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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Senegal 's six-year, §28 million Title III Food for Development
Frogram financed over twenty five discrete development projects in
the ¢ields cf natural resource conservation, infrastructural
development, agricultural production, crep protection, and
agricultural research. It contributed to the implementation of
policy reforms slaborated in the G05's New dgricultural Folicy
(1984), reinforced in its most recent five-vear development plan.
Theze Title Il policy reforms corcerned the prctection and
rejuvenation of the natural resource base, the strengthening of
parastatal regional development agencies, enlargement of the role
plaved by agrizultural cocporatives in the national economy and the

ve
improvement of the agricultural economic knowledge base.

4 joint GOS/USAID Management Committee (MC) was responsible for
project selection, tne pregramming of Title 111 funds and the
gevelapment of pregram guidelinzs. The Frogram was administered by a
relatively autcnomcus "parmanent Secratariat® headed by a high
ranking oféicial in the Mintstry of Finance but primarily staffed by
freelance personnel.

The GO0S importec over 60,000 ric tone (MT) o0f 20 percent
hroken medium grain rice and 23,0 MT of sorchum. The 603
t gficulty selling the rice; it did net correspond
5 crefersnces,  High world market prices and a
) e dollar cbliged the GGS to cell the rice at
¥ rice. Thiz had an adverse effect on national
Jernment was forced to sell rice at a
ing a chortfall of approuimately ¥7 millign
the GOS Treasurv. In ventrasi, the G035 had
g sarghum,
lted in interrupted funding flowe o
nts. Thiz delayed implemerntation G the
vears. Nz single projsct, fhcaz/er, wWas
funding delavys. Funaing f{lgws impraoved oOver
e of the Frogram and, frea {5%4 gon, were no longer &
constraint to implementaticn of any ci the projects.  The COS
qualified ¢or 100 percent debt repayaent gffset,

Fregramming, maragenmsznt and monitoring 2ifficuities hingerea
achiesvement of projsct objectives anc tapeded tns zfficient
sgministration of the overall Frograa., Thess difficultiss manifested
themselves in sometimes questionable project selection and an
inability of the adminictrative structure to effectively direct the

Frogran,
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These difficulties were caused by upcertainty as to the
responsibilities of the Frogram participants, (Questions concerning
the appropriate roles of USAID in the programming process, the entent
of USAID's cbligation to monitor pregram funds, and the correct role
of the joint GOS/USAID MC 1n Program implementation were never
adequately answered. Folicy guirdelines and requirements concerning
the USAID Micsion's monitoring responsibilities should have been
better elaborated v A.I.D./W. Frogram specific 1mplementatiaon
procedures needed clearer definition by Mission management. These
Wnancwered questions were at the root of all administrative
problems. Title IID legislation is generally not well understood by
Agency personnel or by host country governments. Thic hindered
gffoective Frogram 1mplementation,

The 1oint GOS/USEID M wacs unable to ewercice effective control

t (F3). The Secretariat lacked the

over the Permanent Secretaria
qualified personnel nzeded for adminiztration. In the abcence of

restraining reguiationg, 1% o.ercized far too much autonomy. This
waec to the getriment of gverall Frogran implementation.

Frojecte which achievec -thelr stated objectives appeared to have
the falicwing common factors: the technology chosen was appropriate;
beneficiaries clearly perceived that their gccnonic interests were
well serve¢ nv prolect goalsy ©0% ang NGO project directors had the

ertise, administrative taient and mativationg
¢ ectivity sites possessed a tight
which permitted project oversight and
ands mace of the 507 were conesistent with local
had the instituticnal capacitv ta administer
vechnical eupertise to direcht the projects.
-nztlve programming and administrative structures
raga thought atout future Title 1!l programs in
€
; tat cf Senegal's Frograz would nave been imorovad
{i: szamcz.tiez hed besn put on the market well Sefore the bDeginning
of individual project iaplementation to help assure uninterrupted
funding flows; a surtasle financrz)l monitoring system for projects
had been developsd prior to project start-up;y roles and
responsibilities of Frogram garticipants had been claritied by
appropriate staffs a1 Washington and Missicn levele.

Thie lzacy of clarity 16 not surprising. Titls 11 legistatian
and practice 1= the result of a compromise betwsen four princigal
actorc: USAID, A.1.D., Department of State and Congress. Each actor
has different intereste and agenda. This results in & legislative
package which tries to acconmodate everyone but does not totally
caticsy anycre. In addition, A.1.D. has only limited experience in
implementing Tatle III proarams.

Title {1l programs have potential advantages over alternative
forme of project assistance. They conserve developing countries’
ccarce foreign exchange reserves. They can be more cost efficient
than certain multilateral or bilateral options as expenditures on
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pupatriale technical asslstance are genetally far less, DBecause the
host country is intimately tnvolved 1o planning and adainistralion, a
title 111 program can substantially promote technical and ftinanctal
management shille of rost country personnel .,

Title 111 legrelaziaon was enacted in {977, vet unly ten pruograng
have been taplementea world wide during that span, Mission directors
have peen reluctant t- 1nclude frtle 111 programs i1n mission strategy

hpcause af the admiri:strat:.s headaches and burdens engendered by
lack of clear program jurdance. In epite of many inherent
advantages, the procras will be attractive to mission directors only

1§ improved pelicy cuidance from Hashingten s forthconing,
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II. INTRODUCTION

Senegal 's Title III Frogranm accomplished many of its stated
objectives and made a significant contribution to the country’s
development efforts, particularly in the fields of dune fixation, seed
storage, infrastructure and policy ctudies. Froblems were, however,
evident in the administration of the Frogram.

The vast majority of difficulties encountered in the implementation of
the Senegal FL-430 Title iIl Fragram can be traced to a crucial management
question:

What were the agpprocriate roles and recponcibilities of the grogram
*

This iscue was never recolved. The resulting ambiguities affected all
institutional actore, from the Fresident of the Management Committee to
the individual project managers at field level, and proved to be at the
root of most Frogram management problenms. fire cannot determine the roles
and responcibilities of the participants without deciding, in a larger
sense, what should be the extent of US4I0 ¢ involvement in a Title III
program. 3Should a USAID be actively involved at all levels of progran
implementation, assua:ng the lead 1n program ement, or is its role
more passive in nature, 1.e. cocllaborating cn ramming decisions, and
providing admiristrative guidance ta host coun I in thic case,
the GBS and the Title 111 Zecretariatl™ Cn 2 . what 15 the
sutoent of 2 USEID = acnitoring responeibiiifies” mited teo
verification of deposits into the varicus projsct do they
autend down to dichursement at field level”

It iz bsyond the scope of this svaluetion to snewer Lhose two
interralated guestions but it is important T2 pCinl Cut that & CORSENGUS
wig nzver reached {(in The Case the = o Frogezmioon these leTuse,
gither within the Missicn or & g T #Z2 zna UISAID gperconnel.
Tnis Lack of consencus engendere Witn
rescect to roles and recponeibiiitiss oY prog 1rg, management,
moritoring and reporting of progranm periiglpants,  «ithln Tng MlES1ion
confusicn nanifested iteelf in conilil e regarding:  tal the
proper role which the USAID ML repres - rclav, o' the extant
of the Foeod for FPeace Local Currency : recponreitiiriies for
implementing an effective implementat:on an3 firzncizl acnitoring IveLem,
and (c) the scope of USAID e fiman

%ithin the Title IIT manegement zpzarent
in a lack of clear role definition JemEnt
Committee and between the MC and th zugzions will
be examined in the sections treat! antities,

In reading this report, it ic centia tueen the
Fermanent Secretariat and the GO5. The F3 1g not part gf the GOE., It 18 a
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cemiautonomous structure created tec administer the Frogranm. Although the
Permanent Secretary as well as the Title IIl Coorzinator were, later in
the program, employees of the Ministry of Eccnomy and Finance. the FS was
not part of that Ministry. This distinction is ertremely important
becauce it bears on many of the issues discussad in this repart.

Much of the ambiguity surrounding the roles ard recponsibilities of
Program participants stems from f.1.D.°c limited =uperierze with Title III
programs.  To date, A.l.D. werldwide has implemenzed only ten such
programs. The institutional knowledge base is rather thin. It is hoped
that thic evaluation will! add to that knowledge tise anl help the Agency
improve the programming of future Title III progrzms.

A, Definition of Terms

To avoid undue confusion, the fclicwing terme are gefinad:

encemble of planning and adminizirati
ts)

frooram - The 1zira &c
implementat:cn of the Title IID Frogranm dgreenent,

involved in the

Project - & discrete development activity funied by the Sznegal PL 480
Title IIl program,

Froject Director - The GO3 or NGO official rzzpongible for the
implementation of a Title Iii-funded orociect.

Monitoring - The administrative, firancial zr2 tecnnical supervision
of the Senegal Title II! Frogram and its indlvigdzi croiects.

Repcriinag - The physicel recording and traneg.zsicn of facts and
opinions garnered frcm Frogram and project supervizic

L5310 - The local HMizsi
gr the headgquartaers (Washi
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I11. PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The United States and the Senegalese Government signed, in May of
1980, a three year #2! million FL 480 Title 111 Sales Agreement for the
purchase of surplus medium grain American rice. The USG sold the rice to
the 605 on concessicnary credit terms (ten year grace period, 20-year
repayment schedule at I-3 percent annual interest). Under terms of the
Title 1!l Agreement, the GU3 was eligible to offset 1tc debt repayment
obligation by using the FCFA equivalent of %Z! million for approved
development purposes, as stipulated in the sales contract (i.e.
Agreement). Any portice cf the FCFA equivalent of %21 million not cpent
for approved purpcses would rema GOS debt tc te repaid according to

in &
the above mentioned repavment schedule. In accordance with the Title I1I
1al

Agreement, tne GOS opened a specla local currency account in October of
1960 in the name of the USG. FCFA proceeds from the sale of the FL 480
imported rice were to 4o deposited in the accounti all such deposits would
automatically be earmarked for *1

The Galec fgreement regu he GO5 to develcp, fund, implement and

A
d
nancing specific projects.
: t

monitor projects aimed at: 1) rengthening the role of the Rural
Gevelopment Agencies (RDA)I; 2) ctrangthening the rcle of farmer
cooperativzes; I) reviewing and revising agricultural pgricing and marketing
policies; and 4) managing and ccrcerving the country’s natural resource

base.

