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ln the FY 1983 Country Development Strategy Statement [or Senegal,
USALLY planned Lo submibt two related documents in January 1982, in addition
Lo a summary ol progress made through December 1981. The Eirst was a
statement of Lhe propram in the human development area, with particular
attention to health.  The sccond was a detailed evaluation and monitoring
plan for the stratepy as set forth in the CPSS. This report presents the

evaluation and wmoniloring plan.

The Plan builds on and continues in modified form the major evalua-
tivn cllorl undertaken during the joint GOS/USAID Country Assessment in
1U8U. Lt presoents a set of related sctivities that USAID intends to promote
in collaboration wilh GOS for the purpose of measuring the progress and
impact ol the bilateral program during the mid-~term period (1983-1987) cover-—
ed by the CHSS. The cevaluation and monitoring activities proposed are
designed Lo provide information and analysis regarding the progress of key
elements of the stratesgy and to test certain assumptions underlying the
bLilateral program. Accordingly, the Plan provides for periodic assessments
ol bilaceral assistance and the implementation of those GOS policy and
institutiona!l chanpes considered crucial to the achievement of development
poala. Asoin the case of the Counlry Asscssment, USATD. plans to use this
infomation in periodically reviewing its strategy and strenpchening its

propram [ocus.

Lagping apriculrural production is at the heart of Senegal's long-
term development problem, and is the root cause of the current financial

crisis. USAID's long~term goal in Senepgal remains the same as set forth
2 24 3

cpre ¥ Tem e al—, g - ., - . — .
S nt e e e e m A e e e i S,

-

[
Pty

P

hat U

o

Mavpm gy



- 2 -

tu Lhe FY 1983 CDSS —-— chat is, fLood self-sufficiency by the year 2000,
dublined as Senepal's achievement of a capacity to feed its people (by
domestic production, storage, and trade) even in drought years. The evalua- .
Lion and wonitoring plan corresponds Lo a period in which €G08 will scek Lo
stabrlize the linanclial and balance of payments situation while laying the
proundwork for long—term economic growth. Accardingly, the Plan provides

for assessments ol short—term stabilization measures, as well as information -
on the results ol USAID support for the longer~term development goal of

increased Food self-sufficiency.

USAID believes Lhat a determined, if selective, eflort to measure
i performanee aud Lmpact ol the program it will be supporting during thils
pueriod o lmperative if IL is to demonstrate to GOS that real benefits are
being or can be delivered given an appropriate context of GOS policy and
tuntitutioual relorm. As the Plan is carried out and subsequently refined,
GOSN will continue to be fuvolved eclosely Lo delining the purpose of evalua-
tions and Lhe criteria for measuring or otherwise assessing progress in -

carrying oul Lhe strategy defined in the CDSS.

The Plan includes evaluation research studies and continuous report-
ing requirements for obtaining the minimum amount of informalion necessary
to Lrack progress and determine impackt. The approach combines several
cypes ol data colleelion, analysis and reporting: monitoring, periodic
propress reviows, impact assessmenLs, and special studies. The timing of
teportn 1s el an much as possible to mecet such anticipated decision poiunts
asn CBLY revisioos, COG=donor meclinps, USALD prograwuming and budgeting, aud

E R
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Lo USALID siraltepy and GOS Reform Plan

The 1980 GOS/USAID Counlry Assessment provides ample evidence ol
broad Pulicy and institutional conditions affecting, directly or indirectly,
the achievenent ob Lthe purposes and goals USAID is pursuing in Senegal.
le has buen eustowmary in AID project development to regard these kind of
conditions as "assumptions" about the environment in which projects are
implemented (e.g., they are located in the assumptions column of the logical
framework of a project). While such conditions do remain beyond the control
oL a preject manaper or a single donoer, USAID has concluded that they have

become so tateyral Lo its efforts that they have to be addressed directly

in evaluations of the program,

long=—term USAID strategy rests on two main assumptions: the Cilrst

15 that povermwent control over the factors of rural production =-— the single

most important institutional barrier to increased production =— will be
decentralized and liberalized., The second is a closer alignment of the
urban and rural cconomies, expressed in trade patterns and a shift in
resources to rural areas enabling producers to succeed in and profic from

more jntensive larm produclion mechods,

Several intended GOS policy and institutional reforms are closely
associated with Lhese assumptions, and implementation of these reforms will
directly affeet (he suceess of the strategy. Policy reforms include those
refating to Larm producer prices, subsidies, and trade, and Lhe relative
emphasis in the §ixth Development Plan period given to investment in the
agricultural sector. Among the institutional reforms are the decentraliza-

tion of authority and resources to regional and local bodies, and the

N
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development ol private sccbor activity replacing or emerging parallel to
Lhe public sector.

Encouragemenl ol private sccetor growth is similarly related to the
success vl stabilization in the short—term -- a condition for long-term
devolopment -— and Lhe pace of administrative reforms. While the present

strategy includes specific projects fogtering private sector development

USATD also believes that stabilization, growth and commercialization of the

rural cconomy, and an environment in which highly centralized government
institutions progpressively disengage from control over the economy will
provide wore enduring incentives for private sector development, and its

ability to contribule to overall economic growth.

Given Lie relationship becween USAID strategy on the owe hand, and

CUS reforms and the pace of chelr implementation on the other hand, evalua-

tion work will attempt Lo address the [ollowing broad questions:

b. Mo what exiLenl does the puce of GOS8 reforms support or
imit Lhe achievement of program purposes and goals?

2. Couversely, Lo what extent does the propgram directly
support or handicap implementation of these reforms?

3. Can USAID dewonstrace (validate) in the performance and
et o ity progrom Lhe hypothesis rhat USAID assistance
is contributing effectively to the achievement of long-
term goals?

These questions, or reformulations of them, can be asked at several
levels., Some are most.relevant to an assessment of the macro—economic
context within which USAID strategy is developed and refined. They can
also be asked to test assumptions at the sector level, in this case the
two secbors that form the core of USATD's program support =- agriculture
and health. And they can be refined as evaluation ericeria at the level
of projeet and non—project activities designed to implement- the stratepgy.
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An additional condition influencing the elfectiveness with which

USALD's strategy is implemented in Senegal is the extent of joint multi-

donor cooperation with GOS. While this element of USAID operations is not

direetly addressed in the Plan as an issue or question for evaluation, one

ol the measures of the ueilicy of the Plan itself will be its capacity Lo

arpai e aml bring wnder periodie joint review issues of mutual concern.

Future revision:, of Lhe Plan will attempt to develop Further ils uscefulness

s o Joiunl planning and management tool.

LL. Assesswent b the National Level

Although not evaluative (strictly defined), ongoing monitoring of

macrocconomic developments and trends is an essential backdrop for both

plauning and cvalualion, and is included in the Plan. A major part of this

monitoring is a review of the pace of GOS reforms, including the completion

ol GO8 studics pecded to inform decisions on price and subsidy policies.

With che assignment of an economist to the Mission, together with the

related rasovurces that will be available through the Princeton economic

studies and the Agricultural Research and Planning Project (Michigan State

Universily), USALD will have a capability to undertake, on a continuing

basis, atalysis pertaining to both the short-term GOS stabilization program

and longer—term Lrends, and GOS implementation of its relorm program.

USALD will assess the effectiveness of non-project assistance --—

expected to represent a substantial proportion of the bilateral aid porkfolio ~=

in the cuntexl ol the above analysis. Three types of non-project assistance

are anticipated -— PL 480, the Agricultural Sector Grant, and Economic

Support Yund.

USAID does not expect to trace and measure a specific set of

o
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tmpacts altributable Lo either dollar or local currency funds generated by
non-project assistance on macroeconomic or poliéy changes. USAID will,

however, amploy sceveral indicators for assessing whether:

= GOS policy reforms are being implemented as planned; and
~ non=projecl assistance is being directed to priorily uses

closely related to USAID strategy and the assumptions on
which Lhis slralegy Ls based.

The assignment of non-project assistance to specific policy goals

and scclor uses is described in the following table:

Non=Projecl Assistance Dirccrion of Direetion of local
Vehicle Policy TImpact Currency Use
National Agric. Cereals Production
Stratepy Vegelable Production
Pl 480 Cereals Price Policgy Reforestation
& Marketing * PVO Ssupportc
Decentralization of Crop Storage

Agric. Research

RDA Decentralization Rural Private Enterp.
Support RDA Market Links {(Rural
Aprie. Sector Grant Contray - Plans Roads)
Rural Private Sector Local Inst. Develop.
Reform (Coops)
Implement Reform Plan Rural Private Enterp.
(Plan de Redressement) Natiional Storaspe
- Beonowie Support Fuad IMF Standby [rrig. Perimeler Dev,

Markel Links (Rural
Roads)

Two kinds of indicators will be used for the assessment. The first
Ls the implementation of GOS veforms according to the Govermment's plan of

action; Lhese intended actions will be used essentially as a set of

performance indicators. A preliminary list of these actions is presented



in Aunex 1, althouph there will likely be modifications and refincemenls
gccovrding to priorities and subsequent agreements.(e.g., with IMF). 1In
addition, some macrocconomic indicators will be cmployed Lo assess Lhe contri-
bution ol non-projecl assistance to short-term stabilization requiremenls.

One: such indicalor would be the dollar component as a proportion of the

anpual current account deficity another is the flow (speed) of actual conmedity

rl
'

imporLs under the Apricultural Sector Grant, and local currency gencration :f:

achivvad.

