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ACITON MEMORANDUM FCR 'lEE ASSISTANr AI:MINISTRATOR FOR AFRICA

FRCM: Mr. NoDllBI1 ~~/PD
SUBJECT: Senegal Econonu.c Support Fund, 685-0278

I. Problem

Your approval is requested for a grant of $10.0 million from Section
531 (a) (1) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, Economic Support
Fund (ESF) appropriation, to Senegal to be executed as a single transaction
cash transfer. It is planned that the total life of project funding of $10.0
million will be obligated in the first quarter FY 1984.

II. Discussion

A. Program Description and Purpose

For a number of years, Senegal's economic and financial situation has
been deteriorating. Recently, the imbalances of the public balance sheet have
reached such proportions that stronger adjustment measures than have
heretofore been implemented by the Government of Senegal (CDS) can no longer
be delayed. Unless the GOS takes appropriate actions and is able to obtain
significant assistance from donors including debt rescheduling, it will be
mabIe to meet a substantial portion of its domestic and external obligations
during the current fiscal year. Moreover, even as the (l)S pursues strong
adjustment policies in this and future years, Senegal's economic and financial
situation can only be expected to improve slowly.

In July 1983, the GOS and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
negotiated a new one-year Standby Agreement providing for Senegal to purchase
up to 63 million Special Drawing Rights (SDR) and containing significant and
stringent targets and limits. On August 19, President Diouf announced the
full range of austerity measures consequent to the Standby Agreement. The
measures announced by the GOS demonstrate its strong commitment to restore
Senegal's financial viability. The GOS is now commited to strict eA1'enditure
controls, prudent credit policies, cautious external debt policies and a sharp
cutback in the growth of public employment and G:>vernnent subsidies. The
price increases which have occurred in the case of rice (24%), sugar (15%),
cooldng oils (22%) and petroleum products (8%) constitute a complete
elimination of subsidies on the identified products. In addition, continued
emphasis on preVious efforts to come to grips with management problems in the
public enterprise sector are important for medium-term reform.

The armomcement of the reform measures adopted by the GOS was
rewarding to t..lre USAID and other major donors who had stood with the IMF
during the delicate negotiation· process. To the USAID, it offered tangible
evidence that collaboration with other donors and the conditionality attached
to its $17.0 million FY 1983 balance of payment (BOP) program had yielded fast
results. However welccme this show of good faith, it is not enough. The
Diouf government now must hold the line on public employee wages and hiring,
and it must find from external or domestic sources sufficient additional funds
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to repay the debts incurred by seasonal agricultural credit borrowing and the
acctm1lated debt of the now defunct parastatal ONCAD. It is now calculated
that the GOS lacks approximately u.s. $53.3 million which it Dn.lSt reimburse to
the Senegalese banking system by December 31, 1983, if it is to comply with
the IMF targets and remain eligible for further drawings under the IMF Standby
Agreement.

Against this shortfall, the French Caisse Centrale (CCCE) has agreed
to release deposits in the Central Bank equal to u.S. $22.5 million and CAnan
has already put up $15 million more, reducing the amount needed to $15.8
million. Through this PMD the U.S. will provide $10.0 million. The
remaining $5.8 million component of the gap must be covered by CDS budget cuts
and further external assistance.

No obligat.ion of funds approved under this PAAD will be made tmtil
the Mission Director determines that the GCS has taken all reasonable measures
to reimburse outstanding crop credit, reimburse arrears on ONCAD debt and
limits domestic credit expansion. The Mission Director will ma.'ke this
determination based upon results of the joint IMF, AID, and French review of
GUS performance as required tmder the IMF Standby Agreement. Chce the Mission
Director has made a positive determination, he will so advise ATIJ/W by cable.
In the event that the Mission Director is unable to determine that Senegal has
taken all reasonable measures to comply with the tenns of the Standby
Agreement, funds will not be obligated until such tire as the Mission and GOS
agree on a new set of conditions for obligation of funds. These new
conditions, and accompanying analyses, will be submitted to AID/W for review
prior to disbursement of funds.

During his August, 1983 trip to Washington, President Diouf was
tmdoubtedly made aware of the high regard with which the U.S. and other
Western donors hold Senegal because of its moderate and constructive role in
world fora at large and its stable democracy at hane. Yet despite their
approval and recognition of Senegal's friendship and value to the West, donors
cannot overlook the inadequacies of Senegal's fiscal and agricultural policy.
Its long-term political stability and value as a friend to the West depends on
its economic viability. By undertaking the IMF program, President Diouf has
recognized the overwhelming importance of governing within the bounds of
fiscal discipline and the relevance of that discipline to the achievement of
real economic development. Adoption and execution of reforms in the
agricultural sector are equally important and are being pursued by a committee
of donors and the GOS Ministry of Rural Development.

AID has already budgeted U.S. $10 million in &SF assistance for FY
1984. In support of the disciplined econanic stand taken by the CDS, and in
view of the urgent need to cover the budgetary gap by a=cember 31, the USAID
proposes to obligate ESF funding on/about December 15, assuming that the
results of the joint IMF, AID and French review of Ga3 performance under the
Standby is adequate. This obligation should allow enough time for these
resources to be disbursed into the Senegalese banking system by end-a=cember.
Additional program-type assistance (in the form of a Title I program) may be
required to assist Senegal in meeting second quarter IMF targets in March,
1984 or third quarter targets in June, 1984. Such funding would be requested

in subsequent documents to be submitted to AJJJ/W in early 1984.
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In line with Handbook 4, the USAID proposes to execute a cash
transfer for the full $10.0 million amount. Cash transfers are intended to
provide budgetary support on an emergency basis ''when the particular aid
purpose carmot be accomplished through other instruments". In this case, the
purpose of the cash transfer is to provide U.S. $10 million in emergency
budgetary support so that it enters the Senegalese banking system by December
31, 1983. This support will assist the GOS to maintain economic and political
stability while prOOlOting structural and agricultural reforms needed to
redress the underlying problems of the econany•. Neither a Standard Comrrodity
Import Program nor a Special letter of Credit (SLC) would be appropriate at
this time due to the time constraints and uncertainty of Senegal rs ability to
use an SLC within the context of the West African Monetary Union banking
regulations.

B. Financial Sumnary

Life of project funding is $10.0 million to be fully obligated and
disbursed in FY 1984.

C. Analyses

1. Economic

The Executive Comnittee Program Review (ECPR.) which met on
November 21, 1983, found that the economic analyses contained in the Program
Assistance Approval Document (PAAD) satisfactorily justify the need for this
budgetary support program.

2. Reform package

'!he ECPR has found that the far-reaching measures of the IMF
program, if vigorously implemented, are adequate to deal with the problems
presently facing Senegal. The assistance represented by this grant is in
support of the execution of those measures.

3. Human rights

Senegal is a functioning democracy and no issues exist with
respect to human rights. I

D. CDnditions Precedent (CP) and CDvenants

In addition to standard CPs, the following special covenants will be
included in the Grant Agreerrent:

1. The GUS agrees to take all reasonable measures to comply with the
terms and conditions of the IMF Standby .Agre~nt approved September 19, 1983.

2. The G(1) shall provide AID with copies of all reports to the IMF or
other principal donors, as they are issued, on compliance with the
stabilization program.
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3. '!he GOO shall co,,-enant to implement reforms in its agricultural
sector as agreed upon in consultation with AID. The reforms shall be
consistent with the joint donor-GCS plan, to be prepared with AID, the
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the Fond d 'Aide et de
Cooperation and the Caisse Central de Q)operation Economique.

4. The Program Agreement and the Grant will be free fran any taxation
or fees imposed under the laws in effect in Senegal.

E. Implanentation Plan

Before this Grant is obligated, the Mission Director must determine
that Senegal has taken all reasonable measures to comply with the terms of the
IMF Standby Agreement. This determination will be based on the results of the
preliminary review of Senegal's performance under the IMF Standby to be
carried out by the IMF, French and AID. The. Mission will infODIl AJJ)/W by
cable once such a determination is made. Once evidence has been provided that
all CP's have been met, the Mission will then prepare a financing request for
a cash transfer which must be signed by the Mission Director and a ens
representative. M/FM/PAD will then schedule payment through the Federal
Reserve Electronic Funds Transfer System to the account of the ens in the
Chase Manhatten Bank, New York.

F. Major Implementing Agencies

The management of these funds will be the responsibility of the
Ministry of Finance and the Central Bank of Senegal.

AID Officers responsible for the implementation of this Grant are:

Mr. Norman Rifkin
Office of Program Assistance
USAID/Senegal

III. Waivers

Mr. funderson Patrick
AER/PD/SWAP

There are no waiver requests contained in this program.

IV. Justification to Congress

This project was listed in the FY 1983 Congressional Presentation at $10.0
million under the form of a comoodity import program. A notification of
changes in this program was sent to Congress on :November 23, 1983 and expired
without cOIIlIIent on December 7, 1983.

v. Clearances

At. both the Issues and ECPR meetings, held on Novenber 17 and November 22,
1983, representatives of all relevant Africa Bureau, GC and PPC offices were
present and concurred in the conclusion of those meetings to recommend
authorization of this PAAD. The Issues Meeting was chaired by Mr. Jonathan R.
McCabe, AFR/PD/SWAP and the ECPR was chaired by Mr. Alexander R. love, DAA/AFR.



VI. Recommendation

That you sign the attached Program Assistance Approval lh~nt (PAAD)
facesheet and thereby approve life of project funding of $10.0 million for the
Senegal ESF program 685-0278.

Clearances:
AFR/PD/SWAP :JRMcCabe
AFR/SWA:EAmundson
AFR/PD/SWAP:HPatrick
AFR/PD :NCohen
DM/AFR:JJohnson
AFR/SWA:GGraf
Ge/AFR: TBork
PPC :RKra.mer
AFR/DP:SErves
DM/MR:HJohnson

DAA/AFR:ARLove
Drafted by: USAID/Senegal J. Schlesingerl.a1i29/83



PMD Team

Joel E. Schlesinger, USAID/Dakar
Team Leader Project Development Officer

Jacqueline R. Damon, USAID/Dakar
Macroeconomist

Jean-Francois Damon, USAID/Dakar
Microeconanist

Samue1 S. Rea, USAID/Dakar
Program Officer

Joy W. Lucke, USAID/Dakar
Administrative Coordinator

Advisors to P.AAD Team

Shirley Erves, AER/PD
Economist

Jim Rogan, REDSO/WA
legal Mvisor
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I. SUo1MARY AND REm1MENDATlOOS

A. Recomnendation

USAID/Senegal reccmnends authorization of an Econanic Support FUnd grant
of $10.0 million to the Republic of Senegal. The entire grant, in the form of
a cash transfer, will be obligated in first quarter FY 1984.

B. Grantee

The Grantee will be the Q)vernment of Senegal (CDS). The Ministry of
Finance will act as the principal implenenting agency.

c. Program Sumnary

The purpose of this program is to assist Senegal to maintain economic and
political stability while promoting structural and agricultural reforms needed
to redress the underlying problems of the economy.

The USAID has determined that there will be a gap of approximately $53.3
million that must be covered if the OOS is to meet first quarter IMF
performance criteria to be evaluated before December 31, 1983. This ESF grant
of $10.0 million, in combination with expected contributions of $15.0 million
from the Q)vernment of Qnan 'and $22.5 from the Q)vernment of France, will
reduce the gap to $5.8 million. The remainder of the gap must be met by
internal GOS budget cuts and further external assistance.

The USAID has determined that the cash transfer mechanism is the most
appropriate manner by which to achieve the program purpose. Upon
certification by the Mission Director that the ms has undertaken all feasible
measures to meet the timing and conditions of the rnF Standby .Agreement, AID
will obligate and disburse the $10.0 million directly to the GOS to be used to
redress the budgetary gap in accordance with conditions specified under the
terms of the Standby Agreenent.

No obligation of ftmds approved under this PAAD will be made until the
Mission Director determines that the GOS has taken all reasonable measures to
reimburse outstanding crop' credit, reimburse arrears on OOCAD debt and limits
domestic credit expansion. The Mission Director will make ·this determination
based on results of the joint IMF, AID and French review of OOS performance as
required under ti'.e rnF Standby Agreement. In the event that the Mission
Director is unable to determine that Senegal has taken all reasonable measures
to comply with the tenns of the Standby Agreement, funds will not be obligated
until such time as the Mission and GOS agree on a new set of conditions for
obligation of funds. These new conditions will be submitted to AID/W for
review prior to obligation. of funds

D. Conditions and Covenants

In addition to standard CPs, the following special covenants will be
included in the Grant Agreement:
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Special Covenants

1. The ens shall take all reasonable measures to comply with the terms
and conditions of the IMF Standby Agreement approved September 19, 1983.

2. The CDS shall provide AID with copies of all reports to the lMF or
other principal donors, as they are issued, on ccmpliance with the
stabilization program.

3. The GOS shall covenant to implement refonns in its agricultural
sector as agreed in consultation with AID. The reforms shall be consistent
with the joint donor-GOS plan to be prepared with AID, the World Bank and the
French

4. The Program Agreement and the Grant will be free from any taxation or
fees imposed under laws in effect in Senegal.

5. Except as the Parties may otherwise agree in writing the rate of
exchange which shall be used to determine the amount of local currency which
shall be deposited shall be the highest rate of exchange which, at the time
the Grant is disbursed by AID, is not unlawful in Senegal.

E. Waivers

'!here are no waivers required for the implanentation of t:his program.
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II. ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION FOR ESF ASSISTANCE

USAID/Senegal is recommending ESF assistance to meet two of its key
objectives in Senegal. First; to support the GOS in its attempts to meet the
targets as specified under a new one-year Standby arrangement with the IMF.
In response to IMF leverage, Senegal has already introduced a number of
difficult adjustment measures which deserve'support from donors concerned with
economic reform and stability in Senegal. Now that the GOS has implemented
many of the harsher measures in the program the potential consequences of a
failure of this 1983/84 Standby (and thus a shortfall in external financing of
approximately $49.0 million due to loss of eligibility to draw from the IHF)
could be serious.

Second; to initiate longer-term reform in the agricultural sector. A
number of prerequisites for the GOS to make real progress with respect to
reform in the agricultural sector, which is the linch pin of the economy,
appear to be present. The GOS, assisted by its major donors--France, U.S. and
the World Bank--is in the process of reconsidering the validity of its
previous agricultural policies. Important analytical work from both the GOS
and donors is being synthesized and presented for discussion in a series of
meetings between the GOS and its major donors being held this month. In
December, the IMP will be reviewing results of these meetings and discussing
the direction for future policy reform as agreed upon with major donors in
November. Another prerequisite for serious reform in the agricultural sector
1s that the GOS, with assistance from its najor donors, take specific action
to rei~burse the cummulative debts of the agricultural sector which have
serious implications for the future capacity of the agricultural sector to
mobilize necessary financing to purchase and provide agricultural inputs and
to market agricultural output. Under the IMF Standby the GOS, with financial
assistance from other donors such as Oman, France and, if this PAAD is
approved, the U.S., will be allocating considerable resources to this
objective.

Thus, while the FY 1983 $17 million balance of payments support package
was designed almost exclusively to reinforce IMF leverage to apply pressure on
Senegal to agree on a new Standby, this ESF package goes beyond that goal to
set the stage for major reform in the agricultural sector. Consequently, the
approach used to conditionality for this tranche of ESF assistance is somewhat
different than the approach used previously. The Mission believes that IHF
leverage has been successfully applied to extract important adjustment
measures and that it is now necessary to move beyond this type of short-term
conditionality to look at possibilities for medium-term change through the
reform of major institutions in the agricultural sector e.g. the Price
Stabilization and Equalization Fund (CPSP), and regional rural development
agencies (SAED, SODEVA, SOMIVAC).

This section of the PAAD is organized to respond to the three points made
above. Part 1 deals with the IMF Standby and required external support, Part
2 examines the financial and institutional difficulties in the agricultural
sector and Part 3 sets out illustrations of how USAID, in collaboration with
other donors, intends to encourage the GOS to undertake important
institutional and policy reforms for the medium-term.
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PART 1 - THE IMF STANDBY ARRANGEMENT

A. The Objectives and Conditions of the Standby

Following the failure of the GOS to meet performance criteria on September
30 and December 31 under the 1982/83 IMF Standby arrangement, the GOS and the
I~~ had been searching for common ground on which to launch a new adjustment
effort. The process of defining an acceptable compromise was made more
difficult by the fact that: (1) GOS exceptional financing, particularly from
Arab countries, declined at a spectacular rate in 1982 and the first half of
1983; (2) the accumulation of public debt in the agricultural sector was such
that substantial austerity measures were -required to begin coming to grips
with the problem; and (3) external factors such as world prices for major
exports, the CFAF/S exchange rate and world interest rates were moving in
unfavorable directions for Senegal. In the face of the increasingly serious
public finance difficulties and pressure applied from its major donors (e.g.
France, U.S., World Bank), Senegal reached agreement on a new stabilization
program with che IMF in August 1983.

1. Objectives of the new Standby

As is appropriate, the new Standby arrangement focuses principally on
the public finance situation which deteriorated at an alarming rate in 1982/83
following substantial progress made under a 1981/82 Standby. The overall
deficit on a commitments basis increased from 7.0 percent of GDP in 1981/82 to
9.0 percent in 1982/83 despite a 5.7 percent real growth of GOP in 1982/83.
Budget expenditures which had been contained to a 2.4 percent growth rate in
1981/82 soared to a 18.1 percent growth rate in 1982/83 (See Table 1 ­
Selected Economic and Financial Indicators, 1981-84). The balance of payments
situati.on also deteriorated but at a more reasonable pace (from 13.1 percent
of GDP in 1981/82 to 14.4 percent in 1982/83).

The new IMF program seeks to reduce the fiscal deficit as a
percentage of GOP by more than four percentage points from 9.0 percent to 4.8
percent. This reduction is to be obtained through the exercise of
considerabl~ restraint with respect to current expenditures, particularly on
public sector wages and salaries and on supplies and transfers. These two
budget items are projected to increase by only 6 percent in nominal terms,
while annual price inflation is currently estimated to be about 12 percent.
Current deficits on special treasury accounts and for correspondents of the
treasury including CpSp(l) and SONAR(2) must be reduced by as much as 66
percent. Capital expenditures financed from the budget are also affected by
cost cutting measures and are expected to increase by only CFAF 2.0 billion or
S5.0 million (See Table 2 - Government Financial Operations, 1979/80 ­
1983/84).

With respect to the external sector, the ratio of the current account
deficit to GDP is to be reduced by 3 precentage points to 11 percent. This is
to be accomplished through the application of a strict credit policy designed

(1) CPSP is the price equalization and stabilization fund.
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to limit monetary expansion and thus the amount of CFAF available for
conversion into foreign exchange through the operations account; through
cautious external debt policies and through an 1983/84 Paris Club Debt
Rescheduling whose terms would be similar to those of the two preceding years
(See Table 3 - Balance of Payments, 1980-84).

2. Adjustment measures

a. Structural changes

Essential to finding a medium-term solution to Senegal's public
finance crisis is the necessity of accurately identifying and introducing
basic structural changes. The uncontrolled growth of public service
employment has been a target for IMF stabilization programs since 1980 with
little tangible results. This year there i£ some scope for optimism in that
decisions with respect to new recruitment and the announcement of competitive
examinations are to be made directly by the }linister of State, Secretary­
General of the Office of the President. Through this new controlled procedure
the IMF Standby provides that the growth rate of public service employment can
be limited to 2.5 percent in 1983/84. As explained in the macroeconomic
justification for ESF support allocated to Senegal in U.S. fiscal year
1983(1), the public sector employment question is fraught with sensitive
political implications which must be handled with caution to prevent serious
social disturbances. The GOS has traditionally been a major employer of
University level graduates who would otherwise be unable to find gainful
employment.' Hence, while it is imperative that the GOS take a first step in
controlling its future role as an employer of last resort, this must be done
gradually. In 1984/85, admissions to civil service training schools will be
reduced so that growth in public ~ector employment does not exceed 1.3 percent.

Another equally serious structural change which the GOS is
uddressing under the 1983/84 Standby is the ongoing reform of the groundnut
sector to reduce, and where possible eliminate, current deficits. Since
1981/82, deficits in the sector have been financed through the accumulation of
outstanding short-term crop credit. At the beginning of the Senegalese FY
1983/84(2) the accumulated deficit for the 1981/82 and 1982/83 crop years
was estimated to be approximately CFAF 34.0 billion or $85.0 million (See
Tables 5 through 11). As a means of reducing deficits associated with the
distribution of inputs (both fertilizer and seeds) to farmers the GOS has
increased the levy on farmers per kilogram of groundnuts marketed from CFAF
10/kg to CFAF 20/kg. Thus the real producer price has decreased from CFAF
60/kg in 1982/83 to CFAF SO/kg in 1983/84./ In order to reduce the costs of
groundnut production, particularly those.'ttributed to losses during
transport,~3) the oil crushing firms (S~IB and SONACOS) will employ the

I
!

(1) See USAID/Senegal Program Assastance Approval Document ESF
(685-0262), Section IV.A.

(2) The Senegalese fiscal year is from July 1, 1983 through June 30, 1984.

(3) The "losses during transport" i6r~~he 1982/83 harvest have been
estimated at 61,000 tons, worth about CFAF 4.3 billion or $10.8
million. Losses result principally from inaccurate weighing at time
of purchase from farmers which is identified at a second weighing
once the groundnucs arrive at the oil crushing mills.
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weighers directly and thus will be responsible for any losses between the
weighing of groundnuts sold by the producer and the weighing at the oil
crushing mill. With respect to the national groundnut seed stock, methods are
currently being studied for reducing the cost of seed storage and
distribution, and the amount of seed distributed to producers in 1984 will be
limited to 120,000 metric tons.

Public enterprises, including all of the major regional rural
development agencies (RDAs) , have been running ever-larger operating deficits
which have placed considerable demands on scarce budgetary resources (See
Table 16 - Selected Agricultural Sectur Subsidies). The GOS has reached a
point where it can no longer meet the cost of the necessary operating
subsidies especially since donor financing for RDAs has been decreasing in
recent years. Many public enterprises~ including the RDAs, have"been used by
the GOS to provide employment opportunities for the urban population.
Overstaffing has been an important contributing factor to the sector's
increasing operating costs. The lack of financial monitoring and control in
the parapublic sector, has also led to ill-conceived investment expenditures
and poor recovery of client billings. As part of the IMF Standby, the GOS is
currently studying the financial problems of the principal public
enterprises.(l) The study is to be completed before the end of December
1983, and its results will serve as a basis 'for corrective action during the
second half of the stabilization program. The operating subsidy of SAED is to
be limited to CFAF 1.7 billion or $4.2 million in 1983/84 as compared to an
estimated ~ubsiuy of CFAF 2.5 billion in 1982/83.

b. Price increases

As a means of improving the overall budgetary situation, in
particular, the financial equilibrium of the CPSP, the GOS increased consumer
prices for a wide range of products in August, 1983. The retail price of rice
increased by 24 percent from CFAF lOS/kg to CFAF 130/kg. Although imported
rice has not been subsidized as such, (See Table 28 - Operations of the CPSP)
in FY 1982/83, the CPSP was found to be accumulating arrears with respect to
payment of import duties. The price increase will therefore: (1) increase
revenue to the GOS as a result of actual payment of duties on imported rice,
(2) assist in defraying some of the costs of the groundnut sector, and (3)
stimulate demand for domestically produced cereals consistent with the GOS
policy of promoting food self-reliance.

An increase in the selling price of sugar from CFAF 325 to CFAF
375 (or by 15 percent) is designed to eliminate the CFAF 2.3 billion deficit
on sugar for FY 1982/83. In addition, the GOS is currently revising its
agreement with the domestic sugar producer (Compagnie Sucriere du Senegal) in
order to save the CPSP CFAF 1 billion. The retail price of imported vegetable

(1) Enterprises being studied are the following: SAED (Senegal River
Basin Development Agency), SODEVA (Groundnut Basin Development
Agency), SOMIVAC (The Casamance Region Development Agency), SENELEC
(electric company), and SONEES (water company).
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oi1s(1) rose from CFAF 245/lit~r to CFAF 300/liter (or by 22 percent)
(despite the fact that vegetable oil was not subsidized at its former price).
The price of groundnut oil (refined locally) was also increased from CFAF
339/liter to CFAF 400/liter (or by 18 percent). Since cooking oil was not
subsidized previously the expected proceeds from the price rises will be
allocated to cover other CPSP ex~enditures such as the subsidy on
groundnuts.(2) .

The Senegalese oil refinery (Societe Africaine de Raffinage)
continues to be plagued by financial difficulties as well as the National
Energy Fund. In order to redress these deficits the retail prices of
petroleum products were increased an average of 8 percent, following a price
increase three months previously. A study is currently being conducted to
determine wheth~r additional measures (including price increases) are needed
to absorb the SAR's cummulative deficit by the end of CY 1984.

c. Credit policy
..

The stabilization program places considerable emphasis on the
need to maintain a restrictive credit policy in order to limit the growth of
the money supply to around 7 percent (See Table 25 - Monetary Survey). This
figure would represent a real reduction in the monetary stock given current
estimates of 12 percent inflation. For the year 1983 as a whole, domestic
credit is programmed to rise by about 13 percent, which represents a halving
of the rate recorded in 1981/82 (See Table 24), and will imply a very limited
expansionid private sector credit for the remainder of 1983. This tight
credit policy particularly vis-a-vis the private sector is likely to have
negative effects on the sector as a whole if credit availability is not
strictly allocated to priority sectors.

The importance of limiting credit expansion and thus money
supply can be explained in terms of the necessity of controlling the balance
of payments situation. Since Senegal is a member of the West African Monetary
Union it is not free to use its exchange rate as a policy instrument in
response to a balance of payments disequilibrium. Assuming a strictly
monetarist point of view, the only means available to Senegal for regulating
the deterioration in its net external assets is by limiting credit expansion
and consequently money supply which is treated by the I~~ as a residual.(3)

3. PerformanCe criteria for September and December, 1983

Performance criteria are quantitative targets used by the IMF as a
means of monitoring GOS performance in various respects. The criteria that
have posed particular difficulties for Senegal have been those associated with

(1) Vegetable oils are imported and mixed with groundnut oil for local
consumption since, particularly in 1981, the price of groundnut oil
was two times as high as ~lternative vegetable oils. Thus, the
mixing process allowed the Senegalese consumers to pay less for their
cooking oil.

