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Dakar 9 July 1980

From: Working Cfoup of the Joiant Assessment of U.S.
Assistance Program in Senegal

To: Management Committee of the Joint Assessment
of U.S. Assistance Program in Senegal,
composed of:

Mr. Miniscer.of Planning and Cooperation

Mr. Ambassader of United Stutes to Senegal

Mr. Minister of Rural Developnent

Mr. Minister of Public Health

Mme. Secretary of State for Promotion Humaine

Mr. Secretary of State for Scientific and Technical Research
Mr, Director of USAID

Subject: Aide-~memoire of the Joint Agsessment

The Working Group of the Joint Assessment has completed its work and
has submitted, here in, 1ts report Cto the Management Committee. The
report is based on the evaluations of USAID-financed projects for
livestock, rainted cereals production, irrigated perimeters, and rural
health. The evaluation was undertaken by expert observers and bene-
ficiary surveys were completed by the Ecole Nationale d'Economie
Applique. The review and analysis of all findings occurred in a
series of meetings with the technical ministries, development agencies,
and USAID technicians. An initial AID assessment of current practices
in project management and implementation has also been completed.

The purpose of this report 1is to assist the Management Committee
for the Joint Assess.ent in understandinyg both the progress and
problems related. to current programs and to use this knowledge in
detining the broad outlines for joint planning of future U.S. assistance
programs to Senepal.

The pfincipal findinygs can be summarized as follows:'

I In a time ot economic constraint and partial restructuring of
the economy, the priority of USAID development assistance should be
towards increasing productivity, especially in the rural sector. This
also tmplies a Tenewed stress on improving the organlzation and
mdnagensnt of Senegal's physical, natural and human resources and an
emphanis on the training of rural residencs for che construccion and
maintenance of rural infrastructure and new productive assets.

2. The USALD program in Senegal hds been responsive to the needs
of food self-sufficiency and self-sustained development. However, it
needs at this polnt to more sharply concentrate its sectoral activities:
and strive toward building linkages between individual projects and the
macro-economic and social needs of Senegalese society.
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3. Many of che difficulries encountered in the process of project
implementation are due to the non-involvement of beneficiaries in the
original design, and to their lack of their participation in the
management of project resources and service components. Remedial
steps in the process of project desiyn and in the timely training cf
beneficiaries to assume these responsibilities must be planned and
undertaken.

4. USAID can improve the efficlency of its program by designing
more flexible asslstance projects by means of increased use of local
currency along with the greater involvement of the beneficiariles.

The report by the Working Group also presented a series of
recommendations developed by the professional staff of the U.S.
Agency for International Development, for the purpose of establishing
a more collaborative mode of planning, implementing, and evaluating
projects and programs in Senegal. '

The report further recommends that the present Committee be
continued as the Joint Evaluation and Planning committee - cthe
Comite Conjolnt d'Evaluation et de Planification (CEP). At the
operational level, a standing Working Group composed of the Director
of Planning and his Deputy and the chiefs of both the Program and
Projects Offices of USAID would be established.

The Working Group will be able to constitute multiministerial
ad-hoc committees for the purpose of planning the U.S. development
assistance program to Senegal. A special fund will be established
to finance the operations of the Working Group. Its purpose is to
develop a joint strategy for a U.S. development asslstance program
over the long-term. The Working Group will coordinate any needed
complementary etforts for future planning and specific program
design. The Working Group will present its report on the conclusions
of the next planning phase to the Management Committee on April 1, 1981.

Read and approved

(
The Minisge ﬁﬁ%‘ laaqing and Cooperation States

Eouis ALEXANDRENNE



FORWARD

Created in the difficult period immediately following the Great
Sahelian Drought (1968-1973), the bilateral A.I.D, program in Senegal
exists today in a period almost as difficult as that prevailing six years
before. Tne causes of this.present crisis are both external and internal,
both recent and long-standing. As related later in this summary, the
cumulative effects are grave. The curative measures required must be
radical and far-reaching.

Even before the dimensions of the present situation were fully
understood, USAID in Novenmber 1979, proposed to the Minister of Plan and
Cooperation that a joint assessment of the AID program in Senegal, 1975-80
be gondccted: .. The four month assessment proposed, would lead directly
to tne establishment of a process for the joint planning of U.S. economic
assistance in the 1981-86 period. In accepting this proposal, the Minister
agreed to chair, with the U.S. Ambassador, z joint Management Committee
which would supervise both the assessment and planning activities.

It was agreced that the assessment, as summarized in the presont
document, would include two elements. The first task would be an evalue-~-
tion of the four oldest AID projects, representing the four principle arees
of USAID activity in Senegal: dry-land cropping, irrigated agriculture,
livestock, and village lealth. This eveluation would include a beneficiary
survey, carried out by Senegal's Nationel School of Applied Economics (ENEA).

The second concurrent task would be an analysis of the entireccmtémzor-

ry. econcmic contaxt in which USAID/Senegal operates and which it must

seek to address. Following completion of both actions performed over the
period February through May 1980, representatives of the two governments
would come together under the joint Management Committee to review the
findings and to consult on a regular basis concerning future USAID dlrectlons.

Both the original thematic outline and the organization plan for the
Joint Assessment are outlined on the two pages which follow, On the
conceptual side, the constraints-to-growth methodology intended for the
main analysis proved to be methodologically impossible and had to be
abandoned. The incomplete results of this constraints analysis are presented
in Annex 5.3 . The following macro-economic findings are hased on analysis

of current official documents and interviews,



ITEM

1 BACKGROUND

2 CONSTRAINTS

3 PRESENT
SITUATION

(REALITY)

& ASSISTANCE INSTRUMENTS

Outline of USAID-Senegal Joint Assessment

MACRO SConstr!ints)

A. Senegal's development since 1960
B. Senegal's development strategy
(Plan/Food Strateay/)thers)
<>
,
...Analytical foundations of con-
straints to Senepal's development
-
...A matrix of the above constraints
and present development activities.
Comparison of needs vith available
resources (U.S. and other donors)
to see whersg future efforts should
be directed.