A wecond set of iudicialors relale Lo the direction of local currcency
uses.  These uses will be monitored according to 1) their funclion in casing
bottienceks in erilical operations of ongelng projects, as, f{or example,
Lransport costs ol key Farm inputs; and 2) ctheir application to agreed-upon
privrities in the rural scctor. "Projectized" activities supported by local
curreney lunds will be evaluated in conjunction with cvaluations of programs

wilh which Lhey are associated (see Scctlon V).

Ol the waeroeconeomic trends that will be monitored, shifts in investment
and budgel
Jresources o the rural area and an increase in rural income will be the most
directly indicative of a change in the dual economic structure of Senegal --
identilivd in the CLSS as a condition for achieving the long-term goal. While
it will not be feasible to trace and attribute directly to a given sec of
assistance vehieles the presence or abscence of macrocconomic changes, or the

implementat ion of specific G08 reforms, elearly the absence of posilive

change would warrant o re=cexamination of USALD strategy.

The data Lor the above asscssments will be obrtained from GOS, World

Bank, and IMF reports, as well as from the monitoring and reporting systems —
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set up for implementing non-project aid.

IIT. Assvssmeni al the Sector and Repional Levels

As duscribed In the FY 1983 CPSS, USAID assistance will focus primarily
on apgriculture aud health; closely related to agricultural growth are acti-
vitles desipned Lo address problems in natural resource management, land
degradation, and energy. In addition to this program focus, assistance will
be cuncentrated in Lhree geographical regions: Casamance, Sine Saioum, and
Fleuve. This combination of program and geographical focus provides am
opportunily and a context [or io-depth evaluation and data collection efforts,

and USAID plans Lo take advantage of this opportumity.

First, in the agricultural program, USAID will assist GOS agencices to
provide coordinated information on change at the farm level, on an annual
basis. To daLe, cfforts Lo measure interim or ultimate impacts of USAID-
supported incverventions have been frustrated by the lack of representative
data on production and ecomomic returns to the farm under varying conditions
ol ifupul cosls, crup prices, availabilicy and use of technical advice, and
weather. Building on existcing capacitieg in the three relevant Rural Deve-
lopment Apencies (RDAs), USAID will support their data cellection and analysis
aimed at gathering information for both monitoring and evaluation. Of several
pussible oplions Lor data collection, one has been initially identified for
further preparacery work in 1982 (see Annex 2}. Availability of this infor=-
mation, together with other purposive studies, will considerably strengthen
tiie ability of GOS and USAID (as well as other donors) to measure and
attribute change, and to identify much more clearly impacts in areas of

mutual concern.
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Sccond, several projuclts will be ilmplemented Lo the Sine Saloum reglon.
These projects will wature at different rates, and each project poses distiuc;
Live questions for cvaluation. Nevertheless, the Plan attempts Lo group
evaluations in the expectation that findings may yield a clearer picture of the
overall regional impacl as well as common constraints and problems. A summary
reviow of cvaluatious is, therefore, included in the Plan. In addition, USAID
will investipate the possibility of a limited integration of the health status
surveys with rarm management surveys in the region. If such an integration
proves tobe feasible, GOS will have a powerful tool for understanding the
relatiocuship beltween health stawus and nutrition on the one hawmd, and Lhe

ceanomy ol the Larm bhousehold on the other hand.

In exploicing Lhe possibilities LCor both comparative and summary studies,

UsSAID will attempt Lo obrain answers te the following gquustions:

= Tu what extent are Che regions of USAID concentration
rithier 1) eeasingg to be net fued imnpoarters, or 2) becoming
nel Llood expurters?

- To whit exitent are projects leadiug to an inerease in and
diversificablion of apriculiural production and trade?

— 1s faem income increasing (or is it less vulnerable to
weather variation), and how is this increase distributed?

- To what extent s an increase in farm production and/or
income actributable to technological inputs? To crop prices?

- ls health status lmproviong in the Sine Saloum region?

Whait is the relationship between changes in health and
nutritional staLus and changes in farm production and income?

lnlotmation {rom farm and health surveys during the period of the Plan
will provide some answers to these questions. In addition, information
verifying or qualilying survey results will be obtained from selected boene=

Ficiary surveys. As they become available, both typds of information will

s - -, .. e e, e O .
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Form an cvapirvical basce for some of Lhe studies to be undertaken by Princclon

University. -

A

USALD believes Lhat even partial answers to the above questions will
yicld evidence of the extent to which farm-level beneficiaries are profiting
Lrom USALD=supported interventions, and some inferences about the relationship
between Farmers and the providers of farm inputs and technical services. The
latter relationship will also be examined more directly. The strategy
outlined in the CDdY cuvisions a Lwo-track approach of strengthening KRDA
uxtension services, and a parallel strengthening of producer groups and
cooperalives in the private sector. This approach direcktly supports the
broader aim ob institutional relorm usnd decentralization. Assessment at the ]
suvckor and regional levels, therefore, also addresses the [ollowing questions

aboul the RDAs:

= 15 the quality of extension services improving? (Do small
Tarmers value and adopt technical advice?)

= Ts the coverage of extension services expanding? (Are more ) C .
farmers being contacted more often by rural extension agents?)

= Are RDAs better able to monitor and evaluate their programs?

The development of private producers' groups and cooperatives is
desceribed in the CDSS as the principal route for central government withdrawal
from direct intervention in and control over the rural economy. Measures .
of the strengthening of these local groups will be included in evaluations
of Lhe relevant projects. At the sector level, the main questions have to
do with the chaoging relationship between public institutions (RDAs) and the

private sector (including producers' groups and cooperatives):

e
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= Are the Tunctions and staff assignments of RDAs focusing
more v Lraining and extension services, and less on functions

of input delivery, crop marketing, and control over decisions -
b Lhe Yamm level? Do RDA conlrat = plans establish performance !
sLandards cocouraging such a shife? —_—

Do RDAs solicit and use recommendations from local groups?
(Do plans include farmer iunpuls? Does agricultuval training
use survey data on cconomic returns to the farm?)

Do Loeal pgroups have access Lo resources (e.g., Lacm credil)
and at what cost? e

Do RDAs have regular access to information about amounts and w—
vosts ol Lapw ionputs beilng supplied through the private sccLor?

kn sceking answers to these questions, the Princeton studies will
explore changes in institutional relationships. 1Indicative information -
will also be derived in the summary reviews of evaluations, paxticularly in e

the Sine Saloum region.

With the phasing out of individual actions velated to the role of women
in du;ulnpman and the introduction of a specific women's orientation or
component ia production and health projects, an assessment ol the extent Lo
which USAID support is benefiting women will cut across sceveral projects. —
Special attenlion will continue to be given to significant lndividual exper-
imeuts (e.p., women's extension unib in SODEVA) . Two additional cross-—
cutbing issues will warrant assessment above the level of specific projects:
the effecl of project interventions on nutritional status, and the relationship

of rural literacy/uwumeracy to local inmstitutional develepment.

IV = Asscssment ab Lhe Project Level: Evaluation and Monitoring

As pointed out in the CDSS analysis, development investments have not

Ltouched the poor majority in ways that emable them to use these investments .-

"
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produclkively. Through a stronger monitoring of the projects it supports,
togetner with a selected number of in—depth evaluations, USALD will continue

the elfort begun in Lhe Country Asscssment to observe in quantitative and

qualitative ways the local access to intended technologies, goods and services;

the uses made of Lhew; and their impact on beneficiaries. Observations of
local change (or the Jack of change over time), and the feeding back of this
information to GOS apgencivs and project managers, is nccessary for USAID to

tesl Its stratepy.

This vitort meshes well with Lhe new responsibilicies of the RDAs Lo
monitor aud evaluate their performance against requirements set forth in

their respective vonlrat=plan. 1In Tull appreciation of the work that these

responsibililies will catail, USAID will support the RDAs with which it

coopuerates Lo builld elflective management information systems, and to undertake

data collection and analysis.

At Lhe project level, USAID defines monitoring as the gathering of
celevant information on projecet inputs and outputs, and the timely feedback
of this informakion to preject managers for decision-making. It enables
managers Lo Lake corrective action enabling the project to achieve its
objuectives. Civen the greater flexibility in resource use through non-~
project assistance, improved monitoring is necessary to permit judgements
about specilic needs for additional resources, which in turn are incentives
for further impruvumcnés. As projects mature, monitoring will extend to
interim indicators of impact, enabling project managers Lo draw Lentative
conclusions about the pace of project performance relative to the purpose

set forth in the project.
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For Lhe purposes ol this Plan, USAID defines evaluation as jlhe measurement

ol change in the achicvement of project purposes and the broader impact of
projuects, as well as Lhe attribution of these changes to project inter-
ventions. Lt entails the analysis of information gathered through both
moniloring systems and additional investigations to verify or expand the
asnalysis. Lo geneval, monitoring obscrves performance up to the point of
the delivery of rechinelogy, management systems, goods and services from the
point of view of Lhe provider; evaluation observes the uses to which these
are put by benchiciaries and theif resulting impact. Evaluation also takes
inLu accounl caopenvus variables including, for cxample, government pricing

policices, subsidices, marketing services, and environmental conditions.