(2) The subsidy on groundnuts is due to the fact that given the domestic
producer price Senegal's cost of production are above world prices.

(3) Money supply can be obtained by subtracting net foreign assets and
n~h~r 1tp~s f~r~ d0~est.1c credit.
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credit expansion (See Table 21 - Preliminary Status with Respect to
Perfo"rmance Criteria). The targets set for domestic credit expansion for
September (CFAF 474.3 billion) and December (CFAF 501.4 billion) imply
practically no credit expansion between June and September and only limited
expansion (5.7 percent) between September and Pecember. Sub-targets refer to
net banking sector claims on the government and thus the share of the public
sector in available credit expansion. These sub-targets are fixed at CFAF
106.2 billion and CFAF 115.1 billion for September and December, respec~ively,

implying that claims on the government will be allowed to increase by about 26
percent during the first six months of the program. Thus while overall
domestic credit is allowed to expand only marginally a substantial share of
the permissable expansion will be made available to the GOS.

The ceiling for domestic credit expansion can be adjusted upward cr
downward with a maximum increase of CFAF 3.0 billion. Adjustment would be
baped on the amount of external budgetary assistance actually received as
compared to I}~ projections of CFAF 6.0 billion between July and September and
another CFp2 3.0 billion between September and December for a total of CFAF
9.0 billion expected during the first half of the I}1F program. Any additional
external budgetary assistance must be allocated to a number of priority uses
as set out by the L~: (1) the reimbursement of outstanding 1981/82 crop
credit (See Table 5), (2) the reimbursement of 1982/83 crop credit (See Table
10), (3) the acceleration of payments overdue on ONCAD debt (see Table 14 ­
Arrearages for ?Y 83/84), and (4) the settlement of quarterly install~ents due
on ONCAD deht.

Ceilings for both domestic credit expansion and net claims on the
government will be adjusted do~ynward if any exceptional external financial
assistance is deposited into the BCEAO ~ithout being tied to specific
expenditures. Thus external budgetary support must be allocated for specific
expenditures and according to I~lF-defined priorities or its net effect on the
economy will be negated by downward adjust~ents in credit ceilings.

"Another area where the L~ has set a performance criterion is with
respect to outstanding crop credit from 1981/82 and 1982/83. By December 31
of this year only CFAF 7.8 billion or $19.5 million can be carried over into
CY 1984. Should external budgetary assistance fall below the expected CFAF
9.0 billion for the period July 1 through December 31 then the ceiling on crop
credit could be adjusted upward, in the equivalent amount, subject to a
maximum of CFAF 3.0 billion or $7.5 million.

The IMF, under the Standby, is also monitoring the arrears of the
government and public enterprises (See Table 22 - Arrearages of the Government
and Public Companies). Following the breakdown of the 1982/83 Standby and,
partially as a result of shortfalls in external aid, the GOS was forced to
resort to the accumulation of payments arrears as a means of financing the
1982/83 budget deficit. Hence arrears, which declined slightly during the
first quarter of the 1982/83 Standby, increased by CFAF 10.7 billion or $26.8
million between September 30, 1982 and June 30, 1983. The stabilization
program calls for no further accumulation or government and public companies'
arrears between June 30, 1983 and December 31, 1983. The permissable level of
arrears is therefore CFAF 55.7 billion or $139.2 million.
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The last performance criterion deals with new external borrowing by
the government or with government guarantee. Senegal has a serious external
debt problem which cannot afford to be aggravated by additional short-term
borrowing. Since 1980 the GaS has been extremely cautious about new borrowing
and actual levels have been significantly below IMF ceilings. As under the
1982/83 Standby, new external borrowing is to be limited to SDRs 20 million or
$20.8 million for loans with maturities between one and twelve years and to
SDRs 2.0 million or $2.08 million for loans with maturities between one and
five years.

4. Focus of the December review

In mid-December an I}~ mission will be coming to Senegal to assess
GOS performance particularly with respect to September 30 performance criteria
for which figures should be fairly firm. At the same time the December review
will focus on a number of sectors and policy considerations to lay the
framework for the formulation of additional adjustment measures to be
undertaken by the GaS during the second half of its stabilization program.
Performance c~iteria will be set for end-Harch 1984 and indicative ceilings
for end-June 1984. Repayment schedules for crop credit granted for 1983/84
~ill also be established for the oil crushing firms (SEIB and SONACOS) and the
CPSP. The repayment schedule for the CPSP will be treated as a performance
criterion.

The December review will be exam~n~ng a number of critical issues.
First is public sector employment, where, as has been stated earlier, GaS
performance has not been impressive. Progress made in li~iting the growth of
the civil service to 2.5 percent in 1983/84 will be assessed. Steps to be
taken and in the process of being taken to restrict entries into public
service training schools in 1984 will be studied. Second, agricultural
policies and rural development agencies will be examined, based on studies
currently being conducted in cooperation with the World Bank and the French
Caisse Centrale de Cooperation Economique. Specific proposals are to be made
to improve the efficiency of the groundnut sector and to increase the
production of cereals in the medium-term. Third, operations of major public
enterprises will be reviewed and understandings will be reached on measures to
initiate the rehabilitation of the sector. Fourth, the financial situation of
the oil refinery (SAR) will be analyzed and agreement on additional adjustment
measures, required to eliminate the accumulated deficit, will be reached.
Fifth, measures for further reducing the fiscal deficit will be considered.
Sixth, with respect to government leases a package is being developed whereby
direct rental payments by the GaS will be replaced by a lump-sum housing
allowa~ce for those entitled to this benefit. The application of laws and
regulations concerning housing allowances should be strictly enforced, thus
yielding significant savings. A study will also be undertaken to identify
ways and means of increasing substantially the yield of the real estate tax
beginning in 1984.

B. The Potential Political and Economic Impact· of the IMF Standby

As can be seen from Section I this IMF Standby p·rogram places heavy
emphasis on severe adjustment measures for Senegal. Clearly the economic
situation had deteriorated rapidly in the wake of the failed 1982/83 Standby
and the cancellation of the second tranche of the World Bank's Structural
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Adjustment !.Dan in June 1983. Adjustment measures which would have been less
draconian had they been taken in late 1982 or early 1983 were essential to
redress the public finance situation to a close to manageable level. lbwever,
it must also be recognized that now that the CDS has implemented many of the
harsher measures in the program the potential consequences of a failure of
this 1983/84 Standby (and th\lS a shortfall in extel-nal financing of
approximately $49.0 million(l) due to loss of eligibility to draw fran the
lMF) could be serious.

1. The political impact of the program

Upon examination of the adjustment measures outlined above it is
clear that many of them are regressive in nature and place an unproportionally
heavy burden on the lower-income consumers and the faI.'lllers. Low-income
consumers in urban areas and increasingly in rural areas as well, depend on
rice as a staple of their daily diet. Furthermore, the impact of an increase
in rice prices is likely to be felt even more acutely than initially
anticipated since projections for domestic cereals production for this crop
year reveal that this year's production will be 300,000 tons below last
year's. Price increases in sugar and cooking oil will also have a greater
incidence on low-income consUD3rs.

It must be kept in mind that these price increases are occurring at a
time when on-farm income may be reduced by as much as 60 percent. (2) The
actual producer price received by farmers for groundnuts will decline this .
year fran CFAF 60/kg to CFAF 50!kg since an additional CFAF 10/kg levy is
being introduced to defray s~ of the costs of seeds and fertilizer.

The increase in the price of petroleum products will affect the
economy as' a whole and probably middle-income consumers more directly than
low-income groups. Although the average price increase in August was 8
percent, prices increased somewhat more than this average for regular and
super gasoline and less than this average for diesel fuel and kerosene.
Perhaps the most severely affected lower inc~ group will be the traditional
fishermen \mo will .be required to pay more for their fuel.

The private sector is also affected by the :IMF program, particularly
with respect to credit availability. At:. present, banks established in Senegal
are confronted by a severe liquidity shortage which makes them highly
dependent on rediscotmting from the central bank. Thus, the IMF credit
ceilings have a direct impact on financing available to the economy as a whole
as well as the respective shares of the public and the private sectors. Over
the first six months of the program the private sector share is set at CFAF
13.2 billion or $33.0 million. Of this amount about CFAF 5.0 billion or $12.5
million is to be allocated to crop credit allowing only $20.5 million to be
made available for private sector investments. Given the extreme shortage of

(1) $49.0 million represents Senegal's IMF quota minus the amount already
drawn in early October.

(2) Production is projected to be 50 percent of last year's and the real
producer price for groundnuts is being decreased from CFAF 60/kg to
CFAF 50/kg. More recent estimates indicate that agricultural produc­
tion may be less than 50 percent of last year's.
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a premium is thus placed on the most judicious use of available
For requests for loans of over $42,500 the decision.is technically

by the national credit committee but is in fact made by the central
smaller loans the decision is taken by individual banks in
with each bank's rediscounting ceilings as set by the central ~ank.

The tight credit situation should be viewed in conjunction with the
relatively high stock of arrears accumulated by the GOS and public enterprises
over the past year. The fact that a substantial portion of the arrears are
owed to the private sector places additional financial pressure on the private
sector which is likely to result in an increase in the number of bankruptcies.

The public sector is also implicated by the adjustment measures but
in a longer-term framework. The growth in civil service employment is being
limited but there are no plans for severely curtailing it or actually reducing
the level of employment in the immediate future. Proposals are now being
considered for reducing the financial burden associated with the practice of
providing public housing for some civil servants; ho~ever, the replacement of
the direct provision of housing with a lump-sum allowance and the stricter
enforcement of entitlement regulations are unlikely to deprive eligible civil
servants of housing. Public enterprises are to be examined and adjustment
measures are to be made in the second half of the program, but thus far no
specific austerity measures for this sector have been proposed. The
government's i"Qvestment budget for 1983/84 was reduced from CFAF 15.0 billion
to CFAF 10.,0 billion or $25.0 million; nevertheless, it does provide for 25
percent growth over the FY 1982/83 investment level.

2. The economic impact of the program

The economic focus of adjustment measures is primarily on reducing
the weight of agricultural subsidies and accumulated agricultural debt en th~

goverm~ent budget. Since the world ?rice for groundnut oil plummeted from an
average of $l,043.l/metric ton in 1981 to $S8S.2/metric ton in 1982 and
$452.7/metric ton in early 1983,(1) the GOS has choser. to subsidize
groundnut farmers in order to maintain a constant producer price of CFAF 70/kg
(not including levies). This policy has cost the CPSP, the government
institution responsible for stabilizing revenue to farmers from export crops,
about $30.5 million in 1981/82 and about $42.0 million 1982/83. Under the I~W

Standby, these amounts, which have not even been partially repaid, must be
reimbursed to the banking system during FY 1983/84.

Subsidies associated with the provision of the national seed stock
for 19R1/82 and 1982/83 have also remained unpaid. These subsidies include
both the direct costs of the purchase and distribution of the national seed
stock and the operating costs of SONAR which are normally covered through a
subsidy from the GOS' current budget but which have not actually been r~ceived

in 1982/83 due to the lack of funds. The total amounts owed for 1981/82 and
1982/83 are CFAF 1.1 billion or $2.8 million (for fertilizer) and CFAF 3.4
billion or $8.5 million respectively. These arrearages, which have been
financed with short-term crop credit must also be reimbursed in FY 1983/84.

(1) The price since May 1983 has increased substantially and is now at
about Sl,lOO/metric ton.



12

Since the dissolution of ONCAD in 1980, the public company previously
responsible for: (1) purchasing and marketing groundnuts, (2) administering
credit to farmers for the purchase of tools and agricultural inputs, and (3) di
stributing fertilizer and seeds to farmers, the GOS has been forced to accept
responsibility for this company's liabilities. As of July 31, 1983
outstanding capital and interest payments were estimated at CFAF 99.9 billion
or $250.0 million. According to the newly-signed repayment schedule the GOS
is required to repay CFAF 22.4 billion or $56.0 million during FY 1983/84 (See
Table 13 and 14).

Under the terms of the IMF Standby, therefore, the GOS is technically
required to repay a substantial proportion of accumulated agricultural debt
requiring budgetary outlays of CFAF 53.2 billion or $133.0 million (See Table
15). This figure does not include resources which must be mobilized to
finance the D1F projected budgetary deficit of GFAF 47.6 billion or $119.0
million.

3. The proposed direction and pace of adjustment

The proposed direction of adjustment under the IMF Stabilization
Program appears to be an appropriate one. The importance attributed to the
urgency of reabsorbing accumulated agricultural debt is justified by the
implications of this debt for (1) the public finance situation, (2) the
stability of the domestic banking system, and (3) the future availability of
financing for·the agricultural sector. Thus, the GaS cannot afford anoth~r

year of complacency in this regard. The price adjustment measures and farmer
levies were absolutely essential in containing the future prospects for a
continued accumulation of outstanding subsidy payments and correctly
encouraged the GOS to directly confront the financial, political and economic
implications of its policy of maintaining simultaneously a relatively high
producer price for groundnuts and relatively inexpensive staple goods to
consumers.

With respect to structural change, the IMF Program is politically
astute in conceding that the fundamental problem of public secto= employment
must be faced but cannot be remedied in the short-term. Emphasis on
restricting entries into public sector training schools and thus the number of
qualified aspirants for public sector jobs may be a politically more
acceptable means of coping with the problem than direct refusal of entry to
already trained graduates. The IMP has correctly identified public sector
enterprises as a target for adjustment measures during the second half of the
program. However, given the increasing burden of this sector on thr; economy,
some fairly major reforms, including a rapid compression of operating
expenses, should be considered over the next six months.

The pace of adjustment, on the other hand, would appear to be
overly-ambitious in view of the political consequences for the current
Senegalese Government should the 11m decide to suspend drawings for
noncompliance with performance criteria. Given the political impact of the
reform measures which were taken in August and the projected impact of
drastically reduced agricultural output on rural incomes, the GOS is operating
on a narrow margin since grudging public acceptance of belt-tightening



13

measures could shift to discontent in 1:A.'1e rural sector in response to lower
incanes and, in the Northem drought-affected region of the country, in
response to the prospect of serious food shortages. In this context it
appears to be unrealistic to expect the GOS to payoff $133 million in
outstanding agricultural debt this fiscal year. Examination of Table 15
de:nonstrates how unevenly debt repayments are spread through time. In view of
the currently optimistic projections for FY 1983/84 deficit on the groundnut
sector (See Table 12) it would appear more sensible to stagger the
reimbursement of this debt over two or three fiscal years.

The objective of using external financing to attempt to keep the
present stabilization program on track would appear to be a cost-effective use
of funds to the extent that continued eligibility to draw lliF financing and
continued pressure on the GOS to go forward with additional refonn measures
are prerequisites for preventing a more generalized deterioration and possible
collapse of the Senegalese economy. An lMF review mission will be coming to
Senegal in mid-December to lay the framework for the second half of the
stabilization program. It is important that at this time changes be made in
the pace of adjUStDalt in response to mo~ pacent data which suggest that the
size of the outstanding agricultural debttl) is significantly larger than
believed in Jtme and July when the IMF Program was formulated.

c. Analysis of the hiditional Financing Requirement for the 00' Standby

In document EBS/83/182 issued by the M' on August 24, 1983, dealing with
Senegal and its request for a Standby arrangem=nt, the IMF estimated the
financing gap for fiscal year 1983/84 as CFAF 7.8 billion or $19.5 million.
However, more recent data indicates that, given the objectives of reimbursing
a substantial portion of outstanding crop credit and all arrearages with
respect to ONCAD debt, the actual figure is considerably higher.

1. Financing requirements for fiscal year 1983/84

For fiscal year 1983/84 revised estimates indicate that the ms will
require approximately crAF 19.7 billion or $49.2 million worth of additional
financing rather than the lMF figure of $19.5 million. The new $49. 2 million
figure asSUIres that the GOS will be able to contain both current and capital
expenditures to the levels indicated by the IMF in the· stabilization program.
Differences between IMF estimates and revised GJS estimates are set out in
Tables 17 through 19. One source of discrepancy involves IMF estimates of
possible sources of financing for the projected 1983/84 deficit. With respect

(1) The total debt is estimated at CFAF 176.6 billion or $441.5 million
of which the IMF program requires the reimburs~nt of CFAF 53.2 or
$133 million during the Senegalese FY 1983/84.



to USAID the CFAF 3.0 billion was projected as being available for direct
budgetary suppQrt under the recently approved balance of payments package
consisting of $5.0 million ESF and $5.0 million SDF assistance. I-bwever, the
counterpart generated frcm the two CIPs is tied to specific activities not
included in the GOS budget with the exception of ClAF 0.2 billiQo or $500,000
\Vhich has been earmarked for the G)S road fund in IT 1983/84. (1)

Second, the amount of financing available frcm the domestic banldng
system will be lower than anticipated. As a result of a newly negotiated and­
signed agreement between a number of private banks and the GOS, the govenmlent
is required to reimburse CPAF 22.4 billion instead of the projected CFAF 16.6
billion figure used by the IMF during the course of FY 1983/84.

Third, the amount of outstanding crop credit for 1981/82 and 1982/83
which will have to be reimbursed by the ros in order to comply with the CFAF
7.8 billion ceiling on crop credit which can be carried over into Ci 1984 has
been underestimated. While estimates made in July 1983 implied that the GOS
would be required to repay CFAF 19.2 billion to canply with the lMF
performance criterion with respect to crop credit (assuming a total amount of
outstanding crop credit of CFAF 27.0 billion) it now appears that the (l)S will
have to repay CFAP 22.5 billion since total outstanding crop credit is
estimated to be CFAP 30.3 billion (See Tables 6 through 11). The reasons for
the larger figure are as follows: (1) in July 1983 it was assumed that the
61,000 metric tons of losses during transport could be recuperated by the GOS
through prosecution of weighers and truckers - this no longer appears feasible
despite the fact that the government has taken legal action against proven
fraud, (2) calculations for the price at ~ch oil crushing finns could repay
crop credit giveIl world groundnut prices did not take into account the fact
that SEIB sold most of its production on the futures market between November
1982 anQ March 1983, a time wnen prices were at their lowest point in a
decade; (2) (3) it was not anticipated that SCNAR, the national seed canpany,
would finance its operating costs with crop credit. (3)

(1) The lMF was advised by USAID in July that only a maximum of C2AF 2.0
billion ~ld be available for bulget support. Since July, an
agreenent between USAID and the World Bank reduced USAID f s ,
contribution to the road fund cmd increased the Warld Bank I S

contribution for FY 1983/84. The road fund is the only budgetary
activity to be financed with counterpart funds.

(2) Part of the SEIB losses have been cc:.mpensated ~or by the fact that
SONACDS sold more of its production in recent/months when grounc1nut
prices have doubled. /-

/
(3) SCNAR was forced to finance its operating c;Osts with crop credit

because it has not yet received the CFAF 1~1 billion in operating
subsidies fran GOS which was budgeted for-FY 1982/83. In November,
the Ministry of the Economy and Finance disbursed the CFAF 1.1
billion to SONAR thus only CFAF 500 million in operating cost
overruns have been financed with crop credit "-_.



Hence the financing requirements for EY 1983/84 can be sumnarlzed
accordingly:

- Financing requirenents as initially
estimated by the n-1F

- Shortfalls in net external financing due
to overestimation of confirmed budgetary
support from USAID

- Shortfalls in net danestic financing due
to underestimation of CNCAD debt
repayments

- Underestimates of crop credit
outstanding for EY 1982/83

- 'IDTAL

2. Financing requirements through December 31, 1983

$ 19.5 million

$ 7.0 million

$ 14.5 million

$ 8.2 million

$ 49.2 million

Using IMF quarterly projections as a base, the financing requirements
for this Standby program through December 31 can be estimated at CFAF 6.3
billion or $15.8 million instead of the original IMF estimate of CFAF 2.8
billion or $7.0 million. The difference can be explained as follows: (1) a
$500,000 shortfall in net external financing from USAID due to unexpected
delays in collecting documentation for the direct reimbursem:nt portion of the
$5.0 million ESF funded CIP; and (2) an additional $8.2 million in 1982/83
crop credit which must be reimbursed before(OeCember 31 to allow the GOS to
meet the appropriate performance criterion. 1)

3. Possibilities for financing the gap through December 31, 1983

According to the terms specified under the IMF Standby additional
budgetary support from the u.S. or any other donor must be allocated to the
reimburserent of outstanding crop credit, or the credit ceilings will be
adjusted downwards pro tanto thus cancelling out the net effect on the
.economy. It is tr2refore suggested that the $15.8 million g~ be financed in
the following manner: (1) $10.0 million in ESF from USAID; (2) a further cut
of $2.5 million in GOS budgetary expenditures, and (3) mobilization of an
additional $3.3 million from other donors such as France.

(1) 'Ibis estimate assumes that the ros will be able to postpone payment
on the amount of ONCAD debt, evaluated at CFAF 18 billion or $45.2
million, which is technically due before December 31 to the first
half of 1984.
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The figures for financing the gap through December 31, 1983 tend to
indicate that the gap can be closed if an additional $3.3 million in external
support can be IOObilized within the next: six weeks. 1blever, during
consultations with the Minister for Finance on N:wember 12, 1983, he estimated
the financ~ requirements to be about $25.8 million rather than the USAID
estimate of $15.8 million. The difference between the two estimates can be
explained as follows: (1) the USAID assumption that the GOS could postpone
sane of the reimbursement of CNeAD debt to the second half of 1984 is not
compatible with the current financial situation of the BNDs(2) although the
GOS could make $2.5 million in expenditure cuts over FY 1983/84 the impact is
not likely to be felt before December 31, 1983 (3) given the level of
arrearages of the GQS on September 30, 1983 of CFAF 52.5 billion it is
probable that nonnal seasonal variations (in the absence of additional
external financing) will lead to a violation of the Cecember 31, 1983
performance criteria of CFAF 55.7 billion (1) and (4) the CCCE may be
withdrawing more than the expected CFAF 9.0 billion fran its central bank
deposit thus creadilfg an tmforseen deterioration in the net clailns of the
banking sys ten on the government.

In view of the Minister's concerns with respect to the financing gap the
GOS will be officially requesting that the French move up the CFAF 5.0 billion
in budgetary support scheduled for the first quarter of 1984. The CCCE has
informally notified the Finance Minister that, due to budgetary constraints,
it would prefer not to move up this assistance; how-ever, President Diouf had
reportedly obtained agreement in principle to do this fran President Mitterand
during the Vittel Summit and thus the em will be forcing the issue.

(1) An increase in the level of arreages durir~ the months of
N:wember and December does not necessarily imply that the
GOS will not achieve the IMF objective of no overall increase
in arrears over IT 1983/84.
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D. Preliminary Assessment of GOS Performance on the IMF Standby

A preliminary review of the present status of the Senegalese economy
indicates that the GOS has been effective, thus far, in implementing the
conditions of the IMF Standby. Furthermore, progress appears to have been
evenly distributed over a number of different areas with the exception of the
reimbursement of arrears of CPSP and SONAR (See Tables 20 through 23).

1. Structural measures

Although there are no firm figures available at this time,
preliminary information indicates that the new procedure for con~rolling the
growth in' public sector hiring through the Minister for State,
Secretary-General of the Office of the President is functioning effectively.
Furthermore, a major source of growth in public sector employment in FY
1982/83 was the Ministry for National Education which had been permitted to
hire personnel on the basis of an "Office Memorandum". This possibility has
now been eliminated and the Education ~inistry is currently subject to the
same controls as other government departments with respect to hiring.

Concrete measures have also been taken to reduce the deficit of the
groundnut sector. The additional levy of CFAF 10/kg of marketed groundnuts
was announced to the farmers in August. The contract between oil crushing
firms and the CPSP on the cost structure for the 1982/83 crop year was
finalized in early September. Concrete steps have been taken by the Minister
for Rural Development to ensure that SONACOS and SEIB employ the ~eighers and
will thus be 'responsible for losses between the weighing of the groundnuts
sold by the producer and the weighing at the mill. The oil crushing firms
have accepted the task but somewhat unwillingly as they would prefer that the
GOS assume the risk of losses during transport.

The other structural issue concerns the fiscal burden of public
enterprises. Although no specific adjustment measures were required during
the first half of the IMF Standby, the analytical work requested is currently
being undertaken. The Ministry for Rural Development is finalizing three
reports on SAED, SODEVA and SOHIVAC which will be discussed with
representatives from the French Caisse Centrale de Cooperation Economique and
Fonds d'Aide et de Developpement, from the 'vorld Bank and from USAID in a
meeting scheduled for ~ovember 14 through 18.

2. Price increases

All the price increases requested under the Standby were announced on
a televised presidential speech on August 19, 1983. Retail price information
indicates that price increases have been fully implemented.

3. Budget expenditures and performance criteria

Provisional figures for GOS Financial Operations are compared with
IMF quarterly projections in Table 20. Although these figures should not be
taken as final they do give some indication of the direction and trend of
government spending. Generally it can be" stated that the GOS does not appear
to have erred significantly from IMF targets. The overall balance on a
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cOJDDitments basis (including changes in payments arrears) is only 3 percent
greater than W' projections for September 30. Government revenue is slightly
lower than projected but this is expected to improve in October when revenues
fran the new value-added tax on petroleun products will begin being disbursed
to the treasury. Expenditure on wages and salaries is slightly over IMF
projections (by 4 percent). The figure for expenditure on supplies and
transfers is, on the other hand, significantly below lMF projections (i.e. by
about 40 percent). GOS authorlties, however, have expressed the view that the
December 31 figure is likely to be much closer to the IMF r s quarterly
projection since expenditures on supplies are typically more intense between
October atlQ December.