-

5 ASSESSMENT REPORT

S lalnle
bl

A. Report

MICRO (Projects)

A. USAID/Senegal program since
1973 (History, Inputs, etc.)
B. AID mandates, SDP objectives...

VI
A. Project evaluatioa of:
1.Cereal Production I-II
(Dryland Ag.)
2.Bakel Small Scale Irrigation
(Irr. Ag.)

3.Bakel Livestock (Livestock)
4.Sine-Saloum Rural Health (Healt

B. Two-tier evaluation:
1.Expert observatien (Bennet )
2 .ENEA Q:estionnaire
r—-—

v+ oAnalysis o?lU.S.
assistance instruments

1.Analysis of all the above

. 2.Detailed research plan
3.0ther relevant documentation

B. Recommendations (Action Memo)

1.Future sectors of emphasis

2.Program design criteria and processes
3.0ther specific action to improve programs
& .Procedure for joint planning

e

€5JOINT PLANNING cesJoint planning process

2,Punding levels

1.Activity identification



Organization of USAID-Senegal Joint Assessment
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MICRO ( projects)
Evaluation Teams composed of:

o AID Evaluacor

o Ministry of Plan Evaluator

¢ USAID Project Manager

¢ GOS Counterpart
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# Bucen/USAID Team
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FINDINGS

I. The Gravity of the Current Economic Crisis

A great.deal was already known at the outset about the problems and
short-comings of Senegal's economic performance, as well as its achieve-=
ments, These achievements include the government's massive increase in
rural development expenditure since 1974, Senegal's equitable wage policy
since Independence in 1960, and the actions of the leadership to decentralize
administrative authority, tc maintain free expression, protect human rights
and assure an open political system.,

Senegal's constraints were 1ikewise well deocumented. These included
most notably, the country's lack of physical resources ané its overdependence

upon a single crop, the peanut, in the face of a fickle climate, depleted
soils, and increasing foreign competition. Largely as a result of these
factors, accentuated by the relative neglect of agriculture in economic
policies before 1974, Senegal's growth performance since 196C has been poor,
or more likely, negative. The Government concluced an agreement with the
IMF for a trust fund loan in 1977 and in 1979 for stand-by assistance,
Senegal adopted a “plan de Redressement’ in 1979 aimed at bringing internal
and external balance. All this was evident when the USAID began the Joint
Assessﬁent and was well expressed in the FY 1982 CDSS.

We were not aware, however, of the depth of the present crisis and of
its full ramifications. Very recent events -- the OPEC price rises in 1879
combined with a disastrous growing seasan in 1979-80 -~ have procduced the
most difficult economic gituation in Senegal's history. The present
assessment has forced us to look carefully at the accurulating evidence.

It has brought out two related elements of special concern.

1. Senegal's balance of paynments and budgetary constraints are now
especially binding and are.likely to endure well into the 1980s. Before,
even in the worst years of the 1968-74 drought, Senegal was able to maintain
equilibrium in its balance of payments, despite rapld rises in o0il and
grain prices. This was a result of compensating increases in Senegal's
coﬁmodity export prices, massive foreign aid inflows (including food), and
the short-te;m liquidity cushion provided by membership in Ehe WYest African
Monetary Union and the Franc zone. Since 1975, however, the situation has

steadily deteriorated.
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While many factiors have been at work, the prinéipal new element is the
growing debt burden. In 1972, Senegal's external debt was a modest
48 billion CFAF., In 1978, the public debt had grown to 191 billion, and a
year later to 265 billion CFAF ($1.33 billion). Debt service will take
more than 22% of expofts receipts this year and over 25% next year. Nor

will the debt burden on current resource availability diminish much in the
early 1980s..

Although the impact of the debt burden on foreign exchange receipts
is diluted by the size of roreign aid inflows; Senegal has at the end of
1979 a negative balance in its foreign assety of 60 billion CFAF (3300
million). The prospects are great that this defici® will increase in 1980
when the full impact of recent oil price rises, along with diminished crop
production, will be felt. Senegal's drawing rights on the West African
Central Bank (BCEAO) are limited.

2. The Assessment also helped to point out a second clement in the
current economic crisis, an element with even greater import for the
direction of the A.I.D. program in Senegal. These are the organizatien and
management problems of the major Senegalese institutions and instruments
charged with rural development, Chicf among these are the Regional Dsvelop-
ment Agencies (e.g. SAED in the Senegal River region and SODEVA in the
Peanut Basin) and closely related to these, Senegal's cooperative system.

Regional Development Agencies (RDA's) in Senegal have constituted the
principal instrument of agricultural modernization. As elsewnhere, many
RDA's originated as crop-focused agencies which provided inputs and
purchased the crop. More recently they have become region-focused and
concerned with the overall development of that region. The RDA's ére the
main instruments to channel foreign assistance for rural development.

For years, both Senegalase and foreign observers hesitated to judge
the effectiveness of these agencies by the most relevant measure == their,
impact on production -- because external factors, especially poor rainfall,
were said to be influencing the result. But more recent analysis of SAED
and SODEVA, completed in the past eighteen months, have concluded that the

RDA's may have serious problems,
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SAED's operation is documented in a report prepared by the Caisse
Centrale, the FAC, and the IBRD (November, 1978). The report stresses
severe problems of planning, budgeting, and supervision, an annual operation
deficit of 800 million CFAF and generally difficult rel-tions with the
farmers.

More recently, a second Caisse Centrale/IBRD Mission looked at Seqegal's
other principal Regional Development Agency,SODEVA (November-December, 1979).
This analysis reached the conclusion that SODEVA, as well, has fundamental
management problems with uncertain impact on production, high costs, and
difficulties in recovering loans made to farmers. These problems are
compounded by the legal monopoly granted the RDA's in credit and marketing
of farm inputs and production.

