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Overview 
 

Activity Technical Approach 
 

Feed the Future Senegal Nafoore Warsaaji (Nafoore Warsaaji) is an activity funded by USAID 

under the Small Business Applied Research (SBAR). The Activity seeks to contribute to the 

structuring of horticultural value chains in the Activity’s Zone of Influence (ZOI) through 

innovative mechanisms and integrated, adapted, and scalable business models.  

With the TEC increase, Nafoore Warsaaji intends to expand its scope of intervention into the 

Niayes. In addition, Nafoore Warsaaji will strengthen the resilience and recovery capacity of 

horticultural value chain actors, especially young people and women negatively impacted by 

COVID 19. All activities will be designed considering the profile, expectations, and specific 

needs of stakeholders. Nafoore Warsaaji will raise awareness on best practices related to COVID-

19 transmission barriers to mitigate the spread of virus around production areas and existing 

markets. 

Nafoore Warsaaji will coordinate with the Feed the Future Senegal Kawolor (Kawolor) M&E 

team to link the MEL directly to the Kawolor’s AMELP, and clearly define shared data points. 

The MEL specialist will collaborate closely with Kawolor M&E team in the implementation of 

the MEL system and data collection. In the zones where Kawolor has a field team, they will 

support Nafoore Warsaaji’s monitoring activities. 

During implementation, Nafoore Warsaaji will work closely with value chain (VC) actors and a 

variety of private sector partners to facilitate the improved structuring and financing of 

horticultural VCs to ensure benefits flow to smallholder producer households. To address the 

challenge, Nafoore Warsaaji has developed an approach focused on five strategic leverage points 

within the VCs: 

Finance: To help Financial Institutions (FIs) scale their agricultural lending while reducing their 

risk, the Nafoore Warsaaji team will engage with FIs to adopt value chain financing strategies 

and collaborate with lead firms to create efficient loan programs to finance technology and 

technical assistance packages that will enable deals to improve production and stimulate the trade 

of fruit and vegetables. Loan terms will adapt to agricultural and market cycles and track cash 

flows. In addition, the Nafoore Warsaaji team will help structure “three party” deals between FIs, 

growers and buyers that mitigate lending risk and eliminate the need for collateral due to the 

presence of contracts between buyers and growers.  

Inputs: Feed the Future Senegal Kawolor (Kawolor) is currently working with hundreds of 

Debbo Galle groups and other community level farmer groups (FGs) to improve their production 

techniques—including using climate smart agriculture and other techniques and technologies. 

Adoption of technology is slow due to limited household incomes and a subsistence mindset by 

farmers. Kawolor is also working with Last Mile Entrepreneur (LME) networks to enhance 

smallholders’ access to technologies and extension services. Connexus will complement 

Kawolor’s current work by helping input firms and other private sector partners to demonstrate 

smallholder’s credit worthiness and overtime work with FIs to complement their direct value 

chain lending by creating loan products for their technology and technical assistance packages 

and to contract with LMEs to gather orders and deliver packages that improve the productivity 

and profitability of these FGs.  
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Production: To facilitate the efficient introduction of technologies and the bulking of input orders 

as well as aggregation of surplus production for sale, our team will help organize growers into 

hub-and-spoke networks of linked FGs. Nafoore Warsaaji will help train the FGs to manage 

credit and gain access to technology packages via improved loan products from FIs. Agribusiness 

partners and LMEs will train growers on use of these technologies to improve quality control and 

post-harvest handing. Together Nafoore Warsaaji and Kawolor will help the FGs optimize their 

gardening businesses by analyzing the data relating to their improved business strategies.  

Off-taking: To help off-takers and intermediary buyers (including bana-bana or “middlemen”) 

fulfill the valuable role of aggregating, which adds value and increases the quality and 

convenience of supply for end market buyers, Nafoore Warsaaji will work with off-takers to 

improve their ability to work with growers by helping establish depots at hubs and install 

infrastructure for basic added value, such as cleaning, grading, sorting, drying, storing and 

transporting. Together, Kawolor and Nafoore Warsaaji will help off-takers improve quality 

according to buyer standards, aggregate small lots of produce at depots, and mitigate post-harvest 

losses with innovative technologies and technical assistance. Nafoore Warsaaji will also help off-

takers use finance to expand their margins by conducting deals like investing in storage for certain 

crops that offer a premium in the off-season.  

End Market Buying: Buyers desire consistent quality and quantities that respect their buying 

standards and timelines. Connexus has established an initial dialogue with buyers to establish 

long term relationships with growers through contract farming and out grower arrangements to 

help growers meet buyer standards while providing price premiums to incentivize improvements 

in quality and quantity.  

Nafoore Warsaaji is designed according the following theory of change: 

• IF financial service providers work with value chain actors including buyers, off-takers, 

input suppliers, last-mile agents, and Farmer Groups (FGs) to provide innovative financial 

solutions that support win-win collaborations and expand access to technology solutions, 

while minimizing the collateral required to borrow on terms adapted to horticultural 

production cycles; 

• IF large buyers in Dakar work with off takers to replace imported produce with locally 

produced horticultural produce that is safe and high-quality purchased at competitive and 

fair prices. 

• IF off-takers/intermediaries conduct win-win deals with growers to enable the aggregation, 

value added and timely transport of produce safely to end-market buyers.  

• IF horticulture growers’ access bundled technology and technical assistance packages from 

input suppliers and LMEs to increase the quantity, quality, and safety of locally produced 

horticultural products.  

THEN commercial investments in horticultural value chains will increase substantially, 

benefitting at least 30,000 smallholder farmers (at least 60 percent of whom will be women) in 

Feed the Future (FTF) target areas, in terms of improved incomes, food security, and nutrition 

for their families. 

Activity Results Framework 
 
The Activity’s aim is to help smallholder horticulturalists expand their commercial activities and 
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integrate into existing commercial horticulture value chains. This goal is achieved through two 

(02) intermediate results (IRs) and three (03) sub-intermediate results: 
 

 Intermediate Result 1 (IR1): Inclusive Agriculture Sector Growth 

- Sub intermediate Result 1.1: Increase access to horticultural inputs & technology, 

especially among women and youth 

- Sub intermediate Result 1.2: Improve market organization for horticulture value 

chains 

 Intermediate Result 2 (IR2): Increase Private Sector Trade and Investment 

- Sub intermediate Result 2.1: Expand private sector investment in horticultural 

value chains 

 

 

Learning Agenda 
 

Learning is emphasized throughout the Program Cycle, and the learning plan helps ensure that the 

implementer, the COR/AOR/GATR, and the Activity’s team can learn from implementation and 

adapt the activity accordingly. This section may identify learning questions that relate to activity 

or project logic models, or potential gaps in the theory of change or technical knowledge base. The 

learning plan may also indicate how the activity will address learning questions or knowledge gaps 

and identify ways to allow for adjustments as circumstances change or learning evolves. 
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Activity Learning Priorities   

Nafoore Warsaaji utilizes USAID’s Collaborating, Learning and Adapting (CLA) approach. The 

learning agenda will include a series of research questions around the central theme of “How can 

the Feed the Future Senegal Nafoore Warsaaji activity helps enable horticulture actors 

(smallholder horticulture producers, input suppliers, aggregators/ offtakers, etc.)  to participate 

successfully in existing commercial horticultural VC?”  

 

 Methods to be used in the learning activities are as follows:  

• Extraction data from deliverable 

• Workshops and pause & reflect 

• Analysis of programmatic data 

• Best practice and case study documentation 

• Studies
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  Table 1: Nafoore Warsaaji’s Learning Plan 

Learning Questions Timing / Key Decision Points Learning Activities Resources 

What business models promote the inclusion of 

small farmers in commercial and competitive 

horticultural value chains that can enhance the 

availability of healthy, nutritional, and diverse 

foods for the benefit of women in reproductive age 

and children under 2 years of age? 

▪ Selecting best approaches to ensure the 

inclusion of small producers and 

manage nutrition issues  

▪ Readjusting the implementation 

strategy 

▪ Baseline 

▪ Case studies  

▪ Analysis of routine data 

▪ Business plan 

▪ Household survey  

MEL Specialist 

Kawolor CLA Team 

Consultants 

Sub-question 1.1: What are the factors contributing 

to a better inclusion of women and youth in the 

horticultural VC and how can they be integrated 

into the business models being deployed? 

Identifying mechanisms to ensure 

greater integration of women and 

youth 

▪ Baseline 

▪ Documentary review 

▪ Analysis of routine data 

▪ Innovation hub 

MEL Specialist 

Kawolor M&E Team 

Consultants 

Sub-question 1.2: What are the challenges to 

accessing finance in the horticultural value chain 

and how can they be overcome to promote 

smallholder and small business success in accessing 

working and investment capital? 

Work on addressing financing issues ▪ Analysis of raw data 

▪ Documentary review 

▪ Case studies 

 

MEL Specialist 

Kawolor M&E Team 

Consultants 

Sub-question 1.3: What are the existing market 

segments in the targeted horticulture value chains 

that favor smallholders? 

Better directing actors towards the 

market segments according to their 

profiles 

▪ Study 

▪ Documentary review 

 

MEL Specialist 

Kawolor M&E Team 

Consultants 

Sub-question 1.4: What business models promote 

and strengthen the resilience of small producers and 

small businesses throughout the value chain? 

Integrate risk management into 

business models 

▪ Case studies 

▪ Analysis of routine data 

MEL Specialist 

Kawolor M&E Team 

Consultants 

Sub-question 1.5: How can commercial vc actors 

be incentivized to monitor and control questions of 

food safety and nutritional quality 

Incite growers to better integrate and 

adopt quality and safety norms in the 

production system 

 

▪ Documentary review 

▪ Case studies 

▪ Analysis of routine data 

MEL Specialist 

Kawolor M&E Team 

Consultants 
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Maintenance 
 

The learning Agenda and the AMELP, intended as a living document, will be periodically updated 

to reflect changes in the development context, new strategic directions, technical approaches.   

 

Performance Monitoring 
 

Performance monitoring serves to provide the data needed to ensure effective implementation as 

a part of the Mission’s performance management of awards, projects, and programs.  Performance 

monitoring incorporates both standard and custom performance indicators and collects baseline 

data and sets appropriate targets. Where baseline data is not available, the partner identifies sources 

for data or conducts baseline studies to address gaps.  Furthermore, the Mission requires the 

disaggregation of indicators and targets by sex and age, and where possible efforts will be made 

to include measurement of location. 

 

For purposes of clarity, performance monitoring indicators are further broken down by their 

primary purpose - performance reporting or performance management.  Reporting on indicator 

performance is typically done quarterly and should be done in a consistent and easily accessible 

format.  The Mission’s Performance Indicator Tracking Tool provides a standard format for the 

reporting for both performance reporting and management indicators (Annex). 

 

Performance Reporting Indicators 
 

The performance reporting indicators are a measure of expected outputs or outcomes and are used 

for mission reporting exercises to USAID/Washington and are the basis for observing progress 

and measuring actual results compared to expected results. Each performance reporting indicator 

is accompanied by a Performance Indicator Reference Sheet (PIRS) in Annex 2, which documents 

all the relevant information necessary for those who collect and use the indicator data and ensures 

reliable continuity of data collection. 

 

In the table below, indicators are linked to the Learning Agenda question(s) for which they intend 

to measure in some way.  

 

The Nafoore Warsaaji MEL specialist will monitor progress using 10 performance indicators. 

These indicators will be essentially informed through data from private sector partners and the 

Kawolor M&E system.  

