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SUMMARY

General description of EC funding

Camernon, Senegal and Tanzania ere membars of the group of 66 African, Caribbean
and Pacific (ACP) countrles that signed the third Lomé convention. This
convention {s the most recent in a series of five-year agreements, mainly on aid
and trade, that assoclate a group of countries with the European Community (EC).
The financing of these agreements {s provided through the European Development
Fund (EDF). The lst EDF covered the peciod 1958-64. The 6th EDF that corresponds
to the third Lomé Cenvention is now operational, but as yet glsbursements have
been limited. Cameroon end Senegal have henefited since the first £DF was set
up, Tanzania participated only from the 4th EDF. The EDF is managed by the
Comnission of the European Communities (CEC) except for a relatively small
component of risk capital that is handled by the Europeen Investment Bank (EIB).

The EOF resources cen be subdivided into progremmed end non-programmed aid. The
envelope of programmed eid ellocated tc e country s determined at the beginning
of each convention and conaists mainly of grants and a smaller quantity of
gpecial loans(soft loans with more than 80 % grant element).
The allocation i{s determined largely on the basis cf,pOpulation and per cepitea
GDP and tekes into account also land-lockedness oriinnularity and the level of
past EDF assistancs.
Nori-programmed aid {s not allocated to apecific countries. Depending on the
circumstances countries may benefit from it.
An impoctent type of non-proyremmed aic is STABEX which serves to compensate for
downward fluctuations in earninga from exports of selected egriculturael products
to the EC. A similar system exists to cover mineral exports (SYSMIN). Qther
types of non-pragrammed aid are risk cepital that 1s used to acquire temparary
minority holdings in compenies snd exceptional or emergency assistance granted
to cope with calamities.
Outside the EDF, but within the convention framework, there ere "normal" loans
provided by the CIB. Thes~ loans are at market conditions, but they may be
suftened by interest subsicies that come from the EDF. Apart from the
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conventions Tenzania, Senegal anc to a much lesser extent alao Camerron have
benefited from ygrant aid financed on the CEC annuel budget. The most important
form of such aid is fooo aid, followed by cofinancing provided to

non-goverrmental orpanisations.

A sumnery of EC aild ta Cameroon, Senegal and Vvanzenle is given in table 1.The
figures in table 1 are exoressed in European Currency Units (ECU), a basket of
European currencies. For simplicity, no distinction {s made belween the European
Unit of Account and the ECU which wes only {ntroduced in 1978. Up to 1¥70 the
ECU was defined to be equivalent to the doller. From 1971 tc 1981 the ECU was
“strong" sgainst the dollar with a peak in 1980 when 1 ECU equalled about 1.4
dollar. Between 1981 and 1986 the ECU was weak versus the doller (down to 1 CCU
= 0.80 $), but recently the situation was reserved (presently 1 ECU = 1,14 §).
When the figures in table 1 are convected to constent 1983 ECU purchasing power
and further into dollars one obtaing cumuletive aid commitments to Senegal and
Cameroon {n excess of 900 million dollars. In_this total amount the first and
second EDF weigh heavily. For Tanzania the 1983 constant dollar value is around
400 million.

Referring to table 1 one cen see that normal EIB loans have been paerticularly
important in Cameroon; Special loana have been reletively important both in
Senegal erd Cameroon. Aid to Tanzenle has been largely in the form of granta.
Senegal hae received very high STABEX transfers. In fact Senegal has been the
major beneficiary of STABEX said.

Not r-epresented in table 1 are the regional projects., Both Senegal and Tanzania
end to a lesser extent Cemeroon have benefited from such projects. In the case
of Tanzenia they focused an transport links with neighbouring lendlocked
countries. In the case of Senegel important finance wae provided for the dame or
the Senegal river. Other reglonal finance covered training facilit{ies,
agricultural fesearch and particularly animal diseese control.

Procurement for EDF projects is mainly done by internationel tenderiny open to
all ACP and EC Member States. The 3rd Lome convention contains some provisions
to favour contracts in ACP States. Their share in the total value of EDF
contracts has increased from almost 15 % in the sixties to approximately 30 % by
1984. Around 2% goes to third countries.