An even more profound disorcder in the Peanut Basin, the population and
'production center of Senegal, has be2en that the cooperative structure seems
in disarray, along with the systcm of rural credit upon which the production
system has heavily rested, These difficultie§ have not sprung up overnight.

Senegalese cooperatives, with only a few exceptions, have been
administrative entities created by the government. Very few were formed
from any traditional, local organization. They were instruments needed to
channel credit and other off-farm inputs to peasants, and to help in the
marketing of the crop. Of the 2200 existing coops in the mid-70s, 1700
wefe-concerhedfwith peanuts. They dealt with the entire population in the
: Basid, This system put great responsibility upon the collective guarantee
which tended to reward those who did not pay their debts. This disincentive
has been strengthened by the need of the Government in years of poor rains
to ;cale down or postpone repayment of debts,

Senegal's budgetarv difficulties were wall known and the government's
rural development programs have long been an area of concern., But some
important facts about the depth and character of the present crisis, driven
by recent events, have only come to light in the course of the Assessment ‘
effort, See? as a coherent whole, these difficulties present a somber
context for the examination of USAID projects in Senegal and for the prep-

aration of planning for the next five years,



11. The Slow Germination of A.1.D. Projects

A,I.D. began to design bilateral projects with the Government of
éenegal in 1974-75, following the end of the seven year Sahelian Drought.

The basic purpose of the A.”:D, program in Senegai, as in the other
countries 'of the Sahel, was to increase the capacity of the country to
feed itself and so to minimize the threat of hunger and disease inherent
in so harsh an environment.

A.1.D,'s Senegal program was conceived in a much wider context, in
which the donors and the Sahel countries (CILSS) agreed to come together
within a standing forum (the Club du Sahel) to achieve food self-sufficiency
in the region by the end of the century. Senegal has been a leading
participant in the Club/CILSS process since its conception when, in March
1976, President Senghor hosted the inaugural meeting of the Club du Sahel, ;
Following upon earlier contributions, the United States Congress in 1978 fﬂ
authorized $200 million to support this Sahel Development Program, which
it recognized under special legislation,

All four of the prbjects evaluatéd in the course of this Assessment
were conceived and designed in the 1974~1975 period, as the Sahel. program
was coming into being. . In the cont xt of the Sahel program, they
concentrated upon improved food production (including livestock) and health
care. The purpose of the present evaluation was to identify difficulties
in the design and implementation of the projects and to estimate their
impact upon the intended beneficiaries, Following this, these evaluations
would be set beside:the..analysis of Senegal's overall economic situation,
Taken together, these documents would permit the Goverument and AID to
determine to what extent these activities reallyr addressed Senegal's
most important long-term problems, and to outline a future USAID program.

The written results of these evaluations are contained in the Annex
to this report. The findings of each are summarized in the following pages.
The major conclusions of the evaluation, however, are as follows:

(1) In difficult environments such as in Senegal, all projects are
prototypic and should be explicit}y recognized as such. This means that
an emphasis must be placed on data collection and analysis so that a project
may be carefully monitored and conélusions drawn tfrom the project experience,
There ﬁust be the flexibility to change elements of the project which are not

working. -
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(2) The beneficiary surveys show that the local people involved
support the projects, and their objectives. Much more needs to be done,
however, to include the local population in the design and management of
these and ruture projects.

(3) Public Sector institutions, especially the RDA's, have been the
predominant focus of project efforts. This strategy must be reviewed,
Expansion of development activities to other public and non-~public
institutions, particularly at the.local level, should be..undertaken,

(4) A.1.D. projects are experiencing considerable managerial diffi-
culties. As a result, most are behind schedule, Certain problems are
chronic: 1long delays in the opening of special bank accounts for project
funds; delays in receiving customs clearances already assured under the
A.I.D. bilateral agreement with Senegal; problems yp?obtaining qualified,
French-speaking U.S, personnel; delays in the procurement, delivery, and
repairzof U.S, origin equipment; long delays in local contracting proce-
dures. Both the Government and A J),D, rust devote"gréater attemtion to
identifying and eliminating ox minimizing the typical sauses of these costly
blockages.

(5) The economic productivity of the projects is proving lower than
anticipated. Some technical production packages are questionable. Senegal's
ability to meet recurrent costs has been generally overestimated: A great
deal more thought needs to be given to ways in which A,I.D, rescurces may
(a) stimulate local productive forces, both on and off-farm and (b) help
to build institutions whose social value equals or exceeds the amounts
spent to maintain them.

(6) A.1.D. has worked virtually exclusively via project grants,

This is too restrictive given the dimensions of Senegal's economic problems.

A summary of the findings for each of the four projects follows.

A. Bakel Irrigated Perimeters (for full results, consult Annex 2)

The purpose of the Perimeters project, located on the Senegal River in
the extreme east of the country, is to increase food production and provide
food security through direct pumping irrigation from the Senegal River.

The organization of this project, under SAED auspices, islbased on a high
degree of local perimeter self-management. Decisions on perimeter con-
figuration, crop choices, debt management and, to an extent, commercial-

ization, are made directly by farmers committees themselvos,



The project is developing this small perimeters approach as an alterna-
tive to large plantation~type enterprises in the river's Delta region. In
tho Delta, where SAED contrq;s and directs all activities, the forms of
land tenure management and thé roles of the farmers and SAED contrast sharply
with Bakel, Under the Bakel model, land is held by individuals who share
in all decisicns and actions relative to the irrigation and wbrking of their
land, If it is successful, the Bakel model, in which SAED only participates
to provide key inputs and services, may have significant ramjfications for
the future development of the Senegal Valley,

A three man evaluation team undortock a field evaluation of the Bakel
Integrated Crop Production Pro ject from March 28 to April 21, 1980. The
ENEA team administered a beneficiary survey in the region during the three
week period, April 11 to May 2. A de-briefing meeting was held on Ma}égq
by the Working Group to present the evaluation findings to project officials
and to invite their responses,

