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BeSTIN))TRODUCT 1";I 
AVAILABLE 

In Lne FY 1983 Country Development Strategy Statement for Senegal,
 

USAIL) planned to submit two related documents in January 1982, in addition 

Lo a suimmutary oL progress made through December 1981 . The first was a 

statem't'i of 1.t program in the human development area, with particular 

ILLuntion to a I Lh. The second was a detailed evaluation and monitoring 

plan For tbo stratugy as set forth in the CDSS. This report presents the 

v lunt ion and moni Loring plan. 

Tia il.mn builds on and continues in modified form the major evalua-

Lion utort undertaken during the joint GOS/USAID.Country Assessment in 

198U. It presenLs a set of related activities that USAID intends to promote 

in collaboratLion with GOS for the purpose of measuring the progress and 

impact of the bilateral program during the mid-termn period (1983-1987) cover­

ud by the CDSS. The evaluation and monitoring activities proposed are 

designed to provide information and analysis regarding the progress of key 

elements of the strategy and to test certain assumptions underlying the 

biluteral program. Accordingly, the Plan provides for periodic assessments 

of bilateral assistance and the implementation of those GOS policy and 

ian.titutsional changes considered crucial to the achievement of development 

goal:;. A:; in Cho cae of the Country Assessment, USATD. plan; to use this 

information in jpnriodi (-ally reviewing its strategy and strengthening its 

program f .it'j; 

Lagging agricultural 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 Senegal remains the same as set forth 
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in the FY 1963 CDSS -- that is, food self-sufficiency by the year 2000, 

durined as Senegal's achievement of a capacity to feed its people (by 

JuiilnsLic pruductiun, storage, and trade) even in drought years. The uvalua-

Lion and numti toriil; pLan corresponds to a period in which COS will seek Lo 

Labtlize Lhe financial and balance of payments situation while laying the 

groundwork for Long-term economic growth. Accordingly, the Plan provides 

for assessments of short-term stabilization measures, as well as information 

on the results of USAID support for the longer-term development goal of 

increased food self-sufficiency. 

USAID hle ives Lhat a determined, if selective, effort to measure 

t prrm'n~lce .11d impact of the program it will be supporting during this 

pr liod i:. imperative if iL is to deonstrate to GOS that real benefits are 

being or can he delivered given an appropriate context of COS policy and 

in:.Litti inial refotirm. As the Plan is carried out and subsequently refined, 

LE; wi I I clit inule to bie itivolved clo:,cly in defining the piuros&' Of evalua-

Clons and Lhe riLuria for measuring or otherwise assessing progress in 

carrying out Lhe strategy defined in the CDSS. 

The Plan includes evaluation research studies and continuous report­

iig reqeuirviUIenLS fUr obtaining the minimum amount of information necessary 

to Lrack progress and determine impact. The approach combines several 

types of data collection, analysis and reporting: monitoring, periodic 

progreo.l revivws, impact absessmllnts, and special studies. The timing of 

Iot~i~ :.. :,.e 1:. alitllh As possible Lu meet such anLticipdted decision paints 

:1 : i:.iu:, Cto)-donur meetilega, USAID prograniuning and budgeLinlg, and 

project 1LLow-ui. 
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. USAIl) hzLrtugy ald COS Reform Plan 

The 1980 (OS/USAJD Country Assessment provides ample evidence of 

broad poiicy and institutional conditions affecting, directly or indirectly, 

Lie aclievument oL the purposes and goals USAID is pursuing in Senegal. 

Lt has been customary in AID project development to regard these kind of 

conditions aSb "assumptions" about the environment in which projects are 

impleiented (e.g., they are located in the assumptions column of the logical
 

framework of a project). While such conditions do remain beyond the control 

of a project manager or a single donor, USAID has concluded that they have 

become so integral to its efforts that they have to be addressed directly 

in evaluations of the program. 

Long-termu USAID strategy rests on two main assumptions: the first 

i! hatl. ov'rtnmenL coitrol over the factors of rural production -- Llue single 

lmiost important in:.LiLutional barrier to increased production -- will be 

decentraLized and liberalized. The second is a closer alignment of the 

urban and rural conomLies, expressed in trade patterns and a shift in 

resources to rural areas enabling producers to succeed in and profit from 

more in t'ensive Larm production methods, 

Svral iitenilded GOS policy and institutional reforms are closely 

associated with these assumptions, and implementation of these reforms will 

directly affect. tme sdccess of the strategy. Policy reforms include those 

relating to farm producer prices, subsidies, and trade, and Lhe relative 

emphasis in the Sixth Development Plan period given to investment in the 

agricultural sector. Among the institutional reforms are the decentraliza-

Lion of authority and resources to regional and local bodies, and the 
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dcvelopinleii of private sector activity replacing or emerging parallel to 

LhC public sector. 

Elcouragent of private sector growth is similarly related to the 

success of Stabilization in the short-term -- a condition for long-tern 

development -- and Lhe pace of administrative reforms. While the present 

SLrategy includes specific projects fostering private sector development, 

USAID also believes that stabilization, growth and commercialization of the 

rural economy, and an environment in which highly centralized government 

instituLtsons progressively disengage from control over the economy will 

provide more ndurinog incentives for private sector development, and its 

ahlity to contribute to overall economic growth. 

Given the relationship between USAID strategy on the one hand, and 

GUS rcforms and 11e pace of their implementation on the other hand, evaluzr 

tiun work wLil attempt Lo address the following broad questions: 

I. 	To what. txteLnIt does the pace of COS reforms support or
 
limit the achievement of program purposes and goals?
 

2. 	tIver:;ly, to what extLIt does the program directly 
support or handicap implementation of these reforms?
 

3. 	 Can USAIl) demonstrate (validate) in the performance and 
imp;iet o its program the hypothesis that USAID assistance 
is cunributing 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 sectors that form the core of USAID's program support -- agriculture 

and 	 health. And they can be refined as evaluation criteria at the level 

of project and non-project activities designed to implement-the strategy. 
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An additional condition influenceng the effectiveness with which 

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

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

directly addressed in the Plan as on issue or question for evaluation, one 

of the masures of the utCility of the Plan itself will be its capacity to 

orgami i.l bring undir ptriodit review issues of InInal oncern.and joint t 

Futur reviions or the Plan will attempt to develop furthtr its usefulness 

as a joint planning. and management tool. 

I. Asssuent at th, NaLional Level 

Although not evaluative (strictly defined), ongoing monitoring of 

macroeconomic developments and trends is an essential backdrop for both 

planning and evaluation, and is included in the Plan. A major part of this 

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

of COS sludis n; teed to inform decisions on price and subsidy policies. 

With the asstgnment of an economist to the Mission, together with the 

related resuurCes that will be available through the Princeton economic 

studies and the Agricultural Research and Planning Project (Michigan State 

University), USAID will have a capability to undertake, on a continuing 

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

and Lunger-temCu Lreds, and GOS implementation of its reform program. 

USALD wI L assess the effectiveness of non-project assistance -­

expected to represent a substantial proportion of the bilateral aid portfolio 

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

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

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

.r. ~ - ,. -. 



impacLs .LLribuLible Lo either do] lar or local currency funds generated by 

non-project assistance on macroeconomic or policy changes. USAID will, 

however, employ several indicators for assessing whether: 

- GOS pt licy rolforms are being impLemented as planned; and 

- nun-projicL assistance is being directed to priority uses 
closely relteLd to USAID strategy and the assumptions on 
which Lis strategy is based. 

The assignment of non-project assistance to specific policy goals 

and sector uses is described in the following table:
 

Non-Project Assistance Direction of Direction of Local 
Policy Impact Currency Use 

National Agric. Cereals Production 
Strategy VegeLable ProdCtliion 

Cereals Price Policy ReforestationPI. 480 
&'MarkeLing - PVO Support 

Decentralization of Crop Storage 
Agric. Research 

RDA Decentralization Rural Private hnterp. 

Support RDA Market Links (Rural 
Agric. Sector Granti Contrat - Plans Roads) 

Rural Private Sector Local Inst. Develop. 
Reform (Coops) 

Implement Reform Plan Rural Private Enterp. 
(Plan de Redressement) National Storage 

Icuitonumic Support Fund IMF Standby Irrig. Perimeter Dev. 
Marke L finks (Rural 

Roads) 

Two kinds oC indicators will be used for the assessment. The first 

is lte iiplementation of GOS reforms according to the Government'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
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in Annux 1, a tLiualcI there wilt I ILel y be modifications and ref inements 

sccurding to priorities and subsequent agreements (e.g., with IMF) . In 

addiLioln, olIl nacroeconomic indicators will be employed to assess the contri­

bution at nun-project assistance Lu short-term stabilization requirements. 