U5AID/Zenegal, in February 1939, submitted a Focod for Development
Frogram Fropocal (FFI which analyzed constraintes to Senegal ‘s economic
develcpaent, rdentified BOS zand USG Title IIl Frcaram policy obisctives,
reccmmended appropriate commodities for sale, d=sveloped project propcsale
and suggested & programaing and adminictrative framewcrk to implenent tne
Senegal Title iIl Frogram. This proposal was zpproved in Washingtcn by an
interagency working group composed of representatives from USDA, 4,1.0,
and the Deoartment or State.

i preiects were approved:

imglerenting
Hame fctivities foency Budcet
(FCFA esquiv of §)

fdoricuitural Conduct and publish
Felicy Studies research on risk

analysis, pricing &nd

marketing studizss I58A 3 F00, 000
Decentralization Consiruction of Regional
of Research recearch shtations I3RA §,730,009
Loczl constructign cf 30
Cooperative large multipurpose
Storage village warehcuses CSH 4,000,009
Rural Tech- construction of teach-
nical Schools ing and dorm facili-

ties for mid-level Min. of

government officials Education 2,040,001
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Reforestation construct coastal wind
and Dune breaks, stabilize dunes
Fixation through tree planting,

develop tree nurseries MPN 6,210,000
Rural Deve- finance various small
lopment Fund scale sevelopment projects Multiple 2,000,000
Frograr. Budget 400,000

$21,000,000°

Interrupted findinc flowe of the siy "first tranche" projects
encouraged financial rizor. ‘n consequence, monies were available to
finance the following

projec

Fgt
tes

Implementing FRudget

proiects:

'0rig

budgets were denoted in FCFA to

exchange rates.

Name Activities dgency million FCFA
CRS Multi constrection of 230
purpose mult:purpose village
warehcuses War SNC.SEes CRS 330
Cocperative adminiztrative and tech-
Training nica! :rainirg iz the uss

of larce multipurpese

War ehc.ses MDR 45
Tnetitut de develcznent of alternative
Techroliogie ugee $zr logally producsa
Alimentaire agricultural goods [74 130
QFADEL diversz willage level agri-

culturzl production prolacts Mos 182
SAED grant o recgional dzvelspaent

agency to facilitate tranzi-

ticn %z new rele MDR L,2a7

In 1984, the G605 rezuested and receivad & ons-year estensicn of

the Sales Agreement, bu:sing £7 million of rize and sorghum, A n2W
roundg of "sourth trancrz’ prolect proposals were reviewa2s and
approved. FCFA preceess from the sale of the fouartn tranche rice and
sorghum were deposited in the Special Account to funa the follcwing

inal budgets were Jenoted in dollars, Beginning with amendment 4,
avoid ambiguities and confusion in


http:procee.cs
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MC's representative from the Ministry of Finance also held the
position of Permanent Secretary of the Title IIT FS.

In the case of 605 projects, individual project directors were
appointed by concerned ministries to direct project activities.
These project directors in turn, hired free lance accountants to keep
project beoks.

B, How the Frogram Weriked f1in theorvy)

lisation des Frix (CFSF) is
arged Wwith purchasing and
q. rice, wheat, millet,

The Caisse de Ferequation et de 5Stabi
4 division of the Minmistrv of Finans ch
reselling certain i1mported <¢

sugar. It tuys ccamddiiies at mer nrice and resells them to
certified wholesalers at a fined price. The CFSP thue insulates the
wholesaler, retailer and cfonsumer §rom world market price
fluctuaticns and protects Senegalese progucers ircm having their
prices undercut bv conmedity lamporters,
The CF5F zzl2 the PL 430 rice and sorghum and depcsited the
de i the 2 dccount sarmarbted for financing Title Ty
The Wanzgemznt Committee, zomposed cf
r 3410, received and approved project proposals
t Yo i tr,.5¢ Plan, various teschnical ministries and
ircm local NGOe. Thnev aleo alloczted annual orgisct bucgets. If the
Manageaent Cammittes approved a proposel or budget cubmicsion, 1t
inctructed the Fermanent Title [ID Secretary '»7C was alec the
Mipictry of Tinance representative cn tns Managiment Committsel 0
prepare letisrs o+ r cam tme Tiile 110 fzecial docourt tao the
individual proect C Froiect directors Zrew on LOELT
accounts #or prole purchases of foClf 3Rl fervices. Each
proiect accountant rroject zapenoifures by zubmitiing
monthly recefipts to tariat ang cuoarterty financial and
rechnical =ztavity Lash fhs Title 111 Zecretariat ang the
ribd ror Fes Jnce ==z iitis (DD Zeor ried
t lzast &2 ¢ oY C: c zZwange ned ©
curzosee, terrs bha ozelzz agrees
Azelz e 2llg = - oTre zoornIe rInl
Titie (II Secretarlad ancial reports to the
crn licsted the 2 = Z-oiturEs o7 &l
I funded proisct 2 1v ~ezporez, the FRRO
prepared Currancy Uze R B czruifled € having
heen usad for approvel A 2gnin3TIn S othE
Regional Centrotler s C tira, the aTIurl wis
deducted +rem tne E0Z°s repa/men oh.
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Iv. TITLE IIT LEGISLATION

The Title II! legislation sutlines provisions of a gales agreement between
the USG and the government of the mpcrtlnq country and is not, in any
legal sense, a "loan” which reverts to a “grant", as it is co cften
characterized. This distinction s not simply gemantic but is of enormous

importance in comprehending 4.1.0.°c appreopriate role in the
imnlementation of Titie Il1 grograms.

The Congress passed Title [II legieiation in 1977 in order tc
encourage agricultural trzds znd to zid in the eccnomic growth cf
developing countries. The Commcdity Credit Corporat:on (CCC) purchaces
surplus ccmmodities #from U.S. wholesalers tar resale on concecssianary
terms tc developing countries wha agree to implement certain policy
reforns. Furthermors, tne imparting countrv agrees toi

take cteps tcz guntry obtains = fair
chare cf anv & ases of agricultural
commodities by the taporting country (Article ITD Ttem Z).

Title IIl legisiation 1s escentlally the came as Title 1
legislation,®except that 1t provicdes the i1mporting country with an
aotion. Under Title I, trne 1mporting ccuntry agrees to purchace surplus
U,5. commodities on crea:rt &and to repay tts gdebt cpligation in
installments of miminel :nt t o a twentv year
pericd, a+rter a gt ten v iglaticn on Lhe
gtner nand grov tinz cou ¥ oSefseEniiny
ite Title [ geb lication gy, 21 lsr3t
gquivalent toc t he desot Tor o ouzEE
approved by the Erms St trne fC.zrnment
o the itagocriing by zgc2es to J2pczit e zale oY InE
impeorted ¢ 1 into an 1nterest tearing = AnT o So2nel Ll
the nanz C Memigs fisSurzac -ron thg fpeciel sgIoont 2T UEIED
$gr oapprov cz cutlined in Sre zgrssfert, rE IVECLTED PREiNER
tho iapgort aymsat chilgstian,

Tne 33 idatt oTiigatiIn E Rl 1IEn/ 3 s .er
si:nzéifar 2z "izan ing avint .':.;=5 TTETonIoLis
depesites in th zet up uncar e el rescgrt celIng
to the USC Peop recancepticor rezzia U ren TnE
importing country 1n Ipesial SCTIurt
the "loan" eutende _ This 13 1nzZgrrect.  #nel
agreement actually savs ¢ it 14 the scgvernrent Ir TUTE Y
uses its procesds fron tha zalz of B o4fo conmooinvEs
under the agresment, tre rscipient government cricets
ocoligatien. Therefore, aonies deposited int:o tne apecrez.

2Title IIl legislation, unlike Title I reguires Ihe 1ap crting couniry to
open a special account in wrich proceeds fram cormo 1&; caies ere
deposited. Currency use cffset requirements are generally mcre enecific

in Title IIIl progranms.
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to the importing country. This fact has important ramifications in
defining A.I1.D. ‘s appropriate role in the implementation of Title III
programs. If funds held in the Special Account do indeed belong to the
importing country, this suggests that A.I.D.’s role should be one of
collaboration and guidance rather than one of actively directing the
implementation of the program.

In addition to providing collaboration and quigance, A.[.D. nas a
right and an obligation to assure that disbursements from the Spzcial
Account are used for approved purposes. The extent of USAID's monitoring
responcibilities 1n the cace of Senegal remains unciear. This subject
will be diccuszed in detail i1n a following sectian.
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y. A DISCUSSION OF COMMODITY ISSUES:

Frogram implementation was retarded and hampered by the inability of
the 605 tc sell the rice imported under the Title Il sales agreement,
The Senegalese concumer prefers the less expensive Asian broken rice to
the medium and long grain American rice which was availadle under the
sales 2grzement., Ths high world martet price far whole grain rice coupled
with the appreciation cf the dollar against the FUFA made the American
rice uncocmpetitive in e, The GOS criginally agreed tc buy ¥7
millicn of medium grain American rice anrually cver a three year pzricd
from the Commodity Credit Corpcration of the USDA. The amount of rice
which the GO5 received for gach £7 millian annual "tranche" fluctuated
according te world marnet prices. Khen world market prices moved higher

marbet plac

iwarld —riczs roce some 5B% over the course of the program), §7 million
tought less rice. The G505, in crder to cffset their $7 million annual
debt recawvsent =pligaticn had to deposit the FCFA gquivalent into a
cpecial account.  Tne more the dollar appreciated (it rose from 210 FCFA
to I%% FCFA during the pericd) the acre local currency the G60S had to
depoeit to offset tnelr cett recayment obligation. At the outset of the
program, the 503 bougnt FL 380 rice at 77 FLFA/kilo, excluding shipping,
kanaling &nd storage costs.’ Three year later, 1t cost the 625 125
FCE4/hils. Twer tne life of trne program, GO5 cests rose while their
revenues fsoressed Tn arder sor the 505 to break sven on the rice
tranzacsico, 1T was chiligeg o zell thne rice et a tar higher price than
the 5 two price cuts in 1982 and 19873,
the S wac iorced to withheld Asian rice off
ThE pehing the uwmavallabililty ot the preterred
far es ti1de them cver. This disrupted normal
mars in responss, ths CFSF raturned Gzian rice
PR gzlsrs ;) FL 4E9 rice in crger to be
zligi D= 25 =214 much of the FL 480
rile = ar ortiall im tne Special Account of about #7
millaocn == 2 £23 miilicn gales tranzacticn.  This shartfall was offcet by
geposit: ~:ge Sy the 203 tressury Lo QualiTy 727 ipll debt forgiwensss as
rejuires o, the Title DD ozales 23 ToozzZiticn, thes G035 pand
Approais £6.% mallion to ocove ng, wandling and stcorage Co
The AOS. in effect, ga:d £11.0 =il rice valued on the world =
st £7% milliom. Thiz reprecente a zupztantial Iun 2% RONEY tor ine G

The CF3F celic, on zvzrage, -5,000 tons ot Asian rice per month o
government certiif wrolezolers .ot b tocoy zlamost flve years ferf the
Ceissze ce gt Itariiicaticnz ges Friu te sell the 83,000 tans
gf FL L2t €2 under tne program. In asditicn, procssds sroh T0E
PL 420 rice caziesz were often not depcsited premptiv in the special
account, cpened in the name of the UBSG, as stipulated :n the agreement.