The evaluation’team concurred with the iasin water-control and self-
management themes of the project. It found that the rroject was strongly
supported by the farmers, This was substantiated with precision by the
beneficiary study which found a strong desire on the part of the local
population to continue with the r ¢oject. '

Despite variations between the two dominant ethnic groups in the area,
the survey found that between 40% and 68% of those surveyed has registered
a subsistence consumption surplus and between 7% and 23% a marketable surpl-wus
This marks a significant achievement in the two years in which the project
has been active,

Along with general support for the project, however, the beneficiary
survey revealed strong criticism of wvarious elements of project support,

A large number of farmers, including a higher proportion of women than men,
criticized the high price of inputs, the difficulty of procuring inputs
when needed, as well as the failqre of their pump units and irrigation
systems to reliably and caompletely serve their fields,

The evaluation team generally concurred in these oriticisms. The
team noted serious implementation problems and below optimum production. The
team concluded that shortfalls in produ;tivity and hectarage were primarily

the result of failures of the implementing agencies to deliver technical



assistance and materials in sufficient quantities and at appropriate times.
The team therefore recommended that no further expansion of the perimeters
should be attempted until these essentially institutional problems could
be reu..fied. Otherwise, more sub-optimal perimeters would be created, to
the loss of potential high productivity.

Among the serious deficiencies the team noted was the poor quality of
SAED's topographic and pedological studies, a key part of laying out the
perimeters. This initial problem was compounded by construction activities
proceeding without reference to the studies and without consistent technical
control and superviision. The team further found that technical packages
(including improved seed, insecticides, fertilizer, herbicides and recom=
mended cultivation techniques) have not pbeen developed and disseminated.
This is a joint function of SAED and of ISRA, thﬁ government's agricultural
research agency. o

Training was found to be another serious project shortcoming == both
the training of SAED project staff and of the farmers themselves. Existing
project funds for training have been underatilized and are ,.in any case,
insufficient. The evaluation team found that there is not sufficient trained
SABD staff to do basic engineering work before the construction of a perimeter,
In addition, there are inadequate numbers of SAED personnel to train farmers
in water control techniques, pump maintenance, and horticultural practices.
This training could have an immediate effect on higher nroduction, as the
farmers are the first to acknowledge. As a consequence of the lack of
training, farmers areé dependant upon SAED to help witih pump repair. Since
this help is unreliable, farmers complain about their inability to consis=
tantly increase production to meet the high cost of inputs.

The evaluators found it difficult to make any definite quantified
statements about the cost effectiveness of the project, They also found that
lack of data made it difficult to assess what increases in productivity may
have occurred, whether of food or cash incomes. Farm level records do not
exist; therefore, the computation of gharges in net income for represen-
tative farm budgets are not possible, Nor was SAED able to provide current
figures on perimeter indebtedness, Even given this data, however, the team
considered that the constant unrecorded flux ‘n such critical economic
jndicators as fertilizer and seed costs, fuel consumption, labor and

productivity would make conclusions based on the data open to question.
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) This lack of adequate data has three important consequeénces, First,
at the project level, one cannot be sure that the project's rate of return
is competitive with other alternatives, such as dryland farming or animal
husbandry. Second, becausé farm-level data is of primary importance in
identifying factors which unnecessarily increase costs or restrain pro-
duction increases, it is difficult to develop and recommend technical
packages with any assuraice.

Finally, at the perimeter level, the lack of siuple farm records
render farmers extremely vulnerable, since they cannot be sure of their
indebtedness nor of the wisdom of individual crop choices. Their ability
td manage their own plots is thus limited,

In addition to the crop production portion of the Bakel project, USAID
has also been responsible for the establishment on an associatec health
surveillance system and medical services program, The surveillance system,
established in 1978, is designed toO identify changes in the incidence of
disease resulting from the new irrigation systems, The village healta
services, begun in 1979, are designed to improve the diagnosis and treat-
ment of endemic diseases and to improve sanitation. This health component
was added to the original Bakel Irrigation Project Paper. The activity is
administered by the Hea .th Service office in Tambacounda, and is the
responsibility of the Ministry of Health.

The Health element is suffering from a number nf problemx. First,
because it is an add-on component directed by the Ministry of Health, the
health services and surveillance activities are not closely integrated with
the perimeter production program. Supervision is not close, so that two
year old data is not yet analyzed. The village health huts have supply and
management shortcomings., There is an apparent need for better management of
the health element more closely integrated with that of the crop production
activity.

Managément problems, however, went deeper than this and affected the W
project as a whole. The Evaluation found that there is serious confusion l
over the respective roles of the expatriate advisors, the AID Project ManageJ
the SAED Project Director, and, in the health sub-project, the health progra
staff. Lines of authority are mixed, It is not al&ays clear who is in char
and who should be carrying out which tasks. USAID has servec as a source

of funds, but not as an active participant in the continuing development of
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. the project. Expatriate staff, supplied by AID, work with SAED and are thus
viowed as representatives of SAED's policies and practices, This perception
nhas too often compromised their value as technical experts, lacking the
independence in some situations to make direct technical recommendations,
based on their own training énd experience,

Progress in implementing the perimeters program has been considerably
retarded by the inability of both USAID and the GOS to speed up equipment
procurement processes and the placement of field technicians., Commodity
procurement on both sides is laborious, complicated, and slow. Likewise,
AID staff recruitment process, which failed to provide experts at a crucial
point to assist SAED personnel in perimeter layout., As a partial result, the
farmers went ahead on their own with perimeter construction, causing substan-
tial engineering problems.

f%’ In summary, the cvaluators emphasized the prototypic nature of the
Bakel small perimeter activity. "The benefits from the project will come,
not from the few hectares brought under irrigation during the life of the
project, but rather from replication of a refined system of irrigated
agriculture in lator years. The present state of the art, as currently
practiced in Bakel, with high costs and low yields allows insufficient margin
for error and runs the risk of being rejected by the producers unless

efficiencies are produced,"”

B. The Eastern Senegal Livestock Project (See Annex 1)

This cattle-production, range management project, located in an area
south of Bakel in Eastern Senegal, tests a range management system which
has shown promising results in dry areas of East Africa but which has
been untried:. until now, in the Sahel. In conirast to the standard use
of wells with‘fixéd grazing areas, this system is organized around the use
of ponds, whose reserves of rain water are depleted concurrent with the
carrying capacity of:the surrounding range lands. Animals continue to move
under this system in a modiiied transhumance, thus allowing the pasture
lands to renew themselves annually. If successful, the ponds system could
have an important effect on future range management schemes in the Sahel.

