installments is set aside each month.* 

In its concern for caution and proper financial accountability SODEVA 
disallows investment by the women's groups of these funds inpotentially 
profit-making activities inthe interim--either month to month or year to 
year. The supposition is that there isno income-generating investment 
opportunity which is so fool-proof that none of the money will be lost. 
Similarly, neither these funds or other profits from group activities are 
placed inthe bank, at interest. This isapparently because women (like most 
men) at the village level have no identification papers, and thus cannot open 
bank accounts. 

This is a situation which, inthe view of the evaluation team, should be
 
reviewd and corrected. In those villages that have had profit-making
 
activities for some years, the women have made strong requests for suggestions
 
about how to identify bigger, more profitable activities in Which to invest 
their existing profits, such as those from cattle or sheep fattening. When 
the evaluation team suggested opening an Interest-bearing bank account inthe 
interim, the women seemed to like the idea. The SCDEVA WID Director indicated 
that itmay be possible for SODEVA to undertake to open these accounts. If 
this is done, it is important that the women be given the management of the 
accounts. In general, the major flaw in implementation of this project 
comIponwent is SODEVA's general reluctance to let the groups manage their own 
affairs. The emphasis remains on a rather heavy-handed "encadrement" 
approach, a lot of "animation" by the monitrices, and an apparent inability to 
provide reliable management skills to the groups' officers such that this 
approach can safely be foregone.
 

Short-term TA was programmed for the WID component. To date, SODEVA has
 
resisted various suggestions on this score, probably rightly given the 
suggestions that have been made. However, there Is room at this stage of 
project Implementation for some short-term assistance inthe specific areas of 
management skills training, sub-project identification, rudimentary farm 
record keeping, and the like. CLUSA has developed appropriate training 

* lese installment payments, plus the 30% advance, total the price of the 
initial, subsidized, tax-free mill plus the estimated additional amount 
required to cover inflation and taxes for the replacement mill purchase. 
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materials, as have a number of other U.S.-based entities. There are materials
 
for farm records appropriate for illiterate or quasi-literate users. There
 
are a number of AID-funded experiences elsewhere invillage-level
 
income-generating/off-farm employment sub-projects that could be adapted and
 
transferred to the Senegalese WID component situation. What is not needed,
 
however, issome generalized "WID" TA, and in the view of the evaluation team,
 
SODEVA has been right in resisting such an approach.
 

There are two further labor-saving activities that have been funded under 
this component. This first is the ban-ak-souf stove activity, and the second 
isthe village wood lot activity. The ban-a -souf stoves are very simple 
constructions made of mud mixed with sand. They either have one or two holes 
inwhich to place cooking pots. Each stove iscovered with a brick or 
traditional shtlter. The women inall the villages surveyed are extremely 
enthusiastic about these stoves. They save up to 65% of the fuelwood that is 
required under traditional cooking methods. They reduce the smoke that 
escapes inthe cooking process, and cook hotter than traditional methods. In 
most villages visited, one stove has been constructed for each household or 
for each carr6 (group of households). The fact that they are well sheltered 
reduces fuel consumption and also allows the women to cook more efficiently 
and ingreater comfort inthe rainy season. Since there is a lower fuelwood 
requirement with these stoves, the women's time and labor that were formerly 
devoted to gathering wood (or the funds used to purchase wood in the market, 
depending on the location of the village) can be allocated elsewhere. 

The village woodlot activity is a variant of a broader reafforestation 
program which ispromoted by SODEVA and by other OS agencies in the Basin. 
Of the villages visited, only four had woodlots. Inone case, the lot was 
managed by the village men through another aspect of SODEVA's activities in 
the area. Inone village where the women managed the lot, there were a number 
of problems of management, largely because of incursions of Fulani and their 
cattle, despite the fact that the lot was enclosed by a traditional brush 
fence. The village men had become involved intrying to rectify this 
situation. Representations had been made to the Fulani inquestion, and to 
the CR Council and the Sous-Prefet. However, nothing had so far been 
successful. The day we7 7iited e village, the village men had caught three 
stray Fulani calves, and were preparing to take them to the authorities as 
evidence of the continuing problem. 

Aside from this, the main problems with the woodlots are related to water
 
availability, and to the distance of the land allocated from the village
 
proper. Inall cases, land has been donated by villae men. Given current
 
pressure on arable land inthese areas, it is a significant indicator of
 
project acceptability that village men have inmost cases allocated the
 
women's groups decent land for their woodlot and crop production projects
 
relatively near the villages. This isnot possible inall cases, however, and
 
some village leaders have been more responsive than others.
 

Water and land quality are also important criteria for the success of crop
 
productlon and gardening %ub-projects. Each village visited had at least one
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communal groundnut, millet or cowpea field, and almost all had at least once 
had a garden. While the area inquestion for these fields Is in all cases 
limited (1/4 ha. - 2 1/2 ha.), insome instances the quality and location of 

the land donated by the village Is quite good. SODEVA provides seeds and 
other inputs on the same 30%-70% cost-sharing basis as is used for the mills. 

and ATCR for the area are supposed to provide technical advice andThe EB 
emergency pesticide treatment where necessary. 

There have been several key constraints to production on these plots, 
First, there isthe question of water
aside from the overall lack of rain. 


for the gardens. Even where there are working wells, the women often have to 
carry insufficient amounts of water long distances daily to water the garden
 

plots. Insect attacks have been frequent and damaging, and apparently have 
not been treated in time. For groundnuts, the women in the group are usually 
last served interms of soil preparation (done by the men), as Is the case 

The result is that
traditionally on women's individual groundnut fields. 

these group plots often have had even lower yields than those of village men,
 

despite the communal labor effort put in.
 

Inone case, the group's millet plot had higher yields than those of th 

men Inthe same village. This was attrLbutedEto the fact that this women's 
group had benefitted from a special program of recommendations and selected 
%eed (Souna III) from the local SODEVA extension workers. This led the team 
to wonder to what extent other women's groups are really benefitting from 
close follwup from the local EBs and A s, as is supposed to be the case. 

The production of these plots Is usually sold preferentially within the 
novillage, and then any surplus is sold In the nearest town market. So far, 

special arrangements for transport of the garden vegetables produced in the 
villages have been contemplated. In one central village, the Idea put forward 
by the team that profits from sheep feeding be used to purchase a cart, given 
that there were an average of four horses per carre, and that the cart could 
also be used to collect grain from neighboring'-T-ages for the village mill, 
was greeted with some astonishment. The response of the SODLVA personnel at 
the meeting was one of extreme caution. 

Other income-generating activities that have been tried in some villages 
are largely limited to tie-,dyelng, and ,%wing. The products are sold within 
the village, where they have been produced. Considerable interest was
 
expressed by group members when the team raised the possibility of training in 
food preservation for domestic consumcion and possible sale. 

There isa residual category of group activities which are primarily
 
related to health and hygiene. Latrines have been constructed inmost 
villages Included under the WID component, althouh no funds from the project 
are used for this purpose. The idea of latrines is raised by the SODEVA staff 
during the first "diagnostic" sessions with group members. Training of health 
workers, both %anitarians and midwives, i% funded with project funds (see 
above). The fact that village women are willing, and Lhat their humbands 
allow them, to go away from the village for from three to six mionths trining 
for this purpose is a good Indicator of project success. 
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As this part of the project continues, hvewr, mwre attention should be 
paid to equipping the macronnes with an appropriate %et of instruments, And to 
the means for providing"theE dicines for the village medicine chest which is 
controlled by the sanitarian. The project relies very heavily on the grop 
members and other villagers clubbing together to donate small sums for 
communal needs of this kind. lhile this isbth traditionally acceptable and 
viable inthe short term, more attention should be given to mediu-erm 
planning for reinvestment of profits from incom--generating accivicies rather 
than continual conrtibtions. Similarly, more attention should be given co 
how groups should decide '-hichaccivi ies should be dropped after a year or
 
two, and what substitutions should be made. A related matter isthe cusc m 
that all women work on all activities. Given the high demands on womn'% 
productive labor time, chis innot an effective system for the project to 
reinforce.
 

A final key WW sub-project coqeonenc elemenc isliteracy training. Hero,
 
various SODEVA reports indiccte that this element isnot so popular as it
 
might be. Literacy Craining got one line inthe PP, partly t*cause ic isnot
 
nocably s ccessful among women's groups in West Africa, especially where Lt is 
done in isnlation from ocher mre ren.eractive Activities. Also, as isnoted 
elsewh*ere, mass literacy training for adu.lts isthe mission of Prowocion 
Htumaire. Inno case do 4ll of th wom's group members AcetdE literacy 
cMasseq. These classes are given separately to the wown by the EB, who Also 
holds classes for the men. Apparently, the concenc of the classes is 
primarily the anme - which isthe incencion der the projct - witch the 
exception chat nnly wren are vexpoed co chews on dowetfic hygienc. There is 
,ow room for doubt, howwr, chat the EB* consistently expo4s the wcn to 
the agricultural chews that they reinforce with the mn. Similarly, only iLn 
sow villages where there are Applied research cri4ls are the EBs tmrgecic 
3brout making sure that the -,manAre Aware that the trial is going on, And 
that they are shm hi4c ic is abnuc and wh*at the results are. S(W)CVA in 
general icacq An extremely cautious Approach to the d*wnstraion offct of 
exn-farm trials, fearing cha4 the wron mssage may be adopted ti.nles tivy arc 
"certain -ure" chat the trial has been successful. A god deal of the 
poentril deamnscrtion effect is lo4t in this way, especially since the 
trials currtncly going on are of rather toeplicaced, rea*ably obvi", 
cultural practice taproveeents (e.., use of manure, treatment with 
pesticides, etc.). Som trials could wll b dne on ieun'ts gros commual 
plots in future. 

Evaluation of the 'M~ Cnn 

Roports have b"-n prepared by the re#10nal DO offices o the financial 
resuls if the indivitd1al Action% in h conext of the WLD compvon( of the 
prnje@c. cwso of te 'mall numbr of Actions Oiich have so far been 
ulndrr*,vn the valuations Are not b4sed On a 14rge i4plo OWr 4 Wery lons 
peri . owmewr, the reprcs do %hsn that SCMA ns tak*n 4 w'ry respnnsible 
4pprfiach to (h@ purchase of imills by the wmns greAps in fftrin 4hW t 
fund 30 of the purch4*e prie. 11e sargin* Aiich ar,# beinqg wefra~e -ivr 
the variable comcs And fined cwst have Wen @xained and cf~pared with i4L 
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should theoretically be possible. In this way weaknesses in the location of
 
the mills or inthe initial management capacity are being ameliorated for
 
future actions.
 

The results of communal field activities and of livestock fattening have 
been reporced upon. Again, the results appear positive, albeit variable. 
However, a longer erience will yield more reli able results for future 
guidance. As with evaluations of trials and of the present farming systems 
data on labor input would improve the ucility of the results since tc is 
impossible, ac present, to tell what the returns to labor are. 

'Ahile the women may have only a limited number of revenue generating 
alternatives, one of the objects of the component was co relieve them of some 
of their work burden. If this released time isdevoted co something of only 
marginal value, it may not succeed in the long run. 

The TA agricultural econoeisc is preparing a vurvey mechndcology at present 
which will be applied ro a sample of villages where WID interventions have
 
taken place as well as some .here tney have noc. This survore will be carried 
our in the near future And will cr# ate a baseline from .nich planning can take 
place, as well as 4 foundation for regular evaluation. 

[SA/ST*)VA Off-Station Applied Research 

The ISA/WSCA Procecol 4drpted the principal objectives of off-station 
research as propiosed in the PP. They include: 

1) gruxbvt vriecties crmpartson trials (1982-43); 
2) wsrom varieties crials (3 years); 
3) fortilizer studios (1980-44);

4) insect problems on cowpoa (1980-4); 
5) dry season pliwving (1980-41); 
6) cuitural technitqus on manic (1980-44) 

1These ebj*riv@, were viQwed at the end of Phase I as the mt import4ne 
fnr Achieving the proc goal to diversify and increas the production of 
crops and livstock so As to incre4se eployment opprtunities And small 
f4ruer incr.w%, and Improv nutrition inthe project area. 

In Accnrd40Ct with the Protocol, the off-station research *%bjecives were 
incrporatod into the ISIA/3( A ction plan for I9W/31. Ar the end of the 
@s"n ow ,sults of the trials 6,re ,valuated and objectives reviewed. The 
resulti fro th# first year were ad-Versely affecttO by the lack of 
proci'ptuion and delayod nnsot of the grning soason. The coested valrieties 
of pearnr iurpassed inyield r.h lIcaL varietios0 tk.r remined behind their 
p3ntnril. 11,w varieties of sorgu wore tested at the farm level. 14 ver, 
their porforsnce was distorted L4880age 4d by bird*. Fertilizer 
efficacy was clearly dw rostrrcad wily inthe millot trials, ni%4reas the lack 
of rain 4ffoctod the r@li4bility if 4rexrwk; trial result*. Thw trials with 
chemical treataents if ca"x~e ainst inmt pests convinced mnysect fArmers 
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about the possibility of increasing the acreage of this valuable crop. The
 
dry season plcwing trials revealed some major obstacles to this technique such 
as poor physical condition (insufficient strength) of draft animals due to 
insufficient feeding. The problem could be corrected by using pairs of draft 
animals for deep plowing. 

In1981/82 the groundnut varietal trials continued. However, from the
 
total of 12 projected plots only 8 were planted, 6 in the DLcurbel region and
 
only 2 in Tivaouane. With the exception of a limited area around Pout, the
 
sorghum trials did not fulfill the expectations that higher-yielding sorghum
 
varieties could to some extent replace the millet crop. Sorghum's lower
 
resistance to drought appeared to be a major drawback. The fertilizer studies
 
stimulated a discussion on the importance of organic matter for efficient use
 
of mineral fertilizers. The cowpea trials continued to demonstrate advantages
 
of insecticide treatments and Included some other aspects of crop management,
 
such as the optimum dates for planting and cultivation inassociation with
 
millet.
 