-/o
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Sectoral breakdown of commitments

One can see in tebles 2 end 3, that up to the third EDF (1971-75) project
funding has been concentrated on physelical i{nfrastructure. In Cameroon this
included roeds and port facilities but it wes mainly focused on raflways. In
Senegal trunk roads and bridgea accounted for the bulk of physical
infrastructure.

Agrieultural end rural development activities, broedly defined such &s to
Include processing, rurel roeds, rural health centres, irrigation faci{lities ang
agricultural achools,has baen the second most important funding sectos up to the
third EDF. More recently, especfally for the 5th EDF (1981-B5) thia sector is
the most tmpoctent covering in Cameroon, Senegal a3 well ma Tenzania more than
50 % of project funds.

Social infrastructure, defined es schools and hospitals, constitutes the third
moat important sector for EDF assistance.

Together, the sbove mentloned sectors have absarbed more than HQ % of EDF
resources. Nevertheless several other ectivities have consistently benefited
from some EDF support : non-agriculturally linked industry, mining,
scholerships, trade and tourism pramotion end essistance faor development
administration,

Within egricultural and rural development there have been quite drastic shiftsa
aver time {n the sharés of different subsectors (sed taeble 4). The most striking
shift ln Seneqal and Camerocon has been from export crop production and
processing towerds food crop production.

Livestock, fisheries end forestry have on the whole absorbed a relatively small
part of E£0F eld. (An exception is livestock in Senegal that accountod for 25 %
of agricultural eid under the 4th EDF),

It {s noteworthy that for Tanzanie the Sth EOF (1981-85) maintained a larger
share for export crops within total agriculturs then either Senegel or Camerocn,

The importance of technical assistance for agricultural production has
fluctuated {n Senegel and Cameroon being on average between 10 and 15 %. Fowever
in 8ll three countries the 5th EDF (1981 85) has & high share of technicel
asaistance (almost 20 %).

The factors that explain the sectoral breakdown of EDF funding and its evolution
over time are diverse and usuelly reflect country priorities, However, in a
general wey, they also re‘lect the trends in development thinking. In the

sixties the lack of basic Infrastructure was seen as the major constraint on
/
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economic growth. As the newly independent countries did not have resources to
Finence such investment the EDF stepped in. Another mejor growth constraint was
lack of humen resoucces explaining EDF fnvestment in educational and health
facflities. At the same time expoct crops wera aeen as the only expandable
sources of foreiyn exchange and government revenue to pay for industriaslfsation
and for the consolidation of public sdministration, explaining the high share of
support for such crops.

The 1972-74 werld food crisis hes influenced the broakdown of funding. Fand
imports in many African countries (e.g. Senegal) had boen rising repidly and
were absorbing a large share of export revenue. The high prices wnd volatility
of food prices on the warld market provided importent justificetions to mave

ald funds towards food crops, This shift is clearly eppliceble to EDF funding in
Cameroon and Senegal. More recently it became spparent that African governments
had serious problems to finance the recurrent costs essociated with phygical end
saciel {nfrestructure. This led to a slow down in the funding For such
infrastructure end to the possibility to ues EDF resources to cover recurrent
expenditures and rshabilitation.

Agricultural esaistence to Cameroon

Under the first EDF agricultural cooperation wes quite dispersed and consisted
mostly of rural infrestructure. For the second and third EDF resourcas were
concentrated on export ccops: groundnuts, coffee, cotton, sugar cane but moat
importently palm oil.

The pelm oil projects concerned mainly the creation of plantaticna ir. the

South Vest near Douala. Mare than 10,000 ha of palm treea have been developed.
Assistance was also provided for processing. The palm oil operations have been
financed by using & mix of grants, rtsk capital, special loans and normal

loans. More recently, using 4th EDF funds an outgrowerse programme has heen
Financed in the same area. On the’whole, the palm oil actions have been quite
Succeasful contributing to expart revenue, domestic consumption of vegatable ofl
as well g3 employment. Problems have been encountered especially as regards lang

tenure issues.
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The outgrowers scheme has been a succegs {n terms of area planted, but less in
terms of yields. However, the scheme also led to & reduction {n shifting
cultivetion and thus made a contribution to resource conservation.