Table 2: Performance Reporting Indicators 

Activity Result Indicator Number 

Indicator 

Type 

(Standard, 

Custom, 

Initiative) 

Indicator Description 

Cross cutting indicators 

Sub IR 1.1 

Sub IR 1.2 

Sub IR 2.1 

EG.3-2 Standard Number of individuals 

participating in USG food 

security programs [IM-level] 
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Sub IR 1.1: Increase 

access to horticultural 

inputs & technology, 

especially among 

women and youth 

 

GNDR-2 Standard Percentage of female 

participants in USG-assisted 

programs designed to increase 

access to productive economic 

resources [IM-level] 

Sub IR 1.1: Increase 

access to horticultural 

inputs & technology, 

especially among 

women and youth 

 

YOUTH-3 Standard Percentage of participants in 

USG-assisted programs 

designed to increase access to 

productive economic resources 

who are youth (15-29) [IM-

level] 

Sub IR 1.1: Increase 

access to horticultural 

inputs & technology, 

especially among 

women and youth 

 

EG.3.2-7 Standard Number of technologies, 

practices, and approaches 

under various phases of 

research, development, and 

uptake as a result of USG 

assistance [IM-level] 

Sub IR 1.1: Increase 

access to horticultural 

inputs & technology, 

especially among 

women and youth 

 

EG.3.2-24 Standard Number of individuals in the 

agriculture system who have 

applied improved management 

practices or technologies with 

USG assistance [IM-level] 

Sub IR 1.1: Increase 

access to horticultural 

inputs & technology, 

especially among 

women and youth 

 

EG.3.2-25 Standard Number of hectares under 

improved management 

practices or technologies with 

USG assistance [IM-level] 

Sub IR 1.1: Increase 

access to horticultural 

inputs & technology, 

especially among 

women and youth 

 

EG.3.2-28 Standard Number of hectares under 

improved management 

practices or technologies that 

promote improved climate risk 

reduction and/or natural 

resources management with 

USG assistance [IM-level] 

Sub IR 1.2: Improve 

market organization for 

horticulture 

 

EG.3.2-26 Standard Value of annual sales of farms 

and firms receiving USG 

assistance [IM-level] 

Sub IR 2.1: Expand 

private sector 

investment in 

horticultural value chain 

 

EG.3.2-27 Standard Value of agriculture-related 

financing accessed as a result 

of USG assistance [IM-level] 
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Response to the fight 

against covid-19 

COVID-19.1 Standard Nombre d’organisations, de 

communautés, de services 

étatiques, de Collectivités 

Territoriales (CT) ou autres 

structures ou entités ayant reçu 

une assistance pour lutter 

contre la COVID-19 

Number of organizations, 

communities, state services, 

Territorial Communities (TCs) 

or other structures or entities 

that have received assistance 

in combating COVID-19 

Response to the fight 

against covid-19 

COVID-19.2 Standard Nombre de ménages ayant 

reçu une assistance pour lutter 

contre la COVID-19 

Number of households 

receiving assistance to fight 

COVID-19 

Response to the fight 

against covid-19 

COVID-19.3 Standard Nombre d'émissions, de sms, 

de spots, de bande annonces 

produits et diffusés à travers 

les TV, radios, sites Internet, 

téléphone, etc. 

Number of shows, text 

messages, spots, trailers 

produced and broadcast 

through TVs, radios, websites, 

telephones, etc. 

Response to the fight 

against covid-19 

COVID-19.4 Standard Nombre de contrats signés 

Number of contracts signed  

Improve organization 

performance 

CBLD-9 Standard Percent of USG-assisted 

organizations with improved 

performance [IM-level] 

 

Common Indicators Reporting Management (Nafoore Warsaaji and Kawolor) 
 

Feed the Future Kawolor and Feed the Future Nafoore Warsaaji are working towards the 

integration of small farmers into commercial horticulture value chain through the emergence of 

hubs. This collaboration has resulted in the implementation of synergistic activities in all 

Kawolor's intervention zones, i.e. in the FtF zone.  

In this synergy framework, Kawolor is responsible for: 

• supporting producers to strengthen their capacity to improve horticultural production,  

• strengthening the governance of producer organizations  

• improving the horticultural products quality by establishing a quality control system; 

 



9 Nafoore Warsaaji AMELP FY21  

Nafoore Warsaaji oversees facilitation of: 

• access to credit and financing for the various horticulture stakeholders, aggregators 

• market access linkages between producers and aggregators, traders, input suppliers 

• providing commercial Financial coaching 

 

To this end, for the needs of capitalization of interventions in the horticulture sector, the two 

projects will have eight standard indicators in common, for which reporting will be done on the 

basis of common interventions and with the same targeted beneficiaries. This could lead to the risk 

of double counting at the USAID level when aggregating data from the two activities.  To reduce 

the risk of double counting, harmonization work will be done by the two M&E officers prior to 

quarterly reporting for the eight common indicators. For indicators where the risk of double 

counting is high, each activity will report while specifying in the PITT’s comments the results that 

are common to both activities.  

Table 3: Common indicators with Kawolor 

 

Indicator 

Number 
Libellé 

Double-

counting 

risk 

Limiting factors Proposed solutions 

EG.3-2 

Number of individuals 

participating in USG 

food security programs 

[IM-level] 

High Intervention on 

the same 

beneficiaries in 

the areas common 

to the two 

activities on 

horticulture 

commodities 

Each Activity will do the 

reporting by specifying in the 

comments the common results 

for the two activities. 

Nafoore Warsaaji reports on 

results in the Niayes zone  

EG.3.2-24 

Number of individuals 

in the agriculture 

system who have 

applied improved 

management practices 

or technologies with 

USG assistance [IM-

level] 

High Intervention on 

the same 

beneficiaries in 

the areas common 

to the two 

activities on 

horticulture 

commodities 

Each Activity will do the 

reporting by specifying in the 

comments the common results 

for the two activities. 

Nafoore Warsaaji reports on 

results in the Niayes zone 

EG.3.2-25 

Number of hectares 

under improved 

management practices 

or technologies with 

USG assistance [IM-

level] 

High Intervention on 

the same 

beneficiaries in 

the areas common 

to the two 

activities on 

horticulture 

commodities 

 

Each Activity will do the 

reporting by specifying in the 

comments the common results 

for the two activities. 

Nafoore Warsaaji reports on 

results in the Niayes zone 

EG.3.2-28 

Number of hectares 

under improved 

management practices 

or technologies that 

promote improved 

High Intervention on 

the same 

beneficiaries in 

the areas common 

to the two 

Each Activity will do the 

reporting by specifying in the 

comments the common results 

for the two activities. 

Nafoore Warsaaji reports on 



10 Nafoore Warsaaji AMELP FY21  

climate risk reduction 

and/or natural 

resources management 

with USG assistance 

[IM-level] 

activities  results in the Niayes zone 

GNDR-2 

Percentage of female 

participants in USG-

assisted programs 

designed to increase 

access to productive 

economic resources 

(assets, credit, income, 

or employment) 

High  Intervention on 

the same 

beneficiaries in 

the areas common 

to the two 

activities  

 

It is difficult to 

establish a 

numerator and a 

denominator by 

dissociating the 

beneficiaries of 

each activity 

Nafoore Warsaaji will be 

limited to beneficiaries 

supported in the horticultural 

component and Kawolor will 

expand the denominator by 

integrating other beneficiaries 

including livestock, women's 

community savings and micro-

enterprises supported by the 

activity 

 

YOUTH-3 

Percentage of 

participants in USG-

assisted programs 

designed to increase 

access to productive 

economic resources 

who are youth (15-29) 

[IM-level] 

High Intervention on 

the same 

beneficiaries in 

the areas common 

to the two 

activities  

 

It is difficult to 

establish a 

numerator and a 

denominator by 

dissociating the 

beneficiaries of 

each activity 

Nafoore Warsaaji will be 

limited to beneficiaries 

supported in the horticultural 

component and Kawolor will 

expand the denominator by 

integrating other beneficiaries 

including livestock, women's 

community savings and micro-

enterprises supported by the 

activity 

 

EG.3.2-26 

Value of annual sales 

of farms and firms 

receiving USG 

assistance (USD) 

Low Categorization of 

different actors 

and specification 

of reporting areas 

 

The two activities will report 

the value of sales of 

horticultural producers in the 

common zone and Nafoore 

Warsaaji will also report the 

sales data of Niayes zone 

producers  

Nafoore will report the value 

of firm sales (aggregators) on 

horticulture in all ZOI (FtF 

and Niayes) 

EG.3.2-27 

Value of agriculture-

related financing 

accessed as a result of 

USG assistance [IM-

level] (USD) 

Low Categorization of 

funding types and 

types of 

beneficiaries 

Nafoore Warsaaji will focus 

on financing related to the 

production and 

commercialization of 

horticulture  

Kawolor will document credits 
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and financing related to large 

crops 

Performance Management Indicators 
 

Performance management indicators are similar to performance reporting indicators.  They are a 

measure of expected outputs or outcomes, and the basis for observing progress of activities by 

comparing results against expected targets.  Performance management indicators are not typically 

used for reporting; however, they are essential in the management and oversight of awards during 

implementation. Each performance management indicator has a Performance Indicator Reference 

Sheet (PIRS) included in Annex 2. 

 

In the table below, indicators are linked to the Learning Agenda question(s) for which they intend 

to measure in some way.  

Table 4: Performance Management Indicators 

Activity Result Indicator Number 

Indicator Type 

(Standard, Custom, 

Initiative) 

Indicator Description 

Sub IR 1.1: Increase 

access to horticultural 

inputs & technology, 

especially among women 

and youth 

NW-1 Custom Number of farmers under 

horticultural insurance as 

a result of NW assistance 

[IM-level] 

Sub IR 1.1: Increase 

access to horticultural 

inputs & technology, 

especially among women 

and youth 

NW-2 Custom Number of hectares under 

horticultural insurance as 

a result of NW assistance 

[IM-level] 

Sub IR 1.2: Improve 

market organization for 

horticulture 

 

NW-3 Custom Number of public-private 

partnerships established 

as a result of NW 

assistance [IM-level] 

Response to the fight 

against covid-19 

NW-4 Custom Nombre de personnes 

bénéficiaires des activités 

de sensibilisation, d’appui 

technique ou matériel 

pour lutter contre la 

covid-19  

Number of people 

benefiting from 

sensitization, technical or 

material support activities 

to combat covid-19  
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Data Management 

 

Staffing, Data Collection, Aggregation and Management 
  

Nafoore Warsaaji's M&E approach will be based on the principle of stakeholder driven data 

collection and analysis whereby the monitoring systems of partners are adapted to their profiles 

and needs. The aim is to improve the capacities of the stakeholders at the grassroots level to collect 

data to better inform and manage their own activities while incorporating the Activity's information 

needs for performance indicator reporting. 

Data management will be overseen by the MEL specialist who will develop data collection and 

analysis tools. She will train technical staff and stakeholders to collect data and ensure compliance 

with USAID policies and requirements regarding open data and privacy. 

1. Staffing 

Currently, the Nafoore Warsaaji M&E team includes only the MEL Specialist who is responsible 

for planning and coordinating implementation of all activity CLA activities including data 

collection and analysis, staff capacity-building regarding data collection and management tools, 

learning assessments and studies, reporting and activity documents archiving.  She works under 

the supervision of the activity’s Chief of Party.  

With the TEC increase, Nafoore Warsaaji recruited a MEL Assistant for supporting the MEL 

Specialist in implementing and developing an efficient system for Nafoore Warsaaji activity 

performance  measurement.  The M&E Assistant ensures regular data collection, aggregation, 

analysis  and transmission  of  information  on  activities and results. He will also support the 

implementation of technical activities. 

If necessary, services providers will be hired to assist the MEL specialist in the implementation of 

MEL program. Specifically, they will provide front-line support to the Activity’s stakeholders in 

the implementation and development of their monitoring systems as well as the collection 

management and first level verification and analysis of field data. Nafoore Warsaaji’s M&E team 

will work closely with the Kawolor’s M&E team. 

2. Data Collection 

The Nafoore Warsaaji MEL Specialist will coordinate with the Kawolor MEL team to link the 

Kawolor and Nafoore MEL systems and to accurately track shared data. In the Feed the Future 

Zone of Intervention, Nafoore Warsaaji will rely on Kawolor's existing M&E staff for the 

collection of basic data about grower’s identification, production, and sales. Nafoore Warsaaji’s 

MEL specialist will work with Kawolor’s MEL Specialist to develop complementary tools and 

indicators that address the information gaps, specifically those gaps relating to horticulture and 

business, for inclusion in the Kawolor MEL system wherever possible. 

However, concerning zones and partnerships not covered by Kawolor, Nafoore Warsaaji will work 

to establish a stakeholder driven and managed monitoring system. This will be set up with private 

sector partners using very simple and easy-to-access tools such as Excel workbooks, as part of the 
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technical assistance offered to partnerships.  

For private sector participants with a monitoring capacity, the Activity will work closely with their 

firm data managers to integrate effective information collection and analysis tools and procedures. 

Data not obtained from indicators tracked through the information system will be collected through 

periodic survey. Some of the indicators are collected through an annual survey in collaboration 

with the Kawolor team 

The MEL Specialist will track the numbers of women and youth involved in all activities. 

3. Information System   

Nafoore Warsaaji use paper forms for data collection, but the system will be combined with 

specific digital tools that have not yet been determined. A database system will be developed using 

technology compatible with Microsoft Excel. Kawolor has already recruited an IT who has 

developed a mobile application. The application will be implemented with identified partners 

including horticulturists. Nafoore Warsaaji will collaborate on this mobile app with Kawolor to 

ensure that our data is tracked effectively through it. 