Senegal PL4BO Title IlI

page 13

COMMODITY ISSUES

Slow rice saies, coupled with delays in the deposit of c=ales
proceeds into the Special Account, set back implementation of tne six
BFiginal projects? eighlésh AoRLRE Lo two years, These prajects
received, on average, only 48 percent of their plannec budgets over
the first two years of the prolect. Some projects hac to fcrgo
necescarvy vehicle purcheses which hed a negaetive effszt on project
implementation. Frojects containing construction components ground
to a nalt ac project director: 2i1d not have sufficient funds to pavy
local contractors. Frolect directors were unable toc grogran
quarterly budget expenditures bvecause neither they, nor the
Management Committes, inew now such the CF5% would deposit 1nto the
Special #ccount during tne neut guarter, Fecause of sporadic PL 4840
rice cales, the CF3F never couls proiezt how much rice could sell
during the fcliaowing guarzsr, Thus, project drrechors not only had
to deal with severely deownzided budcete, they could not ~f*ect1velv
revise planned allocaticns Jecause no cne knew RCW SuCch urding would
he availaSle 5r the nest 2uarter. Jepceiis infto the Epec1ai Account
cnly began to flow on & regular Sasts 1o 1934, when ine 863 once
again lowered the retsrl price of FL 430 rice and regu:red tnat
wholesalers puy it. From this pcint on, there were sufficient funds
to finsnce planned prosect sclivitses.®
SAgricultural Folicy Stucdies, Local Cooperative Storage,
Decentralization of FResearcn, Rural Technicel Scnoci, “eforestation and
Dune Fixation, Rurzl Develcpmernt Fund.

*f short-term difficulty arose 1n mic 1586 when tne CF3® failed to make
final deposite. The MC was forced to "torrow” from 417 trancne deposits
(kept separate at Cititeni: tc funo @ to 3 trancne prorscts.  However,
erventuzlly 4th tranche funde became deficit as well because proceeds from
the sorghum, used or cred:t <or emergency relief in 1983, had not been

deposited.
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VI. AN ANALYSIS BY ADMINISTRATIVE ENTITY

In the follcwing section, the resporsibilities and performance of the
major institutional plavers, the Food for Feace/Local Currency Office
(FFP/LCG), the Manzgement Committee, the Secretariet, and the management
structure at project level, will be analyced. The repercuscions of vague
role definition will be trace nd discucsed. The manner in which each
management entity adapted to and functioned within an unclear
administrative context wil: ne described and evaluated.

-

P
o

A, The Lccal Currency Unit

1, Findings:
a) The Local Currency Unit (FFF/LCO) operated in a very uncertain
institutional setting. Crucial questions concerning USAID's appropriate
role in programming and financial monitoring were never adequately
addressed by A.1.D./W.

by Title I1I legislation was generally poorly understood by mission
staff.

c) The vast majority of administrative problems gncountered in the
implementation of the Title IIl Frogram were addrescsed, albeit sometimes
tardily, by the LCU. Their recommendaticns, however, wWere often not acted
upon by the PS.

2. Dutiegs ot the LCU

The LLU was responsible for cooraornatis icazl sssistance fo Title
111 $unded orojects, gpreparing Currency us vt FeCorts ang acting @ oé
liaisor hetwzen micsion managjement ang the g II0 zagasnistrativ
structure,

The Laogal Currency Unit (FFF/LCTY was s cperzte o &4
gxtreazly unclear adaministrative enviranTsnt g.sn an o
clese out date, crucizl guestions such zs: is Uzsll s ghels T
actively 2irect the Title [Il Frogrzn Ir 1z 17 T2 tz.izzzrete and provige
guidznce to tne GOE?", and “kWhat is N kg Lld ring
responsibilitiss?" were never adeguatle . TnssE g chould
have been ancwerad by A.I.D./W perore IsIanoin Thesse
unanswered quaesticns left the Lgcal Currency snlt oo TunIL drchout
fully kncwing the nature of their reole zns ThE E S A -
respansibilities,

3. Sources of Leqgal fonfusicd

After reviewing the Frogram Agreement. amercments U3 that zgreszrent
and intra-mission correszpondence and memorende, thE gvsivaticn tean found
no document emanating from R.I.D./W which ziarisiec iNR '
appropriate overall role in the Title 11D progranm. e it wag
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largely left up to the head of the Lacal Currency Unit to define USAID's
role and to administer his office in accordance with that definitiaon.
According to information garnered from present LCU staff, the former LC
Officer felt that USAID should ccllaborate in, not dominate, the
programming process within the fC and monitor GCS adherence to the terms
of the sales agreement. The atsence of well derctcod officisl
guidelines fostered two maln areas of confus USAID s
involvement in the Frogramaming process and
to monitor Title III funds
When interviewed,
the Title IIl Frogram
He cited two specific
trancfer mechan d
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By the end of the fourth tranche, the GO3
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insignificant investment for them and the utilization of Zpecial
Account funds should reflect Senegalese priaorities insofar as they
coincide with USAID strategy (Memorandum dated February 15, 1983).
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Without question, there <ere serious deficiencies in the
administration of Senegal's Title IIl progranm, hut 1t 1s difficult to
hold the Local Currency Unit responsible for those deficiencies.
Virtually every adminicstrative rrcblem was addressed by the LCU,
Unfortunately, the Title II! Secretariat often did not act on those
suggestions, nor utilize thoze administrative tzols develcped by
USAID. Tnree separate finarzial monitoring SysUEME WEre proposed by
the Local Currency Unit and he hel Regional Financial Management

u
n

Froject (3RFMF), none of whiih «ere adcpted by the F5. The LCU alsc
elaborated a comprehensive gzscription nt the rales and tasks of
members of the FS, but this :cersonnel management aglan was never
enacted. The Local Currency Unit created a systenm to monitor the
progress of individual prajscts toward programmed activity goals, but
it did ot receive a suffigiznt nuaber of sroject implementatiaon
reports from the various proiact managers to stfectively implement
the system {although proj rzporting 1mprovec dramatically with the
appointment cof a new Fera ¢ Secretary in 1585). The twenty five
projects finznced under Titiz IT1 were monitcred and eveluated by the
LCY. #nnual project budget -roposals were gvzmined by the LCU and
opinicne wers presented Lo tne ML &y the USRILD reprecentative.
Financial managemsnt ass:istz-ce waz euxtended t< individual project
managers to help tham in thns sreparation of guarterly budagset
justifications,

Many of ~atle the LCY could nave
and shoula hav s in shesez of the Title
I11 program. zorfeczg 2nly tater,
once operating funds :ble basis. The clear
managament insufficie A oot tne Titie 1l
progran dc not eszsntial.ly ir gc in fne LOU, but
rather from the inaoility cof the F 1te administrztlive
role.

B, Thes Mzragement Coamiiias

{.Findings:
a) The MC was unable to erer: effe
Secretariat due to the abserce of
relationship.

(a]

tive cantrol over the Fermanent
requlations governing the MC/FS

b} Appropriate roles of MC aznbers were never clarified vis a vis
autonomy from their institutions {(Ministries, U5ARIDI}.

¢) The MC did not always avail themselves of the technical and
economic expertice necessary to rigorously evaluate project proposals
nor did they institute a system to improve the information content of
proposals.
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2. Duties of the Management Committee
The Management Committee's basic functions were to: generate and
approve praoject proposals; review and approve annual project and
program budget submissions; formulate Frogram policy guidelines and
provide overall coordination of the program.

-

3. Historical Overview

The composition of the MC underwent several changes through the
life of the project. At the outset, the Committee was composed of a
representative from the Ministry of Flan (president), the Minictry of
Finance {(secretary), USAID, concerned technical aministries and the
project managers of Title III-funded projects. This structure proved
to be too cumbercsome. .

From mid-1984 on, the MC was limited to a representative from the
Ministry of Flan, tre HMinicstry of Finance and USAID. During this
time, the reprecentative from the Ministry of Finance (who also
cerved as director of the Secretariat) was changed. This improved
Frogram management.

At the beginning cf the program, the MC met infrequently as funds
were not vet available to finance approved projects. As time
progressed and moniec becamg available, the MC began to meet nore
regularly. During the final years cf Frcagram implementation, the MC
ccheduled mcre freguent meetings and met, on averagc, twice a menth.

Project proposals wsere subhmitted to the MC tv the Ministry of

, various technical ministries and non-govarnmeptal organiza
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There were both advantages and disadvantages to having the MC
staffed by senior management. The Senegalese representatives were
required to travel in the course of their other duties. Management
Committee meetings were, as a CONSEQUENCE, frequently postponed. Both
GOS representatives were responsible for many other activities and thus
could not always devote as much time to Frogram manager=nt as might
have been, at times, required. On the other hand, the Fermanent
Secretary-had to be high ranking in order to exert authority over some
twenty proiect directors who were not employed by the same ministry
{e.g. Ministry of Rural Development, Ministry of the Environment or the
Minigtry of Education}.

5. Unclear Role Definition between the Management Committee
and the Secretariat

The Szles Agreement, its annexes and amendments, defines the role
of the MC in cnly the mest gereral of terms; "The Frogram will be
inplemented by the GOS urnder the overall coordination of a Senegal
Management Commisesion” iSales Agreement, Annex B, Item 4). The
vagueness af tnis definiticn proved to be a source of confusion with
recpect to the dymamics of decision-making within the MC and had a
decidedly negative effect on the administration of the Title III
Fregream.

4ccoreing to the sales agreement, overall ceordination of the Title
111 Fragram was confided to the Management Committee; but how much
authority did the HC euercise cver the Title 111 Secretariat? This is
ancther way o , "what authority does the Management Committee
have mver the Fermanent Secretary?’ The Fermanent Secretary sat on the
M and wae thus able to exercise near total contrel cver the

f

administra

t1 itle III program, in the absence of official

documents del he roies and duties of these two entities. #s

lorg as the Tit. III retariat had operating funds, it had encrmous
[

{ ec
otoronv. 1t waz free to allocate ite guar.erly budget as it saw fit.
A - !

I , the Fermanent Secretary arbitrarily and unnecassarily doubled
t sizz of hic staff and rented rew office space without prior

ok tzticn with the other members of the Management Committee. Far
rea ¢ organizaticn, efficiency and politice, the Fermanent

dec rv should have sat on the ML but his cuties ang responsibilities
tow . the Management Committee rneeded to be clearly spelled out te
avoid an cver concentraticn of pOwWer by the Fermanent Secretary.

The Management Caommittee could not manage the Frogram unless the
Titie IIl Secretariat functioned, not as an independent entity, but
rather ac the implementcr of ML decicicns. iThis finally occcurred once
the GG3 replaced the Fermanent Secretary). Once the Management
Committee gained control over the Title IIl Secretariat, Frogram
administraticn greatly improved.
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It is important to realize, however, that the MC only gained
authority over the Title IIl Secretariat because the new Permanent
Secretary felt that the Secretariat’s appropriate role was to
inplement MC decisions. There were never requlations formulated to
institutionalize this relationship. Had there been, the Title I11
Frogram gqould have avoided many of tne administrative problems which
it faced.