Other cash crop development supported by the EDF, particularly tea has been much
less successful, partly due to coordination problems with cofinancing agencies,
management problems and cost gverruns.

Inteyrated rural cevelopment in the North East Benoue area was atarted ln 1973
usiny mainly Jrd EDF funds. The project was continued under the 4th and Sth

EDF. It emounted to e resettlement project with most of the resources devnted to
infrastructure (access roads, schuols, health and community centres). Sxtension

bath for food and cash crops and to encourage animal traction wes also

Incluved., Immigration into the aree turned out tao be much more rapid than
anticipated and the project has certainly contributed much to the wall being of
these immigrents. Infrestructural targets were generally met and school
enrollment jumped upwards. Agriculturel production targets were met for some
cash cropa (cotton) but not for food crops even though food availability has
been satisfactory., Mare recently (1984) a fisheriesproject that seems to ba very
promising has been set up in the same area.

The £C, together with Cemercon government, German and IFAD assistance, has also
supported integraeted rural development in the North West province. The mein

emphasis for EDF Funde has been ta strenghten small scale farming by
underpinning the cooperative movement and organising storage and distribution of
farm inputg. On the whole, disbursement hes been slow and results have not yet
fulfilled expectations.

The othar major eyricultural project supported by the EDF hes heen in the upper
north and corcerns irrigated rice production along the Logone and Chari rivers.
This project was conceived around the time (1975) when the real price of rice on
the world market wes at record levels. Actual operations started in 1979. Apert
from contributing directly to food aveilability the project has a clear reglonal
equity objective, beceuse it genarates cash revenue in the most arid region of
Cameraon. Sirilar projects, of e larger scale, ace supported in the seme area by
the World Benk and France.

-/o
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The project has chosen an approach using madern technology and full weter
control, allowiny double cropping. Yields have been rather spectacular and
higher then expected : more than 10 tonnee of paddy per ha per year (2

seasons). Nevertheless, the costs have also been high becsuse of advanced
technology. Ouring the recent drought (1982-84) the scheme certainly contributed
to food security and revenu: in the area. However, more recently,better rainfail
has led to a large increase in avajlability of traditional crops (serghum /
millet) decreasing local needs for rice. At the same time the import perity
price of rlee in the larye urhan centbes of Douela and Yaounde has decreased
drustically.

As a resuylt, the rice from the Logone and Chari cannot be profitably sold
outside the area. This problem {s further aggraveted by a lack of paddy
processing capacity. Cucrently (1987) there is a large atock of paddy For which
there is no market outlet. Therefore, despite technical success the economic
viability of the rice projects appears st present condltions very doubtful. A
solution cculd be scught by simultsneous action along different lines : reducing
costs of the irrigation schemes, intraducing alternative crops with strong
demand, planning of procesaing facilities, developing an adequate rice price
policy et national level. Tempory ebandoning of purchase guarantee at fixed
producer price might not be avoidable.

/

Agriculturel assistance to Senegal

The EDF support for agricultural development in Senegal shows uan evolution over
time that L9 brcadly similer to what happened in Cadgrdon.

During the sixties emphasis was put on export crop broduction, particularly
groundnyts, but also cotton. However, unlike in Cameroon thare were already at
that time EDF projects focused on food production in the Casamance ares., In the
geventiss the focus has shifted towards develoqment of food crops end llvestock.

The large acale EC intecrventions in the groundnut system atarted eround 1965 and
were conceived as en inteyrated package with two main components ¢ strengthenirg
the production system (through extension, supply of inputs, intraduction of
animal traction) and price support to make the groundnut products competitive cn
the European vegetsble oil market. The subsidies were deaigned to be phased out
over five years, the period that wes judged necessery to reduce production costs
to be ccmpetible with worla market prlces.

o/ )
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The programme heg been hindered by irreqular end low rain’all, by low and
unstable world prices and by macketing problems. Nevertheless it seems fair to
say that both programme components contributed towards preventing a collapse of
the sactor which up to now remains one of the essential sources of foreign
exchange in Senegal.

