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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

OFFICE OF THE REGIONAL INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR WEST AFRICA 

UNITED STATES ADDRESS 
RIG/DAKAR 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON DC 20521 2130 February 11, 1999 

INTERNATIONAL ADDRESS 
RIG/ DAKAR 

cr AMERICAN EMBASSY 
B P 49 DAKAR SENEGAL 

WEST AFRICA 

l\<IEMORi\NDUlVI FOR USAID/SENEGAL DIRECTOR, DONALD B CLARK 

FROM ~L ~€~akar 
SUBJECT AudIt of the US A..ID/Senegal ImplementatlOn of the Government 

Performance and Results Act m Its PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActIvItIes, 
Report No 7-685-99-003-P 

Enclosed IS our final report on the subject audit Due to a declslOn made at the 
Noyember 1998 MisslOn Director's Conference to restructure the R4 process, the Office 
of Inspector General agreed to temporanly suspend Its work on GPRA Issues Thus, 
we have elImmated all of the recommendatlOns whIch were ongmally mcluded m our 
draft report We are however IssUlng thIS report m final for the mformatlOnal benefits 
It will proVIde to you 

In additlOn, we have consIdered your comments to our draft report m the preparatlOn 
of thIS final report and have mcluded your comments m AppendIx II 

I appreciate the cooperatlOn and courtesIes extended to the audIt staff dunng the audIt 

Attachments AlS 
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Background 

EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 

II 

In August 1993, Congress enacted PublIc Law 103-62 called the IIGovernment Performance 
and Results Act of 1993 II (GPRA) The Act reqUIres Federal agencies to develop strategIc 
plans of at least a five-year duration by September 30, 1997 It also reqUIres agencIes to 
develop annual performance plans begmmng m fiscal year 1999, and to report annually on 
actual performance compared to agency goals no later than March 31, 2000 The Act sets 
forth the major tenets of a resultS-Oriented management approach that focuses on usmg 
re::,ources and Information to achieve measurable progress toward program outcomes which 
clearly relate to program goals (See page I ) 

The Regional Inspector General's Office m Dak.ar, Senegal reviewed USAID/Senegal s 
PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActivItIes to determme whether the MISSion had accomplIshed three 
task.s (1) developed performance Indicators whIch "",ere consistent with USAID gUIdance 
(2) developed a system for collectmg and reportmg accurate performance mformatlOn, and 
(3) used pertormance InformatIOn to enhance plOgram effectIveness In addItion, the audit 
sought to determIne whether the fvItsslOn's PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActiVitIeS were mak.Ing 
::,atl::,tactory progress toward achlevmg the mtended benefits (See page 3 ) 

The PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActiVIties had two emphases 

to strengthen Senegalese PVOslNGOs by provldmg traInIng, techmcal support 
and other resources, and 

") to proVIde fundmg to local PVOslNGOs for a broad range of local 
development actIVIties, mcludmg natural resource management CNRt\!I) and 
famdy planmng actIVities (See page 1 ) 

The total lIte of project fundIng tor thiS actiVIty was $21 0 mIllIon, of whIch $14 0 had been 
spent as of January 21, 1998 (See page 2 ) 

Summal v of Audit Fmdmgs 

US ~ID management, at theIr November 1998 MISSion Director s Conference made a 
decLslon to restructure the R4 process t\!> a result of thIS deCISion the Office ot Inspector 
General has agreed to temporanly suspend Its work on GPRA Issues Thus we have 
eltmInated from thiS report all of the recommendatIOns which Vvere ongInally Included In our 
draft report \Ve are however, ISSlllng thIS report In final for the informatIOnal benefits It 
\\111 pro\lde (See page 3 ) 



\\ Itll regdrd to Ta::,\... 1 above the audit found tInt the l'.!t::,slon Inc! devt.loped pertorm lnce 
Indicators \.v hlch \.vere generally consl::,tent \.\ Ith US <\ID gUIdanCe \\ ith the L \.ceptlon ot one 
Indicator \.\hlch was not "direct" I (See page~ 4 - 6 ) 

\\ Itl1 regard to Task 2 above the audit determined that USAID/SLncgal had Indeed de'velop\..d 
a ~y~tem tor collecting and report111g performance informatIon HO\'ve'ver USA.ID Seneg11 
needs to adopt procedures to venfy the accuracy and 'valtdlt'v ot reported informatIon 
Becall~e there \.\ere no 'venficatlon procedures In place the i\ft~~lon reported Incorrect 
performance informatIOn tor all tour ot the performance indicators that reflected PVO/NGO 
StrengthenIng AChv Itles These four performance Indicators retlected nine performance 
information statistICS, seven ot which \ve found to be mIsstated by more than 5 percent (See 
pages 6 - 10) 

Regarding the use of performance InformatlOn (see Task 3 abOve) the audit found that 
uS AID/Senegal used performance InformatlOn to enhance program effectlv ene~s and to help 
ensure the achievement of planned targets (See pages 10 - 11 ) 

We determmed that the PVOINGO Strengthemng ActI\'ltIe~ \.\.ere generally making 
satIsfactory progress toward their Intended benefits m both of the area~ ot emphaSIS (~ee 
prevIous page) Of the 100 actiVitIes we reViewed 56 had met or e\.ceeded their planned 
targets, 35 were makmg satisfactory progre~s while only nine \.'vere making unsatisfactory 
progress (See pages 13 - 14) 

~Ianagement Comments and OUI EvaluatIOn 

In response to our draft report US AID/Senegal pro'v Ided \'Hltten comments that are Included 
In their entirety In Appendl\. II Generally, USAID/Senegal agreed With our findmgs and 
reported corrective actions that [t has taken and IS plannmg to take 

i\{ore ~pec[tically, for our finding that "One Performance Indicator For T\.\o Re~ults i\fa) Not 
Be Direct" USAID/Senegal agreed WIth the findIng and has already taken steps to addre~s 
tIllS Issue USAID/Senega:l has establtshed a speCial team to Implement a performance 
mOnItonng plan and IS also proViding traJt1Ing on performance indIcators 

Furthermore commenting on our findmg that "Reported Performance IndIcators Were 
Significantly MIsstated," US AID/Senegal agreed to adjust its fiscal year 1997-2000 R4 
records to report performance mdlcators as accurately as pOSSible They also agreed to 
establIsh better procedures to venfy performance mformatlon statistICS and added that an Jt1-

depth analYSiS of PVOINGO records IS m process to venfy the statl~t[c~ que~tloned in our 
report 

--\::, commented on earlier In thiS report because of deCISions made at the No\. ember 1998 
\[I~slon D[rector s Conference \.\e ha\.e eltmmated all recommendatIOns that were ongInally 

I To be dIrect a performance mciiccltor should me<l~ure a~ c1o~eh a~ po~stble the re~ult 
It h Intenc.kd to me<l~llre 
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mcluded In our drat! report Thus, our evaluatIon of USAID/Sen("ga['~ response does not 
focus on our draft recommendatIOns nor theIr specIfic comments relating to the draft 
recommendatIOns 

t~ {:2i:; ~T<v qf<~ 
February 11, 1999 

111 
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INTRODUCTION 
II 

Background 

In August 1993, Congress enacted Public Law 103-62 called the "Government Performance 
and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) " The Act requires Federal agencies to develop strategic 
plans of at least a five-year duration by September 30, 1997 It also reqUIres agencIes to 
de\ elop annual performance plans begmmng m fiscal year 1999 and to report annually on 
actual performance compared to agency goals no later than March 31, 2000 The Act sets 
torth the major tenets of a resultS-OrIented management approach that focuses on US1l1g 
re::.ources and InformatIOn to achIeve measurable progress toward program outcomes \v111ch 
clearly relate to program goals Congress selected US A.ID to be a pdot agency for the 
[mplementatlOn of GPRA for fiscal years 1995 and 1996 

To support USAID's ImplementatIOn of GPRA, the Office ot Inspector General was 
conductmg audits deSigned to determIne USAID's status In ItS efforts to Implement the 
reqUIrements of GPRA Our audit at USAID/Senegal, conducted from January 1998 through 
September 1998, was an Important part of thiS USAID-w[de effort However, after the 
bsuance ot our draft report for thiS audit, USAID management made a deCISIon at theIr 
November 1998 MISS[On DIrector's Conference to restructure the R4 process As a result of 
thIs deCISIon, the Office of Inspector General agreed to temporarIly suspend ItS work on 
GPRA Issues Thus, we have elImInated all of the recommendatIOns which were OrIgInally 
Included In our draft report We are, however, ISSUIng thIS report In final form for the 
InformatIOnal benefits It Will proVide 

In September 1995, USAID Issued a document entitled The Agencv StrategIC Framework. and 
Indicators 1995-1996, whIch IdentIfied "EnVIronment Managed for Long-Term SustaInabIlIty" 
as one of five USAID goals ThIS USAID goal IS supported speCIfically by US A.ID/Senegal' s 
StrategIc Objective 2 to "Increa::.e Crop ProdUCtIVIty Through Improved Natural Resources 
Management (NRJ.\1) m Zones of RelIable Ramfall " 

USAID/Senegal was Implementmg five actiVIties to support thiS StrategIC ObJectl\e 2. 
Ho\vever, thIS audit focuses on only one of these five "PVOINGO Strengthemng Actlv[tIes " 
Thb "PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActiVIties" had two emphases 

to strengthen Senegalese PVOslNGOs by provldmg traInmg, techl1lcal support 
and other resource::. 