One such ildicaLor would be the dolLar component as a proportion of the 

annual current account deficit; another is the flow (speed) of actual commodity 

imports under the Apricultural Sector Grant, and local currency generation 

achieved. 

A .econd set OF indicators relate to the direction of local currency 

uses. Thest uses w IL be mitnLored according to 1) their function in easing 

boLLencI)L1tks in Cr itiCal operations of ongoing projects, as, for example, 

Lr.nsp1ort co.ts of key farm inputs; and 2) their application to agreed-upon 

priori Lies in the rural sector. "Projectized" activities supported by local 

currency fuods will be evaluated in conjunction with evaluations of programs 

withI wliii tihey .i re assocjatUd (see Section V) 

Of tile macrueconomic trends that will be monitored, shifts in investment
 
and budget
 

/resources to 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 -­

identified in the CDSS as a condition for achieving the long-term goal. While 

it will tot be feasible to trace and attribute directly to a given set of 

assistaince v('hicles the presence or absence of macroeconomic changes, or the 

iUnlleen. ion of' specifI C OS reforms, cleitly the absence of positive 

clanigt WOuld warrantL a re-examination of USAlD strategy. 

The data for the above assessments will be obtained from COS, World
 

Bank, and IMF reports, as well as from the monitoring and reporting systems
 



st-L up for implementing non-project aid. 

III. Assessment. at the Sector and Regional Levels 

As described in the FY 1983 COSS, USAID assistance will focus primarily 

on agriculture and health; closely related to Agricultural growth are acti­

vtLicS designed Lo address problems in natural resource management, land 

dugradaLiun, and energy. In addition to this program focus, assistance will 

be concentrated in three geographical regions: Casamance, Sine Saloum, and -

Fluve. This combination of program and geographical focus provides an 

oppoCrtutiity and a context for in-depth evaluation and data collection efforts, 

and USAID plans Lo take advantage of this opportunity. 

First, in the agricultural program, USAID will assist GOS agencies to 

provide coordlinated information on change at the farm level, on an annual 

basis. To dae, efforts to measure interim or ultimate impacts of USAID­

supported inijrtrvtLions have been frustrated by the lack of representative 

data on production and economic returns to the farm under varying conditions 

uL input CostS, crop prices, availability and use of technical advice, and 

weather. Building on existing capacities in the three relevant Rural Deve­

lopment Agencies (RDAs), USAID will support their data collection and analysis 

aimed at gathering information for both monitoring and evaluation. Of several
 

possible options for data collection, one has been initially identified for 

further preparatory work in 1982 (see Annex 2). Availability of this infor­

mztion, together with other purposive studies, will considerably strengthen
 

the 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.
 

t 
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Second, 8uveral. projecLs witl be implemented in the Sine Saloum region. 

These projects will mature at different rates, and each project poses distinc-

Live questoons for evaluation. Nevertheless, the Plan attempts to group 

evaluaLiuns in the expectation that findings may yield a clearer picture of the 

overall regional impact as well as common constraints and probLems. A summary 

review of evaluations is, therefore, included in the Plan. In addition, USAID 

will invt.tigat e the possibility of a limited integration of the health status 

surveys with tarmn management surveys in the region. If such an integration 

proves to be feasible, COS will have a powerful tool for understanding the 

Ilat ioinIShi 1I bet wt en II ealth s taLus and nuer[Lion on the one hiand, and the 

econclmy 01of ilIe larmi hotisehiold on the other hand. 

III xI)loitiig Lhu possibilities for both comparative and summary studies, 

USAIll will attecmpt: to obtain answers to the following questions: 

- To What extent are the regions of USAID concentration
 
ithr 1) to be not tood importers, 2)
Lemul'r or becoming 

net 10ad exporters? 

- To what extent are projects l'adiing to an increase in and
 
di vers i I e.it ion of agriculturan production and trade?
 

- IS Ifarim income increasing (or is it less vulnerable to
 
weather variation), and how is this increase distributed?
 

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

- Is lie itLb stUtus improving in the Sine Salounm region?
 
What is the relationship between changes in health and
 
nutritional staLus and changes in farm production and income?
 

Information [rom farm and health surveys during the period of the Plan 

will provide some answers to these questions. In addition, information 

verifying or qualifying survey results will be obtained from selected bene-

Ficiary surveys. As they become available, both typds of information will 
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form an LImpj irica l base for some of Lie studies to be undertaken by Princeton 

University.-

USAD believes Lhat even partial answers to the above questions will 

yicld evidence of ithe extent to which farm-level beneficiaries are profiting 

from USAID-supported intervcntions, and sonic inferences about the reLationship 

between farmers and the providers of farm inputs and technical services. The 

Ilttcr relationship will also be examined more directly. The strategy 

outlined in the ClSS envisions a two-track approach of strengthening RDA 

extunsion servicces, and a parallet strengthening of producer groups and 

cooperaLives in te private sector. This approach directly supports the 

broader aim of institutional reform and decentralization. Assessment at the 

SeCLr and regioalU levels, therefore, also addresses the following questions ­

about the RUAs: 

- Is the quality of extension services improving? (Do small
 
furen;r value and adopt teclinical advice?)
 

- Ts the coverage of extension services expanding? (Are more
 
farmers buing 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 

described in the CUSS as the principal route for central government withdrawal 

from direct inLrvention in and control over the rural economy. Measures 

of the strengthening of these local groups will be included in evaluations 

of the relevant projects. At the sector level, the main questions have to 

do with the changing relationship between public institutions (RDAs) and the 

prvate sector (including producers' groups and cooperatives): 
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- Are the fucitions and staff assignments of RDAs focusi-g 
Mort on training and extension services, and less on functions 
of input delivery, crop marketing, and control over decisions 
.It 1.t o.iri level? Do RDA (ohnILt - plans establish performance 
standards encouraging such a shift? 

- Do RDAs solirit and use recommendations from local groups?
 
(Do plans include farmer inputs? Does agricultural training
 
use Survey daiL;i on economic reLurns to the farm?)
 

- Do [ocal groups have access to resources (e.g., farm credit)
 
and at what cost?
 

- Do RDAs have regular access to information about amounts and 
costs of Canm inputs being supplied through the private sector? 

In seeking answers to these questions, the Princeton studies will 

explore changes in institutional relationships. Indicative information 

will also be derived in the summary reviews of evaluations, paticularly in 

the Sine Saloum region. 

With the phasing out of individual actions related to the role of women 

ill develIopmiiunt and the introduction of a specific women's orientation or 

Cm111)1)1pnnt ill I rodttion and health projects, an assessment of the extent to 

which USAID support is henefiting women will cut across several projects. 

Spec iai a I cut inon wi I I onti nue to be given to significant individual exper­

ilitiurs (e.g., womlen's extension unit in SODEVA). Two additional cross­

cutting issues will warrant assessment above the level of specific projects: 

the effect of project interventions on nutritional status, and the relationship 

of rural literacy/numeracy to local institutional development. 

IV - Assessment at Lhe Project Level: Evaluation and Monitoring 

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

Louched the poor majority in ways that enable them to use these investments 
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product ivel y. Through a stronger monitoring of the projects it supports, 

together with a seLected number of in-depth evaluations, USAID will continue 

the effurt begun in the Country Assessment to observe in quantitative and 

qualitaLivu ways the local access to intended technologies, goods and services 

the USQS Iimde of Ltem; and their impact on beneficiaries. Observations of 

local change (or the lack of change over time), and the feeding back of this 

information to COS agencies and project managers, is necessary for USAID to 

test its strate:)y. 

This L-1fortIIIhileS well with the new responsibilities of the RDAs to 

monitor ind LVUIuJL their performance against requirements set forth in 

their respective cuntrut-plan. in full appreciation of the work that these 

respunsibi ltieb wil L entail, USAID will support the RDAs with which it 

cooperaLes Lu build effective management information systems, and to undertake 

data collteetLun and analysis. 