4. Data Storage and Security  

All the Activity’s data will be stored both in the cloud through drive file stream and on hard copy 

for security or on the Kawolor’s platform. Nafoore Warsaaji will also work with the partners for 

data storage and secure in Dropbox or Google Drive.  

5. Data Quality Assurance (DQA) 

Nafoore Warsaaji aligns its data collection methodologies to meet the USAID data quality criteria. 

Nafoore recognizes the significance of valid, reliable, high-integrity, precise, and timely data in 

decision-making and planning at all levels. To verify the quality and consistency of the data 

collected and disseminated, Nafoore Warsaaji MEL specialist will use USAID’s data quality 

assessment tool to conduct regular internal assessments of the Activity’s MEL systems and 

procedures. The assessment will include data quality checks for each activity indicator, to ensure 

that all processes for data collection, verification, validation, and reporting respond the standards 

outlined by USAID. Based on these data quality checks, Nafoore Warsaaji will adjust if necessary, 

the Activity’s data collection tools or methodologies and data management system. 

In addition to the annual internal data quality assessment (DQA), the MEL specialist will perform 

regular checks by randomly sampling data from the database and cross-checking them with the 

source of information. This will require regular field visits and communication with technical staff 

to triangulate information. If discrepancies are found, a plan will be established to take corrective 

actions (for example, additional training targeting problem areas) and prevent similar 

discrepancies from recurring.  

6. Data Analysis and Use 

The M&E specialist will be responsible for aggregating and submitting reports to USAID through 

the FTF Monitoring System (FTFMS). For the data analysis, Nafoore Warsaaji will use Microsoft 

Excel to produce basic statistical analysis and graphic representations. In case we need more 

complex analysis, statistics software will be used.  
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Table 5: Data Management Plan 

Indicator 

Number 

Indicator  Data Collection 

Tool 
DQA Date Storage Security Analysis & Use 

EG.3-2 Number of individuals 

participating in USG food 

security programs [IM-level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the number of 

beneficiaries of NW’s 

activities by gender and 

age / For reporting 

performance monitoring 

GNDR-2 Percentage of female 

participants in USG-assisted 

programs designed to increase 

access to productive economic 

resources [IM-level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the percentage of 

beneficiaries of NW’s 

activities that are women 

/ For reporting 

performance monitoring 

YOUTH-3 Percentage of participants in 

USG-assisted programs 

designed to increase access to 

productive economic resources 

who are youth (15-29) [IM-

level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the percentage of 

beneficiaries of NW’s 

that are youth / For 

reporting performance 

monitoring 

EG.3.2-7 Number of technologies, 

practices, and approaches under 

various phases of research, 

development, and uptake as a 

result of USG assistance [IM-

level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Tract the sum of 

technologies, practices 

and approaches that have 

been implemented 

through NW’s activities / 

For reporting 

performance monitoring 

EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the 

agriculture system who have 

applied improved management 

practices or technologies with 

USG assistance [IM-level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the sum of 

horticultural growers that 

have applied 

management practices or 

technologies for 

reporting performance 

monitoring / For 

reporting performance 

monitoring 
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EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under 

improved management practices 

or technologies with USG 

assistance [IM-level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

& Survey 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track sum of 

horticultural areas that 

have received 

management practices or 

technologies / For 

reporting performance 

monitoring 

EG.3.2-28 Number of hectares under 

improved management practices 

or technologies that promote 

improved climate risk reduction 

and/or natural resources 

management with USG 

assistance [IM-level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

& Survey 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the sum of 

horticultural areas that 

receive management 

practices or technologies 

related to climate risqué 

mitigation / For reporting 

performance monitoring 

NW-1 Number of farmers under 

horticultural insurance as a 

result of NW assistance [IM-

level] 

Compilating 

activities records  

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the number of 

horticultural producers 

covered by insurance / 

For reporting 

performance monitoring 

NW-2 Number of hectares under 

horticultural insurance as a 

result of NW assistance [IM-

level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the sum of 

horticultural areas 

covered by insurance / 

For reporting 

performance monitoring 

EG.3.2-26 Value of annual sales of farms 

and firms receiving USG 

assistance [IM-level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

& Survey 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the annual value 

and volume of targeted 

horticultural 

commodities sales /For 

reporting performance 

monitoring 

NW-3 Number of public-private 

partnerships established as a 

result of NW assistance [IM-

level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

9/23/2020 Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the number of 

business relationship 

created through NW / 

For reporting 

performance monitoring 

EG.3.2-27 Value of agriculture-related Compilating 9/23/2020 Paper and Drive file Track the amount of 
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financing accessed as a result of 

USG assistance [IM-level] 

activities records  electronic 

storage 

stream funding mobilized by the 

horticultural VC through 

the financials institute / 

For reporting 

performance monitoring 

COVID-19.1 Nombre d’organisations, de 

communautés, de services 

étatiques, de Collectivités 

Territoriales (CT) ou autres 

structures ou entités ayant reçu 

une assistance pour lutter contre 

la COVID-19 

Number of organizations, 

communities, state services, 

Territorial Communities (TCs) 

or other structures or entities 

that have received assistance in 

combating COVID-19 

Compilating 

activities records 

TBD Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the number of 

organizations or 

structures that have 

received assistance in 

fighting Covid-19 

COVID-19.2 Nombre de ménages ayant reçu 

une assistance pour lutter contre 

la COVID-19 

Number of households receiving 

assistance to fight COVID-19 

Compilating 

activities records 

TBD Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the number of 

households that have 

received assistance in 

fighting Covid-19 

COVID-19.3 Nombre d'émissions, de sms, de 

spots, de bande annonces 

produits et diffusés à travers les 

TV, radios, sites Internet, 

téléphone, etc. 

Number of shows, text messages, 

spots, trailers produced and 

broadcast through TVs, radios, 

websites, telephones, etc. 

Compilating 

activities records 

TBD Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the number of 

messages, spots or 

emissions developed for 

sensibilization assistance 

in fighting against Covid-

19 

NW-4 Nombre de personnes 

bénéficiaires des activités de 

sensibiliaation, d’appui 

Compilating 

activities records 

TBD Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the number of 

individuals that have 

received assistance 
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technique ou matériel pour lutter 

contre la covid-19  

Number of people benefiting 

from sensitization, technical or 

material support activities to 

combat covid-19  

through technical, 

financial or materiel 

support in fighting 

against Covid-19 

COVID-19.4 Nombre de contrats signés 

Number of contracts signed  

Compilating 

activities records 

TBD Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 

Track the number of 

contracts signed for 

activity sensibilization in 

fighting Covid-19 

CBLD-9 Percent of USG-assisted 

organizations with improved 

performance [IM-level] 

Compilating 

activities records 

TBD Paper and 

electronic 

storage 

Drive file 

stream 
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Evaluation 
 

Evaluation Actions 
 
Nafoore Warsaaji will conduct several kinds of evaluative assessments including: 

- Baseline study: to help Nafoore Warsaaji to establish a baseline reference benchmark prior 

to intervention as well as to fix targets and implementation benchmarks; 

Nafoore Warsaaji will conduct a targeted baseline that will capture data not 

available with Kawolor such as household income related to horticulture, 

gross margin for horticultural target commodities, annual horticultural 

products sales, etc. 

- Final evaluation:  to help establish the outputs and outcomes due to the implementation of 

activities 

- Surveys: periodical surveys that will be done aim to:  

o to inform the results of some of the NW’s performance indicators  

o to inform questions outlined in the activity’s learning agenda.  

 

This table is completed by the AOR/COR/GATR or appropriate M&E specialist and may be 

subject to changes. 

 Table 6: Evaluation Plan 

Activity 

Result 

Evaluation 

Questions 

Planned 

Evaluation Type 

(Performance / 

Impact) 

Evaluator 

(Internal/ 

External) 

Required 

(Y/N) 

Relevant 

Indicator 

Numbers 

TBD Baseline Performance Internal Y TBD 

TBD Final Evaluation Performance External N TBD 

 

AMELP Management 
Management of the AMELP is paramount to its continued use and relevance throughout the life 

of the Activity.  Its management is a combined effort of many actors related to the activity.  In 

particular, the oversight of the AMELP includes the implementing partner, their M&E specialist, 

the COR/AOR/GATR, the M&E staff within the Mission, the EPOC, and the Monitoring, 

Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) working group,  Therefore, it must be highly coordinated. 

 

Roles and Responsibilities 

Tasks related to the maintenance and execution of the AMELP must be clearly delineated to avoid 

duplication of effort and to ensure that appropriate resources address issues in a timely way.  Thus, 

the AMELP defines routine tasks and notes which mission groups and individuals are responsible 

for, which should assist in, and which must be consulted on or informed about the task.  The table 

below details the role and responsibility of each actor involved in the execution of AMELP tasks.  

Specifically, it outlines those who are responsible, who assists, who are consulted, and who are 

informed (RACI) as necessary to each task.   

 

● R - responsible: Those responsible for the performance of the task. There should be exactly 

one person with this assignment for each task. 
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● A - assists: Those who assist and support the completion of the task. 

● C - consulted: Those whose opinions and feedback are sought but are not required to 

respond. 

● I - informed: Those who must be kept up to date on progress. 

 

Table 7: Roles & Responsibilities (RACI Chart) 

Action 
Chief of 

Party 

Nafoore 

Warsaaji 

M&E 

Specialis

t 

USAID 

M&E 

Specialis

t 

AOR/C

OA 

Developing terms of reference of the various internal 

studies or assessments 
C R C I 

Validation of the terms of reference for internal studies 

or assessments 
R I C C 

Validation of monitoring and evaluation plan and 

learning agenda  
A I C R 

Developing terms of reference of the external activity 

evaluations  
I C A R 

Elaborating annual work plan R A I C 

Developing Quarterly and annual Report to submit to 

USAID 
R A I I 

Conducting internal Data Quality Checks A R I I 

Conducting external Data Quality assessment (DQA) I C A R 

Develop data collection tools and data analysis C R I I 

Train staff and partners on data entry and data 

management tools 
I R I I 

 

 

Annexes  
 

List of attached annexes:  

 

Annex 1 - Feed the Future Senegal Nafoore Warsaaji Indicators and Targets (Excel file) 

 

Annex 2 - Feed the Future Senegal Nafoore Warsaaji Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS) 
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Performance Indicator Tracking Table (PITT)
Activity Name FTF ‐ Senegl Nafoore Warsaaji
Agreement/Contract Number 72068520C00001
USAID Mission Technical Office EGO

Implementing Partner Name CONNEXUS AOR/COR/GATR/AM Name Carrie Teiken
Implementing Partner Point of Contact Mamadou DIOP Reporting Frequency  Quarterly
Implementing Partner Point of Contact Email mdiop@connexus.ema Reporting Fiscal Year 2020

Activity Location(s) Reporting Period 4.0

Sector(s) Horticulture Report Date  October, 31, 2020

ctivity Indicators

Date Value Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual

1
Number of individuals participating in USG food security 

programs [IM‐level]
EG.3‐2 PPR Quarterly 2020 0 500 654 12,500 15,000 2,000 30,000 654

Sex: Male EG.3‐2a PPR Quarterly 538 538

Sex: Female EG.3‐2b PPR Quarterly 116 116

Sex: Not applicable EG.3‐2c PPR Quarterly

Sex: Disaggregates Not Available EG.3‐2d PPR Quarterly

Age: School‐aged children EG.3‐2e PPR Quarterly

Age: 15‐29 EG.3‐2f PPR Quarterly 73 73

Age: 30+ EG.3‐2g PPR Quarterly 581 581

Age: Not applicable EG.3‐2h PPR Quarterly

Age: Disaggregates Not Available EG.3‐2i PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Parents/caregivers EG.3‐2j PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Household members (household‐

level interventions only)
EG.3‐2k PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: School‐aged children EG.3‐2l PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: People in government EG.3‐2m PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Proprietors of USG‐assisted private 

sector firms
EG.3‐2n PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: People in civil society EG.3‐2o PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Laborers EG.3‐2p PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Producers; smallholder EG.3‐2q PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Producers; non‐smallholder EG.3‐2r PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Producers; not applicable (for 

aquaculture)
EG.3‐2s PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Producers; disaggregates not 

available.
EG.3‐2t PPR Quarterly 654 654

Not Applicable EG.3‐2u PPR Quarterly

Disaggregates Not Available EG.3‐2v PPR Quarterly

2

Percentage of female participants in USG‐assisted 

programs designed to increase access to productive 

economic resources

GNDR‐2 PPR Annually 2020 0% 40% 18% 60% 61% 61% 60% 18%

Numerator GNDR‐2c PPR Annually 200 116 7,534 9,125 1,225 18,084 116

Denominator GNDR‐2d PPR Annually 500 654 12,500 15,000 2,000 30,000 654

3

Percentage of participants in USG‐assisted programs 

designed to increase access to productive economic 

resources who are youth (15‐29) [IM‐level]