The questions Lo be ashed at the project level have to do with che aims

of the individual projects and the hypotheses on which Lhey are based. Since

- . - . ~ . ’ L0
projects are the wmedans with which USALD promoles LLs strategy, Lhese questions

will also relate to broader jssues al the sector, regional “and naLional

-

levels. Annexes 3 and 4 raise several questions for projects in the two

principal program dareas =— agriculture and health,

S

V = Evaluation Work (1982-1987)

-

USAID will undertake a seleeted number of evaluations during the 1983—

1987 period.  This approach is based orn the following conditions:

= the development of farm and health survey data during the period
L encourapges USAID to concentrate evaluation resources .and staff
on a selected number of in-depth evaluations,

~ strengthened monitoring systems within projects (using the project
logical [ramewerk and survey data) will support fuller reporting
on project achievements, culminating each year in annual reviews
wilth counterparts. ) )

.
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- The ust of counterpart funds gencrated by non—-project assistance
Lo prowole specilie activities velated to USAID strategy, as
well as the program and geographical focus of the program,
cineourages USALD to undertake multi-project evaluations. LA

Within this overall approach, USAID plans to:

- prepare annual assessments of non-project assistance 1n Lhe
conlext vl macrocconomic developments and GOS reform,

- belore Lhe design of follow=-on agricultural and rural health -
services prajoecls, prepare reports summarizing one of Lhe ol
following: 1) the [indings of an in-depth evaluation of the S
carlier phase; or 2) the resuleus of monitoring to date,
using interim indicators of project impact.

- intensively cvaluate pilot activities that are expected to
bhe substauntially expanded or replicated according to the
results of Lhe evaluation. Two such activities are the re-
Rural Private Sector Development project and the agricultural
credit activity to be funded through the Agricultural Sector
Graul.

T attached plan Framework is built on the above conditions. USAID
will review Lhis Uramework annually with GOS to reaffirm or revise both the
evvalualion work planned, and to refine the specific questions Lo be addressed
in cach cvaluation. These questions will be incorporated into the respective
scopes of work. Evaluations may be added to this basic framework to meet

special inlormation nceds as they arise. .
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EVALUVATTION PLANYING FRAMIUCEXN
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National Planning ¢f Land Use

Renetvable Energy

Millet Processing

0PG Land Regenerzticn (CRI)

PL 480 Activities: '
Reforestation & Dune Fixation

PVO Grant:

* Land Resour:e Rezaneration

LOCAL INS_ITUTIONAL DEVILOPMENT

Rural Management Trzining (ENEA)
Cooperative Developzant (PVO Grant)
Rural Private Sector Development
ASG Activities:

Rural Private Sector Developient
PL 480 Activities:

Rural Technical Schocls

Rural Development Furnd

RESOURCES: DATA AND ANALYSIS

Farm Management Surveys:
Purposive (Casama~ce)

Random Sample (Cazsamance, Sine Saloum,
Fleuve)
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ANNEX T ..
SENIGAL'S STRUCTURAL ADJUSTEMENT LCAY AND DIVELOPMENT CREDIT IMPLEMENTATION PLAX
FRoM DFC. 35, VE&I7 T0 Maach 31, 193! .
Topic 17ina. date of Implementation! Miaitoriang by the World Bank
] i
}. Fertilizer Re:zommendations on Grades ani ! !
Quan:tities ! Dzc. 31, 1930 ! Consultation
] 1
2. Update Cereals Storvege Stuly ' Dzc. 31, 1930 X Terms cof Reference
3. Studv on Marrneting and Pricing of Food Croga ! Dzc. 31, 1980 ! Decisicy on Tevms of Refercnce
! 1
4. Orgarizational Structure of SONAR ) Daz. 31, 1380 ' Decision
5. Substance of Frog ra* C ntract (Contrat Pian) for ! !
SAED and Lettvre d= ssion for SOOIVA ! Dec. 31, 1980 ! Subrission for Banx Review
1 !
6. Investment Progzraz ) . Dex. 31, 1980 . Szeroval Comsultation
. Technical Assistance Project ! Jan. 31, 1981 ! First Supervision
' ! .
8. General progress under the Program related to ‘ .
2nd tranche release (followed by annual reviews);, '
_ implenentation of spacific conditions: ' . Firal list of projects
* a. Investment Progranm for 6th Pla . .
a n\?st_en rogra: £ oo n,_ . ! ! Aczual Tmplementation
b. Basic import duties at 157 and export premi- | .
uns for tes: products at 104 of FOB value ) X
9. Reorganization of Ag. Agencies ! March 31, 1981 ! Discussions
! !
10. Final Reorganization of CPSP . March 31, 1981 ' Discussion of Results
11. Methodology and calendar for Auditing of Cooper- ! !
atives' Accounts ! March 31, 198! ! Discussions
t !
12. Study on Relative Agricultural Prices | March 31, 1981 \ Subnission of Study
3. Determination of farm gate prices for 1931/82 ! !
crop year ! March 31, 198l ! Consultation
t !
14. New Fertilizer Formulas and Prices for 1982/83 i '
crop year \ March 31, 1931 , Consultztion
15. Evaluation of Current Marketing and Pricing ! !
System of Traditional Cereals (especially ! |
millec) ! March 31, 19231 ! Discussions
! !
! !
; B v
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G60S INSTITUTIO.~L RZFOR™ AD ECCNOIIC FOLICY
CHA“GES: INPLEVENTATIQ' PLAN (1987 FLRWARD)

Policy Gesls

Kevw Indicators

Date or

Tentative

Date of Corpletion

or Achizverment

(Lf blax:

%, Lo cdzte

incicates)

YMeans or
Observations

i1

PUBLIC FINANCE

Reduction in the rate of growth of
current GOS expenditures

Reduction in GOS Personnel expendi-

tures

Reduction in Supply expenditures

GOS arreas to Private Sector

liquidated

Public sector savings rising

Value Added Tax (VAT) established

in budget

Disengagement of GOS and reduction
of role of Public institutions in

the Economy.

MONEY AND

CREDIT

Continuing restrictive credit

measure

Reduction of ratio of money supply

to GDP.

Sum pmm tmE pAm sew Pumam dmm Pl pemn Gl pam ek et EAE PME bk VA B Shle MR Sl G AEE GAE PER s SR GER fun Sem SLS SL sme Smm dae poa Bme Bk

Kept below current revenues

Reduced progressively from 377
level of 1980/81 budget

Remain constant in real terms

- aem gk sem SaE Smk s pme SEm BEL (A Amm e gem e aml

A total of 12 billion cfa liqui-*
dated

Raised from 15% of public invest
ment planned for 1980/61 to 257 !
Proceeds deposited regularly in
a separate account in Central
Bank

Contract plans and terms of re-
ference {ordres de mission)
established for public bodies
and mixed-econony corporations.

da

Sve dmn bml smm fmh aAl bme Amh bew b b

Advance authorization appliad tojFrom October 1, 1980

1980

1980

1980

June

By

- 1583

- 1933

- 1983
of 1981

1985

Each year

request for credit of or above onwards.

+

70 millions ¢fa (reduced from
current ceilling of 100 millions
cfa).

Ratio reduced to below 1979
level.

a— e e g Smp e s Al

R S MR Gem SN PEE L4k S B few P bmm feh AAR Bmm Bl bk b AR bem SuA m e Amw gem dew feh bl

ekt Gmm S pum Rk arm R bRE e B bt S

Resources from France
STABEY, and IME,

To date only SAED has
obtained the status o
National Corporation

(Socidté Natiomale);

SODEVA is under consi
ration.
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(Cont'd)
Date or Tenzatives
) . Date of Cornletion Moans or
Policy Goals Ke— Indicators ate o- : C deans or
or Achieverent Observations
(if blzzk, no date
indicezed)

IIT BALANCE OF PAYHMENTS AND EXTERMNAL
DEST

A. Trade

'
~ e -

Lronhs

Current accsunt deficit sk
to 6-77 of GDP

Assv~ing norszl weath

l. Reduction ¢f current account de- 8
ficit and zbsence of extern
shocks (e.g., increas
in o1l prices).

Rate of grewth of imports below . Through 1985

2. Reduction rate of growth of de-
that of GDP at current prices

mand for imports

-

Revenues frosm the inc
of customs drriag: -
billions cfa for 1938

. From Sept, 1980

+ 3. Stimulztion of exports of textiles!. Expor subsidy of 1073 of FOB value
onwards.

footwezr, fertilizers, ag. equip-
ment aad cgnnad fish

. End of June 19283 ! Pending favorable res
on the first round of

subsidles.

(Level of subsidy not specified)

4. Extend export subsidies to all
exports excepl phosphates and
groundnuts

B. External Debt

Limitad to an amount of 15% of . Each vear Assuring a normal yea
earnings from exports of goods

and services.

1. Linit yearly service on external
public debt both direct and gua-
ranteed by the State.

. Amount of borrowings actually
used for preductive projects as
opposed to non productive pro-
jects,

2. Lizit use of borrowings to direct
productive projects

. Related debt service fimanced
fron entity's own cash flow.

3. Restriction of commercial borrow-
ings by public and para public
entarprises.

Gk hmE by 4 PR s G GaE Gem Gam e A bml fmr bel BEE GAm BEm SEm 4w BES Sms SR AWE S M Smm PR Sum mm MR SmE fmm me Sme Sum bmm e b -
tmm sme tme e mm aem e Ak M S A Sam FEm GEm SAm Smm SmE Amw Sem Smm Smm Em Gem cmm frw bl doe bem ber R 4k —m Aeh Som pum sum s

B BEE Gmb A e A S g ek ewe smm dmke Gemk Bl S SR GdE SEW am bam
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Policy Goals

Kew Indicators

ot i o b

s Yt i T fom o e e . ot T e b, T ey A o o o b L L o e gt o i

Date or Tenzativs

Date of Completion

tleans or

or Achievemant

Observations

indicated)

IV PRICES AND WAZSES
L,

Deregulation of all prices eof geod
and sarvices

2. Producer price of cotton and
groundnuts set each year

3.