6. Uncertain Role Definition within the Management
Conmittee

The nature of the relationship between the USAID official
representative and the GOS reprecentatives on the MC was never
clarified. Did the USAID representative’s vote carry more weight
than those of his counterparts? Did USAID have an unspoken de-facto
veto over MC decisions? MWas it the role of the MC members to
represent afficially enunciated ministry/mission pelicies or were
they to adopt a more auvtonomous positison?

The GOS Maragement Committee representatives stated that they
were often hesitant to bring to the tabkle and promcte a proposal if
they thcought that the USAID reprezentative was unenthusiastic about
the project. On the other hand, thney affirmed that they approved
project proposale prometed by the USAID representative, even when

i

thev had sericus recervations about the appropriateness or viability

of the preject. They felt that they could exercice mere flexibility
an¢ independence in the decision process than could the USAID
recresentative, but were hesitant to accert their viewpoints bhecauce
the power structure within the NG was unclear. In tneir cpinion, it
appesred that the USAID reprecentative often defendad a przdetermined
USAID sicsion ctance rather than a more independent view as the GOs
representatives felt they were peraitted.

The Local Currency Unit had a different intergretation. In
interviews conductad with precent and former staff, it was felt that
the GOS reprecentatives could have been more active in generating,
priaritizing and tabling project proposals. It was alsg helieved
that the 505 céficiale could have beern more invclved in the budgeting
precess anc tne technical monitoring of individual projects. It
ceeme clear that the WC would have functioned amore efficiently and
effectively had the nature of the relationship between the 603 and

C r

iecjrace in the Fropecsal Frocecss

There were some maicr weaknesses in the project approval process:
no standardized format for project proposals, no establiched gcononic
criteria (e.o. measures of cost effectiveness) with which to evaluate
ex-ante preojsct proposale, and little eceneomic analysis of reviewed
proposale,

4 etandardized groposal format could have insured a more camplete
and better detailed project proposal. The relative merits of
different oroposals would have been easier to compare and would have
facilitated oconomic amalyzis. Many project proposals were
inadequate in scope and detail; the MC often had to request



Senegal PL4B0 Title III page 20

ANALYSIS

resubmission of proposals. This was a time consuming process and
hindered the ef’ =iency of project approval and implementation.

The Management Committee would have judged competing proposals
with a more informed opinion had it disposed of an px-ante economict
evaluation of the various submissions. Unfortunately, the Title III
Secretariat’'c economist had neither the training or euperience to
perferm economic analysis.

C. The Title III Secretariat

t, Findings:
a) The Title Secretariat operated semi-autonomously, to the
detriment of Program implementation and exerted far too much control

over the functioning of the program.

ki The Secretariat did not have the professional competence tao
assume its designated role.

. Gctivities of the Secretariat
The functione of the Secretariat were to certify that monies
disburced hv the individual projects were used for allowable
expenditures; to assure that the projects used a valid financial
to administer its budget and to prepare scheduled
financial management and tachnical

management system:

regorts; and to monitor the
activities 2f all Title [iI-funded projects.
., The Staffinc of the Secretarial

gt the outcet, the Secretariat was compesed of the Fermanent
Seeretary, a head accountent, an assisztant accountant, a secretary, a
chauifeur and an cifice bov. In 1934, without prior approval frea
the Managesenf Dommittee, four additicral accountante and one more
gerrstary were added., With the excsption cf the Farmanent qecretary
iand z2iter (%25 the Secretariat coordinator), ngng of ths zocreterial
Stasy were =nolovees of the GOS.

The Title 11!l Secretariat was the crucial plaver id the success
or failure of Frogram management. It controlled the purse strings Gy
certifying or rejecting financial justification of monies spant by
individual projects. Froject directors were required by the ML to
provide justificaticn tnat money spent by the project was used car
approved puUrpcEEs DerCre receziving their next allaotment. Altnougn
the Title II! Secretariat iread Fermanent Secretary) did net ooligate

lv. it was able to turn on and off the financial tap

e
the funde direct
t

4, Critical Fersonnel Deficigncies
A11 memberc of the Management Committee, including the current
Fermanent Cecretary, ackncwledged that the Title 111 Secretariat did
not have the competence to perform its role. For example, one of
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the head accountants, who was named Secretariat Coordinatur by the
former Permanent Secretary, had falsified his accounting-diplema. It
is unknown if he hkad any training as an accountant, According to
those interviewed, he had little notion of acceptable accounting
practices., He was also suspected of misappropriation of funds.
Subsequent to an investigation by the Reaional Inspecter General ‘s
Office (RIG) ard the G0%, which wWas initiated at the request of the
tocal Currency Unit, the head accountant was arrested and 1s awaiting
trial.

It is also unknown 1§ 1 f{ive other accountante hired by the
Fermanent Secretary had anv farmal accounting instruction but, in any
case, they proved to be incepable of keeping valid records themselves
and thue were unable to advice individual projects on improvements in
their cwn financial management svstems.

The six full-time oroiect accountants, (sone g4 whem a-parently
ctarted ac office bove) each responsible for fewer than four
it the secretariat was over-staffed.

i's Oifice maintained that some of the
‘1 funds for jobs which did not involve
Title II! Secretariat. The staff
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Secretariat), there was no way of assuring that budgeted line items
were recpected, Line 1tems appearing in the approved budget
propcsals did not necessarily correcspond to thocse in the prolects’

quarterly financial disburse ent reports. There was, moreaver, no
standard menu of line items common to all projects which would have
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permitted a compari
projects. There ne
the project or the

e
=
=

The Secretariat, thus, o
individual projects Gulf.. ed
the absence af an inventory €
bills zuhmitted <c- allcwable
actually carrezpIcizl tao tne
cervices., Simiiariv, tha2 fC

n ' E

son of similar expenditures between different
no standard inventory control system, either at
pcretzriat level.

uid not verify that expenditures by the
the currency offset requirements. In
yetem, one had no way of proving that
expenditures to the Secretariat
zurchacse of the purported goods or
o u1d not verify that purchases made by
rating bucdget actually went faor the
sentory system, cspot checks to verify the
dlv purchased ooods was difficult at
tariat accountante rarely attempted to
with spot checks at field level. The
cial reperts, summarizing technical

v the 25 projects, were often submitted
allocation of project advances, and

cr

thus hxnder1ng géi:z1ent prosect implementation. This sometimes had
a negative 1mpact I SEETINC croject timetables and goals.
raticn of Fower within the Secratariat
Secratery, wna served during the first

four believed thai s zscretariat” should
func gversight Ay =he MO of which he was
a me : jeral krowl g saurces, he considered
the se:retariat g relat autonomous status as the
individual org? the ot codified regulation
governing tne r t Committes, the
Ferma Tt qecre i sirtual autoncmy in
Yliocating hic : E 5 the Secratariat as
he chose.  Thit i ar invitation to srodleme, fecause the
Secretary was & hion ranting offictal, represented a different

1 : i the Manzzement Committes, and sat on

I aily 1 f arnagement

srtral
ina retary 2 chief

accountant, who iz2tzr w ramez tne I ) a The chief
accountant decide:s ~":i:ih < rnad sufficientlv justified tneir
quarterly ExpeEncit.” igible for further dizgursements froa
the Special fcoosts : 1iceed tne chisd sccountant/ececrstariat
coordinpatzsr comeicta-ztl ant aver the i1ndividual proiec
directors, which ne atterpted to capitalize on, by allegedly
coliciting kickteors fror project directore in exchange for rapid
disbursement of priject cperating capital. £G5S project directors
trought thie to ths attestion cf respans ible persons witnin USAID and
the 60S. This led =z a ;zint 1avestigation, It was learned that,
previoucs to the i1~vestigaticn, the Fermanent Secretary had been
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D. The Project Management System

i1, Findings:
a) Project implementation was hampered by unreliable funding flows
due to slow rice sales and an inefficient financial management

system.

b) The ability of project directors to formulate budgets was
severely censtrained because neither they nor the Management
Committee could project future available funding.

Z. Histary
The FL-430 Title II! Frogram funded 25 projects. Froject
directors wzrs selectea either by the cancerned technical ministry or

by the NGC shich implemented the project. Froject directors hired
accountant: from the private sector to oversee the financial
management of the individual .projects. Each prcject had a bank
account thraugh wnich it paid for goods and services purchased on
behalf ot =he ciect. Freoject directors were requirec to cubmit
nent justificaticns and quarterly financial and

tne F5, which reviewed and approved project

3410 which also monitored the projects’
Froject directors were

-+ 30 percant of thelr pudgetary
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and tardy certi
project exzzn € Secretariat., F
implementaticn in the early stages was delayed up to "
sometimes compromised the attainment of project goals. This was
case with the Kayar Dune Stabilization Froject where tree survival
rates suffered because money was unavailable te construct protective
fences. Mzny projects were unable to meet their financieal
obligatione on time. This naturally made project management far more
difficult.
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L
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Eoth the slow pace of FL-4B0 rice sales and the turdiness with
which the CMCA approved contracts were largely beycnd the centrol of
the Title III prcaram; delays in the Secretariat's certification cof
projects’ dicburcements, hewever, Were not. Despite the fact that
the Secretariat conta:ned six acccuntants, certification of past
expenditures (e prerequicite to cuheecuent allocation) cometimes took

g d

up to two.months., Thes elave coccurred for three main reacscns: the
absence of an efficient financial moritoring system at the
Gecretariat level., ungualified cerscnnel to trachk and approve
expenditures and the unwillingnees of the chief accaountants to

Had the majority of FL 480 Title I1I

wpedite the approval process. a
projecte reguired punctual funding as 2 prerequicite to project
success, attainment of 1ap ntat

impossitle.