YOUTH‐3 PPR Annually 2020 0 10% 11% 20% 20% 20% 20% 11%

Numerator YOUTH‐3a PPR Annually 50 73 2,527 3,000 400 5,977 73

Denominator YOUTH‐3b PPR Annually 500 654 12,500 15,000 2,000 30,000 654

4

Number of technologies, practices, and approaches 

under various phases of research, development, and 

uptake as a result of USG assistance [IM‐level]

EG.3.2‐7 2020 2 2 2 2 0 6 2

Category of research: Production Systems Research  2 2 1 2 5 2

Category of research: Social Science Research  1 1 0

Phase of development: Phase III‐ Made available for 

uptake as a result of USG assistance
2 2 2 2 6 2

5

Number of individuals in the agriculture system who 

have applied improved management practices or 

technologies with USG assistance [IM‐level]

EG.3.2‐24 PPR Quarterly 2020 0 0 0 9,000 10,000 1,000 20,000 0

Value chain actor type: Small holder producers EG.3.2‐24a PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: Non‐smallholder producers EG.3.2‐24b PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: People in government EG.3.2‐24c PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: People in private sector firms EG.3.2‐24d PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: People in civil society EG.3.2‐24e PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: Others EG.3.2‐24f PPR Quarterly

Sex: Male EG.3.2‐24g PPR Quarterly

Sex: Female EG.3.2‐24h PPR Quarterly

Age: 15‐29 EG.3.2‐24i PPR Quarterly

Age: 30+ EG.3.2‐24j PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Crop genetics EG.3.2‐24k PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Cultural 

practices
EG.3.2‐24l PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Livestock 

management
EG.3.2‐24m PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Wild‐caught 

fisheries management
EG.3.2‐24n PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Aquaculture 

management
EG.3.2‐24o PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Natural 

resource or ecosystem management
EG.3.2‐24p PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Pest and 

disease management
EG.3.2‐24q PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Soil‐related 

fertility and conservation
EG.3.2‐24r PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Irrigation EG.3.2‐24s PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Agriculture 

water management‐non‐irrigation based
EG.3.2‐24t PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Climate 

mitigation
EG.3.2‐24u PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Climate 

adaptation/climate risk management
EG.3.2‐24v PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Marketing 

and distribution
EG.3.2‐24w PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Post‐harvest 

handling and storage
EG.3.2‐24x PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Value‐added 

processing
EG.3.2‐24y PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Other EG.3.2‐24z PPR Quarterly

6

Number of hectares under improved management 
practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM‐level] EG.3.2‐25 PPR Quarterly 2020 0 0 0 4,500 4,500 1,000 10,000 0

Value chain actor type: Small holder producers EG.3.2‐25a PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: Non‐smallholder producers EG.3.2‐25b PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: People in government EG.3.2‐25c PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: People in private sector firms EG.3.2‐25d PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: People in civil society EG.3.2‐25e PPR Quarterly

Value chain actor type: Others EG.3.2‐25f PPR Quarterly

Sex: Male EG.3.2‐25g PPR Quarterly

Sex: Female EG.3.2‐25h PPR Quarterly

Age: 15‐29 EG.3.2‐25i PPR Quarterly

Age: 30+ EG.3.2‐25j PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Crop genetics EG.3.2‐25k PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Cultural 

practices
EG.3.2‐25l PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Livestock 

management
EG.3.2‐25m PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Wild‐caught 

fisheries management
EG.3.2‐25n PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Aquaculture 

management
EG.3.2‐25o PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Natural 

resource or ecosystem management
EG.3.2‐25p PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Pest and 

disease management
EG.3.2‐25q PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Soil‐related 

fertility and conservation
EG.3.2‐25r PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Irrigation EG.3.2‐25s PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Agriculture 

water management‐non‐irrigation based
EG.3.2‐25t PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Climate 

mitigation
EG.3.2‐25u PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Climate 

adaptation/climate risk management
EG.3.2‐25v PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Marketing 

and distribution
EG.3.2‐25w PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Post‐harvest 

handling and storage
EG.3.2‐25x PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Value‐added 

processing
EG.3.2‐25y PPR Quarterly

Management practice or technology type: Other EG.3.2‐25z PPR Quarterly

7

Number of hectares under improved management 
practices or technologies that promote improved climate 
risk reduction and/or natural resources management 
with USG assistance [IM‐level]

EG.3.2‐28 PPR Quarterly 2020 0 0 0 3,250 3,750 500 7,500 0

8
Number of farmers under horticultural insurance as a 
result of NW assistance [IM‐level]

NW‐1 NON PPR Quarterly 2020 0 0 0 1,000 1,200 800 3,000 0

Sex: Male
Sex: Female
Age: 15‐29
Age: 30+

9
Number of hectares under horticultural insurance as a 
result of NW assistance [IM‐level]

NW‐2 NON PPR Quarterly 2020 0 0 0 500 600 400 1,500 0

Sex: Male
Sex: Female
Age: 15‐29
Age: 30+

10
Value of annual sales of farms and firms receiving USG 
assistance (USD)

EG.3.2‐26 PPR Quarterly 2020 TBD 700,000 3,172,105 3,300,000 3,500,000 500,000 8,000,000 3,172,105

Product: Outputs: Horticultural commodities EG.3.2‐26a PPR Quarterly 3,172,105

Product: Inputs: seeds and planting material EG.3.2‐26b PPR Quarterly

Product: Inputs: other non‐durable inputs, such as 

fertilizer and pesticides
EG.3.2‐26c PPR Quarterly

Product: Inputs: durable equipment and machinery EG.3.2‐26d PPR Quarterly

Product: Processed products/value added products 

(post‐harvest)
EG.3.2‐26e PPR Quarterly

Product: Post‐harvest storage and processing 

equipment
EG.3.2‐26f PPR Quarterly

Service: Business services EG.3.2‐26g PPR Quarterly

Service: Information services EG.3.2‐26h PPR Quarterly

Service: Production support services EG.3.2‐26i PPR Quarterly

Producer: Smallholder EG.3.2‐26j PPR Quarterly

Producer: Non‐smallholder EG.3.2‐26k PPR Quarterly

Type of Individual: Producers; disaggregates not 

available.
Quarterly 3,172,105

Firm: Microenterprise EG.3.2‐26l PPR Quarterly

Firm: Small and medium enterprise EG.3.2‐26m PPR Quarterly

Firm: Large enterprise or corporation EG.3.2‐26n PPR Quarterly

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Male_Value EG.3.2‐26o PPR Quarterly 2,908,023

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Male_Volume PPR Quarterly 4,855

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Male_Number PPR Quarterly 538

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Female_Value EG.3.2‐26p PPR Quarterly 264,082

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Female_Volume PPR Quarterly 438

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Female_Number PPR Quarterly 116

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Mixed_Value EG.3.2‐26q PPR Quarterly

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Mixed_Volume PPR Quarterly

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Mixed_Number PPR Quarterly

Sex of producer or proprietor(s): disaggregates not 

available.
PPR Quarterly

Age: 15‐29_Value EG.3.2‐26r PPR Quarterly 325,488

Age: 15‐29_Volume PPR Quarterly 535

Age: 15‐29_Number PPR Quarterly 73

Age: 30+_Value EG.3.2‐26s PPR Quarterly 2,846,617

Age: 30+_Volume PPR Quarterly 4,758

Age: 30+_Number PPR Quarterly 581

Age: Mixed_Value EG.3.2‐26t PPR Quarterly

Age: Mixed_Volume PPR Quarterly

Age: Mixed_Number PPR Quarterly

Age:Disaggregates not available. PPR Quarterly

11
Number of public‐private partnerships established as a 

result of NW assistance [IM‐level]
Custom: NW‐3 NON PPR Annually 2020 0 3 3 6 5 1 15 3

Type of partners: Producers organisations
Input suppliers
Aggregators / Off‐takers
End market buyers

12
Percent of USG assisted organizations with increased 

performance  [IM‐level]
CBLD‐8 PPR Annually 2020 0% 0% 0% 67% 75% 0% 71% 0%

NUMERATOR 2 3 0 5 0

Type of organization: Research and educational PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Producer associations PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Extension organizations PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Private sector firms PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Government agencies PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Non‐governmental and not‐for profit 

organizations
PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Other PPR Quarterly

DENOMINATOR 3 4 0 7 0

Type of organization: Research and educational PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Producer associations PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Extension organizations PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Private sector firms PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Government agencies PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Non‐governmental and not‐for profit 

organizations
PPR Quarterly

Type of organization: Other PPR Quarterly

13
Value of agriculture‐related financing accessed as a result 
of USG assistance [IM‐level] (USD)

EG.3.2‐27 PPR Quarterly 2020 TBD 400,000 990,000 1,100,000 1,200,000 300,000 3,000,000 990,000

Debt financing type: Cash EG.3.2‐27a PPR Quarterly 990,000 990,000

Debt financing type: In‐kind EG.3.2‐27b PPR Quarterly 0

Debt financing recipient size: 

Individuals/microenterprises
EG.3.2‐27c PPR Quarterly 990,000 990,000

Debt financing recipient size: Small and medium 

enterprises
EG.3.2‐27d PPR Quarterly 0

Debt financing recipient size: Large enterprises and 

corporations
EG.3.2‐27e PPR Quarterly 0

Debt financing recipient sex: Male producer/proprietor EG.3.2‐27f PPR Quarterly 990,000 990,000

Debt financing recipient sex: Female 

producer/proprietor
EG.3.2‐27g PPR Quarterly 0 0

Debt financing recipient sex: Mixed EG.3.2‐27h PPR Quarterly 0

Debt financing recipient age: 15‐29 years old EG.3.2‐27i PPR Quarterly 0 0

Debt financing recipient age: 30+ EG.3.2‐27j PPR Quarterly 990,000 990,000

Debt financing recipient age: Mixed EG.3.2‐27k PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient size: 

Individuals/microenterprises
EG.3.2‐27l PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient size: Small and medium 

enterprises
EG.3.2‐27m PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient size: Large enterprises and 

corporations
EG.3.2‐27n PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient sex: Male EG.3.2‐27o PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient sex: Female EG.3.2‐27p PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient sex: Mixed EG.3.2‐27q PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient age: 15‐29 EG.3.2‐27r PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient age: 30+ EG.3.2‐27s PPR Quarterly 0

Non‐debt financing recipient age: Mixed EG.3.2‐27t PPR Quarterly 0

Kaffrine, Kaolack, Fatick, Ziguinchor, Sédhiou, Kolda, 
Saint‐Louis, Matam, zone des niayes 

GLOBAL
Notes for FY20 (Include explanation of any deviation) 

Initial targets are revised upwards from $2,000,000 to $3,000,000. Indeed, the 

results obtained are made up only of funding under the partnership with LBA. 

Nafoore Warsaaji has start collaboration with several financial institutions such as 

Locafrique, U‐IMSEC, Ecobank, Cofina, BNDE and  their contribution  will allow to 

exceed the original targets. 

Initial targets are being raised from $3,000,000 to $8,000,000 based on results. 

Indeed, the stock monitoring activity around the major speculations that has 

earned us the results of FY20 will be renewed as well as the others activities of 

connecting with aggregators around various horticultural speculations (fruits and 

vegetables).