At the project level, USAID defines monitoring as the gathering of 

relevat infrmation on project inputs and outputs, and the timely feedback 

of this information to project managers for decision-making. It enables 

managers Lo take corrective action enabling the project to achieve its 

objecLiveS. Given the greater flexibility in resource use through non­

project asbistance, improved monitoring is necessary to permit judgements 

about specific needs for additional resources, which in turn are incentives 

for further improvements. As projects mature, monitoring will extend to 

iLter im idndicators of impact, enabling project managers to draw Lentative 

conclusions about the pace of project performance relative to the purpose 

set forth in the project. 

......
.... I Z % 
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For LIhe' pur)Uses of this Plan, USAID defines evaluat ion as 0lte measurement 

of change in the achievement of project purposes and the broader impact of 

projucLS, as well as the attribution of these changes to project inter­

veiitions. Lt entails the analysis otf information gathered through both 

monLLoring systems and additional investigations to verify or expand the 

analysis. In general, monitoring observes performance up to the point of 

the delivery of technology, management systems, goods and services from the 

point of view of the provider; evaluation observes'the uses to which these 

are put by bunuficiaries and their resulting impact. Evaluation also takes 

into accout t'xo;nous variables including, for example, government pricing 

pol icies, subsidit's, marketing services, and environmental conditions. 

The ques'ct ions to be asked at tie project level have to do with the aims ­

of the ind!iVilt.i projeeLs and the hypotheses on which they are based. Since 

projects *Ire (lie means with which USAlD promotes its strategy, these questions 

will also relal' to broader issues aL the sector, regional-and national 

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

principdl program areas -- agriculture and health. 

V - Evaluation Work (1982-1987) 

USAID will unidirLakC a slected nuiiber of evaluations during the 1983­

1987 pertod. , This approach is based on the following conditions: 

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

- strengthened monitoring systems within projects (using the project 
Iogicil framework and survey data) will support fuller reporting 
on project achievements, culminating each year in annual reviews 
with counterparts. 
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- The use of counterpart funds generated by non-project assistance
 
to promote specilic activities clated to USAID strategy, as
 
well as the program and geographical focus of the program,
 
enwour;iges USALD Lo undertake multi-project evaluations. 

Within this overaLl approach, USAID plans to: 

- prjpare annui assessments of non-project assistance in the
 
context of macroeconomic developments and GOS reform,
 

- before the design of follow-on agricultural and rural health 
rvi s prELIi ct1s, p)reare reports sunmiarizlg one of the
 

following: 1) the findings of an in-depth evaluation of the
 
oarlicr phase; or 2) the results of monitoring to date,
 
using interim indicators of project impact.
 

- intensively eviluate pilot activities that are expected to
 
be sun;btItiaLly expanded or repLicated according to the
 
results of the evaluation. Two such activities are the
 
Rural Private Sector DeveLopment project and the agriculbural
 
credit activity to be funded through the Agricultural Sector 
Grant. 

Thi! ;Itt;ichit'd plan framework is built on the above conditions. USAID 

will review this framework annually with GOS to reaffirm or revise both the
 

evaluation work planned, and to refine the specific questions to be addressed 

in each evaluation. These questions will be incorporated into the respective
 

scopes of work. Evaluations may be added to this basic framework to meet
 

special information needs as they arise.
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ANXEX I
 

SENEGAL'S STRUCTUPL ADJUSTEMENT LCAN A::D DEVELOPMENT CRED IT: IMPLEMETAI:O: ?LAN
 
FRO' DYC. 3; , 19:5 70 M-Cu 31, 193!
 

Topic 

1. Fertilizer Re:tmiamndations on Grades an-
Quantities
 

2. Update Cereals Storage Study 

3. Study on Narketing and Pricing of Food Crops 

4. Organizational Structure of SONAR
 

5. Substance of Program Contract (Contrat Plan) for 
SAED and Lettre de Mission for SODEVA 

6. Investment Pr:gran 

7. Technical Assistance Project
 

8. General progress under the Program related to 
2nd tranche release (followed by annual reviews) 
implementation of specific conditions: 
a. Investment Program for 6th Plan,
 
b. Basic import duties at 15' and export premi­

ums for test products at 107 of FOB value 

9. Reorganization of Ag. Agencies
 

10. 	Final Reorganization of CPSP 

11. 	 Methodology and calendar for Auditing of Cooper­
atives' Accounts 

12. 	Study on Relative Agricultural Prices
 

13. 	Determination of farm gate prices for 1981/82 
crop year
 

14. 	New Fertilizer Formulas and Prices for 1982/83 
crop year 

15. 	Evaluation of Current Marketing and Pricing
 
System of Traditional Cereals (especially
 
mil let)
 

!Final 

II 

I 

I 

I 

I 

! 

I 

I 
I 

1 

I 

date of Izilementation! 

Dec. 31, 1930
 

Dec. 31, 1980
 

Dec. 31, 1930
 
I 

Dec. 31, 1980 

Dec. 31, 1980
 
I 

Dec. 31, 1980
 

MJan. 31, 1981
 

I 

March 31, 1981!
 

March 31, 1981

March 	 31, 1981 

March 	31, 1981
 

March 	31, 1981
 
3
 

March 	31, 1931!
 
I 

M:ni::ring bv the World Bank 

Consul tati on 

Tezt:s of Reference 

Decis:: or. Ter::.s of Rtfercnce 

Dc 	iSiSon1 

Subrission for Bank Revic: 

Sacc:ral Consultation 

First Supervision 

Final list of projects
 

Actual Inlenentation 

Discussions
 

Discussion of Results
 

Discussions
 

Subnission of Study
 

Consultation
 

Consultation
 

Discussions 
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GOS INSTITUTIO'.AL REFOR A: ECNO"IC POLICY 

CHA2GES: I:PLE'2ENTATIO'. PLAN (1980 F0R4ARD) 

( 
Date or Tentative 

Policy Goals 
I 

1 

Key Indicators 

--

Date of Corpletion 
or Achievement 
(iE blank, no date 
i ncteates) 

Means or 
Observztions 

1 PUBLIC FINANCE 

1. Reduction in the rate of 
current GOS expenditures 

grcwth oI . Kept below current revenues 1980 - 1983 

2. Reduction in GOS Personnel expendi-! 
tures 

Reduced progressively from 57% 
level of 1980/81 budget 

1980 - 1933 

3. Reduction in Supply expenditures . Remain constant in real terms 1980 - 1983 

4. GOS arreas to Private Sector 

7 liquidated 

5. Public sector savings rising 

6. Value Added Tax (VAT) established 
in budget 

7. Disengagement of GOS and reduction 
of role of Public institutions in 
the Economy. 

. A total of 12 billion cfa liqui-t 

dated 
*Raised from. 15 of public invesc 
ment planned for 1980/81 to 25­

" 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-economy corporations. 

June of 1981 

By 1985 

Each year 

Resources from France 
STABEX, and IMF. 

To date only SAED has 
obtained the status a 
National Corporation 
(Socidtd Nationale); 
SODEVA is under consi 
ration. 

MONEY AND CREDIT 

Continuing restrictive credit 
measure 

II 

1. 
I 

Advance authorization applied toiFron October 
request for credit of or above !onwards. 
70 millions cfa (reduced from 
current ceilling of 100 millions; 
cfa). i 

1, 1980 

2. Reduction 
to GDP. 

of ratio of money supply * Ratio reduced to below 1979 
level. 

* I 
I 

I., 
I ;,. ;II I ~ 
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(Cont 'd) I ----------- 7 --------------------	 I------------------------------ T--------------------

Date or Ter:at:e 

Date of Corpletion Means or
Indicators
Ike-
Policy:
Poli GoalsGoals e: eaoor Achievenent Observations 

(if bla.k, no data 

III BALANCE OF PAYMENTS AND EXTERNAL 
DE5T
 

A. 	 Trade 
.ssutin noral weath' 

. Current account deficit shr:nks1. Reduction cf current account de-
and absence of externto 6-7% of GDPficit
 
shocks (e.g., increas 
in oil prices). 