Alreedy under the second FDF the groundnut programme wes complemented by
wrojects to diversify the sources of export revenue. After {nitfal experimente
In the early sixties cotton was {ntroduced as e cash crop. Confectionary
yroundnuts were introduced somewhat later, Both products have mege a modest, but
gustalnable contribution to ferm income and employment, equilibrated regional

fncome distribution end export revenus,

Sizeable investments have been financed by the EDF, in eddition to seversl other
contributions, ko strengthen irrigated agriculture i{n the Senegal rive: area.

Both large scale and small scale schemes have been developed. EDF funds have
mainly been used for land development, infrastructure and technical assistance,
Management hes been the reaponsability of a parastatal. Because of goad farmer
participetion and low Lnvestment and malntenance costs the results on the smell
schemes have been quite satisfactory. The profitability of the large schemes has
been low due to high overhead costs.

Nevertheless both larye end small schemes are preasntly facing serious problems
beceuse o the very low import parity price of rice. The problems are similar to
thase in the North of Cameroon, but they ere harder to tackle in Senegal beceuse
rice irportg are much larger and because Senegal hes less foreign exchange
resources than Cemeroon. More flexibility needs to be introduced in the schemes
8o that farmers cen aujust their crop mix and take advantage of the
apportunities of livestock products to maximise their revenues, For completeness
one ghould also add that the EDF is contributing to the large dam prcjects
(Diama and Menantali) on the Senegal river.

It was stated above that Senagal hes bsen the major benefici{ery of STABEX
tranafers., All of these transfers have been to compensate for the reduction of
the export value of groundnut products. In a way one can see these transfers as
8 continusticn of the price support that was provided during the sixties. Most
STABEX resources have been allocated es balance of payments support directly tn
the government agency to stabilise farm prices cf groundnuts,

There has also been some use of STABEX Funds in specific rural development
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With respect to Senegal it is elso importent to refer to food aid. A significent
part of the food import bill has been cover2d tarough food aid, especially
during the drought years. Much of the food ald sllocated to Senegal has been
used for free distribution to disadvantaged population groups.

More cecently the EC has insisted tc have Food aid (in normal yeers) yold at the
market price and have the resulting counterpert funds geared towards regulating
the cereals market or to finance rural development projects. In 1935 a
common(i.e. multidonor) counterpart fund was established.

Agricultural assista~ce to Tanzania

EC cooperatinn with Tanzania dateg effectively from 1975 when the first Lome
convention was signed. Therefore the EDF "portfolio" in Tenzenia is much more
limited then in Camezoon &nd Senegal. In reletion to agriculture three broad
areas have been funded : coffee production, integrated rural development in
Iringe region and processing of egricultural raw materials.

Coffee {s (and {s expected to remein in the foreseeable future) the most
importent foreiyn exchange earner for Tanzania. Since 1978, the coffee
development progreamme has covered several aspects : nurseries,

research, extension, provision of inputs, proceasing, feeder roads and technical
asaistance. All the mejor coffee growing ereas have been supported. It is
belisved that this haé vontributed to meintaining production levels (while
geveral other export crops have declined significently, e.g. cotton, sisal and
cashew nuts)., It ia foreseen that onffee support will, under Lomé 3, be
complemented by support For food production in coffee,growing areas. Especlally
from 1979-1983 the profitablility of coffee pnoductioﬁ ot the farm level has been
adversely effected by the overvalued exchange rute {in other words by
maintaining a constant exchange rate during a perlod of rapid domestic
{inflation) end by the insufficient avsilebility of baslc consumption good in
rucel areas. More recent’v, especielly since mid-1986 the exchenge rate has
moved towards & more reelistic level and coffee producers have received
important price increases in real terms.

Since 1978 the integrated rurel develcpment project for Iringa region has
provided sssistance for egricultural extension, oxenization, small scale
irriqation, veterinary support, poultry improvement, reforestation end feeder

./t

TEUMA LTTIN @93 N&3 TTIST 23, T0da

T
b
L
[0}
T
(o]



-9-.

roads. Apert from the delivery of farm Inputs and extenaion, the main physical
achiavements, included the construction of atores, the improvement of access
roads, the estsblishment of oxen training units at village level and an increase
of the pyrethrum area.

The results of the project in terms of generating additional farm {ncome are
difficult to asseas but seem to have been rather disappolnting. Insufficient
administrative capacity end lack of direct Involvement of the local farmers ace
partial explanations, but the effect of these shortcomings hes been amplified by
an adverse price policy enviranment.