2. to proVIde fundIng to local PVOsINGO::. for a broad range of local 
development actIVIties, mcludIng NRt\f related activItIes and famIly plannmg 
actlv It[eS 



I 
Tht. grant agreement \vlth Senegal \va:> signed In June 1900 and the contract \\Ith the United 
':it1te,> ba::,ed ImplementIng wntractor--Ne\\ TransCentury Foundation (NTf)--\'vu::, sl!..!ned In I 
Jul\ 1991 NTF Implemented the term::, ot It::, contract IncludIng the t\\O 1bove mentioned 
actl'v Itle~ through It::, branch In Senegal called the "Umbrella Support Cntt (USU)" and It:> I 
\ anOL!::' sub recIpients abo k.nown a::, PYOsINGO::, 

-\::, ot June 30 1997 USU had m\arded 37 sub-grant::, to \anou::, Senegale:>e P\ O::,~GO:> 
Llte-ot-proJect funding totalled $21 0 mtlhon and as of January 21 1995 obhgatlOns totalled 
)209 mtllton and e'\pendJtures totalled $140 mIllIOn 

However after the signIng of the 1990 agreement, but pnor to US A.ID/Sene~al s 
e::,tabllshment of mformatlon to be reported m the Results Rev le\\ and Resource Reque:>t 
(R-J.) USU 2nd the vanous NGOsfPVOs had already Implemented a s\stem and methodolog\ 
tor gathenng and reportIng performance mformatIOn In spite of the already e'\lstmg S\ stems 
and mformatlon beIng gathered USAID/Senegal reported a dlfterent set ot performance 
Illtorm,ltlon statistics m Its R..J. than tho~e which USU and ItS NGOs!PYOs had been gathenng 
10 their routme reportmg 

-\s It turned out however, the PVOINGO StrengthenIng ACtlv ltles supported the MISSIon s 
R..J. objectives Thus, based on USAID/Senegal's request USU wIth the help of ItS 
:,ubreclplents prepared a letter separate from Its routme progress reportmg This letter 
prov Ided a untque set of performance mformatlOn statistICS, de\ eloped speCIfically tor 
US-\ID/Senegal's R4 The statlstlcs Included m thIs letter represented mformatIOn not 
routInely reported by USU and Its subreclplents Consequently thl::' untque set ot statIstICS 
caused reportIng problems for USAID/Senegal 

HO\vever we have not ralsed--as an audIt Issue In thiS report--thls lack. of Imh.age bet\veen 
pertormance InformatIOn routmely reported and the performance tnformatlOn reflected In the 
RJ. We did not Include thiS Issue because the PVOINGO StrengthenIng Actl\ Itles were 
IOltlated before the R..J. reportmg reqUlrements became effective and because the MISSion \\as 
\'vell aware of thiS lach. of Itnbge 

I 
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<\.ucitt ObjectIves 

We performed th IS audIt as part ot 
US AID s ImplementatlOn of GPRA 
objectIves 

the Office of Inspector General's deCISIon to audIt 
It was deSIgned to answer the followmg two audIt 

1) DId USAID/Senegal, for ItS PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActIvities, m accordance with 
USAID dlrectlves and m support of USAID's actlOns to comply with the Government 
Performance and Results Act 

a) 

b) 

c) 

Develop performance mdlcators which were consistent with USAID 
gUIdance? 

Develop a system for collectmg and reportmg accurate performance 
mformatlon? 

Use performance mformatlOn to enhance program effectIveness? 

2) Were USAID/Senegal's PVOINGO Strengthenmg Activities makmg satisfactory 
progress toward achlevmg the mtended benefits? 

Appendl'< I con tams a complete diSCUSSion of the scope and methodology for the audIt 
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REPORT OF 
AUDIT FINDINGS 

Old USAID/~eneg.ll for Its PVO/NCO Sh engthenll1g <\etl\ltles, 111 aeeol dance with 

US ·UD directives and III support of USAID's actIOns to complY with the Govel nment 
Pel fOI mance and Results Act 

1) Develop perfol mance mdlcators which were conSIstent WIth USAID gmd'lnce? 

USAID/Senegal generally developed performance mdlcators for Its PVOINGO Strengthenmg 
Actly Itles m accordance wIth USAID directives that comply Vvlth the Government Performance 
and Results Act However, one of the mdlcators did not meet one of the seven cntena as 
defined m applIcable USAID gUldance In Its fiscal year 1997 (FY 97) Re::,ults Rev lew and 
Resource Request (R4), USAID/Senegal reported--for Its Strategic Objective 2--on four Natural 
Re::,ource Management (NR1I) mtermedlate results affected by Its PVOINGO Strengthemng 
Act!\ Itles (see Chart 1) For the four mtermedlate results we found that three dIfferent 
performance mdlcators were used There were four performance mdlcators reflected m the 
report but two of these were e'(actiy the same, but associated with different mtermedlate 
results 

US I\ID s gUidance on selectmg performance mdlcators ("TIPS No 6" Issued by the USAID 
Center for Development InformatIon and EvaluatIOn) suggests the followmg seven cntena for 
performance mdlcators (l)dlrect, (2)obJecttve, (3)adequate, (4)quantltatlve, (5)dlsaggregated 
(6)practlcaJ and (7)reltable Performance IndIcators 1 and 2 (see Chart 1) met all seven of 
these cntena Performance Indicator 3 met Sl,( of the seven cntena 

Performance IndIcator 3 did not m our opmlon, meet the cntena of bemg "dlrect,"2 as defined 
m TIPS No 6 ThiS mdlcator used number of trammg sessions and number of orgaOlzatlons 
tramed as umts of measure, m an attempt to measure the strengthen 109 of mstltutlonal capacIty 
and the mcreasmg competence of farmers, respectively These uOlts of measure, based on 
trammg, were used even though TIPS No 6 says m an e\.ample that "numhel S of ~erV/ce 
pI ()\ Idel \ II all7ed would NOT be a direct measure of the result mzpl oved ~el vIce deltvel}- " 

One Pel fOI mance Indicator FOl 

Two Results Mav Not Be DB ect 

1\::, detailed above USAID's TIPS No 6 Identtfies seven cntena for assess 109 performance 
mdIcators We noted that Performance Indicator 3 did not comply With the cntena of bemg 
"dIrect II However, the MISSion used thiS mdlcator because It felt It was the best measure that 

- To be dIrect a performance mdlcator ::,hould mea::,ure a::, c1o::,ely as po::,slble the result 
It I" Intended to mea::,ure 



\\a~ cost etfectlve tor gaugIng the ~trengthenlng of InstItutional c1paclt:y The use ot tIm 
mclIcator which IS not "direct" may Impair MISSion management s abt11t:y to eftectl\ eh u~e 

program re~ults m ItS declslon-mak.mg proce~s and may Imp,ur Ib abIlm to determine \\hether 
the de~lred result I~ progressIng as tntended 

ror ItS PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActivitIes USAID/Senegal reported four intermediate re~ulb 
relatmg to StrategIc ObjectIve 2 tor mcreastng crop productlv ltV through Impro\ ed natural 
resource~ management m zone~ of reltable ratnfall The~e four dlfterent mtermedlate re~ulb 
related to the three different mdlcators, as shown m Chart 1 belov" 

Chart 1 
Performance Indicators and Intermediate Results 

for StrategIc ObJectl"ve :2 

Pertormance Indicators Intermediate Results 

1 ) Percentage of Households Usmg 1) Improved NR.t\I Techniques Mastered 
Specific NRM Techmques 10 FY 97 and Used by Farmers 

2) Number ot Farmers Reportmg Their 2) Farmer E,<posure to Improved 
Knowledge of Improved NR.t\I Techntque~ AG/NR.t\I TechnIql1e~ Increased 

'<3) Number of Trammg SessIOns for 3) InstitutIOnal CapacIty of Organization 
Farmers and Local InstitutIOns Personnel Strengthened 
(UnIt of measure number of tramtng 
se~slol1'i) 

~3) Number ot Tratntng SessIOns for 
Farmers and Local InstitutIOns Personnel 4) Competence and Means of TechnicIans 
(umt of measure number of organizatIOns and Farmers Increased 
tramed) 

IndIcator 3 was used for Intermediate Results 3 and 4 Thus there v"ere actually three 
dIfferent mdlcators for four different results 

US AID s Automated Directives System (ADS) SectIOn 203 5 5( 1) (Is~ued tn October 1995) 
~peclfie~ that operattng Units shall define performance mdlcators for \\ hlch quahty data are 
,1\ allable at Intervals consistent With management needs and that are direct, objective and 
practical In additIOn USAID s TIPS No 6--lssued (10 1996) by the USAID Center tor 
Del, elopment Information and EvaluatIon a~ a supplemental reterence to USAID s WS 
"I,::, tern --~ugge~ts tlBt IndIcators should satlsfy the to 110\\ 111g ~ev en cn tena ( I )d I rect 
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(2)ob,ectlve (3)adequate (4)quantltatlve, (5)dlsaggregated, (6)pnctlc'll and (7)rellable For 
the "dIrect" cntena thl~ supplemental document further specIfies that "a performance mdlcator 
:,hould measure a~ closely as possIble the result It 1:' Intended to mea~ure" To dlustrate, It 
prov Ide::. the tol[OWIng e"ample "/lIlJJ1hel oj \el1lce plow/en traIned would NOT be a dIrect 
measure of the result 1Il1pJ(Jl'ed \el VIce de!L\'el)- Just becau::.e people are traIned doe::. not 
nece::.sanly mean they will deltver services better" 

We noted dUring our audit that USAID used number of tratntng sessIOns and number of 
organizations tramed m an effort to measure the strengthenIng of In~tItutlOnal capacity and the 
Increasmg competence of farmers, respectIvely (see Performance IndIcator 3 m Chart 1 abOve) 
Ho\vever, It 1::. our op1OlOn that Units of tram10g do not measure strengthened capacity nor 
Increased competence, because It IS dIfficult, If not ImpOSSIble, to measure--m quantifiable 
terms--how many Units of tram 109 result m how much, If any Increased capaCIty or Increased 
competence Thus, because of thIS lack. of measurabIlIty \ve concluded that thIS Performance 
IndIcator 3 (see Chart 1 above) doe::. not satisfy the TIPS No 6 cntena defimtlOn of "dIrect" 

The lvllsslon used Performance IndIcator 3 because the MIssIon telt It was the be::.t measure, 
that was cost effective for gaugmg the strengthening of InstItutIOnal capacity Furthermore, 
the MIssIon h<ld to balance compltance wIth USAID gUIdance agamst the cost of data 
collectIon Moreover, the I\iftsslon believed that thiS mdicator was the best measure avaIlable, 
after havmg tak.en mto account the other cntena of TIPS as "veIl a::, the cost of developmg and 
gathermg performance mformatIOn on alternative measure:, 