would have been

in

ion goal

ency cof deposits made by the {FSP irtg the Special
cted projecti directars ability tc program quarterly
ey were never sure .f funding would be available to
1vities. This prevented project directars +rom
ters prografming.
¢ sometimes hindered ic diegpersion of
5. f©ne proiecte had tes, thus
;e cupervizion and |1 t,. Uncertain
gtimes impeded the ¢rom supplying
=% 3Izalz wWere o “imistic ang would oot
gven had fundlng =iz o4 a Zansistent
grigzinal Frogram t T thrze vears, 2one
rgpoegale sei goale whloh wWers ‘oo oootialstic fran @
sticzl standpoint {favar tization Froisct)
“ wasz oot feazibls in wiae prodsct budjer
ez}, Tha MC did mot =zve, nor did thay aluzve
of, tne tzchnical 2apar! Sich to ozviluats
ccg o4 praiect gezls, nhtooeoan
Zegreiariat In 1924 & rzzs tnis
Jeels L alreozcdy shtehoc, oo wii wnatils be paysnr:
ttig ocenItiIn,
1, Bplative fAutgnomy gf Froizots
Erojects functicnmed 1n a s2mrautonoAgus mann
directors -- once funding das 1n plags -- werse oy
burezucratic red tane, They were ztle to adsl
aimimal tmuclvenent from superiors within tral o
ministriss. This of course presented heth advantazes and
dicadvantages. The freedom accorded individual project cirsciore
precented them with the opportunity tc administer projects in an
efficient and expedient manner but 1t also made tecnnical supervision

by the FPermanent Secretary more difficult. Becauce the Fermansnt
Secretary and the project directors belonged to different ministries,
the Fermanent Secretary did not exert any direct hierarchical control
over the directore. He thus had to rely on his status as a high
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ranking official and his close monitoring of project activities to
evercise technical control over Title 111 projects. The original
Fermanent Secrctary made infrequent project site visits and was
generally uninformed as to the progress of individual projects.
This lack of involvement in the implementation process hindered his
ability teo regquire aon time cubmission of project activity reports and
conformance to financial reporting standzrds, once those standards
were in place. The new Fermanent Secretary was more involved in the
implementation of the program’'s portfolic of projects and made site
vicits more fregquently than his predecessor. He was thus able to
effect improvement in project reporting.
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successfully developed vet was nct widely accepted by target aroups.
fpparently the econcmic and environmental benefitc of the stove were
not sufficiently apparent to foster large scale adoption. The CRS
and SODEVA Warehouce Frciecte achieved their objectives hecause
villagers understood the economic advantages of improved seed storag?
facilities and provided a financial contribution for construction
coste.

ic to the Senegal Title [I1 Prcgram

mn
(8)3
m
m
[l
.-
+
v

fi.Determinant Facter

The efficacity 24 a prociect manager 1§ & xey ingredient in the
success of all forms of project azsictance vet it appeared to be the
decisive factor im prejects funded under thic program. Frojects
which achieved stated obiectives nad project directsrs who had: the
requicite tezhnical snpertise 0 IVErSeE project impiementation, the
willingness tc utilize additional recnnical resource persaonnel as
needed, the ability @7 plan ant sominiczter project tudgets, and the
dvnamizs to bring specific trical end administrative problems to
the attenticn of tne Managss L 1ites,

Unlike bilateral proiects whers the role of the project manager
is eczentially minictrative in nature, Title IIT project directore
were both the adminisirators znc trhe principal techrical enperts.
Thus, technical cempetence of the croject director wac a prerequisite
to proiect T v et R at: Frojects
both had d: b nos but
aleo chowed oy
technical g instance
of the CTRE-c F serience of the
SODEYA secsdstores ;o “itzted snes planning, implementation
and villeage maragement C37 t o+ the crolect.

The ability to effectivelw plan ang #ominister prolect hudgete
was also & crucial factor In : 3 4 cene
to project sccount:z wae cont ;
eupenditures, directores ot ¢
justificaticn aad regoris o
resorting raguirement C Tore
obligsd to modify gro , in sccaordancs with the
availability cf fundc v2i feocounit.  Che fone fluaticn,
hydrology study, anc constructiion Droi=scis all errerienced
interruptions in fun the project sirectors were able to
reprogram and prior:itics = rimimize the rmpact of
interruptez funding erntailan.

The Title I1! 5e Feoteg sarrisrs impedlng saocih
administraticn of in . Cicturcement justificetion
submitted by preoiect crntines rejected arbltrarily.
The Secretariat #reg o eifget trenctfers which had
been approved oy the ttee. During certain pericds in
the course of the T:if tre £C zleg cowns:zed approve
allocations for no apparent rsacsdn, Froject directors were thus
faced with numercus unnecescary ohetacles which could hinder project
implementation. If projzcts were tc schieve stated objectives, they
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required directors who were sufficiently dynamic and motivated to
bring problems generated by the Secretariat to the attention of the
Management Committee. Technical expertise and scund administration
were alcne not sufficient to insure project success.
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IT11, LESSONS LEA

RNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING FUTURE

fic illustrat
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TITLE III PROGRAMS

ed in the analysis, the major deficiencies in the

$ Senegal’'s Title IIl Food for Develcpment Frogram

poor definition of roles and responsibilities and

in the professicnal competence of contracted

taff. 1n addition, weaknesses were noted in programming
ve practices.

vementes cannct oe guaranteed simply through the

¢ valid recommendation One cannect legislate interest,
ntegrity. Ore however, implement reforms or a systea
lances can minimize the negative impact of

< rtrel.

ntered in the implementation of this Food

t unigue to Senegal, but rather have

Title III programs. In a 1985 GAO study of
Eolivia znd Bangladesh, a certain number of
perienced difficulties in

d

=

or
=R
-~ M
or

3
a
[
’—

Wl

r
-

oyl
I
r

'

i
o
or
s
m
=
u
[g]
o]
—

Nom
er oD
pat §

M 3

]
]
Q)
-
[}

Y
3
o

——
-
m
mn
]
[&]
-

(11}
[
m m
o
10
o

a

[=3¥]

[

~omn

ch country
eventually sold those commodities at
resources was made difficult by widely
graphic dispersion of activities made
requirements were unclear; and USAID's
documentation, Thus, the following
Title III progranms.
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funds by the hos

graer to
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—

2)
Title III funded
Bacauce ths

Clarity the

consicerably 2n
Environment o4
appropriate rol
projects must be
director, in cao
officers, shoul
responsibilitie
management and

LCU's responcibility for monitoring the use of
t country government.

avola fuzicn which
W<

program
‘e Title I1]
monitoring
“dishursemnent”
gereral policy
11 programs.

the

ot

—

role which the mission should play in the praogramming of
proiects.

£, cé currency oifset regquirements varies

70 the adainistrativ
am ic different, decis:ons regarding the
iccicn in the preogramming of Title ITID funded
ally, cn & country by country bacsis. The miscion
with tne crogram, legal, and lcocal currency
tnpiemerntaticn guidelines and gnumerate
scai currency officer with respect to program
lection,
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I) Make certain that the bilateral entity, responsible for overall
management of the program, evercises effective control over the
bureaucratic structure charged with program administration.

Thic can only be accompliched by establiching regqulations
gutlining the duties, rzcponsitilities and perogatives of the
adminicstrative ara of 1t 111 program. These ragulations
chould incure that the
implerentor of menagement U

independent entitw,

wcture's decicions, and not as an

B. Recommendaticre for lecroving Frogranming

4) The cale of commodities imported under the Title IIl progranm
should precede the iaplementation of individual projects.

In grger ta iZ prosiemz engendered by unavailability of funds
and to ailow ¢ tEr long term progranming, sufficient funds
spould o8 held = Tiils 11! Special Account to acssure that

; ! or 111 nct be interrupted by lack of funds. The
- ehculd contain at least the eguivalent of
cuirement: befcre individual project
eginz. Sy zszsuring adeguatls lzzq time befcre project
o s wricn resurre panctual achivities {1.e.
A --.-ti¢m projescte, foreziry projects) could be
gd smczr othe Title [1D program,

S) Establi
currency.

budgets dencminated in the local
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&) Develop an approved standard project proposal format and a set
of economic, and technical criteria to be used in the evaluation of
Title Il project proposals.

fi standard project formst could help assure that sufficient
information wac :otained to permit a rigorous technizal and ecaonanic
analysic and wouid facilitate cross-project comparisons.

7) Require that the Title III management structure subject project
proposils to eccnomic and technical analysis, availing themselves of
expertise both within the mission and in appropriate host country
agencies.
Projects +unze le 111 program are generally smaller
o t in the A.1.D. portfolio, but that

and economic ex-ante evaluaticns,

r. Recommend:zricns sor Improving Frodram Adminicstration

g8) Develop, in conjunction with the chief host county administrator
of the Title III program, a financial management plan containing
standard line items and an inventory control systenm, before project
implementatiocn begins.

9) FRequire that the management committee, on which an A.I1.D.
representative sits, has input into the selection of Title III

1.

zdminictrative pzrsonne
Thic wouls t: help azcurs tnat local progras zccovntante have the
requisifs bsgrygriond o sdminicter Title 11! funds.

10)  Title 111 acministrative personnel should be chosen among

regular host government emplovees, detached from their posts for the

length of the p
g

P1l.8 Lt

country,

11) Local Title II! accounting staff both at the Secretariat and
project levels should undergo A.I.D. sponsored training in the
implementation c° an appropriate financial management plan before
project start up.
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B. Some Possible Adminictrative Alternatives
tor a Future Title I!I! Frogram in Seregal (and elsewhere)

Although Senegal’'s Titles Il administretive structure was
theoretically well adapted to Frograzm needs, it, in practice, imposed
teo heavy anr administrative turden oan miccion staff, Fossible
administrative alternatives should ssek to minimize the
administrative cbligatione while, at the same tinme, assuring that
Title III monies are mopitzred effectively. The fgllowing
alternatives can cnly be treated here in superficial ternms. fin
indepth analysis ig dealt with more appropriately in the context af a
program proposal. It ic esssntial tc remember, however, that the

LAl U

s

ultimate success of anvy cevelopment effort must be measured by what
ic accomplished and not by the ease with which a progranm ig
adminictered. A perfsctly adminictered croject serves little purpcse
if project shjectives are not translate irto constructive acticn.

Option: Few

roer and more compl
C e

opment projects uging
Committes/Ferman ariat

Structure,

This aption would probally result in 2 decreased administrative
burden but would uire a higher lavel of technical dgirection and
monitoring by mi n ctaié, Administrative responsibilities ars
arithmaticall 3zed ac a functicn of the nunber of proiscis
financad unds rogram.  The programalng ans itoring er
far the 434 2 of ten S millicp oroiecis s : ; Fires
greatsr than 514 millicn project. The FS, thus,
thecreticatly n easier adninistrative tast The Management
Committzs---angd stansicn US4ID---would nees to s=peng far lecs
time programaing gets but larager, mCcre comple nrorecte wouls
requira a aore ri sz tscarical and efcnoaic analysrs of prolEct
proposats. Lo srcjects would alss untoriunztely @i tne
possible tescin nd edministrativy v ogof B[Ot T
dirscrtaors, 7 nat surficient 1 :nd administratiee
gipertiss avs to dewcta full time 1o tns ' -
large Zzmglex t without ¢ g dons
Furtheraors le 11 l=gi ‘ : :

Ths project docerited herein wWouls not fe 10
without the reosourcss provided unisr This &g
Gnmen B, lien IID Z

circumscribes the cnoice of peotsantial targe grolects, The
additionality clause in a certain sence impacec Titie III turgs -->om
being used for top host country priorities. [f a project wag & tof
host country priority the €03 would mcore tran linely CE zoleo to firg
a donor who would fund at least & porticn of | gonivitiss,  Toe
additionality clause in effect saye “het 1f nc r ¢oncre are
available to fund the project, the Title IIl pregram will do sc. Far
the reacons sighted above, this do2s not appear to be a viable

option,
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Option: Title III funds allocated to less projectized activities,
cantaining more liberal currency uce nffset requirementes

This option wculd take the form of essentially a program grant ts a
ministry or other host country inctitution. Title IIl legislation
does requxre that proceeds from the sale of FL 480 commodities ke
deposited 'in a special earmarked account {this requirement can,
however, be haxved by the U.3. president}) but tnnre is great latitude
as to the specificity of currency use gffset reguirements iper
Bangladesh). This alternative would certainly minimize missiaon
administrative respaonsibilities but the monitcring of program tunds
would probably be more difficult, particularly if Title IIl funds
were intermingled with cther funding sources. The Title III Working
Group, composed of members of A.1.D./Ww, USDA and Department of State,
has not yet clarified the extent of #.1.0.'s monitoring
responsibilities.  Until this is claritied, individual miscions would
be inviting trocuble from the GAD anc §.1.D0.'c lrepector General by
extending a “"grant" tc a2 host country institution, Furthermsre, the
Working Group has shown a reluctance to approve nan-projectized
of

program propasals pecause financial monitoring difficulties.