There are three potential problem areas which require monitoring over
the next months. With respect to net correspondents of the treasury other
than SONAR and CPSP, the IMF is projecting a surplus of CFAP 3.0 billion over
the fiscal year and no new net drawings through September 30. However,
preliminary figures indicate that these correspondents actually drew CFAF 5.6
billion. The second problem concerns the expected reduction in payments
arrears of CPSP and SONAR. which is in fact outstanding crop credit for 1981/82
and 1982/83. 001 quarte"t"ly projections indicate that the GOS should have
reimbursed CFAF 9.7 billion; however, only CFAF 5.0 billion had been repaid as
of September 30. Third is the question of arrearages of the GJvernment ~..ich

nonnally increase substantially in December as the majority of new orders for
materials are received and only decrease gradually over the period from
January to June as new camnitments are paid off.

Preliminary estimates for September 30 on performance criteria are,
in general, encouraging given the severity of the IMF program. The figures
must be viewed with some caution since definitive data will not be available
lIDtil December; nevertheless, the GOS see:ns to have been effective in
approaching n1F objectives in most areas. lhnestic credit a~ansion is
estimated to be within the IMF target while net claims of the banking sector
on the government appear to be about 6 percent under the ceiling (See Table
21). The stock of arrearages of the government and public enterprises appears
to have declined by about 6 percent to CFAF 52.5 billion; however, problems
are anticipated for December 31. With respect to new external borrowing the
OOS is well within the ceilings set by the IMF since this type of borrowing
has been negligible.

4. Prospects for the Cecember 31 perfonnance criteria

It is very difficult to make a projection regarding GOO performance
at the end of December. !X>mestic credit expansion is now within the IMF
target but must be monitored carefully, although more expansion is permitted
between September and December than between July and September. A definite
problem area for the program involves the ceiling of CFAF 7.8 billion on
outstanding crop credit. According to preliminary data from the central bank
as of September 30 there was still CFAF 36.6 billion or $91.5 million
outstanding not including interest payments \orm.ch have been estimated to be
approximately CFAF 4.0 billion or $10.0 million. The capacity of the GOS to
comply with this crlterlonwill depend largely on how successful it is in
mobilizing extenal support. The criterion monitored by the IMF with respect
to arrearages may also represent a serious problem.
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ANALYSIS OF THE MAJOR FINANCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL PROBLEHS IN THE
AGRICU~TUP~ SECTOR

A. The Impact of Agricultural Debt and Subsidies

The GOS Department of Projections has recently published a set of figures
analyzing the future public finance situation on the assumption that the
subsidy element to the groundnut sector through the CPSP and SONAR is
eliminated and that the CPSP actually generate a surplus beginning in FY
1985/86 through proceeds from imported goods such as rice and vegetable oil
(See Table 26). These assumptions may be regarded as overly optimistic but
they do allow a certain assessment of the weight which agricultural sector
subsidies places on the budget. \~hile net external financing is projected to
decline dramatically after FY 1985/36 (largely due to increased amortization
of external debt) the overall deficit would decline in nominal terms from CFAF
72.6 billion in FY 1983/84 to CFAF 46.0 billion in 1985/86 or by 37 percent in
two years. Thus by coming to grips with agricultural subsidies the GaS should
be able to cope with its serious external debt problem without increasing
dependence on budgetary assistance.

Future prospects for the public finance situation, therefore, are
contingent upon Senegal's reducing the level of subsidies to the groundnut
sector to the point where CPSP receipts from imported consumer goods can
finance the subsidy. This can be accomplished either through further
cost-cutting in the groundnut sector or the generation of more revenue through
increased prices for imported consumer goods or, ,.;hich is more likely) a
combination of both•. Another factor which also must be addressed is the
financial burden of rural development agencies which continue to place
increasing strains on the GOS' current budget while the measurable impact of
these agencies on agricultural production is difficult to discern.

B. Reasons for the Accumulation of Agricultural Debt

1. CPSP and SONAR arrears and crop credit

Under the rules of the West African Monetary Union, of which Senegal
is a member, the central bank lends money at a preferential discount rate to
commercial banks to provide short term financing for the purchase of export
crops. In Senegal's case this credit is available for the purchase of cotton
and groundnuts by the purchasing agents: previously ONCAD for groundnuts but
now the oil crushing firms and SODEFITEX for cotton. A small amount is also
made available to SONAR for the direct purchase of selected seeds (grades Nl
and N2). It is intended that the credit be reimbursed within a twelve month
period maximum as the proceeds from the sales of the export crops (processed
or unprocessed) on the world market are received.

Each year in mid-October preliminary production estimates for cotton
and groundnuts are made and on this basis an estimate of how much crop credit
is required. The BNDS is the lead bank and the one responsible for mobilizing
other commercial banks to participate in a consortium. The banks have been
participating according to the followin~.fix~d.perc;elltages: BNDS (58%), USB
(14%), BICIS (7%), BlAO (7%), SGBS (9%), BSK (7%).~1) As a result of .
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ONCAD's inability to reimburse crop credit in the past and recent experience
with the oil crushing firms and the CPSP each year it becomes increasingly
difficult to mobilize financing for crop credit. Past experience has
demonstrated to the banks that it is a risky proposition and that they may
very well be forced to continue paying the discount rate to the central bank
without receiving a large proportion of the outstanding capital and interest
payments that are due. In the late seventies and early eighties the BtIDS
would increase its share in the consortium of banks if another bank did not
participate as promised. However, due to financial difficulties experienced
by the BNDS this practice is no longer possible.

The marketing season opens officially in early December and on the
first day the ofl crushing firms and SONAR (for groundnuts) are permitted to
draw f~om the BNDS between 20 percent and 30 percen~ of the total amount of
financing made available according to crop estimates. When this amount has
been fully utilized by the oil crushing fires to purchase groundnuts, they are
authorized to make additional drawings from the consortium account after
documents justifying the use of the 20 percent advance have been examined by
the BNDS. A schedule is also drawn up by the banks for the repayment of the
short-term credit and additional interest costs are charged by the BNDS if the
schedule is not met.

The CPSP enters the crop credit process, not because it is a direct
purchasing agent for export crops, but because it stabilizes revenue to
farmers by guaranteeing oil crushing firms that their production costs plus a
certain margin for services rendered will be covered. Thus in years when the
producer price to farmers is sufficiently low in comparison to world market
prices to allow the oil crushing firms to generate profits, these profits are
collected by the CPSP. Conversely, when the producer price to farmers is too
high in comparison to world market prices to allow oil crushing firms to cover
costs then the CPSP is to make compensatory payments to the oil crushing
firms. Normally, these compensatory payments should be made from C?SP
reciepts generated from proceeds on other export crops or on imported consumer
goods and should not involve short-term crop credit in anyway.

SONAR should normally be only a minor participant in the crop credit
process. Funds are made available to this company to purchase a relatively
sTnall amount of selected seeds (i5,800 metric tons in 1982/83) whose cost is
more than covered by a seed levy on farmers (of CFAFIO/kg in 1982/83 and CFAF
IS/kg in 1983/84). SONAR's direct participation in short term crop credit has
already been repaid in full for 1982/83. However, in order to obtain a seed
stock of approximately 120,000 tons SONAR selects remaining seeds from the
regular oilseeds which have been purchased by the oil crushing firms. The oil
crushing firms then bill SONAR for the amount. In 1982/83 SONAR did not have
the resources to cover these costs since,the seed levy was not sufficient to
cover direct costs and since the GOS did not disburse the promised CFAF 1.1
billion subsidy to cover SONAR's operat"ing expenditures. Thus both SONAR and
CPSP enter the crop credit system as a result of a general shortage of liquid
resources in the groundnut sector and due to GOS inability to make such
resources available from the budget.

Since 1980, however, CPSP receipts have been shrinking while claims
on its resources have been growing (See Tables 27 and 28). In the absence of
internally generated resources or transfer payments from the government
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budget, the CPSP agreed to assume a certain proportion of the oil crushing
firms' crop credit obligations to commercial banks equivalent to the amount of
compensatory payments which the CPSP should have accorded the oil crushing
firms.

The provision of short-term credit to allow oil crushing firms to pay
farmers promptly and in cash for marketed export crops is essential to the
proper functioning of the system. In December and January farmers require
cash to purchase goods and food to allow their families to function throughout
the season where unemployment is ~~idespread in the rural sector. Major
agricultural tasks are not possible between Deceober and Hay, except in the
Senegal River Basin, as Senegal receive~ no rain, and thus few opportunities
for on-farm gainfull employment (e.g. through cattle fattening or poultry),
during the dry season are limited. What must be avoided is that subsidy
payments due from the CPSP are permitted to reach levels which are clearly
unsustainable either for the CPSP, the groundnut sector, or the government
budget. It has been shown that the short term crop credit system can function
smoothly when a sector is financially more balanced. A case in point is crop
credit for cotton purchases which is repaid, on schedule, by SODEFITEX.

2. ONCAD debt

In a recently released audit report, ONCAD's outstanding liabilities
at the time of its dissolution in October 1980 were approximtely CFAF 75
billion or $187.5 million. Since 1980, arrearages on capital and interest
payments have brought the total to CFAF 99.9 or $250 million. If the GOS is
able to respect the newly agreed upon repayment schedule for ONCAD debt it
will be reimbursing CFAF 142.4 billion or $356.0 million over the next 15
years.

As is the case with short-term crop credit, commercial banks in
Senegal were technically required. to lend to ONCAD; thus, although already
significant portions of debt were accumulated by 1977/78, the banks continued
to lend to ONCAD through 1979/80. Unlike the CPSP, the fundamental reason for
accumulation of ONCAD debt was not unfavorable price m~vements on the
international market but rather the results of Widespread default by farmers
on credit extended by ONCAD for the purchase of fertilizer and seeds and for
the purchase of food (millet and rice) during the hungry season between Hay
and September. Inefficient management within ONCAD and the consequent
build-up of an operating deficit also contributed to an increase in ONCAD's
liabilities.

As early as 1970/71 when drought-affected groundnut production
dropped to about 60 percent of average, the GOS responded to farmers' serious
economic difficulties by cancelling CFAF 2.6 billion of farmer debt part of
which was owed to the BNDS for the purchase of tools and part of which was
owed to ONCAD. The same phenomenon recurred in 1972/73 when groundnut
production dropped below even its 1970/71 level to 570,000 metric tons.
Between 1977/78 and 1980/81 farmer debts were cancelled twice by the GOS in
response to sharp drops in farmer purchasing power due to drought. Thus it
may be said that ONCAD and the BNDS were de facto used as institutions for
prOViding crop insurance to farmers during drought years.
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In addition, the inability of ONCAD to properly manage its program to
provide agricultural inputs and seeds to farmers in the groundnut basin
further contributed to poor repayment rates from farmers. Differences between
the level of debt established by ONCAD and the level recognized by farmers was
often substantial. Every taxpaying groundnut farmer was eligible to borrow
seeds from ONCAD on the understanding that since ONCAD was the monopoly
marketing agent for groundnuts it could be assured of repayment. However,
farmers, to avoid repaying debts, became indebted in one cooperative for
inputs and sold output in another cooperative where they had no debt and thus
were not required to relinquish part of their crop to cover repayments. This
process of evading payment was facilitated by the fact that information was
sometimes inaccurately recorded and that information did not flow between
cooperatives.

Between the early seventies and late 1980 ONCAD accumulated about
CFAF 75.0 billion in unpaid liabilities. Over this 10-year span about CFAF
23.0 billion or $57.5 million involved unreimbursed short-term crop credit
made available to ONCAD for the purchase of farmers' groundnuts. }luch of this
build-up can be attributed to the fact that ONCAD was not able to cover the
costs of its services (1) through proceeds from the groundnuc ~arketing
process and that it was required to assume entire responsibility for the
losses of groundnuts during transport (discussed in Part I). About, CFAF 18.0
billion or $45 million can be attributed to credit extended by ONCAD for the
purchase of millet and rice for farmers' coasumption during the hungry season
which was not subsequently reinbursed by the farmers, and about CFAF 34.0
billio~ or "$85 million can be attributed to cooperatives' debt to ONCAD for
the purchase of agricultural inputs.

3. The impact of ONCAD and crop credit debt on the banking system

As ~ight be expected the accumulation of unpaid liabilities to the
banks has had a deleterious effect I)n the banking system which could have
serious repercussions for Senegal's financial stability. The hardest hit bank
has been the Banque Nationale de Developpement du Senegal (BNDS), with 73
percent of its capital provided by the GOS. Constituted in 1964 the BNDS is
one of the largest banks (capital of $6 million). BNDS in its role as lead
bank for crop credit and in its capacity as direct lender to the rural sector
has been the major source of credit to agriculture. Thus, CFAF 38.4 billion
of ONCAD debt or $96 million is owed to the BNDS and approximately CFAF 20
billion in crop credit or S50 million. With an initial capital of $6 million
the BNDS has accumulated a level of unpaid assets of $146.0 million. The BNDS
is reportedly unable to meet interest payments to the BCEAO on its
rediscounted money and is currently surviving because the BCEAO has not
pressed the issue. A reimbursement of outstanding crop credit and a major
effort to clear up arrearages on ONCAD debt are crucial to the continued
existence of the BNDS. In recognition of this fact, the GaS has designated
the BNDS as the priority beneficiary of repayments on these debts.

(1) ONCAD services included: (1) assistance to farmers to ascertain their
needs for inputs, (2) procurement of the inputs, (3) distribution of
inputs to the farmers and after the harvest, (4) collection of
payment for inputs, (5) purchase of groundnut harvest from the
cooperatives: and (6) transport of production to the oil crushing
firms.
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A failure of the BNDS would have serious repercussions for the
banking sector as a whole. Other major banks are also suffering from the
accumulation of agricultural debt: the BIAO with a capital of $7.7 million is
owed $33.0 million; the BICIS with a capital of $5.0 million is owed $47.5
million; SGBS with a capital of $5.4 million is owed $35.5 million and USB
with a capital of $5.0 million is owed $47.5 million. These figures do not
include bad loans which may have accumulated in ot.her sectors. From the above
figures it is clear that the IMF is justified in placing top priority on the
reimbursement of ONCAD and crop credit debts.

4. The fiscal burden of the RDAs

Another area where the agricultural sector weighs heavily upon the
public finances of Senegal is that of rural development agencies or RDAs. It
is very difficult, if not impossible to quantify precisely the costs of RDA's
for the GOS.

These costs to the state can be broken down as follows:

Direct subsidies coming from the investment and the
operating budgets of the State.

Salaries of civil servants detached from the GOS to the
RDA's, but whose salarie~ continue to be paid through the·
national budget.

Interest on loan investments obtained by RDA's with the
endorse~ent of the State, and counted as part of the public
debt.

The CPSP deficit on export c~ops and domestic rice, i~

particular cotton from SODEFITEX and locally ptoduced rice
from SAED and SOMIVAC (during the 70's).

Table 16 gives an idea of the level of subsidies to the agricultural
sector. It estimates in particular the subsidies to the rural development
agencies, which, in 1981/82 were about CFAF 8 billion or $20 million.

Table 29 presents an estimate of the investment and operating
expenses of five regional development agencies (as opposed to rural
development agencies, which include ISRA, the research service, and SONAR, the
input distribution company). Table 29 is based on the official financial
statements of these RDA's, and it appears that the expenses of these
organizations is between CFAF 8 and 10 billion or $23 million. Buth of these
tables underestimate the real cost of ROA's for the State as they do not
include all of the cost elements described above.

In addition, Table 31 gives an idea of the evolution of the personnel
of selected RDAs. Table 32 presents the distinction between contractors and
civil servants at headquarters and in the field for SODEVA.

Even if the financial figures are not precise, it is clear that
the overall cost of RDA's over time has become a very heavy burden on the GOS,
which has not been compensated for by tangible results, either in terms of
increased production, or improved well being of the farmers. In the following
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C. Corrective Actions Required in the Agricultural Sector

1. The CPSP and accumulation of crop credit

Since the dissolution of ONCAD in late 1980, the CPSP has been the
major institution through which the GOS has accumulated agricultural-sector
-related debt which it cannot reimburse without substantial external
assistance. It is thus important to analyze the ways in which such
accumulation can be prevented in the future. As was stated earlier the major
cause of rising subsidies to the groundnut sector has been the unfavorable
price movements on the world market. Due to a number of factors beyond
Senegal's control the short-term prospects for international prices for
groundnuts are considerably more favorable in November 1983 than they were the
previous spring. A projected decline in the availability of oilseeds
especially soybeans due to poor climatic conditions in the U.S. h~s provok~d a
speculative increase in groundnut prices which have doubled since last March.

The combined impact of increasing world prices and a decline in the
real producer price of groundnuts to farmers due to increased levies is that
the prospects for 1983/84 are considerably improved (See Table 12). The
deficit on the groundnut sector for 1983/84 is likely to be less than one-half
of the deficit for the 1982/83 crop year. TheCPSP's financing requirements
for groundnuts are hence expected to decline from CFAF 12.4 billion or $31
million in 1982/83 to CFAF 1.5 billion or $3.75 million in 1983/84. The majer
source vf the remaining deficit is attributable directly to SONAR. With the
projected decline in groundnut production this year the leT] of CF.\F lS/kg of
groundnuts marketed will not cover the costs of a 120,000 ton seed stock nor
SONAR's overhead costs.

With respect to the overall deficit for the CPSP in FY 1983/84,
revised estimates situate it at about CFAP 4.6 billion or $11.5 million as
compared to $40.0 million in 1982/83. rnis remarkable improvement can be
accounted for not only by the more favorable situation for groundnuts but also
due to an increase of receipts from imported consumer goods. Given the
prospects for FY 1983/84 it would appear to be an opportune moment to focus on
the problems of the CPSP's accumulated debt since the situation in the future
appears to he coming under control.

In order to effectively prevent the financial equilibrium of the CPSP
from being disrupted as it was in 1981/82 and 1982/83 a number of safeguard
measures should be carefully studied and subsequently implemented. The number
one priority is to define the CPSP's stabilizing fUJ.:tCtion such that it is
consistent with its access to financial resources. /The stabilization function
might be more appropriately focused on the variability of farmer income as a
whole rather than exclusively on the producer pr~fe. For example, 1982/83 was
an exceptionally good year for groundnut produc~on as compared to recent
averages. Given' the impact of quantity on income it was, therefore, perhaps
not essential to maintain the producer price at CFAF 60/kg in the face of
declining world prices. With respect to this harvest, on the other hand,
given expected reductions in groundnut productio~and favorable price
movements on the international market, it might have',b,een feasible to consider
maintaining or increasing the producer price rather than reducing it to CFAF
SO/kg.

John M
Previous Page Missing
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Another corrective measure which should be considered involves the
destination of CPSP's surplus in good years such as CY 1979. Given the fact
that the GOS is experiencing such a tight liquidity situation it seems normal
that although it is anxious to benefit from CPSP surpluses it is not in a
position to finance deficits in bad years. Thus a system needs to be devised
whereby the CPSP is authorized to have exclusive access to its proceeds in
favorable years to finance deficits in less favorable years. A system of this ­
type is being formulated for SODEFITEX whereby its profits can be deposited or
invested to allow it to finance losses associated with other years.

A related question involves the quality of CPSP's financial
management and monitoring. It has been stated that with a more rigorous
manage~ent of its cash flow the CPSP could generate substantial savings. A
nine-volwae audit of the CPSP was done in 1982 by Arthur Anderson and financed
by the World Bank. The audit report examines CPSP's financial management as
examines well as its management of the rice, groundnut, sugar, fleur, cotton
and tomato sectors. The report analyzes the major problems in each sector but
does not describe very precisely the way in which more general suggestions for
improvement in each sector could be implemented. However, the report broke
new ground with respect to its detailed analysis and quantification of the
implications of the CPSP's various functions.

The complex function of price stabilization requires an effective
monitoring mechanism whereby price adjustments, particularly for imported
consumer goods, could be introduced with a certain element of automaticity.
More regular but smaller price increases to reflect shifts in world prices may
also have another advantage--that of political acceptability. Infrequent but
major pric~ adjustoents of between 20 percent and 30 percent are highly
visible and psychologically more keenly felt by consumers. Quarterly or
semi-annual adjustments of 5 percent each, on the other hand, may be more
palatable to consumers. Thus a system for price adjustment characterized by
frequent periodicity should be part of a reform program for the CPSP.

Similarly, a system should also be introduced to monitor the various
sectors and an early warning mechanism devised to bring attention to sectors
veering into deficit. Corrective action should then be taken at the earliest
possible moment and should be divorced as much as feasible from political
considerations. For example, during the first half of 1982 when international
groundnut prices were cut by half the CPSP should have been proposing
adjustment measures. Instead the deficit was allowed to accumulate through
the end of FY 1982/83 before any concrete measures were introduced. The lack
of responsiveness to the problem can also be traced to the fact that 1983 was
an election year--a phenomenon which is known to occur in a large number of
countries.

Another crucial area for reform which affects both the CPSP and
Senegal's agricultural sector as a whole, is the search for ways of making
various sectors, groundnuts and rice in particular, more competitive. If the
secular trend for groundnut prices is towards a decline in response to the
appearance of more inexpensive alternative vegetable oils on the international
market, then Senegal's future in the groundnut industry is dependent on its
ability to cut costs and eliminate unnecessary losses such as "losses in
transport". Although cost-cutting is likely to reduce the margin of
intermediaries it should also ensure that, to the largest extent possible, the
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farmers receive a remunerative producer price. According to calculations made
in 1982 paddy rice produced in the Sene8al River Basin through SAED is about
two to three times more costly than imported rice. While it is being proposed
that the cost of domestic rice production and SAED in particular, be financed
through the proceeds on imported rice, it is financially· unsound to encourage
a situation where increased agricultural production is synonymous with
additional financial strain on the CPSP.

Further analysis of long-term solutions for the CPSP is clearly
required. Timing for the launching of an initiative with respect to the
reform of the CPSP appears, however, to be ripe. The CPSP's director has been
changed and the new Director is reportedly concentrating on strengthening the
institution. The GaS' Office of Organization and Methods will be studying the
general management of the CPSP early next year. The French FAC and the World
Bank ~re financing three technical experts including a financial management
specialist to work full time within the CPSP. In the context of proposed
conditionality to be applied early next year, it is the }lission's intention to
finance a local consulting firm which worked with Arthur Anderson on its audit
report, to update and elaborate on the conclusions made in the report.
~mphasis should be given to the specifics of the task of restructuring the
CPSP and strengthening its management methods. A financial analyst from the
U.S. with extensive knowledge of Senegal could be called upon to supervise and
direct the work. This effort should be carried out in close collaboration
with the GOS, World Bank, and France in order to allow all parties concerned
with the reorganization of the CPSP to take advantage of any new ideas or
approaches.

2. Regional development agenci.es (RDAs)

a. Analysis of the major deficiencies of RDAs

An important problem with RDAs is their high cost. Two major
reasons explain the capital g~owth of these costs. (1) the personnel and in
particular the st~£f at headquarters grew at a very rapid rate in the last
decade;(l) (2) the donors, who had participated in the unnatural growtn of
the RDAs by injecting large sums of money, realized that the results were not
in relation with the costs, and therefore decided to significantly reduce
their financial support, leaving the GOS with heavy overhead to subsidize.

The GOS, in order to limit the political consequences of a large
lay-off of personnel, has chosen to reduce operating expenses (rather than
personnel), thus decreasing even more the already low efficiency of RDAs.

The impact of RDAs on-.production is not readily apparent. In
the Groundnut Basin covered by SODEVA, the yields for groundnuts and millet
have not increased significantly since the early 1960's, despite all the
efforts to promote agricultural themes. Table 30 presents the evolution of
yields from 1960/61 to 1982/83 for both crops. USAID is curently conducting

(1) It appears that as in many other developing countries the parapublic
sector, and RDAs in particular were viewed by the authorities as a
means of limiting unemployment among educated people, rather than as
productive units.
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two evaluations of our project of support to SODEVA. Although it might be too
early to compare costs with increased levels of production, in lower
Casamance, despite the efforts in extension services largely financed by
USAID, the increase in production resulting from the project is estimated at 3
to 4,000 tons of rice per year. For SAED, paddy production increased from
10,600 tons in 1965 to 50,000 tons in 1982/83, and during the same period
tomato production went from a to 21,600 tons. These numbers are impressive in
themselves, however, when compared to the investment costs (CFAF 33.7 billion
or $84 million for 1964-1978), and to the operational sub~idies provided by
the GOS ($5.8 million in 1981/82) the results are less impressive. Although
SODEFITEX is cited as a model among the RDAs, its costs are quite high if we
consider the deficit on cotton sales incurred by CPSP.

The RDAs have a top dO\in approach; they consider themselves as
the instrument of the GOS to impose development on the farmers. The farmers
are not asked how they see their future, they are told what to do, without any
real feedback mechanism to check if this is acceptable or not. The question
of the adequacy of the extension packages proposed to the farmers should also
b~ raised. For example, for several years, SODEVA has attempted to impose
what is called "heavy themes" (i.e. deep ploughing with oxen, large quantities
of fertilizers, etc ••• ) on farmers, but only very few of them have adopted
this technical package. The ROA's perception of their role, which closely
resembles the development pattern initiated during the colonial period, has
also affected the relationship between extension and research. The RDAs are
perceived as instruments which impose research results on rural areas without
trying, through feedback, to find out if research results are truly adaptable
and appropriate.

The centralized approach has also caused some of the RDAs to
take over vital functions in the agricultural sector, such as the supply of
production inputs, marketing of agricultural production and credit, with the
hope that they would be able to coordinate these services to make them more
efficient. Experi~nce has demonstrated however, that by accumulating these
functions, RDAs pruduced as bad if not worse results.

The regional development agencies see themselves as the
coordinators of development action at the regional level. They wish to be
aware of all projects existing in the region, and in fact they would like to
supervise, or even control all development actions in the region. Although
there is clearly a need for regional coordination in Senegal there are too
many organizations who wish to assume this function including the ROAs,
Governors, Prefects, different representatives of ministries. The end result
being that there is no real coordination.

Poor management is a common feature of parapublic sectors in
less developed countries, and it seems to have been aggravated in Senegal in
recent years first, because of over$taffing at headquarters level, which has
induced a dilution of responsibilities and second, because of the limited
financial means which implies insufficient logistical support and consequently
poor work supervision.