In our OpIniOn, performance 1Odlcators whIch do not measure as closely as pOSSible the re::.ults 
they are mtended to measure Impair USAID/Senegal's and US .\IDfWashmgton's abIlIty to 
effectIvely use the R4 program results m theIr decislon-mak.mg process AddltlOnally, wIthout 
"direct" performance IIlfOrmatlon meaSUrIng the results they are Intended to measure, decIsIon 
mak.ers have lIttle assurance whether the MIssIon has met exceeded or mIssed achlevlIlg Its 
R4 ObjectIves and related targets at any pomt dUrIng the ImplementatIon of the supported 
actIvitIes ThIS lack of use of R4 1OformatlOn 10 the MIssIOn's efforts to enhance the 
effectiveness of the PVOfNGO StrengthenlIlg ActIvItIes IS dIscussed further III AudIt ObjectIve 
ICc) below 

Did USAIDISenegal tOI Its PVOINGO Strengthemng ActrVltIes, m 'lCCOI dance with USAlD 
dIl ectIves and III support of USAID's actIOns to compI) with the Government 
Pel fOJ mance and Results Act 

b) Develop '1 system fOl collectmg 'lnd 1 epOl hug 'lCClIr lte pel form lllce lllform'ltiou? 

us -\ID/Senegal developed a system for collecting and reporting performance information for 
Its PYOINGO strengthemng achy Itles In accordance with us A.ID directives that comply With 
the Government Performance and Results Act However the Information reported was not 
accurate As a result, all four of the performance Indicators contaIned Significant (greater than 
5° 0) errors In the performance Intormatlon reported In the R-+ (::,ee Append!"\. III) 

-\::, ::,hown In Clnrt:2 ot the tour pertormance indicators In the R-+ one contaIned Sl"\. separate 
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pertormancl. Intormatlon ~t1tIStIC~--thLl~ gl\dng a tot11 ot nlnt. rt.ported ~t1tl~tlC~ For the 
pertormance IndIcator wIth the Sl,( detaIled statl::,tlcs one \va~ correctly reported v"hIll.. another 
had an error of only 2% Thus of the nine reported StltlStlC~ t\vO were reported \v nhout 
slgnlticant errols (see Appendl\. III) 

Ho\\ever the other seven statlstlc~ were sIgnIficantly nmstated--that I::' the amount reported 
differed from the amount venfied by more than 5% The dlfterences between these reported 
and verIfIed amounts ranged from a 10\\ ot 79% to a hIgh ot 56 3~o The s\~tem for 
collectIng InformatIOn, along WIth the errors In the statIstIcs are dlscus::.ed In the tv .. o sectIons 
below 

A SYstem EXIsts FOI CollectIng 
Pel [01 mance lndlcatol StatIstIcs 

In our opinIOn USAID/Senegal has a system for collectIng and reportmg performance 
IntormatlOn m Its FY 97 Results Review 'lnd Re:,ource Request (R4) as required b\ US ;\ID 
gUIdance 

-\ccordIng to ADS SectIOn 203 5 5, l\IIsslOns shall establtsh and mamtaIn performance 
mOnItorIng systems that regularly collect data \",hlch enable the asse:,sment of progre~s tov"ard::. 
achIeVIng results l\foreover, MIssion personnel should collect actual results data for each 
performance indIcator 

In order to Implement the PVOINGO Strengthening Actlv Itle::. grant to the Go, ernment of 
Senegal US A.ID/Senegal contracted With a U S organIzatIOn called New TransCentury 
FoundatIOn (NTF) To Implement the terms of the contract, NTF e::.tabltshed a branch m 
Senegal, lnown as the "Umbrella Support UnIt" (USU) The contract reqUIred USU to gather, 
manage, mOnItor and evaluate mformatlOn on actIVIties, as well as to report the activity results 
to USAID/Senegal This arrangement relteved USAID/Senegal of many of ItS usual mOnItonng 
dutle::. and responslbllttles 

Because the grant agreement and contract as well as the related \\orlplan activities and targets 
\\ ere establtshed before the R4 reportmg requirements became effective, the detaIled 
performance mformatlOn statistiCS mamtamed and reported by USU and Its PYOINGO 
subreclplents did not support--m their routme reportmg--the R4 indicators Moreover, because 
the PVOINGO StrengthenIng ActiVities did, m general support the l\lI::,slOn's R4 obJectives, 
some statistICS of the PVOINGO Strengthenmg A ctlvltles were prepared--at the request of the 
i\fIsslon--speclfically for R4 reportIng purposes by USU USU reported this unIque set of 
statIstiCS to the MISSion In a letter separate from ItS normal perIodiC reporting ThIS unIque ::.et 
at statIstics was reflected only In StrategIc Objective 2 of the R..J. and appeared as sub-totals 
In the comments sections of the Indicator tables The MISSIon did not e~tab!tsh R..J. targets or 
ba::.eIIne::. for these PVOINGO Strengthemng ActiVIties However USA.ID/Senegal had 
maintained a record of these umque performance mformatlOn statlstlc~ and \vas able to qUlcklv 
pro\, Ide u::. With a copy of the letter trom USU supporting the statistiCS reflected In the R-J. 

Thll~ \ve teel that USA.ID/Seneg,ll did have an established ~\stem to collect and retain 
pertormance IntormatlOn ~tatl::.tlc~ 
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Repol ted Perform.lOce Indicators 
Wei e SignIficantly Misstated 

In connectIOn with the R4 and complIance with GPRA, ADS Section 203 5 5e says that 
"operatIng UnIts shall cntlcally assess the data they are USIng to mOnItor performance to 
Insure they are of reasonable qualIty and accurately reflect the process or phenomenon they are 
beIng used to measure II However, we found m our venficatlOn work that all four of the 
Indicators reflectmg PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActiVIties contaIned materIal misstatements (see 
AppendiX III) These misstatements arose because USAID/Senegal did not venfy the 
calculatIOn of the performance mformatlOn statistIcs proVided to It, and USU did not clearly 
explaIn or define the statIstIcs that were prOVIded to USAID/Senegal As a result, these 
Inaccuracies and misstatements ImpaIred the usefulness and relIabilIty of the R4 

Strategic Objective 2 for natural resources management Included five actiVities For these five 
NRlvI actiVities their actual performance InformatIOn statistics appeared as sub-totals In the 
performance mdlcator tables of the R4 PVOINGO StrengthenIng ActiVIties was one of these 
five natural resources management actIVIties Included In the FY 97 R4 As part of our audit 
obJective, we venfied the accuracy and valIdIty of the PVOINGO StrengthenIng ActiVities' 
performance InformatIOn sub-totals However, we dId not perform any audit work on the other 
four actiVities Included m the sub-totals for the Indicator tables of the R4 

These four performance Indicators reflected nme performance InformatIOn statistiCS and their 
units of measure for the PVOINGO StrengthenIng ActiVities, as shown below 
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Chart 2 
Performance Indicators and 

Performance InformatIOn Statistics 

Performance InformatIOn StatiStiCs 
Performance Indicators (and Their UnIts of Measure} 

I) Percentage of Households USing 1) Percentage of Households Surveyed USIng 
Specific N1UvI Techlllques In FY Live Fence 
97 

2) Percentage of Households Surveyed USIng 
Compost 

3) Percentage of Households Surveyed USIng 
Improved Seed 

4) Percentage of Households Surveyed USing 
Fallow 

5) Percentage of Households Surveyed USIng 
Manure 

6) Percentage of Household::. Surveyed USing 
Field Trees 

(2) Number of Training Sessions 7) Number of TrainIng SessIOns 
for Farmers and Local InstitutIOns 
Personnel 

3) Number of Farmers Reporting 8) Number of Farmers 
Their Knowledge of Improved 
NRl'vI Techlllques 

"'4) Number of Training SessIOns 9) Number of Organizations Trained 
for Farmers and Local InstitutIOns 
Personnel 

.i< [ndlcators 2 and 4 are the same 
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Ot these nine statistics shown above and In Appendl,,( III seven \\lere significantly misstated 
That IS, the amount reported was different from the amount that we \I enfied by more than 5% 
As an e\.ample of these misstatements, the performance Indicator "Number of Farmers 
ReportIng Their Knowledge of Improved NRM Techmque~" reflected a PVOINGO 
Strengthemng sub-total of 4,048 farmers However, upon venficatlOn, we found that this 
number Included statlstIcs for NGOslPVOs Involved In famlly plannIng traInIng actIvities and 
also Included NGOs/PVOs whose agreements had completIOn dates as far back. as Apnl of 
1994--actlvltles that cleady did not occur dunng FY 97 After subtractIng the erroneous 
amounts, the correct number for thiS Indicator was actually 2,724 

AccordIng to ADS SectIOn 203 5 5, USAID .NIIsslOns "shdll establIsh and maIntaIn performance 
mOnltonng systems that regularly collect data whIch enable the assessment of progress towards 
aChIeVIng results OperatIng Unit performance momtonng systems shall track performance at 
both the results framework level and the actIvIty level" ADS SectIOn 203 5 5e adds that 
"operatIng unIts shall cntlcally assess the data they are llSIng to momtor performance to 
Insure they are of reasonable qualtty and accurately reflect the process or phenomenon they are 
beIng used to measure" Thus, thiS gUIdance clearly reqUIres i'vIIssIons to assess the accuracy 
of the performance InformatIOn statl~tlcs Included In their R4s 

The hIgh frequency of misstatements In the performance InformatIOn statistics was the result 
ot three factors (1) The grant agreement, contract and related performance actiVities were 
establIshed before the R4 reportIng reqUIrements became effectIve Thus, the detaIled 
performance mformatlOn statistics normally accumulated, maIntaIned and reported by USU and 
ItS PVOINGO subreclplents did not support--In their routIne reportmg--the R4 mdlcators 
Instead USAID/Senegal had to mak.e a separate request for and USU had to separately develop 
and provlde--m a letter dIStInCt from ItS normal activity reportIng--statIstlcs speCifically 
developed for R4 reportIng purposes (2) Furthermore, USAID/Senegal did not venfy the 
mak.e-up of or calculatIOn of the statIstIcs proVided to them by USU (3) Lastly, 
USAID/Senegal did not dearly define to USU the ~tatlstlcs that were needed nor did USU 
clearly e"(plaIn or define the statistics that they proVided 

Consequently, the lack of accurate and valId performance data In the R4 Impairs the usefulness 
of the R4 as a deCISIOn makIng tool In additIOn, Without accurate and valId performance 
InformatIOn In the R4, the entire performance reportIng process IS weakened 

Old USAID/Senegal for Its PVO/NGO Strengthenmg ActIVItIes, In accordance WIth USAID 
dIrectIves and m support of USAID's actIOns to comply With the Government 
Perf 01 mance and Results Act 

c) Use performance mformatIOn to enhance plogram effectiveness? 