The Livestock Project evaluation was conducted from March 20 to April
18, 1980. The field survey in the Toulekedi zone and in the towns of Bakel

and Tambacounda took place between March 26 and April 4. The team was



agsisted by Government and USAID project officials. The ENEA beneficilary
survey was carried out between April 11-25. A technical level de-briefing
to present the chiaf findings of the evaluation was held on Friday, May 23.

As designed, the Bakel .livestock project consists of a series of actions:
the bull-dozing of 26 rain ponds (the key to the project), development of
herd rotation plans by-herder groups as part of a comprehensive land-use
plan for the zone, a program of fire prevention and control measures, and
a monitoring process of range use to provide for the correction and eventual
replication of the project. Tha prgject also provides for an extension
program to improve animal production.

The project got underway in 1978 with the inttial "sensitization" of
villagers in the project zone by Promotion Humaine, Senegal's community
development agency. At the same time, the project saw to the preparation of
water catchments and firebreaks and to the establishment of a veterinary
health program under Senegal's Livestock Service. AID provided an engineer,
a range management specialist, anc¢ a livestock expert.

In as much as only two of the 26 ponds had been conpleted prior to the
onset of the rains in June, 1975, the evaluation team was unable to comment
on the Success or failure of the overall undertaking. Thec team did, however,
reach important conclusions on the state of advance of other components of the
project.

After two years delay owing to loczl eontract negotiations, the admin-
istrative and laboratory structures, anc the technician housing, is now
complete, Some 200 kilometers of firebreaks and three firetowers have also
been constructed. Ten more ponds are expected to be ready for the rains
in 1980, lesving fourteen more to complete the system, Since only two ponds
were ready to serve the project zone this past year, the ENEA beneficiary
study showed herder dissatisfaction: the ponds were 10-13 kilometers distant
from some villages and, being remote, attracted beasts of prey. The
herders registered clearly in favor of the digging of new village wells or
the repair of old ones. It will be important o deternine if these attitudes
persist.

The evaluation revealed a serious deficiencv in data collection and
analysis under the project --= a particﬁlarly important component in view

of the prototype character of the range system being tried. Given the absence
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of data, the team concluded that it was not possible to verify any gains
which may have occurred, in forage oOr animal production. Related to the
absence of data collection is the absence of an effective animal production
package, and hence of effective animal husbandry services.

The Veterinary Services component, on the other hand, is in place and
fully functioning. It offers impressive services to the herders. In the
survey of beneficiaries, herders from the zone of the project expressed
particular satisfaction with the animal health aSpects of the project;
jncluding vaccinaticns and the provision of medicines for their herds.

As in the irrigated perimeters project, the evaluation team found that

a more concerted effort must be made to train Governmenrt project staff.
There are not sufficient numbers trained to carry out range monitoring and so
to develop the required technical packages. Staff must he prepared to assess
species composition, biomass data, herd size and movements, and the relation
between the density of human settlements and transhumance.

Accofding to the evaluation report, the most important remaining work
to be done as the jnstallation of the ponds continues is the development
of the range management plan and of the 1ivestock production technical
packages. In order to accomplish these tasks well, the local herder organ-
izations, called for under the project, must become more closely involved.
For the time being, however, the ENEA survey indicates that the local herder
organizaticns have only a "paper' reality. Their mempers do not Know what
role they are expected to perform. Yet, it is the local herder groups which
must ultimately assume responsibility for the range plans and the production
of cattle.

The evaluation revealed a number of knowledge gaps impeding the prepar-
ation of the overall land-use plan for the zone. To make the legal desig-
nation of control over water points by herder villages, sociological land
use research is needed. The villagers themselves seem to have a good idea
of the ecological necessity of these assignments. In no case, the evaluators
stressed, should outside agents, whether expatriate project personnel,
Promotion Humaine or the Livestock Service, make assignments of water noints
without close consultation with the herders. Legal assignments must be made .
quickly, however, to prevent outside herders from intruding into the area

and disturbing the balance which the project seeks to assure.
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Participation of the herderc is also essential if the project is to
achieve increased animal off-take. More will need to be known of the
institutions and economics imvolved in cattle production and distribution.
Once again, the herders are the prime source of this information. The same
herder participation will be required if the project is to succeed in develop-
ing an appropriate extension package for lirvestock productior, At this time,
the herders appear to know more about how to produce animals in this zone
than anyone else. In this regard, the ENEA beneficiary survey commented
negatively on the technical level of field personnel, An attempt should be
made to determine what technical levels of the staff are needed.

In short, lack of knowledge of the 1oéa1 environment on the part of the
staff and taeck of participation by the beneficiaries has restricted project
accomplishments. Though there are few benefits so far to the local herders
there is the positive fact, emphasized in the ENEA report, that the animal
health program is very popular and can be said to contribute to overall
productivity.

Regarding the organization of the project, the evaluation noted two
important issues. First, those serving as extension personnel are Promoticn
Humaine "animators" rather than livestock technicians. They are not trained,
or inclined, to gather necessary data or to give technical advice,. Whereas
their role has been to "sensitize' the villagers, the evaluation team concludec
that the animators have instead tended to become a barrier to better under-
standing betwean villagers and project leaders, The fact tiat the animatorsa
do not speak the local language has hindered their ocwn ability to communicate.