More specifically farmers could not obtain & sufficient reward for their
marketable surplus of maize cn the official market. Also the lncreass of the
project area during the second phase (Laome II) of the project meant that
resources were spread rather thinly over a large area.

Agricultural processing has been supported through the construction of a cotton
canves factary, which was completed in 1983. At the beginning production has
been seriously hampered by the lack of foerefiyn exchange needed to obtain apare
parts. Currently, because of the prices of raw material end the exchange rate
end because demand by a neighboring shoe factory is much below expectation,

profitability {s very,law.

Food eid has alsa been relatively importent in the case of Tenzania. Over the
past five years cereals imports have been almost 300 kt per year of which more
than half has been covered by food aid provided by several donors including the
EC. In 1984 an agreement was reachsd on the use of counterpart funds generated
by EC food eid. This ayreement is a basis for better integrating food aid with
other forms of assistance. In principle the Funds will be used for rural
development.

Recent developments

The third Lomé convention which was signed in December 1984 end came {nto effect
by mig-1986 contains a number of methodologicel improvements designed to
increase the efficiency and viability of EC assistance. Some important chenges

are
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« concentration of aid in one or a two sector programmes;

+ 8ome form of "policy dlelogue" to ensure that e sector programme is not
hindered by an unfavaurable "policy environment™;

+ 1increased flexibility (e.g. to cover maintenence and rehabilitation;

« pogsibility to finance impart programmes linked to a concentration asector;

+ lintegration of food aid with other aid, partly by using counterpart funde.

These improvementa are in line with the food strategy approech that was followed
In 4 pilot countries. For each ACP State the government, together with the EC
has prepared an indicative programme that defines the concentration area, sets
out the policy measurea that are deemed necessary and outlines the broad
framework to sllocete the aid resources. In most cases, particularly in
Cameroon, Seneyal and Tanzania foad securlty has been chosen as central
objective and more than 80 % of programmsble resources will be allocated to
agricultural and rurel development.

In Tanzania and Senegsl efforts will continue to integrate food aid with other

development atd.

The main policy measures that are referced to in the indicative programmes are :

. adequate price incentives for farmers;

. land tenure measures to guerantee farmers continuous and secure access to
lang;

+ an adequate commerciel policy es regards cereals;

« measursy to prevent ar diminish environmental declinej

+ sufficient foreign exchange retention for export crop producers.

As regards Cemeroon it {a planned to allocate most programmable resources (96
MECU) to consoliuating rural development in Logone and Chari area, to extenting
the North Eaat Benoue activities and to setting up a rural development programme
in the North West. In the case of Senegal tha intention is to concentrate all
Lome IIl programmeble resouices (97 MECU) on rural development in the Senegal
river area. The most importent component will be for the further development of
the small scale villege irrigated perimeters. Another major component will be
rural infrastructure, including road rehebllitation. The programme has a five
year horizen and fits into the new agriculturel policy of Senegsl.
In Tanzania the indicative programme (169 MECU) will be concentrated on food
production, coffee expansion and rural infrastructure to support egriculturel
development.,

/o
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Conclusions

It is extremely difficult end hesardous to draw conclusions out of more than 25
years of development cooperation between Cameroon, Seneqal and the EC. Even

though the period of coopevation with Tanzania was much shorter the complexity

of agricultural development issues necessitates caution to avoid easy
yeneralisations., The points listed below, must therefore be considered as

tentative.

1.

2.

O

Cash crop projects have on the whole bean more successful in terms of
reaching physical targets end also in terms of generating ravenue for Fermers
than food creop support, even though there have been periods when adverse
world market prices have caused severe problems. A possible explenation is
that cash crop development could build on more institutionel end other
resources. It {g essisr to attract progressive farmers to start a new venture
than to upyrade traditicnal crops for a lsrge dispersed group of subsistence
producers. This is r2inforced by the lack of technological packages for such
crops.

Cash crop projects can make a contribution to smallholder develupment (e.g.
coffee in Tanzania, groundnuts and cotton in Senegal, outgrowers scheme in

Cameroon).