-
h

Wage control

V INVESTMENT POLICY

1. Maintain a fixed investment with-
in overall budget of 430 billion
CFa

2. Priority in Productive investments

3. 1Increase in Public Savings

G eme sk ek b s mm Gk M S AmB P Ay BB Bk e SRR fem bap bmp Gem tem bmm pmp sem emm bem dedf) tem sms tem e e vek b beE s

o,

o

Prices sé: at the highest
level possible: ratio of
producer price to world price

Wage adjustment only once a

year; adjustment based on 607
of rise in CPI since last ad-
justment + razl rate of growth
in GNP ovar the same period,

Just below 177 of GDP (in 1980
prices); 107 of GDP for publicj
investment alone,

e Gmw bmh pan paw Gem bmk fam Smm emh bmh fEe emE A AR SER N e G AAS S puy SR GmE S s

Close to 55% of all invest~
ment expenditures,

From 15% of public investment
to 25%.

Sy pmr tem pew smb gma dms sum bk Gmm

1
1
{
!
(if blar=, ro date !
|
!
!
!

As of th ad ef

190

Except rice, bread, su
,and peanut oil, procuc
;pricas for certain cre
jaund fertilizer.

re
(']
[t}

rize level compatidle
Leith articipated emport
'brice and cost for col
‘ion and storage.

From end of Jznua
ry 1981 onwards

e v bem sme ame s mm gom]

yMay exceed the ceiling
, 102,

Over the 5 year
period of 6th
Plan

During the first
2 years of the
Plan

By the end of .
Plan pericd.

Aen pum mem emm Sem g gas s em

2r
(-
-
o
&
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Policy Goals

Key Indicators

Date of Tentative

Dzfe oz Corpletion

AT ACH-=Ve- ent

(if Bblanl

indicazzd)

no dars

P e

-

Means
or Observetlions

4.

B

Define a set of criterla for the
selection of productive prcojects
for investmant,

ACTIONS IN THE AGRICULTURAL
SECTOR

Increas. domestic food production
to increasingly meat Senegal's
basic food needs: self-sufficienc

Diversification of ag. preduction

Increasing the value of ag. export

by further processing.

e pus Uhe pom som sem sk i lan sam bm s e Sam sen Sem sem Rem Sew FER SUE GmE G S e N

All projects costing more than
100 million CFA

Decreasing percentage of food
imports in total consumption;
incrasing percentage of food
production in total consump-
tion.

Promotion of other crops.

Ratio of value of processed
ag. exports to value of proces
sed and non processed export
products increasing

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
H
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
4

.

-

Overtime

Overtime

Overtime

bk bk Bk S SR St 4w e mEm Sem Pme Bme INe Gem Gmw Smm Smm Nem rmm bl ke fom e b bl v e
B

Prcjects that will
mzximize benefits
for balance of pay-
ments employment an
making optimum use
of concessional
loans. 1Use of inte
nal rate of rvreturn
in accordance wich
standard rules.
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Key Indicatoers

Date or Tertative
Date af Co-nletion
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or Achiverant
(if blank, no Jdate

indicate?)
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Means
or Observations
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5 é‘.'.‘kesponsablllzatlon of local

0 uj“h;ganizations to manage their
affairs,

4?938tcm opcerates.

of farm
the qua-

gg;*ﬁhaustive evaluation of the
FiMey the present millet marketing

X g .
xﬁyyﬁﬁistﬂhillZHtlon of sezasonal food

v et tas 4ot tmm trm s o b e bm s A= arm 2o sw toe St tm e omm b b 4] tam w o ama v o oo

et

+ aloy

Increasing nunber of coogarati-
ves and other village orgzani-
zations actuzally established

and functioning properly.

Rising farm incomes {in real
terms)

Producer prices of export
products reprasent a large
share of world prices;

Cereals prices keeping in line
with those of export procucts:
ratio of export product price
to food crop price,

Preliminary Discussion of
this matter undertaken

1.5 billion CFA (198D francs
to stock focd,

o sy e vEm sew Smm fem eem Sem g S dom fuw bmR gew bt fme e bmb omm amk dme tum vem e sma] dim rem s st sem e

. Overtime

. Overtime

. 1980/81 and
1981/82 crop
years,

»  March 31, 1981
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' Key Indicators Date cor Tentative | | Means

or Chservations

Policy Goals | Key Indicatc (2o Lo

‘Date o Cezpletion
or Achisverent

1

!
1—=— .
((if blank, no cate
ylncicats i)
__________________________ e e e e e ] e e e e e e e i A e B i o e e S i i i o e e e e
9. reduction of cost of irtervention . Actual cuantities handled b:
by agencies supplving inputs and private sector, especially by Over tize
- el

Cooperatives and village
sections increasing.

marketing ag, products.

10. Reorganization of GOS rural
development agencies,

a., Groundnut marketing will be
the responsibility of cooperatives
which will deliver their products
divectly -tosoil mills.

. Organization of 60 purchasing
centers by oil nills.

b. More autonomy to RDA's for
staff recruiltment and managzement
upon approval of ordres de mission

and progtam conlracts,

. Propgram contracts and ordres
de mission actually establish-
ed for all RDA's.

c. GOS will establish mechanisms

to link the RDA's with preparation

of orders and distribution of

inputs.

. By tha end of
1982

. GOS presants a revised and
approved statement of the
debts of cocperatives and
farmers.

. Debts cannot exceed 257 of the
value of production

11. GOS will extend audits of accounts
of cooperative members to the
entire country.

. In a normal year

—
[ %]
»

Ceiling on ag. credits.
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1
! Nete or Téntztive y CE
. Date 0f Coic.et-on means or-”
Policv Goaals ! Kew Indiczters s : — P S
- — — or Achievement Observiticns
13. BXD3, SONAR ané RDA's will esta- (if blank, no date

blish precise rmathods of racord- indicatel)

ing loans and repayments at the
level of villagze sections; BXDS
will establish regular audit pro-
cecduras at the close of each crop

season,
14, Encouragement of private enter- . Increased participation ef private Cver tire
prise in marketing. trades in thz marketing of rice

under CPSP: ratio of value market-
eé by private traders to value
marketed by CPSP increasing.

e e Sem sk mem e tem Sme Mmm e (pam pe— SEm S pep b

. Amount of marketing rebates or pay- Over time
ments for services reundered by

cooperatives increasing.

15, Creation and development of vil-
lages sections within the coope-
ratives (sections villageoises)
to provide a sounder basis for
provision of credit, participa-
‘tion.in.marketing and other
activities.

~f

. Percentage of literacy of cocpera- Over time

tive representatives increasing.

16. Establishment of a functional 1i-
teracy program for cooperative
representatives

. Research undertaken in each natural
region; Fleuve region for irriga-
tion, mixed crop and livestock
pasture area for stockraising;
groundnut basin for intensiveé rain-
fed acriculture and association of
crop cultivation with livestock;
Casamance: in intensive stockrais-
ing and farming systen based on
paddy rice.

17. Reorganization of Ag. Research
Emphasis on studying constraints
on small farmers through an inte
disciplinary research program,

SR SER STE gam rER AU Lam gm Sem SmE Sem gEM SES Rem pag fem feS S G gam gem Bem e BeR e fom s o
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BNDS

cpsy
My
GOSs
RDA

SAED

S0DEVA

SONAR

STABEX

sSourees

as

e

LIST OF ACRONYMS

Banque Nationale de Développement du S&négal
(Sencgalese National Development Bank)

Caisse de Péréquation et de stabilisation des Produits
International Monetary Fund

Government of Senegal

Repional Development Agency

Soeidtd d'Aménagemcné et d'Exploitation des Terres du
du Fleuve Sénégal (Senegal Delta Development Agency)

Socidété de Développement et de Vulgarisation Agricole
(Apricultural Development and Extension Agency)

Socidtd Nationale d'Approvisionnement Rural
(National Agency for Provision of Ag. Inputs)

Stabilisation des Exportations
(Ap.. Export Earnings Stabilization Schemey established
the Lomé II Convention).

Delta

under

Office ol Prime Minister, Letter to World Bamk dated October 31, 1980.
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Annex 2

Diswcusszion of Daca Colluction Options

Backyround

There are a varicty of possible approaches to data collection for
propgramaat e evaluation in the agrieulture sector. To simplify fer pur-
poses of this discussion, the options can be described along three dimen-—
sions; peopraphie coverage, the conteant of the supporting data collection

activity, and Lthe frequency of data collection (see Fig. 1).

The peographic dimension represents a trade=-off between the minlinum
cosl ol covering only Lhe geographic area AID wishes to evaluate and the
Tikely Lncrcased cost ol coyering the best level at which to institutiouna-
lize the required dJata collection abllity. For exemple, AID's interest

:
Locuses on 3 replons, Lhe Casamance, Fleuve, and Sine Saloum, Three sepa-
rate (but courdinated) data collectlon activitles could be undertoaken with
the Rural Development agencies (RDAs) in the concerned areas. Yet, an
alternative approach would be to develop a mationwide system to collect

such data which would also meet the necds of evaluatlon.