1. Rate of grow.'th of imports below ! . Through 19852. Reduction rate of growth of de-

I that of GDP at current prices Imand for ir.orts
 

*1 

of FOB value! * From Sept. 1930 Revenues from the incExpor subsidy of 10%
3. Stimulation of exports of textiles,!.
 
onwards.	 oF customs dittesl I­

footwear, fertilizers, ag. equip­
billions efa noc 5933
 

ment and -anned fish
 
'a I 

I. (Level of subsidy not specified) I . End of June 1983 Pending favorable res 
4. Extend export subsidies to all
 

on the first round of 
.4' exports except phosphates and 

subsidies.groundnuts
 
C 

B. External Debt 
Limited to an amount of 15% of . Each year Assuring a normal yea

1. Limit yearly service on external
 
earnings from exports of goods
public debt both direct and gua­
and services.
ranteed by the State.
 

z. 
S 2. Limit use of borrowings to direct .	 Amount of borrowings actually 

used for productive projects asproductive projects
 
opposed to non productive pro­
jects.
 

!. Related debt service financed3. Restriction of conrercial borrow­
ings by public and para public fran entity's own cash flow.
 

enterprises.
 

I	 -' I I.	 I 1A ,. , 
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(Cont' d) 

I Date or Tentatie ! 

Policy Goals Ke: Indicators 
! Date of Con:z1etion 

or Achieverent 
I leans or 

Observations 
(if bla-k, no date I 
indicatEd) 

IV PRICES AND WA3ES 

1. Deregulation of all prices of good 

and services 

, As of the end of 
1950 

;Except rice, bread, su 
;and peanut oil, produc 
;prices for certain cro 

I ;and fertilizer. 

2. Producer price of cotton and 
groundnuts set each year 

Prices sE: at the highest 
level possible: ratio of 

!Price level co2patil' e 
k-ith apticipated expor( 
!price and cost for col 

producer price to world price ion and storage. 

3. Wage control Wage adjustment only once a 

year; adjustment based on 60' 
of rise in CPI since last ad-

From end of Januaj 
ry 1981 onwards 

justment + real rate of growth; 
in CNP over the same period. 

'I 

V INVESTMENT POLICY 
I 
t fI 

1. Maintain a fixed investment with- Just below 17% of GDP (in 19801. Over the 5 year Mlay exceed the ceiling 

2 
-'4. 

in overall budget of 430 billion 
CFA 

prices); 10% of GDP for publici 
investment alone. I 

period of 6th 
Plan 

10;. 

S 
2. Priority in Productive investments; * Close to 55% of all invest­

ment expenditures. 
I. During the first 

2 years of the 

e Plan 

A 3. Increase in Public Savings . From 15% of public investment By the end of 
to 25%. Plan period. 

( 
'1 

I I I~*1~I I ~i'; 
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(Ccnt'd)
 

Policy Goals ,Key Indicators Date o- Tentative Means 
_____________ T-___ 7* =,,-aEleio or Ob-servatio:s 

or fl rat 

ino~icated
 

than	 Projects that 1.2114. 	Define a set of criteria for the All projects costing more 

projects 100 million CFA maximize benefitsselection of productive 
for 	balance of pay­for investment. ! !I 

I ments employment an 
making optimum use
 
of concessional 
loans. Use of inteI 	 I 
nal 	 rate of returnI 	 !I 
in accordance wichI 	 I 
standard rules.I 	 !I 

VI. 	 ACTIONS IN THE AGRICULTURAL I !I
 

SECTOR
 
I 	 ! 

Overtime
 
1. 	Increase domestic food production . Decreasing percentage of food 

I !
 

to increasingly meet Senegal's I imports in total consumption;
 

basic food needs: self-sufficienc# incrasing percentage of food
 
production in total consump­
tion.
 

I Overtime 
S 2. Diversification of ag. production I * Promotion of other crops. I 	 I

!Overtime
 
.
 

3. Increasing the value of 	ag. exportL . Ratio of value of processed I 

by 	 further processing. ag. exports to value of proces
 
sed and non processed export
 
products increasing
 

J1 

rc~
 
$1. I	 j 'Ti 
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Key Indicators ! Date or Tentativ Mleans 
Date of Co-nieti on I or Observations 

I or Achiveanent tel I 

Increasing number of coonerati-! 
ves and other village organi­
zations actually established I 

and functioning properly. 

Rising farm incomes (in 
terms) 

real ! 

t 

. Producer prices of export 
products represent a large 
share of world prices; 
Cereals prices keeping in line 
with those of export products: 
ratio of export product price 
to food crop price. 

* Preliminary Discussion of 
this matter undertaken 

* 1.5 billion CFA (1980 francs 
to stock food. 

I 
I 

f 

I 

I 

(if blank, no da
 
indicatei)
 

-T 

Overtime 

Overtime
 

1980/81 and 
1981/82 crop
 
years.
 

March 31, 198 

- T V 
t,.1.! ! K. 



-6I
 

- - - -- -- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - I-- - -- - - - - - - - - - -	 - - - - -t- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Policy Goals Key Indicators	 ;Date c- Tentative r Me-ans 
,Date of Ccepletion or Cbservations 
,or Achievetent 

O(ifolank, no date 

i - 0 

---------------- '--4 - --- ---	 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --­---- -- ------ - - - -- - - - -- - - -- 4 ---- ­

9. 	 reduction of cost of intervention . AcLual cuantities handled b:
 
by agencies supplying inputs and private sector, especially by
 Over 	 ti0 
marketing ag. products.	 Cooperatives and village
 

sections increasing.
 
10. 	 Reorganization of GOS rural
 

development agencies.
 

a. Groundnut marketing will be
 
the responsibility of cooperatives Organization of 60 purchasing
 

which will deliver their products centers by oil nills.
 

directly -tooitl mills.
 

b. More autonomy to RDA's for Program contracts and ordres
 
staff recruitment and management de mission actually establish­
upon approval of ordres de mission ed for all RDA's.
 
and 	 pro6iam contracts. 

c. GOS will establish mechanisms
 
to link the RDA's with preparation!
 
of orders and distribution of
 
inputs.
 

COS will extend audits of accounts GOS presents a revised and . By the end of
11. 

of cooperative members to the approved statement of the 1982
 
entire country. debts of cooperatives and
 

farmers.
 
: . Debts cannot exceed 25% of the . In a 	 nornal year12, 	 Ceiling on ag. credits. 

value of production
 

iT	 *1 '1 I I 7'
 



I 

(Con t' d) 

1Dcte or -entat.. 
.Neans or~7.atefl hhT 


Policv Goals Key 7-.icators 	 Observticis
 
____________________________ -i 	 or Achieveme-nt 

13. 	BNDS, SONAR and RDA's will esta- (if blank, nD datel
 

blish precise cathods of record- indicate.)
 
ing loans and repayments at the !
 

level of village sections; BNDS !
 
will establish regular audit pro-!
 

cedures at the close of each crop!
 

season.
 

14. 	Encouragement of private enter- . Increased participation of private Over tize 
prise 	 in marketing. trades in tne marketing of rice
 

under CPSP: ratio of value mcarket_­
ed by private traders to value
 
marketed by CPSP increasing.
 

15. 	Creation and development of vil- 1. Amount of marketing rebates or pay-! Over tine 

lages sections within the coope- ments for services rendered by 

ratives (sections villageoises) !cooperatives increasing.
 

to provide a sounder basis for i
*j 7j­
provision of credit, participa- ! It
 
-tion.in.ne.rketing and other
ADt 	 rTettv 

activities.
 

over time
16. 	Establishment of a functional li-I. Percentag of literacy of coonera-


teracy program for cooperative tive representatives increasing.
 

representatives
 

17. 	Reorganization of Ag. Research Research undertaken in each natural;
 

Emphasis on studying constraints ri e r
 

on small farmers through an inter' I 

disciplinary research program. 	 p ai
groundnut basin for intensive rain-;
 
fed ag-riculture and association of~
 

crop cultivation with livestock;
 
Casamance: in intensive stockrais­
ing 	and farming system based on 
paddy rice.
 

I 	 I 
I 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS
 

BNDS : inquie Nationale de DGveloppement du Sn6gal 
(Senegalese National Development Bank) 

CPSP Caisse de P6r6quation et de stabilisation des Produits 

IMF Enternational Monetary Fund 

GOS Government of Senegal 

RDA Regional Development Agency 

SAED : Soci6t6 d'Aminagement at d'Exploitation des Terres du 
du Fleuve Se'ngal (Senegal Delta Development Agency) 

Delta 

SODEVA SociGtd de Dveloppement et de Vulgarisation Agricole 
(Agricultural Development and Extension Agency) 

SONAl Socidt Nationale d'Approvisionncment Rural 

(National Agency for Provision of Ag. Inputs) 

STABEX Stabilisation des Exportations 
(Ag. Export Earnings Stabilization 
the Lom6 II Convention). 