Partner 

Indicator #
INDICATOR

Mission Indicator 

#

Indicator 

Type

20232022
Periodicity Data Source

Activity 

Baseline
2020 2021
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INDICATORS LIST 

EG.3-2 Number of individuals participating in USG food security programs [IM-level]  5 

GNDR-2 Percentage of female participants in USG-assisted programs designed to increase access to productive 

economic resources [IM-level] 9 

YOUTH-3  Percentage of participants in USG-assisted programs designed to increase access to productive economic 

resources who are youth (15-29) [IM-level] 12 

EG.3.2-7   Number of technologies, practices, and approaches under various phases of research, development, and 

uptake as a result of USG assistance [IM-level] 15 

EG.3.2-24  Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or 

technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] 20 

EG.3.2-25  Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level]

 26 

EG.3.2-28 Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies that promote improved climate 

risk reduction and/or natural resources management with USG assistance [IM-level] 32 

NW-1  Number of farmers under horticultural insurance as a result of Nafoore Warsaaji activities [IM-level] 35 

NW-2  Number of hectares under horticultural insurance as a result of Nafoore Warsaaji assistance [IM-level] 37 

EG.3.2-26  Value of annual sales of producers and firms receiving USG assistance [IM-level] 39 

EG.3.2-27  Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a result of USG assistance [IM-level] 45 

COVID-19.1 Nombre d’organisations, de communautés, de services étatiques, de Collectivités Territoriales (CT) ou 

autres structures ou entités ayant reçu une assistance pour lutter contre la COVID-19  47 

COVID-19.1 Number of organizations, communities, state services, Territorial Communities (TCs) or other structures 

or entities that have received assistance in combating COVID-19 47 

COVID-19.2 Nombre de ménages ayant reçu une assistance pour lutter contre la COVID-19 49 

COVID-19.2 Number of households receiving assistance to fight COVID-19 49 

COVID-19.3 Nombre d'émissions, de sms, de spots, de bande annonces produits et diffusés à travers les TV, radios, 

sites Internet, téléphone, etc. 51 

COVID-19.3 Number of shows, text messages, spots, trailers produced and broadcast through TVs, radios, websites, 

telephones, etc. 51 

NW-4 Nombre de personnes bénéficiaires des activités de sensibiliaation, d’appui technique ou matériel pour lutter 

contre la covid- 53 

NW-4 Number of people benefiting from sensitization, technical or material support activities to combat covid-19 53 

COVID-19.4 Nombre de contrats signés 55 

COVID-19.4 Number of contracts signed 55 

CBLD-9  Percent of USG-assisted organizations with improved performance [IM-level] 57 

 

 

 

 

 



  

Performance indicators with targets and actuals of each fiscal year 

Mission 

Indicator 

# 

INDICATOR 

2020 2021 2022 2023 GLOBAL 

Target Actual Target Target Target Target Actual 

EG.3-2 
Number of individuals participating in USG food security programs [IM-

level] 500 654 12 500 15 000 2 000 30 000 654 

GNDR-2 
Percentage of female participants in USG-assisted programs designed to 

increase access to productive economic resources 40% 18% 60% 61% 61% 60% 18% 

YOUTH-3 

Percentage of participants in USG-assisted programs designed to increase 

access to productive economic resources who are youth (15-29) [IM-

level] 

10% 11% 20% 20% 20% 20% 11% 

  

Number of technologies, practices, and approaches under various phases 

of research, development, and uptake as a result of USG assistance [IM-

level] 
2 2 2 2 0 6 2 

EG.3.2-24 

Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied 

improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance 

[IM-level] 

0 0 9 000 10 000 1 000 20 000 0 

EG.3.2-25 
Number of hectares under improved management practices or 

technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] 
0 0 4 500 4 500 1 000 10 000 0 

EG.3.2-28 

Number of hectares under improved management practices or 

technologies that promote improved climate risk reduction and/or natural 

resources management with USG assistance [IM-level] 

0 0 3 250 3 750 500 7 500 0 

NW-1 
Number of farmers under horticultural insurance as a result of NW 

assistance [IM-level] 0 0 1 000 1 200 800 3 000 0 

NW-2 
Number of hectares under horticultural insurance as a result of NW 

assistance [IM-level] 0 0 500 600 400 1 500 0 

EG.3.2-26 
Value of annual sales of farms and firms receiving USG assistance 

(USD) 
700 000 3 172 105 3 300 000 3 500 000 500 000 8 000 000 3 172 105 

Custom: 

NW-3 

Number of public-private partnerships established as a result of NW 

assistance [IM-level] 
3 3 6 5 1 15 3 

CBLD-8 
Percent of USG assisted organizations with increased performance  [IM-

level] 0% 0% 67% 75% 0% 71% 0% 

EG.3.2-27 
Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a result of USG 

assistance [IM-level] (USD) 400 000 990 000 1 100 000 1 200 000 300 000 3 000 000 990 000 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element 3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – Output: could be applicable to many 

parts of results framework. 

INDICATOR TITLE:  EG.3-2 Number of individuals participating in USG food security 

programs [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator is designed to capture the breadth of our food security work. This indicator 

counts participants of Feed the Future-funded programs, including those we reach directly, those reached 

as part of a deliberate service strategy, and those participating in the markets we strengthen.  We expect 

Implementing Partners (IPs) to track or estimate the number of individual participants across different 

interventions within their own project and to report numbers of participants reached, not number of 

contacts with the project or project-supported actors. 

This indicator counts, with some exceptions listed below, all the individuals participating in our nutrition, 

resilience, and agriculture and food system activities, including: 

● Adults that projects or project-supported actors reach directly through nutrition-specific and 

community-level nutrition interventions, (e.g. parents and other caregivers participating in 

community care groups, healthcare workers provided with in-service training on how to manage 

acute malnutrition), but not children reached with nutrition-specific or community-based 

interventions, who are counted under indicators HL.9-1 and HL.9-2 instead; 

● People reached by productive safety nets, community-based micro-finance and diversified 

livelihood activities through our assistance; 

● Members of households reached with household-level interventions (households with new 

access to basic sanitation through our work, households receiving family-sized rations); 

● Smallholder and non-smallholder producers that projects or project-supported actors reach 

directly (e.g. through an irrigation training, through a loan provided, through distribution of 

drought-tolerant seeds to specific farmers);  

● Proprietors of firms in the private sector that we help strengthen (e.g. agrodealers, aggregators, 

processors). Employees of these firms are also counted if they are reached directly with a USG-

assisted service such as training;  

● Producers who directly interact with those USG-assisted firms (e.g. the producers who are 

customers of an assisted agrodealer; the producers from whom an assisted trader or aggregator 

buys), but not customers or suppliers who are not producers; 

● Participants whose main source of income is labor (e.g. Laborers/non-producer diversified 

livelihood participants);  

● People in civil society organizations and government whose skills and capacity have been 

strengthened by projects or project-supported actors; 

● School-aged children who are recipients of USG school feeding programs; 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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In cases where activities work with multiple individuals in a household, this indicator counts all activity 

participants in the household, not all members of the household.  However, in the case of sanitation 

services and family-sized rations, all members of the household receiving the sanitation facility or ration 

can be counted here. 

An individual is a participant if s/he comes into direct contact with the set of interventions (goods or 

services) provided or facilitated by the activity. The intervention needs to be significant, meaning that if 

the individual is merely contacted or touched by an activity through brief attendance at a meeting or 

gathering, s/he should not be counted as a participant. An intervention is significant if one can reasonably 

expect, and hold OUs and IMs responsible for achieving progress toward, changes in behaviors or other 

outcomes for these individuals based on the level of services and/or goods provided or accessed.  

Producers with increased access to goods, services and markets for their products and who purchase from 

or sell to market actors that have been strengthened as a result of our activities are considered to have 

received a significant intervention. 

Individuals who are trained by an IM as part of a deliberate service delivery strategy (e.g. cascade 

training) that then go on to deliver services directly to individuals or to train others to deliver services 

should be counted as participants of the activity—the capacity strengthening is key for sustainability and 

an important outcome in its own right. The individuals who then receive the services or training delivered 

by those individuals are also considered participants. However, spontaneous spillover of improved 

practices to neighbors does not count as a deliberate service delivery strategy; neighbors who apply new 

practices based on observation and/or interactions with participants who have not been trained to spread 

knowledge to others as part of a deliberate service delivery strategy should not be counted under this 

indicator. 

Value chain facilitative and/or market-system activities may use a two-step process to identify and count 

participants:  

1. The first step involves identifying which private sector firms have been assisted by the activity 

during the reporting year, and counting the number of proprietors of those firms.   

2. The second step, which is only applicable to firms that buy from or sell to producers, is to count 

the number of producer customers or suppliers of each assisted firm.   

The total number of participants for that activity is then the sum of the proprietors of the assisted firms 

and their producer customers/suppliers.  For example, an IP working to strengthen the certified soy seed 

market within a defined market shed in the ZOI could use data on the number of certified soy seed sales 

by assisted firms during the reporting year to estimate the number of farmers purchasing certified soy 

seed (by using a conservative assumption that one sales equals one farmer applying), and then report that 

number as the number of producer participants. All assumptions underlying the indicator estimates 

should be documented annually in an Indicator Comment in FTFMS. 

Data provision by assisted firms can be facilitated by entering into written agreements that include 

reporting and nondisclosure requirements and by showing assisted firms how the information provided 

is useful and used. Counting producer participants may be more straightforward if the value chain activity 

is also facilitating extension strategies, e.g. agrodealer agents that require knowing where the customers 

live and farm.  

While other Feed the Future indicators, such as "financing accessed", "value of sales," and "individuals 

applying improved practices" also capture the number of enterprises that contributed results to the 

indicator, this indicator only counts individual people, i.e. the farmer (not the farm), and the proprietor 

(not the firm).   

This indicator does not count the indirect beneficiaries of our activities.  An indirect beneficiary is 

someone who does not have direct contact with the activity but still benefits, such as the population that 
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uses a new road constructed by the activity, neighbors who see the results of the improved technologies 

applied by direct participants and decide to apply the technology themselves (spillover), or the 

individuals who hear an activity-supported radio message but don’t receive any training or counseling 

from the activity.  In part, this is because accurate tracking of indirect beneficiaries is challenging by its 

nature, despite the fact that spillover is a core component of the Feed the Future theory of change. In 

general, spillover is captured in Feed the Future through measuring changes in population level indicators 

(e.g. percent applying improved technologies and management practices) and linking those to the work 

activities are doing directly. 

Note that this indicator cannot be summed across years for a project total, since “new” and “continuing” 

participants are not disaggregated, and thus this will only show a total of individuals reached in any one 

reporting year.   

USAID: Each IP should report on the number of individuals participating in their specific IM.  Then the 

OU should report on the Mission-wide total number of unique participants reached across all IMs. This 

will require estimating and removing double counting and overlap among IMs. Please see reporting notes 

below.  

Interagency:  Each activity / grant / project should report on the number of individuals participating in 

that activity / grant / project that year.  In the case where more than one activity / grant / project exists 

per country / post, then the overall number of individuals participating in the country should also be 

reported, after any double-counting is removed.  Please see reporting notes below. 

Activity Operational Definition: This indicator captures the number of individuals benefiting directly 

from the Nafoore Warsaaji activity. A beneficiary is defined as a participant who receives technical 

support in terms of training (best practices for productivity, capacity building, financial education, water 

management, etc.), market linkages, facilitation to access financial products, inputs and insurance, post-

harvest management etc. It also includes rural entrepreneurs, processors, managers and traders receiving 

support in the application of new technologies, business management, linking to markets and training. 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Sex (Male, Female), Age (15-29, 30+) 

Rationale: Understanding the reach of our work and the breakdown of the individuals participating by 

type, sex, and age will better inform our programming and the impacts we are having in various sectors 

or in various demographic groups.  This understanding can then make us more effective or efficient in 

reaching our targeted groups.  Understanding the extent of spillover and scale is also very important, but 

this will be assessed as a part of the ZOI survey and performance and impact evaluations rather than 

through annually reported IM-level indicators. This indicator is an output indicator and is linked to many 

parts of the Global Food Security Strategy results framework.  

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data  

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 
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Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: Double counting 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: A detailed centralized database participants 

would minimize the double-counting, 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 

OTHER NOTES 

Baseline Data Source: Activity records 

Base line value: Zero 
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 Performance Indicator Reference Sheet  

SPS LOCATION: [n/a] Cross-cutting issue “Gender” 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – CCIR 3: Increased gender equality and 

female empowerment 

INDICATOR TITLE:  GNDR-2 Percentage of female participants in USG-assisted programs 

designed to increase access to productive economic resources [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This performance indicator, “Percentage of female participants in USG-assisted programs 

designed to increase access to productive economic resources” is a cross cutting U.S. government foreign 

assistance indicator (indicator GNDR-2), developed to measure performance related to increasing access 

to productive economic resources by women.  The indicator reference sheet for GNDR-2 can be found 

under the cross-cutting program category for gender, on the U.S. Department of State’s Standard Foreign 

Assistance Indicators website (https://www.state.gov/f/indicators/). For ease of reference, the indicator 

definition for GNDR-2 can also be found below.  Feed the Future Implementing Partners (IPs) and Post 

teams have the option of reporting directly on GNDR-2 using data that is aligned with the standard 

GNDR-2 definition, or, to reduce IP burden, can use data from one of the three Feed the Future 

performance indicator listed under “REPORTING NOTES” below.   

U.S. government foreign assistance indicator definition for GNDR-2: Productive economic resources 

include:  assets - land, housing, businesses, livestock or financial assets such as savings; credit; wage or 

self-employment; and income.   

Programs include:  

▪ micro, small, and medium enterprise programs;  

▪ workforce development programs that have job placement activities;  

▪ programs that build assets such as land redistribution or titling; housing titling; agricultural 

programs that provide assets such as livestock; or programs designed to help adolescent females 

and young women set up savings accounts. 