Opticn: Ecnfide the adm‘nist'aticn of a projectized procram tg
a reputable private accounting Firm,

Thic cp4ien has the advantage of probable ~t gversight of
furnds witnout sigrnificant involvament in monitocring cuties by USAID
ctafs znd thus would be attractive to both Hasrington and local
miszian management. There are, however, diczadvantages. This ig 3
very expancive option which would most likesly have to be fimanzed
from Title III proceeds. In view of the fact tnat Titie III
legiclation reguires the host country government Lo p:y aﬁi;;iﬂg LS
percent of which must be transparted cn mare cas i PhHED!
cshipe),® handling and storage costs, lece prograr

tually gz for development purpcses. Moreaver, ire
tigible for Title II! pregrams arz thoszs i Save
i accounting firms cperating lccaily, not
fenegal. It should be pointed cut t o
e accounting firm is no guarantee that progran senles 4111 be
used for approved purposes. Finally, confiding t nis or
the pregram to a private firm dces not contributs
country s incstitutional capacity to manage thewr ERAN

eThis requirement can, however, be waived.
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Optior: Title III funds programmed, administered and monitored by
one or several NGOs.

This alternative would also ease the adninistrative burden on
micsion staff and, if Senegal’'s post experience is indicative, result
in close ﬁechnical and financial monitoring of progranm activities.
The chief disadvantages would appear to be: & lack of technical
expertice of NGO staffs to direct complex development projects,
incufficient NGO staffing to administer a multi-million dollar
precgram, few institution building advantages for the GOS and,
finally, an understandable reluctance on the part of the host country
to finance NGO projects with gaovernment funds.

The opticne ewplored above clearly do not pretend to be
exhauctive or comprehensive but are rather intended to stimulate
thought and di:cussian for. future Title ITI programs both in Senegal
and elcewhere.
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X. CONCLUSION

——————————

A. Title IlI: an Underused Development Option

Only ten Title III programs have been undertaken worldwide in ten
years., This indicates that the program has not been . popular development
option among A.I.D. miscion directors. One mucst ask why.

Title 11l programs have often been seen by senior mission management
as adminictrative headaches, which place substantial demands on mission
staff time. Micsions need clearer guidance from A.1.D./W concerning
USAID's appropriate role 1in orogramming and monitoring. This lack of
clarity is underctandable. Tne Title 11l Frogram has many institutional
players: A.I.D., USDA and Department of State. Each player has a
different zgenda thus legislation reflects a compremise., The USDA views
the Frogran as both a price support mechanism for the American farmer and
a marketing tecol to promote commercial exports. A.I1.D. sees it as a
Frogram to promote agricultural and econcmic development. The Department
of State may view it as a vehicle to affect policy referam.

USD& would prefer to sell its commodities on commercial terms, but
participates in the pragram for its price support and promotional
] al A.1
!

functicrsz. Individual A.I.D. missions would prefer to chooce the
commoditiss te he sold locally in order to adapt commodities to lezal
tastes and preferences, instead cf picking from 3 list cof available US
surplus cocads.,  The State Dopartment might se2er more epecific nolicy
reigrmz but will szttle for looser policy medifications by the importing
ceuntry,

Title !II program proposals must be reviewsd by a technical review
committee, chaires by A.1.D, and then by an inieragsncy group led by

) € arcup seeks something diffsrent from the Frogram and this has
4 in a lacy of clear policw directicn from Washingten. This iz
comnounded by the USB's lack of ewperience with the program. [I# thsz Title
11! Fronren iz to be made a mare att 3 1 T T =1
jirec pcints such as A.1.D 5 t
menit t be clarified.

- z lack of clear dirsct i 3 z
proclens «nich Senegal s Titlz DI Frogram faced were largaily avoidadla,
Interrupted funding flows to the Spec.al Ggcount could have besen avoiged
had tae commcdities Seen sclo pricr to imgcividua: profsct start up.
Firancial monitoring of Program proceeds would have Tean aue? imsroved had
a monitoring eystem heen in place, staffed by trained accounftants and
accounting clerks before projact implementaticn fzgan, The srotzzzicnal
competencs 3¢ the Title III Sacretariat stafs would have besn batler nad
the Manzgement Committee had approval over staff hiring. [Lespite
administretive impediments, much was accomplishes vith Senegal’s Title III
program: the GO§ saved $I8 million in foreign exchange; neaded
infrastructure wae builty important policy studies wers undertaken; the
natural rescurce bace was conserved; pilot projects were launched and
policy refcrme were reinforced.
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B. The Merits of a Title [Il Program

g Title [II program can have a positive impact on both the macro
and micro econcamy 3¢ the imperting ceuntry. It can ease chron
balance of paymen: deficits and help conserve foreign e&change
recerves., This iz particularly important for thocse countries which
have non-convertifle currencies.

The progran €3 fund projects more ccet effyciently than scnme
bilateral optione., Expenditures for technical essictance are either
greatly reduced cr ncrevictent. Typically, a bilateral project
spends between cnz gquartar and one third of 1ts budget on technical
assictance: wherez:z Titls IIl projects are staffed by host country
personnel, reinfcrzed by technical and financial enpertise from the
USAID mission. Ir Title III funded projects, more money gJoes for
develcpment anc lezg for adninistration than in bilateral preojects.

Title 111 furzszd activities zan ¢ill & niche fcr medium sized
development prozezis. Gften multilateral and bilatsral denor
agencies shy awWay -704& znaller development procjects because tae
administrative rezurremsnts ars not cignificantly lese than those
ascociated witn lzrger cavelopment initiatives. Gften the choice of
mrojects approgrizies ror implementation by MGOe ic limited by staff
cize and tecnnice. eupertise. In additien fz zddrecssing basic human
neede, the Title 111 program can furd prliot prorscte wnose rezults
arg cuéfizientiv z:gnifizant to evaluate the nonential far larger
fcllcw-up geve.cpnsnt effarts,

The nrogra; o CiT Ironote feztrmical and finarzial managzaent shiils
of nopst zountrw ceregnnel,  Title 11D prajec aged bty noct
country sfficials tnus tne host country partic: 0 i greater
gutent in the nt process., Fro : zlemsntation
procedures ar 1ahered by Sureau e thzn in aany
alternati ch 4t p herefars
rotentizil ! ve framewsrlh
foetersz & 2 zvelopment
géforte,

by s whizh hav

igz 10 zetll iz,
enz zad inc 5é
le 11l arosz amz by
tion trcm W -]
=z g fr3 z

tan bslome © ! sired

2z :nd mor2 abicactive TS SISELIN FE.
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The evaluation team could not verify that the covenants cited
were transmitted from the Ministry of Finance, which signed for the
gqovernment, or the Title I11 Management Committee to the Ministry for
the Frotection of Nature (MFN). The MFN would have been the
recponsible government agency for addressing these policy icsues.
Furthermore, neither USAID ncr the Title III Management Comnittee
asked for the GOS to report cn specific policy reccumendations when
the one year deadline expired 11 March, 1985,

The current Rangelands Ccoe, the Ferestry Codes and the MNational

Land Law all contain dicincentives and even legal chstacies to good
land and tree management by rarmErs, herderc and government services.
The Forestry Code is Law Mo, 74-46 ot 18 July 1974, During the
course of the Title III program iife, & new fgrestry code has been
written., The proposed cocde has Zeen approved by the Mimistry for
+

w
the Frotection of Mature, and the office of the Fresident. It 15 now
before the Supreme Court and w@:ll e submitted tc the parliament in
May, 1987. After debate ard possible medificatien, it ic exgected to
be approved. Ther2 are ceveral weaknescses in the

Users rights are mot clearliy defined. There is & lack of clarity
regarding the appropriate timz and lcocation for harvesting deed wcod
and the quantity permitted 15 notl specified. The new Forestry Zode
assigns tree ownership to toe pereoh who planted the tree. The ccde
does regquirs, however, that the owner cecure peraissica from the
Forestry o brarvest. This particular regulatisn
has been the rural populaticr, In the Sahet :nd
in Senega. moves from a gover-ment to a privats
practice, recognized that netiznal foreetry léws
must be rewrits zo¢ pond to public percegtions oF what 18
right.

Maticnal legislaticn 1s erly che ot the gany facztors Lhat
irfluence things =zuch as tres tenure and tree sesgling seiz. Ciner
factore include family, village, tribsl and tocal government pomlily,
procedures, and practices, much ©f which i3 unwriiien ang resgoi
to persenal and political pressures. The n cstry Code will be
adhered ts only 1§ it is cognizant or 2nd mpliganter these
factors.

D. Recommendations

USAID can promote the proccsss or coligy evaluticn in ceverzi
ways:

{) USA!D can remind 303 of its consistent and cInl: i
equitable tree ownership principles anc tree ceealind
policies that serve as incentives tor tncreasec TrEE

2) USAID should encourage dizcussion within the forestry communlty
of the new Forestry Code. While a preliminary Ma,, 15B8c wversicn is
available, the present version is “for eyes crly" until parliiarent

acts.
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3) USAID should include the i1ssues ofé tree pricing, land tenure, and
other tree planting incentives, when appropriate, in the larger
USG-G0S policy dialogue.

4) Ac part of the Sanegal Reforestation Froject, the planned one
month observation tour to the US by ceveral cenior forestry officiale
to "provide MPN officials Wwith alternative ideas to congider as they
take up revision of the forest code and related pelicies" should be
accelerated.