It would be too easy to place the blame for this less than
positive analysis on the RDAs alone. Several factors played against
efficiency of these RDAs. They include:
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a. Rainfall For several years, low and erratic rainfall has
limited production;

b. Inputs distribution, when it has not been done by the RDAs
themselves, has often been inadequate and has thus had a
negative impact on the application and adoption of themes
presented by the RDAs. Unfortunately, as indicated
earlier, when the RDAs take over input distribution, the
results are usually not more satisfactory;

c. The unavailibility of credit during the last 4 years is a
constraint for the RDA's in financing inputs and equipment
recommended for the various proposed technical packages;

d. Generally, the GaS' financial difficulties and subsequent
limitations on cash flow available for logistical support
of extension services ar.e li~iting factors for the work of
the RDAs;

e. Finally, the donors, by reducing the funds available for
the RDAs are, in the short-run, actors in the deterioration
of their efficiency. In the long-run, however, they should
be actors in the change of RDAs by forcing the GaS to
reconsider the roles, functions, and costs of these
agencies. This process is taking place right nO\I, and
USAID is playing its role to help the GaS in its analysis
and its decisions.

,
b. Corrective measures to be taken

It is necessary that the GOS defines clearly what it expects
from the RnAs. (e.g. extension service. regional coordination, input
supplies, marketing of production). The Government is now in the process of
studying thfs question; it has requested each of the three major rural
development agencies, SODEVA, SAED and SOHIVAC, to prepare a document
explaining its own views \lith respect to the future. These documents have not
been officially released yet, but we know that at least two first drafts have
been rejected by the Minister for Rural Development because the objectives
proposed were not seen as realistic given the constraints. USAID may have a
role in influencing the GaS in its reflection. The Mission is attempting to
convince the Government of the following points:

Even if RDAs do not function in the present as they should,
their two principal functions, i.e. technology transfer and
the establishment of linkages between research and rural
development, should be preserved, and improved if there is
to be medium term development for Senegalese agriculture;

However, the peripheral functions which have been assumed,
over time by some RDAs, such as input distribution, credit,
management of irrigated perimeters, functional literacy,
regional coordination, statistical research on farming
systems, etc., should be progressively transferred to other
institutions in the private or public sectors;
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The overall cost of the extension function proposed should
be compatible ~ith the general macroeconomic situation.
This means that the GOS determines ~hat functions it should
maintain and adequate resources should be attributed to
these activities;

If, as can be expected, the financial resources available
do not allow for an intensive extension effort, then
alternative means of designing extension services should be
considered, such as increased use of local radio, the
rotation system of extension, etc. There is a need for a
study of the most appropriate extension system given the
Senegalese context and constraints.

Even with the best extension system, if rain does not fall, if
inputs do not arrive on time, if credit is not available when needed, or if
seeds are of bad quality, output will be limited by these factors. This
explains the RDA'sdesire to take r~sponsibilities in particular for input
distribution. It is thus necessary that the GOS take corrective measures
s;multaneously with respect to RDAs and other areas of rural development such
as input distribution, marketing of the agricultural production, credit,
agricultural price structure, etc. The GOS is in fact also reviewing these
different questions. In the area of credit a new scheme is scheduled to start
before the end of this year. Concerning input distribution and agricultural
marketing, the Mission is convinced that a centralized and monopolistic
solution is bound to revive the inefficiencies and the cumbersome procedures
previously used by ONCAD. It would be preferable to allow several agents to
perform the above functions. The GOS through state owned companies would
limit its function to that of regulation and controller of these markets •

•
The RDAs should be reorganized with a view to dece~tralizing

their responsibilities and initiatives. The agents in the field should become
the ears and eyes of these organizations, transmitting the needs of the
farmers and to researching and proposing specific solutions. This ~vill

"require a profound change in the ~entalities of RDA workers at all levels,
away from the paternalistic attitude vis-a-vis the farmers, toward a
participatory one. It imrlies that field workers should have a higher
training level than is currently the case, and that the staff at head offices
could be significantly reduced, because these institutions will have been
streamlined and several functions merged. It will, however, be necessary to
maintain and make the management and control services more efficient, 50 that
field staff receive the supervision of the head offices.

The existing legal dependency of RDAs vis-a-vis the State has
serious drawbacks in terms of efficiency:

It slows down administrative procedures for procurement of
equipment;

It restricts the freedom to employ and fire personnel.
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It is important that RDAs be able to exercise more autonomy so

Management can effect procurement directly without going
through the cumbersome state regulations (in exchange, a
posteriori control will have to be organized);

The General Director must have the power to hire and fire
personnel on the basis of performance. It would be
advisable that public service officers working for RDAs be
reduced to a minimum.

PART 3 - CONDITIONALITY

A. Background

The process of determining the most appropriate from of conditionality to
be associated with this $10 million ESF package is made more complex by the
dual nature of the Mission's objectives: (1) to support the L~F Standby
agreement and (2) to encourage major institutional reforms in the agricultural
sector. The former objective would suggest that the package reinforce
existing IMP conditionality while the latter would require the formulation of
additional policy conditions. Similarly, the objective of support to the IMF
program dictates that the ESF assistance be approved and disbursed in an
extremely short timeframe while the objective of reforms in the agricultural
sector requires ~onsiderable time for study and negotiation. Thus the mission
is recommending ~hat this package be app~oved on the basis of already existing
D·IT and USAlD(l) conditionality and following review of illustrative
conditionality set out in Section C which would serve as a basis for
formulating additional conditionality in early 1984.

Before concluding that the only feasible approach to conditionality
involved the disbursement of funds prior to formulation of specific conditions

'USAID/Senegal examined the possibility of resolving the problem by depositing
the $10 million ESF in a blocked account in the central bank for release in
early 1984 when additional conditionality could be developed. This practice
was used by the CCCE in March of 1983 but has a number of important
drawbacks. First, while the deposit would normally reduce the net claims of
the banking system on the GOS it would also cause a subsequent deterioration
in this position wben it was TNithdrawn for actual expenditure in early 1984.
Second, and more important, is that the new IMF Standby stipulates that
deposits wade in the central bank from an external donor will give rise to an
equivalent downward adjustment of the IMF ceiling on net government claims
thus, negating any positive effect ~hich this deposit might have on
achievement of IMF performance criteria.

(1) Conditions. required under the $5 million ESF and $5 million SnF
programs signed on August 11, 1983.
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It is therefore suggested that conditionality for this ESF
program be limited to a positive determination by the Mission Director, during
the course of the month of December, that the GOS has implemented all
reasonable measures to comply with the terms and conditions of the IMF
Standby. However, detailed conditionality with respect to the CPSP and the
RDAs will be applied in 1984 either in connection with a second tranche of ESF
assistance, if this proves necessary and feasible, and/or as part of a Title I
program. Preliminary discussions with FVA/FFP/Title I in Washington indicate
that the spirit of conditionality intended with respect to the CPSP and the
RDAs would be compatible with the concept of self-help measures which are
additional and, to the extent possible, identifiable and measurable. Two
outstanding questions remain to be resolved: (1) the possibility of
expediting the Title I approval process to ensure that funds are available
before the end of the Senegalese Fiscal Year on June 30, 1984 and (2) the
necessity of obtaining a determination from USAID/Washington as to the
acceptability of providing a loan to a Sahelian country.

Another important reason why USAlD/Senegal is recommending that
the formulation of new conditionality be deferred until early 1984 is that the
policy dialogue between the GOS and its major donors (France, World Bank,
U.S.) on the direction and pace for reforms in the agricultural sector is
being pursued in a number of meetings that take place in November and
December. There are good prospects that from these-meetings will emerge a
consensus on a reform plan and on the role of the donors. Given the necessity
of a collaborative effort in achieving po1:.cy reforms, the Mission believes
that it wo~ld be counter-productive td impose isolated USAID conditions at
this point. Furthermore, the objectives of reforming the CPSP and RDAs are
ambitious ones which cannot be successfully implemented without the firm
support from other donors as well as the GOS.

In an attempt to provide the factual data required to make a
final decision with respect to the advisability of the Mission's approach to
conditionality this part is divided into three sections. The first examines
the status of GOS performance regarding the conditionality accepted fer the
S10 million balance of payments package. The second looks at the policy
dialogue between the GOS and its major donors on agricultural reform, and The
third illustrates the Mission's current thinking on conditionality. It is
important that the three sections be viewed as tentative since subsequent
discussions with the GOS and other donors may modify the specificity of
recommendations. Nevertheless, the general direction for reform of the CPSP
and the RDAs has already been dictated by macroeconomic constraints.

Approximately two and a half months ago, the GOS and USG signed two grant
agreements which placed some rather stringent conditions on the GOS. While in
aome areas progress has lagged behind expectations, in general, it can be
stated that GOS performance has been more than satisfactory.

I
fB.

I Status of Conditionality with Respect to the $10 Million Balance of
Payments Package Approved on August 11, 1983

.... ,
1. The Agriculture Development Assistance Grant

As a condition precedent to the first disbursement a written
statement that the grantee had sent a formal letter of intent to the IMP was
required. In fact, progress has exceeded expectations since the GOS and IMF
were able to finalize a Standby Agreement in early August which was approved
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by the IMF Board of Directors on September 19, 1983. The agreement covers the
Senegalese FY 1983/84, and all of the initial adjustment measures as specified
in the Letter of Intent have now been implemented.

As a condition precedent to the disbursement of local currency, the
GOS must certify that village level cooperatives and producer groups are
authorized to have direct access to credit sources. After the CCCE and USAID
made it clear that the original legislation adopted by the Senegalese National
Assembly in February of this year was not sufficiently specific to meet this
conditionality, the GOS circulated a decree explaining how the legislation
would be applied. Most recently, the Ministry for Rural Develop~ent issued an
official memorandum on September 5, 1983, setting out the respective roles of
the cooperatives and the Village level producer groups. Although it was
intended that these two documents satisfy donor conditionality some
ambiguities still remain. Thus, the CCCE and USAID are currently awaiting the
circulation of the statutes of the National Agriculture Bank (CNCAS) before
making a final determination as to whether the interests of village level
cooperatives and producer groups, as opposed to those of regional
cooperatives, are sufficiently protected.

Disbursement of local currency funds for the National Agriculture
Bank Is contingent upon a positive finding by the Rural Credit and Savings
Study. A mission from the Ohio State University Agricultural Finance ?rogram
vtsited Senegal in October. Ohio State will be reviewing the available
literature 'on credit and savings in Senegal and will be sending a proposal for
a detailed scope of work identifying outstanding questions which reqUire
further study. USAID/Senegal has recently received a study on Formal and
Informal Financial Markets in Rural Senegal which was conducted in the context
of the Princeton University Project financed with Title III counterpart
funds. The study covers some new areas which may not, therefore, require
detailed attention from the Ohio State University team.

A series of three special covenants focus on a progressive reduction
of fertilizer subsidies. Through January 1984, the GOS is to agree to
maintain the current 60 percent subsidy level and to reduce this level to 40
percent by January 1985. In fact, the GOS has gone well beyond these
covenants since fertilizer is to be:sold at cost price for the 1984/85 crop
year. Although the USAlD mission continues to believe that this phased
approach would have been more effective ~n terms of preventing serious
disruptions in fertilizer consumption and' consequently agricultural
production, the 1983/84 IMF Standby Agreement stipulates that budgetary
savings are to be generated by the withholding of CFAF S/kg on marketed
groundnuts in order to ~over the total costs of fertilizer to be distributed
in the groundnut basin. ll) Unfortunately, production projections for
groundnuts this year are very pessimistic "at about 450,000 metric tons. This
would imply that only about CFAF 2.25 billion would be available for the
purchase of fertilizer for crop year 1984/85. Assuming an average price of
fertilizer of CFAF lCO/kg, this would allow the GOS to purchase and distribute

----- .. _-

(1) For a detailed discussion of the potential impact of fertilizer on
production see the analysis contained in A.~nex E of SDF PAAD no.
685-0249.
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a total of 22,500 tons in the groundnut basin. Each farmer is to receive the
amount of fertilizer equivalent to the amount of his or her withholdings.
Thus, while the scheme allows each farmer to benefit from a minimum amount of
fertilizer, it is highly dependent on the previous year's agricultural
production and in this respect magnifies the impact of a poor harvest on
farmer income. In particular, given the small amounts of fertilizer which
must be distributed among every farmer that markets groundnuts, the impact of
fertilizer on agricultural production is likely to be significantly reduced.
The GaS and USAID mission are aware of the serious drawbacks of the IMF scheme
and are currently discussing acceptable solutions to improve the likely impact
of fertilizer use on production.

With respect to fertilizer marketing the GaS covenants that it will
permit the private sector to import urea under this project directly from the
U.S. The GaS has agreed entirely with this covenant and will shortly be
announcing the private-sector importer, which will likely be the SSEPC or a
Senegalese importer. Within 12 months of project obligation, the GaS is to
present a plan for reorganizing the fertilizer marketing system including a
study of the respective roles of the private and public sectors. The GOS has
not yet initiated this study.

As a covenant concerning the CPSP, the GaS is obliged to reduce
outstanding crop credit through the reimbursement of CFAF 10 billion by
December 1984, according to the priority ord2r and schedule agreed upon by the
GOS and IMF. The GOS has, as of October 31, 1983, reimbursed CFAF 6 billion
or S15 million due on outstanding crop credit for 1981/82 which is in
accordance with the order of priority as set out by the L~. The GaS also
covenants the reduction of the deficit of the CPSP by 10 percent by December
1984. This reduction has already been achieved through the price increases on
rice, sugar and cooking oil announced by President Abdou Diouf on August 19,
1983.

2. ESF Commodity Import Program

The major condition precedent 'to first disbursement of the foreign
exchange component of the Commodity Import Program 1s a written statement that
the GaS has sent a formal letter of intent to the IMF. As has been explained
above, this condition has been met.

Conditions precedent to disbursement of local currency involve the
establishment of a revolving account for road maintenance and GaS deposit of
its matching contributions due in the summer and fall of 1983. The revolVing
account is not yet operational; however, the financial burden to the GaS of
this condition has been significantly reduced since the World Bank and USAID
will be contributing jointly 67 percent of funds required during the first
year of the revolving account's operation.

Another con1ition precedent deals with the necessity of the Public
Works Department to prepare an acceptable plan for the utilization of
counterpart funds, with guarantees of equipment and personnel availability,
and a description of the equipment to be used. To date these conditions have
not been met.
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C. Policy Dialogue in the Agricultural Sector

The months of November and December are to be productive in terms of
meetings and studies which should lead to a consensus among the GOS and its
major" donors as to the appropriate directions for policy reform in this
sector. This type of consensus wo~ld facilitate the application of relevant
conditionality in the context of USAID's nonproject assistance for FY 1984.

1. Analytical work

The GOS is in the process of completing important analytical work
which is to serve as a basis for scheduled meetings with donors. A study on
Cereals Policy: Current Status and Pr0Posa1s for Action ~as published in July
1983. Studies cf SALD, SODEVA and SO~UVAC are being conpleced to serve as a
basis for a general evaluation of the role of these institutions in the
agricultural sector. In the context of the IMF Standby, the \~or1d Bank is
assisting the GaS with a series of financial studies covering public sector
enterprises including SAED, SODIVA and SO~~VAC that are facing severe
financial difficulties. The World Bank, in collaboration with the GOS, has
drawn up the terms of reference for these studies but no analytical work has
as yet begun.

Donors have also financed important analytical work. The Club du
Sahel is circulating a study of rainfed agriculture in Senegal. The French
eCCE and FAC arE: currently financing an update of a study completed in 1982 on
SAED and the costs of rice production in the Senegal River Basin. The update
will use more recent information on production costs for the 1981/82 and
1982/83 crop years.

2. Meetings scheduled with the GaS and its major donors

A series of three critical meetings are being organized in November
to discuss various aspects of GOS agricultural policy and its reform.

the Club du Sahel has sponsored a five day meeting from November
7 through November 11 to discuss agricultural production and.
food strategy in Senegal. All interested donors have been
requested to participate. Three major themes will be addressed
by particular working groups. The first will discuss the
organization and promotion of the rural sector including the
provision of agricultural inputs, rural credit, extension
services and the most effective institutional means of
mobilizing producers. The second group will examine technical
and economic aspects of irrigated and rainfed agriculture such
as crop protection, a~imal traction techniques, lntegration of
cattle fattening and agriculture, systems of production,
agronomic research and water management. The third group will
look at the economics of food crop production including policies
with respect to marketing, pricing, storage, transformation and
the role of food aid. Much of the documentation described in
the last section will provide the analytical basis for
discussion.
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The World Bank has organized a meeting from November 14 through
November 18 in order for the GOS and interested donors to
discuss the role of the RDAs in the agricultural sector. The
problems of SAED, SODEVA and SOMIVAC will be analyzed, but
priority will be reserved for SAED since donor reflection on
this institution has already been synthesized in a revised
document issued last May.

The World Bank has scheduled a wrap-up meeting for Nov. 21-22 to
form a consenus among the GOS, French, World Bank and U.S. as to
major directions for policy change in the agricultural sector,
especially with respect to cereals policy. Agreement should
also be reached concerning the role of donors in support of new
policies.

During the IMF's mid-December review of GOS performance with respect
~o the Standby Arrangement, discussions will also focus on agricultural sector
policies and the role of RDAs. It is not clear at this point in time whether
other donors will be asked to participate in these consultations.

D. Illustrative Conditionality for the Reform of Agricultural Sector
Institutions

There is general agreement that institutional reform in the agricultural
sector must address both the CPSP and the RDAs. However, reform must be
approached in collaboration with the GOS and other major donors and must tak.e
place at a pace which is more rapid than what the GOS would normally advise
but sufficiently gradual to make it politically feasible. TI1US, until a
consensus has emerged on how to reform these institutions, the specifics
mentioned in this section should be regarded as illustrative and subject to
subsequent modification.

1. The CPSP

As explained in previous sections, there is already a solid
analytical base for drawing up conditionality for the CPSP with the Arthur
Anderson audit which, however, requires a certain amount of updating to be
pertinent. Detailed analytical material is an important prerequisite for
negotiating with the GOS to assure all parties concerned that the Mission's
diagnosis of the CPSP's problems and the necessary corrective action is indeed
well-founded. In the case of the CPSP this is particularly important since
some highly sensitive political issues are at stake: pricing for basic
consumer goods and the level of subsidy to producers of export crops.

The first area which requires attention is that of price adjustment
for both producer prices of export crops and basic imported consumer goods.
The GOS should agree upon the regular monitoring of world prices and quarterly
or semi-annual meetings to shift prices in accordance with international
movements. Prices could be adjusted upward or downward with downward lags if
this is desirable in terms of the stated GOS goal of food ~elf-reliance. For
example, the price of imported rice could be adjusted upward but not downward
as a means of encouraging consumers to shift to domestically produced cereals.
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A related issue involves a GaS decision with respect to a maximum
sustainable level of subsidy to the groundnut sector. Given the fairly
pessimistic outlook for groundnuts as compared to acceptable substitutes
(soybean oil, sunflower oil, palm oil) the GaS should determine a maximum
limit for its financial contribution to the sector beyond which ad'justment
measures, such as the reduction in the real producer price are required. It
is also necessary to identify a regular source of financing for the groundnut
subSidy in order to prevent the preemption of crop credit for this purpose.

Agreement should be obtained for the use of a management control
system for each sector handled by the CPSP (e.g. groundnuts, sugar, rice and
tomatoes). The system should provide for an early warning mechanism for
identifying sectors that are moving into deficit and for which corrective
action is required within a specified timeframe (e.g. 3 months). In order to
facilitate the control system, specific sources of CPSP receipts should be
identified for the financing of each sector. For example, some of the costs
of domestic rice production could be defrayed from profits on imported rice.
Similarly proceeds from imports of tomato paste could be used to finance a
CPSP deficit with respect to domestically produced tomato products. In cases
where a particular sector is not self-financing then the CPSP should be
required to take action such as, in the short-term, the mobilization of
additional resources through exceptional taxes and/or levies, and in the
medium-term, measures to reduce production costs.

The focal point of any longer-term solution for the CPSP is its
capacity to mcnitor the situation with respect to each of its sectors. This
capacity is in turn dependent on the effectiveness of CPSP's management and
expenditure control. Part of any future conditionality, therefore, should
involve specific measures for strengthening that capacity through more timely
and more accurate financial reporting, precise attribution of responsibilities
to individuals and departments and, where necessary, short and medium-term
technical assistance activities.

2. The RDAs

Regarding RDAs' expenditures, the objective \70uld be to request the
GaS to study cost problems from a dual perspective. First, from a
macroeconomic point of view: how much of Senegal's resources can be allocated
to RDAs, given the country's overall economic constraints? Second, from a
microeconomic view point: what are the plausible alternative extension methods
and how much would each cost? This would require a comparative analysis of
extension systems in other LDC's and their applicability to Senegal, followed
by an evaluation of field and headquarters personnel needed, and an analysis
of the costs per RDA/region. Analysis of these macro and micro costs will
determine how much money can be attributed to the RDAs.

USAID could request that both of these studies be undertaken within a
given time period. The same procedure which was used by tha GaS in the
context of rural credit could be applied to this situation, i.e. the creation
of a consultative group attached to the Presidency or to the Ministry of Rural
Development, comprising GaS officials and donors, with the studies undertaken
by consultants with donor financing.

--,,,. -'-
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With the cost structure of each RDA, the distinction can be made
between the structural costs, which are imposed by the specific tasks
requested by the Government from that organi=ation (e.g. extension services in
the Groundnut Basin), and the costs which can be attributed to poor
management. It should be possible to determine standard costs of extension
agents and corresponding overhead expenses. On this basis, one could organize
some management control, and USAID could establish a conditionality in terms
of a timetable for decreasing expenditures and reorganizing personnel.

Each RDA has been assuming functions over time which are not directly
related to their basic objectives, either because these functions were
performed poorly by other institutions, or because of a natural tendency of
the RDAs to expand their scope of activities. It is necessary:

a. to define clearly those functions which should be abandoned over
time.

b. specify how and when these functions will be handed over, and to
whom.

For those functions which are cash generating, there should not be
too much difficulty to transfering them to the private sector (privatization
of the SAED rice factory, for example). But for functions which do not
generate immediate quantifcable returns like functional literacy, it will be
more difficult to find a replacement institution.

Conditionality could be applied in accordance with a GOS plan of
action for the phasing-out of peripheral functions, specifying also which
institution will replace the RDAs.

With respect to the legal status and autonomy of RDAs, the objective
here is to hold employees of RDAs responsible for their actions by givi~g a
certain autonomy of d~cision-making to their managers. This rai5es two
issues: (1) can personnel be hired and fired legally on a merit basis? (2) how
can the cumbersome procedures for procurement of goods be avoided? One first
step would be to change the legal status of RDAs from a public enterprise to
state-owned company, (some already have the state-owned company status). The
nuance is not symbolic since public enterprises have a more or less guaranteed
access to budget funds which is not the case for the others. SAED, for
example, changed its status in 1981, and has received almost no funds since
that time from the State (although they received consideraLle support under
the World Bank Structural Adjustment Loan). It is clear that this change of
status must be accompanied by a guarantee of regular availability of funds.
However, although useful, this first step will not be sufficient since it does
not entirely solve the two issues raised above. It is important to look in
more detail at the hiring, firing and procurement procedures in Senegal to
determine under what legal conditions independence from the State and autonomy
of decision can be obtained. The application of these conditions could be a
future condition for disbursement of funds.

Given the complexity of the RDA structures and the involvement of
other donors with these institutions, it will be necessary to coordinate
actions with other donors to present a common approach vis-a-vis the GOS.
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III. PROORAM DESCRIPrION

A. Proposed U.S. Program Agsistance in EY 1984

Greater emphasis upon nonproject assistance--through PL 480 Title lIllI,
the Economic Support Ftmd (ESF), and program grants--is the principal
characteristic of U.s. assistance to Senegal ,in the CDSS plan period, 1983 ­
1987. Over one half of the bilateral program' for FY 1983 and over seventy
percent of the program requested for FY 1985 will be nonproject aid, primarily
designed to serve three purposes: ,

to ease Senegal's balance of payments difficulties at a time of
unusual stress;

to engage the government in policy dialo~ while providing the means
(in concert with the IMF, World Bank, andrance) to continue the
implementation of Senegal r s structural reform plan; and

to provide local currencies (l/c) for activities related to
agricultural research and production, thus compensating in part for
government's extreme liquidity crisis.

\tlithin the total of U.S. assistance to Senegal, program aid supports at
several different levels the portfolio of conventional projects directed at
higher per capita food production. This project assistance concentrates on
the three geographic areas of greatest agricultural potential in Senegal,
where food production activities are associated with projects in health and
population.

For the first time, U.S. nonproject assistance in EY 1983 exceeded 50
percent of the total USAID program. The total amount of program aid
obligated, $17.0 million, comprised three activities:

PL 480 Title III - A one-year, $7.0 million amendment to the original
three-year $21.0 million agreement. The amendment funds support for
agriculture research and environmental regeneration in Senegal's
heart-land, the Groundnut Basin;

Agriculture Development Assistance (0249) - A one-year $5.0 million
fertilizer import program, which simultaneously funds an assessment
of Senegal's agriculture sector and supports reforms in the country r S

credit and cooperative institutions; and

Economic Support Ftmd (0262) - a $5.0 million general commodity
import program, which funds the maintenance and upgrading of rural
roads important to agriculture production and marketing.

The USAID does not plan to continue funding these local-cost activities in
FY 1984. Further support for tasks associated with agriculture and the soils
environment will depend' upon the findings of the agriculture sector
assessment, scheduled for completion in Jtme 1984 and for USAID conment and
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Washington review in July. Additional ftmds for Senegal's rural road
maintenance fund will not now be required until IT 1985, given the World
Bank's decision to move fonvard their support intended for IT 1985 to this
year.

Instead, in a year of unparalleled economic difficulty for Senegal, with
the IMF Standby Agreement at stake, the USAID plans to devote the total of
nonproject assistance--PL 480 Title I ($8.0 million), and this ESF ($10.0
million) --to quick disbursing cash grants, principally tied to measures and
conditions agreed upon between the IMF and the government. The present $10.0
million tranche of ESF assistance, designed for injection into the Senegalese
economy prior to the December 31 performance review, will carry no additional
conditions to those which President Diouf accepted and is carrying out,
beginning in August, 1983.