Secondly, no sipgle manager is in charge of the project. Consequently,
there is a confusion of roles and tasks. The evaluation clearly incicates
that the Government's services are not successfully coordinated. The
effectiveness of U,S, technical assistance 1s in turn limited by this situa-
tion. Since the evaluation concluded, however, meetings have been held,
which have resulted in a clearer division of tasks within the Village
Organization Group which coordinates activities.

Finally, the evaluation team remarked that even in design, the project
was not well linked with either the national livestock sector nor with other
sectors. Increasing the off-take of animals will be ‘of little use if markets

for these beasts are unavailatle. The 'project design made no plans for
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N

marketing activifies; Unless corrected, it is questionable whether the

project can make any direct contribution to the national goal of meat self-

sufficiency.

C. Senegal Cereals Production I (Annex 4)

In lieu of a full team evaluation, the Joint Assessment Working Group
reviewed three recent USAID evaluations of the Cereals Project, along with
materials from CILSS, the University of Michigan, and SODEVA, in order to
determine what progress has been made in cereals production, The group had
the benefit of contact with SODEVA officials from both the central office
and the regions, ENEA carried out a beneficiary survey in the Department of
Thids and Diourbel in April 1980. Finally a technical-level de-briefing
was held on May 17.

The SODEVA program of crop diversification and intensification was the
result of the early 70's drought and recurrent food deficits, particularly

in staple cereals., The program was part of Senegal's cvolving agricultural

strategy and focused on millet and groundnut production. The national SODZIVA

program had three objectives: First, it was to achicve increasecd production
of peanuts through introduction of improved technical "packages' of seed,
fertilizer, and other clements, Second, the program was to introduce similar
packages for millet intensification. Increased production was intznded to
move Senegal towards cereals self-suffiqiency and hence to result in savings
in import costs. Finally, cereal reserves would be stocked for emergency use
during future droughts. Food security would be enhanced.

The USAID component of SODEVA's program was designed primarily to
increase millet production, given millet's importance for Senegal in food
security. The USAID contribution was also designed to assist in crop
diversification and intensification, Of the program USAID funded:

1. The training and payment of increased numbers of village level

extension agents,

2. In-service training for existing extension workers.

3. Upgrading of training and extension facilities and materials.

4. The establishment of a farm training demonstration system using

USAID funded equipment.
§. The establishment of an Economic Research ana Evaluation Unit which

would circulate agricultural production results back to the
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agricultural research station as part of the process ozl improving
the production package.

The evaluation of the SODEVA piogram, althéugh much less extensive than
the other three project evaluations, brought several important points to 1ight,

Despite the laudable data collection work of the Economic Liaison Unit
within SODEVA, it remains extremely difficult to assess either the real
economic viability of SODEVA technical packages or the overall contribution
of the program to national food self-sufficiency and import substitution,
This is partially a data problem, but it also.reflects the underlying
diffioulty of evaluating a program which is likely to take a long time to
actually demonstrate farm level improvements, The evaluation recommended,
therefore, that AID should keep an open mind concerning the overall perfor-
mance of the Rural Development Agencies, and in keeping with the long time
perspective of the Sahél Development Program, should not withdraw support
from programs just because they do not show early results,

It is difficult to measure changes in productivity within a short period,
given weather, pricing, input availability and other exogenous variables, The
bepeficiary survey conducted by ENEA of 281 farmers in the Thi&s and Diourbel
regions did, however, attempt to gauge changes in cultural practices and
yields since 1974. The survey found that acreage reserved for groundnut
production had increased in both regions. While there are no significant
changes in the distribution of yi¢lds for Thiés, the number of farmers in
Diourbel receiving between 500~600 kg/ha of millet has increased from 56%
to 68% since 1974. The number of farmers has also increased from 30% to
45% receiving a yield of 50-100 kg/ha of. niébs,

The evaluation showed that the project design failed to recognize that
millet production is a system of tasks extending from research to marketing,
While the USAID eontribution to SODEVA concentrated upon the strengthening
of extension work, other financial, managerial and institutional factors also
play crucial roles in the ultimate increases in cereals production and in
farmer and national returns. Given the fact of this train of activities,
project officials in administrating specific tasks, ne¢ed to be sensitiee to
changes in the wider system., For example, the evaluation pointed out, the
recent movement of OGNCAD out of millet purchasing and. markéting will have a

stong effect on production and on the amount of millet reaching consumers.
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Both may de2line unless there.are “compensating actioms taken elsewhare -in .tke
system.

The evaluation raised the prospect that, unless blockages can be
removed to the timely delivery of seeds, fertilizers, and other inputs, there
may have to bo increased reliance on the private sector for inputs., The
findings of the ENEA beneficiary survey showed differences in the behaviour
of farmers from Thids and Diourbel regions regarding the sources they turned
to for some of the imputs they require. The Diourbel farmers are more
likelr than those in Thids to make additional purchases in the open market
of fertilizer and pesticides (70% and 66% compared to 9% and 4% for farmers
in Thias),

The evaluation also noted that the failure of the project at the outset
to view millet production as an integrated system has resulted in cutting
the project off from national objectives and from other projects. The
evaluation felt that, if the cereals project were assessed relative to the
consumer preference for rice and to the regional comparative advantages in
production of millet, the goal of cereals self-sufficiency might be called
into question. It was judged likely that Senegal can produce sufficient mil-
let but, it is just as likely that this production would be at a cost
greater than either imported rice or millet,

The evaluation devoted attention to the prospect that the recent enlarge-
ment of SODEVA's institutional mandate may overwhelm the technical and
managerial capacities of the institution. SODEVA is expancing into new
administrative functions (cooperatives, credit supervision), as well as into
new sub-sectors (crops other than millet, livestock). In sum, the evaluators
feared that SODEVA is being given greater responsibilities then it can

handle, to the peril of both the farmers and the consumer,

D. Sine Saloum Rural Health Care Project (See Annex 3)

The Sine Salouﬁ Rural Health Care Project was evaluated by a three
member team assigned directly by the Administrator of AID. The Bennet
Team visited Senegal from March 21 through April 18, 1980.