) The MFN's request - a chort term advisor experienced with
forectry codes and laws requestec by the Minister {Reforestaticn FF
p. 7) to assist in the ravizion of the forest code should be
satisfied. WUSAID hac allecated necescary funds.

fo
g

4) The baselire surveys programmed during the first months of the
Senegal Referestation Froiect (Reforestation FP p. S1} chould be
conducted as planned. These surveys will previde gquidance in nolicy
elaboration.
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Y11. ACTION POPULAIRES DE REBOISEMENT {(AFR)

A. Hackground and Objectives

The naticnal proaram goal cf the tction Fopulaires de Reboisement is
ro promote public perticipation f(rural communities, village groups and
individuals) in reforestation activities. Title 111 supported this goal
ty providing funds to improve and upgrade the present national tree
cpedling nurcery network and aseure 1ts functianing <o that it might
produce sufficient ceedlings % t the public demand. The twec year
project objective was to 1ncC oducticn in tarcat nurseries to a

W T3 0
Wiy

tevel =f 500,000 to 1,000,000 plan per year of which 20 to 30 percent
would S fruit trees, Reported trasg distribution during the peried 1977
to 19587 waz 2.5 millicn gplants with a planting curvival of 70 parcent.

L, implementation

The GFF project began onoan anctasle footing under Title THL. An
original proposal Was cubpitied 1n July 1983, but it was not until a year
\ater tnat 1t was finally approved. The impleaentation and financial
planz dig not include zdequate detail tec assure proger management wWas
agseipia, Reservatlicns were expressed {fanzgemsnt Committee minutes Sept.
15, LF%4y to the faun =t Torets reprecentative about L} othe high cost of
rateriale (300 imziuding vehicles, 1@ the nesd for
coorginaticon wl .2 ann Diourhel prolect nurseriles, arnd 7)
¢ize £f mooget 2il.0CE2T1oRnS 07 infrastrocture.  The E:m:::tée alzcg
sme -ceoisct to Conelder sare Or o Lres sesdlings end fruit trasz. Mo
z ion oswer ooourred onotnis last péint.

lirzs trisscter 1585 technical and

: nth note 1C

a repding, U £
o guscst for ocu o
n tigrgaticnz f !
< vertiss, T a
14 3 2 g

1L
v Y
oL
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the correct financial situation and revized

1
of the MC, a revissd budget was cubmitted 1n Jaly,
i

—
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f
plan fgzinst planned erxpenditures of 185,000,000 FCFA only
: F 870
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had beern received. Froject programming wWas
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The soil needs for a million seedling nursery are enormous. Good
local soil is quickly exhausted. A gocd potting mixture ic equal
qualities of sand, top csoil and composted manure. An inadequate s0i1l
mixture can coampromise seedling viger anc growth., Instances have
occurred where soil is moved in to the nurseries from great distances.
This entails a substantial labor requirement and increases <2 ignificantly
the cost of production.

Water quality and guantity in large nu rseries can also be a
constraint. The pericd of heaviest wate ri r.g need is the driest and
hottest periocd ot the year, that 15, just efore the rains.

Tree ceedlinge decired by private individuals are generally differant
species from those used 1in reforestation schemes and of a far greater
variety. GSeed collecticn for large volume production of these species

can be cifficulz.
Firally, tree growing 1S 0o

t € a skil] easily
learned by farmers. To ifreat it 2
s F g

ci . i
tivity cnly to be coanducted by
[~

Er 0 an act _
trained foresters, moves the activity unneles sarily from the ultimate
beneficiaries who, with tre propsr suppert znd technical ascistance, are
perfectly capable of doing it themselves. In fact, on a limited scale,
most fa*n re already have some experience in tree raising anc

HLD/H and come individuale within the BG5S have recently turned their
attention from large centralized nurseriss toward lccal nurseries, There
iz nothing ir the ewperiesnce of AFR that imgicziss this is {he wrong
COurse,

Table | AFR Rudget Flans and Accosnplisneent

1784 Flan 1988 June Report

ITed FOFR(OMIY % FLES 0G0 i
Constructicn , 700 3! 24,347 14
Material 70 Z9 MR
Lagor 754 25 LT, T7 7
Corzumable 31":15:1(:! 10 17,657 10
Qverhead 4 3,784 5

[
~4
8)
w
Lo




Senegal PL4B0 Title III page 47

KAYAR

XI11. KAYAR DUNE STABIL{ZATION

f, Background and Objectives

The Kayar Dune Stabilization Froject is one of the original six
projects approved for the FL 480 Title III Frogram. It reprecents one
third of the ariginal hudget and remains the largest cingle project of the
program. It may be the most successful. It is ectimated that 25,000
hectares of highly productive agricultural land was protected as a recsuit
cf dune ctazbilization. 4 substantial portien of Senegal’'s vegetable and
fruit production is grown in fertile depression which run parallel to the
copast from the outskirte of Dakar to Leonia, 175 kms to the north. La
Nouvelle Folitique Agricole (NFA), promulgated in 1924, seeks to triple
national fruit and vegetable producticn by the year 2000, in order to
respend to increasing naticnal demand and to expand fruit and vegetable
exports., To accemplish this ambitious gaoal, shifting dunes which threaten
these coacstal depressions must be fixed.

Thic three year § &.% million project involved planting of
approximately 3700 ha of trees to prevent the movement of sand dunes from
covering any additicnal fertile land alang Sernsgal ‘s northern cecast and to

protect villages from shtfting cands. Actions invelved stabilization of
73 kms of coastal dunes, tree planting at the windward edge of highly
ve vegetable growing basins and planting windbrzaks around

producti Q
villages.

The BOZ has had over thirty years of euperiznce In this activity. at
the time thi1s project was initiated, the 305 wzz working with the Canadian
Intarnat:onal Develcpment Agency (CIDAY to stacilize a 22 kme coastal
strig iron Gandole teo Lozpoul and with UMDR/UNZO to fix &6 kms of dunes
near Lompoul. The area pianted a2t the enc of 17380 totaled less than 4000
ka, In gensrzl, the techniguessg were w421l defined dus to experience in
dure si1waticn moet notably at Matikz (17880, Lompoul {since 1973) :nad
Zarndict {zince 17731,

The Title 11! project envizigned throo 1223S coerating froam kKayar,
Mboreo and Srancer. kKayar would serve as neaIlgquartsrs. A 73 ka band of
tress 050 meters wige, running gparallel 13 the D2ach znd &% msterz frcon
the high tige line was planned. A similar strip corpricing 1490 ha wWas 0
be establiched cn live secondary dunes running parzllel to ths coast ane °
kme inland. Approximately 300 ha of windbregaks woynid pe gplaced arcund
villages and market gardens. HNurseries would bhs sstadlished in varicus
locations in the arsa of work ror 2ach year's tresz slanting campalgn, #S
sforementiconed, ewperience 2leewhere allcae: dgevalopment of & datatleld
financial and activity implementation plan.

E,Inplementation

Construction activity of offices in Kayar started in late 1954,
however, as the buildings would not be ready for the 1981 ceason, it was
decided that the ctaff in the interim would commute from Dakar. For the
first year, 550 ha of planting was progranmmed. All funds for vehicles and
equipment were allocated the first year as planned.
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The September 198! Joint USG/GOS Annual Evaluation summarized, "The
project is being implemented effectively, cleoce to schedule and faces no
major protlems®. The first year planting target was achieved-400 ha
primary dune stabilization and 150 ha semi-fined dune plantinos around
Lake Tama. A uelay in the delivery of essential four-wheel drive trucks
forced the project to plant some trees before wind screens could be
positione& As a consequence, & lower survival rate was expected.

FY 8! expenditures were only 230,735,000 FCFA versus 425,% 3,000
FCFA programmed. Under-expenditure was due to 1} the decision to buy
project vehicles over a three year nericd, rather than all in the first
year, 2) the construction component was delayed until the second year fand
eventually cancelled), and 3! extension activities were slower than
planned because of start up delays, Froi

wperienced, competent and effective. or example, at pianting time and
other peak periods, temporary day labor was hired. In August 1981, some
130 laborers planted 25 kms (500 Ha) of primary dunec in 13 days of

h

nonctop work after the rains made the dunes ready for planting. This
could only have beern possible with a cadre of dedicated and orgarized
staf+ managing the operation.

The FY 62 joint GOS/USG Evaluation Report of January {987 ncted that
the project had received cnly 47 percent to date of its planned funding.
Thic resulted in an inability of the project to meat its planting targets
as well as prevented 1t from purchasing its all reguired vehicles.
Apparently thic delay in funding was not a result of poor project
management, but stemmed “rom slow commodity salze and cnnsequently a lack
of program funds for the projects.

The June L1964 icint GD3/USG Evaluation Report stated that only 639
ha (345 ha of maritime dunes, 230 ha of continental dunes and I35 ha of
village woodlote) had teen planted against a2 targst of 1359 ha, Total
area planted. to date was 2200 ha or 52 gercent of the total target
chijective. Thic again was the rezult of & lack 3¢ fund:z Jue to slow sales
9f Title 111 rice. MNot only did delayed funds hinder clanting, in 1987,
Wworkers weni on strike twice berause they had not peEn d Th rojec
direcior reported it was difficult to set clanpting ©X)E
idez of actual budget allocations., Az 2 trisutez o thsz
the esvaluation noted "project pers2 1 hawve prowvzn tas
at minimizing costs ard gettingd w sme dzzpitz faniing
Against a three year budget 1, vy oa0n FCOFS, oanly &%7,

(49%) had been receiwved., D P g=zrd of the project, and
at last in mid 1984 adequat gdzczust, it owas degifed
that project activitias z teEE,

The ariginal goals 1754 B} ot = 190 ha of saritime
dunes, 550 ha of continental dunes, and 409 nha of replanting where 1783
curvival had been cnly 65-70 percent. This gocr survival was related to
low rainfall, delayed protection, and the use af small ceedlings. Thus,

in 1985, plans were to plant 830 ha of continental dunes.

Furthermore, as most canstruction activity had nrot yet occurred znd
with only eighteen months remaining in the project, it was recommended
that the construction activities be scaled down in the 1985 activity plan
to support a2 maintenance rather than a plantation program.
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Tabls 2. Area Accomplishments by Year for

Kayar Dune 5tabilization Froject
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panels are attached with wire to pickets of Euphorbia balsamifera
spaced at t.5S-meter intervals. The "contre-dune” is the first check
against wind-blown sand. The 200-meter wide band starts about 20
meters interior to the "contre-dune” Rows of trees are planted at a
spacing of three by two meters i2 meters between rows and rows
parallel to the “zontre-duna®l.

linez of small panels of woven

To pretect the filac seedlings,
brush (one-half by th-ee meters, unit cost pf 100 FCFA) are staked
out in a scuthwest-rortneact crientatien, perpendicular to the
winds. On relatively fiat terrain (slopes of five percent or less),
the brush “canctreabs” can fe placed every 20 to 25 meters. On
slopes exceeding i0 percent, & crlsscraoss csystem of sandbreai sines

ig used with the spacing fetwesn lines reduced according to the
cpverity of the clope. The voung ceedlings require this protection
¢rom chifting cand for & initral six mants ceriod,

Gr imsortant troatment that favors the rapid grewth of filao
seedlings ig the ingcuistion o the rlants with actinomycete bacteria
that can iy atmospharic siirogen.  Thece Dalleria ars chtained fram

reot nodules of older filag treez. The comman tectnique utilized 1s
to crush +the rodules snd zcab Thes in water tor feur to five dayes.
Thic miuture is used g the seedlings when they are 8 to t0
centimeters tall. Af eke, emall aciules snould appear an
the cecondary roocis 2 te.