The imporrance ol standardizing agriculture data at the national level

depends on the need lor such data at this level. Tor example, area and

production data is fundamental to all levels of rural development planning

and manapewent. AL a minimum, the coverage, methods, time frame, procedures

and definitions used in collecting such data should be standardized, per-

micting che aggrepation of data collected by the different RDA's to
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meaninglul nationdal totals. Converscly, data on farming systems and
program coverdge may have uses at the regional or sub~regional level.
In sucl. Lnstances attempts at standardization offer little benefit in

recturn fovr the additlonal coste.

Cholees alony the content dimension are determined in part by ALD's
evaluation goals (again there is a trade-off between the questions ALD
wanls answered, Lhelr costs, and the kind of data collection capability
which is usclul tu lLost countr& organizations beyond the immediate eva-
luation). AlD's cvaluation goals can be variously expressed by the
fellowing questions, each implying a different data collection effort

or focus.

1. What has been the coverage of the projects/programs? (What
proportion Larms have been coutacted? What assistance did they receive?

How did Lhis chanpe over time?)

2, What has been the change in agricultural production and yicld

in the peopraphic arca covered by the projects/programs and the geographic

arcas not covered by the projects/programs?

3, Within a defined geographic area, what has been the change at

the farm level in the returns to land among project/program participants

and non—-participants? Additionally, are these changes attributable to
changes in technology, inputs (labor only rough available), crop mix,

weather, ctg.?

s
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4. What has veen the change 1t the farm leyel in the returus

o labor among program/project participants and non-participants?

Arc the changes atlribuable to changes in technology, inputs, crop mix,

weather, cte,?

The more frequently data are collected, the higher their cost.

The frequency of data collection should be related to the frequency of its
use and the volatilicy of the situation being measured. Data for project/
program monitoring and supervision are gemerally required monthly. Crop
productivon and project coverage should be monitored on an annual basis for
evaluative as well as planning .and management purposes., The relationship
at the farm level among inputs, technology packages, weathéer and outputs
is fairly stable and can be measured at three to five year intervals,
or when new situations, technologies or inputs dictate. The frequency of
data collection within a single data collection activity is also important
in determining its cost. For example, while detailed farming systems re—
search may be called for infrequently, they are nevertheless costly because

many experts feel that labor inputs must be measured weekly over the course

of a yuear.

Given the broad range of content, coverage and timing oplloas oulblined
above, what are the approaches that provide the greatest dircect (supportive
aof the evaluation) and indirect (imstitutionalization) benefits in relation
on thelr costs? In che subsequent discussion essentially five data collec-

tion appruaches will be considered. A brief description of these approaches

follows.
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|. Farming Systems Rescarch. This is a suryey based approach de-

signed primarily to assist in developing and testing new combinations of

sced, technology and practice at the farm level. It is generally assqmed -
that labor represents a major comstraint, necessitating weekly visits to —_—
the farm to measurce the magnitude and sources of this constraint over the
cropping cycle. This frequency of interviewing usually limits peographie
coyorape Lo the case study level, These surveys generally include detailed
menitoring of all inputs by type and cost, cropping paLterns, technologies
used, Lhe Liming of aclivities, yields, disposition of produce, prices

[N S .LVL‘d .

2, PFarm Management Surveys. This is a survey based approach witch

content simitar to the TFarming Systems Survey described above (detailed

farm level lapubs gnd costs; technologies and activities; and yields,

disposition, and prices received). These surveys are gencrally used for
descriptive and analytical purpoges to facilitate agricultural planning

and evaluating broad program interventions, As such, they are carried >
out Lo be geographically representative of regional and national levels.
The number of obscrvations required generally precludes the weekly col- ;;
leccion of detailed labor data and forces & reliance on collecting re-

trospeckive informalion on major labor comstraints over the year.

Thege surveys are penerally based on a sample of farms,

3. Arca and Production Surveys, The title of this survey based

approach is fairly descriptive. It is generally based on data collected

in sample areas (scgments) within a geographic regional and/or the nation
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racher than a sample o ﬁurms). These surveys are used to derive dats on
crop (or usc) specific information areas,‘yield, aﬁd }{roductiorL_-

by crop. These surveys are not designed to gather Tarm level daca and

are of use in broad agricultural and food pelicy formation. This appreach
has the advantage ol using the more accurate and generally more stable area

sample L[rame rather than a farm hascd sample.

4. Partlcipation Surveys, For the purposes of this discussion par-

ticipation surveys are Based on representative (usually at the project and
repional level) samples of farms. Their goal is to describe inputs and

their cost at the farm level as a basis for measuring the degrece to which
project "outputs" (sceds, fertilizer, cxtension services, credit, storage,
transportation, ctc.) reach and are used by the farmer. These are fairly

simple surveys in terms of content.

P

5. Monltovlng Systems. For purposes of this discussion these are

delined as data collection activities within AID or its host country
counterpart agencies designed to monitor on an ongoing basis the activi-~
tics and "outputs" of these organizations. These systems are often
alternatively called service statistic—systems, and form a major part of
an organizations internal management information system, Monitoring sys=-

tems are generally characterized by monthly and c0mpléte reporting.

The elimination of several unacceptable options will facilitate
choosing amony them.. The option of measuring farm level returns to

labor (Larming systems research) at anything above the case study level

”~
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should be e¢liminated from consideration, The assumption that the required
precision in measuring labor inpubts necessitates weckly farm visits makes
these studies very expcensive on a per observation basis. Statistically
valid samples are too cxpensive in terms of field work and the sheer volume

of data that must be vrocessed,

Additionally, because these data (farming system) will be collected
and avaitable ar the case study level through the "Agriculture Rescarch
and Planniny, Project” and because such studies subsume all the information
collected by the other means outlined, none of the other data collection
approaches should be coutemplﬁtcd at the case study level (case study
production and coverapge would be largely useless in any event). To do so

would bLe rvedundanc,

Finaltly, we assume that cost considerations preclude implementing any
of these data collection activities nétionwide. Yet data collection in
the three arcas must be coordinated in terms of content, definitionms, and
meLthodolopy L 2 unificed or programmatic evaluation is desired. This
coordination, particularly for area and production surveys, should be
undertaken in a way that will ultimately form a basis for nation standards.
In chis conjductiun, a natlonal areca frame plan should be developed such
that it would also yicld production data information for the arcas of con-
cern (assuming a dccisiQn is made to collect such data as part of the
evaluation). The frame would then be implemented only in those areas where
ic was required for the purposes of the evaluation, Expansion of the frame
from this base, while still resource and time consuming, would be fairly

straight forward.

*
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Having eliminated those options which do not make sense or are too

costly, and assuming the cxistence of farming system case study data,

there are three likely approaches to a rural deyelopment program evalua-

tion in Scnegal, These are bricfly described below in order of ascending

complexiiy and explanatory power.

Option L

This approach calls for implementation of annual area and production

surveys il replonal (and project) levels,

Surveys of project participation

would also be mounted on an annual basis in the project areca (for technical

reasons this would best be kept separate from the Yarea and production

survey), Project and program provided inputs would be collected via an

internal project monitoring system.

other (nou=project) inputs inte the study arecas.

An attempt would be made Lo measure

Finally, the farming

system rescarch planned under the "Agriculture Research and Planning”

project would be utilized,

This is one of the least expensive of the approaches outlined and

will be kthe least satisfactory in identifying program impacts. The prin-

cipal comparison will be made between the change in inputs to the farm

al thie regional level over time (as measured by the participation surveys)

and the change in production over time at the regional level. This basic

input-output relaLionship will then be expanded or augmented in three ways.
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First, the inputs (and their source) at the farm level will be linked
hack to inputs (project/program outputs) as measured by the monitoring
systems. This will perwit the measurement of the proportion of resources
"provided" which actually reach the farm; the characteriscics of the farms
recelving the inpurs, and the change over time in the input mix and source

resulbting Mrom project/program implementation.

Secondly, the relationship between projéct/program participation/co-
verape and production can be explored both between geographic areas and
vithin a peosraphic arca over time. This will permit a very limited cxplo-~
ration ol Lhe idea that a project or an intervention may have some impact
beyond Lhat directly explaloned by the strict provision of inputs, perhpas
relating to the "quality" of the inputs, the combination in which they are
provided, Lhe diminution of uncertainty, improved planning or management,

ele.

Finally, the [arming systems case study data will be used to vali-
date the basic input-output relationships found on an aggregate level,
Because of the nature of these data (non representative case studies)
they can only be indicative of the farm level processes which accoung

for the apgrepate [indings.

The advantapges of this approach are its relatively low cost, approxi-
mately #1,600,000 over the five year period, and the ercation of a founda~
tion for collecting uniform nationwide area and production statlstics.

Its drawbacks are seyeral, including:

-

T,

{7



l. dilfficulties in measuring livestock production;

2. limited ability to disaggregate production down to the project ey

level (disagpregation will be to the region or district level depending

in part on natiunal and RDA needs);

3. this approach will only measure change in production in a geogra-

il

phic area in response to changes in relevant inputs into the area and reach-

~

!‘L

ing the farmers in the area. Information on changes in returns to the
farmer will not be directly measured.