USAID/Senegal used performance mformatlOn gathered through Its normal momtonng and 
reporting to enhance program effechveness for Its PVOINGO strengthenmg achvities In 

accordance With USAID dIrectives that comply WIth the Government Performance and Results 
Act ThIS momtonng and reportmg system however, was separate and dl~tmct from the 
methodology used to gather performance mformatlOn reflected m the R4 
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ADS SectIon 203 4 defines performance Information a::, a product ot tormal periorm1.nce 
mOnltonng systems evaluatl"ve activItIes customer assessment and SUf\e'v~ agency research 
and Informal feedback from partners and customers USAID/Senegal collects pertormance 
IntormatlOn on Its PVOINGO Strengthening ACtiv ltIe~ through the branch otfice ot Its 
contractor USU and through the use of evaluatIOns, studle~ perIodIc USU reports and 
meetIngs USAID/Senegal then uses the mformatlOn to make planning and program 
ImplementatIOn decls[ons 

Dunng our audIt 'vYe noted three mstance~ of the M[ss[on s use ot performance mtormatlon to 
enhance program effectiveness and to help ensure the achievement of planned targets 

One example was the ASSOCiatIOn Panafncame pour Ie De\ eloppement Communautalre S 
(PADEC's) efforts to Implement a natural resource management actlVlty 10 northern Senegal 
TI1lS actIvIty whIch was dependent upon an adequate supply of water was makmg very llttle 
progress because of P ADEC's mabIlIty to find an adequate \'vater supply After momtonng 
PADEe's unsuccessful efforts to obtam water, USAID/Senegal and USU deCided to term mate 
the actIvity and re-focus their resources on other areas havmg better opportumtle~ of 
enhancmg their development efforts 

Another example was a health activity bemg Cal ned out by the ASSOCiatIOn pour la Promotion 
Soclale en MIlieux Rural et Urbam (APROSOR) In thIS actl'vlty t\PROSOR had constructed 
and eqUipped a health hut m a Village However, because of a shortage of water In Its \ I1lage, 
thIS hut was not functlOmng USAID/Senegal and USU through their mOnltonng efforts, 
became aware of thIS problem and took actIon to solve It USAID/Senegal, USU and 
APROSOR through theIr negotIatIOns WIth a ne[ghbonng village obtamed a rellable source 
of water from thIS nelghbonng vIllage ThIS secure source of water then enabled the health 
hut to functIOn as planned 

A third example Involves the ASSOCiatIOn Senegalalse de Recherches d'Etudes et d' Appul au 
Development (ASREAD), an NGO Involved In natural resource management The plans for 
thiS actIvIty Initially called for the establishment of nIne ongInal NRJ.\!I SItes, With the addItIon 
of seven more In a subsequent year However, the ongmal nIne NRM sItes were hav Ing 
difficulty achlevmg theIr planned results Usmg the performance InformatIOn avaIlable, 
USAID/Senegal and USU became aware of these difficultIes and delayed the act[v tty s 
antIcIpated expansIon As a result, ASREAD contmued to focus ItS efforts on the ongmal 
nme sItes until they attamed their planned level of performance Thus, this allowed the 
act[v [ty--albe[t on a reduced scale--to successfully contnbute to Its planned development efforts 

A~ demonstrated In the above three example", USAID/Senegal effectively used avaIlable 
performance mformatlOn to enhance program effectiveness and to help ensure the achievement 
of Its planned targets 

M magement Comments and Our EvaluatIon 

RegardIng our findIng for audIt objectIve "a" that "One Performance Ind[cator For Two 
Re~ulb May Not Be Direct" USAID/Senegal agreed wIth our findIng and has taken ~teps to 
,tdclre,>s th[~ I~sue In addreSSIng thIs Issue US A..ID/Senegal ha~ formed an analYSIS mon[tonng 
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and evaluatiOn team whose key objectIve IS to develop and Implement a performance 
mOnItonng plan and analytIcal agenda In addItion USAID/Senegal has proVIded traInIng and 
plans to proVIde addItional traInIng on performance IndIcators, a~ well as provldmg tramIng 
on the entIre momtonng, analysIs and evaluatiOn process 

CommentIng on our findmg under audit objective "b" that "Reported Performance IndIcators 
Were Slgmficantly Misstated," USAID/Senegal agreed to adjust ItS fiscal year 1997-2000 R4 
records to report performance Indicators as accurately as possible They added that an In-depth 
analYSIS of PVOINGO records IS In process to valtdate RIGlDakar's suggested adjustments to 
the performance InformatiOn statistics Furthermore, the MISSion agreed to estabhsh better 
procedures to venfy the make-up and calculation of performance InformatIOn statistics Included 
In future R4 reports 
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\\ CI e US \ID/~eneg11's PVO/NGO ~tJ engthenmg ACtJHtles m'lklllg S1tlSflctOl), pI ogr ess 
to" 11 d ,lcluevmg the mtended benefits? 

The two areas of emphasls--( I) strengthening Senegalese PVOslNGOs and (2) funding local 
development efforts--of the PVOINGO Strengthenmg Actlv Itles were generally mal'dng 
:,attstactory progress However, of the 100 tasks that we reviewed, mne were mal'dng 
un:,atl:,factory progress 

>\:, mentIoned prevIOusly 10 the Background SectIOn o~ this report, the detaded performance 
IOformation maIntamed and reported by USU and ItS PVOINGO subreciplents dId not support--
111 their routIne reportmg--the R4 IndIcators However, the PVOINGO Strenf:,rthenmg ActIvities 
did 10 general, support the MIssion's R4 objectIves Thus, some statistIcs of the PVOINGO 
StrengthenIng ActIvIties were developed speCifically for R4 leportlOg purposes by USU and 
reported 10 a letter separate from the normal perIOdIC performance reportmg Furthermore the 
0.11"slon did not develop separate planned R4 targets or baselme data for the P\I OINGO 
StrengthenIng ActivItIes Consequently, 10 performmg our audit work for Strategic Objective 
::: \\e were unable to measure progress agamst R4 planned IOdicators, smce none eX:Isted for 
P\ O/NGO Strengthemng ActIvItIes We were, however, able to measure progress agam~t the 
L'SU July 1 1996 to June 30, 1997 annual workplan and the targets 10 USU's agreements WIth 
Ib ~ubreciplents 

In order to determine whether USU's efforts to strengthen local PVOslNGOs \vere making 
progre~s we tested ten planned tasks In the USU July 1, 1996 to June 30, 1997 Annual 
Work.plan (see AppendiX IV page 12) For ex:ample the tasks mcluded (I) reviewing 
propo~als from potential subreclplents, (2) conductmg Impact studIes for those subreciplents 
~elected (3) conductIng momtorIng VISItS, (4) haVIng evaluatIOns and audits conducted, and 
(5) proVIdIng techmcal assIstance For the ten Items that we tested, we found that all ten 
\vere makIng satIsfactory progress (see AppendIX IV page 1) Of these ten planned tasks, USU 
met or exceeded eIght targets and was achlevmg good progress 10 the other two 

\\ lth regal d to local development efforts, USU's subreciplents were generally mal'dng good 
progress In aChIeVing theIr planned targets (see AppendIX IV pages 1 through 11) As 
commented on earIter In the Background SectIOn, as of June 30, 1997, 37 grants had been 
d\varded by USU and Implemented by varIOUS Senegalese PVOsINGO~ For each of these 
grants USU and each subreciplent had estabhshed and agreed to varIOUS targets From these 
\\e re\ lewed 90 selected subreclplent efforts at fifteen sites of ten PVOINGO grantees We 
noted that 
I -/.8 of these efforts (53%) met or exceeded their planned targets 
'1 38 actIVitIes (42%) were making progress towards their planned targets, WIth 10 our 

oplmon 
a 33 of these (37%) makIng satIsfactory progress and 
b the other five (5%) makmg unsatIsfactory progress 

") no progress was bemg made by two of the PVOslNGOs In the four (5%) remalOlng tasks 
\\ e chose these fifteen sites randomly from a total populatIOn of 270 for our mspectlon and 
\ ellticatlOn work 

[11 Ollr revIew ot these P\lO:,INGO~ we reviewed a varIety ot their local development etfort~ 
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rangmg from family plannmg, mlcro-enterpnse, credit umon strengthenmg, to natural resource 
management We noted that the two NGOs--Assoclation Conset! pour l' Action (ACA) and 
Appropnate Technology InternatIOnal (ATI)--wlth the least progress towards their planned 
targets, had the earliest effectIve dates (December 1994 and March 1995, respectIvely) and 
anticIpated completion dates (November 30, 1997, and February 28, 1998, respectIvely) of the 
NGOs Included In our testIng WhIle both ACA and A TI were making some progress ACA 
had not made satisfactory progress towards three of the eIght targets that we reVIewed (~ee 

Appendl'x IV page 2) and ATI had not met Its targets for three of the four tasks reVIewed (see 
AppendIX IV page 3) Furthermore, these shortfalls were sigmticant, rangmg from a 
percentage shortfall towards the planned targets of 389% to 75% for ACA and 73 7% to 
1000% for ATI 

Conversely, the other eIght PVOslNGOs were makmg better progress towards theIr planned 
targets Although they had not met all targets at the tIme of our fieldwork m May 1998, these 
eIght PVOslNGOs stIll had several months to more than a year remammg untIl theIr antICIpated 
completIon dates As e'(amples (1) the CatholIc RelIef ServIces II (CRS II) actIVIty met or 
e'(ceeded SI,( of the seven actIVItIes whIle the remammg actIVity was less than 1% shy of Its 
target (see Appendl,( IV page 10) (2) Human ActIon for Integrated Development m Senegal 
(ARDIS) not only met, but e'(ceeded eIght of the nme targets (see AppendIX IV page 5) 
Furthermore, these two subreciplents had at the tIme of our fieldwork m May 1998, at a 
mmimum, several more months to attam all of theIr planned targets CRS II has an antICIpated 
completion date of March 31, 1999, and ARDIS has an antICIpated completIOn date of 
September 30, 1998 Thus, m our opInIOn, many of the targets for these two subreciplents may 
be met or exceeded 