Inthe 1982/83 season the peanut trials were not continued since farmers 
reportedly have chosen the 55-437 variety as the best suited to their 
oprationn and SODEVA w.*" not willing to continue beyond the two-year period 
designaced in the PP. . fertilizer trials encompassed the thinning and
 
weeding aspects of miLet managemnc. The insect and varietal resistence 
qttudies continued on pure stands of cowpea as well as on associated cultures. 
The manioc trials focused on r.he use of fertilizers, cultivation In 
association with millet and .,n the pest (cochenille du manioc) problems. A
 
qtiudy of improved grain-storage practices (insecticides) was Introduced.
 

Inthe still on-goLng season 1983/84 the off-station field trials contirue 
to fom on the efficient use of fertilizers (millet), on the insect problems 
affecting quccessful cultivation of ccwpeas, on manioc management practices 
and on the improved methods of grain storage. In the fertilizer trials more 
emphasis isbeing put on the use of manure. Also, for the first time the 
samples mf soil, manur, and various parts of the millet plant were taken for 
chemical analyLs. 

It can be concluded that the off-Sation research objectives have been 
fulfilled and that inthe context with the conditions existing in the project 
area and funds available the trial themes were appropriate. ISRA and SOCEVA 
repreq' n4tives responded to %ow newly identified needs for testing 
(nwticidei for grain scoraSe) and made adjustmencs inthe sethodology of 
fertilimtion inthe direction of long term improvement of the project area. 
The trials omploying the use manure shold be strongly encouraged and the 
results rapidly transferred to the extension level. 

Same ither thems that should be considered for off-station trials include 
manure conservation, copnstcin., effective use of crop residus, liming, the 
use ifptsphate fertllizarq and mulchin. Trial dsign might also Lnchu1e a 
rAnge of fNrtilizer lwvls reflecting different capabilities of farmers to
 
obtain and us. econ"ically cnercial ferrilizers in less than the opciu
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recommended (ISRA/SODEVA) priorities. However, the number of variables Ln 
Individual trials should be kept to minimum for the sake of simplicity and 
reliability under already variable rainfall conditions. 

Although the ISRA/SODEVA experiments are evidently pointed in the right 
directions their major drawback is c:e relatively small number of duplications 
(see the Table below). 

Distribution of Off-Station ISRA/SODEVA Trials-1983/84
 

THEES
 
DEPARThENT FE.fLIZR COWEA MANIOC T[uAL 

Bambey
Diourbel 

4 
3 

1 
1 

-
-

5 
4 

M'Backi 3 2 1 6 
Th6is 5 2 2 9 
Tivaouane 6 2 - 8 

TOTAL Zi a 3 32 

This situation does not permit standard economic analysis and the
 
interpretation of trLal results can be rather dubious. Itwould be to the
 
benefit of both the researchers and farmers to Increase the number of trial
 
duplicatLons through Increased number of participating farmers. Since these
 
trLals also serve, at least inpart, for demonstration of new techniques and
 
management practices, they can play an important role inextension
 
activities. We recommend that part of the available funds be allocated for
 
this purpose.
 

SODEWA'q Extension Organization and Methods
 

In the disctussion on training of extension workers, the philosophy on the
 
transfer of messages was considered. The means by which information Is
 
transferred down the "cascade" and the modus operandi of the base extension
 
worker isof equal importance.
 

The project operates in two regions, ThLes and Diourbel. In the former
 
there are two departments which are Included in the project, those of Thies
 
and TLvaouane, and InDiourbel there are the departments of DLourbe, Bambey 
.indM'Backb. Each department Isdivided into arrondi ements and each of 
these is sub-divided into Rural Communities. There are GOS Ministry of 
Interior administrative divisions.
 

SODEVA uses these sub-divisons for its own management structure and has a
 
regional headquarters for each region with specialist and management staff and
 
4t departmental level A.Cntef of Operations who has specialist assiLstnts in
 
livestock and horticulture. At Rural CommuniLy level (CR), isan ATCR
 
(Assistant Technique do Cnom autb Ruralo) who is inhis turn responsible for
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The number of these latter varies accordingthe Base Extension Agents (EB). 

to the size of the Rural Community, being normally two or three per ATCR. The
 
number of villages for which an EB isresponsible isnormally about 20-30.
 
Clearly, the number of farmers that this implies is more than can be coped 
with on an individual basis which is why the auto-encadrement system and 
methods of mass communication have been and are being deveioped. 

Regional control and information transmission isorganized around a series 
various levels. At the regional delegation
of meetings of the staff at 


level, a monthly meeting assembles the regional staff of each discipline
 
together with the Chiefs of Operations from the departments. An account is 

given of what has been done in each area and iscritically analyzed by month 
and culmulativly. Inaddition to this, the regional staff visit the 

to verify that the agreed program is being carried forward, and todepartments 

provide assistance if this is needed.
 

At Rural Community level the Chiefs of Operations hold their own monthly
 
reports are examined and
meetings with their AT(Xs where again the progress 

new programs of action transmitted. These meetings are also the forum for 
problems have arisen regarding certain offeed-back from the field level if 

the extension messages as they applied to that department in the local
 

circumstances. Control and reinforcement of the extension message at the EB
 

level isensured by fortnighty meetings betw.een them and their responsible 
ATCR. 

This system follows very much the World Bunk's Training and Visit System 
which has been widely adopted. The question which arises, ho ver, is that of 
the number of base extension agents necessary for a successful transmission of 
informaton to the farmer, and from the farmer back through the system to 

research. Clearly, the number of farmers per SODEVA agent is very high, it 

required varies very much according to the intensity ofequally the number 
farming %ystem, the literacy level of the farming populal.ion, the back-up
 
which the extension service has Intechnical aids, such as radio and
 
atdLo-visual methods, and the funding available to cover the costs of the
 
service.
 

In the case of SOCEVA, there are four principal methods employed for
 
transmitting Lnformation:
 

a)Village meetings are convened where the extension themes are discussed 
as to their acceptabL .Itygiven the constraints ina particular situation 
whether these be external (e.g. lack of fertilizer or seeds) or Internal, such 
as lack of conviction on the part of the villagers that a particular message 

has validity for them. In the latter case, the extension worker will set up a
 
demonstration inwhich he Isurged to choose an "average" farmer to whom
 

inputs are supplied, andt who does the work himself. The extension worker then 
organizes visits to convince the villagers of the value of the technique.
 

b) Some individual visits are still arranged where there Li a particular 
to ignore the scxtial pressures under whichproblem, and inany case it is Idle 
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the extension worker Is placed. These individual visits are, however, 
discouraged as the extension worker has more ground to cover. 

c) Audio-visual techniques are expected to play a greater role in the 
Thefuture which is why such emphasis was placed on it in the project design. 

existing material is now becoming rather old and the number of showings is 
grossly inadequate. 

is considerable hope at regional level that the long-promised CETADThere 
facilities and the mobile A-V vans will become effective and enable this
 

method to be more widely and more frequently used.
 

d) Radio transmissions are widely used and apparently listened to by the
 
Isan area which holds great promise also, particularly if the
farmers. This 

Input and marketing systems were freed up and farmers were given price and 

availability data. Itwill also be of considerable value to the new concept 
of self-managed cooperatives which are likely to have less input of advice 

are fewer in number. Efforts should befrom SODEVA agents when these latter 
made to use farmers who have been involved inoff-station trials and
 

demonstrations under the project to make tapes discussing their experiences 
A number of farmersthat can be transmitted over Rural Educational Radio. 

interviewed during the evaluation indicated their willingness to participate
 
program, and said they thought itwould have considerable impact ifinsuch a 


tried.
 

The general conclusion with regard to the staffing levels would be that it 
would be preferable ifa higher number of field-level staff could be afforded 
but thatl-given the budgetary constraints, the Increasing complexity of the 
problems facing Senegalese agriculture as intensified, integrated farming
 

It-the trend towards a more professional service is asystems are forced upon 
correct one. The development of the "p yaan relais" approach, if it Is 

a giT ratio or farmers to base extensionsuccessful may bridge the gap which 
workers may leave. 

Economic Evaluation of the Joint Trials 

The 1982/83 serLes of joint trials was evaluated from an economic point of 
view by the TA agricultural economist. The principal objective was to 
evaluate the financial benefit of the techniques to the farmer and to measure, 
insome caseq, to what extent this varied from results obtained on the 
research station Itself. A second objective was to set up the methodology for 
future years and to test the validity of the trials for the applicatIon of 

economic evaluation.
 

In the case of Insecticide trials, for example, the results obtained on 
the research station wro the revurse of these obtained inon-f-rm trial% 
which will further guide the SODEVA/ISRA staff In cheir choice of CrL4is. 

innumber 4ndFurthermore, the conclusion that some triili were inquificiCnt 
that evalu tLor therefore h4d no validity cnofirms the point of view of the 
team sgronomist that 4 Larger prmgrAm of trt3l should be undartaken. 
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The calculation, where this was possible, of the return to labor as well 
as the margins over expenses is one which should be encouraged by the 
methodology proposed for the future. It has been shown in several studies 
that the small farmer has an acute awareness of the value of his time and this 
gives a sound basis for assessing the likelihood of any measure being adopted. 

Extension Messages for Increased Production of Millet and Crop Diversification
 

One of the principal outputs antLcipated from the project was to increase 
the yields of millet by 340 kg/ha by 1983, through extension of a set of 
simple production techniques including the use of the improved, drought 
tolerant variety Souna III, early thinning (6-12 days after germination), and 
the use of fertilizer at the ISRA recommended rate of 60-30-30 kg/ha. Field 
trials by ISRA and SODEVA have shown that the three techniques can increase 
production in a farmer's field by 500-600 kg/ha.
 

The goals of crop production diversification involve possibilities for
 
continuing sources of income between major crop harvests, Improved diets
 
through increased consumption of vegetables and high-protein legume seeds, 
greater utilization of residual moisture through late intercropping of millet, 
and increasing overall farmer income. The main crops proposed in the PP for 
the SODEVA diversification program were cowpeas and manioc. Vegetables were
 
reserved for the WID component.*
 

For reasons beyond farmer and SODEVA's control, as described elsewhere in 
this report, the project-ed yield increase of millet has not been achieved, but 
there is evidence that SODEYA did a great deal to convey the extension 
messages existing at the )eginning of Phase IIto the farmer. The ISRA/SODEVA 
joint trials were designed to test the results of on-station research in 
off-station farm conditions and generate new extension messages. However, 
field trials are relatively long term activities and one should not expect 
immediate results even under fairly uniform conditions. More repetitions may 
be needed under variable or extreme weather conditions (recent years). To 
transfer the results of trials into extension messages the extension agency 
must have a high degree of certainty about the reliability of trial results 
and the correctness of their interpretation. At their joint annual meetings 
the ISRA researchers and SOCEVA representatives discuss the results of trial% 
conducted i.n the part ieason and decide which techniques are reliable enough 
to be disseminated as xtension messages to farmers. Since the beginning of 
Phase IIseveral new extension messages have been developed from the results 
of ISRA/SO(EVA olf-station trials. These include recommendation% for the une 
of higher yielding varieties of groundnuts and sorghum and improved management 
practices, such as early thinning and weeding of millet and chemical 
protection of cowpeas against insect pests. 

* Stm al-Weigel (1980) and Waterbury (1983) both make the point that, due to 
male labor-migratlon patterns inthe project znne, the only real 
possbility for increased production during the "contri-iaison" Is to 
involve women farmeri, who, on the whole, do not out-migrato during that 
pertod. 
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SODEVA is under constant pressure from ISRA and AID to prepare and deliver 
new extension messages to the farmer faster. It is understandable that as a 
responsible organization it does not want to misinform farmers by iiving them 
information that has not been sufficiently tested in farm level conditions, 
although ISRA researchers are convinced that the results of on-station trials 
are reliable enough. On the other hand, SODEVA should not be afraid to inform 
farmers about the results of current trials (although still uncomfirmed) and 
should develop more efficient methods for the delivery of reliable messages. 
These might include better programs for the Radio Rurale and SODEVA 
audio-visual unit and increased participation ot farieFrq In extension 
demonstrations. 

The 	 flcw of feedback messages from the farmer to research has been 
established by the project through the participation of ISRA researchers in 
the 	off-station trials. When some farmers suggested different densities of 
c peas than originally recommended by ISRA, the researchers agreed to modify 
their method and subsequent results proved the correctness of the change. 
Another example was the situation when the recommended doses of fertilizers 
were not available or affordable to the farmer. The methodology of millet 
management was amended to include the manure fertilization element. This was 
a correct reorientation from an unreliable supply of chemical fertilizers 
tcward a home source, so far scarcely utilized inthe modernized farming 
system. The theme of organic (manure) fertilization of millet was transformed 
into an extension message and was the only topic of 14 SODEVA extension 
demnnstrations organized in1982/83 for farmers in the Thins region; itwas 
the main topic for similar demonstrations (16) in the Dicurbel region. The 
number of farmers whose millet fields served for demonstrations was 66 in the 
Thi~s region and 201 inthe Diourbel region. 

While the improved management of millet is rapidly spreading through the
 
prnject area, the crop diversification message does not seem to have reached 
the ordinary farmer yet. Rather, it is still being tested inthe ISRA/SODEVA 
off-station trials by a disappointingly 4mall number of slected f3ryrs. Both 
crops, cnwpeas and mannc, suffer from pest damage and farmers are ,vidently 
reluctant to waste their land on risky trials. Chemical treatment 
(insecticide) of crcM*as has had sow success. Wlhen there is enough evidence 
that the treatment is applicable to ordinary farmer conditions, SODEVA should 
snd a stronger extension message, if there is to be any succesm in crop 
diveriification.* 

* 	 Given the extremely low cereal yIelds of the 1983 harvest, It is unlilwty 
that prnject area farmers will be willing to asstowe the risk of crop 
diversification in large numbers In the next year or two, If they have not 
already seen it %uccessfullyadopted by others. 
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Use of Audio-Visual Techniques 

Audio-visual techniques have been among the most effective means of 
conveying extension messages in many country environments. Unfortunately, due 
to enormous delays in the construction of the Audio-Visual Production Center 
at the CKTAD, and delays in the procurement of audio-visual equipment, the 
anticipated improvement in audio-visual activities has not materialized yet 
under the project. 