[ra—

Option IT

The scecond approach would eall for the establishment of input moni- —
toring systems and the utilization of the farming systems data from the
ARV project as in option I. Additionally, a farm management/cost of pro-
duction survey would be mounted in the three target regions in the sccoud

year of the evaluation activity and repeated in the 5th year,

This approach would be in the same general cost range as option I w
outlined abouve and would be considerably more powerful in establishing
farm level rulutlonshipé between inputs and outputs, The principal compa-
rison will be belween the changu/iﬁpuLs at the farm level (us measured by
a "parlicipation" cowponent of the Larm management survey) and change in ¢
outpuls and returns atc éhe farm level (again measured by the Farm management
survey.) Again both cross sectional analysis (among project/program parti- .
cipauts and non—-participants) and longitudinal analysis will be possible. o

This basic analysis can be augmented in three ways. —

'y - . - . . +
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As above, the inputs (and thelr source at the farm level) will be
linked back Lo inputs as measured by the monitoring systems, providing
LuformaLion ou rescurce loss between the implementing agencles and the
farmers, Lhe characteristics of farmers utilizing project/program inputs,

and chanpges in lnput mix and source as related to project implementation.

Sccondly, cach of Lthe two [arm management surveys are likely to be

sinple round retrospeclive surveys; The common view among African agri-
spuecialists

cultural/requires a mulctiround survey with weekly interviews (farming sys-
Lems) . Because of the limitations imposed by the use of single round
farm mangyement surveys, the direct managemént or returns to labor will
be possible only at the gross farm level. For analytical and policy pur-
poses, Lhe more detailed labor data derived from the ARP project can be
usvd as a busis Lor an indicative analysis of the impact of labor cons-

traints ut the Farm level.

Finally, Dbecause the propesed Farm management surveys would utilize
representative samples, estimabes of the production in the geographic
arcas covered in the study would be derived (although somewhat less accu-
rately than via an arca and production survey as proposed under option |
above) permitting the measurement of aggregate change over time with res-

pect teo the change in inputs at the regional level.

The advantage of this approach 1s its coverage of all the key rela-
tivnships uccessary Lor a complete prdgram and project impact evaluation.
Further, the cost of this approach is the lowest of the three options.

The total cost would be approximately $1,570,000.

-
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Yet, there are several disadvantages tg this approach., They are:

b

.. the possible impact of weather variactlion. For example, a severe
drought in the year of either (or both) of the surveys will make subsequent
analysis difficult, if noc impossible. One alternative would be carry out
che farm management surveys on an annual hasis. In fact, expanding thg
number of surveys would not increase the costs substantially as the techni-
cal assistance would diminish sharply after the first round as host country
professionals functioned with increasing independence. 1In the absence of
this approach, the Farming systems data could be used to derive a "rainfall
impact Factor'" which could then be applied to the farm management survey

findings, attempting to postulate "what would have happened with rain?".

Obviously this 1s not an acceptable alternative;

2, the lack of support for the development of a national area sampling
frame plan and the implementation of that plan in the three target regions.
While this should be considered a substancial loss in terms of developing
the Government of Senegal's long term data collection capability, the inclu-
sion of arca and production surveys will either substantially diminish the
capabllity to address the issues raised in eyaluation (option-I) or

substantially luncrease the evaluation's cost (option III);
P

3. the lack of separate "participation" surveys. This may be‘a pro-
blem in that certain k?nds of farm level inputs provided in one year may
have an impact in future years. These inputs would be measured in the mo-
nitoring systems for project and non-project inputs but these will likely

not correspond to farm leyel inputs. Mounting a separate participation

. A
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survey will also boe expensive. Carrying out the farm management survey

on wn annual basis may in fact be a lower cost option.

e

Option Til :

Option FLL is a combination of the prececeding two options and is the

mosl complex in terms of the diversity of data collection as well as the

{

hiphest o vost.

Like Option LI, the primary comparison is between change in farm
level ioputs and the change in farm level outpucrs (as mensgred by farm
management surveys in the second and £ifth years of the evaluation). Again
provision is made For linking farm level inputs back to project/program
iuputs (as measured by the monitoring systems) and for linking farm level

vutpuls forward to agprepgate regional production.

Two ol Lhe drawbacks Lo option 1L were the danger of rain variation
confounding the analysis and the lack of farm level input data in the inter-—
vening years between the farm management surveys. Option III would attempt =
Lo meet these problems by mounting parallel annual area and productiom o
surveys over Lhe tife of the evaluation (as a basis for standardization
for weather variation) and mounting a participation survey in the intervening
years between the two farm management surveys (providing continuous farm

level input data over the entire evaluation period).

The First advantage of option III is the inclusion of the area and o
production survey. This effort will have a substantial long-term benefit .

to the Govermnment of Senegal, forming a basis for the development of a —

pr e Tt Teat LAY, T et



palionwide arca and production sucvey. Additionally, this option calls
for the grealest diversity of data collection; area amdiproduction, [arm
wantagenenl, and particlpalion surveys as well as the development of monitor-—
ing systews. This means that this option will institutionalize the greatest

diversily ol data colivetion and research skills.

YeL this diversily Ls probably the biggest problem with option LLL,
beadiuy to itn hish cost.  The diversicy of surbcys and resultant processing
systems will maximize the technical assistance requirements aand complicate

the analysis.

In any event the total cost of this approach will be approximately

$2,280,000.

Recommended Option

Of the potential approaches outlined above, a variant of option II
scems most likely to provide the information required for evaluation

alb the least cost. This variant would call for annual farm management

surveys, not only to guard against weather variation ruining the study, but

to permit the incorporation of weather variation into the analysis. This
approach, a combination of annual farm management surveys and ongoing
monitoring systems, will Lnstitutionalize the type of data collection the
RbA's need Lor monitoring and evaluating the impact of their programs at a
total cusl ol uppruxi;uLcly 41,740,000, IPFurther, this approuach will wot
Lax Lhe institulional absorbtive capacities of the RDA's as much as option

LLL or even option L.
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While dropping the arca gnd production sample frame and survey [rom
the evaluation is a substantial loss in terms of meeting Senegal’s long term
agricultural stalislics needs, its inclusion adds little to the study and
would increase its cost by approximacely $500,000. FPFurther, it is unclear
that arca and production data collection is best institutionalized in the
RbA's. I5 it is decided that the Lack of accurate vational and regional
produclion data is a major comstraint to Senegal's overall agriculture plan=
ning and programming, a scparate project should be considered. Such a
project would best instltubionalize this capability In an organization with
G uabionwide mandate, such as the central Ministry of Agciculture or the

Pirectorate ol Statlstlices,
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Lstimated Costs
DaLla Colteetion and Related -Covrdination and Analysis
% Cost Local Cost —
- (% equivalent)
OPTION _l__
Coordination/Analysis 220,000
Area + Production Surveys 540,000 80,000 e
ParLicipacion Surveys 400,000 40,000 )
Moniltoring SysLums Dev. 330,000 exisling projects
TUTAL QIFION 41,490,000 4120,000
OPTION T7 reot
Coordination/Analysis 220,000 "
Farm Managemeunt Surveys 910,000 112,000 -
MoniLoring Systems Dev. 330,000 existing projects
TOTAL OITION 1L $1,460,000 $112,000
QPTION 111
o e .
Coordination/Analysis 220,000 —_
Area + Production Surveys 540,000 80,000 s
Participalion Surveys 70,000 20,000
Farm Manugement Survoeys 910,000 112,000
Moultoring Systems Dev. 330,000 exlskting projects
TOTAL OvTION LIk $2_,070, 000 212,000 R
GFTON_ 1L (Yearly Farm Managewent Survey) = Recommended Approach
Coordination/Analysis 220,000
Farm Mapagement Surveys 970,000 224,000 ¢
Monitoring Systems Dev. 330,000 existing projects
TOTAL OPTLON 1l - Recommended $1,520,000 $224,000
Varieties . " —
™
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. . Explanation ol Costs

In caleulating the costs on the preceeding page, a deliberate eifort

was made to crror on the high side to avoid future surprises. -

While all data collection activities will be carried out through the three L
RDA's 1in the ATD cwphasis areas and in cooperation with the AID contractors
working in these areis, 1t bhas been assumed ;hat only the cost of nporutin&
the Monitoring Systems and Farming Systems Research costs will be coverwed by -
Lhese projects or existing RDA stalf. All technical assistance, cquipnent, e
Cield sealt, supply, computer and training costs for coordinating, designing,
carcying vut and processing the indicated data colleccion efforts (as well as
Lechinical assistance costs for augmenting and designing the monitoring systems)
have been included.  Further sharing of field staff and equipment among Lhe

individual data collectlion activicies i1s not contemplated in cthis budger.

Certainly thuese are rather stringent assumptions given the magnitude of
technical assistance and other resources already in place or programmed, but
Litese individuals aud resources arce seldom readily available feor activit{cs
such as this. Until alternate sources for the regquired inputs are identified

and formalized, it would seem preferable to use these figures for planning -

o

puUrposes.

In addition, it has been assumed that the development and processing of -
the data collecrion activities 1n the three regions will be combined (although

all three RDA's will participate in the process) to minimize technical assist~-

. ance Ccosls.