This indicator does NOT track access to services, such as business development services or stand-alone 

employment training (e.g., employment training that does not also include job placement following the 

training).   

The unit of measure will be a percentage expressed as a whole number: 

▪ Numerator = Number of female program participants 

▪ Denominator = Total number of male and female participants in the program  

The resulting percentage should be expressed as a whole number. For example, if the number of females 

in the program (the numerator) divided by the total number of participants in the program (the 

denominator) yields a value of .16, the number 16 should be the reported result for this indicator. Values 

for this indicator can range from 0 to 100. 

The numerator and denominator must also be reported as disaggregates. 

Activity Operational Definition: This indicator measures the percentage of females participating in 

public private partnerships (PPPs) under Nafoore Warsaaji. The numerator is the number of women 

participating and the denominator is the total number of individuals (males and females) participating, 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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without any double counting. 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Percent expressed as a whole number 

Disaggregate by: None 

Rationale: The lack of access to productive economic resources is frequently cited as a major 

impediment to gender equality and women’s empowerment and is a particularly important factor in 

making women vulnerable to poverty.  Women comprise 43 percent of the agricultural labor force in 

developing countries, yet face persistent barriers limiting their access to productive economic resources.  

Closing the gap in women’s access to productive economic resources is necessary for Feed the Future to 

achieve the objective of inclusive and sustainable agricultural-led economic growth.  Ending extreme 

poverty, a goal outlined in the U.S. Government’s Global Food Security Strategy, the Sustainable 

Development Goals, and USAID's Vision to Ending Extreme Poverty, will only be achieved if women 

are economically empowered.   

GNDR-2 can be used to report on applicable activities under objectives in the Feed the Future Results 

Framework that are designed to increase access to productive economic resources.  As a cross-cutting 

gender indicator, this indicator can also be used to report on applicable activities under any of the 

Program Categories in the SPSD.  Information generated by this indicator will be used to monitor and 

report on achievements linked to broader outcomes of gender equality and female empowerment and 

will be used for planning and reporting purposes by Agency-level, bureau-level and in-country program 

managers.  Specifically, this indicator will inform required annual reporting or reviews of the USAID 

Gender Equality and Female Empowerment Policy and the Joint Strategic Plan reporting in the 

APP/APR, and Bureau or Office portfolio reviews. Additionally, the information will inform a wide 

range of gender-related public reporting and communications products and facilitate responses to gender-

related inquiries from internal and external stakeholders such as Congress, NGOs, and international 

organizations. This indicator is linked to the Global Food Security Strategy results framework CCIR3: 

Increased gender equality and female empowerment. 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 
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Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: [n/a] Cross-cutting issue “Youth” 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – CCIR 4: Increased youth 

empowerment and livelihoods 

INDICATOR TITLE:  YOUTH-3  Percentage of participants in USG-assisted programs designed 

to increase access to productive economic resources who are youth (15-29) [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition:  Youth is a life stage when one transitions from the dependence of childhood to adulthood 

independence. The meaning of “youth” varies in different societies. Based on the Feed the Future youth 

technical guide, the 10-29 age range is used for youth while keeping in mind the concept of “life stages,” 

specifically 10-14, 15-19, 20-24, and 25-29 years as put forward in the USAID Youth in Development 

Policy. Feed the Future activities will primarily cover working age youth ages 15-29. Partners may have 

different age range definitions for youth based on their specific country contexts. 

The productive economic resources that are the focus of this indicator are physical assets, such as land, 

equipment, buildings and, livestock; and financial assets such as savings and credit; wage or self-

employment; and income.   

Programs include:  

▪ value chain activities and market strengthening activities working with micro, small, and 

medium enterprises.  

▪ financial inclusion programs that result in increased access to finance, including programs 

designed to help youth set up savings accounts 

▪ workforce development programs that have job placement activities.  

▪ programs that build or secure access to physical assets such as land redistribution or titling; and 

programs that provide assets such as livestock 

This indicator does NOT track access to services, such as business development services or agriculture, 

food security or nutrition training.  

The unit of measure for this indicator is a percent expressed as a whole number.  

The numerator and denominator must also be reported as data points in the FTFMS.  

Feed the Future Implementing Partners (IPs) and Post teams have the option of reporting directly on this 

indicator using data that aligns with the indicator definition, or, to reduce IP burden, can use data from 

one of the two Feed the Future performance indicators listed below: 

From indicator EG.4.2-7 Number of individuals participating in USG-assisted group-based 

savings, micro-finance or lending programs [IM-level]: 

a. For the numerator, use data on the number of youth participants. 

b. For the denominator, use the total number of participants. Do not include “disaggregates 

not available”. 

 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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From indicator EG.3.2-27 Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a result of USG 

assistance [IM-level]:  

a. For the numerator, use data on the number of enterprises with all youth proprietors. 

b. For the denominator, use the total number of enterprises. Do not include enterprises with 

a mix of youth (age 15-29) and adults (age 30+) or “disaggregates not available”.  

To avoid double counting, IPs that are reporting on more than one of the indicators listed above should 

use data from the indicator with the largest number of participants in the denominator. 

Activity Operational Definition: This indicator measures the percentage of persons between 15 and 29 

years old who participate under Nafoore Warsaaji assistance. The numerator is the number of youth (15-

29 years) participating and the denominator is the total number of participants (males and females), 

without any double counting. 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Percent expressed as a whole number 

Disaggregate by: None 

Rationale: Harnessing the energy, potential, and creativity of youth in developing countries is critical 

for sustainably reducing global hunger, malnutrition, and poverty while reducing the risk of conflicts and 

extremisms fueled by growing numbers of marginalized and frustrated youth [1]. To achieve the 

objectives of the U.S. Government Global Food Security Strategy (GFSS) and A Food-Secure 2030 

vision, Feed the Future needs to harness the creativity and energy of youth.  This indicator will allow 

Feed the Future to track progress toward increasing access to productive resources for Feed the Future 

program participants who are youth.  Under the GFSS, this indicator is linked to CCIR 4: Increased youth 

empowerment and livelihoods. 

[1] “Global Food Security Strategy FY 2017-2021,” September 2016, accessed January 8, 2018, 

https://feedthefuture.gov/sites/default/files/resource/files/USG_Global_Food_Security_Strategy_FY20

17-21_0.pdf 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

https://feedthefuture.gov/sites/default/files/resource/files/USG_Global_Food_Security_Strategy_FY2017-21_0.pdf
https://feedthefuture.gov/sites/default/files/resource/files/USG_Global_Food_Security_Strategy_FY2017-21_0.pdf
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Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element EG.3.2 Agricultural Sector Capacity 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – Output: could be applicable to many 

parts of results framework. 

INDICATOR TITLE:  EG.3.2-7   Number of technologies, practices, and approaches under 

various phases of research, development, and uptake as a result of USG assistance [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator tracks the progression of new or significantly improved technologies, 

practices, and approaches through research and development (R&D) to the demonstrated uptake by 

public or private sector stakeholders. The R&D process should be hypothesis driven, testable, and 

independently replicable. The technologies, practices, and approaches under R&D should have the 

potential to achieve significant improvements in reducing poverty, hunger, and malnutrition versus 

existing alternatives.  The technology, practice, or approach should be one that can clearly be articulated 

as having the potential to reach and benefit a smallholder farmer, other individual, or household at some 

point in the future.  New or significant improvements to existing, food security-related technologies, 

practices, and approaches are to be counted. An improvement would be significant if, among other 

reasons, it served a new purpose or allowed a new class of users to employ it. Examples include a new 

blend of fertilizer for a particular soil type or proper sequencing of interventions to increase the adoption 

of a new technology.  Diagnostic research or research focused on identifying the root cause of an issue 

should not be counted under this indicator. Support through USG assistance includes human, financial, 

institutional support, in full or in part, for the discovery, research, development, testing, or making 

available for uptake by the public and private sector. 

The technology, practice, or approach is disaggregated first into R&D categories, then into the phase of 

research.  Definitions and illustrative examples of technologies, practices, and approaches by R&D 

category are:  

● Plant and Animal Improvement Research: Includes trait, marker, and gene discovery for 

agriculturally important characteristics, coupled with application of conventional breeding 

and/or advanced biotechnological approaches for the genetic improvement of plant and animal 

species. Products include improved germplasm (varieties, breeds, etc.) that is higher-yielding, 

more resilient to biotic and abiotic stresses, higher in nutritional content (e.g. biofortified crops 

such as vitamin A-rich sweet potatoes, high-protein maize, or improved livestock breeds), and/or 

possesses improved market or processing traits. 

● Production Systems Research: Includes Integrated Pest Management (including grafting), 

Sustainable Intensification (e.g. mechanization, small-scale irrigation, planting schedules, soil 

management), livestock management, post-harvest and food safety technologies; management 

practices for feed or food, Natural Resource Management, and vaccines and animal health 

services. Products include new land preparation, harvesting, processing and product-handling 

and food safety technologies and practices including packaging and storage methods; sustainable 

water and land management practices; and sustainable aquaculture and fisheries practices. 

 

 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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● Social Science Research: Includes research concerning the effectiveness of agricultural policy 

options (policy research); research on the socio-behavioral, socioeconomic, or sociopolitical 

factors that influence decision-making; economic research on products or approaches that 

overcome barriers to farmer investment in or adoption of improved technology and management 

practice, etc. (economic research); research or creation of new/improved tools for market access, 

including financial and insurance products (market access research); and nutrition research. 

Products include new risk management approaches, such as the integration of partially-

subsidized index insurance into social safety nets that cost-effectively increase the resilience of 

vulnerable households; and approaches to effectively and sustainably change nutrition behaviors 

or the adoption of improved seeds.    

See Annex 1 at the end of this PIRS for guidance on counting and reporting technologies, practices, and 

approaches by category. 

 A description of the four phases of research and development is below. Technologies, practices and 

approaches should be reported under each phase reached during the reporting year.  It is not required that 

all technologies, practices and approaches pass through all four phases to be reported under the indicator 

nor is it essential that all investments start at Phase I. For example, a seed variety that is only being field-

tested for country-level adaptation and then submitted for country-level certification would only be 

tracked through Phases II and III. However, any technology, practice, or approach that is reported under 

Phase IV must have been previously reported under Phase I, II, or III during the life of the activity.  

As the indicator is purposefully defined broadly to ensure that a full range of technologies, practices, 

approaches and uptake modalities can be captured, no assumptions should be made regarding 

comparability of the level or type of uptake across technologies, practices, or approaches, or the value or 

depth of support for and by the public and/or private sectors for any technology, practice, or approach. 

 In some cases more than one OU may count the same technology or practice. This would occur if the 

technology or practice were developed, for instance, in collaboration with a U.S. university under a 

mechanism funded by one operating unit and then passed through a regional collaboration mechanism 

funded by a different operating unit to other countries. If multiple OUs are co-funding development of 

the same technology, practice or approach under the same R&D mechanism, they should coordinate with 

the COR/AOR to decide which OU should report on the indicator in FTFMS on behalf of all contributing 

OUs. We discourage individual OUs reporting prorated results based on funding proportions in these 

cases. 

Four phases of research, development, and uptake: 

Phase I - Under research as a result of USG assistance: Count new technologies, practices, or 

approaches under research in the current reporting year. Technologies and management practices are 

under research when the process to develop or support the development of the product is conducted under 

ideal or controlled conditions such as a laboratory or greenhouse. Note that for non-biotech crops, much 

or all of this phase might be conducted outdoors and in soil, and yet be considered to be in controlled 

conditions; these attributes do not make this work “field testing.” Additionally, livestock research 

conducted on-station and in confined settings would also be considered to be in controlled conditions. 

For social science research, only theoretical, efficacy, or secondary data research on a specific approach 

(e.g. the use of index insurance to increase on-farm investment) that could significantly improve 

development outcomes should be counted.  

Phase II - Under field testing as a result of USG assistance: “Under field testing” means that research 

has moved from focused development, where a promising technology or practice has been identified, to 

broader testing of effectiveness under conditions intended to resemble those that the potential users of 

the new technology will encounter. Testing might be done in the actual facilities or fields of potential 

users, or it might be in a facility set up to duplicate those conditions to prove expected performance or 
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superiority to current technologies or practices. For biotechnology research, a change of location from a 

contained laboratory or greenhouse to a confined field with the receipt of a permit indicates that the 

research has completed the “under research” phase and moved into the “under field testing” phase. The 

goal of this phase is to achieve a documented ‘real world’ assessment of potential performance and 

feasibility, by accumulating technical information and test results that indicate that the expected 

performance is achievable.   Some technologies may have legal requirements for the collection, 

submission, and approval of assessment data, which must be satisfied before completing this Phase. 