Unfortunately, it is evident that even the existing facilities have not. 
been utilized most efficiently. In Diourbel region there were 68 performances 
in1982/83 and inThins 33, however, most of them inTivaouane department. 
During our field trip through the project area, many villagers admitted that 
they had never seen SODEVA films, others saw one performance five years ago 
and only the most fortunate ones witnessed two audio-visual visits last year 
The films and slides available at present are reported to be quite old, but 
still useful. With the newly opened Pout Center and better coordination of 
field activities, the audio-visual team can still do an enormous amount of 
extension work in the remaining LOP. 

It is this project component that has suffered the greatest delays, in 
rt due to comxiity procurement, and in Fart due to construction. As has 
en mentioned in the dicu.ssion on technical assistance, the two years of 

specialist TA wre rendered highly questionable by these delays in sqplying 
the requisite materials for audio-visual production. However, it isalso fair 
to qay that the TA specialist could, In fact, have done more than he did. 
There was an audio-visual set-uv inDakar while he was incountry, and he had 
a counterpart team and some materials. 

Itappears that there is a certain amount of resistance within the rest of 
SOEVA to the concept of audio-visual approaches to extension. This has been 
indicated to the team by the Director-General, who makes the point that 
greater efforts toward educating SODEVA's own staff must be made in this 
regard, as well as greater efforts at publicity for audio-visual techniques in 
the project area. It is to be hoped that the preserce of the replacement 
audio-visual TA specialist can quickly start to have this effect. A problem 
might arise from the fact that the a-v specialist will not be incountry 
throughout the growing season, unless the request for her services Is extended. 

The rate of prodxition of audio-visual materials given the "mass" approach 
to extension that isnow SOCEVA's orientation must be fairly high. It is 
questionable wther this will be possible in Lhe short-torm given the present 
qtaffing pattern Inthe Audic--Visual Unit at Pour. There isonly one 
cartoist only, although there are two directors who can do film and video 
production. There is only one pern available to work on the preparation of 
all written materisls in local languages. At the least, some 
clerical/technical support staff should be provided so Chat the rate of 
production of all kinds of materials can be improved once they are designed. 
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There must be greater interaction between the audio-visual team and the 
Delegation and Operation representeatives, including the WID Unit team. An 
audio-visual needs assessment could be done as from now, through a series of 
meetings with these field-Level staff - including the WI monLtrLices and the 
EBs-and thrnugh discussions with the WID village groups and with farmers 
who have participated in joint ISRA/SODEVA trials. Using audio-visual 
approaches to document the trials isa particularly desirable approach, so
 
that the link can more easily be made between trials and demonstrations.
 
Similarly, using trial farmers to record tapes about trial methods and results
 
wuld have considerable benefit, both for Its demonstration effect, and for
 
making more farmers aware of what research isabout, and what their
 
conLrIbtton may be. In both of these ways, greater feedback from farmers to
 
researchers - through SODEVA - can occur.
 

The vehicles for the Audio-Visual Unit are now on order, and will be
 
purchased locally. The two audio-vtsual vans and the accompanying equipment
 
are key to success indiscerning and meeting field-level needs, and should be 
purchased as soon as possible. There is a precedent, since there were such 
mobile vans funded with Iranian assistance some years ago, and they were 
apparently used to considerable capecity. It is worth noting that villagers 
Interviewed often mentioned having been exposed to audio-visual presentations 
at the time that these vans were still in operation, and then mentioned the 
hiatus until last year, when SODEVA was showing some old films they had 
obtained elsewhere. 

Reafforestat ion
 

The PP promoted reafforestation activities as part of the integrated 
development of the project area. SODEVA was urged to concentrate certain of 
its efforts on tree conservation and replanting, but no specific goals were 
proposed. 

During the first two years of the project, some reafforestation activities
 
were initiated, working through the WID Unit, but they were not statistically
 
recorded. In the 1982/83 season these activities intensified and resulted in
 
the establishment of village woodlots in66 villages of Thins region and 22 
villages of Diourbel region. Although most of the woodlots covering some 50 
ha in both regions were not all established In the project area itself, the 
project activities contributed at least partially to their establishment.
 

InThtis region mnly Eucalyptus trees were used (54,500) whereas in 
Diourbel, four species were planted; Eucalyptuq (9,300), Neem (3,800), Acacia 
holosertcea (400), and Acacia linaroides (200). InDiourbel region an 
addiETn 4,300 Eucalyptuis trees were planted as windbreaks. Inan effort to 
secure the growth nf Acadia albida, some 3,000 yrug trees in Thibs region and 
23,600 in Diourbel region were given protection. 

Reafforestation has been organized by SODEVA Incooperation with the
 
regional %ervices of Eaux ot Fmr~ts, mainly at the village level. The village 
wondlots will serve first oF all as a source of construction wood and soew 
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fuelwood, and for those purposes the fast-growing Eucalyptus species appears 
to be best suited. However, In the current trend to restore the highly 
disrtted ecological system of the Groundnut Basin more attention should be 
paid to Acacia albida (cadd). This leguminous tree isnative to the area, it 

valuable source or-animal feed and fuelwood and its beneficial effects onisa 

are essential for the restoration of land productivity. Atsoil properties 

about age 40 the cadd produces fewer leaves and pods and therefore should be 
replaced. Systematic replacement (harvesting) could cover a substantial 

The optimum density has been estimated to beproportion of fuelwood needs. 
about 50 trees/ha (P. F. Freeman, 1982). 

To achieve and maintain this density, some changes are needed In the 
SODEVA should put more emphasis on thecurrent reafforestatton program. 


This might Incltude extension information,promotion of the cadd tree. 

provision of young trees and visits to successful sites. Since the cadd is an
 

integral part of a farm operation, its promotion should be pursued at the farm
 
level rather than the village level.
 

Cattle Fattening. Cattle fattening isa traditional operation practised by
 
er~er-sn the Thnaba area of Bambey, involving the purchase of beef cattle
 

These cattle are fattened for a
from transhumant herds passing through. 

SODEVA has
three-month period mainly with farm by-procuts and then sold. 


been working with farmers to extend this scheme and helping them with such
 
practices as animal health, deparasitlzing and better nutrition.
 

Cattle and sheep fattening have made remarkable progress In the project 
area and during the 1982/83 season, the number of animals surpassed the 
project objectives set for 1983. However, sheep fattening is predominant. 

ACHIEVD
DE]AKIMIUT :OJE-I-VES 
1978 ]983 	 1982/83
 

ThIM 240 2,200 	 2,870
 
2,560
Ttvaouane 	 180 2,700 

2,500 4,000 	 11,570
Bambey 

5,190
Dlourbel 1,000 2,450 

M'Backk 700 2,800 1,280 

4,ZO 14 ,L C 	 Z3,470'MUAL 

ISRA/SOEVA trials conducted !.n 9 villages of Diourbel region (25 farmers) 
shcwed that cattle fattening can be a profitable operation when properly 
managed. Besides the extra Income, the operation brings a new element into
 
the soil regeneration program. Stabled cattle provide the farmer with manure
 
which can be stabilized by proper treatment or composting and then used as a 
rich source of organic matter 3nd plant nutrients. The manure scattered 
Lncidently throughout the farm and exposed to the sun and air can retain only 
a fraction of elements originally present. 
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Fed to cattle, crop residues can be much more efficiently transformed Into
 
a more stable form of organic matter than through ploughing-Ln under 
unfavorable conditions of sandy soils. 

Cattle fattening, together with other forms of livestock management,
 
should be an Integral part of a successful farm operation, particularly in
 
conditions existing inthe project area, provided itcan be shown to be
 
financially beneficial to the farmer.
 

IV.GOS-AID PROJECT IMPLEMWTATION ISSUES 

A. Background 

A number of serious Issues have arisen over the life of Phase II 
concerning the relationship between SODEVA and the USAID. Some of these 

long and short-term TA utilization, funding, commodity procurement, 
have been discussed separately above.
construction, and long-term training -

However, some of these particular substantive issues have arisen Inpart from, 
and then further contributed to, basic communication problems between the two 
organizations. Problems of communication have been fewer between AID and ISRA 
than, in general, between AID and SODEVA. 

Many "direct-action" projects which are bilaterally funded present 
serious challenges in Lnter-LnstLtutLonal communication. To the extent that 
these projects are implemented by parts of two sovereign states, each of which 
has Its own politico-legal system and constraints, as well as Its own
 
development agenda, it is Likely that conflicts will ensue In Implementation 

matter how carefully a project has been designed, and even where the hostno 
country institution has been on board in the design process. 

Where, inaddition, more than one host-country Institution Is 
involved, and where each of these has a different mandate and history of 
assistance and institutional development, Inter-Lnstitutional communication is 
likely to be even more difficult. Finally, where the project includes a large 
number of components, success of each of which is dependent upon successful 
Implementation of the others, any major change inthe policy context of one or 
more of the institutions Involved is likely seriously to alter the viability 
of the project as a model for action. 

As a number of AID-funded studies have found, the effort to 
"blue-print" the design at the outset, and then to keep to it at lea.t at the 
level of project management documentation despite changing contextual 
parameter%, tends to be more costly In terms of time, and personnel-intensive 
management than would be the case Ifproject objectives were more modest at 
the outset, and more flexibility were allowed for modification%during project 
Implementation. What is often not said Is that this applies to the 
host-country Institution as well. Bilateral, as well as multl-lateral project 
management places an exponentially Increasing burden on the host country 
instLtutLon especially, 4s in this case, where It Is involved with a number of 
donors at the same time, and nere each donor has its ,wn regulations, agenda, 
and operating style (see Moris, 1983). 
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It is Interesting to note that the 1981 AID Audit Report which so
 
seriously questioned the viability and desirability of continuing funding to 
Cereals Production Phase II also raised serious questions about the MissLon's 
Rural Health Services Development Project. After the draft Audit Report had 
been received, the Mission Informed the Auditors that the project had been 
redesigned. "We reviewed the revised project paper and noted that actions
 
were taken to address the Issues noted...." (Audit Report Memo, March, 1981.)
 
The health project was budgeted at $3.3 million, while Cereals Phase II was a
 
$7.7 million effort. Why, then, was the more expensive, and more complicated
 
roject not redesigned by AID and SODEVA, given all the changes Inpolicy that
 
ad eventuated between 1979 and 1981?
 

One reason may be that there are known disincentives inthe AID
 
system to formal project redesign. Given the time and personnel ittakes to
 
amend a P?, and then to get the document approved inAID/W, many missions are
 
loath to embark on this process. Even where the process issuccessful, there
 
are then the additional delays and problems associated with amendment of the
 
project agreement with the host country. Interruptions of funding and of 
continuity of personnel Involved in the project are almost unavoidable. Also, 
where a new Mission Director isseen to be redesigning a substantial part of 
the project portfolio he has inherited, this may be seen by others to be an 
exaggerated example of the "new-broom" approach, and not well-regarded. Thus,
 
itmay be seen to be in the interest of all parties In-country to let the
 
project continue "as designed," making marginal adjustments from time to time,
 
and amending project documentation only where absolutely necessary.
 

Whether our analysis of the underlying motivations iscorrect or not,
 
the outcome appears to have been to "leave well enough alone" inthis
 
instance, although in the end, this proved to be Impossible. Charges were
 
indeed made - some at the request of SODEVA (the firing of the first TA team
 
leader) - :nd some at AID's request (the Grant Agreement amendments regarding 
funding). But some substantive changes, like auto-encadrement, which arose 
from changes In SODEVA's mandate and operating style, were not accounted for 
through commensurate changes in the overt project objectives, as has been 
discussed above. 

Meanwhile, there were changes instaffing on both sides, as well as
 
additional Intervening variables related to other-AID and other-donor
 
funding. The World Bark started a very large ag research project with ISRA, 
and AID initiated an ISRA-based Farming Systems and Agricultural Planning 
project. Two other donors essentially withdrew their support from SODEVA, for 
a variety of reason%. AID ispresently proposing to fund a PVO project In 
SODEVA's zone of action which is regarded by SODEVA as a direct assault on its 
credibility and Implementation authority Inthe zone. At least part of the 
MDR has taken this action by AID to mean that there Is a vote of no confidence 
inSOMFYA on AID's part. This, inturn, arises from and feeds Into other (0S 
political and development agendas and Internal GOS rivalries. 

All of these factors make an AID-funded project evaluation both more
 
intriguing and more difficult. Whatever the findings are inthis case, there
 
will bea tendency to perceive them interms of a variety of interests and
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programmatic objectives. The project qua project in a ense no longer can be 
seen as a separate entity, and evaluatLedin Its own terms. Thus, It seems 
worthwhile to attempt to discuss some of the broader issues that arise in 
general rather than merely project-specific terms. 

As designed, the project called for joint meetings between and among 
AID, ISRA and SODEVA, to occur every six months. Initially, these took place, 
and a number of people from each organization attended. Brcad-guage issues 
wer raised and discussed, and conclusions were drawn wi.ch ,.ere recorded ina 
formal manner. Where necessary, these conclusions were incorporated into 
Project Implementation Letters from AID to SODEVA and/or ISRA. From the 
written record, it seems that these meetings were useful, and to the extent 
that senior personnel from the USAID had the opportunity to discuss 
administrative and substantive matters with equivalent personnel from the host
 

venuecountry Lnstitutions, they served an additional function by providing a 
for adjustments in project-related policy. Given the hierarchical nature of 
Senegalese parastatal organizations, and the particular orientation of the
 
present SODEVA D-G, this seems to have been a particularly appropriate 
management technique. 

The last of these meetings took place in February, 1982. It is not 
clear to the team why they stopped. Apparently, it was partly because there 
were so many Issues arising, and because the CP problem was particularly 
acute. This last meeting took place while the former AID project manager was 
in place. Since the changeover In AID project management, these meetings have 
ceased. This has put the present project manager at a disadvantage, 
particularly he is perceived as junior by the SODEVA senior personnel, 
including his "counterpart" SODEVA project manager. As he also manages the FSR 
project with ISRA, his relationships on that side are better, and contact is 
more frequent (Funding to ISRA was not cut off during the AID attempt to 
move the GOS to respond to the recurrent costs CP.) 