Schemex established under 

Source: Office of Prime Minister, Letter to World bank daLed October 31, 1980. 

I"­



Annex 2
 

lbsmns:i on of Data CoLLtwLion Options
 

There are a variety of possible approaches to data collection for 

programiaLic evvaluatLon in the agriculture sector. To simplify for pur­

po)5s or this (discusion, the options can be described along three dimen­

stuns; gcographlic rove rage, the content of the supporting data collection 

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

The )geoi}'graphic dimension represents a trade-off between the minimum 

cost of covering only the geographic area AID wishes to evaluate and the 

likely increa;ed cast at covering the best level at which to institutiona­

lize the required data collection ability. For example, AID's interest 

fcicuses on 3 regions, Lite Casamance, Fleuve, and Sine Saloum. Three sepa­

rate (but courdinz.ttei) data collection activities could be undertaken with 

Lte Rural Development agencies (RDAs) in the concerned areas. Yet, an 

alternative approach would be to develop a nationwide system to collect 

such data winch wouti d also meet the needs of evaluation. 

The importance of standardizing agriculture data at the national level 

depends on the need for such data at this level. For example, area and 

production data is fundamental to all levels of rural development planning 

and maniaement. At a minimum, the coverage, methods, time frame, procedures 

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

mitting the aggregation of data collected by the different RDA's to
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mueankngl't nati.onal toLals. Conver;cy, data on farming systems and 

program coverage may have uses at the regional or sub-regional level. 

In sucIh instances attempts at standardization offer little benefit in 

return for the additional cost. 

Choices along the content dimension are determined in part by AID's 

Uvaluation goals (again there is a trade-off between the questions AID 

wants answered, their costs, and the kind of data collection capability 

which is useul to host country organizations beyond the immediate eva­

luation). AID's evaluation goals can be variously expressed by the 

following questions, each implying a different data collection effort 

or focus. 

1. What has been the coverage of the projects/programs? (What 

proportion farms have been contacted? What assistance did they receive? 

HOw did tli: change over time?) 

2. What Ias been the change in agricultural production and yield 

in the geographic area covered by the projects/programs and the geographic 

areas not covered by the projects/programs? 

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

tUe 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, etc.?
 

- . *V V....* .. .5' .. -­



4. What has been the change st the farm leyel in the returns 

to labor among program/project particpants and non-participants? 

Are the changes attribuable to changes in technology, inputs, crop mix, 

wuaLher, etc,?
 

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

The frequency oL data collection should be related to the frequency of its 

use and the volatility of the situation being measured. Data for project/ 

program monitoring and supervision are generally required monthly. Crop 

production 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, weather 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 year. 

Given the broad range of content, coverage and timing options outlined 

above, what are the approaches that provide the greatest direct (supportive 

of the evaluation) and'indirect (institutionalization) benefits in relation 

on their costs? In the subsequent discussion essentially five data collec­

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

follows. 

I.m 
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1. Farming Systems Research. This is a purvey based approach de­

signed primariLy to assist in developing and testing new combinations of
 

seed, technology and practice at the farm level. It is generally assumed 

that labor represents a major constraint, necessitating weekly visits to 

the farm to measure the magnitude and sources of this constraint over the 

cropping cycle. This frequency of interviewing usually limits geographic 

coyrage Lo (lie case study level. These surveys generally include deLailed 

mo0nttoring of allI i.I1utILs by type and cost, cropping patterns, technologies 

used, the timing of activities, yields, disposition of produce, prices 

received. 

2. ln'rm Management Surveys. This is a survey based approach With 

content simLiar to Lthe Farming Systems Survey described above (detailed 

farm level inputs and costs; technologies and activities; and yields, 

disposition, and prices received). These surveys are generally used for 

descriptive and analytical purpones to facilitate agricultural planning 

and evaluating broad program interventions. As such, they are carried 

out to be geographically representative of regional and national levels.
 

The number of observations required generally precludes the weekly col­

lection of detailed labor data and forces a reliance on collecting re­

trospective information on major labor constraints over the year. 

Tihc± surveys are generally based on a sample of farms, 

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

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

in sample aregs (segments) within a geographic regional and/or the nation 
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rather Lhan a sample of farms). These surveys are used to derive data on 

crop (or ube) specific information areas, yield, and production..­

by crop. These surveys are not designed to gather Farm level data and 

are of use in broad agricultural and food policy formation. This approach 

has Lhe advantage of using the more accurate and generally more stable area 

sample frame rather than a farm based sample. 

4. Participation Surveys. For the purposes of this discussion par- ­

ticipation surveys are based on representative (usually at the project and 

regional level) samples of farms. Their goal is to describe inputs and 

their cost at the farm level as a basis for measuring the degree to which 

project "outputs" (seeds, fertilizer, extension services, credit, storage, 

transportation, etc.) reach and are used by the farmer. These are fairly 

simple surveys in terms of content. 

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

defined as data collection activities within AID or its host country
 

counterpart agencies designed to monitor on an ongoing basis the activi-


Lies 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 complete reporting. 

The elimination of several unacceptable options will facilitate
 

absing amon; themt.. The option of measuring farm level returns to
 

labor (farming systems research) at anything above the case study level
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sliould be vliminated from consideractop, The assumption that the required 

precision ini measuring labor inputs necessitates weekly farm visits makes 

these studies very expensive on a per obseryation basis. Statistically
 

valid samples are too expensive in terms of field work and the sheer volume
 

of data that must be vrocessed, 

AddLetonally, because these data (farming system) will be collected 

and availabie at the case study level through the "Agriculture Research 

and Planning Project" and because such studies subsume all the information 

collected by the other means outlined, none of the other data collection
 

approaches should be contemplated at the case study level (case study 

production and coverage would be largely useless in any event). To do so 

would be redundant. -

Finally, we ansume that coat considerations preclude implementing any 

of these data collection activities nationwide. Yet data collection in 

the three areas must be coordinated in terms of content, definitions, and 

methodology if a unified 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 this conjunction, a national area frame nlan should be developed such
 

that it would also yield production data information for the areas of con­

corn (assuming a decision is made to collect such data as part of the
 

evaluation). The frame would then be implemented only in those areas where
 

it 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.
 

- r- -- -- ra,.~ .,r'' .- ~ -. - -<t.C-S"7~ 
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Having eliminated those options which do not make sense or are too 

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

there are three likely approaches to a rural development program evalua­

tion in Senegal. These are briefly described below in order of ascending 

complexity and oxplanatory power. 

Option 1 

This approach calls for implementation of annual area and production
 

surveys at regional (and project) levels. Surveys of project participation
 

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

reasons this would best be kept separate from the "area and production" 

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

intenal project monitoring system. An attempt would be made to measure 

othcr (non-projct ) innuts into the study areas. Finally, the farming 

system research 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 the least satisfactory in identifying program impacts. The prin­

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

at the 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 relationship 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 

back to inputs (project/program outputs) as measured by the monitoring' 

systems. This will permit the measurement of the proportion of resources 

"provided" which actually reach the farm, the characteristics of the farms 

retCOvLng the inputs, and the change over time in the input mix and source 

re:;tuLintg, rrom projccL/program implementation. 

Sucondly, the relationship between project/program participation/co­

verage and production can be explored both between geographic areas and 

utLhin a geographic area over time. This will permit a very limited explo­

ratiULI uf the idea LhaL a project or an intervention may have some impact 

beyond hatL directly explained by the strict provision of inputs, perlipas 

relating to the "quality" of the inputs, the combination in which they are 

provided, the diminution of uncertainty, improved planning or management,
 

etc.
 

Finally, the farming 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 > indicative of the farm level processes which account 

for the aggregate findings. 

The advantages of this approach are its relatively low cost, approxi­

mutely '$1,600,000 over the five year period, and the creation of a founda­

tion fur collecting uniform nationwide area and production statistics. 

Its drawbacks are several, including: 
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1. difficulties in measuring livestock production; 

2. limited ability to disaggregate production down to the project 

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

in part on nacional and RDA needs); 

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

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

ing the farmers in the area. Information on changes in returns to the 

farmer will not be directly measured. 