Finally, it is likely that a substantial proportion of those costs desig-
nated as dollar cost could in fact be purchased locally (e.g. approximately sy -
$190,000 could likely be shifted to the local cost column in the preferred —

variant of option 1I.
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GUTDELINES FOR ESTABLTSUTNG A MONITORING AND EVALUATTON
SYSTEM Fol ULALD SUPPORTED AGUICULTURAL PROJECTS LN SENEGAL

BEST
L = INTRODUCTION AVAILABLE

- ——

Currently USAID is supporting. three ongoing agricultural projects in
senepals (1) the Loteprated Rural Development in Lower Casamance; (2) che
Cerecls Production Project in the Peanur Basin, and (3) the S;ull lerigated
Perimeters iu the Bakel area. Although these prejects have been implemented
for two to Lhree years, no built-in mechanism for systematic data collection
and unalysis has been established on o permanent basis to provide implementing
tustitulions, USALL and Senegalese policy makers with necessary relevant
minimum information regarding projecl progress btoward the achievement of
project objectives and ultimate long~term goals. By the same Loken ad hoc
evaluations perlormed by TOY veams have not been adequate in addressing this
problem due to lack of reliable data base. This section seeks to lay out
the broad guidelines for establishing a Monitoring and Evaluation (M & E)
System which, in providing answers to a number of key issues and critical
questions, will bridge the current information gap in USAID-supported agri-

cultural projects in the three regions or sub-regions of Senegal.

The remainder of this section is organized in two parts. The first part
provides a background on Lhe three USAlD=supported agricultural projects
Locusing on project purpose and goals. From project purposes and objectives,
Lhe sccond part will pinpoint eritical issues which are vo Le addressed and

key questlons to be answered in establishing an effective M & E system.
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[L = BACKCGROUND:  USAID-SUPPORTLED ACRICULTURAL PROJECTS TN SENEGAL

Tu the wake of Senegal economie crisis GOS has clearly stated in the

ReTorm Plan (Plan de Redressement) that top priority will be accorded the

agriculture sector wilth emphasis on the food sub=scelbor. Food seli-sulfi=
ciency bas emerged as Lhe corner stone of GOS agricullural policies and Lhe
FY 1983 Cbss  rvellects Lhis choice and strategy. Alchough USALD is cmbark-—
ing wun o magor slrategy shilt away Lrom projeect approach Lo non-project
approach, a major ‘ focus of ALD assistance program remains the apriculture
seelor as rellected by Lhe Ag. Sector Grant now in the preliminary stage of
Yormulation. This means that ongoing agricultural projects will continue

Lo receive USALD Jull support as part of its global effort in getting the

agriculture sector moving.

The three apgricultural projects mentioned earlier are being implemented
by the Regional Development Agencies (RDA's) with assistance for project
inputs from both USAID and other donors (World Bank, FAC, FED, and others.)
These RDA's are: SOMIVAC(i) for project in Lower Casamance; SODEVA(E) for

(1)

the cereals production project and SAED for the small irrigated perimeters.
All chree projects have several components including extensiom, research,
heatth, functional lireracy, economic role of women, etc. But the overriding

purpuse ol these projects is Lo establish an effective extension service as

a vehicele to bring about technological change at the farm level.

Lifeecs of Lechnological change (use of new seed varieties, fercilizer,
insecticides, new cultural practices, animal traction, etc.) should cranslate

into increased productivity of farmers' resources (land, labor and capital.)

(1) See List ol acrouyms.
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Increased proaductivity and production in turn result in inereascd [ncome and

hipgher standards of Living,

As indicated in Lhe logical Lramework of project papers, all three agri-
cultural projects have established specilic quantitative targets Lor vdarious
project components Lo reach and scet specific goals to be achieved. LExamples
ol guanlitalive Largets include 126 extension agents on board, increase
yield ol rice in Lower Casamance on 10,000 hectares from 1.3 tonnes to 2-2.5
Lonnes/hectare by the end of the project. In the target site of the Cereals
Production project, 223,000 hectares should be planted to Souna III by 1984
with an average yield of 805 kg/hectare. Recommended fertilizer rates are
applied on 80Z of millet hectarage (146,000 hectares); millet mills decrease
time spent pounding millet by 50%, etc. 1In the project of Small Irrigated
Perimeters 7,000 persons should be working on these perimeters by 1980; 900
hectares ol land with double cropping; average yield of rice exceeding
3 tounus/hvutnre(l). Goal achievement indications include 251 toones of rice
in the irrigated perimeters by 1990, and reduction of out-migration to France
by 50%4 by 1990; Lower Casamance exports 20,000 tonnes of rice by 1990; infant
mortalicy reduced by 504 by 1990, and local language literacy rate increased

to 407 by 1990.

Anticipated project output targets and goals were determined under a
number of crucial assumptions with respect to: govermment policies such as
pricing poiicies, iaput subsidies, institutional reforms, decentralization

ol rescareh, strengtheoning of local institutions, effectiveness of marketing

services and the like; natural phenomena such as rainfall and salinity problems;

farmers attitudes and behavior such as receptivity to change and response to

incentives.

(Ty Sec [oglcal framework in project papers for other indicators of project
OUtPUtS-
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Un the continuum of causal reiationships between
project Lnputs and outputs on the one hand and project purpose
and poal on the other, something may go wrong along the way either
bekween projeet iupu}s and outputs, or between project outputs and purpose,
Lthus jeopardizing the achievement of the ultimate objectives of the project.
This something going wrong has t; do with ‘the validity of the basic premises
and assumptions upon which the project was designed. Early and timely
detection of unanticipated problems emerging in the course of project imple-~
mentation is necessary if corrective actions to keep the project on track
are Lo be effeetive.  This problem deteeting function constit;tes the funda~

mental "raison d'Ctre” of a M & E system.

LI = M & K:  CRITICAL LSSUES AND KBEY QUESTTONS

Lo establishing the M & E system there are a number of critical issues
and questions that are to be addressed. Those issues and questions are the
following:

(1) Audience of information: Who are the end users of the information
to be pencrated?

(2) The nature of the data to be collected and the type of information
to be generated: What data and information are necessary to meet
the needs of the audience?

(3) Mcthodology of data collection: What methods or techniques will
e used to collect the data?

(4) Institulional and personnel requirements: What institutions will
be invoived and with what personnel (number and qualifications)?

(5) bata processing, analysis and reporting: What means (hand calcula-
tors, computers) and who will aralyze and write up reports for
whom? What format will be used, etec.

(6) Budget: How much is it going to cost?

-
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Lo Audience ol Tolormel lon

The identification of end-users is important in determining the nature
ol daLa to be collected and the type of information to be generated. There
is a hierarchy ol end-users with varying needs of information both in terms
ol type and detail, Project managers and implementing institutions presumably

would like to have all the information they can get on project component

projress in a more detailed fashion and more frequently than top USAID decision-

makers or line institutioms of GOS. These last two are probably more interest-

ed in overall project performance in achieving stated objectives than the

day to day implementation problems which project managemeut is interested in.
in short, it is essential that all end-users of information be identified,

along with the relevant type of information they would like to have [or their

respuctive acltions and decision making needs.

2. The nature of data_to be collected and the type of information to be
ponerabed.

The vature ol the data to be collected will depend on the type of
information that is nceded Ly the end-users. In any event, it would be neces-
sary to establish a typology of information with key indicators of project
purformance at (1) project odtput level and (2) project effects and impact

level,

{1) Information on project performance at the level of proiecet outputs.

ExLens lon belnyg the major means for bringing about technological change at
the farm level, threc key performance or effectiveness indicators will be
closcly monitored: visits, adoption of recommendations and yields. The data

required Lo monitor these three key indicators are of the following type:

h
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- Numbur of armers covered,

= numboer of farmers vislted and [requency of visits,
~ number of farmers properly using new inpucts,

- quantity ol new i.nputs used,

- number of Larmers adopting new techniques and new cultural

pracvtiices,

- estimation of hectarage receiving new inputs and/or under new

culrural practices,

= yivlhls (cthe ultimate measure of extension performance in bringing

abuul technotogical change).

(2) Information on project performance at the level of project purpose

labor and capital); costs and returns per enterprise (rice, millec, corn,

cle.)y food self-sulficiency at the average farm household level; returns

to labor, to land, to capital, etc..

- yield/ha; per active worker, per man-day, per personm,
= coot/hu; per ton produced, (1)
- total farm income (gross and net)

Key indicators are as follows:

. Lol . -
and tupact 1s/che Lollowing type: Productivity of farmers resources (land,

= noebl Tarm income/ha, per ton produced; per mun-day, per capita, eLe.,

= number of days during which food consumed has been purchased,
To obtain information on these key indicators (to be specified), the

data required are farm management Lype data (input~output data).

- quantity of various inputs used and prices,

= total production and prices of various products,

- area cultivaced,

= labor input data (man-days},

- number of persons per Earm, number of active workers,
- quant iLy of food consumed, sold and purchased,

- number of days during which Lood consumed has been purchased.

Data coullected and information generated in (1) form the basic activities

of the wounitoring component of the ¥ & £ system. In addition monitoring should

keep track ol other variables and other factors that are most likely Lo afflect

(1) Depending on the definition of income to be measured this indicator may
refer to total gross and/or net household income which includes off-farm
revenues generated from off-farm’ employment or activities.

will require a substantial amoun: of data.
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perlormance such asy product prices on markets where farmers sell their
products, Input prices and subsidies, storage problems both of produce and
inpuLs, adequacy of input delivery and gquality ol inputs, and environmental

conditlions such as rainlall, insccts, and diseases.

Data collected and information gencrated in (2) fall into both ongoing
and ex-post evaluation activities. DBoth will also draw on monitoring informa-—

tion, in explaining a number of reclationships in the analysis and reporting.