On the SODEVA side, there is a lack of coordination in approaching 
AID. The Director, DTO, is the part-time project manager for the Phase II 
project. He also wears two ocher management hats, and Isextremely busy. 
Partly to resolve the problem of his non-availability, SODEVA appointed a 
returned participant trainee to be head of "Project Implementation" for SODEVA 
as a whole, and It isthis person who is the conduit for managemint 
interaction and information. Unfortunately, this person has no authority, and 
can only transmit information back and forth. Itdoes not appear that he is 
particularly successful indoing this. Meanhile, his M.S. in agricultural 
education iseffectively going to waste. Ithas been %t~gested by the team 
that this individual be placed at the CTAD and given the opportunity to use 
his project-funded training. 

The AID project manager Isput at a disadvantage inhaving to deal
 
with to the formality of Senegalese government structures. Understandably, he 
does not like to have always to write a letter about a minor Implementation 
matter than has been discussed with one or more SODEVA staff, and often more 
than once. These letters, In turn, delay the taking of approprLate actions on 
either side. Where the letter also has to include ISRA, the delays are 
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commensurately longer. The AID project manager equally suffers from having to 
contact a number of Individals in SODEVA who are relevant to each kind of 
implementat ion issue - construction, commodity procurement, funding 
reimbursements, budgetary approvals, TA requests, and the like. Since 
authority ultimately rests with the D-G, none of these people isauthorized to 
act on any issue, and a lot of information seems to be lost intransfer within 
SODEVA. 

Given this situation, there has been a tendency on AID's part to try 
to use the expatriate TA specialists as cnnduits of information to and from 
SODEVA. This Isan approach which SCVEVA overtly resents, and which has put 
additional strains on the relationships of the specialists within SODD'A. 
There Isa tendency to think that they are being asked by AID to split 
Theielogaltieq. This isespecially true when they are invited to AMl 
functions (retreats, official social events, etc.) without the invitation 
being cleared with SODEVA. This may seem strange to Americans who have not 
worked overseas before, but itshould be fairly obvious to those with more 
exper ience. 

The evaluation team.was told repeatedly by various AID staff that it 
seemed that the remaining TA specialists were "too Integrated" Into the SODEVA 
structure, and espoused the SOMEVA "party line" too readily. It Is hard to 
see how a TA specialist can be "too integrated" into the structure he or she 
issupposed to be assisting. There isafso a curious Implication here, since 
the AMl complaint Is tnat these people are not loyal enough to AID, ifand 
when there is a conflict between the USAD and SOCEVA. "AID, after all, is 
paying the bills, " weems to be the underlying sentiment. Yet, at the same 
time, AID staff also complain that SWOEVA is too stuffy, about the role of the 
TA specialists, and that they don't really want or like TA, and that they 
don't ue itappropriately. One Istempted to ask how both things can be true 
at the same time, although it is clear that there are some problems in the 
latter area. 

The AID project manager himself points out that it is unfair to ask 
SQ EVA to as4ign a full-time project manager when AID only provides about 1/5 
of his o n time for mana4ement of this project. 7he evaluation team, 
therefore, attempted to rind ocher solutions to the persistent corumLcation 
problems betaen AID and SOCEVA, and within SODEVA Itself regarding the 
implementaton of this project. One i% to bring in an information 4ystems 
mnagement specialist. This would have to have the genuine approval of the 

SOCEVA D-G In order for it to accomplish anything. 

The avaluatin team's asseusuwnt of SODEVA Is that those Lirdivdual 
departments which the project aimed to assst are now more capable of 
fulfilling their role within the organizatiion. The organization can be 
likened to a %eriesof cells each of which function4 within Itself but does 
not comunicate with other cell% except through the highest level of 
management. This prevent% swift action on A great many topics and the team 
constantly found oxamploa of infnrmatinn 'hich had not been passed on, 
supported AID'% constant complaint that str ightforward roquests go unanswered 
for long periods. 
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There is also a tremendous amount of report writing by each division, 
resulting In the generation of a large quantity of paper at considerable cost 

arebut which tends to repetativeness. In addition to this there regular 
many of which are very functional, asmeetings of staff at various levels 

described earlier with reference to the transmission of extension messages. 
Many, however, appear to be more concerned with "conceptualizing," with 
consequent disruption of the execution process. 

The same expert could, if accepted, work closely with the DEP staff 
the internalin order to rationalize the collection and analysis of data and 

not very clear sense of why certainreporting sysqtem. It seems that there is 
studies are carried out, and who the end-users are. SODEVA Is often forced to 
come up with study reports on short notice for a variety of GOS end-"uers, and 
isthus placed in a reactive posture too much of the time. The AID-funded 
Apple Il computer should at least accelerate the production of such reports, 
but SOCEVA could use some assistance in protecting Itself from study requests 
from all comers, and inplanning Its research agenda Interms of its own
 
objectives and operations.
 

The Information management specialist should also devote some time to 

reviewing the present approach of the documentation center InSODEVA to the 
acquisition and classification of Information. As Is pointed out by the 
center's head, while he has received some training, he does no have the 

He also Indicates that the
appropriate oquipment to maximize his efforts. 

center's functions are hampered bny a poor understanding of Its utility within
 

the SO EVA hq structure and among other personnel.
 

Finally, this person ihokld address the medium-term requirements for
 

additional computer hard and software at the regional level, e.g., additional
 
inwhich data are collected and
micra-compuer terminals. Given the way 

- and the related staffing patternsanalyzed on a regional basis at present 

inthe regional DEP and DAP units - there isa prima facie case for 

In the Interim, there isal.o
installing such terminals with project funding. 

an urgent need for small, rheap, programmable calculators for survey staff,
 
again at the regional level.
 

Another suggestion isthat a Senegalese bo k-keeper be hired at 
SODEVA with project-funds (the project provides local salary support anyay), 
so that all the book-k ping functions that relate to this project canbe 

in nn set of boos and with one person aware of all thecentralized 
SOCEVA has Interest In havinq someramifications. In addition, indicated 

EnglLh-language training provided for Its management/financLal scarf so that 

they can cope better with Anglophone donors ingeneral. Tibs seems a sensible 
suggestion, and wnuld be cost-effective. Another option is for SODEVA
 
financial management staff to participate inAID's Sahel Regional Financial
 
Management Project.
 

The team has also suggested that a series of meetings, Involving the
 
key actors inAiD and SODEVA whn are concerned with each aspect of project
 
implemmntation - commodities, construction, financing, WIJD, training and
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In thisaudio-visual, - take place, using this evaluation report as a basis. 
way, some of the persistent management Issues and problems of 
inter-institutional, cowamuntcation may at last be resolved. Where necessary, 
senior AID and SODEVA personnel should be Involved, both managers and 
technicians. 

In the best of worlds, there would probably be some key personnel 
changes within SODEVA. This is likely to occur if only because the GOS is 
again calling for a reorientation of SODEVA's activities In the Groundnut 
Basin. This, in turn, has a number of staffing implications which are not yet 
completely clear. On the AID side, it ishoped that there will soon be a 
full-time Deputy Ag Officer and that this might somewhat lighten the project 
management load of the existing staff. 

Further, if some of the recommendations made below are accepted by 
AID and SODEVA, there should be fewer project components to cope with, and 
some streamlining of management tasks should resul.t-. Finally, If the 
suggested option of turning increasingly to program assistance In dealing with 
SODEVA and the Grouncdnut Basin Is adopted, additional iavings in management 
intensIvity should result on both sides. 

Outstanding Issues 

Several specific issues remain outstanding at the time of the 
evaluation. Some continue to arise from the complex of problems which led to 
AID stopping funding for six months due to the Lardy GOS response to the 
recurrent cost plan CP. Although there was a follow up on the 1981 Audit by 
the Regional IG jusc before this evaluation, Itdid not deal with financial 
management but rather with the substantive recommendations of the 1981 
Report. This follcw-up effort, (for which the evaluation team has no 
documentary reference), recommended that the 1981 Audit be closed. The RIG 
did not, apparently, make any specific recomendation regarding the troubled 
question of the USAID deciding to suspend advance payments to SODEVA, or the 
issue of "flat rate" payments by AID of operating costs ("fraLs Reneraux"), or 
the matter of the type and amount of supporting documenat/tIon OERVA t 
sup.ply to the USAID Controller's Office inorder to be reimbursed against Lts 
prefinancing of various budget line Ltems. Given that these are all Ls.4ues 
which are still to be resolved, and which would appear to have direct 
relevance to Auditors' qkillq and responsibilities, this lack of treatment 
sms surprising. Progress has been made by the USAl and SODEVA In resolving 
these issues, but a useable, reliable system for dealing with them has not yet 
been created and accepted by both Institutions. 

A second set of issues relates to the SOCEVA request to extend the 
stay of the present long-term TA a4ronomtqt for an additional six months, 
which would require an extension of the present PAC). There is also the 
approved SOIEVA request to replace the TA audio-vtsual specialist who resigned 
in mid-1983 by a 4hort-term consultant who will be on a one-month trial. 
Meetings betwen members of the evaluation team, the AID project manager the 
Aurora V-P 4nd SODILVA cadres have surfaced a nuebor of Lssuos relating to the 
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continued delays in A-V commodity procurement and outstanding problems with 
the A-V Unit construction and furnishings that may militate against the early 
arrival of this replacement. 

Similarly, discussions ich SODEVA have clarified, at least to the 
evaluation team, the reasons why SODEVA has requested extension of the 
agronomist's contract, but not that of the agricultural economist. Most of 
these relate to SODEVA's perceptions of AID's request for a plan for
 
reorienting the rest of Phase II, and subsequent funding to SODEVA, if any, 
tcward soil regeneration and conservation in the project area. This seems to 
have been AID's prefei red solution to the large pipeline remaining to be 
disbursed under Phase II, with the very short LOP remaining. At the same 
time, the soil regeneration orientation fits Into an already-approved Titl: 
III funding extension which sets up a soil regeneration fund. 

Before the team's arrLval, a number of meetings had taken place 
between and among the USAID, SODEVA and ISRA - and Eaux et Forits - to 
discuss the preparation of a plan for efforts inthe sol conservation/soil 
regeneration area in the context of the remaining LOP and beyond. At some 
point In that process, the USAID understood SODEVA to be asking for a variety 
of short-term TA In order to develop a plan. SODEVA also, however, expressed 
concern about future funding of a larger soils effort beyond the present Phase 
1i parameters.
 

At a meeting that took place In November, 1983, SODEVA seems to have 
withdrawn the TA request, partly because it had concluded that with the 
extended services of the present TA agronomist, it had the wherewithall to 
work out the requested plan itself, in conjunction with ISRA and other 
concerned agencies. The USAID has since raised questions - not formally 
conveyed to SODEVA - about the appropriateness of this as a solution to the 
planning problem. It should be noted that the agronomist In question Is a 
soils/moisture specialist, and that she has, in the view of the evaluation 
team agronomist/soLl scientist, the right skills In order to design a series 
of expanded applied research trials In the soil conservation/regeneratLon 
area. Ifwhat AID Isasking for ismore than this, then her skills might be 
supplemented with those of a conservation specialist who would overlap with 
her before her departure. Part of the trouble seems to be that AID isnot 
sure what itwants from SODEVA/ISRA 'nthis domain, nor can it give a firm 
answr at this point inresponse to the latter's query about long-term funding 
given Its own programing constraints.
 

The evaluation team feels strongly that, while soil 
conservation/regeneratton isan appropriate and timely concern Inthe project 
area, a reallocation of project resources which would leave un-or under-funded 
other spects of the project as it stands, would be unwise, and not justified 
by project perfnrmance in these other areas - e.i., the WID component, 
training of extension wrorr and literacy train ng of farmers, and the whole 
audao-visual component. 
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The present and/or future role of the long-term TA agricultural 
economist is also germane here. One of her main tasks was to design and 
implement economicfinancial analysis in conjunction with the applied research 
trLals, to see whether what would be recommended as a result of successful 
trials would be economically viable for farmers to adopt. Due to a number of 
internal SODEVA obstacles, she has only now been able to initiate this process 
in the last cropping season (1982-83). The results have been analyzed in 
part, and the system, When de-bugged, should be appropriate for Implementation 
by the economists in the DEP infuture years. Another part of her scope of 
work was to assist the DEP in better defining its program of studies and 
surveys. This she has been less well able to do, partly, again, because of 
rganizational problems within SODEVA, and because of the Issues which 

surrounded her reassignment from the DEP to the DM1. 

SCOEVA perceives its own economists - and sociologists and 
agronomists - as capable of taking over where this specialist will leave off 
at the end of her present contract. She has expressed no desire to have her 
tenure extended, and SODEVA has made It clear that they would not view this as 
appropriate. The evaluation team sees an extension as non-viable. Should 
SODEVA accept the recommendatLon of the team that certain kinds of short-term
 
participant training for its cadres be supplemented by short-term TA In the 
Information systems management area, any gap that is likely to emerge will be 
filled. There Isalways the possLbility that a shrt-term ag economist could 
be brought Inlater Ifneeded inthe context of soil regeneration applied 
research trials as these advance.
 

There Isan outstanding Issue about construction. Two ZEs, 
sub-regional training centers, were to be funded under the project. 
Mearmhile, SODEA has substantially changed its training orientation regarding 
farmers and other villagers, as has been discussed. This late in the project, 
and given these changes, it seems wiser to reallocate this funding than to 
construct these centers. This is especially true given problems SODEVA has 
experienced In the past in obtaining suitable sites and appropriate titles. 
There is little reason to assume that there wauld not be continued 
construction delays If these ZERs were built, so that even an extension of the 
PAC) wnuld not guarantee success. 

Similarly, some funds remain for construction of a hay barn at ISRA 
($53,000) and a cold room at CNRA ($10,000). In discussions, ISRA Indicated 
formally and informally that these were no longer required. However, with the 
soil regertirton orientation - which should Include forage and fallow 
research - this may be reconsidered. ISRA will discuss the question 
Internally and make a proposal to the USA).
 