The USAID is proceeding with the development of an $8.0 million Title I
program. Title I local currency funds could be available by May, 1984, be
fast disbursing, and applied by Senegal to meet the terms of the Standby in
areas particularly related to the agriculture sector. The specific conditions
to disbursement of the funds will be determined during the design process.
Determination of the purposes for which· the funds may be used will be subject
to agreement between the USAID and the GJverrunent of Senegal.

B. Justification for Cash Transfer

The purpose of this PMD is to provide $10.0 million in emergency
budgetary support so that it enters the Senegalese banking system by December
31, 1983. This timely transfer will help to ensure, that Senegal meets its IMF
Standby conmittments for the second quarter. Thus, both the level and timing
of funding are significant.

In designing this PAAD, the USAID considered two alternatives to the
proposed cash transfer mechanism: a traditional CIP and a Special letter of
Credit (SLC) arrangement.

1. CIP

The USAID currently has both a fertilizer and a standard eIP
(approved in August, 1983) in the start-up phase. Conceivably, this ESF grant
could have been added to one of these two CIPs or established as a separate
program. At. the present time, the Mission Supply Management Office (SMO)
estimates that a minimum of 12 months is required from the signature of the
Grant Agreement until the CIP generated resources would be available to the
GOS under Standard Financing (letter of commitment) procedures. 8M) estimates
that a reduction in this time requirement to approximately five months could
be achieved under the terms of the Direct Reimbursement financing method.
Still, under either the Standard Financing or the Direct Reimbursement
methods, the December 15 deadline could not be met.
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2. Special Letter of Credit

An SLC may be established in conjunction with a CIP program. An
irrevocable, unrestricted SLC may constitute a foreign exchange asset against
which the Central Bank of Senegal could provide equivalent amounts of local
currency to be applied in meeting comnittments under the IMF Standby. At:. this
time the USAID counsels against use of t.;e SLC for two principal reasons:
First, preliminary implementation experience with the recently approved CIP
has not established the saturation le-vel or potential for expansion of
u.S. -Senegalese trade flows; that is, it is not yet clear that an SLC-CIP
package could be drawn down in a reasonable period of time. Secondly, the
Mission has been unable to determine whether Senegal's banking institutions,
within the context of the West African Monetary Union (WAMU), would be
permitted to create equivalent sums of local currency upon the opening of the
SLC. The Mission proposes, therefore, that the appropriateness of a new CIP
program and the plausibility of the SLC be examined over the next several
months in anticipation of a second tranche of ESF funding.

Therefore, the USAID has concluded that, due to the existence of the
December time constraints, u. S. interests are best served by an iIImediate cash
transfer of u.S. dollars to provide needed eIErgency budgetary support. This
approach is in line with AID Handbook 4 which states that cash transfers are
intended to provide budgetary or balance of payments support on an emergency
basis ''when the particular AID purpose cannot be accomplished through other
instnJments".

C. Imp1enentation Procedure

NJ obligation of funds approved under this PMD will be made tmtil
the Mission Director determines that the GOS has taken all reasonable neasures
to reimburse outstanding crop credit, reimburse arrears on OOCAD debt and
limit domestic credit expansion. The Mission Director will make this
determination based on the results of the joint IMF, AID and French review of
GOS performance as required under the lMF Standby Agreement. After the Mission
Director makes this determination, the Grant will be obligated. Disbursement
of the full $10.0 million will be made imnediately following the execution of
conditions precedent.

Following PAAD approval and signature of the Grant Agreement, and in
anticipation of the· fulfil1D:ent of conditions referred to above, a Program
Assistance Agreement Abstract will be prepared by the Africa Bureau and
forwarded to FM/PAD (the accmmting station) for entry into the Agency's
records. This Abstract will serve as the obligating document until confirmed
copies of the Agreement are received by EM/PAD. The Mission will prepare a
financing request for a Cash Transfer signed by both the Mission Director and
a GCS representative. M/FM/PAD will schedule the payment through the Federal
Reserve Electronic Funds Transfer System to tL'Le BCEAD Accotmt No. 001,174.5460
in the Chase-Manhattan Bank ({JiJB) in New York or such other accOtmt as
designated by the GOS.

Once the deposit is made the CMB will, subject to GUS requests, make
transfers to the Tresorier General Special Account in the Banque Centrale de
Dakar, according to GUS needs. This special account, called "CDmpte
Etranger", holds French Francs, CFA Francs or any other hard currency
according to GCS needs and in conformity with regulations. The aCcotmt is a
multipurpose account.
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In the event that the Mission Director is tmable to determine that
Senegal has taken all reasonable measures to comply with the terms and
conditions of the Standby Agreement funds will not be disbursed until such
time as the Mission and GCS agree on a new set of conditions for disbursement
of ftmds. These new conditions, and accompanying analyses, will be submitted
for AID/W review before ftmds may be disbursed.

The USAID Office of Nonproject Assistance and AFRjPD/SWAP will be
responsible for managing all phases of project implementation.

D. Specific Conditions Precedent and Covenants Relating to this Cash Transfer

The Program Agreement will contain the following conditions precedent and
covenants:

1. Conditions precedent to disbursement

(a) Prior to the first disbursement under the Grant, or to the
issuance of AID of documentation pursuant to which disbursement will be made,
the Grantee will, except as the Parties may otherwise agree in writing,
furnish to AID, in form and substance satisfactory to AID a statement
representing and warranting that the nam:!d person or persons have the
authority to act as the representative or representatives of the Grantee
together with a specimen signature of each person certified as to its
authenticity.

(b) Terminal Date for Conditions Precedent. If not all the
conditions specified abOVe hB:ve beeti met within thirty (30) days from the date
of this Agreerrent, or such later date as AID may specify in writing, AID, at
its option, may terminate this Agreement by written notice to Grantee.

2. General Covenants

Completeness of Information

The Grantee confirms:

(a) That the facts and circumstances of which it has informed AID,
or caused AID to be informed, in the course of reaching agreement with AID on
the grant, are accurate and complete, and include all facts and circumstances
that might materially affect the Grant and the discharge of responsibilities
under this Agreement; and

(b) That it will inform AID in t:iJrely fashion of any subsequent
facts and circumstances that might materially affect the Grant and the
discharge of responsibilities under this Agreement.

3. Special Covenants

(a) The GCS agrees to take all reasonable measures to comply with
the terms and conditions of the IMF Standby Agreenent.

(b) The GCS agrees to provide AID with copies of all reports to the
--,..-.... IMF or other principal donors, as they are issued, on campliance with the

stabilization program.

/
/

I
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/
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(c) 'lhe GOS shall covenant to implement reforms in the agricultural
sector as agreed upon in consultation with AID. The reforms shall be
consistent with the joint donor-<m plan to be prepared with the World Bank
and the French.

(d) The Program Agreement and the Grant will be free from any taxation
or fees imposed under laws in effect in Senegal.

E. Cbnclusion and Recomnendation

Given the G:>vernment of Senegal's request for program assistance (see
Annex A) to help alleviate its serious economic problems, and,

Given the economic policy and program information and justification
. provided in the preceding sections and tables contained herein;

IT IS REaM1ENDED THAT:

The Assistant Administrator for Africa approve this request for program
assistance from Economic Support Funds (ESF) in the form of a cash transfer
grant of $10.0 million to the G:>vernment of Senegal.

---------
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IV• POLITICAL FRAMEWORK

Senegal is a nonaligned, moderate, functioning democracy now in its
twenty-fourth year of independence. Following nearly 21 years of development
under the leadership of former President Leopold Sedar Senghor (who retired in
1980), Senegal, in February 1983, held its first seriously cont~sted

multi-party elections with 5 parties competing for the Presiden~y and 8
parties presenting slates for the 120 seats in the National Assembly. Acting
President Abdou Diouf was overwhelmingly elected as President to his first
full term in office with 84% of the vote, and his socialist party CPS)
captured 111 out of the 120 national assembly seats. Over 50% of Senegal's
voters actually went to the polls, and the elections were carried out in a
quiet and orderly fashion throughout the country. This is indeed a historic
event not only for Senegal, but for Africa as a whole. ~vith this election,
Senegal established its credentials as the leading democracy on the Continent.

In the wake of this strong win at the polls, the government is now facing
up to the vital, but difficult, decisions needed to overcome its economic
problems, many of which are structural. The resolution of these problems
requires courage and firm political will and the GO'vernment of Senegal has
moved quickly to attack them head-on. The announcement of the L~ reform
package and the introduction of tight austerity measures (see Section II) have
reaffirmed the Administration's intent to govern within the bounds of fiscal
discipline and real economic development. On balance, the donors consider
that the far-reaching measures included in the IMF program are an adequate
response to solve the problems prese~tly facing Senegal, and that the program
--if vigorously implemented-- should pave the way for progressively restoring
financial Viability.

On the international scene, Senegal has been a positive force for
moderation and reason. It has worked closely and effectively with other
moderate states in the UN and other fora. (For example, Senegal is the only
black African state which prOVided military personnel as part of International
Peace keeping forces in Shaba, Lebanon, Chad, and the Sinai.) Senegal has
been in the forefront of moderate African nations trying to contain Libya's
aggressive actions in Africa, and has played a key role in the OAll and other
Pan African fora. In July 1981, Senegal was instrumental in putting down the
Marxist-inspired coup attempt in The Gambia.

Senegal's geographic location as first landfall in black Africa from
Europe, North or South America has a special interest for the United States,
and is of significant strategic importance in world terms. Senegal
demonstrated this importance in World War II, and in the Falkland crisis in
1982. Dakar serves as the only emergency landing site for the NASA space
shuttle immediately after launching. Senegal is a transport axis and entrepot
for West Africa, having among the best air, seaport, and communications
facilities in region.

Within its West ~1rican subregion, many of Senegal's neighbors are
politically insecure, and the country represents an island of stability and
moderation. The GOS has been an active and highly regarded member of the
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CILSS and in working with the Paris Club. It is therefore in the U.S. and
other friendly countries' self-interest to help Senegal preserve its moderate
views and democratic tradition. Not only is this help vital to Senegal's
ability to continue its own progress economically and socially, but it will
also set an important example for its immediate neighbors and the West African
subregion as a whole.

As further testimony of the importance of Senegal to the West in general
and the U.S. in particular, over the past four years a number of senior U.S.
Government officials and Members of Congress have called in Dakar. These
visitors have included both Vice Presidents - George Bush and Walter Mondale,
and then Secret~ry of State Alexander Haig.

To sum up, Senegal has a solid political, infrastructure and intellectual
heritage, though this heritage rests on a weak, unstable economic base.
Senegal's influence as a nonaligned country extends well beyond its borders,
and because of its mature, centrist posture, and its quiet but effective role
in- international affairs, it is held in esteem -by many less developed
countries, Western Europe and the United States.



44

v. USAID ASSISTANCE STRATEGY

A. Overview

The rrSAID'Senegal CDSS for FY83, submitted in January 1981, elaborated the
Mission strategy for responding to the economic situation in-country. The
goal of the program was established as helping Senegal to achieve food
self-reliance by the year 2000.

The FY 85 CDSS update, submitted in February, 1983: (a) reviewed Senegal's
progress in implementing its· economic Reform Plan, (b) restated the Mission's
Country Development Strategy Statement related to this reform for the
1983-1987 period, (c) summarized the chief means by which the AID program
would carry out the Senegal Strategy, through measures in support of policy
reform, institutional development, the private sector, and technology
transfer, and (d) underscored the requirement that the Mission put the
programs previously approved from a policy standpoint in place during FY83 in
support of the Country Strategy if the strategy is to continue to have
meaning. The two major programs for FY83 - ESP I and the Agricultural
Development Assistance Program are now under implementation.

A principal characteristic of the USAID program is the intense and
continuing collaboration with the GOS itself, and with the major donors,
including the IMF, the World Bank, EEC and France, all of whom are ~ssentially

concerned with the implementation of Senegal's economic reform plan introduced
in December 1979. Within the context of this program, which was designed to
stabilize the economy and provide the basis for long-term growth, the USAID
planned and AlD/W approved a balance of payments (BOP) package composed of
three activities (DA, ESF, and Title III funded) totalling S17.0 million in
FY1983. This BOP package was in line with a second important element of the
mission CDSS for the p.eriod FY 1983-87: conversion of a major portion 0f the
program to nonproject assistance in an effort to be more responsive to
Senegal's BOP problems and to bring about policy reform. A CP to the
disbursement of the FY 1983 BOP assistance package re1uired the GOS to
negotiate a new standby agreement with the IMP for 1983-84. Insistence upon
the successful execution of an L~F standby was established by the USAID as a
quid pro quo to any future BOP assistance.

In July 1983, the GOS and IMF negotiated a nel{ one-year standby agreement:
providing for Senegal to purchase up to 63 million SnR and containing
signific~nt and stringent targets and limits. On August 19, President Diouf
announced the full range of austerity measures consequent to the standby
agreement.

The announcement of the IMF reforms was immensely encouraging to the USAID
and other major donors who had stood with the IMF during the delicate
negotiation process. To the USAID, it offered tangible evidence that
collaboration with other donors and the conditionality attached to its FY 1983
BOP program had yielded fast results.

Efforts at helping to stabilize the economy through macroeconomic support
and structural reform constitute over one-half of the Mission's program. The
FY84 package in support of these efforts is outlined in Section III of this



45

PAAD. The package represents only one of the conditions which must be
addressed if Senegal is to achieve food self-reliance. Other necessary
conditions are being addressed inc the b3lance of the Mission's project
portfolio described below.

B. Goal: Food Self-Reliance

The goal of the USAID program is Senegal's achievement of the capacity to
feed its people, by domestic production and by trade, even in drought years,
by the close of this century. Increased agriculture production is the key in
Senegal to both higher per capita income and to an improved balance of
payments.

With food self-reliance the goal, the non-BOP support portion of the USAID
program in Senegal has two principal emphas~s. The first is upon increased
food production in ways favoring the maximum participation of the population,
together with an accent upon the regeneration of soil and fuelwood resources
required to cultivate and cook food products. Maintenance of a viable rural
road network, an essential part of the rural infrastructure, 1s fundame~tal to
the success of this program. USAID's second and related emphasis is upon the
delivery of health and family planning servides at local levels, both to
increase the productivity of the farming population as well as to reduce, over
time, the rapid annual rate of population increase, now estimated at 3.2
percent. If unchecked, present demographic trends will push Senegal's
attainment of food self-reliancy into the far-distant future.

For additional detailed description of the USAID/Senegal Assistance
Strategy the reader is referred to the CDSS submissions for FY 83 and FY 85.

i
/
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ANI'iEX A

GOS REQUEST FOR ASSIST~~~CE



ASS/co2
REPUBLIQUE au S~NEGAL

. Un Peuple - Un Out - Uno Fo;

MINISTERE DU PLAN
ET DE LA COOPERATION

Dakar, Ie

-~(.,

/M.p.ciorp /Pl .

19

o B JET: Accord de confirmation avec Ie f M 1.

Monsieur Ie Directeur,

Vocs n'~tes pas zans s~vQir que Ie Senegal est con­

frcntea de graves problemes econcmiques •.

En jui11et 1923, Ie Ga~vcrns~ent ~u SclGeg21 et 1e

Fends Mon~taire International (FM1) o~t n~goci~ un Acco:d de

Confirmaticn d'un an devant per~ettre au Senegal d'acheter jusqu'a

63 millions de Drcits de Tirages Sp~ciaux (DTS). ~ais pour gtre

en mesure ce repond!e aux conditions exprimees dans l'A~cord, Ie

Senegal doit trouver des fonds co~plementair~s 8upres d'autre~

donateurs, d1ici ceceGbre 1983.

D'apres nos calculs, ncus estiGcns que le Scin~~al

aura besoin de 1] a 16 milliards de r CFA avent Ie 3J d~c8~bre :983,

programme de reforme economique se trouvera compromis .

. .Peur cettc raison, Ie Gauverne~ent du Scn~gal serait

reconnaissant au Gouvernerne~t des Etats-Unis d~ ~iEn vouloir d~tcr-

miner quells pourrait atre sa contribution finon:iere, en vue de

permDttr~ au S6ncigal de satisfaire aux conditions de l'Accord F M 1.

Veuillez croire, Monsieur Ie Directeur, h l'ossurance

ce ma ccnsider8tion distinguee./-

{

~ Monsieur David SHEAR

Directe~r de l'U SAL 0

-D.AKAR- ,.

i____-.:1

. -... ~ .
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TABLE l

SELECTED ECm:O!1IC .u....n FINANCIAL INDICATORS, 1981-84

1981
Actual

1982
Est.

1983
Proj.

1984
Proj.

1981/82
Est.

1962/83
Program

1982/83
Est.

1983/84
Proj.

(Annual percent changes, unless otherwise specified)

National income and p~ice9

COP at constant prices
CDP deflator

External sector
Exports, f.o.b. (in SDRs)
Imports, f.o.b. (in SDRs)
Non-oil imports, c.i.f. (in SDRs)
E:t;port vo1u:ne
Import volume
Terms of trade (deterioration -)
Nominal effective exchange rate

(cnd of period) (depreciation -)

Government budget
Revenue, excluding grants
Total expenditures (current and

capital)

Money and credit
Domestic credit

Coverncent (net)
Priva te sec tor

Money and quasi-ooney
Velocity (COP relative co ~)(l)
Interest rate (end of perlodj(2)

0.3
7.0

- 2.7
2.1

- 3.9
-14.1
- 2.6

8.1

- 7.i

26.6
127.4

20.0
21.9
4.6
8.5

8.6
10.0

20.4

- 0.3
43.7

1.3
-15.2

- 6.6

20.5
l1S.2

8.8
21.0
4.6

10.S

3.0
9.9

3.5
- 4.4

2.5
19.9

- 2.7
-11.9

12.1
25.3
8.8
3.6
4.6
9.5(3)

3.0
7.6

12.1 .

-0.1
4.7

-5.2
1.2

4.4
8.7

14.7
1.7

-5.3

21.0

2.4

22.8
134.8
11.5
31. 5
4.6

10.5

7.4
8.5

17.9

9.8

18.5
29.8
15.7
15.0

4.6
10.5

5.7
9.8

1.0
-2.8

-S.7

15.5

113.1

16.3
28.6
13.6

9.4
4.6

9.5(3)

3.0
8.7

12.6
-3.6

13.0

7.0

12.8
4S.7
4.8
6.8
4.6

Central government ~avings

Central gover~ment budget deficit (-)
Comaitments
Disbursements

Cross domestic i~vestment

Cross do~estlc savings
External current ~ccount defic1t
External 1ebt (inclusive 0: use of

Fund credit)
Debt service ratio (1n percent of

exports of goods and ser'nces)(4)
Interest payments (1n percenc oC,.

exports of goods and services;'~)

18.8

18.3

55.7

19.J

9.8

17.1
3.0

12.4

61. 7

13.4

7.4

17.7
3.S

12.6

68.4

17.8

12.8

(In percent of GOP)

-4.0

-7.0
-9.8

13.1

73.6

18.5

13.5

-1.. 8

-6.4
-7.9

12.4

-5.8

-9.0
-6.9

14.4

-1.6

-4.8
-7.3

11.0

(In millions of SORs, unless otherwise soecified)

Cross domestic product (in billions
of current CFA francs)

Overall balance of payments
deficit (-)

Cross official reserves (weeks of
imports)

External payments arrears

689.4 823.6 932.1

-139.5 -103.6 -119.7

0.1 0.1 0.1
12.9

1,033.3

-117.2

0.1

756.5

-96.1

0.1

805.0

-101. 8

0.1

877.8

-101. 2

0.1

982.7

-9S.9

0.1

Sources: Data provided by the Senegalese authoricies; and staff estimates and projections.

(1) COP relative to 3verage of June and December money stocks.
(2) Minimum rate on tiee deposits in excess of 1 year and in amounts of mre than CFAF 2 million.
(3) Since Ap~l 5, 1983.
(4) After debt rescheduling.



TABLE 2

GOVERNME~l FINANCIAL OPERATIONS. 1979/80-1983/84
(In Billions of CFAF)

1979/80 1980/81 1981/82 1982/83 .
Program A::tual

Provo

1983/84
Program

1. Total revenue and grants
Revenue
Grants

of which: capital

2. Curr~nt expenditure
Wa~es and salaries
Interest on public debt

External
Domestic

Supplies, transfers, and other

3. Special accounts other than
CM (net)

4. CorrespoLdents (net)
of which:

CPSP, SONAR, SAED
Other

5. Balance of current operations
(1-2+3+4) (1)

6. Capital expenditure
Budget
Other

7. Total expenditure and net lending
(2-3-4+6)

8. Overall deficit (commitments)

9. Changes in paym~uts arrears
(reduction -)

CentrBl government
CPSP and SONAR

10. Overall deficit (disbursements)
(8+9)

11. Financing requirement
External finQ~cin~ (net)

Dra'Jings
Treasury
Other

Refinancing of external debt
Amortization

Dumest1c financing (net)
Banking system
Repayment of O~CAD debt to banks
Long-term domestic borrowing
Other

143.8
(139.2)
( 4.6)
( 4.6)

144.9
( 68.5)
( 12.9)

12.0
0.9

63.5)

1.4

1.2

(--)
( 1.2)

3.1

30.4
('13.2)
( 17.2)

172.7

~

7.5

( 7.5)
(-)

- 21.4

- 21.4
---r7':O
( 35.2)
( 22.6)
( 12.6)
(--)

(-18.2)
4.4

( 6.9)
(--)

( 1.0)
(- 3.5)

132.3
(125.5)
( 6.8)
( 6.8)

151.3
( 78.3)
( 11.7)

11.0
0.7

61.3)

- 17.3

(-13.4)
(- 3.9)

- 43.1

38.4
21.3) (2)
17.1)

207.0

- 74.7

16.5

( 2.9)
( 13.6)

- 58.2

- 58.2
----rr:J
( 51.1)
( 40.8)
( 10.3)
(--)

(-15.8)
22.9

( 18.9)
(-)

( 1. 8)
( 2.2)

157.7
(151. 9)
( 5.8)
( 5.8)

165.4
( 33.3
( 18.3)

17.0
1.3

63.8)

5.0

- 21.6

(-11.2)
(-10.4)

- 30.1

28.9
4.3)

24.6)

210.9

(-11.1)
(- 9.6)

- 73.9

- 73.9
--n::r
( 37.1)
( 18.3)
( 18.8)
( 25.2)
(-29.9)

41.5
( 38.7)
(-)

( 3.0)
(- 0.2)

187.9
(173.5)
( 14.4)
( 14.4)

174.8
( 89.6)
( 23.8)
( )
( )
( 61. 4)

- 4.6

- 9.5

(- 9.5)
(-)

55.7
16.3)
39.4)

244.6

- 56.7

- 12.6

(-12.6)
(-)

- 69.3
---so:T
( 51. 6)
( 25.6)
( 26.0)
( 21.4)
(-~1.9)

19.2
( 24.2)
(- 7.0)
( 2.0)
(-)

188.3
(175.5)
( 12.8)
( 12.8)

189.8
( 92.8)
( 29.7)

27.8
1.9

67.3)

- 12.3

- 26.1

(-21.8)
(- 4.3)

39.6
8.0)

31.6)

276.8

- 79.5

18.6

3.5)
15.1)

- 60.9
t;I:4
( 42.4)
( 21. 8)
( 20.5)
( 26.3)
(-27.3)

19.5
( 20.1)
(- 2.0)
( 2.0)
(- 0.6)

209.4
(198.3)
( 11.1)
( 11.1)

203.1
(100.0)
( 33.1)

31.5
1.6

70.0)

- 7.0

- 4.5

(- 7.5)
( 3.0)

- 16.2

42.4
10.0)
32.4)

257.0

- 47.6

- 23.8

(--)
(-23.8)(3)

- 71.4

- 71.4
~
( 43.1)
( 21. 8)
( 21. 3)
( 26.4)
(-24.8)

26.7
\ 41.3)
(-16.6)
( 2.0)
(--)

(In percent of GOP)

Me!R!SBeHmoftr~nt operations
Overall deficit (coecitments)
Overall deficit (disbursements)

4.7
3.5

6.5
11.2
8.7

4.0
1.0
9.8

1.8
6.5
7.9

5.8
9.e
6.9

1.6
4.8
7.3

Sources: Data provided by the Senegalese authorities; and staff estimates and projections as of July 1983.

(1) Excluding capital grants.

(2) Including CFAF 8.8 billion for settlement of Fifth Plan operations.

(3) Reduction in outstanding arrears of CPSP.



TABLE 3

BALANCE OF PAYHENTS, 1980-84 and 182/83
(In Millions of SORs)

1983(1) 198', 1982/831980 1981 1982 1983/84
Pre Lj tnt nary PruJections Estimated Program

A. Trade balance -3tH.5 -407.3 -312.1 -282.6 -227.7 -327.5 -246.1
Exports, Lo. b. 377 .4 367.3 442.4 457.7 5L2.0 430.6 1185.0

Of which: groundnut~ (72.4) (28.7) (122.1) (131.2) (143.7) (110.0) (141.3)
Import s, f.o.b. -758.9 -77 /1.6 -774.5 -7It0.3 -740.6 -758.1 -731.1

B. Services (net) -1)9.6 -116.1 -67.0 -131.6 -160.0 -123.0 -116.2
of which: interest on external debt (-49.8) (-5b.8) (-51. 8) (-87.1) (-H3.6) (-73.1) -(-90.8)

C. Unrequited transfers (net) 131.6 30.1 117.7 121.9 126.0 120.7 120.9
Private sector 2"9:0 26.5 26.7 2D 2'J:6 27.• 3 27.9
Public sector 102.6 103.6 91.0 94.2 96.4 93.4 93.0

o. Current account (A+B+C) -3'.9.5 -393.3 -281.4 -292.3 -·261. 7 -329.8 ,::?61.4

E. Capital account 229.5 240.7 174.5 172.6 144.5 201.3 165.5
Public capital U5.5 ill"3 132.0 120.2 93.4 135.0 U5.7

Of which: amortization
on external debt (-102.5) (-90.5) (-88.2) (-81.8) (-74.0) (-92.4) (-72.8)

Private capital 65.8 59.3 49.6 42.4 43.8 42.9 42.5
Deposit money banks -1.8 9.1 -7.1 10.0 7.3 23.4 7.3

F. SOR allocation 4.4 4.3

G. Errors and omissions 25.4 8.8 3.3 27.3

1I. Over~l1 balance (D+E+F+G) -90.2 -139.5 -103.6 -119.7 -117.2 -101. 2 -95.9

1. Financing 90.2 139.5 103.6 119.7 117.2 101.2 95.9
Central Bank 82.6 134.2 114.1 119.7 117.2 101.2 95.9

1MF (36.9) (51.4) (39.8) (21. 0) (59.8) (26.3) (54.8)
Exceptional financing (--) (--) (88.2) (--) (--) (--) (--)
Other (45.7) (82.8) (-13.9) (98.8) (57.4) (74.9) ( 41.1)

Arrears 7.6 5.3 -10.5

Sources: Data provided by the Senegalese authori ties; and staff estimates and projections.