Option II 

The ;econd approach would call for the establishment of input moni-

Loring sytcems and the utilization of the farming systems data from the 

ARP project as in option I. Additionally, a farm management/cost of pro­

duction survey would be mounted in the three target regions in the second 

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

This approach would be in the same general cost range as option I 

outlined above and would be considerably more powerful in establishing 

farm level relationships between inputs and'outputs. The principal compa­
in
 

rin wLLL be between the change/inputs at the farm level (as measured by 

a "participation" component of the farm management survey) and change in 

outputs and returns at the farm level (again measured by the farm management 

survey.) Again both cross sectional analysis (among project/program parti­

cipaUts and nau-participants) and longitudinal analysis will be possible. 

This basic analysis can be augmented in three ways. 
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As above, the inputs (and theli r source at the farm level) will be 

linked back to inputs as measured by the monitoring systems, providing 

inLfOrltLIoLL on resource loss between the implementing agencies and the 

farmers, the characleristics of farmers utilizing project/program inputs, 

and changes in input mix and source as related to project implementation. 

Secondly, each of the two farm management surveys. are likely to be 

single round retrupective surveys. The common view among African agri­
specialists 

cultural/requires a multiround survey with weekly interviews (farming sys-

Lums). Because of the limitations imposed by the use of single round 

farm management surveys, the direct management or returns to labor will 

be possible only at tle gross farm level. For analytical and policy pur­

poses, Lhe lore detailed labor data derived from the ARP project can be * 

used as a basis for an indicative analysis of the impact of labor cons­

traints at the farm level. 

Finally, because the proposed farm management surveys would utilize 

rcjr:;'ni.taive Zpupi[s, estimates of the production in the geographic 

areas covered in the study would be derived (although somewhat less accu­

rately than via an area and production survey as proposed under option I 

above) permitting the measurement of aggregate change over time with res­

pect to the change in inputs at the regional level. 

The advanLage of this approach is its coverage of all the key rela­

tiouships necessary for 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 tp this approach. They are: 

I. the possible impact of weather variation. For example, a severe 

drought in the year of either' (o both) of the surveys will make subsequent 

analysis difficult, if not impossible. One alternative would be carry out 

the farm management surveys on an annual basis. In fact, expanding the 

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. In 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 is 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 substantial loss in terms of developing 

the Government of Senegal's long term data collection capability, the inclu­

sion of area and production surveys will either substantially diminish the 

capability to address the issues raised in eyaluation (option-I) or 

substantially increase the evaluation's cost (option III); 

3. the lack of separate "participation" surveys. This may be a pro­

blent in that certain kinds of farm level inputs provided in one year may 

have an impact in future years. These inputs would be measured in the mo­

nitoringsystems for project and non-project inputs but these will likely 

not correspond to farm level inputs. Mounting a separate participation 
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survey wil I also be expensive. Carrying out the farm management survey 

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

Option III 

Option ILL is a combination of the preceeding two options and is the 

most CuompLex in terms of the diversity of data collection as well as the 

hI icem in cout.. 

Like Option If, the primary comparison is between change in farm 

Level inputs and the change in farm level outputs (as measured by farm 

management surveys in the second and fifth years of the evaluation). Again 

provision is made for linking farm level inputs back to project/program
 

inputs (-as measured by the monitoring systems) and for linking farm level
 

outputsIfirw-aid ItL aggregate regionli production. 

TwI Loie drawbacks to opt ion 11 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 

to meet these problems by mounting parallel annual area and production 

surveys over the Life 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 daLa over the entire evaluation period). 

The first advantage of option III is the inclusion of the area and
 

production survey. This effort will have a substantial long-term benefit
 

to the Government of Senegal, forming a basis for the development of a
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naLionwid Uare and productiu suLvey. Additionally, this option Cal-ls 

fur the gULUL diversity of data collection; area aniproducLiu, farm 

mandlldagLm121L, and participaLiun surveys as well as the development of monitor­

ing systems. 5 means this will the greatestThsL that Option institutionalize 

diversity of dla coLlection and research skills. 

Yet tli!; d iVtrs ity is probably the biggest problem with option LLI, 

l:ulug to it. Ihi;,bi cost. The d[versity of surveys and resultant processing 

systems will maximize the technical assistance requirements and 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 

seems must likely to provide the information required for evaluation 

at 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 institutionalize the type of data collection the 

IJ's need fur municoring and evaluating the impact of their programs at a 

ota.l costL of appruximately $1,740,600. Further, this approach will not 

Lax the institutional absorbtive capacities of the RDA's as much as option 

III or even option L. 
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While dropping the area and production sample frame and survey from 

the evaluation is a substantial loss in terms of meeting Senegal's long term 
,-. 

agricultural statisLics needs, its inclusion adds little to the study and 

would increase its cost by approximately $500,000. Further, it is unclear 

that arva and producLion data collection is best institutionalized in the 

RDA's. If iL is decided that the Luck of accurate national and regional 

production datla is a major constraint to Senegal's overall agriculture plan­

ning and programming, a separate project should be considered. Such a 

project would best institutionalize this capability in an organization with 

a nationwide 1111date, such as the central Ministry of Agriculture or the 

Directorate of StaiLSLCS. 

- 4'r*- -- -A'...-~. .~-r.....A. ~ -~ ­
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Estianted Costs 
kL.1 Coil lect ion and RclaLud 'Coordination and Analysis 

% Cost 

OPTION I 

Coordination/Annlysis 220,000 

Area + Production Surveys 540,000 

ParLicipZaLiun Surveys 400,000 

MoiLurinlg SyLtems Dvv. 330,000 

TUTAI. OPTION I $1,490,000 

OPTION TT 

Coordination/Analysis 220,000 

Farm Management Surveys 910,000 

MoniLoring Systems Dev. 330,000 

TOTAL OPTION IL $1,460,000 

OPTION III 

CoordinationL/Ana Lys is 220,000 

Area + Production Surveys 540,000 

Participation Surveys 70,000 

Farm ManagementL Surveys 910,000 

Monitoring Systems Dev. 330,000 

TOTAL OPTION III $2,070,000 

PTI ON II (Y*;i rIy a:irm M;nagment Survvy) 

Coordination/Analysis 220,000 

Varm Management Surveys 970,000 

Monitoring Systems Dev. 330,000 

TOTAL OPTION I - Recbmended $1,520,000 
Varieties
 

Recommended 

Local Cost 
(S equivalent) 

80,000 

40,000
 

existing projects
 

$120,000 

112,000 

existing projects
 

$112,000 

80,000 

20,000 

112,000 

existing projects
 

$212,000
 

Approach 

224,000 

existing projects
 

$224,000
 

I-. ­
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Vxolanation oF Costs 

In cal[culating the costs on the preceeding page, a deliberate effort 

was made to error on the high side to avoid future surprises. 

While all data collection activities will be carried out through the three 

RDA's in Lhe AID emphasis areas and in cooperation with the AID contractors 

working in these areas, it has been assumed that only the cost of operating 

the Monitoriin Systeum and Varming Systems Research costs willI be covered by . 

Lheo:. IfrojctLs or CxisLing RDA staff. All technical assistance, equipment , 

field staff, supply, cumputer and training costs for coordinating, designing, 

carrying unt and processng the indlecated data collection efforLs (as well as 

techieal assistance costs for augmouting and designing the monitoring systems) 

have been included-. Further sharing of field staff and equipment among the 

individual data colLection activities is not contemplated in this budget. 

Certainly these are rather stringent assumptions given the magnitude of 

technical assistance and other resources already in place or programmed, but 

Lhese individuals and resources are seldom readily available for activities 

such as this. Until aLternate sources for the required inputs are identified 

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

purposes. 

In addition, it has been assumed chat the development and processing of
 

the data collection activities in the three regions will be combined (although
 

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

ance costs.
 

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 

$190,000 could likely be shifted to the local cost column in the preferred 

variant of option II. 