Aditional funds were programmed for Lmprovements to the seed 
trestmnnt center inDiourbal, when SOCEVA had respnnsibLlfty for this 
ftmction. Thi. has now ,hifted to the MR, And I. no longer a SODEVA 
function. Those funds should be reprogrammed, in the view of the evaluation 
team and of SCOEVA. 
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Commodity procurement is still an outstanding issue, especially for 
the audio-visu.al component, and the WI component. Vehicles for the A-V team 
are now being ordered, after a waiver for local procurement was approved by 
AID/W. The two audio-visual mobile vans, which were included in the waiver, 
have not, however, been ordered yet. The USAID was waiting for further 

to the
specifications from SODEVA, and the view of the evaluation team as 

desirability of the vans. SODEVA's depity director for training, however,
 

and that the vans were on order. Itthought that this had been taken care of, 
isthis kind of confusion between techical staff and the management/
procurement staff at SODEVA which shcu'ud be avoided in future, since it leads 
ot extremely long implementation delays and also to further misunderstandings 
between SODEVA and AID.
 

The WI]) component procurement has been discussed elsewhere. Here, it 
should be noted that there is apparently a broader issue in question. It 
seems that ISRA, some months ago, communicated to the USAID its intention to 
carry out a study of appropriate technology interventions at the village level 
that are related to food processing and transformation. The USAID project
 

to let ISRA know In which villagesmanager wrote to SCVEVA, asking them 
millet-mills had already been installed, and to cooperate with the study. 

Meanwhile, SODEVA having replied to ISRA, went ahead with the request 
rest of the millet mills and the two millet threshers whosefor bids for the 

purchase Ithad thought had been blocked by AID. The request for bids is 
about to expire. Thus, the evaluation team was asked to meet with the SODEVA
 

reading on what kind of mills hould be procured,
procurement head to give a 

and inwhat proportion, given the possibility of a comparative analysis of
 
mill performance inthe context of the project. In a subsequent meeting
 
between the team and SOCEVA senior staff, it was determined that SODEVA would 
go ahead and order the most reliable equipment. Any experimentation and 
accompanying study, itwas felt, should be funded and carried jut separate 
from the present WI]) component activities.
 

Finally, there remains the outstanding issue of long and short-term 
training overie.s and InSenegal. To date training for monitrices and 
village-level wnrkeri has been suspended or never itartd Co daC, b7cauSe f 
the mix-up between SODEVA and the USAID regarding the availability of funds.
 

on
Retraining and ugrading of extension workers has gone along pretty much 
stchedule, b t the original PP target will not be reached by the PAC) given the 
present rate. These targets should in any case b revid, given the changes 
in SUOEVA' mndate that are currently being considered by the OS, and given 
the change in SCDEVAW approach to extension in the pro4ject are4. Thore is 
littlo use In training EB% who are likely to be laid oft' immediately after 
they are trained. 

Long and short-term training overseas ws cemnpleted 4 anticipated 
for ISRA, buc has not beon compl ted for SODEVA. Givvn Lho prets.;nt PAD, iLt 
was decided some time agn Chit it was tal lto to send 4nyono , ic from SODEVA 
for MW-Iev dogroe training. The funds attribud to this lonr'g-torm 
participant trUining wero to be rnallocated to Ohorta-trm participant 

http:audio-visu.al
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training. In the event, some SODEVA cadres did travel to the U.S. for 
short-term training inmanagement, and inother areas (See Annex 3). A 
considerable amount of funding remains in the project which could be 
attributed either to additional short-term training, for which there are 
current requests from SODEVA, or which could be reattriLbuted against long-term 
participant training If the PACD were extended. Here, however, it is 
important to remember that the PACD would have to be extended by over two 
years to accomodate MS-degree training given the start-up time required, 
including improvement of English language skills. 

A point made by SODEVA in terms of the lack to use of the long-term 
training slots is worth noting. Given the civil service scale in Senegal, 
there is little incentive for senior cadres to get advanced degrees since they 
will not be promoted accordingly. Therefore, SODEVA assumed that these slots 
should be reserved for middle-level cadres who could benefit from both the 
substantive and the promotional results of long-term degree training.
 
However, SODEVA senior management indicates that these cadres did not have the 
required English-language proficiency; three candidates were turned dwn after 
failing the basic English test. Why measures were not instituted by AID and
 
SODEVA to ameliorate the English language situation isnot clear. The problem
 
is mentioned in a memorandum on the Joint Meeting of March, 1981. (By that 
time, it was not quite too late to send someone with impoved English on 
long-term training, given the present PACD.) 

One reason why more use has not been made of the short-term training 
opportunities seems to be the relative thinness of SODEVA staff overall, and 
the almost constant turmoil about SODLVA's activitieq and orientations. A lot 
of work is involved in responding to these changes, and to other requests for 
Information or action from the rest of the government. Mearhile, the USAID 
seems to have been remiss in not presenting more relevant information to 
SODEVA about the kinds of training opportunities that are available, and that 
might have been apporopriate. The role of the PDO Participant Training 
Officer in the connection is unclear. English language proficiency, 
meanwhile, is also necessary for comprehension In short-course situations. 
More use could have been made of thLrd-country options than was the case, and 
this is still possible. Specific recommendations follow. 

V. Conclu.sLon% 

ExogV.nou.s Policy Factor,. Affecting Project Performance 

In Section II, the OxOgenouS factors hich bore most heavily on the 
project wero discussed insome detail. The prnjoct was entitled "Senegal 
Cereals Production II," and a owries of production targets were set which, as 
has been demnnstrated, have not been Achieved. The oxception to this 
gnrraliLzatico was the 1981-82 cropptnq qeaon, when the rains were 
satisfactory, althogh the prnviLon o3t other prexuction factorA in man's 
contrml was declining. The Phase I project had only started that 4eason, so 
no credit for the satisfactory yields cun be attributed to it. Equally, 
hreAwr, SOXVA ,ind USAID'i %upprtcannot bi head responsible for the decline 
in yields %i'-h characterized the folltwing two %owns when ojtside 
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influences went from bad to worse, particularly in1983, when rainfall dropped 
to catastrophic levels, and the two project regions were respectively 
estimated at achieving minus 76. and minus 787. cereals production, given 
targets established by the GOS. 

FollowJing the Joint Assessment of USAID/GOS assistance, which included an 
assessment of the agricultural policy situation as of 1980, and the analysis 
of the Impact that the institutional changes that the collapse of the GOS 
Programme Agricole would have (and later, when the World Bank and Caisse 
Centrale ceased funding SODEVA), USAID made an implicit decision to regard 
this project as an institution-bLilding effort. From the analysis that has 
been carried out intne course of this evaluation, this appears to have been 
justified. The positive aspects of the project are now coming to fruition, 
and a vehicle has been created which can serve Senegalese agriculture in the 
future when the policy context has been reformed in such a way that an 
extension agency can fulfill its proper role. 

ISRA. ISRA ischarged with overall responsibility for agricultural 
research on both crops and animals inSenegal. In the past, its crop research 
was concentrated at one research stat ion at Bambey and focussed mainly on new 
crop varieties. Ithad weak links with agricultural extension and did not 
readily respond to newly-perceived farmers' needs. 

Under Phase I of the project, the creation of the Cellule de Liaison
 
within ISRA was designed to establish the necessary link between ISRA and
 
extension services provided by SODEVA, but the arrangement was not as 
successful as had been anticipated. 

The ISRA/SODEVA Protocol formalized in January, 1980 as part of the 
Implementation of Phase II, defined their mutual responsibilities. It Is 
evident from our analysis that ISRA's ties with extension have improved 
markedly during this phase. 

The annual meetings with SODEVA representatives give ISRA personnel an 
opportunity to present new research themes and discuss their applicability to 
farm-level operations. ISRA researchers are getting much better feedback than 
before from participating inISRA/SODEVA off-statLon trials and from direct 
contacts with participating farmers and SODEVA field agents. The joint field 
tours and training sessions at Oft nerve as additional discussion fora on 
practical aspects of research work and current problems of the 
research-extens Lon link. 

It is desirable that the existing ISRA/SCVA cooperation be maintained, 
and strengthene.d by more frequent and expanded Joint applied research 
activities. 

SODEVA 

Scm misgivings must be expressed riArdLng tho SODEVA farmor/base 
extensLon worker ratio in the LntcervnLng period during which the network of
"paysan ralais" isbeing developed through the litaracy and cooperatives 



68
 

management training programmes. However, it is felt that the project has laid 
the right foundation for a more professional service capable of facing the 
future. The future of agriculture in the Groundnut Basin is bound to become 
more complex as the pressure on land increases, and In the face of declining 
rainfall if present trends continue. To this extent it is felt that the 
project actions which have been started should be allowed to come to fruition. 

There isclearly a question mark over some of SODEVA's activities which
 
can be regarded as no longer relevant, or which compete for resources with 
other national services. In the former category falls input supply which 
absorbs time and resources which could be better chanelled elsewhere. The 
question of farmer literacy training is one which should be examined in the 
national context. It isfelt by the evaluation team that functional literacy
 
can best be handled inthe context of extension in that it is in this form 
that It is more likely interest the greatest number of people, while at the 
same time transmitting information necessary for improved agricultural 
production and other improvements in the quality of rural life. 

Overall, it is felt that having invested so much time and resources in 
building and extension vehicle it should not now be put into cold storage in 
the anticipation that, when some startling new technique becomes available, it 
can be resuscitated overnight. Nor is it felt that agricultural production
 
increases occur in this way. The experience over the last few years with the 
revolution In Input levels has demonstrated the need for a service which can 
adapt to new prices and input stimule and generate appropriate extension 
messages which provide a range of options to the farmer (See Eicher, 1983) 

The philosophy of the participation of women In the decision-making and 
revenue-generating process in the farm family has been well accepted, If not 
to a degree initiated by, SODEVA and this is a desirable development for the 
rural sector as a whole. The WID component should be maintained, with some 
redesign and improvements. 

SODEVA management can be reformed to improve the internal flow of 
information. The organization has a good system of meetings at all levels at
 
which discussion and expression of opinion appears to he relatively 
uniribited, but day-to-day information appears to flow less readily than 
mi t be desirable. The result seems to be that action vis-k-vis AM is often 

AMD
 

There are a number of ways inwhich AD's management of this project 
can be improved, most of which have been discussed above, and are treated in 
the Recommendation, section. What remains to be discussed i-%the options the 
evaluation team iees a%available to the USAID inproviding further support to 
SODEVA over the medium term (the next three-five ycars). Ibis tlefram is 
chosen because Itwill probably be at lease that long until the GOS is in a 
po ition to implement a reformed agricultural polic n the Groundnut Basin, 
given all the policy problems that %till remain to be rneoLv d. When this has 
been achieved, the context for effective operation of an extension agency in 
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the Basin may exist. Until then, SODEVA should be supported, and donors 
should attempt to influence the policy outcomes that will affect its viability 
as an extension agency, relieved of many of the institutional burdens it has 
had to assume in the past. (An extension service cannot be put into moth balls 
for some indeterminate period, and then taken out again and brushed off, ready 
to go to work, and to regain the confidence of its agriculturalist clientele). 

There are at least three options for continued AID assistance to SODEVA,
 
each of which has different programmatic implications for both organizations.
 
In reviewing these options, the USAID should bear inmind a) that the
 
evaluation team was not completely aware of all possible scenarios within the 
Mission regarding future priorities and funding vehicles, atid b) that whatever 
option Ischosen will inevitably have a rather critical impact on SODEVA's 
existence, given other-donor withdrawal of funding, and IFAD's resolve to 
operate its re-evaluated project as a self-contained entity for the immediate 
future, until SODEVA's mission and the GOS policy toward cooperatives are 
resolved.
 

Option 1.Extend the present LOP of Phase IIby 24-36 months, with some
 
increase n dollar and local currency funding. This would allow some
 
long-term participant training; completion of the WID component targets;
 
improvement Inthe amount of audio-visual material and approaches available; 
the extension of the TA agronomist's contract as requested by SODEVA; and 
additional trials and the development of a soil conservation/soil regeneration 
plan to be implemented subsequently by SODEVA, ISRA and other relevant 005 
agencies. Other project objectives which are not likely to be achieved 

e.g., production increase targets, some procurement, some construction-should 
be modified accordingly. This may imply a PP amendment process, which is 
time-consuming, but which might provide a venue for Improved communication 
beteen AID and SODEVA in the redesign process. It also implies continuing in 
a project funding mode, which has a number of implications for the balance of 
the Mission's project/program portfolio, and especially for project management 
resources within the Mission and within SODEVA. 

Option 2.To the extent that the USAID wishes to have.a direct impact on 
agrictural policy issues that relate to SODEVA's mandate and performance 
(and which are essentially beyond SODEVA's control), the Mission could ove to 
a combination of DA project and ESF program assistance. The ESF would be 
conditional on some policy changes which, in turn, would allow M00LVA to 
function properly as an extension agency shorn of its other functions of 
distribution, marketing, etc. The DA dollar funding would make possible a)
 
long-term participant training, b) U.S. short-term technical assistance, and
 
c) some commodity procuremnt from the U.S. to support some pilot activities
 
Inthe soil conservation/regeneration area. ESF (or Title III) local currency 
could be used to continue to fund some prop)rtion of SODEVA operating costs 
and local salary support. This option - especially ifTitle III currency 
genertions arn used rather than ESF - takos into account that the Mission 
already has an approved Title LIZ extension, which incorporated support for a 
sLil regeneration fund. Ifdollar funding can be associated with this without 
the necessity of keeping a DA project on the book.s, the management load ih. uld 
be sub4santLally be rn ced. 
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Option 3. Like Option 2, this approach iqies a further departure from 
DA project fnding, but contiraied medium-term support for SODEVA operations in 
the present project zone, to achieve the same revised objectives, including 
soil conservation/regeneratLon, In cooperation with ISRA and other agencies. 
Under this option, a combination of dollar and local currency funding would be 
provided to the GOS through a PMAD, which would be attributed against specific 
SODEVA operating costs and some U.S. TA and commodities. A CP could be 
included inthe PAAD requiring the same sorts of policy changes as inOption 
2. Here, there would be no DA funding Der se inprojectized form. SODEVA
 
would get a direct resource transfer, a.;Z-soe requisite TA. This would
 
eliminate a ood deal of project management intensivity on AID's part as well
 
as on that or SODEVA, and would solve a number of the persistent
 
accormting/financing/reimbursement problems that have characterized project
 
assistance to date.
 