(1) Assuming reschedu1ings with Paris and London Clubs for fiscal year 1983/84.



TABLE 4
EXTEP~AL PUBLIC DEBT, 1981-84(1)

(In Millions of SDRs)

1981 1982 1983 1984

Outstanding disbursed(end of period) 1,214 1,401 1,593 1,845
Medium - and long-term debt 908 1,004 1,079 1,210
Short-term debt, Central Bank 306 397 514 635

Interest 56.8 51.8 87.1 101.4
Medium - and long-term debt () 36.8 23.5 45.4 50.0
Short-term debt, Central Bank 2 20.0 28.3 41.7 51.4

Of which: L~ (5.2) (10.3) (13.6) (19.2)

Amortization 55.4 41.2 34.5 36.8
Medium - and long-term debt(3) 49.0 27.9 24.0 22.3
Repurchases from the Fund 6.4 13.3 10.5 14.5

Sources: Ministry of Economy and Finance; BCEAO; External Debt System of the
World Bank; and staff estimates and projections.

(1) Assuming reschedu1ings for fiscal years 1983/84 and 1984/85.
(2) Charges on use of Fund resources, interest on borrowing from the

operations account, and other short-term liabilities.
(3) Inc1ud~ng repayment of advance on STADEX on u.s. $15.1 million in 1981

and U.S. $10.4 million in 1982.



TABLE 5

SITUATION ON 1981/82 CROP CREDIT
.(In Billions of CFA}')

Capital Interest Estimated TOTAL
Through Interest
June 30, 1983- Through

Dec. 31, 1983

SEIB(l) 0.75 0.78 0.10 1.63

SONACOS(l) 5.45 4.65 0.51 10.61

SONAR
(fertilizer) 0.54 0.48 .08 1.1

TOTAL 6.74 5.91 0.69 13.34

Source: CPSP and BNDS (Banque Nationa1e de Ceve10ppement du Senegal)
(1) 0.1 crushing firms.



~E6 i

BREAKDOl~OF THE 1982/83 GROUNDNUT HARVEST
(In metric tons)

1. Total verified production 912,651
Oi1seeds of which: 898,993

SErB (1Z4,678)
SONACOS (698,511)
SONAR N1 and NZ ( 75,804)

Edible groundnuts· 13,658
SONACOS ( 8,528)
SONAR ( 5,130)

2. Seed stock 128,594
Oi1seeds of which: (123,464)

ordinary grade ( 47,660)
grade N1 ( 13,036)
grade NZ ( 62,768)

Edible groundnuts ( 5,130)

3. HPS(l) 8,728

4. Trituration 705,876
SErB (168,723)(2)
SONACOS (537,153)

5. Edible Groundnuts - SONACOS 8,383

6. Total Receipts (3+4+5) 722,987

7. Losses (1-2-6) 61,070

Source: Ministry of the ~conomy and Finance, oil crushing firms, SONAR.
(1) Hand-picked selected.
(2) This figure is higher than the amount actually purchased by SEIB since
SONACOS is required to deliver part of its purchases to SEIB for processing.



TABLE 7

DEFICIT ON GROUNDNL"T OIL PROCESSING. roR 1982/83 amp
(rn Millions of CFAF)

I. EXPENDITORES (1)

1 .. SONAcm
Variable costs (665,971 tons x 84,605 CFAF/T)
Fixed costs

2. SEIB
Variable costs (109,613 tons x 81,890 CFAF/T)
Fixed costs

3. Total expenditure (1+2)

II. RECEIPI'S (2)

1. SONACOS (537,153 T x 86,000 CFAF/T)

2. SEIB (168,723 T x 59,000 CFAF/T)

3. Total receipts (1+2)

III. TOTAL DEFICIT (II-I)

Memorandum Item:

IDSSES DtJRm:; TRANSPORT (61,000 T x 70,000 CFAF/T)

57490
(56343)
( 1147)

9304.
( 8976)
( 328)

66794

46195

9955

56150

-10644

- 4275

SOtJrCe: Ministry of the EConomy and Finance, oil crushing firms, SONAR.

(1) Calculated on the basis of the total amount of groundnuts purchased by
t..~ oil crushing firms minus the amount of groundnuts ceded to SONAR as part
of the national seed stock for 1983/84 crop year.

(2) . Due to SEIB financial difficulties resulting frem the sales of the
majority of its production on the futures market between !'bvember 1982 and
March 1983, a time when prices were at their lowest point in a decade, the
SEIBhas stated tP.at it can reimburse the CPSP only at a price of 59,000
CFAF/T. The GOS is currently trying to negotiate an informal price of 64,000
CFAF/ton.



TABLE 8

SURPLUS ON EDIBLE GROUNDNt1TS FOR 1982/83 CROP (1)
(In Millions of CFAF)

I. EXPENDI'IURES

SONACCS (8,528 tons x 85,000 CF.P2/Ton)

II. RECE1PI'S

- SONACOS (8,383 tons x 110,000 CFAF/Ton)

III. TOTAL.SURPLUS (II - I)

Source : SON.~CCS

725

922

197

(1) The figures for edibIe groundnuts are shown for infol:mation
but they do not affect tpe crop credit situation for groundnuts.



TABLE 9

DEFICIT ON mE NATIONAL SEED STCXX CONSTI'lUI'ED BY SCNAR
FR01 1982/83 PROOOcrION

(millions of CFAF)

I. DIRECT COSTS

1. Oilseed purchases
- N1 (13,849 tons x 79,000 CFAF/Ton)

NZ (61,955 tons x 76,000 CFM/Ton)
Ordinary grade (47,660 tons x 80,000 CFAP/Ton)
Handling costs

2. Edible groundnut purchases
- Purchase cost (5,130 tons x 82,000 CFAF/Ton)

Handling costs

3. Total direct costs (1+2)

II. INDmEcr OVERHEAD CDS'IS (1)

III. TOTAL EXPENDITORES

IV: RECEIPI'S (2)

10566
( 1094)
( 4709)
( 3813)
( 950)

461
( 421)
( 40)

11027

500

11527

v.
Retainer of C2AF 10,OOO/Ton marketed

'IUrAL DEFICIT (IV - III)

9127

-2400

Source: SONAR

(1) SONAR'S indirect overhead costs for 1982/83 are estimated at C2AF 1600
million. However, following initial figures submitted jointly by USAID and
the <DS, the Ministry for the Economy and Finance f:a i.e! the CFAF 1100 million
subsidy budgeted for EY 1982/83. Thus the net figure for overhead costs which
are being financed with crop credit is reduced to C2AF 500 million.

(2) Although the official producer price of groundnuts has been fixed at CFAF
70/Kg. farmers actually received only CFAF 60/Kg. for the 1982/83 crop year.
The remaining 10 CFAF/Kg. was given to SONAR to defray some of the costs of
constituting a seed stock for the 1983/84 crop year.



TABLE 10

GLOBAL DEFICIT' OF 'mE GROUNDNUT SECIOR FOR 1982/83 CROP YEAR
(In Millions of CFAF)

I. cpsp -10,644

- Oilseeds (-10,644)

II. SONAR - 2,400

- Seed stock (- 1,900)- Overhead costs (- 500)

III. Interest Costs on 1982/83 crop credit - 4 000,
IV. TOTAL DEFICIT (I + II + III) 17,044

Sources: BCEAO, BNDS, oil crushing firms, and SONAR.



I. .ARREARAGFS ON 1981/82 aIDP rnEDIT

Consortitm Accotmt 1
SONAR (fertilizer)

TOTAL

II. 1982/83 CROP CREDIT

Consortitm Accotmt 2
SONAR
Interest costs 3

TOTAL

III. TOTAL CROP CREDIT TO BE REl11BURSED BY GOS

- 12.2
- 1.1

- 13.3

- 10.6
- 2.4
- 4.0

- 17.0

- 30.3

Sources: BCEAO, BNDS, oil crushing firms, and SONAR.

1 Including interest costs through December 31, 1983.

2 Excluding interest costs.

3 A BCEAO estimate which is subject to substantial variability since the
"BNDS P2S estimated interest costs at about CFAF 1.0 billion. Con­
fusion arises from the fact that the BNDS capitalizes outstanding
interest at the end of each quarter, thus making it difficult to
calculate a ctmnl11ative figure for interst charges over the year.
Another point which requires clarification is the amount of interest
charges which are covered by the bareme (agreement between oil
crushing firms and the CPSP) ..



TABLE 12

PROJEC1'ED DEFICIT ON THE GROl.JNDlUr SEC'IOR FOR 1983/84 CROP YEAR. (1)
(10 Millions of CFAF)

I. CPSP -1542

- Oilseeds -1,.542

II. SONAR -4520

- Seed stock. -2820

- Overhead costs -1700

III. Interest Costs -2000

IV. TOTAL DEFICIT (I+I1+II1) -8062

Source: Data provided by the CPSP and SONAR.

(1) Projections are based on the following assumptions:
1. Total marketed groundnut crop of 450,000 metric tons
2. Average world price equivalent to a price for groundnuts of CFAP

84,OOO/Ml'
3. NJ major change in fixed and variable costs of oil crushing fiJ:ms
4. Losses will be reduced to 28,000 !1T
5. The seed steck will be 120,000 MT



TABLE 13

OUTSTANDING. CAPITAL AND INTEREST OWED BY GOS
ON ONCAD DEBT AS OF JULY 31, 1983

(In Billions of CFAF)

Bank Amount refinanced Amount not Total
by the BCEAO not refinanced

by the BeEAO

- Banque Nationale du
Developpement du Senegal 21.522 16.873 38.395

- Union Senegalaise de
Banque 10.470 3.692 14.162

- Banque Internationale pour
l'Afrique Occidentale -
Senegal 9.435 1.399 10.834

- Societe Generale de Banques
au Senegal 10.087 1.703 11.790

- Banque Senegalo-
Koweitienne 0.400 1.842 2.242

- Banque Internationa1e
pour Ie Commerce et
l'Industrie du Senegal 12.400 4.178 16.578

SUB-TOTAL 64.314 29.687 94.001

Arrearages on Interest 5.936

TOTAL 99.937

Source: Signed agreement between private banks and the GOS - concluded on
August 5, 1983.



TABLE 14

REPAYMENT SCHEDULE FOR GaS WITH RESPECT TO ONCAD DEBT

Fiscal Year Interest Amortization Total

I. Amount Not
Refinanced by the BCEAO

FY 83/84 9.82 12.536 22.356
- arrearages (5.936) (10.0) (i5.936)
- scheduled payments (3.884) (2.536) (6.420)

FY 84/85 4.967 3.593 8.56
FY 85/86 4.709 3.851 8.56
FY 86/87 4.433 4.127 8.56
FY 87/88 4.138 4.422 8.56
FY 88/89 0.985 1.155 2.14

II. Amount Refinanced
by the BCEAO

FY 88/89 (cont'd) 2.833 4.142 6.975
FY 89/90 3.482 5.818 9.300
FY 90/91 3.124 6.176 9.300
Fl 91/92 2.745 6.555 9.300
FY 92/93 2.343 6.957 9.300
IT 93/94 1.912 7 •.388 9.300
tOY 94/95 1.462 7.838 9.300
FY 95/96 0.991 8.309 9.300
FY 96/97 0.470 8.830 9.300
FY 97/98 0.034 2.291 2.325

III. Grand Total 48.448 93.988 1.42.436

Source: Signed agreement between private banks and the GOS - concluded on
August 5, 1983.



TABLE 15

PROJECTED REPAYMENTS ON AGRICU1TURAL DEBT(l)
'In Billions of CFAF)

ONCAD CPSP + SONAR CPSP + SONAR TOTAL
Fiscal Year 1977 - 1980 1981/82 Crop Credit 1982/83 Crop Credit

FY 1983/84 22.356 13.340 17.460 53.156
FY 1984/85 8.560 3.368 11.860
FY 1985/86 8.560 8.560-
FY 1986/87 8.560 8.560
FY 1987/88 8.560 8.560
FY 1988/89 9.115 9.115
FY 1989/90 9.300 9.300
FY 1990/91 9.300 9.300
FY 1991/92 9.300 9.300
FY 1992/93 9.300 9.300
FY 1993/94 9.300 9.300
FY 1994/95 9.300 9.300
FY 1995/96 9.300 9.300
FY 1996/97 9.300 9.300
FY.1997/98 2.325 2.325

TOTAL 142.436 13.340 20.828 176,605

Source: Data provided by the Senegalese authorities.

(1) Assuming that the IMF ceiling for reclassified crop credit is held at
CFAF 7.8 billion and as initially projected by the IMF an additional CFAF 4.6
billion is reiobursed between January 1, 1984 and June 30, 1984.

;'
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TABLE 16

SELECTED AGRICULTURAL SECTOR SUBSIDIES
(In Billions of CFAF)

1. CPSP Subsidy on Export Crops
- Groundnuts

Cotton
Interest costs of outstanding
subsidy payments

2. Operating Subsidies to Rural(1)
Development Agencies
- ISM

SAED
SODAGRI
SODEFITEX
SODESP
SODEVA
SOMIVAC
SONAR
Other(2)

3. Subsidies to cover
seed stock costs

4. Fertilizer Subsidies

TOTAL SUBSIDIES

Sources: GOS, L~, and World Bank.

1981/82
Estimates

14.5
(6.7)
(1.2)

(6.6)

8.0

(1.4)
(2.3)
(0.2)
(0.4)
(0.5)
(1.5)
(0.3)
(1.0)
(0.4)

3.5

1.8

27.8

1982/83
Estimates

17.7
(12.4)
(0.3)

(5.0)

9.0

(1.5)
(2.5)
(0.2)
(0.2)
(0.6)
(1.6)
(0.4)
(1.5)
(0.5)

2.0

2.5

31.2

1983/84
Projections

3.8
(1.5)
(0.3)

(2. 0)

8.6

(1.5)
(1.7)
(0.2)
(0.2)
(0.6)
(1.8)
(0.4)
(1.7)
(0.5)

2.8

15.2

(1) These figures are estimates of expenditures which have been committed by
the GOS but not necessarily received by the rural development agencies during
the appropriate fiscal year since tne GOS has accumulated substantial
arrearages on these payments.

(2) Other includes ITA, STN, and SERAS.



TABLE 17 .

CONFI~'1ED FINANCING FOR THE 1983/84 DEFICIT
(In Billions of CFAF)

Financing for the
1983/84 Fiscal Year

IMF Revised
Estimates GOS Estimates

Financing through
December 31, 1983

IMF Revised
Estimates GOS Estimates

I. Net External Financing 36.9 34.1 17.7
Budgetary support 14.0 11.2 6.2

OMAN 6:0 6:0 6:0
USAID 3.0 0.2(1) 0.2
CCCE 5.0 5.0

Project Aid 21.3 21.3 10.0
Grants 11.1 11.1 5.1
Loans 10.2 10.2 4.9

Refinancing of Ext. Debt 26.4 26.4 14.0
Amortization -24.8 -24.8 -12.5

II. Net Domestic Financing 26.7 20.9 19.8
Banking system 41.3 41.3 24.8

Net IMP drawings 24.8 24.8 12.8
Additional overdraft
facility with the BCEAO 4.5 4.5 3.0
CCCE deposits in
the BCEAO 12.0 12.0 9.0

Repayment of ONCAD debt -16.6 -22.4(2) -.2.:..Q.
Long-term domestic borrowing 2:0 z:o

III. Total Available Financing 63.6 55.0 37.5

17.5
6.0

6:"rr

10.0
5.1
4.9

14.0
-IT3

16.8
21.8
12.8

3.0

9.0

- 5.0

37.3

Source: I}~ and Ministry of the Economy and Finance.
(1) USAlD contribution tv the GaS Road Fund of $500,000.
(2) Although the repayment schedule for ONCAD debt technically requires the GOS to
reimburse approximately CFAF 18.1 billion of the total CFAP 22.4 billion before Decembe
31 it is not included in the gap calculations for December 31. The justification for
not including it is based on the fact that reimbursement of this debt is not a
performance criterion for December 31 under the I~~ Standby.



TABLE 18

MAGNITUDE OF 'mE 1983/84 FISCAL DEFICIT
(In Billions of CFAF)

Deficit for the
1983/84 Fiscal Year

ll'1F ReVised
Estimates em Estimates

1. Total receipts and grants 209.4 209.4

2. G.1rrent expenditure 203.1 203.1

3. Special accounts other
than CAA (net) - 7.0 - 7.0

4. Correspondants (net) - 4.5 - 4.5

5. Balance of current
operations -16.2 -16.2

6. Capital expenditures 42.4 42.4

7. Total expenditure and
net lending 257.0 257.0

8. Overall deficit
. (coamitments) -47.6 -47.6

9. Changes in pay~nts

arrears (reduction-) -23.8 -30.8

Central Government ( - ) ( - )

cpsp and SONAR. (-23.8) (-27.1)

10. Overall deficit
(disburs~t (8+9)) -71.4 -74.7-

Sources: JMF and Ministry of the Economy and Finance.

Deficit t1'irOtigh
r:ecember 31 , 1983

92.6 92.6

90.4 90.4

- 3.0 - 3.0

- 2.3 - 2.3

- 8.2 - 8.2

18.0 18.0

113.7 113.7

- 21.1 - 21.1

- 19.2 _ 22. 5

( - ) ( - )-

(-19.2) (-22.5)

~ 40.3 - 43.6
I..
I

I
I

\~



TABLE 19

GAP R:EMAININ; IN FINANCIOO~
FOR FISCAL YEAR 198~

(In Billions of CFAF)

FISCAL CCM'lRMED GAP
DEFICIT FINANCING

I. IMF estimates

1. Ff 1983/84 -71.4 63.6 - 7.8

2. Through
Dec. 31, 1983 -40.3 37.5 - 2.8

II. Revised GOS estimates

1. Ff 1983/84 -74.7 55.0 -19.7

2. Through
Dec. 31, 1983 -43.6 37.3 - 6.3

---



GOVERNMENT FINfu~CIAL OPERATIONS PRELIMINARY STATUS AS OF SEPT. 30, 1983

IMF
Quarterly
Projections
Sept. 30

Preliminary Difference
GOS Figures
For Sept. 30

1. Total revenue and grants
Revenue
Grants
of which: capital

2. CULrent expenditure
Wages and salaries
Interest on public debt

External
Don:astic

Supplies, transfers, and other

3. Special accounts other than
CAA (net)

4. Correspondents (net)
of which:

CPSP, SON~R, SAED
Other

5. Balance of current operations
(1-2+3+4) (2)

6. Capital expenditure
Budget '
Other

7. Total expenditure and net lending
(2-3-4+6)

8. OverC'.ll deficit (commitments)

9. Changes in payments arrears
(reduction -)

Central government
CPSP and SON~.R

10. Overall deficit (disbursements)

memorandum item:
Reimbursement of ONCAD

40.6
(38.6)
( 2.0)

2.0

41.0
(24.0)
( 7.0)

(10.0)

- 1.0

- 1.5

- 1.5

- 4.9

7.0
( 1.0)
( 6.0)

50.5

- 9.9

- 9.7

(-9.i)

-19.6

- 2.5

38.9
(36.9)
( 2.0)

2.0

36.7
(25.0)
( 6.8)

5.3
1.5

( 4.9) (1)

- 0.4

- 5.6

- 5.6

- 5.8

6.4
( 0.4)
( 6.0)

49.1

-10.2

- 7.0
(-2.0)
(-5.0)

-17.2

- 2.0

1.7
(- 1.7)

4.3
(+ 1.0)
(- 0.2)

(- 5.1)

0.6

4.1

(+ 1.5)
.(- 5.6)

(- 0.9)

0.6
(- 0.6)

1.4

0.3

+ 2.7
(- 2.0)
(+ 4.7)

+ 2.4

(+ 0.5)

Source: Ministry of the Economy and Finance.
(1) This figure is considerably lower than the IMF projection; however, the Dec.

31 figure is likely to be much closer to IMF projections since expenditures on
supplies are typically most intense between October and December of each
fiscal year.

(2) Excluding capital grants.



TABLE 21

PRELIMINARY STATUS WIni RFSPECr TO lMF PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Domestic Credit

Claims on Govt. (net)

Arrears of Govt. and public enterprises

Outstanding crop credit

New external borrowing by the Government
or with government guarantee.

fi\1F CRl1EiliA

SEPl'. 30 DEC. 31

(In Billions of CFAF)

474.3(1) 501.4

106.2 115.1

55.7

7.8

(In Millions of SDRs)

mELIMINARY
GC5 ESTIMATE
OF ACllJAL
RESULTS .ON
SEPr. 30

¥7.1

100.4

52.5

36.6(2)

1-12 years

of which: 1-5 years

20.0

( 2.0)

20.0

( 2.0)

0.2

CO.2 )

Source: Ministry of the Economy and Finance and IMF.

(1) Due to a shortfall in budgetary support betw-een July and September
the ceiling on danestic credit can be adjusted up,,,ard by CFAP 2.0 billion
to CFAF 474.3 billion.

(2) fut including financial charges for 1982/83 crop credit.



TABLE 22

.ARREARAGES OF 'mE GOVEmMENI' AND PUBLIC a::MPANIES
(In Billions of CFAF)

June-30 sept. 30 June 30 Sept. 30 I

1982 1982 1983 1983 I

(estimates
[

• I

I. EXTERNAL DEBT 0.8 1.7

- Previous Fiscal Years 0.8
- Present. Fiscal Year 1.7

II. INTERNAL GOvr. DEBT 34.4 34.8 37.9 35.9

- Expenditures recorded
but not yet paid 7.5 8.9 7.1 12.0
a. Previous Fiscal Years (7.5) (8.5) (1.2) (1.2)
b. IT 1982/83 (0.4) (5.9) (9.8)
c. IT 1983/84 (1.0)

- Expenditures which 1"'.ave
not properly been ordered 9.1 10.9 8.0 8.0- Expenditures being considered
but not fOnDerly ordered 17.8 15.0 22.8 15.9
a. Previous Fiscal Years (6.2) (5.3) (6.1) (4.8)
b. PY'1982/83 (11.6) (9.7) (16.7) -
c. IT 1983/84 (11.1)

DI. FUBUC CCMP.ANIES 12.8 10.2 17.8 14.9

- Expenditures for which the
bank transfer has been drawn
up but not yet paid 3.5 1.2 2.4 1.5- Expenditures that have been
ordered but for which no bank
transfer has· been drawn up 9.3 9.0 10.6 8.6

- Expenditures which have net
properly been ordered 2.5 2.5 -
cpsp (1) ~ NO 2.3 (2) 2.3 (2)

rorAL (I+II+III+IV) 48.0 45.0 55.7 52.5

Source: Ministry of the Economy ana Finance.

(1) NO stands for no data.

(2) This figure does not include arrears attributable to nonrepayment of crop
credit with respect to the groundnut sector.



TABLE 23

NET CLAIMS OF THE BANKING SYSTEM ON THE GOVERNMENT(l) ,
(In Hillio~s of CFAF)

June
1982

Dec.
1982

June Sept.
1983(Prov.) 1983(Prov.)

- Paper money and coins held by GOS
- GOS deposits in the Central Bank
- GOS deposits in other banks
- Bonds held by GOS

TOTAL BANKING SECTOR
DEBT TO THE GOS (-)

- GOS borrowing from the
Central Bank (3)

- GOS borrowing from other banks
- Depqsits in the Postal

Checking System

TOTAL BANKING SECTOR
LENDING TO THE GOS (+)

NET CLAmS OF THE BANKING
SECTOR ON THE GOS

Sourc e : BCEAO

1058(2)
26198
18101
1464

46821

94450

15499

8135

118084

71263

1058(2) 1097(2) 1085(2)
19371 ·23910 16980
15143 13376 12348

1118 1582 1568

36690 39965 31981

105424 112624 113123

13531 14012 14432

5286 4866 4834

124241 131502 132389

87551 91537 ·100408

(1) IMF definition excludes deposits of fiduciary funds.
( 2) Provisional data.
(3) Breakdown of GOS borrowing from the Central Bank:

- overdraft facility 24026 20877 28783 29633
- IMF (EFF and Supplementary 11736 11736 11736 11736

Fund)
- IMP (1st Credit tranche) 2823 2823 2117 1766
- IMF (Compensatory Fund 23854 37977 37977 37977

and Standby)
- Deposit from Kuweit . 32011 32011 32011 32011

(4) Deposits in the Postal Checking System are counted as GOS debt because they are
used by the Treasurer-General for short-term cash flow purposes.



TABLE 24

IMPACT OF IMF CREDIT CEILINGS ON CREDIT DISTRIBUTION IN SENEGAL
(In BIllions of CFAF)

INF
Ce 111ng

June 1982 December 1982
IMF Actual Actual IMF Actual
Ceiling Annual Ceiling

% change

Actual
Annual
% change

.June 19ft)
Actual Actual

Annual
% change

September 1983 December 1983
Actual Actual IHF Implied

Annual Ceiling Annual
% change % change

TOTAL DOHESTIC
CREDIT EXPANSION 415.3 410.2 20.4 459.2 446.2 17.5 464.6 13.3 47/•• 3 "1,,"1 g.! 501.4 12.4

NET BANKING SECTOR
CLAIMS ON GOS 77.5 71. 9 53.0 93.7 87.6 69.1 91.5 27.3 106.2 100.", 16.~ 115.1 31.4

CLAIMS ON THE
PRIVATE SECTOR 337.8 338.3 15.1 365.5 358.6 9.4 373.1 10.3 368.1 .} "t:., ~ ,:,3 386.3 7.7

Of which
CROP CREDIT (28.3) (33.3) (42.5) (-)

Sources: Data' provided by the Senegalese authorities and the IMF.