GiTDE.1 NES FOR ESTABMIHilTNG A MONITORING AND EVALUATION 
iYSTII lEMK U8AID Ut'PURTEU AGlilCULTURAL PROJECTS LN SINE CAI, 

BEST 
I - INTRODUCTION AVAILABLE 

Clrrntly USAIl) is :supportin- three ongoing agricultural projects in 

Senegal: (1) tilL' inLtgrated Rural Development in Lower Casamance; (2) the 

Cereals P'ruduction Project in the Peanut Basin, and (3) the Small Irrigated 

Perimeters ini the akel area. Although these projects have been implemented 

for tWO to three years, no built-in mechanism for systematic data collection 

and analysis has been established on a permanent basis to provide implementing 

instituLions, USAID and Senegalese policy makers with necessary relevant 

minimum information regarding project progress toward the achievement of 

project objectives and ultimate long-term goals. By the same token ad hoc 

evaluations petrformed by TDY teams 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 the three USAID-supported agricultural projects 

focusing on project purpose and goals. From project purposes and objectives,
 

the second part will pinpoint critical issues which are to be addressed and 

key questions to be answered in establishing an effective M & E system. 
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10 - l(ACKnCollNU: USAID-SUPPORTED AGRICULTURAL PROJI:CTS 1N SENEGAL 

Tin th wake of Senegal economic crisis GOS has clearly stated in the 

RL'form1 Plan (P111 de itedrossement) that top priority will be accorded the 

griututar' ,etrwith lemphlasis on Lhe food sub-soctor. Food self-suffi­

ciouicy has emerged as the corner stone of GOS agricultural policies and the 

FY 1963 Ct S colelects this choice and strategy. Although USAID is embark­

ilg L11 a 'i.1jor :t rauegy shift away Lrom project approach to non-project 

approach, a major focus of AID assistance program remains the agriculture 

sucLur as rollected by the Ag. Sector Grant now in the preliminary stage of 

formulatjon. This means that ongoing agricultural projects will continue 

to receive USAID full support as part of its global effort in getting the 

agriculuure sector moving. 

The three agricultural 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(1) for project in Lower Casamance; SODEVA (1 for 

the cereals production project and SAED(1) for the small irrigated perimeters.
 

All three projects have several components including extension, research,
 

health, functional literacy, economic role of women, etc. But the overriding
 

purpose of LhLeS projects is Lo establish an effective extension service as 

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

Effects of Lechlnological change (use of new seed varieties, fertilizer, 

insecticides, new cultural practices; animal traction, etc.) should translate
 

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

(1) !ee List (if acronyms. 
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Increised product ivity and product*on in turn result in increased income and 

higher sUnLadlirds of Living. 

As indiCatted in the logical framework of project papers, aLl three agri­

cul tural projects have established specific quantitative targets for various 

projccL components Lo reach and set specific goals to be achieved. Examples 

of quanLitaLive targets include 126 extension agents on board, increase 

yield of rice in Lower Casamance on 10,000 hectares from 1.3 tonnes to 2-2.5 

Lonnes/hectzre 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 60% of millet hectarage (146,000 hectares); millet mills decrease 

time spent pounding millet by 50%, etc. In the project of Small Irrigated
 

Perimeters 7,000 persons should be working on these perimeters by 1980; 900
 

liectaces of land with double cropping; average yield of rice exceeding
 

3 tonnes/liecare(1). Goal achievement indications include 251 tonnes of rice
 

in the irrigated perimeters by 1990, and reduction of out-migration to France 

by 50% by 1990; Lower Casamance exports 20,000 tonnes of rice by 1990; infant 

mortal ity reduced by 50% by 1990, and local language literacy rate increased 

to 40% by 1990. 

Anticipated project output targets and goals were determined under a
 

number of crucial assumptions with respect to: government policies such as
 

pricing policies, input subsidies, institutional reforms, decentralization
 

of research, strengthening 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.
 

ClirSee2logical framework in project papers for other indicators of project
 
outputs.
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On the continuum of causal rejationships between 

project inputs and outputs on the one hand and project purpose 

and goal on the other, something may go wrong along the way either 

between project inputs and outputs, or between project outputs and purpose, 

thus jeopardizing tie achievement of the ultimate objectives of the project. 

This someLhing going wrong has to do with the validity of the basic premises 

and assumptions upon which the project was designed. Early and timely 

detection oC unanticipated problems emerging in the course of project imple­

mentation is necessary if corrective actions to keep the project on track 

art to be ILf:fecL ive. This problem detecting function constitutes the funcla­

mental "r.aison d 'i re" of a M & E system. 

IlI - M & ": c KITICAL LSSUKS AND KEY QUIESTIONS 

in establishing the M & E system there are a number of critical issues 

and (juusLLons that are to be addressed. Those issues and questions are the 

fio I lowing: 

(1) Audience of information: 
to be generated? 

Who are the end users of the information 

(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? 

.47 
7-. 

(3) Methodology of data collection: 
I. used to ColL.ect ihe data? 

What methods or techniques will 

(4) institutional and personnel requirements: What instituti-ons will 
be involved and with what personnel (number and qualifications)? 

(5) Data processing, analysis and reporting: 
tors, computers) and who will analyze and 
whom? What format will be used, etc. 

What means (hand 
write up reports 

calcula­
for 

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

-4. ­



5­-- 5 

1. AmIu,!tu of InLonriaLLlon 

The identification of end-users is important in determining the nature 

of data to be collected and the type of information to be generated. There 

is a hierarchy of und-users with varying needs of information both in terms 

of type and detail. Project managers and implementing institutions presumably 

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

progrvss in a more detailed fashion and more frequently than top USAID decision­

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

ed in overall project performance in achieving stated objectives than the 

day to day implivmntation problems which project management is interested in. 

In shor, it is essential that all end-users of information be identified, 

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

respective actions and decision making needs. 

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

The nature of the data to be collected will depend on the type of 

information that Ls needed by the end-users. In any event, it would be neces­

sary to establish a typology of information with key indicators of project 

performance at (1) project output level and (2) project effects and impact 

level. 

(1) Information on project perFormance at the level of project outputs. 

IExLensLon being the major means for bringing about technological change at 

the farm level, three key performance or effectiveness indicators will be
 

closely moniLtored: visits, adoption of recommendations and yields. The data 

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

- . -.. . . . - ­ ~ f~rr..i~ ,r'S-2 t. ~ ~ t-. ~ ~0rfl%."4 J~ 
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- Number of farmers covered,
 
- numbecr of farmers visited and frequency of visits,
 
- number of farmers properly using new inputs,
 
- quan i Ly of 1new inputs used,
 
- number of farmers adopting new techniques and new cultural
 

- estimation of hectarage receiving inputsnew and/or tinder new 
cuiltural pratLiCeS, 

- yields (the ultimate measure of extension performance in bringing 
about teclinological change). 

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

of 
and iloei(t is/che following type: Productivity of farmers resources (land, 

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

etc.); food self-sufficiency at the average farm household level; returns 

to labor, to land, to capital, etc.. Key indicators are as follows: 

- yield/ha; per active worker, per man-day, per person, 
- ro:t/La; per Lou produced, 
- total farm income (gross and net)
 
- not farm iicomie/ha, per Loll produced; per man-day, per capita, etc.,
 
- 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 type data (input-output data) . 

- quantity of various inputs used and prices,
 
- LoCal production and prices of various products,
 
- area cultivated,
 
- labor input data (man-days),
 
- number of persons per farm, number of active workers,
 
- jantitLy of food consumed, sold and purchased,
 
- number of days during which food consumed has been purchased.
 

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

of tile monitoring component of the M & E system. In addition monitoring should 

keep track of other variables and other factors that are most likely to affect 

(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-farmisemployment or activities. This obviously 
will require a substantial amoun: of data.
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performance such aus product prices fn markets where farmers sell their 

products, input prices and subsidies, storage problems both of produce and 

il)uLs, adequacy of input delivery and quality of inputs, and environmental r 

upnditioxs such as rainfall, insects, and diseases. 

Data collected and information generated in (2) fall into both ongoing 

and ex-post evaluation activities. Both will also draw on monitoring informa­

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

3. 	 Mcthudology of Dat a.Colluction 

At this point this team is not in a position to recommend or advocate 

any specific technique or method that should be used in data collection. To 

do so requires not only clear indication as to the specific information that 

is needed by end-users but also a fairly good knowledge of the areas where 

the 	data collection exercise is going to take place. 

The methodology that will be used will largely depend on the type of 

information specified'by various potentiel end-users. The methodology will 

also 	depend on the homogeneity (or heterogeneity) of project sites with respect 

to a 	number of key characteristics: ethnic composition and differences, 

cropping patterns, settlement patterns, population density, access to markets,
 

and 	accessibility of vLLiages (road infrastructure) , size of village, migra­

tion, size of farms, availability of updated sample frame (if not it should
 

be developed), literacy rate and the like. The methodology used in choosing 

a rupresentative sample will presumably differ from one project site to the 

next 	depending on the variability of key characteristics (to be specified)
 

within region. Key stratifying factors are to be defined to pich up varia­

bility of performance across "recommendation domains" - , 

I/ 	 A cuconumendation domain is defined as a group of farmers that is homogeneous 
with respect to a number of key characteristics and operating under the same 
conditions (rainfall, soils, access to markets, etc..). 