There is, a fourth option, which is to let the current WDP run out, having 
scaled down the project's objectives accordingly, and taking into accoumt the 
likelihood that not all of the money inthe pipeline can be spent in the next 
ten months in any useful manner. Later, when things are clearer on the GOS 
and the AID side, assistance could be started again, either of a program or 
project kind. This option is not recommended by the evaluation team for a 
variety of reasons, not the least of which Is that it would most probably, by 
causing a hiatus in funding foil SODEVA's operations in the present project 
zone, lead to SODEVA's gradual demise. This kind of an outcome goes against 
the conclusion of this evaluation to the effect that SODEVA is a viable 
organization with an Lmpovcant and manageable set of activities to perform. 

The recomendations which follow could all be implemented under any of the 
three options discussed above. 

VI. RECOtI)ATIONS 

1. That USAI/Dakar continue dollar and local currency funding to support 
SOCDEVA's extension and ISRA/SODEVA applied research activities in the project 
area (Thies and Diourbl), over the medium term (three-ftve years). This 
assistance should be used to strengthen SOCEVA's ability to extend new 
recomendations for contirued crop diversification, related ltvestock 
activities, and soil conservation and regeneration activities. 

2. That the budget responsibilities for ISRA/SOCEVA off-station trials be 
redefined Inthe ISRA/SODEVA Protocol to enable bett:er management of funds 
allocated for these activities. 

3. To avtd further coguntication problems regarding finance and controller 
functions, that a) a meeting betwon senior USAZD Controllor Office personnal 
and snior management at SOCEVA tak place very soon, 0) that consideration be 
given to SOCEVA financtl personnel bing Li nvolvd in AID's Sahel Regional 
Managemant Project. 
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4. Regarding the WID component, a) that funds be provided immediately for the 
anticipated training of monitrices at ITA infood preservation, b) for 
short-term training for these same two monitrices by CDH in 
gardening/horticulture; c) that 2-3 addtEiona monitrices be hired and trained 
so that d) over the next year or two, the originalz2F-lage target can be 
attained, while those villages that have been included for the longest period 
can have their Initial income-generating activities reinforced and/or 
amplified; and e) funds be made available, and necessary LSAID/SODEVA/Minlstry 
of Hydraulics collaboration take place, so that wells can be dug and/or 
improved inWED villages as anticipated inthe PP. 

5. That under the WID component, a) millet mills be procured and placed in 
those WID villages whose women's groups have already paid their credit advance 
installment. Additionally, b) that purchase of a range of types of additional 
mills be funded by AID so that a controlled comparison can be made by SODEVA, 
ISRA- and the women's groups-to determine which types of mills are most 
cost-effective, and require least maintenance; c) that USAID seek information 
from VITA, ATI/Washington, and other appropriate agencies concerning the 
availability of manually-oprated millet threshers, peanut decorticators, and 
peanut-butter making machines. Depending on the outcome of this information 
search, funds should be allocated for the purchase of at least one prototype 
of each machine and Its placement inone of the WID villages, with appropriate 
ancillary training, where required; and d) that planned project funding for 
WID staff vehicles be discussed. 

6. Thirdly, a) short-term TA be provided as necessary to assist the WID 
Director and her staff to design more effective medium-term income-generating 
activities for those village women's groups that are already at an advanced 
stage, and for those that will reach this stage later in an (extended) LOP, as 
well as to assist in the development of appropriate simple farm records 
systems, and of improved training Ingroup and financial management skills. 
These kinds of assistance and/or documentation can be made available by CLUSA, 
ACD1, and some private consulting firms, as well as the AID WID Office, and 
the Internatlonal Center for Research on Women, Washington, D.C., and 
PAID/Ouagadougou. Short-term TA could be substituted or complemented by a 
short trip by the SWOEVA WID Director to the U.S. and/or Ouagadougou for this 
specific purpose. 

7. a) That AID appram SODEVA's requmst for extension of the TA agronomist's 
contract for the additional six months requested since her qualifications and 
experience are wll-suiced to the current ISRA/SODLYA applied research. A 
short-term (6 no.) soil scientist with sound backgrnund in %oilconservation 
and eamrience in practical ispects of soil management in arid conditions 
could be provided to strergthen the soil conservation themos of ISRA/SOVEVA 
applied research activities and to upgrade the off-station trials in the 
direction of the qoil consrvation 4nd regenorat,,n program under 
consideration, b) that after the expiration of the present TA contract for the 
agricultural economist now in place, USAID work with SODEVA to determine 
whether further short-ter. U.S. assiotance L desirable following the U.S. 
trainin of the DEP statistician and %hort-torm U.S. training for otia or more 
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other DEP staff. These decisions cannot be made at this poLnt In time given 
the lack of clarity about what SODEVA's staffing pattern will be six months 
from now. 

8. That the possibility of increasing the number of applied research trials 
be considered inorder to Increase their validity, and the variety of themes 
addressed. The trials, where appropriate, should be designed with the aim of
 
soil conservation and regeneration Inview, and where possible, some women
 
farmnrs should be Included as trial participants.
 

9. That the number of field trips to ISRA/SODEVA off-statLon trial sites
 
organized for all concerned ISRA and SODEVA personnel be Increased to two each 
year as proposed in the Programme de Tourn6es Conjointes ISRA/SODEVA 1983-84. 
The first trip should take place Ln the initial part of the groing seasoTnd 
the second toward the end. 

at CNA at least twice each year for10. That Information Visits be organized 
personnel concerned with ISRA/SODEVA off-statLon trials as proposedall SODEVA 

inthe Programme de Tournfis Conjointes.
 

11. That the representatives of SAFGRAD, the CRSPs, ICRISAT and other relevant 
research activities be Invited to participate In the annual ISRA/SODEVA 
meetings so that the links of applied research with other research actions are 
strengthened. The SOCEVA Documentation Center's capability to procure all 
re!evant publications should be increased. 

12. That a cadd (Acacia albida) promotion program be Initiated by SODEVA to 
gradually LZ-fease the dens/ty of the tree population Inthe areA up to 50/ha, 
as recommended In a recent reriew by Freeman. 

13. That as much effort as possible be puIinto creating a viable Audio-VLsual 
Unit at the CEIAD in Pout now that the tuildings and most of the equipment are 
finally in place but that, in addition, the mobile vans with appropriate 
equipment be procured as soon as possible. Additional short-term training 
should be considered for A-V tea. staff, as ,all as some additional staffing 
as required. The replacement short-term audio-visval specialist be may be 
complemented, if desirable after her one-month trial period, by additional 
short-term TA specifically in the area of functional Literacy training and 
methodology. ThiLs could, alternatively, be provided by members of the 
LSAID/DakAr PDO Human Resources Developmnt Group, if they are available. 

14. That a) an informaticon management systems specialist with a backgrnund in 
computer data processing be provided for three to six ao-nths to work with the 

and D Directors to determine whether data now beingDC S(EVA and the UTO 
collected and analyzwl are approprilate given who the and-ussrs are, how they 
can better be exploited, and hw information flos and ryport preparation 
within SOMLVA and between SODEVA and ISRA, where relevant, can be i[@rovwd. 
This person would alsn examine the present documntacton service sy t m and 
assas needs for micronfiche, and ocher docientation maerials, giving funding 
specificiatiLon, and review requiremmnts at delegation loval for 
micrer-compuers and programmablo calculators. 
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15. Given the arrival of the AID-funred Apple III, and the existence inSODEVA 
of an Apple I, training should be givn inDakar to a number of SODEVA 
management staff and some technical division heads on the uses of the 
computers, and the specialist called for Inrecommendation 13 should make
 
recommendations about appropriate software, which could then be purchased with
 
AID funds. The Dakar-based training could be provided to SODEVA staff through 
the planned %U computer methods course for ISRA staff to be funded under the
 
FSR project InSpring, 1984.
 

16. USAID and SODEVA should decide jointly, Ln terms of mutual acceptance and 
reject ion of individual recommendations herein--especially duration and types 
of funding--whether to reinstate some lorig-term participant training In the 
U.S.. Ifa favorable response Isforthcoming, then a)the present deputy 
training director should besent for a MS inComumuiLcations, e.g., at Michigan 
State or Cornell and b)a SODEVA sociologist or economist should be Aent for a 
MS Inagricultural economics. As to short-term participant training, the DEP 
statistician should be sent to the U.S. for a course infarm management (e.g., 
at MSU) and the DEP agronomist should be sent to the U.S. for short-term 
expnsure to ag.econ. compter analysis techniques. At least one other SODEVA 
senior cadre who will remain involved InAID-funded activities should be sent 
to the World Bank project management course. 

17. The USAID should reconsider funding some of the studies called for In the 
Master Plan terms of reference for the Groundnut Basin. These might Include 
the study on functional literacy and the organization of youth programs. 
Decisions about refined terms of reference, and study duration (), as wll as 
tyes of TA required, should be carefully made with SO EVA, and with ISRA 
wee appropri£ate.
 

18. Infuture, whatever the type of funding and LOP determined appropriate by 
the USAID ind SODEVA, project managers Inthe respective organizations should 
be able to interact directly. The USAID project manager should not have to 
meet separately with a variety of technicians and managers InSODEVA, nor 
should the SCVEVA personnel cont inum to be given the impression that there are 
"too many chiefs" Inon the decison-making about the project and Its 
Implementation at USAD. The system of semi-annual joint meetings at which 
the SODEVA DC and the USAID Director or Deputy Director are present should be 
revived, itartinq with such a meting to decide on acceptance and 
implemntatLon or the evaluation repnrt recommendations.
 

19. SOtN %hould be re sted to provide the USAfl with a)access to its data 
base for the '"nrtficiary Study", b) a substantially revised methodology 
section inita final report, c) substantially better agronomic data analysis 
4nd d) ifpoisiblo, analysio and conclusLons *bout SODEVA field-leval 
preenco, farm incom impromienc given project inputs, and overall 
conclusions about project viability and SODEVA performance. 



TAIL! 1 

Cereals (Ji1e: 
) rroucrimp 

YEAAREA YPU YC'.,C1O:SAr',7 YILLD M.".. C~T011:.A M1.L p 
1,000 ha kg/ha 1,0c0l t.OJO ha kg/ha II'00 1,000 ha kg/ha 1,00T 

twmbey 

TOO 30 591 29.5 37.2 g00 45.8 
1979 50 610 30.5 56.8 600 33.6 
1980 30 655 32.7 47.2 417 19.7 
1981 50 735 36.8 55.9 826 46.2 
1982 50 330 41.5 50.0  600 - 30.0 - 46.9 566 27.5 

51.0 630 42.3 

1983 50 910 45.5 50.0  750 - 37.5 - 39. 400 23.8 
$3.5 110 46.7 

Diourbol 
19843 506 21.8 51.3 799 41.0 

1979 43 $35 23.0 $4. 413 12.7 
1980 43 560 24.2 42.0 334 14.1 
1981 43 635 27.3 5.2 470 42.5 
1982 43 730 31.4 43.0 - 400  25. - 31.7 524 20.3 

50.0 730 36.5 

1913 43 165 33. 43.0 - 700 - 30.1 - 34.0 177 10.2 
54.0 7M5 42.4 

W lack G 
13TJ 36 435 15.6 49.9 s00 39.9 
1979 30 460 17.5 49.4 39 16.3 
1940 40 490 19.4 54.3 35 19.1 
1981 42 565 2.7 49.4 910 45.1 
1912 U.45 2.13 44.0  400- 26.4 - 45.1 46 L3.4 

49.0 455 32.1 
1913 46 740 34.0 46.0 - 450 - 29.9 - 31.9 260 6.3 

52.5 140 3.9 
Thise 

-- is 35 445 16.2 24.5 992 3.3 
1979 35 490 17.2 15.0 15 6. 
1960 35 540 19.t 37.3 344 14.4 
161 35 430 12.0 34.7 1,042 36.2 
1962 35 71 15.0 33.0  &S0 - 22.0 - 3210 439 20.1 

39.0 713 17.9 
1963 35 120 26.5 35.0  700 - 26.5 - 23.0 240 4.1 

40.0 620 33. 

1979 
is 
34 

430 
615 

35 
16,5 

,.1
46.0 

1.13,
its 

,"J
16.1 

1910 50 690 2. 72.1 04 31.) 
1l6 s4 $60 32) A3. 11219 50.0 
1912 Is 660 39.5 50.0  450 - 37.1 - 74.2 3f 32.4 

1903 51 745 4.4 
62.5 

50.0 -
400 
700 -

54.1 
40.4 - 49.2 249 16 

05.O M43 43,0 



TABU 2
 
Supply of Inputs from 1980-1983 

REGION SOUNA III COWPEA F ILIZES. AG.C 
YEAR MULTI. EXTENSION; MULTI. EXTE'SiON MACHI

' 	 NERY 

TT 	 T T T
 

mils 
0.5 4.5 10,347 1980/81 - 64.0 

0.03 - 7.9 3,380 1981/82 

1982/83 1.4 26.0 - 15.0 683 

1983/84 2.2 5.0 " 4.0 606 -

Dlourbel 
- " 3.6 8,135 1980/81 

2.5 3,565 1981/82 - 5.1 

1982/83 1.5 32.5 " 6.0 197 " 
1983/84 0.4 8.0 - 12.5 L19 -

Sources: 	Bilans Annuals SODEVA 
For the Year 1983/84 Fertilizers: Sales By Input Division. 