"Integrated" rural development hes often led to diseppointing resulta.
Possible explanations could be that such proJecﬁa’ére very demanding on local
management capacity or that the time horizon over which such projects are
carried out is too shart in view of the complexity of the tasks. Projects
that focus on generating a marketable surplus of food crops or that rely on
timely delivery of new i{nputs (seed, fertilizer etc..) are particularly
vulnerable. Also from the donor's point of view such projects are difficult
to supervise and coordinate. Communication with field staff can he time
consuming and pratlematic. To al'eviate some of the difficulties one could
use a cluster approach implying that e.g. an educational activity is only set
up if it helps to remove & bottleneck on agricultural procuction. Also one
should not gpread resources too thinly over a large erea and take a long term
epprosch thet {s build up gradually.
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4.

6.
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Government policles, even though not necessarily directly related to
agriculture (e.g. exchange pate) have a more profound effect on the success
of projects than {s usually assumed at the eppralsal stage of prajects.

Large irrigation schemes geared to rice production have been rather
unguccessaful in economic terms. The profitebility at farm level could often
only be obteined by the free or subsidised supply of inputs. In many cases
the lossea on production are hidden in the overall deficits of the
parastatals that supervise such schemes. On the whole better resuylts are
obtained when the supervising or management orgenisation has & high degree of
financial autonomy. Larye schemes also do not create a lot of employment
bacause of the use of advenced technology. Smell icrigation achemes heve baen
more successful, to a large extent because of lower cost and better Farmer's

participatiaon.

Food aid has "graduated" from being either surplus dispossl or a pure relief
aperation {n tn g development cesource. The increassed use of triangular food
aid 19 aiso important In this respect as is the possibility to substituts
input aid for food aid, if the circumstances maske that preferable. In this
way "food eld" can contribute to a balanced cereals market policy.
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Table 1a Aid commitments to Camercon (a) {(million ECu)

EDF 1 EDF 2 EDF 3 EDF & EOF 5

Programmed atd

(allocation) (51.3)  (53.9) (58.8) (55.3) (69.0)
grants 51.3 39.4 49.9 J2.8 29,2
special lonang - 14,5 8.9 20.8 17.9
subtotal 51.3 53.9 58.8 53.5 4741

Non proyrommed aid

intereat subaidies - - 0.5 4,2 20.9
risk capital - - 0.5 S.0 -

exceptional aid - - - 2.3 1.6
STAREX - - - 4.1 29.6
subtotal - - 1.0 15.6 52.1

Total EDF commitmenta 51.3 53.9 59.8 69.2 99.2

CEC budget commitments(b) 0.5 3.5 2.5
ElB loana (c) - 11,3 6.0 32.6 95.7

TOTAL o 51.3 65,2 66.3 105.3 197.4
Notes

(a) The figures reflect financing decisions up to 30 September 1986
and are expresaed {n current prices. As an approximation one can say
say thet US $ 1.0 = ECU 1.0

(b) Commitments on the annual CEC budget consisting mainly of
food aid, NGO cofinancing end special programmes.

(c) EIB loans are sllocated within the context of the diffesrent
cooperation conventions, using the Bank's own resources.
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Table 1b Afd commitments to Senegal (million ECU)

EDF 1 EDF 2 EDF 3 GTDF4 EDF S

Proyrammed eid

(allozation) (42.9) (67.4) (57.1) (59.0) (69.0)
yrunts 42,9  61.5 52,8  39.4  37.4
special loams - 5.9 4,3 19.3 18.9
subtotal 42,9 67.4 57.1 58,7 56.3

Non proyrammed aid

{nterest subsidies - - - 1.8 5.6
risk capital - - 0.8 7.4 4.2
exceptionsl aldg - - 9.2 4.6 2.1
STABEX - - - 65,1 90.6
subtotal . - 10.0 78.9 102.5
Total EDF commitments 42.9 67.4 67.1 137.6 158.8
CEC budyet commitments - - 4.3 14,9 29.3
EIB loans 2.4 1.4 12,0 21.0
TQTAL | 42.9 £€9.8 82.8 164.5 209.1
N
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Teble lc Ald commitments ta Tanzania (million ECU)