In summary, for 91 of the 100 Items tested m the strengthenIng of Senegalese PVOslNGOs and 
for the local development actIVIties of PVOsINGOs, satisfactory progress toward the Intended 
benefits was beIng made Of the 100 total Items tested for both areas of emphaSIS, 56 met or 
e'(ceeded theIr planned targets and 35 were makIng satisfactory progress (see AppendiX IV 
page 1) Some progress, although deemed by us to be unsatisfactory, was made m another five 
tasks and m only four areas was no progress beIng made 

Management Comments and Our EvaluatIOn 

USAID/Senegal dId not proVIde any comments m response to our findIng on Objective 2, 
"'Were USAID/Senegal's PVOINGO StrengthenIng ActIVItIes makmg satIsfactory progress 
toward achIevmg the Intended benefits?" 
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Scope 

SCOPE AND 
METHODOLOGY 

APPENDL'\. I 
Page 1 of 2 

II 

The Office of the RegIOnal Inspector General for AudltlDakar, audited USAID/Senegal's 
ImplementatIOn of the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 m relatIOn to the 
l\1tsslOn's PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActiVIties m accordance \vlth generally accepted 
gOvernment audltmg standards USAID/Senegal's umverse of PVOINGO Strengthenmg 
ActiVities had expenditures totalmg $140 mtllton as of January 21 1998 Our audit tocused 
on the PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActiVity subtotals reported m the l\Iarch 1998 (fiscal year 
1997) Results ReView and Resource Request (the R4 Report) and the progress bemg made by 
thiS activity towards Its mtended benefits Our testmg covered the efforts of the Umbrella 
Support Umt (USU) and ten subreclplent PVOslNGOs (see below) of USU wIth expenditures 
of $2 3 milIton as of December 31, 1997 

We conducted our fieldwork at the offices and actlvity sites of USAID/Senegal, USU and 
subreclplent PVOslNGOs of USU dunng the penod January 1998 through September 1998 
The ten subreclplents and fifteen sites VIsited mcluded 

PVOINGO Name 
l)ACA 
2)AfIDIS 
3)ACAPES (4 sites) 

4)ASBEF 
5)I'\T1 
6)ACDEV 
7)CONACAP 
8)F AFD (2 sites) 

9)Rodale (2 sites) 

IO)CRS II 

Town and/or ACtIVltV SIte 
I)Dakar 
2)Bambey 
3)Dakar--Mamadou DIOp 
4)Dakar--AdJIa AmI Sow 
5)Dakar--Fat Bmt Yarassoul 
6)Dakar--Notalre 
7)Kaolack--MboudJ e 
8)Dakar--Fabncants de Pompes 
9)Dakar--M Dlarra Bousso 

10)Barale 
11)AgnamlPodor--Fode Ass 
12 )AgnamlPodor --Goumel 
13)Yallar 
14 )Samt-LoUls 
15)Ndoundou l\'Ibabe 

The Director, US AID/Senegal made vanous representatIOns concernmg the PVOINGO 
Strengthemng ActIvities m a management letter sIgned September 3 1998 

In conductmg our field work, we assessed mternal controls relating to the MIssIon's reporting 
ot pertormance mformatlon and ItS momtonng and management ot the PVOINGO 
Strengthemng Activities' progress Our audIt Included an analvsls ot pertinent pollcles and 



-\PPENDI\. I 
Page 2 ot 2 

procedures a review of fl,llsslOn operating procedures and the latest USAID/Senegal Internal 
Control Asse'lSment and a consideration of pnor audit findings related to our ObjectIves In tillS 
audit 

1\ I eth od 0 logy 

In the plannmg fieldwork and reportmg phases of our audIt v"e considered the matenality of 
pertormance mformation progress towards the Intended benefits of the PVOINGO and USU 
activ Ities and the potential dIsclosure of noted e'\.ceptlOns We set the materIality level ot our 
tirst obJective at the relatIvely low level of 5 per cent because ot the Importance of accuratelv 
reportmg performance mformation m the R4 and because a portIon of our first obJ eetl v e 
focussed on the accuracy of reportmg m the R4 However, for our second objective \\hIch 
tocussed on progress--Instead of accuracy--In achlevmg mtended benefits we set our 
matenality thre~hold at a much higher level and also consIdered other factors such as the length 
of time to the anticIpated completIOn date of the activIty and our dISCUSSions with fl,flsslon 
USU and PVOINGO personnel 

We acquired our knowledge of USAID/5enegal's strategIes approaches and efforts as they 
relate to the PVOINGO Strengthenmg Activities and GPRA, by Inter\ I eWing US AID, USU 
PVOINGO officIab and recIpients of development assIstance In addition we rev lewed activ Ity 
files evaluatIOns activity reports, trammg syllabuses, financial records and ongmal supportmg 
documentation at the activity Site level, PVOINGO headquarters and the offices of USU and 
USAID/Senegal 

J\,[ore speCifically, for our first ObjectIve, we reviewed the performance informatIOn of the 
PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActlvitIes reported m the FY 1997 R4 t\s part of this reView, \ve 
venfied the accuracy of the mformatIOn reported by tracing the reported mformatlOn back to 
the related ongmal source documents We then venfied the accuracy and validity of the source 
document 

Furthermore, our second ObjectIve consIsted of two separate samples (1) USU's tasks and (2) 
the PVOINGO efforts To determme whether USU was makmg progress In prov Idmg trammg, 
technIcal support and other resources to strengthen Senegalese PVOsINGOs, we judgmentally 
~elected ten planned USU tasks for testmg In our review to determme whether the local 
PVOslNGOs were makmg progress m theIr development efforts v"e selected a random sample 
ot 15 PVOINGO activity sites out of a total populatIOn of 270 Thl~ selection resulted m a 
rev le\v of ten dIfferent PVOslNGOs For both of these samples \ve mterviewed employees 
at US AID, USU and selected PVOslNGOs as well as recIpients, and we also compared 
ongInal source documents of efforts to planned targets In the applicable subagreements and 
\\orkplan~ 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE December ~5, 1998 

TO 

FROM 

SUbJect 

Henry L Barrett D1rector R~G/A/Dakar 

Allan E ReedOJ~rector, USA~D/Senegal 
Response to Draft Aud1t of USA~D/Senegal 
~mplementat1on of the GPRA in its PVO/NGO 
Strengthen1ng Activities, draft Report No 
1-6BS-99-XXX-P dated October XX, 1998 

aSAID/Senegal has d~scussed the f1nd1ngs of the sUbJect aud1t 
report w1th 1tS partners and prov1des the follow1ng response 
to aadress the subJect draft aud1t recommendat1ons No 1 and 
No 2 

Recommendation No 1 "We recommend that 
trSAID/Senegal prov1de 1n-country tra1ning to 1tS 
staff relat1ng to the selection and use of 
performance indicators Th1s tra1n1ng should 
encompass the guidelines and criter1a included in 
USAID's Automated D1rec~1ves System and the related 
TIPS II 

Summary USAID!Senegal agrees w1th th1s recommendat~on and 
has already taken key steps, w~th the format10n of the 
Analys1s Mon1tor1ng and Evaluat10n (AME} team to fulf1ll 1t 
In add~t~on USAID!Senegal has already conducted some tra1n~ng 
act~v1t1es and plans further tra1n1ng act1v1t1es to fulf~ll 
th1s recommendat10n Deta1led response 1S prov1ded below 

Some tra1n1ng has already been done and more 1S be1ng planned 
for relevant USAID/Senegal staff on performance 1nd1cators as 
well as the ent1re mon1tor1ng analys1s and evaluat10n 
process accord1ng to the gu1dance prov1ded through the USAID 
Automated D1rect1ves System {ADS} and related TIPS 

USAID/Senegal also 1ntends to 1ntens1fy 1tS M&E tra1n1ng 
act1v1t~es w1th some key partners 1n order to ensure 1mproved 
gather1ng handl~ng ver1f1cat~on and analys1s of performance 
data at all levels The D1rector team and Analys1s Mon1tor1ng 
and Evaluat10n (AME} team share co-respons1b1l1ty for 
1mplement1ng th1s tra1n1ng 

Train1ng a~ready conducted or underway 1ncludes the follow1ng 
• Reach1ng-4-Results Workshop, Wash DC 8/98 1 person 
* Results Ach~evement Workshop Na1rob1, ~/98 ~ person 
* On-the-Job tra1n1ng of USAID/Senegal staff dur1ng new 
strategy preparat~on process by AID!W and contracted M&E 
spec~al~sts and 
* EPIQ-IRG contractor on-the-Job tra~n1ng 1n data collect~on 

~ 
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survey ~nstrument preparat~on, ~mplementat~on, data entry 
analysls, etc w~th both AME staff and key partner staff 
(10/98-3/99) as part of AG/NRM 502 Impact Assessment 
contract 

Trainlng to be conducted durlng FY99 lncludes the followlng 
* Reach~ng-4-Results Workshop Rabat 4/99 for 2-4 people 
* Reach~ng-4-Results Workshop Dakar, o/a 5/99 for 20-25 
people 
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*O~-the-Job and classroom tralnlng of relevant USAID/Senegal 
staff and partners by USAID/Senegal team members and TA 
contractors on all aspects of M&E lnclud~ng select~on and use 
of lnd~cators quest~onna~re formulat~on and lmplementat~on, 
aata entry methodologles analys~s, etc 

Other s~gn1flcant steps have been already taken to lmprove our 
analysls, mon1torlng and evaluat10n functlons A key act~on 
has been the formation of the Analysls, Monltorlng and 
Evaluatlon (AME) team WhlCh has as ~ts key Ob]ectlve to 
develop and lmplement wlth so teams and partners a Performance 
Mon~torlng Plan (PMP) and Analyt~cal Agenda (AA) for the 
FY1998-2006 CSP The AME unlt stafflng plan lncludes a Coach 
a Data Management Speclal~st, an Econom~st a Soclolog~st a 
Human Capaclty Development Speclallst, an AG/NRM Speclallst, 
and 3 Mon~torlng and Evaluatlon speclal1sts (who s~t on the so 
teams) The AME w~ll also have access to contractual TA for 
add1t1onal ass~stance for tra~nlng, PMP preparatlon etc as 
requlred 