The basic concept of the Health project is to improve the level of health:
in the Sine Saloum region by establishing a system of village level health
huts, staffed with local personnel who are trained to handle first aid, to

assist births, to improve village sanitation ard to dispense basic medicines,
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In principle, the system is to be financially and administratively self
sustaining. The project has instituted a system of user fees and local
management committees have, in theory, assumed responsibility for the manage-
ment and administration of the village level system, This system represents
a bold departure from present practices in Senegal and, if successful, covld
set an important precedent. As a result, the project receives wide press
coverage and political attention.

The evaluation determined that the Sine Saloum project is ian many ways
more about management and administration than it is about health, The project
undertook the immense task of establishing 600 village level, auto-financed
health care units in five departments of the Sine Saloum region serving
700,000 people. Although the basic medical interventions are simple, the
. organizational task and potential impact is immense., The project formally
began three years ago, but the huts have only begun to function in the last
nine months, in two of the five target departments.

The evaluation team observed that this massive and administratively
complex project was undertaken without pilot project experience to guide
it. Because the project is such a significant departure from the existing
system, the GOS/USAID project staff could not have anticipated the implemen-
tation problems encountered, Additionelly, because of pressure to open huts
as soon as possible in other departments, few lessons from Nioro, in the
oldest in the project, are being applied. In short, the general Government/
USAID management is not giving due recognition to the experimental nature of
the program. Consequently, the direction has not made important redesign
changes where required.,

In this respect the evaluation team criticized the approach adopted by
the USAID management. '"USAID nover provided, and does not now have, a strong
cohesive technical assistance team to help administer the project.” Instead
AID adopted a "hands off" style of management which attempted to encourage full
village and GOS responsibility for management, The evaluation advocated an
AID role somewhere between a "smothering infustion of technical advisors"
and the present approach of no real supervision at all,

The Bennet team paid close attention to local participation and super=
vision by Government agencies., The team revealed that the basis of the

entire system, the village maragement committees, were not functioning



-17-

" effoctively. Few of the 460 villagers questioned in the ENEA beneficiary
study knew the functions of the committees or knew who the members were.
Furthermore, Government officials at zone and departmental levels did little
to keep the management committges viable or to check on the financial status
of the huts. There are several consequences of this and several probable
causes to the problems,

The primary result is that many huts closed shortly after opening,
primarily for lack of staff or medicines, This phenomenor. will, in all
likelihood, increase since the evaluation found tuie@ whole system is
decapitalizing at the village level. Receipts are simply not sufficient
both to pay the local staff and ~¢ roplenish the initial stocks of medicine,
particularly as the system is now esteblished, In both departments of
Kaolack and Nioro, 65% of the villagers questioned indicated that they had
not gone to the health hut in the previous three months. Non-use is noticeably
higher in Nioro where the project has been functioning for some time. 1In
comparison to other medical care delivery services, the use of health huts
ranks first (61%) in Kaolack and third (21%) in Nioro, rated after the
health post and dispensary. Use of health huts for drug supply also varies
accordingly: first (72%) in Kaolack and third (19%) in Nioro. Few surveyed
people report a shortage of drugs at the hut. However, 19% of people surveyed
in Nioro expect to get other medicines from the hut than those usually
distributed th2:'%. |

The root cause of many of the implementation problems of the project,
the Bennet team found, is that basic decisions were made on recruitment of
staff, location of huts, payment of galaries from receipts, choice of
medicines, and the organization of the medicine supply system at a higher
admintstrative level than that of the users of the health huts.

Another factor accounts for the weakness of the system. The local
management committees could not or would not exercise local controi over the
health huts, First, the major decisions on fiscal structure and recruitment
had already been made for them. Secondly, they did not receive the kind
of training necessary to make basic management decisions or to collect the
right kind of data to make those decisions. Promotion Humaine was to have
trained the local groups in administration. Between this factor and lack of

local finance, the future of the village health system appears dim. TheTe.waa
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43% of the Kaolack sample and 57% of the Nioro sample said they. do not’ believe

villages will be able to take on the cost of the health hut once all external

help ceases, In Nioro this opinion was shared by 76% of the village uotables.
Overall, the team saw the system's problems as stemming from primary

failure to consult the local pop&lations and to factor in observed results

to modify the system. There are strong indications that the original

agréements on lines of autherity, division of tasks and basic structures

were not adhered to. Decisions were made at the Dakar and Regional levels

without adequate knowledge of local conditions. Poor records have made it

difficult to monitor the system, to supervise work in this large geographic

area, or to know if the project is being effective. Lack of training has

compcunded the supervisicn problem. This in turn significantly increased

the responsibility and work load of the Health Post Chiefs, particularly

since the local supervisory units never were created, The whole project,

purportedly self-financing and managing, has thus taxed rather than

augmented both the financial and administrative capacities of the existing

health system,

I1I. Reading the Assessment: Pointers for the future

A. The Pointers

As the joint planning phase begins (July-November, 1980) the Government/;
USAID Management Committee does well to review what the Assessment has shown.i
The Assessment spent little time elaborating the well-drawn descrip-
“tions which exist of Senegal's basic limitations and requirements., Much has’

already been written of Senegal's extremely narrow production base (peanuts
and some phosphates) and the rapid expansion of her largely unschooled
peopulation.