Social science research conducted through a randomized controlled trial (RCT) or quasi-experimental 

pilot for identification of effectiveness or causal impact should be counted under this phase. 

Phase III - Made available for uptake as a result of USG assistance: Count technologies, practices 

or approaches that are ready to be taken up or adopted by a public or private sector entity, which would 

then disseminate the technology, practice or approach to end users in a manner that promotes sustainable, 

widespread adoption at the population level (e.g. hundreds of thousands to millions, depending on the 

technology or practice and context). This phase does not count the number of technologies and practices 

actually transferred by public or private entities, including implementing partners. Completing a research 

activity or transferring a technology, practice, or approach to another researcher for continued R&D 

activities do not in themselves constitute having made something available for uptake. Conditions may 

need to be met before a technology, practice, or approach can move into the public domain such as 

licensure, certification, or policy guidelines and this Phase captures technologies, practices, and 

approaches that have met these conditions. It must have passed all required regulatory approvals such 

that intermediaries and end users (i.e. service input providers, farmers) are able to use and disseminate it 

legally. Any technology, practice, or approach made available for uptake in a previous year should not 

be included, unless the availability has increased in geographic scope (i.e. made available for uptake in 

another country) in this reporting period. 

Phase IV – Demonstrated uptake by the public and/or private sector: A technology, practice, or 

approach has “demonstrated uptake” if any public- and/or private-sector actor has institutionalized or  

provided support for dissemination, independent of USG assistance, at any point during the reporting 

period. This phase aligns with the Foreign Assistance indicator for Science, Technology, Innovation, and 

Research 11 (STIR-11).  As a result, it does not include uptake by the end user (i.e. individual customers 

or farmers) or by bilateral or multilateral donor organizations (e.g. USAID Missions).  End users applying 

new technologies are measured under EG.3.2-24. While technologies, practices, and approaches are often 

delivered successfully through donor pathways, the goal is to identify a sustainable pathway for delivery 

through the public or private sector.  Examples of demonstrated uptake include a) non USAID financial 

support provided through public, private, or public-private agreements (i.e. non-revenue monies from 

non-donor sources) for dissemination including - but not limited to - private investments, grants, loans, 

funds, or government bonds; b) incorporation/institutionalization of an approach into a host country 

government’s national or sub-national guidelines, policies, or other legal frameworks; c) market 

introduction such as the technology or practice being offered for sale; and, d) distribution or delivery of 

a technology or practice to an end-user via the public and/or private sectors such as by agricultural 

extension agents. 

A technology, practice or approach should be reported each year it is actively in Phase I or Phase II 

during the mechanism’s life of activity. A technology, practice, or approach reported under Phase III and 

IV should be counted only once per country by each Implementing Partner across the life of the activity, 

and should be reported on during the first reporting year when the technology, practice or approach is 

made available for uptake (Phase III) or has demonstrated uptake (Phase IV).  It should only be counted 

once in Phase IV for each country regardless of whether the private sector and the public sector have 

both demonstrated uptake of the technology, practice or approach, or whether multiple private or public 

sector actors have done so. In some cases, multiple IPs may have provided support in Phase I, II, or III 

and IV for a technology, practice or approach. Each IP may report on the technology, practice or approach 
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at each of the phases it supports, even if this results in multiple IPs counting the same technology, 

practice, or approach in the same phase in the same country.  This indicator does not count whether a 

technology, practice or approach has ever been made available for uptake or been taken up in the past - 

only whether that technology, practice or approach has been made available for uptake or has 

demonstrated uptake by the public and/or private sectors during the life of the activity. 

Total number of unique technologies:  Alongside tracking the progress of technologies, practices and 

approaches across four phases of research and development, FTFMS also captures the number of unique 

technologies.  Since a single technology, practice or approach can reach more than one phase in a single 

year, the system allows the reporting of that technology, practice, approach in multiple phases (i.e., 

double-counting within a category, across phases).  FTFMS captures the counts of each unique 

technology, practice or approach supported by category in a single year.   While you can double-count 

the same technology in each of the different phases it reaches in a single year, you cannot double count 

the same technology across categories.  

The public sector includes non-governmental organizations, public sector higher education institutions, 

recipient country governments (i.e. any department, office, subdivision, or other entity within the national 

or sub-national government of the country where the technology, practice, or approach is supported), and 

other organizations that are part of the public sector but not included in the categories above. The private 

sector includes private organizations (i.e. businesses and corporations; business, industry and trade 

associations; corporate foundations; social enterprises; financial institutions, investors, and impact 

investors), private philanthropy (i.e. private foundations and philanthropists), and other organizations 

that are part of the private sector but not included in the categories above. A blended adoption includes 

uptake by both the public and private sectors. This could be simultaneous uptake by both, or separate 

uptake by each, during a reporting period. However, the technology, practice or approach would only be 

reported once in both of these scenarios. 

Activity Operational Definition: This indicator measures the number of technologies, practices and 

approaches implemented through Nafoore Warsaaji activities. Nafoore Warsaaji works with close 

collaboration with private sector actors to facilitate the introduction and/ or implementation of 

technologies, practices and approaches such as crop choices, fertility, crop protection, equipment, 

finance, crop Insurance, market linkages, contracting, water management technology, etc. All 

technologies used by the beneficiaries with Nafoore Warsaaji’s assistance should be counted. 

Indicator type:  Output (phases 1,2,3); Outcome (phase 4) 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: None 

Rationale: According to the USAID Scientific Research Policy (2014), research allows USAID to 

develop, test, refine and evaluate the acceptability and cost-effectiveness of new and improved products, 

tools, approaches and interventions that focus on the key concerns of developing countries. Research 

also helps inform policy, strategic direction of programs, and methods to overcome barriers to 

implementation in developing country settings by strengthening the evidence-base for development. The 

U.S. Government Global Food Security (GFS) Research Strategy frames research programming in terms 

of a Research and Development (R&D) pipeline, in which new or significantly improved technologies 

advance through phases of research before being transferred to technology-scaling partners for 

dissemination and, ultimately, widespread adoption by developing-country beneficiaries. The R&D 

pipeline contains innovative, scalable products and practices to improve productivity, nutrition, and 

resilience in Feed the Future partner countries.  This indicator tracks the four phases of research and 

development and aligns with the cross-cutting contributions of research under the Global Food Security 

Strategy (GFSS) results framework. 
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PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, Private sector partners 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: annual 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – IR.1: Strengthened inclusive 

agriculture systems that are productive and profitable 

INDICATOR TITLE:  EG.3.2-24  Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have 

applied improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator measures the total number of agriculture system actors participating in the 

USG-funded activity who have applied improved management practices and/or technologies promoted 

by the USG anywhere within the food and agriculture system during the reporting year. These individuals 

can include: 

● Farmers, ranchers and other primary sector producers of food and nonfood crops, livestock and 

livestock products, fish and other fisheries/aquaculture products, agro-forestry products, and 

natural resource-based products, including non-timber forest products such as fruits, seeds, and 

resins; 

● Individuals in the private sector, such as entrepreneurs, input suppliers, traders, processors, 

manufacturers, distributors, service providers, and wholesalers and retailers; 

● Individuals in government, such as policy makers, extension workers and natural resource 

managers; 

● Individuals in civil society, such as researchers or academics and non-governmental and 

community organization staff. 

The indicator tracks those individuals who are changing their behavior while participating in USG-

funded activities.  Individuals who attended training or were exposed to a new technology do not count 

under this indicator unless the individual actually applies what she/he learned. For example, if an 

agriculture extension agent attends a gender-sensitive agriculture extension training, he can be counted 

under this indicator once he applies what he learned by changing the way he reaches out to and interacts 

with the female farmers to whom he provides extension services.  

Improved management practices or technologies are those promoted by the implementing partner as a 

way to increase agriculture productivity or support stronger and better functioning systems.  The 

improved management practices and technologies are agriculture-related, including those that address 

climate change adaptation or climate change mitigation. Implementing partners promoting one or a 

package of specific management practices and technologies report practices under categories of types of 

improved management practices or technologies. The indicator should count those specific practices 

promoted by the activities, not just any improved practice. Even then, baseline values could be quite 

high, especially if a wide range of practices is included in the list of promoted practices. If that happens, 

IPs should look at the disaggregated prevalence of individual practices to identify ones that are already 

widely applied and remove those from the list (and from plans to promote) and recalculate the indicator 

without the already common practices. 

This indicator captures results where they were achieved, regardless of whether interventions were 

carried out, and results achieved, in the ZOI.  

 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm


21 AMELP’S ANNEX-2  

Management practice and technology type categories, with some illustrative (not exhaustive) examples, 

include:  

● Crop genetics: e.g. improved/certified seed that could be higher-yielding, higher in nutritional 

content (e.g. through bio-fortification, such as vitamin A-rich sweet potatoes or rice, high-protein 

maize), and/or more resilient to climate impacts (e.g. drought tolerant maize, or stress tolerant 

rice); improved germplasm. 

● Cultural practices: context specific agronomic practices that do not fit in other categories, e.g. 

seedling production and transplantation; cultivation practices such as planting density, crop 

rotation, and mounding. 

● Livestock management: e.g. improved livestock breeds; livestock health services and products 

such as vaccines; improved livestock handling practices and housing; improved feeding 

practices; improved grazing practices, improved waste management practices, improved fodder 

crop, cultivation of dual-purpose crops. 

● Wild-caught fisheries management: e.g. sustainable fishing practices; improved nets, hooks, 

lines, traps, dredges, trawls; improved hand gathering, netting, angling, spearfishing, and 

trapping practices. 

● Aquaculture management: e.g. improved fingerlings; improved feed and feeding practices; fish 

health and disease control; improved cage culture; improved pond culture; pond preparation; 

sampling and harvesting; management of carrying capacity. 

● Natural resource or ecosystem management: e.g. terracing, rock lines; fire breaks; biodiversity 

conservation; strengthening of ecosystem services, including stream bank management or 

restoration or re/afforestation; woodlot management. 

● Pest and disease management: e.g. Integrated Pest Management; improved fungicides; 

appropriate application of fungicides; improved and environmentally sustainable use of cultural, 

physical, biological and chemical insecticides and pesticides; crop rotation; aflatoxin prevention 

and control. 

● Soil-related fertility and conservation: e.g. Integrated Soil Fertility Management; soil 

management practices that increase biotic activity and soil organic matter levels, such as soil 

amendments that increase fertilizer-use efficiency (e.g. soil organic matter, mulching); improved 

fertilizer; improved fertilizer use practices; inoculant; erosion control. 

● Irrigation: e.g. drip, surface, and sprinkler irrigation; irrigation schemes. 

● Agriculture water management - non-irrigation-based: e.g. water harvesting; sustainable water 

use practices; practices that improve water quality. 

● Climate mitigation: technologies selected because they minimize emission intensities relative to 

other alternatives (while preventing leakage of emissions elsewhere). Examples include low- or 

no-till practices; restoration of organic soils and degraded lands; efficient nitrogen fertilizer use; 

practices that promote methane reduction; agroforestry; introduction/expansion of perennials; 

practices that promote greater resource use efficiency (e.g. drip irrigation, upgrades of 

agriculture infrastructure and supply chains). 

● Climate adaptation/climate risk management: technologies promoted with the explicit objective 

of reducing risk and minimizing the severity of the impacts of climate change. Examples include 

drought and flood resistant varieties; short-duration varieties; adjustment of sowing time; 

agricultural/climate forecasting; early warning systems; diversification, use of perennial 

varieties; agroforestry; risk insurance. 
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● Marketing and distribution: e.g. contract farming technologies and practices; improved input 

purchase technologies and practices; improved commodity sale technologies and practices; 

improved market information system technologies and practices. 

● Post-harvest handling and storage: e.g. improved transportation; decay and insect control; 

temperature and humidity control; improved quality control technologies and practices; sorting 

and grading, sanitary handling practices. 

● Value-added processing: e.g. improved packaging practices and materials including 

biodegradable packaging; food and chemical safety technologies and practices; improved 

preservation technologies and practices. 

● Other: e.g. improved mechanical and physical land preparation; non-market- and non-climate-

related information technology; improved record keeping; improved budgeting and financial 

management; Improved capacity to repair agricultural equipment; improved quality of 

agricultural products or technology. 

This indicator endeavors to capture the individuals who have made the decision to apply a particular 

management practice or technology, not those who have had to do so as a condition of employment or 

an obligation. For example, if a manager in a company that distributes agriculture produce decides to use 

refrigerator trucks for transport and plans the distribution route using GIS information to maximize 

efficiency, both practices that are promoted by the USG-funded activity, the manager is counted as one 

individual; the five drivers of the newly refrigerated trucks who are driving the new routes are not 

counted. If the manager and co-owner together decided to apply these new practices, they are counted as 

two individuals. Another example would be if a franchise offers a new fertilizer mix developed with 

USG assistance and makes it available to franchisees, yet those franchisees make the decision whether 

or not to offer it. In this case both the decision-maker(s) at the franchise level and the franchisees who 

decide to offer it get counted as individuals applying a new management practice.  