The AME team, ln close collaborat1on wlth the so teams so 
team key contractors/grantees and partners prov1des a new 
framework to ensure the 1mplementatlon of checks and balances 
needed to lmprove the qual1ty of data management for 
performance mon1tor1ng A key task ~n the AME team FY99 Work 
plan 1S to ensure tralnlng of staff and some partners for 
1mproved selectlon and use of lnd1cators, as well as the 
entlre spectrum of act1vltles requ1red to lmprove M&E 
accordlng to the ADS, GPRA and TIPS dlrect~ves The draft FY99 
AME Work Plan lS attached (Annex l) for your reVlew and 
feedback 

Recommendation No 2 "We recommend that the 
Dlrector. USAID/Senegal 

2 1 adJust the Mlss~on's records to correctly report 
the FY 1997 R4 performance lnd1cators relat1ng to 
the PVO/NGO Strengthen1ng Actlvit~ea and 

2 2 develop procedures to verify the calculat10n and 
make-up of the performance ~nformatlon stat1stlcs 
used in future R4 reports n 

Summary USAID/Senegal agrees 1n prlnclpal wlth tn1s 
recommendatlon Regardlng Recommendation No 2 1 wh~le we 
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agree to adJust the FY1997-2000 R4 records to report 
performance lndlcators as accurately as posslble, In-depth 
analysls of the PVO/NGO records lS stll! on-golng to valldate 
RIG's suggested correctl0ns, due to the confllctlng demands on 
the tlme of the PVO/NGO Umbrella Support Unlt (USU) Data 
~anager and the AME Data Management Speclallst Regardlng 
Recommendation No 2 2, we agree to establ1sh better 
veriflcatlon procedures for the make-up and calculatlon of 
future R4 statlstlcs for the new strategy and have already 
started the process Detalls to support thlS summary are 
below 

For Recommendatl0n 2 1, further analysls lS needed to 
determlne the pertlnence of the dlfferences noted In the draft 
audlt report (Appendlx III) between the PVO/NGO methodologles 
and FY1997-2000 R4 data table statlst1cs and those of RIG for 
these 9 lndlcators ThlS work lS on-golng, some errors have 
been verlfled and other dlfferences due to methodologlcal 
dlfferences have been brought to llght 

The AME Data Management Speclallst has held meetlngs wlth 
PVO/NGO partners to reVlew and analyze the data that were 
collected and reported In the FY 1997-2000 R4 The key contact 
to d1SCUSS the flndlngs of the draft audlt was Mr Ousmane 
Rdymond SEYE, Dlrector of the USU Department of Instltutl0nal 
Development and Tralnlng USU presented the methodology of the 
NRM KAP 97 and explalned the process used to make the 
calculatlons for the selected lnd1cators reported In the R4 
Based on these lnteract10ns, please flnd below some 
prellm1nary observatlons for your conslderatlon regard1ng the 
Appendlx III table of the subJect draft audlt report 

For indlcators 1-6 of the draft aud1t Append~x III (percentage 
of households us~ng spec~flc NRM techn~ques ~n FY97 l~ve 
fence, compost, lmproved seed, fallow land, f~eld trees, R4 
table 2 3), prel~m~nary analysls leads us to note that the 
d~fferences between draft aud1t report percentages and the 
PVO/NGO records are not statlst~cally lmportant (~ e , less 
than 5'0 for 5 of the 6 NRM pract~ces) Th~s would not be cause 
for concern especlally In determ~nlng trends over tlme In NRM 
adopt~on rates Nor would thlS flnd~ng warrant further 
analys~s under ~nternat~onally accepted, academ~c statlst~cal 
procedures for data of th~s nature Although our analys~s 1S 
not complete for the purposes of respondlng to RIG regard~ng 
th~s data prel1mlnary ~nformat~on that led to th~s conclus10n 
on these 6 ~ndlcators also takes lnto account the follow~ng 

a/~ Tne RIG aud~t calculat~ons were performed manually 
on 496 quest~onna~res wh~ch mlght account for some of the 
stat~stlcally lnslgnlf~cant dlfferences In these NRM 
pract~ce use percencages between USU and RIG 

0/* We have concerns about the RIG audlt calculat~ons 
Slnce the report ne~ther dlscloses RIG s test~ng 
methodology (~n Appendlx 1 "Methodology") nor dlscusses 
and/or quest~ons the usu methodology 

3 
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c/* Some of the d~screpenc~es between RIG and USU 
calculat~ons are due to the USU PVO/NGO team and the 
RIG us~ng d~fferent methodolog~es For example the 
PVO/NGO Data Manager assumed that for fallow land 

(29 2~) the f~nal ~nd~cator was the cumulat~ve sum of 
"Jachere trad~t~onnellelt (26---) and "Jachere amel~oree" 
(3 2%), wh~ch may ~nclude some double count~ng of 
farmers (USU w~ll check on th~s) who used both of these 
2 d~fferent types of fallow ~n d~fferent f~elds It 
seems that the RIG only cons~dered the 'Jachere 
trad~t~onellelt ~n ~ts calculat~on of 26 8'" In any 
case, the d~fference between PVO/NGO and RIG 
percentages ~s only 2 4%, and w~thout stat~st~cal 
s~gn~f~cance 

d/* In add~t~on we recogn~ze that the database 
structure of the PVO/NGO 97 KAP was def~c~ent as regards 
~nforrnat~on on var~able names, data d~ct~onary and 
cod~ng Therefore ~t was d~ff~cult to perform our own 
calculat~ons Just to ver~fy the data us~ng the PVO/NGO 
methodology We have made these correct~ons to the 1998 
KAP survey methodology 

For ~nd1cator 7 (number of NRM tra~n~ng seSS~ons for farmers 
and ~ocal ~nst~tut~ons, R4 table 2 ll}, the USU team 
acknowledges that the data reported ~n the FY1997-2000 R4 were 
not accurate usu m~xed both NRM and health tra~n~ng sess~ons 
togetner Forty (40) sess~ons should be reported ~nstead of 80 
accord~ng to the usu staff In th~s case, a cons~derable 
d~fference of 5 tra~n~ng sess~ons rema~ns between the USU (40) 
and RIG (35) numbers Th~s 12 5% d~fference 1S stat~st~cally 
s1gn~f~cant, and w~ll be ~nvest~gated further by AME 
Regard~ng th1s d~fference, accord1ng to the USU staff 
methodology, a tra~n~ng sess~on 1S composed of 3 components 
a locat~on a target populat~on. and a theme Every t1me one 
of those components changed the USU Data Manager cons~ders 
that he has a d1fferent tra1n~ng seSS10n We need to clar~fy 
~f RIG cons~dered the USU methodology 1n dete~n1ng 35, 
rather that 40 tra~n1ng seSS10ns 

For the 1ndicator 8 of Append~x III (number of farmers 
report~ng the~r knowledge of 1mproved NRM techn~ques, R4 table 
2 13), as w1th 1nd1cator 7, USU acknowledges that the data 
reported ~n the FY1997-2000 R4 were not accurate USU m~xed 
both knowledge of ~mproved NRM and health techn1ques and 
pract~ces together 

For ind1cator 9 of Append1x III (number of tra1n~ng sess~ons 
for farmers and local ~nst~tut~ons' personnel--number of 
organ1zat~ons tra1ned R4 table 2 14) analys1s rema~ns to be 
done due to USU's currert preoccupat1on w~th conduct~ng the 
1998 KAP survey 

Based on the above cons1derat10ns, the M1SS10n 1S not 1n the 
pos1t1on to make a management dec1s10n unt11 all the 1ssues 
ra1sed above, some of wh1ch requ1re RIG's act10ns (see para b 
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of page 3), are resolved 

Regard~ng 2 2, USAID/Senegal agrees that lt needs to have 
proceaures to verlfy the calculatlon and make-up of the 
performance lnformatlon statlstlcs not only for thlS 
termlnatlng actlvlty but for all actlvltles to be undertaken 
for the new CSP 

~\ffi proposes to make more spot checks and f~eld vis~ts on a 
regular and a tlmely (monthly or quarterly) baS1S to relevant 
partners to collect speclflc data for the lndlcators needed 
for R4 report ThlS wlil help to reVlew progress and monltor 
actlvltles more closely and the data collected wlil be put ln 
a separate database In AME so that we can vallaate accuracy of 
data In reports on an on-golng basls Agreement has been 
reached wlth USU for thlS tool and the elaboratlon process and 
wlder consensus wlth new SO teams ana contaractors wlll be on­
gOlng as program lmplementatlon, and lndlcator and data 
source ldentlflcatlon get underway 

Based on the above planned actlons, the MSSlon requests that 
RIG record a Management decision for recommendation 2 : 

The M~ss10n be11eves that the above responses adequately 
addresses your aud~t recommendat10ns and ant~c~pates proact~ve 
RIG's act~ons a1med at resolv~ng all lssues ra~sed there~n 
and, subsequently reach~ng management dec~s~ons sat~sfactory 
both part~es 

Attachments Analys~s Monktor~ng & Evaluatkon (AME) Unkt (Annex 11 
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Results of Testmg Performance InformatIOn Reported 
m the FY 97 R4 for PVOINGO Strengthenmg ActivIties 

Progress 
RepOi ted PI ogl ess 

By Vellfied 
Pel formance Indicator MIssIOn By Audit Difference 

(A) (B) (C) (D) 

I)PeIcentugL at Household~ U~mg 96% 81% (l )%) 
~peLIhL NRM TLclmlque~ m FY 97 
(R..J. Tuble 23) LIve Fence 

2)PL-ICentage at HOll~ehold~ U~mg 10% 102% 2 
~peLItrc NRM TedmIque~ m FY 97 
(R.J. T uble 2 3) Compo~t 

3)PercLnt 19L ot Hou~ehold~ U~mg 170% 170% 0% 
~peLItrc NRM Teclmlque~ m FY 97 
(R4 T dble 2 3) Imprm ed SLed 

4)Percentuge ot HOll,>ehold~ U::.mg 292% 268% (24)% 
~pecIhc NRM Tedmlque::. m FY 97 
(R.J. Tdble 2 3) Fdllow Lmd 

)PerLLntdge at Hou::.ehold~ U~mg 800% 863% 63% 
SpeLItic NRM TeclmIque~ m FY 97 
(R4 TdblL 2 3) Mdnllre 

6)PLr<..entdgL- at HOll::.ehold~ U~mg 194% 165% (2 9)% 
~pecIhc NRM Teclul1que~ m FY 97 
(R4 Tdble 2 3) FIeld Tree~ 

7)Number ot NRM Trammg 80 35 (4» 
'ie'>'>lOn~ tor raJmer~ dnd Locdl 
In~tltutlOn::. (R4 Tdble 2 11) 

8)NlImber at Fdrmers Reportmg 4,048 2724 (1 324) 
TheIr Knowledg<.. ot Improved NRM 
TeclmIque,> (R4 Tdble 2 13) 

9)NlImbLr at TldlnIng Ses!>lOn~ for 15 12 (3) 
FdImer!> dnd LOLdl In~tItut!On::. 