TAIlLE 25

MONETARY SURVEY, 1979-June 19lJ4
(In 8111ions of CFAF)

1982 1983 1984 1981 1984
1979 1980 1981 June Dec. Mar. June Sept. Dec. Har. June June Dec. June

Provo ESt:" Program I'rojected Annual change and
percent of beginning

money stock

Net foreign assets -56.9 -77.0 -121.6 -133.2 -159.3 -169.9 -181.1 -191.1 -201.1 -211. 8 -222.6
Central bank -32.5 -55.2 -98.2 -120.7 -139.6 -148.2 -159.6 -169.4 -179.4 -189.1 -199.1
Commercial ban!ts -24.4 -21.8 -23.4 -12.5 -19.7 -21. 7 -21.5 -21. 7 --21. 7 -22.7 -23.5

Domestic credit 252.2 292.5 370.3 398.5 446.2 465.1 463.4 472.31 501.41 522.7 522.7 27.3 21.0 22.8
Claims on Govt. 12.0 17.9 40.7 70.2 87.6 86.7 90.3 106.21 115.11 123.6 131.6 8.4 10.5 15.9

(nct)
Claims on 240.2 274.6 329.6 328.3 358.6 378.4 373.1 366.1 386.3 399.1 391.1 18.8 10.6 6.9

private sector
of which:

crop credit (28.4) (23.4) (13.3) (28.3) (33.3) (55.6) (42.5) (30.5) (35.0) (55.0) (40.0)

Honey and
quasi-money 161.1 177 .9 216.9 238.1 262.4 273.4 260.5 259.4 278.5 289.1 278.3 9.4 6.1 6.8

Other items (net) 34.2 37.6 31.8 27 .2 24.5 21.8 21.8 21.8 21. 8 21.8 21.8

Sources: . Data provided by the Senegalese authoritiesi and staff estimates and projections.

1. Performance criteria.



TAOLE 26

'fREUD PROJECTIONS FOR GOVERNMENT FINANCIAL OPERATIONS FRmt FY 1983/84 tu FY 1987/88
(In 81Ufons of CFAF)

. !

1. Total revenue and grants
- Revenue nnd current grants
- Capital grants

2. Current expenditures
- Wages and salaries
- Interest on publIc debt
- Supplies, transfers and other

3. Special accounts other than CAA (net)

4. Correspondents (net)
of which: CPSP and SONAR

5. Balance of current operationG

6. Capital expenditure
- Budget
- Other

7. Overall deficit (commitments)

8. Changes in payments arrears
- Central aovernment
.. CPSP and SONAR

9. Overall deficIt (disbursements)

10. Financing requirement
External financIng (net)
(a) budgetary assistance
(b) project loans
(c) ref Inancing of extern;ll debt
(d) amortization of external debt

Domestic financ1nc (net)
(a) banking system
(b) repayment of ONCAD debt
(c) long-term domeutlc borrowIng

- Financing gap

1983/64

209.4
(198.3)
(ll.l)

203.1
(100.0)
(33.1)
(70.0)

- 1.0

- 7.0
(- 7.0)

-18.8

42.4
(10.0)
(32.4)

-50.1

-22.5
(-)

(-22.5)

-72.6

+72.6
~

04.0)
(21.3)
(26.4)

(-24.8)
10.6

(31.0)
(-22.4)

( 2.0)
25.1

1984/65

239.6
(227.6)
(12.2)

229.1
(112.0)

( 38.1)
(78.4)

- 5.5

+ 2.7
(+ 2.7)

-4.3

46.6
01.0)
(35.6)

-38.1

-20.0
(-20.0)

(-)

-58.7

+58.7
~

(20.0)
(23.4)
04.2)

(-32.4)
34.9

( 41.0)
(- 8.6)

( 2.5)

1985/86

264.1,
(250.9)

(13.S)

'2/.7.1.
(119.0)
(41.4)
(87.0)

- 6.0

+ 5.4
(+ 5.4)

+2.9

52.4
(12.2)
(39.2)

-36.0

-10.0
(-10.0)

(-)

-46.0

+46.0
~

(21. 0)
(25.7)
(7.0)

(-46.9)
37.4

(43.0)
(- 8.6)

( 3.0)
1.8

1986/87

290.8
(276.0)
(14.8)

266.6
(126.0)
(44.0)
(96.6)

- 1.0

+ 4.8
(+ 4.8)

+7.2

56.1
03.0)
(43.1 )

-34.1

-10.0
(-10.0)

(-)

H4.l
-=r:o

(23.0)
(28.3)
(6.0)

(-58.3)
39.9

(45.0)
(- 8.6)

( 3.5)
5.2

198i/88

319.8
(303.5)
(16.3)

295.3
(140.0)
(48.1)

(101.2)

- 1.5

+11. J
(+11. 3)

+12.0

61.9
04.5)
(47.4)

-10.0
(-10.0)

(-)

+43.6
---=6:0

(25.0)·
(31. 1)
(-)

( -62.1)
1.1. 9

(41.0)
(- 8.6)

( 3.5)
1.1

Source: Projections done by the MInistry of the Economy and Finance (Pr()j~ctIons Division).
Assumptions: Declining savings from debt rescheduling and no further accumulation of payments arrears by the

CPSP and SONAR. In fact CPSP and SONAR are projected Lo move into surplus.



TABLE 27

EVOLUTION OF CPSP DEFICIT FROM 1978 to 1982
i

(In Billions of CFAF)

CY 1978 CY 1979 CY 1980 CY 1981 CY 1982

Receipts
Export Crops 4.7 4.6 0.1
- Cotton (-) (-) (-) (-) (-)
- Groundnuts (4.7) (4.6) (-) (0.1) (-)

Consumption goods 6.2 6.7 4.9 1+.6
- Rice (3.7) (5.6) (4.5) (-) (4.2)
- Flour (0.7) (0.1) (0.4) (-) (0.4)
- Vegetable oil (-) (-) (-) (-) (-)
- Sugar (1.8) (1.0) (-) (-) (-)

Taxes and levies 0.6 0.5 0.32· 0.24 0.3
STABEX 5.3 13.5 5.20

TOTAL RECEIPTS 16.8 25.3 10.42 0.34 4.9

Expenditures
.
Administration and capital 1.05 1.34 0.9 0.5 0.8
Agricultural program 4.80 5.5 4.4 4.3 1.2
Export crops 0.8 0.8 2.7 1.1 13.5

- Cotton (0.8) (0.8) (0.9) (1.1) (-)

- Groundnuts (-) (-) (1.8) (-) (13.5)
Consumption goods 10.22 5.1 4.82 13.6 1.7

- Sugar (-) (-) (3.3) (3.3) (1.1)
- WheGt and millet flour (-) (-) (-) (0.8) (0.2)
- Vegetable oil (4.7) (3.8) (0.6) (4.8) (0.3)
- Tomatoes (0.02) (0.1) (0.02) (0.1) (-)
- Imported rice (-) (-) (-) (4.6) (-)
- Other (1) (5.5) (1.2) (0.9) (-) (0.1)

TOTAL EXPENDITURE 16.87 12.74 12.82 19.5 17.2

Balance -0.07 +12.56 -2.4 -19.16 -12.3

Source: Ministry of the Economy and Finance.

(1) Other includes subsidy on local rice.

/

/
/

/
/
/

' . ., .......
",



TABLE 28

OPERATIONS OF THE CPSp(l)
(Revised Estimates and Projections)

(In Billions of CFAF)

FY 1982/83

Receipts

FY 1983/84

Export Crops
- Cotton
- Groundnuts
Consumption goods
- Rice
- Flour
- Vegetable oil
- Sugar
Taxes and levies

STABEX

':tOTAL RECEIPTS

Expenditures

0.3
(0.3)
(-)
2.3

(2.0)
(0.3)
(-)
(-)
0.3

2.9

0.6
(0.6)
(-)
6~3

(2.2)
(0.3)
(3.8)
(-) .

0.3

7.2

Administration and Capital 1.0 1.3
Agricultural program 0.9 0.7
Export crops 14.1 9.2
- Cotton ~ (0.3) (0.3)
- Groundnuts (2) (13.8) (8.9)
Consumption goods 2.7 0.6
- Sugar (2.3) (0.5)
- Wheat and millet flour (0.1) (0.1)
- Vegetable oil (0.3) (-)
- Tomatoes (-) (-)
- Imported Rice (-) (-)
- Other (3) . (-) (-)

TOTAL EXPENDITURE 18.7 11.8

BALANCE -15.9 -4.6

Source: CPSP

(1) Price Equalization and Stabilization Fund.

(2) Including interest costs.

(3) Other includes subsidy on local rice.

----.



TABLE 29

OPERATING AND INVESTMENT EXPENDITURES .RURAL DEVEL0P~mNT AGENCIES
(In Millions of CFAF)

1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 1981/82 1982/83

Investment costs:
SODEVA 424 411 401 963
SAED 1778.8 2094.3 7881 (1)
SOMIVAC 88.0 63.4 175.2
SODEFITEX 705.0 650.9 299.3
STN 41.1 14.5 7.8 111.3

TOTAL 2997.3 3222.4

Operating Expenses:
SODEVA 1990.0 2024.0 2411.0 1928.0
SAED 1090.6 1303.0 1083(1)
SOMIVAC 631.3 562.7 649.3
SODEFITEX 1720.4 1664.2 1881.2
STN 181.4 200.9 174.1 146.4

TOTAL 5667.2 6111.5

Of which: Personnel
SODEVA 1424.0 1506.0 1673.0 1029.0
SAED 798.0 803.5 711 (1)
SOMIVAC 415.0 420.5 430.1
SODEFITEX 899.9 914.7 976.3
STN 44.1 53.0 59.4 60.8

TOTAL 3671.9 3871.1

Total Investment and Operating Costs 8664.5 9337.4

(1) On nine months of the year.

(2) Include the deficit of CPSP on cotton.



TABLE .30

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTIVITY - MILLET AND GROUNDNUT

Crop Year Millet Groundnut Rainfall in
Yield in Kg. Yield in Kg. Millimeters
per Hectare per Hectare

1960/61 514 913 643
1961/62 490 970 789
1962/63 491 880 862
1963/64 498 878 943
1964/65 525 941 757

° 1965/66 518 1007 681
1966/67 437 759 629
1967/68 567 863 881
1968/69 427 697 576
1969/70 612 828 660
1970/71 415 556 684
1971/72 598 933 607
1972/73 345 532 349
1973/74 552 658 565
1974/75 614 945 583
1975/76 645 1174 645
1976/77 535 933 573
1977/78 445 447 415
1978/79 761 910 600
1979/80 536 718 482
1980/81 511 491 436
1981/82 626 869 533
1982/83 (estimated) 590 973 474



TABLE 31

THE PERSONNEL OF SELECTEDRDAs

78/79 79/80 80/81 81/82 82/83

SODEVA 1882 1500* 1405 1362

SAED 971 951 1008
(permanent workers)

SOMIVAC 465 510 548 560 559

SODEFITEX 739 740 680 680*
(permanent workers)

8TN 70 86 84 86 86*

TOTAL 3843* 3682 3695*

* Estimates



TABLE 32

THE PERSONNEL OF SODEVA IN 1983

Civil Servants Contractors Total

Dakar Headquaters 16 76 92

Centre Djourbe1 46 171 217

Centre Kaolack 99 457 556

Centre Cetad Formation 8 21 29

Centre Louga 33 217 250

Centre Thies 25 193 218

TO'l:AL 221 1135 1362

Source: SODEVA

~\
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IJRAFI'

GRANT AGREEMENT

BE:lWEEN

THE GOVERN1ENl' OF mE REPUBLIC OF SENEGAL

AND

'lEE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FOR

THE EaN:MIC SUPPORT FUND GRANT

A.I.D. Project NO. 685-0278



Grant NUmber 685-0278

Dated

Between

The Republic of Senegal

And

The United States of America, actit1.g through the Agency for International
development ("A.I.D. I1

).

ARTICLE 1: THE GRANT

In order to pranote econcmic development in the Republic of Senegal, the
United States, pursuant to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended
agrees to grant the Government of the Republic of Senegal under the terms of
this Agreement from Economic Support Funds not to exceed Ten Million United
States Ibllars ($10,000,000) (the IIGrane'). '!he Grant is to finance a cash
transfer to the Government of Senegal.

ARTICLE 2: ffiOJECT ~SIST.ANCE CQ1PLEI'ION DATE

The "Project Assistance Completion Date" (PACD), which is September 30,
1985 or such other date as the Parties may agree to in writing, is the date by
which the Parties estimate that the purpose of the Grant will be accomplished.

ARTICLE 3: CONDITI<N; PRECEDENT TO DISBURSEMENT

Section 3.1: Conditions Precedent

Prior to the first disbursement tmder the Grant, or to the issuance by AID
of documentation pursuant to which disbursement will be made, the Grantee
will, except as the Parties may otherwise agree in writing, furnish to AID, in
form and substance satisfactory to AID:

(a) A statement representing and warranting that the named person or
persons have the authority to act as the representative or representatives of
the Grantee pursuant to Section 7.1, together with a specimen signature of
each person certified as to its authenticity.

(b) The GOS will designate in writing, prior to initial disbursement or to
the issuance of documents pursuant to disbursement, the bank and· accOtmt
ntJIDber into which the disbursement is to· be made.



Section 3.2. Notification

When AID has determined that the conditions specified in Section 3.1 have
been met, it will promptly notify the Grantee.

Section 3.3. Terminal Date for Conditions Precedent

If not all the conditions specified in Section 3.1. have been met within
thirty (30) days from the date of this Agreement, or such later date as AID
may specify in writing, AID, at its option, may terminate this Agreement by
written notice to Grantee.

ARTICLE 4: DISBURSEMa'T

After satisfaction of the conditions precedent, the Grantee may obtain the
Ten Million United States Dollars ($10,000,000) provided by this Grant by
submitting a request for the funds to the USAID. The USAID will then forward
that request to AID/\vashington. After review and approval of the
documentation, AID/Washington will cause to be issued to the Government of
Senegal the Ten Million United States Dollars ($10,000,000).

ARTICLE 5: CDVENANrS

Section 5.1. General Covenants

The Grantee confirms:

(a) that the facts and circunstances of which it has informed AID, or
caused AID to be informed, in the course of reaching agreement with AID on the
Grant, are accurate and complete, and include all facts and circumstances that
might materially 'affect the Grant and the discharge of responsibilities tmder
this Agreement; and

(b) that it will inform AID. in timely fashion of any subsequent facts and
circumstances that might materially affect the Grant and the discharge of
responsibilities under this Agreement.

Section 5.2 Special Covenants

(a) '!he GOS agrees to comply with the tenns and conditions of the IMF
Standby Agreement.

(b) The GOS agrees to provide AID with copies of all reports or
statistics to the IMF or other donors, as they are issued, on compliance with
the stabilization program.

(c) The GOS shall covenant to implement refonns in the agricultural
sector as agreed upon in consultation with AID. The reforms shall be
consistent with the joint donor-ms plan to be prepared with the World Bank,
AID and the French.

(d) The Program Agreement and the Grant will be free fran any taxation or
fees imposed tmder the laws in effect in. Senegal.
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ARTICLE 6: TEE1INATICI'l; REMEDIES

Section 6.1. Termination

This Agreement may be teminated by mutual agreement of the Parties at any
time. Either Party may terminate this Agreement by giving the other Party
thirty (30) days written notice.

Section 6.2. Suspension

If at any time:

(a) Grantee shall fail to comply with any provision of this Agreement; or

(b) any representation or warranty made by/on behalf of Grantee with
respect to obtaining this Grant or made or required to be made under this
Agreement is incorrect in any material respect; or

(c) an event occurs that AID determines to be an extraordinary situation
that makes it improbable either that the purposes of the Grant will be
attained or that the Grantee will be able to perform its obligations under
this Agreement; or

(d) any disbursement by AID would be in violation of the legislation
governing AID; or

(e) a default shall have occurred under any 'other agreement between
Grantee or any of its agencies and the Government of the United States or any
of its agencies;

In this case, AID may suspend or cancel the Agreement.

Section 6.3. Cancellation by AID

If, within sixty (60) days fran the date of any suspension pursuant to
Section 6.2., the cause or causes tr.ereof have not been corrected, AID may
cancel any part of the Grant that is not then disbursed or irrevocably
cOIIlllitted to third parties.

Section 6.4. rbn\vaiver or Remedies

No delay in exercising or omitting to exercise, any right, power, or
remedy accruing to AID under this Agreement will be construed as a waiver of
such rights, powers, or remedies.

ARTICLE 7: MISCELLANEDUS

Section 7.1. Representatives

For all purposes relev~t to this Agreement, the Grantee will be
represented by the individual holding or acting in the office of the Minister
of Econany and Finance and AID will be represented by the individual holding
or acting in the office of the Director, USAID/Senegal, each of whom, by
written notice, may designate additional representatives. The names of the
representatives of tbe Grantee, with specimen signatures, will be provided to
AID, which may accept as duly authorized any instrument signed by such \
repre

i
sentfatives'~ implfementationhof this Agreement, until receipt of written r) 'YJ

not ce 0 revocat~on 0 their aut ority. 0
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Section 7.2. Conmunications

hly notice, request, document or other comnunication su1:m.itted by either
Party to the other tmder this Agreement will be in writing or by telegram or
cable, and will be deemed duly given or sent when delivered to such party at
the following address:

To the Grantee: Ministry of Economy and Finance
Dakar, Senegal

Mail Address

To AID

Mail Address

Ministry of Economy and Finance
Dakar, Senegal

Director,
USAID/Senegal
Dakar, Senegal

USAID/Senegal
c/o American Embassy
B.P. 49
Dakar, Senegal

All such cammmications will be in French unless the Parties otherwise
agree in writing. Other addresses may be substituted for the above upon
giving of written notice.

Section 7.4. Infonnation

The Grantee will give appropriate publicity to the Grant as a program to
which the United States has contributed.

Section 7.5. language of Agreement

This Agreement is prepared in English and French. In the event of
ambiguity or conflict between the two versions, the English version will
control.

IN WI'INFSS WHEREOF, the Grantee and the United States of America, each
acting through its duly authorized representative, have caused this Agreement
to be signed in their names and delivered as of the day and year first above
written.

REPUBLIC OF SENEGAL UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

By By

,.
I

,/
/

Title: Minister of Economy & Finance

. Date

Title: Director USAID/Senegal

Date
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ANNEX D

.. ...
Memorandum on Certain Asp~cts of the Economic dnd Financial Policies

of the Sene~~lese Government for Fiscal Year 1983/84

... .
The financial difficulties afflicting Senegal today have been

seriously aggravated by the decline in world prices for groundnut oil,
the ri=e in real interest rates, and the appreciation of the U.S.
dollar. These economic developments have underlined the structural
weakness of the Government's finances, particular1ythe excessively
rapid growth of currene spending, on wages and ·subsidies above all.
The authorities have therefore decided to attack the causes of the
struc~ural public finance deficie. Although this problem can be re­
solved only in the medium term, the authorities ~ill initiate vigorous
adjust~en~ measures with the stare of fiscal year 1983/84. These
measures will be designed pricarily to reduce the growth of the civil
service. the def ici t of the Price Equa1.izCl-e-B>n and- Stabilization Fund
(CPS?), and subsidies to public eneerprisE3. The budget deficit in
terms of pa~~ent authorizaeions should be reduced to about 5 percent
of GDP in fiscal year 1983/84--4 points below the 1982/83 level. The
current account deficit of the balance of pay~~nes should be reduc~d to
11 percent of GDP, or 3 points below the level of tile previous year.
The equl11briu~ of the program is based on normal ra~nf~ll.

The cash flow pos~tion will nevertheless remain strained during
fiscal year 1983/84. It will require a rescheduling of debt service
with the :2~bers of the Paris and Lo~don Clubs and at least CFAF 34 bil­
lion in budgetary assistance from 1.,1Jroa~~.

The major components of the financial recovery program a~e d~3cr~bed

below:

1. Budgetary operations

In 1983/84 the deficit of the Government's financial operations in
t~rms of payment authorizations will be limited co CFAF 48 billion.
Revenue will increase 13.0 pe rcene while cur'rent e~penditure, especially
with respect to the wage bill, will increase only 7.0 percent.,

To limi:: the gro~o1th of the civil se:y:v:!.ce, the authorities will
take the following measures: (i) A c~nsus ~ill be t~kcn of civil
service and public enterprise employcp-2 as of June 30, 1983. A retire­
ment and recruitment timetable will be established for each ministry
and public enterprise ~o that the staff size for December 31, 1983 and

. June 30, 1984 can be projected. A similar census will be taken at
ciVil service training schools. (ii) No recruitment or announcement of
competitive examinations oay take place without th~ aUf:ho : zation of

.......

.-----~- '- .
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the Minister of State, Secretary-General of the Office of the Presi~~ntt

who will make sure that the size of the civil service does not in=r~ase

'by ~ore than 2.5 percent during fiscal year 1983/84. Admis5ions to
civil service training schools will be reduced so that gro~th in numbers
does not exce~d 1.3 percent in 1984/85.

t.

..
2. CPSP, SONAR 9 SAED

A series of ~easures will be taken to reEuce the combined deficit
of the CPSP, SONAR, and SAED by about CFAF 19 billion in 1983/84. They
are the following:

a. Rice: The retail price of rice will rise froe CFAF 105 per kg
~o CFAF 130 per kg on August 19, 1983. Since the volu~e c~ ~ic~ sales 1s
360.000 tons,' the CPSP's receipts will increase by CFAF 9 billion, ena-

'. bling it for the first time to pay th; cT.!st~m~' d~t-ics-on rice, estimated
at CFAF 4.9 billion. This inc~ease in the price of imported rice will
reduce the CPSP's overall deficit a~d stimulate cereal production in
Senegal •

.-.
b. Sugar: Tha selling price of sugar will b~ raised an average of

CFAF 50 per kg on August 19, 1983, boosting CPSP's income for a full yeClr
by erAF 4.0 billion. The revision of the agreement bet~ecn the Senegalese
Covernment and the C-:':~!,agnie Sucriere du Senegal will bring the CPSP an
additional CFAF 1 billipn in revenue.

~

c. Oils: The selling pric"; of i~':~~!"ted oil trllll rise from CfAF 245
per liter to CFAF JOe per liter on A.u~:,:.:3t 19, :983, ann the ?ri'::'~ of.
groundnut oil will increase from CFAF 339 p~r liter to CFAF 41)0 F::l· liter
on the same date. The combined positive effect of these price incre~ses

will net the CP5P an additional CFAF 3.8 billion.

d. SAED: The subsidy to SAED will be limited to CFAF 1.7 billion
in .1983/8~

e. Fertilizer: Savings in an amount of CFAF 2.5 billi~n will be
reilized by the withholding of CFAF ~. per kg of marketed groundnuts.

f. Groundnut sector: In the cr~p year 1983/84 SONAC03 and SEIB
will be the employers of the weighers an~, as such, will be responsible
for any losses bt!tVlecn the weighing or the groundnuts sold by the pro­
ducer and the weighing at th~ mill. The contract bet~een the 011
producers and the CPS~ will be concluded no later than Septembp-r 5.

, A method for reducing the cost of seed storage and dist~ibution will
be established by the s~~e date. The amount of seed disrt"ibut~d to

BEST AVAILABLE COpy



D-3

producers in 1984 will amount to 120,000 tons and ~il1 be proportional
to the amount of groundnuts marketed by them in the 1983/84 crop year,
aud an additional CFAF 5 per kg will be withheld, thus eliminating the

.CFAF 4 billion loss on the distribution of seed.

3. Petroleum produ~ts

The selling prices of petroleum products will be increased an
averags of 8 percent on August 19, 1983. 0 The increase, ~hich ~ill

vary with the product, will yield an addit1ona1·CFAF 3.7 billion for
the SA..tt and an equal amount fot' the National Energy Fund. A study
will be made prior to the December ev1ew to deter~ine what additional
measures are needed to absorb the SAR's cumulative deficit by the end
of 1984. ., ;

4. Investoent

The cl~sing figure of the Fifth Plan settlement account was
~FAF 11 billion, of which CFAF 5 billion was paid on June 30, 19S3
while the CFAF 6 billion balance was added co the list of government
arrears. -In addition to the CFAF 5 billion contribution to the Treasury's
special accounts, the budget limics capital spendin~ to CFAF 10 b111icn.
This ceiling cay be raised when the Dece~ber review is held if savings
are achieved under ~the~ chapters.

In cooperation' t"ith the CCCE 'and th·~ 'Ilorld Bank, the Ministry of
Planning will dra..... up a flor.o;r-of-fl1r."i3 toi:..:.~ for investments, based on
physical moni toring of the progres::; ':'t '0' _1 :.:k and ~p~clfying t h~ :::le~ i1S ,:of
financing. For each project~ the table ~ill sh~w the a~ount of p~Jm~l~ts

arrears as of the end of the previous flscal year, the value of the
work to be done during the current fi~cal ye~r, and the meacs of financ­
ing. The table will be upda:ed t~ice a year.

5. .?ubl!c enter~rises
I

A study of public enterprises will be conducted in cooperation
with the World Bank with a view to halting the steady deterioration of
their iinaccial conditi~n. The conclusions of the study, ~hich viII
cover SAED, SE~ELEC, SODEVA, SO~IVA, a~d SO~~S, ~ill b~ submitted to
the IMF staff during the December review.

.6. External sector·
,
t"

'.

The measures taken under the program are designed to li.cit nominal
import grotvth to less than 5 percent in 1983/84. This, together wi th
an increase of about 20 percent in exports, should reduce he current

BEST AVAfLl1CLE COpy

~\

'•.. ' ., .. : '''.~.' ·0";: .. i•... : .: ;.. ~~' ":.". ~ :-.•.~ .. ~'.'"•. ',. . . o ...'.- ,



. -....