What the assessment highlighted is that the present low productivity
of Senegal's capital and labor resources is at the heart of Senegal's
development problem, Further the Assessment has shown that, both on the
side of the economic evaluation and on that of the USAID projects themselves,
there are limitations relying exclusively upon public or para-statal agencies
to carry out development activities,

A major conclusion of the project evaluations, though hardly unique
to Senegal, was that without adequate incentives, training,and responsibility

local populations will not carry forward project activities, much less
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propagate them. For this to happen, local populations - the beneficlaries
themselves - must play a key part in the design and administration of their
projects. Training, the evaluations stressgd, in addition to incenti;es and
delegation of authority, is very important to true local participation and
cannot be ignored,

In a larger sense, as well, the economic assessment underlined the
importance of reducing our reliance on public services -- subsidized credit
and government extension services, for example -~ to increase rural production
More needs to be understood about how less regulated markets work for credit,
inputs and crop sales, More needs to be known about how these markets might
be used as instruments of development policy in Senegal., In the same way,
cdoperatives need to be formed around activities which the farmers reully
want to do together; otherwise they are likely to fail. Productive off-
season employment opportunities nced to supplement agricultural production.
Alternatives to the government cocperational form of organizing local in-
itiatives need to also be explored,

Thus, ways must be found, and urgently, to begin building from the
bottom, to create an environment conducive to the emergence of decentralized
rural institutions and to the greater 'ownership" of projects and programs
by the people for 'vhom they are intended.

Beyond this peint, however, the Assessment had several things to say
about AID projects themselves in relation not only to the local beneficiaries,
as we have seen, but to the larger economic picture, as well. AID projects,
it appears, are too insular, too inward-looking and self-contained. The
projects do not appear to be part of an overall strategy in which all the
various donors relate and exchange information, Possibly this is because,
until Senegal adopted the new '"Plan de Redressement'', massively supported
by the IMF and World Bank, such a plan has not before existed in earnest.
But this self-contained quality of AID project assistance may also be a
limitation cf AID's log~frame design concept. AlID, the Assessment suggests,
should perhéps look beyond project poals to the adequacy of projects to meet
national needs,

The Assessment, in this way, raised fundamental questions about the
purpose and adequacy of the project approach when faced, as here, with a

national economic emergency. Projects appear from this Assessment to assume



their true importance chiefly as prototypes, on the growing edge &f the
economy, pointing the way towards better ways of organizing irrigation,
managing the range, treating the sick. Their time pay-out is never in the
short or even medium term. Faced with these acute difficulties, however,
shouldn't projucts be supplemented with another kind of aid -- ones, if
possible, which could make even the projects themselves impact more
efféctively?

These very points suggest the outline of a revised AID program for
Senegal, The essential task of the Management Committee {which will be
continued as the Joint Evaluation.and Planning Committce, or CEP) will be
to determine what the shape and content of this USAID program should be over

the next five years,

B. Main Precepts for Future Planning

The Assessment, together with much prior analysis, has revealed the
major constraints to development’ in Senegal, |

The macro-economic aspects of those constraints have also been well
defined by the IBRD and IMF. Senegalese policy makers have agreed with that
analysis and are undertaking an extensive reform program. As a result, the
IMF and IBRD are in the process of making major resources available to
alleviate Senegal's balance of payments and budgetary difficulties.

The analysis by these internatic al organizations also coincides with
AID's policy view, especially in agriculture, The sectoral framework for
AID policy was clearly established by the formulation of the Title III
program now under implementation, This overall picture of balance of payments
requirements, internal economic structural changes, and the resulting
budgetary needs provides a cogent outline for AID program formulation. The
principal policy framework for AID over the next five years, therefore, may
be summarized as follows:

Balance of Payments: AID will participate with the World Bank, France,

EEC and Germany in support of the economic reform program being initiated
under the aegis of the IMF. AID will do so by supplying balance of payments
assistance directed at the agricultural sector. AID has already scheduled
Title III funds of $7 million a year over the next three years. The USAID

is proposing an Agricultural Sector.Grant of approximately $5 million a year
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for fiscal years 1982 through 1985. The grant will be tied directly to the
import of agricultural requirements needed to support production activities.
While the combined total of $12 million a year in agricultural sector support
is modaest inr:.comparison with Sénegal's requirements, it is substantial

enough to permit AID to play a constructive part in the macro-economic
considerations of the Government. This contribution also provides important

political support for the IMF sponsored program,

Local Currency Program: Local currencies generated by the Title III

Frogram and the Agricultural Sector Grant will be used to address internal
structural constraints within the agricultural sector. Ways of dealing with
these constraints may include revisions of price policy and market systems,
the encouragement of village level cooperatives and the establishment of the
means for creation of capital in the rural areas leading to the reestablish-
ment of a dynamic African private sector within the rural economy. The
growth of a private sector could involve the beginning of a rural banking
system focused on agricultural production and related off-farm employment,

A second way in which local currency proceeds will be utilized will be in
removing the constraints identified in the agricultural sector: both by the
policy analysis being undertaken in the first phase of the Title IIl program,
as well as by the agricultural planning and research activity to be implement-

ed in early 1981.

Project Assistance: The Joint Assessment of the on-going USAID

program-has revealed some limitations of AID project assistance. Neverthe-
less, project assistance will remain the principal form of USAID assistance
in the near term., But, the local currencies generated by the Title IIIl and
the Agricultural Sector Grant will become increasingly important in helping
create more flexible project assistance. The local currencies will be used
in concert with direct dollar aid to permit more efficient project procure-
ment, thereby accelerating implementation significantly. The local
currencies will also be used to create linkages between the projects on one
hand and local socleties and administrative structures on the other. Such
linkages will facilitate the involvement of these local organizations in
the achievement of project objectives and will build grass-root capacities

to utilize project aid more completely and rapidly. ° Assisting this process
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in the fuéure, a complete evaluation of the beneficiaries' needs by
Senegalese organizations such as ENEA will precede the design of each project.

The AID program, therefore, for the period from FY 82 to FY 86 will be
concentrated on a well integrated series of investments stemming from support
for monetary reform encouraged by international financial institutions;
direct involvement in removing internal constraints to increased production
and economic growth; and finally, the establishment of project mechanisms
which will impact much more directly and efficiently upon the beneficiary
population. . "

The achievement of this strategy will in many ways depend upon close
coordination with other doness, for it is clear that AID's share of total
external assistance, while important, will continue to be comparatively
modest. A mope efficient mechanism for coordinatling the inputs of other
donrs will, therefore, have to be identified and established. The modalities
gor this coordination, along with other important questions raised in the
course of the assessment, will be pursued in the context of the joint planning

activity.