Per'>onnel- Number ot OrgdruzatlOn~ 
Trclmed (Rei- Tdbk 2 14) 

APPENDLX III 

Percentage 
Dlffel ence 

(DIB) 

(1) 6)% 

20% 

0% 

(8 2)% 

79% 

(149)% 

()63)% 

(32 7)'10 

(200)% 
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PVO/NGO Name 

ACA 

ATI 

ACAPES 

ARDIS 

CONACAP 

ACDEV 

ASBEF 

FAFD 

CRS II 

RODALE 

SUBRECIPIENT 
TOTALS 

'0 of TOTALS 

USU 

SUBRECIPIENT 
AND USU TOTALS 

-- of GRAND 
TOTALS 

Summary Table of Performance Testmg Results 

Number of Tasks Maklng 
Tasks Meet1ng Satlsfactory 
or Exceedlng Progress 

Number of Planned Toward Planned 
Tasks Tested Targets Targets 

8 4 1 

4 1 0 

10 6 4 

9 8 1 

11 5 6 

8 3 5 

10 6 4 

11 4 4 

7 6 1 

12 5 7 

90 48 33 

100 0% 53 3%' 36 7% 

10 8 2 

100 56 35 

100 O%" 56 0'0 35 09-
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No Pr..gress or 
Uns at~sfactory 

Prngress 
Toward Planned 

Targets 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

9 

10 0% 

0 

9 

9 0% 



Descrlptlon 
(A) 

1 "Iorkshops for tra~n~ng 
tra~ners 

2 Workshops ~n 
account~ng and f~nance 

3 proJect stud~es made 

4 revenue generat~ng 
act~v~t~es wl.ll be 
f~nanced 

5 monl.tor~ng Vl.S~ts 

conducted by ACA 

6 create tra~nl.ng unl.ts 
l.n marketl.ng and human 
resource management 

7 reVl.se 2 tra~nl.ng 
unl.ts for 4 act~vl.t~es 

8 tral.n people ~n 
monl.tor~ng and account~ng 
controls 

Assoc~at~on Conse~l pour l'Act~on 
(ACA) 

Dlfference 
Amount Posltlve/ 

Planned Target Per Audlt (Negatl vel 
(8) (C) (D) 

3 workshops 9 6 
60 people 68 8 

20 workshops 10 (10) 
275 groups & compan~es 168 (107) 

61 47 (14 ) 

5 5 0 

1187 596 (591) 

2 2 0 

2 un~ts 1 un~t 
X X 

4 act~v~t~e", = 2 actl.v~tl.es = 
8 revl.sed unl.ts 2 rev~sed unl.ts (6) 

60 73 13 
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Percentage 
Dlfference 

(D/8) 

200 O~ 

13 3~ 

(50 O)~ 

(38 9) ~ 

(23 0) ~ 

o~ 

(49 9)~ 

o~ 

(75 O)~ 

22 o~ 
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Appropr~ate Technology Internat~onal (ATI) 

DIfference 
Planned Amount PosItIve! 

DescrIptIon Target Per AudIt (Negatlve) 
(A) (B) (e) (D) 

1 Tra~n art~sans and 300 79 (221) 
d~str~butors ~n management 
techn~ques 

2 Tra~n art~sans to 100 22 (78) 
manufacture pedal pumps 
hearths and ~mproved pestles 

3 Sell 
- pedal pumps 1 000 1 467 467 
- D~ambar" stoves 20 000 29 824 9 824 
- well extens~on p~pes 300 433 133 
- garden~ng tools sao 750 250 
- ~mproved pestles 3 000 3 000 3 000 
- bran m~ll~ng mach~nes 100 100 100 

4 Popular~ze 2 new 2 a (2) 
technolog~es 
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Percentage 
Dl.fference 

(D!B) 

(73 7) ~ 

(78 0) ~ 

46 7~ 
49 1~ 
44 3~ 

so o~ 

o~ 

O~ 

(100 O)~ 
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Association Culturelle d'Aide a la Promot10n Educat1ve et Soc1ale 
(ACAPES) 

D1fference 
Amount Pos1tlvej Percentage 

Descr1pt10n Planned Target Per Aud1t (Negat1ve) D1fference 
(A) (B) (C) (D) (D/B) 

1 Support off~ces 9 support off~ces 9 0 0-
and groups 20 groups 20 
establ~shed 

2 Fund~ng prov~ded worklng cap~tal 28 750 000 28 750 000 a 0-
and generated revenues 17 250 000 8 192 500 (9 057 500) (52 5)-

Benefloc~ary 

contr~butloon 4 312 500 6 635 250 2 322 750 53 9-
total 

caplotal~zed 50 312 500 43 577 750 (6 734 750) (13 4) -

3 Women traloned lon 36 49 13 36 1-
f~nancloal and 
adm~n~stratlove 
management 

4 Women tra~ned lon 72 63 ( 9) (12 5)..-
market~ng 

5 Management 2 sessloons 2 0 0-
tra~n~ng 52 attendees f~r6t seS6loon 22 (30) (57 7) -

52 attendees 2nd seS6~on 22 (30) (57 7) -

6 Organlozatloon and 2 sessloons 2 0 0-
admlonlostratlove 36 attendees florst sessloon 31 (5) (13 9)..-
management tralon~ng 36 attendees 2nd sess~on 54 18 50 0-

7 L~teracy tra~nlong 1 sessloon 1 0 0-
57 attendees 35 (22) (38 6)..-

8 Tralonlong for 1 sess~on 1 0 0-
lloteracy tra~ners 9 attendees 9 0 0-

9 Anlomat~on tra~n~ng 9 attendees 10 1 11-

10 Furn~sh 9 classrooms 9 furnloched 0 0-
classrooms Wloth to be furn~shed 
equlpment 
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Human Act10n for Integrated Development 
1n Senegal (AHDIS) 

DIfference 
Planned Amount Posltlve/ Percentage 

DescrIptIon Target Per AudIt (NegatIve) DIfference 
(A) (B) (C) (D) (D/B) 

1 CredJ.t funds (J.n mJ.IIJ.ons of 25 8 (1st yr ) 42 9 17 1 66 3~ 
CPA) 31 9 (2nd yr ) 40 6 8 7 27 3.,. 

2 Women receJ.vJ.ng technJ.cal 321 (1st yr ) 505 184 57 3~ 
traJ.nJ.ng for IJ.teracy sessJ.ons 603 (2nd yr ) 634 31 5 1~ 

and fJ.nancJ.al management 
traJ.nJ.ng 

3 NurserJ.es establJ.shed 6 (1st yr ) 6 a o~ 

4 (2nd yr ) 3 (1) (25 0).,. 

4 RegeneratJ.on efforts J.mpact 450 (1st yr ) 1 563 1 113 247 3.,. 
(number of) trees 1350 (2nd yr ) 5 822 4 472 331 3.,. 

5 EnrJ.ch sOJ.l by plantJ.ng number of sJ.tes 
trees J.n vJ.Ilages 12 19 7 58 3~ 

6 LJ.ve fence establJ.shed J.n 12 vJ.llages 20 8 66 7.,. 
vJ.llages 

7 Compost PJ.ts establJ.shed 16 (1st yr ) 16 a O~ 

20 (2nd yr ) 35 15 75 o~ 

8 MJ.llet cookers J.nstalled 544 571 27 5 0.,. 

9 Women benefJ.tJ.ng from credJ.t 1 230 1 697 467 38 o~ 

(17 000 CPA each) 
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Conse~l Nat~ona1 pour 1a Promot~on et 1e Developpement 
des Ca~sses Popu1a~res (CONACAP) 

DIfference 
Amount POSltIve/ Percentage 

DescrIptIon Planned Target Per AudIt (NegatIve) DIfference 
(A) (B) (e) (D) (D/B) 

1 CAPECS wJ.ll be able to all CAPECS wJ.ll 62 5~ are (37 5)~ (37 5) .. 
fJ.nance 60~ of theJ.r loan be capable fJ.nancJ.ng more 
demand than 60~ of loan 

demand 

2 TechnJ.cal consultants 25 23 (2) (8) ~ 

recrllJ.ted and traJ.ned 

3 ~ of vJ.llages targeted 80~ 60~ (20) ~ (25) ~ 
by CAPECS are members by 
the end of the proJect 

4 CAPECs created by the 6 4 (2) (33 3) ~ 

end of the fJ.rst proJect 
year 

5 Number of members of 1 300 2 491 I 191 91 6~ 
rural CAPECs 

6 Number of members of 1 000 1 361 361 36 1~ 

neN credJ.t unJ.ons 

7 Average savJ.ngs deposJ.t 9 000 CFA 15 264 6 264 69 6~ 

per person 

8 Managers J.n offJ.ce by 6 5 (1) (16 7) 
the end of the fJ.rst year 

9 Management commJ.ttees 3 11 8 266 7~ 

establJ.shed 

10 Bank accounts opened 3 3 0 O~ 

11 TraJ.nJ.ng J.n fJ.nancJ.al 1st year 95 1st year 38 (57) (60) ~ 
management 2nd year 20 2nd year 17 (3 ) (15) .. 
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I 
I Descrlptlon 

(A) 

1 Tra~n ONG members ~n 
lEC SMl/PF I 
2 Tra~n ONG members ~n 
clLnLcal contracept~ves 

I 
I 3 ONG members tra~ned ~n 

savLngs and credLt 

I 4 Health care prov~der 
of GlE tra~ned ~n lEC 

I 
SMl/PF 

5 GlE Lnd~v~duals 
traLned ~n sav~ngs and 
cred~t I 

I 
6 GlE lectures g~ven 

7 GIE fam~ly plann~ng 

I fLlms shoNIl 

8 GIE demonstrat~ons 
held I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Act10n et Development (ACDEV) 

Dlfference 
Amount Posltlvel 

Planned Target Per Audlt (Negatlve) 
(B) (C) (D) 