3. Methudelopy of Data, Collection

AL this polul this team is not in a position to recommend or advocate
anty specilic techuique or method that should be used in data collection. To
du so requires not only clear indication as to the specific information that
is necded by end-users but also a Lairly good knowledge of the areas where

the data collection cxercise is going to take place.

The methodology that will be used will largely depend on the type of
infomation specificd by various potentiel end-users. The methodology will
also depend on the homogeneity (or heterogeneity) of project sites wikh respect
to a number of key characteristics: cthnic composition and differcnces,
cropping patterns, scttlement patterns, population density, access Lo markets,
and accessibility ol villages (road infrastructure), size of village, migra-
tion, size of [arms, availability of updated sample frame (if not it should
be developed), literacy rate and the like. The methodology used in choosing
a rupresentative samplu'will presumably differ from ome project site to the
next depending on the variability of key characteristics (to be specified)
within region. Key stratifying factors are to be defimed to pich up varia-

1/

bility of performance across “recommendation domains" =,

I/ A recommendation domain is defined as a group of farmers that is homogenecous
with respect to 2 number of key characteristics and operating under the same

conditions (rainfall, soils, access to markets, etc..).

FR)



-8 -

Lrrespective of the methodology used 1t is important o include control

groups Lo allow For comparison between performance of project participants and

nou-pdrticipants in order to measurce effects and impact that can be "attri-

buted o'

or "associated with" the project.

Farm surveys, beneflciary surveys and special studies may all be necessary

Lu address key questions that end-users would want answer to.

The [requency

ol such undertakings will depend on the type of information, availability

ol resources, personncl requirements for data processing, cditing and analysis.

IL is the team's Veeling Lhat the monitoring function be established to collect

wi o conlinual basis Lhe data ooullined in LLI-2-(1) above.

A farm management

survey shoeuld be undertaken at least Lwice during the [ive year Liwe frame

Lor vagutuy evalualion purposes,

in 1Y85.

projuect for ex=post evaluation.
Lor ongoiay evaluation.

study {or case study) in Lower Casamance.

4. Justitutional Arrangement and Personnel Requirements

one Larm management survey in (983 and onc

A more comprehensive survey should be undertaken at the end of the

Purdue should go ahcad as planned, wilh ils special

Such effort will also draw on data collection

in establishing the M & E system the TDY team recommends that the monitor-

ing compouenl of the system be the responsibility of the RDA'S.

These RDA'

shwuld receive advice Lrom short—=term consultants (iLnside or oulside the

country)} in seLliong up an

effective monitoring system.

should be carried out as a joint celfort between USAID, RDA's personnel and

consulLants If nccessary.

strenglhening their data collection and analysis capabilities in the long run

effort of institutional building. In terms of enumerators and supervisors

it 1s possible to call on ENEA in undertaking vdrious surveys depending on
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the period of the year such surveys are to take place. Another possibility
will e the hiring of high school students on a temporary basis. Those are
idle Lrom May o OGctober, and it should not be difficult to find a sufficient
number i cach project sitce.

5.0 Data Processing, Analysis and Reporting

A musl serious constraint in generating information that is ‘useful to
ciid-users 1s all Loo often cncountered in data processing, analysis and
reporting. To be uscful the information should be available on a timely
basis. lt is of upmost importance, before starting to collect a large

amount of data, that resources availability be carefully assessed both in

terms of access to processing facilities (computers) and in terms of qualified

personnel [or data processing (programmers), analysis and reporting. Experience

has shown that people often tend "to bite off more that they can chew". This
points to Lthe fact that the amount data collected should be restricted to
the minimum necessary to provide the needed information. The wisdom in this
respect is intormation that is useful for decision-making, not information

that is interesting per se.

Reports should be written in o Cormab that responds Lo needs of various
end-uscrs. Some end-users may want greater detail and some may want short

summary highlighting critical points.
6. Budpot -

The bottom Liue as to how much data will be collected is determined by
avaifability ol lipancial resosrces.  lalormation Ls custly and iL way be
wine tu rtestrict the amount of data Lte bLe collected Lo account Lor Ludpgelary

constraipts. Lo geperal a M & B system budgel-is roughly 1.5-3% of Lhe

- . -
[ . — . . . .
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project Lotal cost. This budgert i1s also roughly equally divided between

data colleetion and data processing analysis and reporting.

AT



ANNEX 4

The health strategy calls for expansion into such areas as immunization,
oral rehydration and nutrition in the Sine Saloum region, and expanding or
initiaving primary health care systems within the Casamance and Bakel (Fleuve)
repiuns.  USAID proposes to support host country capabiliLy at the nalional
leval in the arcas of nutrition planuing, monitoring, and surveilluance;
heallth infopmation systems; and health management training for both doctors

aund nurses.

This laLter sct of institutional development activities are interven=
Lions which will have a longer run and indirect impact on health. An "impact
evaluation"” of such activities would be beyond the 1987 time period, although
some interim measurces of progress might be developed. The practical question:
Lacing USALD with respect to such central plananing, data collection, and
training activities is "Is the health system or specific constituent parts
better managed as a result of support in these areas?" The key phrase here
is "better managed”. This also appears on its face rather imposing from

an evaluation and measurement viewpoint.

This question can be made more manageable by turning to the flrst set
of AIb-supported projects or project components in the Health Sector. These
activities, particularly the Sine Saloum Project, focus on health delivery.
tn evaluating these pro}ects or project components, major contributions
from the central support activities should become apparent and will not be
discussed [urther at this point, except to reinforce the view that all pro-
jects should have a monitoring system component and the central support or

institution building projects are no exception.
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ULALD plans Lo Locus 1bks heallh evaluation work on the Sine Saloum
project, which represents USAID's major effort to implement an effective
primavy health care system. Both the viability of USAID efforts to pro- —
vide curative cure as well as its success in expanding on this base into

the arcas of nutrition, oral rehydration, and immunization will be evaluated.

Current plans, within the Sine Saloum Project (all [or an improved

r
onpuing monitoring system as well as the execution of a heallh status _—
survey during 1982, The addition ol a second health status survey (at the
same Uime of year as the [irst) oncar the end of the five year evaluation
period will permit an evaluation of the impact of this project and the -
broader health strategy 1t represents. ’

‘"

What then are the key questions or issues this evaluation will
address? These questions are listed and discussed below.
= 1) Can_a viable primary health care system be developed?
This question will be addressed by the monitoring (or information) Tm
system developed within the project which will attempt to measure the follow- o
Ry i
ing kinds of indicators: e
a. the degree to vhich system revenues cover costss
b. characteristics of individual health huts (staff and their .
payment, population served, target group income, distance ‘
from other huts or alternate health care facilities, ete) ‘
which are financiually viable and which are not (what are the
implicacions for achieving the target level of coverage?
coverage of disadvantaged areas?);
c. the depree to which staff are retained o sell Tinanciog
huts, characteristics of such huts with high rectention and
low retention, implications for long—term training costs,
and twmplications Lor coverage; ' o
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d. previalence of drug shortages, types of drugs found to be
short, prevalence of overstocked drugs, by type, indi-
cations of drug misuse, characteristics of huts chronically -
undec=stocked or over—-stocked and of allied supply system,
time between order and receipt of drugs;

¢. the tunctioning of the information system itself, proportion
uf expueeted reports not received, timeliness of reporting,
Limeliness of processing, use of informatien, comparisons
wiLh spot=checks of ledgers;

. uumber and location ol vaccinations for cold chaln coverage; T
nupber and lToeation ol vaceination Lor cold chain dependability; ‘
number of completed vaccination series {(admittedly difficule —_—

Lo get from information systems);

e common discases/problems treated at dispensary, coummon
discases/prohlems treated at district, compare distributions
to deteet mallunction of relerral system;

.y
li  suwurce and type of trainiuy hur staffl, nurses, doctors, “any
associates with performance measures above.
———
- 2} To what extent can a viable (sell financing) primary health
care systom be eflfective in improving health status in the
Larpet population?
This question will be answercd by looking at changes in indicators
of heallh status and coverage as measured by the two health surveys and N
comparing these changes to the evolution of the delivery system. Some of .-
wr
the key indicators include:
a. prevalence of malnutriction (emphasis om infants),change in
feeding patterns (addition of target food(s), characteristics
vl lucactivn (are necediest reached};
b. change in prior use ol oral rehydration, knowledge of oral "
rehydration; -~
¢. prevaltence of completely vaccinated individuals, target '
younger age proups; R
d. prevalence of malaria; chloroquine users;
porre )
——
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a. past usce aof hut, dispensary, district;

£. incidence of diarial disorders (e.g. over last month) sanitary
blatus ol compounds, water sources, latrines;

e inbant health status related to age of mother, parity and
iLnterval since prior birth.

- 3) What is Lhe Lnceractioun belween nubrition and Larm praclices
and returns?

By linking the two planned health surveys with che Larm=level daca
now being cullected in che Sine Saloum region ou an annual basis, USALD
can begin Lo look at Lhe impact of larm practices, prices and returns on
health and nutrition status, and can also look for relatiomships in the
oppusite dircction. .USALD will explore the possibilicies of this linkage
in preparing the 1982 health status survey. [f the linkage does not prove
to be feasible (cither in 1982 or in the second survey in. 1985/86), any
major evaluation will nevertheless take into account the farm—level trends

obscrved and measured through the farm survey analysis.
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