D-4
. '.

account deficit to· 11 percent of GDP--an improvement of more than
.'. 3 points over 1982/83. The authorities have informed creditors of
~their intention to request a rescheduling of Senegal's debt service

payments due !nfiscal year 1983/84 •
." . . .

7 •. Performance criteria

a. New external bOTrowinn

New government and government-guaranteea borrowing with maturities
of at least one year but less than 12 yenrs will be limited to snR 20
million during the second half ~f 1983. Of this anount, borro~ings

with maturities of one to five years (inclusive) will be limited to
SDR 2 million. These limits will not i~clude borrowings by 'the multi­
national companies Air Afrique and Asecna, or new borrowings tor
refin~ncing existing debts in the context of debt rescheduling with
the members or the London and Paris Clc~s. The exchange rate applicable
to these borrowings will be th~ SOR rate vis-i-vis the contract currency
at June 30, 1983.

-b. Domestic credit

The ceiling set for domestic lending by banks as of September 30,
1983 is CFAF 472.3 billion, and the subceiling on the banking oys~em's
net claims on Gove~~ment as of that date 1s CFAF 106.2 billion. For
December 31, !J83, th~se limits are CFAF 501.4 billion and CFAF 115.1
billion; respectively. If cxte:-:"&al r··!:1getary assistance exc~eds

CFAF 6.0 billion bet~,Jeen July 1 2nd ~,:pterr.ber 30, 1'383 and CFr~,r 9.~
billion bet"'v,een July 1 ar.:: Oecembe!' Jl, 1~~83, the p-xcess will ':1,~ l~:'j~d

(1) to repay the crop loans reclassified as ordinary loans in D~cember

1982; (2) to repay the crop loans made for crop year 1982/33; (3) to
complete the re?aymen~ of ~he arrears on ONCADts debt due by the ~nd

of July 1983; and (4) to ~ake the quarterly repaymen~s due on ONC:~iS

debt for fiscal year 1983/84. Hence, the domestic credit ceilings
would' be reduced pro!,ortionately~ while the subceilings would remain

" unchanged. If external budgetary assistance is less than the amounts
"mentioned above, the domestic credit ceilin~ will be 1ncreasc1 by the

',i amount of the shortfall, up to CFAF 3 billion.

., . No, other exceptional t:!xternal :;inan,:ins having the effect of reduc-
ing net claims on Governm~nt oro t~n~o when the funds are collected by
the Treasury has been anticipa~ed for the last six months of 1983. If
such financing is received, the 'ceilings and subcei1ings on credit will'
be reduced by that amount, net of actual spending against these funds,
as of September 30 and December 31, 1983. . ,- ..

: ' " IJ' :.
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c. Reclassified crop loans

The amount of crop loans reclassified as o~dinary loans as of the
_. end of December 1983 for ~ro? years 1981/82 and 1982/83 ~ill noe exceed

CFAF 7.8 billion after payment of financial charges (agios). If the
amount ~f budgetary assistance received by the end of December is less
than CFAF 9 billion, the recl~3sificd loans could exceed CFAF 7.8
billion by an a~ount equal to the difference between the anticipated
and the actuc:.l assistance, up to CFAF 3 billion.

d. Payments arrears of the Government and
public :lgencies .• j ...

The payments arrears of the Government and public agencies will
not incre~$e between June 30 and December 31, 1983.

e. Exchange ~nd trade system

During th~ period of the stand-by arrange~ent, Senegal does not
intend to impose restrictions on paymencs and transfers for current
Internati~nal transactions, introduce multiple currency practices,
conclude bilateral payo~n~s agreements with Fund members, or impose or
intensify restrictions on imports for balance of payments reasons.

8. December re~iew

. The perfor:nance criteria ident:ifie·-: In paragraphs 7(a). (b), (c),
and Cd)· above will be established f·:"r ~:;.~~~h 31 .:tnd June 30, 1984 .~t the
time of the December review. ·..;h1ch will also consider the follo~i:'~3

matte rs:

a.· Civil service mannotoTer: On the basis of a manpo":ver census as
of June 30, 1933 ar.d of recrui~men~ and retire~ent dat~ fer the second
half of 1983, measures will be drawn up to lioft the gro~~h of scaff

"_ to under 2.5 percent in 1983/84. In addition, ad~ission3 ~o civil
'~ervice training schools in calendar year 1984 will be programmed in
such a.way· as to limit the growth in civil service manpower to 1.3 per
cent .iIi fiscal year 1984/85. . t'. .

b. Agricultural policies: On the bdsis of a co~prehensive review
of agricultural policies and rural dev~lopment agencies, to be conducted
during the second nalf of 1983 in cooperation with the World B~nk and
the Caisse Centrale, the authorities will pr~sent proposals for
increasing the efficiency of the groundnut sector (notably, through
i~proving the distribution of seeds and fertilizers and the marketing
of groundnuts), and for raising domestic cereal producti~.. in the
medium term.

t. _
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e. Reoayment of 1983/84 cree loans: A 1chedule for repayments
by SONACOS. SEIB, and the CPSP will be dra~n up for each quarter of
calendar year 1984. Adherence to this schedule by the CPS? will be
considered a. perforn:.ance criterion during the first half of 1984.

d. Financial refo~ of nublic agencies: A financial reform
progra~ will be drawn up in cooperation with the World Bank.

c. SAR: Petroleum product prices wi~l be adju~ted to market
prices so as to wipe out SAR's financial deficit by the end of 19a~.

f. Government leases: !' ~ authorities will develop a package of
measures for replaci~g di~~ct rental payments to those entitlel to
housing by lump-suo allowsnces and for strict application of :he laws
and regulations concerning housing allowances, thus yielding significant
savings. --- .... _- ----

g. Real e~tate tax: A study will he undertaken to identify ~a1s

.. and means of increasing. substantially the yield of the real estate tax
beginning in 1984.

..

•. .* .. ~

.,
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ANNEX E

DETERMINATION OF CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION

Project Country:

Project Title:

Funding:

Period of Funding:

Prepared by:

Environmental Action Recommended:

Concurrence:

Senegal

ESF (685-0278)

$10.0 Million Dollars

FY 1984

Joy W. Lucke, USAID/Senegal

Date:

Bureau Environmental Officer's Decision:

Approved: _

Disapproved: _

Date:--------------------------
Clearance: RIA Jim Rogan (in draft)

20 October 1983

Section 216.2 of AID Regulation 16 provides that certain classes of
action do not require an Initial En~'ironmental Examination. Among these
classes is the following:

Section 2l6.2(c)(1)(i) The action does not have an effect on the
natural or physical environment.

Section 2l6.2(c)(3) provides that the originator of a program
determines in writing the extent to which a class of categorical exclusions
applies to such prcgram. This written determination is to be concurred in by
the Bureau Environmental Officer.

This Annex constitutes the WTitten determination by the Mission
Director, USAID/Senegal, that the above quoted categorical exclusion applies
to this project and an Initial Environmental Examination need not be made.



Examination of Nature, Scope and Magnitude of Environmental Impact

I. Description of the Project

This PAAD provides a grant $10.0 million to the Government of Senegal
(GOS) from Economic Support Funds to be executed as a single transaction cash
transfer. This grant will enable the GOS to fulfill its IMF Standby
commitments by providing emergency budgetary support. It is planned that the
total life of project funding of $10.0 million will be obligated" in FY 1984.

II. Recommended Environmental Action

In accordance with AID Regulation 16, Section 216.2(b)(1)(i) a categorical
exclusion from environmental procedures should be granted because "the action
does not have a~ effect on the natural or physical environment".

As the subject assistance fulfills the qualifications cited above, it
should be granted a categorical exclusion and be exempt from any further
environmental procedures.
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ANNEX F

3A(2) - NONPROJECT ASSISTANCE CHECKLIST

The criteria listed in Part A are applicable generally to FAA funds, and should
be used irrespective of the program's funding source. In Part B a distinction is
made between the criteria applicable to Security Supporting Assistance and the
criteria applicable to Development Assistance. Selection of the appropriate
criteria will depend on the funding source for the program.

A. GENERAL CRITERIA FOR NONPROJECT ASSISTANCE

1. App. Unnumbered; FAA Sec 653(b)

(a) Describe how Committees on
Appropriations of Senate and
House have been or will be
notified concerning the non­
project assistance;

(b) Is assistance with (Opera­
tional Year Budget) country or
international organization
allocation reported to the
Congress (or not more than
31 million over that figure
plus 10%)?

2. FAA Sec. 611 (a)(2) If further
legislative action is reqUired
within recipient country, what
is basis for r~asonable expec­
tation thet such action will be
completed in time to permit
orderly accomplishment of purpose
of the assistance?

3. FAA Sec. 209, 619 Is assistance
more efficiently and effectively
given through regional or multi­
lateral organizations? If so why
is assistance not so given? In~

formation and conclusion whether
assistance will encourage regional
development programs. If assistance
is for newly independent country~ is
it furnished through multilateral
organizations or in accordance with
multilateral plans to the maximum
extent appropriate?

la. Normal Congressional
Notification procedures will
be followed.

lb. Yes.

2. No further legislation is
required.

3. No. Program will not'encourage
regional development programs.
Senegal is not a newly
independent country.
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4. FAA Sec. 601(a); (and Sec. 201(£)
for development loans) Information
and conclusions whether assistance
will encourage efforts of the country
to: (a) incrase the flow of inter­
national trade; (b) foster private
initiative and competition; (c)
encourage development and use of
cooperatives, credit unions, and
savings and loan associations;
(d) discourage monopolistic
practices; (e) improve technical
efficiency of industry, agricul­
ture, and commerce; and (f)
atrengthen free labor unions.

5. FAA Sec. 60l(b) Information and
conclusion on how assistance will
encourage U.S. private trade and
investment abroad and encourage
private U.S. participation in
foreign assistance programs
(inclUding use of private trade
channels and the services of U.S.
private enterprise).

6. FAA Sec. 6l2(b); Sec. 636(h)
Describe steps taken to assure
that, to the maximum extent
possible, the country is contri­
buting local currencies to meet
the cost of contractual and other
services, and foreign currencies
owned by the United States are
utilized to meet the cost of
contractual and other services.

7. FAA Sec. 612(d) Does the United
States own excess foreign currency and,
if so, what arrangements have been made
for its rel~ase?

B. FUNDING CRITERIA FOR NONPROJECT ASSISTANCE

1. Nonproject Criteria for Security
Supporting Assistance

a. FAA Sec. 531 How will this
assistance support promote
economic or political stability?
Is the country among the 12
countries in which Supporting
Assistance may be provided in
this fiscal year?

4. No direct effect will
occur.

5. No direct effect will
occur.

6. N.A.

7. No

1. Assistance will aid the
GOS in meeting some of its
balance of payments duxfi­
culties and continue;the
implementation of Sertegal's
structural reform ~ian.
This support is D~6vided in
strict accord wi~~ the IMF
program in Senegal. Senegal
is among the 12 countries
eligible for suppor~ing

assistance.---- "
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2. Nonproject Criteria for Development
Assistance

a. FAA Sec. 102(c); Sec. 111; Sec. 28la
Extent to which activity will (1) effec­
tively involve the poor in development, by
extending access to economy at local level,
increasing labor-intensive production,
spreading investment out from cities to
small towns and rural areas; and (2) help
develop cooperatives, assist rural and
urban poor to help themselves toward
better life, and otherwise encourage
democratic private and local government
institutions?

b. FAA Sec. 103, 103A, 104, 105, 106,
107 Is assistance being made available:
(include only applicable paragraph -­
~ a, b, etc. -- which corresponds
to sources of funds used. If more than
one fund source is used for assistance,
include relevant paragraph for each fund
source.)

(1) (103) for agriculture, rural develop­
ment or nutrition; if so, extent to
which activity is specifically designed
toincr~ase productivity and income of
~ral poor; (103A) if for agricultural

I -research, is full account taken of
needs of small farmers;

(2) (104) for population planning or
health; if so, extent to which activity
extends low-cost, integrated delivery
systems to prOVide health and family
planning services, especially to rural
areas and poor; extent to which assist­
ance gives attention to interrelation­
ship between (A)· population growth and
(B) development and overall improvement
in living standards in developing
countries. Is activity designed to
build motivation for small families in
programs such as education in and out
of school, maternal and child health
services, agriculture production,
rural development, and assistance to
urban poor?

(3) (105) for education, public administra­
tion, or human resources development;
i£ so, extent to which activity

2. N.A.
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strengthens nonformal education, makes
formal education more. relevant,
especially for rural families and
urban poor, or strengthens management
capability of institutions enabling
the poor to participate in development;

(4) (106) for technical assistance, energy,
research, reconstruction, and selected
development problems; if so, extent
activity is:

(a) to help alleviate energy problems;

(b) reconstruction after natural or
manmade disaster;

(c) for special development problem,
and to enable proper utilization of
earlier U.S. infrastructure, etc.,
assistance;

(d) for programs of urban development,
especially small labor-intensive
enterprises, marketing systems, and
financial or other institutions to
help urban poor participate in
economic and social development.

(5) (107) by grants for coordinated pri­
vate effort to develop and disseminat'e
intermediate technologies appropriate
for developing countries.

c. FAA Sec. 207; Sec. 113 Extent to
which assistance reflects appropriate
emphasis on: (1) encouraging development
of democratic, economic, political, and
social institutions; (2) self-help in
meeting the country's food needs; (3)
improving availability of trained
worker-power in the country; (4) programs'
designed to meet the country's health
needs; (5) other important areas of
economic, political, and social develop­
ment, including industry; free labor
unions, cooperatives, and Voluntary
Agencies; transportation and communication;
planning and public administration; urban
development, and modernization of existing
laws; or (6) integrating women into the
recipient country's national economy.

d. F~~ Sec. 28l(b) Describe extent to
which program recognizes the particular
needs, desires, and capacities of the

~--~~_.-.... -
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people of the country; utilizes the
country's intellectual resources to
encourage institutional development; and
supports civic education and training in
skills required for effective participa­
tion in governmental and political
processes essential to self-government.

e. FAA Sec. ZOl(b)(Z)-(4) and -(8)
Sec. ZOl(e); Sec. Zll(a)(l)-(3) and -(8)
Does the activity give reasonable promise
of contribution to the development of
economic resources, or to the increase of
productive capacities and self-sustaining
economic growth; or of educational or
other institutions directed toward social
progress? Is it related to and consistent
with other development activities, and
will it contribute to realizable long­
range objectives?

f. FAA Sec. ZOl(b)(6); Sec. Z11(a) (5) ,
(6) Information and conclusion on
possible effects of the assistance on U.S.
economy, with special reference to areas
of substantial labor surplus, and extent
to which U.S. commodities and assistance
are furnished; in a manner consistent with
improving or safeguarding the U.S.
balance7'of-payments position.

3. Nonproject Criteria for Development
Assistance (Loans only)

a. FAA Sec. ZOl(b)(l) Information and
conclusion on availability of financing
from other free-world sources, including
private sources within the United States.

b. FAA Sec. ZOlCb)(Z); ZOl(d)
Information and conclusion on (1) capac­
ity of the country to repay the loan,
including reasonableness of repayment
prospects, and (Z) reasonableness and
legality (under laws' of country and
United States) of lending and relending
terms of the loan.

c. FAA Sec. ZOl(e) If loan is not made
pursuant to a multilateral plan, and the
amount of the loan exceeds $100,000, has
country submitted to AID an application
for such funds together with assurances
to indicte that funds will be used in an
economically and technically sound manner?

- ------ -_.- -- -- -------------

3. N.A.
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d. FAA Sec. 202{a) Total amount of
money under loan which is going directly
to private enterprise, is going to
intermediate credit institutions of other
borrowers for use by private enterprise,
is being used to finance imports from
private sources, or is otherwise being
used to finance procurements from private
sources'l

4. Additional Criteria for Alliance for
Progress

(Note: Alliance for Progress assistance
should add the following two items to a
nonproject checklist.)

a. FAA Sec. 25l(b)(l)-(8) Does
assistance take into account principles
of the Act of Bogota and Charter of Punta
del Estej and to what extent will the
activity contribute to the economic or
political integration of Latin America?

b. FAA Sec. 25l(b)(8); 25l(h) For loans,
has there been taken into account the
effort made by recipient nation to repa-
triate capital invested in other countries
by their own citizens? Is loan consistent
with the findings and reco:mnendations of
the Inter-American Committee for the
Alliance for Progress (now "CEPCIES," the
Permanent Executive Committee of the GAS)
in its annual review of national
development activities?

4. N.A.

_ ••' 0 __- ••__..._.~_._
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COUNTRY CHECKLIST

SENEGAL.

NOVEMBER 1983

?AA Sec. 481. 3as it ~een

ce~er:~ned ~~at ~e

sove~nment 0: tbe
reci~ien~ country has
failed to take adequate
steps to ~revent narcotic
aruqs and cti1e:
controllec su=s~ances (as
defined by tbe
Comprehensive ~rug Abuse
Prevention ana Control
Act ef 1570) proQucea or
processed, in wbole or in
part, in such c=unt~~ or
transported tb:ouqb such
country, from beiD9 sole
illegally within the
jurisdie~ion of such
country to o.s.
Gover~~ent personnel or
their dependents, 0= :rcm
entering tbe o.s.
unlawfully? .

2. FAA Sec. ·S20<c). If
aSs1stance ~s to a
government, is the
government lia~le as
Qe~tor or unconditional
guarantor en any ae~t to
a ~.S. citi:en for goods
or services furnisbea or
oraerec where (a) such
citizen has exhausted
availa~le le9al remedies
and (b) the ~e~t is not
aenied or contestee ~y

such government?

NO.

NO.

/
\tS
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3. 'FAA Sec. 620(e)(1). If
aSSls~ance is to a
90vernme~~, bas it
(including gQve=n=en~
agencies or subcivisions)
taken any acticD which
has tbe e::eet of
nationalizing,
e%~rQpria~ing, or
otherwise sei:in9
ownership or control of
prQpe:t~ of u.s. citizens
or entities beneficiall!
o.~ed ~y ~bem wit~ou~

taking s:eps to d~seha=se

its 0~li9a~icns tcwa:e
suc~ cit~%e~s or entities?

4. PAA. Sec. S~2(e), 620(a),
620(f}, 6Z0D~ FY 1982
A~~ro~ria~ion Act Sees.
Sl2 and 513. IS
recipien~ count:y a
Ccmman1s~ country? Will
assistance be p~ov.idea t.o.
Angola, Cambodia, cu~a, I

Laos, Vietnam, syria,
Libya, Iraq, or Sou~b

Yemen? Will assis~ance

:,e proviaed to
A:gbanistan or MQ%a~ique

withou~ a waiver?

s. ISDCA of 1981 Sees. 724,
727 and 730. Fc:
specifie restrietions on
assistance to Nica:a;ua,
see See. 724 of the ISDCA
of 1981. For specific
rest:ictions on
assistance to !l
Salvaccr, see Sees. 727
an4 7JQ of the ISDCA of
1981.

6. FAA See. 620rj). Bas the
co~n~ry pe:m~t~ed, or
failea to take aaequate
measures to ~revent, the
aamage Qr des~:uctiQn b1
=cb action of o.~.

prcpert:i?

.-

PAGE 2
COUNTRY CHECKLIST

SENEGAL
NOVEMBER 1983

NO.

NO.

N• A.

NO.



7 • FAA See. 620 ( 1 ) • Sas t.b e
ccun~=y failed to ente:
i~tc an as:eement witb
OPIC? .

s. FAA See. 620(0);
Fishe:men's P:otee~ive

AC~ of 1967. as amended,
See. 5. (a) Bas ~be

coun~:y seized, or
imposed any penal:y or
sanc~io~ a;ains~, ~1

O S J:.j'" • .... ...• • __s~~n9 aC_~Vl.les

in inte:~a~icnal wate:s?

<=) If so, bas any
deduction :ecuirec ~v ~he

Fishermen's Protective
Act been made?

9 • :-A..\ Sec. 6:20 (~ ): FY' 19 8 2
Ao~ro~ria:~on AC~ See.
51 7 • ( a ) sas t.ile
government of the
recipient cQunt:y been in
aefa~lt for mere ~~sir
montbs on in~erest or
principal of any AID loan
tc the country: (b) Bas
t~e country been in
aefaul: fer more than one
year on interest or
p:inei?al on any u.s.
loa~ unde: a ~ros:am for
which tbe a~prop=iation

bill appropriates funds?

10. FAA Sec. 620(s). If
eon~empla:ed assis~ance

is develo~ment lQ~n or
from ~cQnQmic suppert
runa, bas the
Acminist:atc; taken ~into

account the amount of
foreign exchange or otber
resourees wbich the
count:y has spent on
milita:y equipment?
(~efe:ence may be made to
the annual ·Taki~q in~o

--
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NO.

NO.

a . NO.

b~ NO.

YES .. Taken into
account by the
Administrator at
the time of
approval of the
Agency OYB.



1:'_1 ~.

Consice:aticn- memo:
·Yes, taxen into account
by tbe Ac:inistratcr .at
time of a~proval of
Agenc~ on. - ~his

approval by tbe
Adminis~rator of ~e
Ope:ational Year BUdget
can betbe basis fer an
affirmative answer durin;
the fiscal yea: un~ess

si;nificant changes in
ci=cu~s~ances occ~r.)

11. :AA Sec. 620(t). Eas tbe
c:cun:ry severed
ciplQ~a~i= relations witb
~e Onitec States.? 'If
so, have they been
:esumec and bave new
bilateral assistance
agreements =een
ne9ctiatea anc entere~

into since sucb
resumption?

12. :AA Sec. 620(~). Wbat is
t~e payment status of tbe
count.ry's tJ.N.
o~ligations? If the
country is in arrears,
were such arrearages
taken into account by the
AID Administrator in
deter:dnins the current
A1D Opera~ional ~ea:

Budget? (~eference may
be made to tbe Takinq
into CQnsiQera~icn memo.)

13. FAA Sec. 620A: F! 1982
A~~ro~ria~icn AC~ Sec.
520. Bas tbe coun~ry

aidea or abetted, ~y
grantinq sanctuary from
prosecution to, any
indiYi~ual or group which
has committed an act of
international terrorism?
Bas the count:y aicec or

P .l\GE 4
COUNTRY CHECKLIST
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NO.

Current.

~I 0 .
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abettec, by granting
sanctuary frcm
prosecution to, any
iDcivicual or group which
bas cQ~:tea a war crime?

14. FAA Sec. 666. Does the
cQan:r~ Q~Ject, on tbe
basis cf race, religion,
national o:isin or sex,
to the presence Q~ any
officer or employee of
t~e u.s. wbo is ~resent

i~ sucb co~t=y tc ca::y
out economic develo~ment

programs ~cer the FAA?

15. FAA See. 669, 6iO. ~as

t~e cQunt:y, a:ter August
J, 197i, aeliverea or
received nuclea=
enrichment or
reprocessing equipment,
materia~s, or technology,
withou~ specifiea
arranqements or
safeguards? 3as it
transferred a nuclear
explosive device to a
non-nuclear weapon state,
or if such a state,
eitber received or
detcnatea a nuclear
explosive cevice, after
August 3 1 13771 (FAA
Sec. 620E pe=~its a
special waive: of Sec.
669 for pakistan.)

16. ISDCA of 1981 See. 720.
Was t.i:1e country
representea at the
Meeting of Ministers of
pcrei;n Affairs ana Beacs
of Delegations of the
Non-Aligned Count:ies to
t~e 36th General Session
of the General Assembly
of the O.N. of Sept. 2S
ana 28, 1981, an~ failed

.-

NO.

NO.

NO.

YES. Ta ken i nt 0

account by the
Administrator at
the time of
approval of the
Agency OYB.

------------------------------- &\.\\ \,



F-1.3

to ~isassociate itself
frcm the ccm=uniC'ue
issued' If so, bas ~e
President t~ken it in:o
account? (~e~erence may
be mace to the -rakine .
into Consideration memo.)

17. ISDCA of 1981 See. 721.
See s~ecial recu~:ements

fQ~ assistance-to Bai~i.

B. FUND!NG SO~C~ C~!T~~!A FO~

1. Deve1o~ment Assis~anee

coun~!y Criteria.

a. FAA Sec. 116. Bas tbe
Depa=~ent of State
ceterminea tbat this
government bas e~9agec in
a consistent pattern of
gross violations cf
internationally

. ~ - . ~. ~recosnJ.%e--. ...uman rJ..S•• lws.
If so, can it be
demonstrated tbat
contemplated assis~ance

vill directly bene:it tbe
needy?

2. tcono~ic Su~~or~ Fund
country Criterla

a. FAA Sec. S02B. Sas
it been ce~er~ined t~at

the country has engaged
in a consistent pattern
of gross violations cf
internationally
recoqni:ea human rights?
I~ so, has the country
made such sisni~icant

impro~ements in its human
riahts reccra that
furnishing such
assistance is intbe
national interest:

PAGE 6
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NO.

NO.



c. :S~CA of 1981, See.
72S(~). t~ ESF 1s :0 De
:;:n~sbec to A=gentina,
has ~e ~:esident

ce:ti:iec ~ae (l) the
GOV~. 0: Argentina h~ "
mace si;ni~icane pro~:ess

in h~an :i;:~3; ana (2)
~at ~e ~rovisiQn of
sue: ass1s~ance is in :he
:a:i=nal i~:e:es~ of ~e

tj.s.?

c. !S~CA 0: 19"81, Sec.
726 (0 ) • I: ~SF

ass:s~a~ee is to ~e _
~u:nished :0 C=ile, bas
~e ?:esicen: ee=~ified

~a: (l) ~e Govt. ef
Ch~le has made .
significant prcgres~ i~

hnman ri;ht~; (2) it is
i: :~e national interes:
of the 0.5.: anQ (3) t~e,... ..,."" .,. ...
~QV_. o. ~~_e ~s ]~

aicinq inte:na:ioDal
te::Qri~ a~c bas take~

steps ~o bri~s ~Q justi=e
:hose indic~ec i~

connec~iQn -::h t~e

=~=de= 0: O:lanco
Letelier:

?AGE 7
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N• A •

N. A.
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