* r 	 . - - .. ~ %.~*' . - ~ 
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Irrspect ive of the methodology used it is important t include control 

groups to allow for comparison between performance of project participants and
 

non-pat-icipants in order to measure effects and impact that can be "attri- f 

butud to" or "associated with" the project. 

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

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

of unclh unxde-tilk i will depond on the type of information, availab lity 

of resources, personnel requirements for data processing, editing and analysis. 

It is tL' tea's feeling that the monitoring function be eSLabislied to collect 

oil .1 conti nul bisiS the data outlinud in llI-2-(1) above. A farm management 

survey should be undertaken at least twice during the five year Lime frame 

for ongoing evaluation purposes, one farm managementL survey in 1983 and one 

in 1985. A more comprehensive survey should be undertaken at the end of the 

project fur ex-post evaluation. Such effort will also draw on data collection
 

for ongoing evaluation. Purdue should go ahead as planned, with its special 

study (or case study) in Lower Casamance.
 

4. Institutional Arrangement and Personnel Requirements
 

Ln establishing the M & E system the TDY team recommends that the monitor­

ing component of the system be the responsibility of the RDA's. These RDA's 

sIuiLd uceive advice from short-Ler consultants (inside or outside the 

country) in seLting up an effective monitoring system. Ongoing evaluation 

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

consultants if necessary. But the involvement of the RDA's is necessary in 

strengthening their data collection and analysis capabilities in the long run 

effort of institutional building. In terms of enumerators and supervisors 

it is possible to call on ENEA in undertaking various surveys depending on
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the period of the year such surveys are to take place. Another possibility 

will be the hiring of high school students on a temporary basis. Those are
 

idle from May to October, and it should not be difficult to find a sufficient 

number in each project site. 

5. )II.la 'rci ssig, Analysis and ReportLing 

A most serious constraint in generating information that is 'useful to 

und-users is all too often encountered in data-processing, analysis and 

reporting. To be useful the information should be available on a timely 

basis. It 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 for data processing (programmers), analysis and reporting. Experience 

has shown that people often tend "to bite off more that they can chew". This 

points to tie fact that the amount data collected should be restricted to 

the minimum necessary to provide the needed information. The wisdom in this 

respect is intormiationi that is useful for decision-making, not information 

that is interesting per se. 

Rejort: bilhould be written in a format that responds to needs of various 

end-users. Some end-users may want greater detail and some may want short 

summary highlighting critical points. 

6. Budge -U 

The bottom line as to how much data will be collected is determined by 

.zv.i Iahil ity f I in.un.iat rv:;uuVCe* . iLunaLion is custly and it may be 

it accouItwi:.t to tht: amiIountI of data Lo be culieuted to fur budgetary 

.:onasLraint:;. in general a M & E system budget-is roughly 1 .5-J% of the 

- ... ..... 
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project total cost. This budget is also roughly equally divided between 

data collection and data processing analysis and reporting. 
r -. ­

*41 
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ANNEX 4
 

Al'ROACH TO MONITOING AND EVAOLUAION OE 11ALTil PROJECTS IN SENEGAl. 

The health strategy calls for expansion into such areas as immunization,
 

oral rehydration and nutrition in the Sine Saloum region, and expanding or
 

initiutiing primary health care systems within the Casamance- and Bakel (Fieive) 

regions. USAID proposes to support host country capabiliLy at the national 

loval in oheareas of nutrition planning, monitoring, and surveillance; 

healLil information systems; and health management training for both doctors 

ildlh i1i1rs s. 

This latter set of instiLuLional development activities are interven-

LLOus which will have a longer run and indirect impact on health. An "impact 

evaluation" of sucl activities would be beyond the 1987 time period, although 

soic iuterim measures of progress might be developed. The practical question: 

facing USALD with respect to such central planning, data collection, and 

Lraining activiLies 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 quesLion can be made more manageable by turning to the first set 

of AMD-supported projects or project components in the Health Sector. These 

acLiviLies, particularly the Sine Saloum Project, focus on health delivery. 

In evaluating these projects or project components, major contributions 

from the central support activities should become apparent and will not be
 

discussed further at this point, except to reinforce the view that all pro­

jects should have a monitoring system component and the central support or 

inbstitution building projects are no exception.
 

* .a..------------­
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UtAID plans Lo focus its lealLI evaluation work on the Sine Saloum 

prUJecL, which represents USAID's major effort to implement an effective 

priliary healLth care system. Both the viability of USAID efforts to pro­

vide curative care as well as its success in expanding on this base into 

the areas of nutricion, oral rehydration, and immunization will be evaluated. 

Current plans, within Lte Sine Saloum Project (all fur an improved 

ongoing monitoring: system as well as the execution of a liealth status 

survey during 1982. The addition of a second health status survey (at the 

same t ime' of year as the first) near the end of the five year evaluation 

period will permit an evaluation of the impact of this project and the 

broader healLth strategy it 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) 

system developed within the project which will attempt to measure the follow­

ing 	 kinds of indicators: 

a. 	 the degree to which system revenues cover costs; 

b. 	characteristics of individual health huts (staff and their
 

payment, population served, target group income, distance
 
from other huts or alternate health care facilities, etc);
 
which are financially viable and which are not (what are the
 
implications.for achieving the target level of coverage?
 
coverage of disadvantaged areas?);
 

c. 	 the d.grI to which staff are retained in self financing 

huts, characteristics of such huts with high retention and 
low 	 rc'untion, implicat ions for long-curn traininLg c(s' 
and 	 implications for coverage; 
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d. 	 prevaLence of drug shortages, types of drugs found to be 
sliorL, prevalence of overstocked drugs, by type, indi­
cations of drug misuse, characteristics of huts chronically 
uindtl-socked or over-sLocked and of allied supply system, 
time between order and receipt of drugs; 

u. 	 the functioning of the information system itself, proportion 

of uxpecLd reports not received, tiiuliness of reporting, 
Limo lineiss oL processing, use of information, comparisons 

with spot-checks of ledgers; 

f. 	 number and location of vaccinations for cold chain coverage; 
Iumlber and i Cltionl or vacerilnation for cold chain depuendabiliLy; 

number of completed vaccination series (admittedly difficult 

to get from information systems); 

g . Commilon' dis.5us/problems treated at dispensary, commtion 

diseases/problems treated at district, compare distributions 
to detect malfunction of referral system; 

h. 	 source and Lype of training hut staff, nurses, doctors, 
associates with performance measures above. 

- 2) To what extent can a viable (sell financing) primary liO.th 

care system be effective in improving health status in the 
La rget populatLion? 

This question will be answered by looking at changes in indicators 

of health status and coverage as measured by the two health surveys and 

comparing these changes to the evolution of the delivery system. Some of 

the key indicators include: 

a. 	prevalence of malnutrition (emphasis on infants),cliange in
 
feding patterns (addition of target food(s), characteristics 
of Location (are neediest reached); 

b. 	change in prior use of oral rehydration, knowledge of oral
 

rehydration; 

c. 	prevaLence of completely vaccinated individuals, target
 

younger age groups; 

d. 	prevalence of malaria; chloroquine users;
 

*'1. 	 . - ~ -* 
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e. 	 past use of hut, dispensary, district; 

f. 	 incidence of diarial disorders (e.g. over last month) sanitary 
Itus of compounds, water sources, latrines; 

g. 	 iLilanL healtlh status related to age of mother, parity and
 
interval since prior birth.
 

- 3) 	 What is theinteLrncttoi, beLween nutrition and farm practices
 
and roturns?
 

Uy linking Lhe two planned heathLi surveys with the farm-level data 

now being cutllcttd in the Sine Saloum region on an annual basis, USAID 

can begin Lo look at the impact of farm practices, prices and returns on 

healLh and nutriLiun status, and can also look for relationships in the 

opposite direction. .USAID will explore the possibilities of this linkage 

in proparing Lhe 1982 health status survey. If the linkage does not prove ­

to be feasible (ciLher in 1982 or in the second survey in,1985/86), any 

major evaluation will nevertheless take into account the farm-level trends 

observed and measured through the farm survey analysis. 