TABLE 3 

RAINFALL 1960-1983 

ANNEES : DIOUR3EL LOUGA SINE-SALOtU THIES BASSIN:AACHIDIEU 
10161 ' 739 ' 523 601 626 

1961/62 566 448 664 635 579 

1962/63 621 346 592 969 632 

1963/64 579 451 644 556 558 

1964/65 726 495 876,5 727 707 

1965/66 563 449 655 544 553 

1966/67 604,5 371 180,6 530 422 

1967/68 858 667 907 828 815 

1968/69 340 237 441 330 337 

1969/70 571 372 654 624 556 

1970/71 386 285 482 684 460 

1971/72 564 296 771 327 490 

1972/73 410 205 415 202 306 

1973/74 307 272 464 476 380 

1974175 538 341 564 555 550 

1975/76 453 267 694 666 521. 

1976/77 443 284 540 415 423 

1977/76 302 250 413 290 315 

1978/79 571 331 941 560 606 

1979/80 476 246,5 571 412 427 

1960/S1 349,2 327,6 435,8 393,6 377 

19S1/S2 * 442,6 319,5 66,6 427,9 462 

1962/83 : 364,4 308,4 562,2 437 423 

1963/64 235,7 1504 396,6 26205 263 

Rapport. SODMVA 



TABU 4 

Averae Rainfall Over Selected Period (in m.) 

Relioul/Periods 1930-60 1960-81 1971-80 1976-80 1976-83
 

432 	 405
mhlii 684 	 542 418 

522 442 429 398
Diourbel 	 700 


465 355 282 288 278
Lou&a 
Siue-Saloum 797 	 616 581 581 565
 

Source: B um Arachidier: Schfma Directeur, Aurora Aaociates, Inc. 

mmmm1'e 



Table 5 

SODEVA STAFFING LEVELS
 

Peanuent Civil Servants 

1980/81 1981/82 1982/83 1983/84
 

H.Q. DAAR 19 15 IV 15 

110KAOLACX 206 153 125 


THIS 61 57 53 54 

MUGA 47 65 63 58 

DIOURBEL 52 45 56 51 

CETAD 20 6 8 6 

TOTALS 405 342 324 29 

Contract Personnel
 

H.Q. DAAR 53 74 71 72 

KAOLACK 798 469 467 "46
 

THIES 190 154 158 164
 

WDUGA 125 179 164 192
 

DIOURAEL 219 187 166 166 

CZTAD 16 25 20 21 
TOTALS 1401 1048 1066 1051 

TOTAL PERS. J.L 1806 1430 1390 1360 



TABLE 6 

1980/81 1981/82 

Fleld and 
:Support 

:Md-level ! SeLior 
:Staff ! Staff 

: Field & 
Support 

:Kid-
:Lavel 

t Senior 
: Staff 

!Staff *: Staff :Staff 

H.Q. DAM : 43W- - 54 22 : 14 

C:TAD 17 : 19 0 20 : 10 : 1 

THIES : 199 : 48 4 :158 55: 3 

DIOURREL : 204 64 3 170 : 59: 3 
nM~YOTAL !7= -Ta3_ T-! FT= 

1982/83 1983/84 

IQ. DAKAP ' 
* 

44 
S 

26 20 

CETAD . 19 9 : 0 

THIES 149 55 7 1 

DIOURBEL 
SODEVA TOTAL 

: 160 : 57 : 
T 967 T 343 T 50 

1980/81% 1961/82I 
1982/83% 

1983/84
t. 

SENIOR C SADS 1.2 2.02 3.6 3.67 

,hD-LVEL CADRES 
FULD LEVEL STAk 1 

22.4 
76.3 

24.5 
73.5 

24.7 
71.1 

25.22 
71.10 



TABLE 7
 

Georaphical Spread of SODEVA Personnel 

1982/83 
H.Q. CETAD REGIONS
 

Agriculturalist 7
 
Civil Works Engineer 2 1
 
Statisticians 1

3 	 4
Sociologists 

Animal Husbandry 	 1 5 

1 5Economists 

1 	 -

Surveyor 


42TOTAL 
Technician Supervisors
 

6 	 54
I.T.A. 

-	 4I.T.E. 

1I.T.E.F. 	 -

I.T.R. 	 1 -

I.T.S. 	 1 -

Inspectors 	 2 10
 

80
TOTAL 

Technicians
 

170
A.T.A. 	 7 

2
A.T.C. 	 

-	 45A.T.E. 
-	 2A.T.E.F. 

Monitrices Rurales
 
Assistantes Sociales
 
Draftsmen
 

3 
1 

3
 

233
 
Base Extensions Workers etc.
 

86
 

TOTAL 


Enumerators 	 
1 	 60
Storemen 

Base Extension Workers - 579 
Agric. Workers - 6 

732
TOTAL 

Management 

Senior Management (adfinistration) I -

Senior Management (operations) 3 4 
Middle Management 

D.U.T. 	 3 -

Accountants and Checkers 9 6 
Administrative Staff 4 8 

Office Employees 25 49 
Auzil1ary Personnel 31 160 

303
 



ANNEX 1
 

Beneficiary Survey 

The survey of beneficiaries of the Senegal Cereals Production Project 
was comssioned by USA)ID from la Socifti Nationale d'Etudes et de 
Diveloppement (SONED), a local quasi-governmental consulting company. The 
survey was designed to examine effects of the project in the areas of 
sciology, training, agriculture, agricultural economics, the economic 
int3gration of women, animal husbandry and agricultural research. 

The survey was confined to the project area and therefore did not 1.ook 
at the project's impact on the capability of SODEVA as a whole as an extension 
organization serving the entire Groundnut Basin. 

The term "beneficiary' changed between Phases I & II of the project, 
from the more rigid categorization of the adoptors of particular 
intensification themes to the flexible approach adopted by SODEVA latterly 

and considered more appropriate -- in recognizing the variability of each 
farmer's individual c4 rcumstances. 

The survey was based on a sample of 100 villages where information was 
gather6 on a semi-direct method of group meetings, and 750 farms where direct 
survey methods were &ppliedon the basis of questionnaires which had been 
agreed in advance with USAID (SODEVA had no input). There appears to have 
been some difference of sentiment on this survey, as SODEVA felt that it was 
they who were being evaluated at USAID's level. It is clear that the DIP felt 
that they should have conducted the survey and said that it had been their 
intention to do so had AID not commissioned the SONED study. AD made the 
point that both SODEVA and ISRA were consulted on the terms of reference and 
the questionnaire and the revised question was presented to tha. SODEVA did 
not make any comments on the revised questionnaire, thinking that to do so 
would be inappropriate from an "evaluee. 

The results are presented in the fcrm of two documents: a) a report in 
which the results are discussed and presented in summary table form; b) a 
volume of tables which sumarizes the raw data. 

Unfortunately, the criticism which was universally levelled at the 
report on virtually every topic was that quantitative data were too frequently 
presented as they stood, with little attempt being made to interpret it 
qualitatively. In the case of beneficiary opinions stated, no contextual 
information to given; data on agricultural inputs or family revenue were 
presented in a form which was not usable, e.g., the number of kgs./head of 
fertilizer purchased without reference to rho area farmed, or the costs and 
revenues of all the farmers in one department without explanation as to the 
area this referred to or the number of farmers involved. 
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ANNEX 'I
 

Evaluatiou Team - Meetings Schedule and Itinerary 

Nov. 4, 1983 	 Arrival Dakar, King and Morton - initial meting, and 
SODEVA (separately). 

Nov. 5, 1983 King, Morton - documentation review 

Nov. 7, 1983 King, Morton - SODEVA evaluation planning meetings 

Nov. 8, 1983 Arrival Dakar, Adamec, teas meeting McMahon and Blie 

Nov. 9, 1983 Teas participation CILSS Meetings 

Nov.10, 1983 Teas meetings with Fall, Faye, ISRA; USAID Direccor, 
ADO, PDO. 

Nov.11, 1983 Documentation review, meetings ADO and SODEVA. 

Nov.12, 1983 	 Report Outline prepared, key questions prepared, 
meeting with McMahon, documentation review. 

Nov.14, 1983 	 Mamec - ISRA/SODEVA/USAID meeting-soil regeneration, 
King, Morton, SODEVA DTO Division Directors meting, 
dinner meting Sead and Craven-Diagne. 

Nov.15, 1983 Teas visit to CETAD, Pout. 

Nov.16, 1983 Documentation, K ug-donor meetings on ag.policy, 
Adamc to Thies and Diourbel, and CRA-Baas.ay. 

Nov.17, 1983 Morton, King-donor meetings; Maec field, Morton, 

King, meeting with IFAD project controller. 

Nov.18, 1983 Teas, fi:.d visit to Thies; Adamc p.m. Diourbel. 

Nov.19, 1983 	 Morton, King-donor meetings; Adaec, field and 
return, documentation review, meting McMahon, Balis. 

Nov.21, 1983 	 Meetings SODEVA, USAID, documentation, teas meeting 
with SODEVA Director General. 

Nov.22, 1983 	 Morton - Pout DIP seating; King Thies Delegation; 
Adaoec - SODEVA TA agronomist. 

http:CRA-Baas.ay


Nov.23, .983 KUng-Diourbel Delegation, Morton-USAID finance meting, 

meting with WID Officer, logistics. 

Nov.24, 1983 Draft report preparation initiated. 

Nov.25, 1983 Meetings 
with Sam 

US&ID, 
Rea. 

SODEVA, report preparation, meeting 

Nov.26, 1983 Report preparatiou; meeting McMahon; meeting Walker, 
Aurora Associates, SODEVA-DEP. 

Nov.28, 1983 Adamec, Morton field visits Thies-WID and research 
trials; King metings oither GOS agencies. 

Nov.29, 1983 Same; King to field also. 

Nov.30, 1983 Adamc, Morton, King and SODEVA TA team field visits 
Diourbel, WID and research trial. 

Dec. 1 ,1983 King-DEP, damec, Morton field visits Diourbel. 

Dec. 2, 1983 Adasec, Horton, Mc/ahon, lathily, field visits. 

Dec. 3, 1983 Team metings other GOS agencies; report preparation. 

Dec. 5, 1983 Tam maeetings, SOPEVA, USAID; report preparatiou. 

Dec.7-9,1983 Rapoi, preparation and translation. 

Dec.10-17,1983 aview of Draft Report, Final Report Preparation. 
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AMCHME°1 t42 Term of Reform= 

Stage 2: Comprehensive Followup Evaluation:
 

A US -:ontractAnthropologist, an Extension Agronist, and an Agricultural 

Enmist along with one or nrre representatives of SCDEVA an ISRA will mnduct 

an extensive followup evaluation of the Cereals II Project. ' u evaluation tam 

will analyze the effect of the SCODEVA program in the project areas of Thius, 

Barbey, Diourbel, Tivaouane and Mback6 on the production of food crops and lives

tock and the resulting increase in small farmer incanes. Secondly, the team will 
assess the effectiveness of USAI support to SODEVA in up-grading its extension
 

staff, strengthening SCDEVA's ability to produce and use audio-visual extension 

aids, enhancing SCDEVA's ability to collect and aralyze data on the macro and
 
micro-econmi effects of its activities in the 3asin, reinforcing the links 

betwen applied research and ext.-sion, and creating a viable Woman's Extension
 

Unit to insure their integration in the esocrim,c development process. This eva

luation will entail an in-depth institutional analysis addressing: the apro

priateness and extent of training being provided to SCOEVA personnel given the 

evolving social, agronarisal, econonical and politic" situations affecting the 
basin; the extent to which long and short-tam technical assistance provided thus 

far has strengthened SCEVA's progrm; the degree to which results of joint 
ISRA/SODEVA research trials are being incorprrated into the extension thes 

promoted by SCOEVA; the adequacy of SCVEVA's data collection and analysis systm 

to provide continual feedback to SOCEVA, otter G0 agencies and donors including 

USAJYM on the macro and micro-e.uic effects of extension activities; .he nature 

and lmel of audio-visual extension aids being produced as a result of USAMM u~rt 

and how well they met the z-Ads of the extension workers and, directly or tdirectly, 
of the agricultural producer; and to what extent WM activities have resulted in 

saM,,thened n's roupe ar an increasie in their econcic and decision-makizq 

roles. 

The tear- wi 1 assess tj current validity of the original project assuetions, 

review any nodifications which have been mode in project objectives and detemine 

to what extent current project objectives have been obtained. in evaluating the 
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effectiveness of SODEVA's interventions on increased cereal production in
 

the project zone and of AID's contribution to the SODEVA program, the team
 

will address, the usefulness of the various projects' components. These are
 

discussed below.
 

A. Technical Assistance
 

The project %as furnished three long-term technical assistance personneL, 

an Agronomist, an Agricultural Economist, and an Audio-visual Specialist as 

well as several short-term consultants. The evaluation will attempt to answer 

the following questions: To what extent has the provision to SODEVA of long 

and short-term technical assistance resulted in a strengthening of SODEVA as
 

an extension agency and directly or indirectly had an impact on production
 

practices employed and yield levels obtained in the project area? Is the
 

current placement of long-term technical assistance within the SODEVA structure
 

maximizing the use of this resource in achieving project objectives? Are the 

technical assiit:nce personnel providing direct training to their Senegalese 

colleagues? If so, in what area is training given and how effective is this 

training? The evaluation team will give reccmmendations on the nature and use 

of technical assistance for the remainder of the project.
 

3. Training
 

Long-term masters level training and specialized short courses for SODEVA 

and ISM personnel as well as training to upgrade the capabilities of SODEVA 

field agents have been funded through this project. The evaluators should look 

at how apprpriate and effective this training has been and the degree to
 

which this training has strengthened SODEVA's extension program and ISRA's
 

research efforts. The team will provide recomendations on the use of reuainieg
 

project training funds.
 

C. Commodities
 

A large amount of comdities including vehicles, audio-visual equipment 

and materials, agricultural research equipment and agricultural production 

equipment and supplies were purchased under this project. The evaluation team 

will look at the impact that the provision of these items had on improving
 

research and extension programs contributing to the adaptation of modern
 

production techniques.
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The evaluation tam vill discuss with ISRA-CNRA and SODEVA their
 

priority needs for equipment and materials and make recomendations on
 

any changes in the comodities to be procured to meet project objectives.
 

D. Construction
 

Funding was provided for the construction of research and extension
 

facilities. The evaluation will assess whether this his resulted in enabling
 

SODEVA and ISRA-CNRA to more effectively provide their services to the
 

rural populace. 