Whereas filaz planting trdirectly protect the “niaves” by
stabilizing cCoast ., th d component of the
project aims tc ¢ tect tr:s valuable aresa
through ¢ 281ak ¢z e i gake., In addition, blocks
of plantat: siz ncen cstenliehed in come areas, such as the
fustralian ic and suzalwptue planted on tne vellow intermsdiate
dunas,

.l'.;." “u“:
rece L2105, 3
e el TV
t SE afhiv

cianted
may escesc tnst oof oall shher
Thic argzsctive forest may 5,30 0E cfheg oF Lhe oL vy ¢ most
productive forssts. G z iz 1o fal vist zlzne 1noresse!l
ite fruit and wvegetzils prod S, Aung T vo- =ctivitiss along
the country s naorthsrn cocast coatinue toote oa grigrtity,

D, Recommencstio~s

TacnniCal ©CSersETiong for ConErgIrailion Oy MENGDLZR folilows

1} in place cf acvernment-run mooile nurceries, the GLS
chould cocneiger contracting for tres ce20ling delivery +rom
vegeteble gerdeners 1n ihe & wni ! dv N gstatliched
welle and cargen:ng swills., T ! t and
potting sack suppiy lzale!



http:ontTr.ue
http:n.air:ter.ce




‘Senegal PL4B0O Title III page 53

ANNEX

N NE X



Senegal PL4BO Title 111

ANNEX

page 54

Annex A

USAID Officialss

UsG Officials:

505 Officials:

LIST OF MAJOR PERSONS INTERVIEWED

Arthur Braunstein,

Daby
Edward
Saradane
Campbell
Norman
Cynde
Fhillip
Joel
Mamadou
Tim
Peter:

Donald
Jack

Mansour
Koymil
Mbaye
Yousscu
Mademba
Mansour

Makhtar

Diallo,
Dragon,
Littlefield,
McClusky,
Rifkin
Fobinson,
Rodokanakis;,
Schlesinger,
Traore,

Donahue,
Linehan,

fassekh,
Shea,

Diop,
Fall,
Khouma,
Lo,
Ndiaye,
Ndiaye,

Niang,

FFP
ADO
RLA
DIR
PRM
ATD/MW
FFP/LC
R1G
PDO
FFP/LC

Feace Corps Volunteer
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World Food Program
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representative

Catholic Relief Services Seed
Storage Fraoject Coordinator
Catholic Relief Services, Deputy
Director

Frice WaterHouse

BIT/ACOPAN

Price WaterHouse
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Annex C

TERMS OF RKEFERENCE
TITLE IIIXI FINAL EVALUATION

I. BACKGROUND:

A $21 million FPL—480 Title III Food for Development Program agreement was
signed with Senegal on May 16, 1980 to import $7 million of rice a year
for three years. Subsequently, the program was amended to extend it an
additional year and increase the program budget to %28 million. The
fourth year commodities consisted of S0 percent rice and 50 percent
sorghum. The proceeds from these grain sales are used +ur development
projects which are supplementary to GOS budgeted activities.

The overall goal of the Title III program in Senegal is to increase
agricultural production and strengthen the position of the rural poor
through activities which 1) decentralize the development process by
strengthering the role of Rural Development Agencies (RDAs); 2) enhance
the role of cooperatives; I) conserve and manage the natural resource
base; and 4) review Senegalese agricultural marketing and pricing
policies. Projects which satisfy one of these conditions were selected by
a joint GOS/USAID Management Committee for finance. The Committee has
supported projects managed by GOS Ministries and FV0Os as well as local
currency costs for some USAID bilateral projects.

Over the life of the Title III program, four interim evaluations have beer
conducted as well as a GAO audit and individual financial audits of
selected projects. Rather than reviewing issues which have been covered
im previous reports, this final evaluation proposes to examine one
particular aspect of the Title III program, the administrative structure,
and its impact on Title III assisted projects, its perception of berefits
derived from Title III, and its influence in promoting policy reform.

I1. PURPOSE_OF_THE_EVALUATION

The Title III program, as implemented in Senegal, is a complex entity
composed of commodity imports, project-izing of the commodity proceeds,
and ongoing monitoring of supported projects. A key element in defining
the character and results of the Title III program, has been its
administrative structure. The success of the individual Title III
assisted projects is heavily dependent on the effectiveness of this
decision-making mechanism, composed of the joint GOS/USAID Management
Committee and the Permanent Secretariat. Over 20 small-scale projects
were financed by Title 111, involving intensive managerial oversight. Th
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Title III program utilized an appranach in which the GOS has played a very
active role in programming, policy making, and project management. Thus,
the intent of the findings and recommendations of this final evaluation
are to weigh the merits of this type of GOS/USAID collaborative approach
in the hope that some significant lessons can be learned for use in future
PL-480 programs and applied to other donor supported design efforts.

KEY ISSUE: WHAT WAS THE IMFACT OF THE TITLE III ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
ON FROGRAM ACCOMFLISHMENTS?

The following questions are recommended to be addressed by the evaluation
team in order to determine the impact of the Title III administrative
structure on program accomplishments:

1. Was the Management Committee effective in its role as a
decision-making body? Did modifications effectuated during the program
improve its effectiveness?

2. Was the Fermanent Secretariat able to effectively monitor, financially

and programmatically, the Title III assisted projects? (use 2 case
studies).

3. Was the LC Office’ s monitoring mechanism effective and appropriate tao
the task?

4q, How doces the GOS view the benefits/constraints of the Title III
mechanism/commadities vis a vis alternative US—-assistance
mechanisms/commodities?

5. To what extent were the covenants in Amendment 4 honored by the GOS?™
What difficulties were encountered in trying to achieve them? How could
the Title IIl administration have better promoted adoption of the
covenants?

6. Can Title IIl supported projects, which were activities additicnal to
the GOS budget, be sustained by the GOS or other local entities without
further donor support? A cost-effectiveness study will be conducted of 2
forestry projects. Are the technologies used sustainable and replicable
in terms of available human, ecological and financial resources” Were
expenditures excessive considering project objectives?

7. In the implementation of Title III supported projects, how did the
administrative structure influence the attainment of project obiectives?
What were the circumstances responsible for project i1mplementation
delays? (Use 2 case studies).
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11I. COMPOSITION OF EVALUATION_TEAM_AND_TIMING

The evaluation team for Title III will be composed of a Management
specialist, who will also serve as team leader, and a Forestry
specialist. The GOS will be invited to nominate an evaluator(s) to
complement the team. The team will be expected to submit a single
collaborative document which integrates all components.

An estimated S weeks will be required to complete the evaluation. The
evaluation should commence o/a November 15, 1986 and be completed o/a
December 20, 1986. The team will work a six day week.

IV. SCOFE_OF_WORK

A. The Management Specialist, functioning in a dual capacity as Team
Leader, shall perform the following activities:

1. Appraise the effectiveness of the Management Committee in its role as
a decision-making body. Review the evolution of the Management Committee
over the life of the program and how modifications affected
administrative oversight.

o

the financial and programmatic aspects of the Title 11l assisted

projects. Two projects will be jointly selected by the evaluation team,
USAID/Senegal, and the GOS to use as case studies. It is recommended that
one project be in the forestry sector and one a rural development project.

2 Appraise the effectiveness of the Fermanent Secretariat in monitoring

3 Assess the adequacy and appropriateness of the USAID Local Currency’s

Da

project monitoring mechanism.

4., Review the benefits/constraints of the Title I1I structure/commodities
vis a vis alternative US—-assistance structures/commodities.

5. Assure the coordination of work among the team members.

&. Coordinate the writing of the evaluation and write the Executive
Summary for the evaluation document.

E. The Forestry Specialist shall perform the following activities:

1. Determine the extent to which the GOS honored the covenants stated in
Amendment 4 of the Title III Agreement. Assess the difficulties
encountered by the GOS in trying to achieve them. Make recommendations
for a procedure in order to achieve the covenant conditions. The
covenants refer to 1) tree ownership and 2) sale of trees by the 60OS.
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2. Perform a cost-effectiveness study of 2 forestry projects to he
selected jointly by the evaluation team, USAID, and %fie GOS. Based on the
case studies, assess whether the technologies (e.g. plant availability,
planting techniques, care, survival) used are sustainable and replicable
in terms of available human, ecological and financial resources.

Determine if expenditures were excessive considering the project
objectives. Assess the feasibility (possibility) of the GOS being able tao
sustain the 2 projects given that Title III projects were additional to
the GOS budget. Comment on the applicability of technology for future

projects.

3. Appraise the impact of the administrative structure on the
implementation of Title II1 supported projects. For example, review the
Management Committee’s policy on project exonerations and the effect of
delayed financial support to the projects in attaining their objectives.
The same 2 case studies will be used as in A.2.

C. USAID/Senegal will provide the team members with pertinent documents
for their review, if possible, prior to the commencement of the
evaluation.

The USAID staff will be available to provide assistance to the
contractors on a periodic basis, however it is expected that the
evaluation team will be able to work independently. The USAID/Senegal
Evaluation Officer will be available to provide guidance on the format of
the evaluation.

The report will contain the following sections:
1. FES Facesheet
2. Executive Summary (2 - T single-spaced pages) using the followin
format:
Project title and number;
Project description and development problem;
Purpose of evaluation;
Evaluation methodology;
Findings;
Lessons learned; and
Recommendations

—

The summary should be no more than 2-3 single—-spaced pages.

3. PBRody of report, and
4. Appendices as necessary (including at least the evaluation’s sco
of work).
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A preliminary draft of the evaluation report and executive summary in
English should be submitted to USAID for its review at the end of the
third week. @A final version of the evaluation report will be submitted to
USAID in English as well as the Executive Summary in French by the end aof
the fifth week. USAID/Senegal will arrange to have the body of the
evaluation translated and typed in French.

~-MS or MEA in management administration or training or related field
—Prior work experience in management administration or training
in developing countries, preferably in Senegal
—Prior service as a member (preferably team leader) of USAID
or international agency evaluation team
—French language capability, FSI S§-3, R-3.

-M5 in forestry

—-Frior work experience as a forestry advisor in developing countries,
preferably in Senegal. Experience in forestry ecanomics recommended.
-Prior cervice as a member of USAID or international agency evaluation
team desirable.

—French language capability FSI S5-3, R-3.
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