8 members 12 4 

4 members 4 a 

2 members 4 2 

20 ~nd~v~duals 12 (8) 

40 ~nd~vLduals 12 (28) 

200 33 (167) 

90 25 (65) 

70 6 (64) 
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Percentage 
Dlfference 

(D/B) 

50 O~ 

o~ 

100 O~ 

(40 O)~ 

(70 0) ~ 

(83 5)~ 

{72 2h 

(91 4)~ 



1 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Assoc~at~on Senegala~se pour Ie B~en-Etre Fam~l~al 
(ASBEF) 

Dlfference 
Amount Posltlve/ 

Descrlptlon Planned Target Per Audlt (Negatlve) 
(A) (B) (e) (D) 

Contracept~ve 2 5- 3 7- 1 2-
prevalence rate 

Groups ~dent~fled 20 44 24 

Fam~ly plann~ng 3 2 (1) 
tra~n~~g sess~ons 

organ~zed 

Number groups tra~ned 40 44 4 

Organ~=e meet~ngs 768 393 (375) 

ASC and matrones 10 each 6 each (4 ) 
recru~ted 

Cred~t funds prov~ded 15 000 000 10 520 500 (4 479 500) 
CFA CFA CFA 

Each health hut 1 tlme per month 1 t~me per month a 
rece~ves v~s~t of 

mob~le health team 

Conduct tra~n~ng ~n conduct tra~n~ng tra~n~ng a 
contraceptlve conducted 
techn~ques 

10 Conduct tra~n~ng ~n conduct tra~n~ng tra~n~ng a 
counsel~ng conducted 
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Percentage 
Dlfference 

(D/B) 

48 0-

120 0-

(33 3) -

10 O-

(48 8)-

(40 0)-

(29 9) .. 

0-

0 .. 

0-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 

DescrJ.ptIon 

I (A) 

1 Number of women 

I 
fJ.nanced 

2 Augment the capacJ.ty of 

I 
t a credJ.t unJ.ons 

3 credJ.t funds put J.n 
place I 

4 MJ.llet machJ.nes 
purchased and put J.n 
place I 

I 5 TraJ.n credJ.t unJ.on 
managers 

I 6 Number of traJ.ners 
traJ.ned per year 

I 7 Nanagement traJ.nJ.ng 

I 8 CredJ.t a-::l s;vJ.ngs 
traJ.nJ.ng 

I 9 LJ.terac traJ.nJ.ng 

10 MaJ.nc.ena"1.ce mechanJ.c 
traJ.nJ.ng I 

I 11 VJ.llages al.ded 

I 
I 
I 

FEDERATION des ASSOCIATIONS du FOUTA 
pour Ie DEVELOPPMENT (FAFD) 

DIfference 
Amount PosItIve/ 

Planned Target Per AudIt (NegatIve) 
(B) (C) (D) 

780 666 (114) 

2 augmented 2 a 

CFA 29 600 000 CFA 23 732 000 ( 5 868 OOO) 

4 4 machJ.nes a 
purchased but 

not yet operatJ.ng 

72 not beJ.ng done (72) 

18 24 6 

12 people traJ.ned not done yet (12) 

15 people traJ.ned 16 1 

18 people traJ.ned 24 6 

9 people traJ.ned not done yet { 9} 

37 34 (3) 
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Percentage 
DIfference 

(D!B) 

(14 6)..-

o~ 

(19 8) ~ 

o~ 

(100 O)~ 

33 3 

(100 O)~ 

6 7~ 

33 3~ 

(100 O)~ 

(8 1)~ 



Descr1ption 
(A) 

1 Select vJ.llages J.n 
whJ.ch banrs wJ.ll be 
establJ.shed 

~ EstablJ.sh procedures 4 

for the banJrs 

3 Grant loans to 600 
Nenen 

~ Prepare formal 
agreement nth EGAB for 
management and mon1.torJ.ng 
o~ program actJ.vJ.tJ.es 

5 Select 10 traJ.ners to 
teacn Pulaar language 

6 IdentJ.fy 2 Wolof 
langu~ge teachers 

7 BegJ.n a readJ.ng and 
wrJ.tJ.ng program 

Cathol~c Rel~ef Serv~ces II (CRS II) 

DIfference 
Amount Pos1t1ve/ 

Planned Target Per AudIt (Negatlve) 
(8) (C) (0) 

12 vJ.llages 12 a 

procedures 12 a 
establJ.shed for 

12 banJrs 

600 595 (5 ) 

prepare agreement agreement 0 
prepared 

10 15 5 

2 2 a 

begJ.n the program begun J.n 0 
lJ.teracy program September 1996 

before the end of 
October 1996 
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Percentage 
D1fference 

(0/8) 

0-

a 

( 0 8) -

0-

50 0-

0-

0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I Rodale Internat10nal (RODALE) 

Planned Amount 
DescrIptIon Target Per AudIt 

(A) (8) (C) I 
I 

1 People rece~v~ng cred~t 60 63 

2 Hembers tra~red ~n f~nanc~al or 22 29 

I 
bus~ness management 

3 Grouos aaoot~ng natural resource 20 37 
management techn~C!Ues I 
4 Cred~t funds made ava~lable for number of 
groups ~n groups 
Boundoum 70 51 
Koumpentoum 55 12 I 
5 Prov~de revolv~ng cred~t funds 
for motor pumps ~n Boundoum and 2 pumps 2 PU'llOS 

I 
market garden~ng to groups ~n 

Boundoum and 2 groups 0 groups 
I\oumoentoum 3 groups o groups I 

6 Part~c~pants for 2 day 40 40 
~nformat~on erchange sem~nars I 
7 Part~c~pants attend~ng 80 20 
preparatory workshops I 
8 Part~c~pants tra~ned ~n 16 10 
motorpump ma~ntenance class I 
9 Part~c~pants at two cred~t and 60 49 
sav~ngs tra~n~ng sessl.ons I 
10 Part~clopants attendlong 4 tree 80 40 
~ursery tra~n~ng sess~ons I 
11 Partloclopants attendlong 4 80 98 
tralonlong sess~ons ~n tree plant~ng I 
technloC!Ues 

I 
1 -- :J3.rt.l.c .... parts attendlong tralonlong BO 23 
3e::;,:::.l.On3 l.r natural protect loon of 

I 
land urcer c~ltlofatl.on 

I 
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DIfference 
Posltlve/ Percentage 
(NegatIve) DIfference 

(0) 'D/8) 

3 5 0-

7 31 8-

17 85 0-

(19) (27 1)-
(43 ) (78 2)-

a 0 0-

(2) (100 0)-
(3) (100 0)-

a a 0-

( 60) (75 0)-

( 6) (37 5)-

(11) (18 3)-

( 40) (50 0) -

18 22 5-

( 52) (65 0)-
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PACr. 12 or 12 

New Transcentury Foundat~on, Operating in Senegal as 
the Umbrella Support Un~t (USU) 

D1fference 
Year 6 ~rorkplan Amount Pos1t1vel Percentage 

Act1V1ty Descr1pt1ons Planned Target Per Aud1t (Negat1ve) D1fference 
(A) (B) (C) (D) (D/B) 

1 SubrecLpLent proposals 100~ of the 100~ of the 20 a a 
receLved are reVLeNed proposals proposals 

receLved are receLved were 
revLe .... ed revLe .... ed 

2 Ill'oact studLes wLll be 9 8 (1) (ll 1)~ 
conducted for NGOs 
selected 

3 !IeetLngs held bi the 3 2 (1) (33 3)~ 

Nat LanaI ProJect CommLttee 
(NPC) to approve ne .... sub-
proJects 

4 Sub proJects approved 5 7 2 40 O~ 

bl the NPC 

5 Sub-proJects start 6 9 3 50 O~ 

theLr actLvLtLes 

6 I1om.torLng VLsLts 12l 12l a 0 
conducted 

7 FLnal evaluatLons 1 4 3 300 o~ 

cond..lcted on sub-prOJects 

8 FLnancLal audLts of 20 22 2 10 o~ 

sub recLpLents conducted 

9 t!Ld term evaluatLons 10 11 1 10 0 
conducted 

10 TechnLcal assLstance 14 techn_cal 14 technLcal a 0 
m~ssl.ons conducted for assLstance assLstance 
NGO" mLSSLons mLSSLons 

for 12 NGOs for 12 NGOs 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ACRONYMS 

ADS -
FY -
GPRA -
NGO -
NRM -
NTF -
PVO -
R4 -
TIPS -

USU -

TERMS 

ACtlVlty -

Basellne -

APPENDIX OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS 

Automated Dlrectlve System 
Flscal Year 

APPENDIX V 

Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 
Non-Governmental Organlzatlon 
Natural Resource Management 
New TransCentury Foundatlon 
Prlvate Voluntary Organlzatlon 
Results Revlew and Resource Request 
GUldance from the USAID Center for Development 
lnformatlon and Evaluatlon 
The Umbrella Support Unlt 

An actlon undertaken to help achleve a program 
result or set of results, whlch lnvolves the use of 
one or more grants or contracts to provlde 
asslstance In a partlcular area 

The value of a performance lndlcator at the 
beglnnlng of a plannlng and/or performance perlod 

Intermedlate Result - A key result whlch must occur In order 
to achleve the strateglc Ob]ectlve 

Performance Indlcator - A partlcular characterlstlc or dlmenslon 
used to measure lntended changes deflned by an 
organlzatlonal unlt's results framework 

Performance Informatlon -The body of lnformatlon and statlstlcal 
data that dlrectly that dlrectly relates to 
performance towards operatlng unlt strateglc 
Ob]ectlves It lS a product of formal performance 
monltorlng of systems, evaluatlve actlvltles 
customer assessment and surveys 

Performance Target - Speclflc and lntended result to be 
achleved wlthln an expllclt tlme frame and agalnst 
whlch actual results are compared and assessed 

Results Revlew and Resource Request - A document submltted to 
USAID/Washlngton by the operatlng unlt on an annual 
baSlS 

Strateglc Ob]ectlve - The most ambltlouS results In a 
partlcular program area for whlch the USAID 
operatlonal unlt lS wllllng to be held responslble 