E. Operational Support
 

The evaluation team will determine how effective the operational support
 

to both SODEVA and ISRA-CNRA has been in enabling these agencies to address
 

through research and extension interventions tha needs and concerns of the
 

agricultural producer. The phasing in over time of Goverment of Senegal
 

financial support to these two agencies will be analyzed to ascertain the
 

prospects for continuation of the activities initiated under the USAID project.
 

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
 

A. The joint GOS/Contract evaluation team will meet with USAID, SODEVA
 

and ISRA officials to receive an orientation to the project area and an
 

explanation of USAID evaluation requirements.
 

B. The evaluation tam will review relevant project documents, the
 

results of the beneficiary survey and the data organized by the anthropologist
 

prior to conducting field visits or meetings with GOS officials.
 

C. The tem will meet with officials from SODEVA, ISRA, Ministry of 

Rural Development, SONAR, CAA, DGPA Inspection Rdgionale, World Bank, Causse 

Centrals, FAO and visit representative villages in each of the project adminis

trative zones. 

D. The team will prepare a draft report surmmrizing its major findings 

on the impact of SODEVA's operation and USAID support thrrugh the Cereals 11 

project ineach of the five areas involved (i.e. Thibs, 3ambey, Diourbel, 

Tivaousne and Mbacki) and its recomendcions on hay the project components 
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might be better utilized to achieve project objectives. This draft will be
 
discussed with GOS and USAID officials and a final report subsequently
 
completed and submitted by the team prior tn its departure.
 

E. Each team member will prepare an annex to the evaluation based
 
on his/her terms of reference.
 

F. The team leader will prepare the executive summary on technology
 
transfer based on the questionnaire provided by the Africa Bureau of
 

AID/Washington.
 

The contract team will spend approximately six weeks in Senegal with
 
this split between investigation and writeup of draft report (4weeks) and
 
discussion and revision of findings and recommendations (2weeks). The team
 
leader is responsible for insuring the submission of the final evaluation
 
report and annexes ina format which wdets USAID evaluation requirements.
 
The team will interact at all phases of the evaluation with each other, the
 
GOS representatives of the design team and the USAID project manager. Th, USAID
 
project manager will provide logistical and administrative support to the team.
 
Terms of reference are given below for the individual team members.
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PIO/T Senegal Cereals 11 Production 685-0235
 

Scope of Work - Team Members
 

A. Rural Sociologist/Cultural Anthropologist
 

The rural sociologist/cultural anthropologist team will examine and report on:
 

1.The effectiveness of the SODEVA extension personnel inreaching the rural
 

populace with appropriate recommendations given the production constraints and
 
the desires and needs of the people.
 

2.The degrees to which the creation of a Women's Extension Unit and activities
 

promoted by this unit have favorably impacted on improving the economic situation
 

of women inthe project area.
 

3.The success thus far of SODEVA's program to upgrade its field staff to
 

better meet the needs of the rural populace.
 

4.And provide recomendations on reorientating project activities.
 

Qualifications
 

1. MS or PhD inrural sociologyor cultural anthropology.
 

2. Experience Indeveloping countries preferably inAfrica.
 

3. French language ability FSI S3, R3.
 

B. Extension Agronomist
 

The extension agronomist will address the adequacy of inputs inachieving
 

present objectives by assessing and reporting on:
 

1.The nature and severity of constraints affecting agi.4ultural production
 

inthe project area.
 

2.The effectiveness of the ISRA/SODEVA off-station research trials in
 

developing appropriate recommendations for dissemination to the rural populace.
 

3.The suitability of extension themes being promoted by SODEVA given the
 
above constraints.
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4. The receptiveness of agricultural producers to the themes being
 
promoted by extension agents and the effectiveness of the methodologies
 
used in disseminatine information. The receptiveness of the women to
 
agricultural themes will be given special attention in light of the WID
 
component of the project.
 

Inaddition he/she will examine:
 

5. The degree to which crop production and diversification is being
 

actively and successfully encouraged by the project.
 

6. The degree to which livestock production is incorporated into the
 

farming system.
 

7.And provide recommendations on specific pilot activities and/or
 
agricultural research needed to attain current project objectives.
 

Qualifidations:
 

1. MS or PhD inAgronomy or related field.
 

2. Experience indeveloping countries preferably including Africa.
 

3. Minimum French language ability S3, R3.
 

C. Agricultural Economist (Team Leader)
 

The Agricultural Economist will evaluate and report on the following:
 

1.The micro and macro economic impact of the project activities paying
 
particular attenticn to the trends of farm households In applying improved
 
agricultural practices resulting inyield and income Increases, and on W4D
 
activities. The integ;-ation of women in the economic development process
 
should be given special attention.
 

2. The adequacy of SOEVA's data collection and analysis system in
 
accurately assessing changes over time in the project area, in particular in
 
the adoption of new practices.
 

3. Analyze with the other team members, the impact that O0S policies have
 
had on achieving project objectives. GOS policies affecting Input supply and
 
distribution, comunity organization, agricultural credit and marketing will
 
be reviewed.
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In addition, he/she will provide recomendations for specific economic
 

studies and/or data collection/analysis procedures which SODEVA, ISRA or
 

others could undertake to better assess the needs of the rural populace and
 

measure the impact of project activities on an ongoing basis.
 

Qualifications
 

1. MS or PhO in agricultural economics.
 

2. Experience indeveloping countries, preferably inAfrica.
 

3. Minimum French language ability FSI S3, R3.
 



ANNEX5
 

GoS - Goverent of Senegal 

SODEVA - "Socit& do Dlveloppoment et Vulgarisation Agricole" 
(Groundnut lauin Developuent Agency) 

1.RD - Incernational Bank for Rural Development 

FAC - French Development Agency 

FED - European Comuntcy Development Agency 

CRA - Centre National de Racherches Agricolee 

(ODEVA Training CencerCZTAD - Centre d'Entrainament aux Techniques Agricoles 
at Pout 

ISIA - tnscitut Siniglais 1 Is,Recherche Agricole 

TL - Thme Loger 

T5 - Traction Bovine 

TBF - Traction Bovine fumure Force 

1 4 9 Center - Information and Extension Center 

ONCAD - GOS Marketing Agency 

SATEC - So.idth d'Aide Technique at de Vulgarisation 

ATA - Technical Agent forc he Arrondissoment
 

ATC - Technical Agent for She Rural Coaitcy 

13 and VG - Lowest level extension agets 

after upgrading
E- Ranominatiun of ES's and VG 


U4 - United States Government
 

VID - Women Lu Development 

BUDS - Senegalese National Development Bank 

U13KCW - United Nations Interuational Children's Emrgency Fund 

VCFA - Senegalese currency equals approximately 210 FCYA to US 1 

UY - Uniti Fourralare (Forage Unit)
 

HAD - Keciriel Asote Digestible (Digestible rotein)
 

UBT - Uniti lovine Tropical@ (Tropical Animal Unit)
 

HT - etric con
 

1.00 



DEP - Direction de Planification et Evaluation
 

DTO - Direction Technique et d'Operation
 

SONAR - GOS Marketing Agency replacing ONCAD
 

MDR - Rural Development Ministry
 

SSEPC - Societe Senegalaise d'Engrais et Produits Chimiques
 

RDA - Regional Development Agency
 

ACTR - Assistant Technique de Communaute Rurale
 

LOP - Life of Project
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AFRICA BUREAU EVALUATION SUMMARY - SENEGAL CEREALS PRODUCTION II 

1. What Constraint did this Project Attempt to Relieve?
 

This project attempted to relieve the technology transfer constraint 
regarding cereals production and crop diversification in the northern zone 
of the Groundnut Basin of Senegal. Before Phase I of the Project, a Sap 
betveen research and extension was preventing the flow of messages and 
recommendations in both directions. The project has succeeded in bridging 
the gap, and enabling the technology transfer from research to extension 
and from extension to the farmer to take place. Adaptive, applied research 
conducted with tarmer participation on farmers' fields is now being carried 
out by ISRA and SODEVA together as a result of project activities. Farmer 
participation leads to improved feedback from the far-ar through SODEVA, 
the extension agency, to ISRA, the research organization. 

1I. What Technology did the Project Promote to Relieve this Constraint? 

As noted above, jointly designed and managed adaptive research trials. 
have been conducted and evaluated, and a system for economic analysis of 
recomendations resulting from these trials has been developed and tested. 
Additionally, the basis for a productive audio-visual unit in SODEVA has 
been created, through commodity procurement and construction, a well as 
technical assistance, provided under the project. Upgrading of extension 
workers has also been part of project activities, as well as some long 
and short-term participant training for senior SODEVA staff. In addition, 
SODEYA has, undtr the project, promoted technology leading to a) increased 
production through use of fertilizers, insecticides and improved crop 
varieties (millet, groundnut), and now anagemnt practices (early thinning 
of millet , appropriate planting dates, etc.); b) increased diversity in 
farm operation, such as the introduction of new crops (cowpes, manioc 
and vegetables), cactle and sheep fattening, and village woodlots; 
) improved grain storage through use of insecticides and d) labor-saving
 
devices for women leading to increased agricultural production and income
generation.
 

[I?. What Technology did the Project Actempt to Replace? 

The project attempted to replace low-input techniques retying on 
loes productive crop varieties, ess appropriate manageent practices 
combined with little diversification 4t the farm operatlon and associated 
high labor Jwnd. 

IV. !Wqdtd the Pro ect Planners Seliwis that Intended enefictarie
 
Uoid 4A4opt the Proposed fachnologies'
 

The increaesed crop production ,nd diversification qf farm opera
tions resulting from the adoption of the technological ghanges promoted 
under the project would tncr#as, tarmer incomes, and farm family incomes, 
as wall 4a improving family nutriti al status, while in 4e 40ases, 
relieving labor eonstraints. Tho 4esign (or rIas It 4dditioally beni
fitted from the oxpertonce of non-adoption of other technologie by bene
ficiartes under phase I, 4nd made approprtate changes accordingly. 
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V. What Characteristics did the Intended Beneficiaries Exhibit that had
 
Relevance to their Adopting the Proposed Technology?
 

Intended beneficiaries had adopted now technologies promoted under
 
Phase I when these were affordable and accessible. Farmers in this area
 

have been involved in cash cropping since the 19th Century, and are very
 
During the design of Phase II, the PP team benefitted
open to innovation. 


from data available from a beneficiary study carried out at the end of
 

Phase I, and an in-depth social analysis for the Basin that had been carried
 

out previously by a member of the PP team. Additionally, the Phase II
 

design provided for functional literacy training and the development of
 

audio-visual extension macerials in support of the recoendations arising
 

from applied research on farmers' fields.
 

VT. What Adoption Rate has this Project Achieved inTransferring the Pro
posed Tech ology?
 

high
Interviews with farmers conducted by this team indicated that a 


rate of receptiveness toward the proposed technology. A separately-conducted
 
beneficiary survey coemissioned by the USAID before this evaluation which
 

asked beneficiaries attitudinal questions indicated that at least 50% of
 

beneficiaries surveyed had adopted some recomendations. However, higher
 

levels of adoption were curtailed by the fact that recomended inputs and
 

credit had been suspended in the project area almost from the beginning of
 

project implementation, due to macro-level policy changes made by the GOS.
 

VII. Has the Project set Forces inMotion that will Induce Further Explor
ation of the Constraint and Lprovements to the Technical
 
Package Proposed to Overcome it
 

Both Phase I and Phase IIof the project have established and re-
Yes. 

inforced the ability of the national research asrvice to work with the
 

extension service and with the farmers indeveloping improved production
 
practices which will be affordable and which will fit into the farming
 

system.
 

Incentive Examine the Constraint
VIII. Do Private nut Supoliers have an to 

- ddrebod by the roject and to come up wth Solutions? 

There 4re private suppliers for some of the tam inputs recom
mended by the project, but their opportunities for expansion of services
 

are limited by current 00i agricultural marketing policies. This evaluation
 

strongly recommends that the extension agency in qitestion divest itself of
 
so
its input supply functions, 4nd that the COS ch.nge the policy context 


s to favor the development of the private input provision sector.
 

UZ. What Delivery stem 4id the Project (aploy to Transfer TechnoloMy
 
to Intend ndItrs
 

See 4bove. 4so. under the WID cQuponont, the project established
 
a IID Unit in the extension 4gncy, which in turn provi4ed extension
 

4r*,p*. Linked to this were functional
services 4treoly to villawe vomn's 
literacy cllsse ,;o women on agricultural production teoes s well as 

on hme Oconom subjeet. 5ialar clsses v-re tiven to a sale armr 

ineach village w"0, in tus. Ws *aupposedto ceach vtllgge sen end women 
to be co ple "ed by
tunct onli literaCy tiA Oepare glosses. This was 
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the development and use of audio-visual materials, including film,
 

video, slides, and radio programs.
 

X. What Trainini Techniques did the Project use to Develop the Delivery
 System7
 

a) training of
The Project's principal training elements include: 


extension &agnts at the SODEVA training center (CETAD), whose facilities
 

were improved with project funding; b) training of extension agents at
 

the research organization's center at Bambey (CNRA), and their participation
 

in the running of joint research/extension applied research triols on
 

c) audio-visual materials for presenting recomendations
farmers' fields; 

to extension agents and f3rmers and d) long and short-term participant
 

training of SODEVA and ISRA staff in the U.S. and third countries. In
 

addition, the WID component provided in-countr training for its two
 

monitrices, literacy training for village women, training for midwives and
 

village sanitarians, training in gardening and maintenance of village woodlots,
 
Training in food preservation,
in poultry production, and sheep fattening. 


mill management, dying, sawing, family hygiene are also provided.
 

XI. What Effect did the Transferred Teehnology have Upon those Affected
 

Men and women farmers in the project area have been gaining the
 

essential knowledge required to increase and diversify production,
 

thus increasing Income, beginning to protect the environment through
 

village woodlot production, use of fuel-saving stoves, and improved
 

soil management. Family incomes and nutritional levels are improving
 

as a result of project interventions, as is the status of women in the
 

villages affected, and in neighboring villages.
 

t0)' (
 