EDF 1 EDF 2 EDF 3 EOF &4 EDF 5

Proyrammed ajd

(allocatiaon) - - - (103.4) (120.7)
yrants - - - 69.7 9644
special loans - - - 32.9 11.6
subtotal - - - 102.6 10€.0

Non progremmed aid

interest subsidies - - - 0.1 -
risk capital - - - 7.8 11.0
exceptional aid - - - 0.3 a.5
STABEX - - - 20,7 20.9
subtotal - - - 28.9 32.4
Total EDF commitments - - - 131.5 140.4
CEC budget commitments - - 7.5 14.1 48.0
EIB loans - - 5.0 -
TOTAL - - 150.6 188.4
<74 TESITIET-T-TEONES JTTIN 291 #N3T 2791 L2, T0'JdaH /



cohoaLI~L-is

Table 2 Sectoral allocation of EDF pruject assistence (a) (MECU)
EDF 1 EDF 2 EDF 3 EOF & EDF 5

Cameroon
Agel-rural development 5.9 15.5 17.4 28.6 35.8
Trensport infrastructure 34.0 26.0 29,2 20,5 22.6
Social infrastructure 9.7 7.0 9.2 4,) 3.2
Industry - 1.6 - 6¢3 4.8
Other 1.7 3.0 4,0 5.6 3.2

TOTAL 51.3 53.9 59.8 £5.1 69.6
Senegal
Agri-rural development 9.3 5249 37.4 25.4 35.9
Transport infrastructure 22.2 5.4 21.1 14.6 5.0
Social infrestructure 11.0 6.9 1.5 17.1 11.0
Industry . - 1.1 9.7 8.4
Other 0.4 2.2 6.0 4.7 7.9

TOTAL 4z.9 67.4 67.1 72.5 68,2
Tanzanis
Agri-rural develapment - - - 49.0 61.4
Transport tnfrastructure - - - 40.8 26.4
Social infrastructure - - - 6.3 21.3
Industry - - - 13.5 9.1
Other - - - 1.2 1.3

TOTAL - - - 110.8  119.5

(a) ALl EDF commitments, excluding STABEX allocstions,
Situation et 30 Sept. 1984.
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Table 3 Secteral asllocation of EDF project ald (percentages)

EOF 1 EOF 2 EDF 3 EDF 4 EDF S

Cameroon
Agr. and rural development 11.5 8.8 29.1 43.9 51.6
Tronaport infrastructuce 66.3 48.2 48.9 31.5 32.6
Scelal infrastructure 18.9 14.5 15.4 6.3 4.6
Industry (non ayr.) 0.0 3.0 0.0 9.7 6.9
Qther 3.3 5.6 6.7 8.6 4.3
TOTAL l0o.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Senegal

Ayr. end rural development 21.7 78.5 55.7 36.4 52.6
Transport infrastructurs 51.7 8.0 3l.4 20.] 7.3
Soclel {nfrastructurs 25.6 10.2 2.2 23.6 16.1
Industry (non agri.) 0.0 0.0 1.6 13.4 12.3
Other 0.9 3.3 8.9 6.5 11.6
TOTAL 100.0 loo.0 16C.C  100.0 100.0

Tanzania

Age. and rurel development 44,2 51.4
Trengport infrastructure 36.8 22.1
Saclel infrastructure 5.7 17.8
Industry (non agr.) 12.2 7.6
Other 1.1 1.1
TOTAL 100.0 100.0
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Teble 4 EDF aid for agricultural end rursl development (percentaqges)

Cameroon OF 1 EDF 2 EDF 3 EDF & EDF 5

Subsistence crop

Cxport crops

Crop processing

Livestocek

Fisheries

Forestry snd cunservation
Phys.infrastructure
Sactlel Infrastructure
Other
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Senegal EDF 1 EDF 2 EDF 3 EDF & EDF 5
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Subsistence crops .
Export crops
Crap processing
Liveatock
Fisherles
Forestry and conservation
Phys. infrastructure
Soc. infrastructure
Other
TOTAL
Total value {MECU)
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Tanzania ‘EDF 4 EDF 5

Subsistence crops
Export crops
Crop processing
Livestoek
Fisheries
Forestry and conservation
Phys. infrastructure
Soc. infrastructure
Other

TOTAL

Totel velue (MECU)
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