It is common for USG-funded activities to promote more than one improved technology or management 

practice to farmers and other individuals, This indicator allows the tracking of the total number of 

participants that apply any improved management practice or technology during the reporting year and 

the tracking of the total number of participants that apply practices or technologies in specific 

management practice and technology type categories.  

● Count the participant if they have applied a management practice or technology promoted with 

USG assistance at least once in the reporting year. Count the producer participant who applied 

improved management practices or technologies regardless of the size of the plot on which 

practices were applied.  

● Count each participant only once per year in the applicable Sex disaggregate category and Age 

disaggregate category to track the number of individuals applying USG-promoted management 

practice or technology type. If more than one participant in a household is applying improved 

technologies, count each participant in the household who does so.  

● Under the Commodity disaggregate, count each participant once under each commodity for 

which they apply a USG-promoted management practice or technology type.  For example, if a 

participant uses USG-promoted improved seed for the focus commodities of maize and legume, 

count that participant once under maize and once under legumes.  

● Count each individual once per management practice or technology type once per year under the 

appropriate Management practice/technology type disaggregate. Individuals can be counted 

under a number of different Management practices/technology types in a reporting year.  

o For example:  
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▪ If a participant applied more than one improved technology type during the reporting year, 

count the participant under each technology type applied. 

▪ If an activity is promoting a technology for multiple benefits, the participant applying the 

technology may be reported under each relevant Management practice/technology type 

category. For example, a farmer who is using drought tolerant seeds could be reported 

under Crop genetics and Climate adaptation/climate risk management depending for what 

purpose(s) or benefit(s) the activity is being promoted to participant farmers. For example, 

if a private enterprise invested in newer, more efficient machinery to process or otherwise 

improve the raw product that is also intended to reduce emissions intensities, this practice 

would be counted under “value-added processing” and “climate mitigation”.  

▪ Count a participant once per reporting year regardless of how many times she/he applied 

an improved practice/technology type. For example, a farmer has access to irrigation 

through the USG-funded activity and can now cultivate a second crop during the dry 

season in addition to the rainy season. Whether the farmer applies USG-promoted 

improved seed to her plot during one season and not the other, or in both the rainy and dry 

season, she would only be counted once in the Crop Genetics category under the 

Management practice/technology type disaggregate (and once under the Irrigation 

category.) 

▪ Count a participant once per practice/technology type category regardless of how many 

specific practices/technologies under that technology type category she/he applied. For 

example, a project is promoting improved plant spacing and planting on ridges. A 

participant applies both practices. She/he would only be counted once under the Cultural 

practices technology type category.  

IPs may use sales data from assisted firms for some kinds of inputs to estimate the number of producers 

for indicators EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved 

management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level], and EG.3.2-25 Number of 

hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] if they 

use clearly documented assumptions that are regularly validated through spot surveys or similar methods. 

For example, an IP working to strengthen the certified soy seed market within a defined market shed in 

the ZOI could use data on the number and volume of certified soy seed sales by assisted firms during the 

reporting year to estimate the number of farmers applying certified soy seed (by using a conservative 

assumption that one sales equals one farmer applying) and hectares under certified seed by assuming a 

periodically validated planting density. All assumptions underlying the indicator estimates should be 

documented annually in an Indicator Comment. However, if an agrodealer gives away seed packs with 

the purchase of other inputs as a promotion, more validation would be necessary for the IP to assume 

farmers purchasing the other input are also applying that seed. 

If a lead farmer cultivates a plot used for training, e.g., a demonstration plot used for Farmer Field Days 

or Farmer Field School, the lead farmer should be counted as a participant applying improved 

practices/technologies for this indicator. In addition, the area of the demonstration plot should be counted 

under indicator EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies 

with USG assistance [IM-level]. However, if the demonstration or training plot is cultivated by a 

researcher (a demonstration plot in a research institute, for instance), neither the area nor the researcher 

should be counted under this indicator or indicator EG.3.2-25.  

Participants who are part of a group or members of an organization that apply improved technologies on 

a demonstration or other common plot should not be counted under this indicator, the area of the common 

plot should not be counted under indicator EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under improved management 

practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level], and the yield should not be counted under 

indicator EG.3-10, -11, -12 Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among program participants with 
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USG assistance [IM-level]. For cultivated cropland, these three indicators (EG.3.2-24, EG.3.2-25 and 

EG.3-10, -11, -12) only capture results for land that is individually managed.  

This is a snapshot indicator, which is designed to capture farmer application only for the reporting year. 

Individuals who applied a USG activity-promoted management practice before the intervention 

constitute the baseline. Individuals that continue to apply the USG activity-promoted management 

practice during the project period get counted for applying the technology in any subsequent years they 

apply that technology, even if they weren’t directly touched by the intervention in the reporting year (if 

the IP continues to track information on former participants). However, this also means that yearly totals 

can NOT be summed to count application by unique individuals over the life of the project. 

However, there are some cases where group members can be counted under this indicator. For example, 

as a result of participating in a USG-funded activity, a producer association purchases a dryer and then 

provides drying services for a fee to its members. In this scenario, any member that uses the dryer service 

can be counted as applying an improved management practice under this indicator.  

Note that the list of practice/technology type disaggregates is broader under this indicator than the list of 

practice/technology type disaggregates under indicator EG.3.2-25 because this indicator tracks 

application of improved practices/technologies beyond those that are applied to a defined land or water 

area.  

Activity Operational Definition: This indicator measures the total number of direct beneficiaries, as 

well as individual processors, rural entrepreneurs, traders, off-takers, growers, aggregators, etc. that 

applied or benefited from improved technologies through Nafoore Warsaaji activities. This includes 

innovations in efficiency, value-addition, marketing, water management, managerial practices, financial 

access, equipment and input supply delivery, risk mitigation, etc.  

Indicator type: Outcome   

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Value chain actor, Technology type, Sex (Male, Female), Age (15-29, 30+) 

Rationale: Improved management practices and technological change and adoption by different actors 

throughout the agricultural system will be critical to increasing agricultural productivity and supporting 

stronger and better functioning systems. This indicator falls under IR 1: Strengthened inclusive 

agriculture systems that are productive and profitable in the Global Food Security Strategy (GFSS) 

results framework.   

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, Private sector partners 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data, sample survey of direct beneficiaries 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 
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Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: annual 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Area EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – IR.4: Increased sustainable 

productivity, particularly through climate-smart approaches 

INDICATOR TITLE:  EG.3.2-25  Number of hectares under improved management practices or 

technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator measures the area in hectares where USG-promoted improved management 

practices or technologies were applied during the reporting year to areas managed or cultivated by 

producers participating in a USG-funded activity. Management practices counted are agriculture-related, 

land- or water-based management practices and technologies in sectors such as cultivation of food or 

fiber, aquaculture, fisheries, and livestock management, including those that address climate change 

adaptation and mitigation. Improved management practices or technologies are those promoted by the 

implementing partner as a way to increase producer’s productivity and/or resilience.   

The application of both intensive and extensive agriculture-related management practices and 

technologies in different landscapes are captured under the Type of Hectare disaggregate. The Type of 

Hectare disaggregates are: crop land, cultivated pasture, rangeland, conservation/protected area, 

freshwater or marine ecosystems, aquaculture, and other[1]. Intensive interventions are those where 

higher levels of inputs, labor and capital are applied relative to the size of land.  Extensive interventions 

are those where smaller amounts of inputs, labor and capital are applied relative to the size of land.  For 

example, an intervention working to increase the production of fingerlings in aquaculture is considered 

intensive while using improved grazing practices for livestock in a rangeland landscape would be 

considered extensive. Those interventions carried out on crop land, cultivated pasture and aquaculture 

are considered “intensive”.  Those carried on rangeland, conservation/protected area and freshwater or 

marine ecosystems are considered “extensive”. The same area cannot be counted under more than one 

Type of Hectare disaggregate category.   

This indicator captures results where they were achieved, regardless of whether interventions were 

carried out, and results achieved, in the ZOI. 

 A management practice or technology can be applied under a number of different hectare types. For 

example, improved grazing practices could take place in cultivated pasture, rangeland, or conservation 

and mixed-used landscapes, and climate adaptation/climate risk management interventions can be 

applied in all hectare types.  

Management practice and technology type categories, with some illustrative (not exhaustive) examples, 

include:  

● Crop genetics: e.g. improved/certified seed that could be higher-yielding or higher in nutritional 

content (e.g. through bio-fortification, such as vitamin A-rich sweet potatoes or rice, or high-

protein maize), and/or more resilient to climate impacts (e.g. drought tolerant maize or stress 

tolerant rice); improved germplasm. 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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● Cultural practices: context specific agronomic practices that do not fit in other categories, e.g. 

seedling production and transplantation; cultivation practices such as planting density, crop 

rotation, and mounding. 

● Livestock management:  e.g. improved grazing practices, improved fodder crop, cultivation of 

dual-purpose crops. 

● Wild-caught fisheries management: e.g. sustainable fishing practices. 

● Aquaculture management: e.g. pond culture; pond preparation; management of carrying 

capacity.   

● Natural resource or ecosystem management: e.g. biodiversity conservation; strengthening of 

ecosystem services, including stream bank management or restoration or re/afforestation; 

woodlot management. 

● Pest and disease management: e.g. Integrated Pest Management; improved fungicides; 

appropriate application of fungicides; improved and environmentally sustainable use of cultural, 

physical, biological and chemical insecticides and pesticides; crop rotation; aflatoxin prevention 

and control during production. 

● Soil-related fertility and conservation: e.g. Integrated Soil Fertility Management; soil 

management practices that increase biotic activity and soil organic matter levels, such as soil 

amendments that increase fertilizer-use efficiency (e.g. soil organic matter, mulching); improved 

fertilizer; improved fertilizer use practices; inoculant; erosion control. 

● Irrigation: e.g. drip, surface, and sprinkler irrigation; irrigation schemes. 

● Agriculture water management - non-irrigation-based: e.g. water harvesting; sustainable water 

use practices; practices that improve water quality. 

● Climate mitigation: technologies selected because they minimize emission intensities relative to 

other alternatives (while preventing leakage of emissions elsewhere). Examples include low- or 

no-till practices; restoration of organic soils and degraded lands; efficient nitrogen fertilizer use; 

practices that promote methane reduction; agroforestry; introduction/expansion of perennials; 

practices that promote greater resource use efficiency (e.g. drip irrigation). 

● Climate adaptation/climate risk management: technologies promoted with the explicit objective 

of reducing risk and minimizing the severity of climate change. Examples include drought and 

flood resistant varieties; short-duration varieties; adjustment of sowing time; diversification, use 

of perennial varieties; agroforestry. 

● Other: e.g. improved mechanical and physical land preparation. 

Since it is very common for USG activities to promote more than one improved management practice or 

technology, this indicator allows the tracking of the number of hectares under the different management 

practices and technology types and the total unique number of hectares on which one or more practices 

or technologies has been applied at the activity level. 

● If a participant applied more than one improved technology during the reporting year, count that 

area on which the participant applied those technologies under each relevant Management 

Practice type applied under the relevant Hectare type. However, count the area only once in the 

applicable Sex, Age and Commodity disaggregate categories under the relevant Hectare type. 

This will not result in double-counting for the total in FTFMS. 

● If an activity is promoting a single technology for multiple benefits, the area under the 

technology may be reported under each relevant category under the Management 

Practice/Technology Type disaggregate. For example, drought tolerant seeds could be reported 
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under Crop genetics and Climate adaptation/climate risk management depending for what 

purpose(s) or benefit(s) the activity was promoted.  

● If a participant cultivates a plot of land more than once in the reporting year, the area should be 

counted each time one or more improved management practice/technology is applied. For 

example, because of access to irrigation as a result of a USG activity, a farmer can now cultivate 

two cycles of crops instead of one. If the farmer applies USG-promoted technologies on her/his 

plot for the two cycles, the area of the plot would be counted twice under this indicator. Note 

that the farmer would only be counted once under indicator EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in 

the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or technologies with 

USG assistance [IM-level].  

If a lead farmer cultivates a plot used for training, e.g. a demonstration plot used for Farmer Field Days 

or Farmer Field School, the area of the demonstration plot should be counted under this indicator. In 

addition, the lead farmer should be counted as one individual under indicator EG.3.2-24 Number of 

individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or technologies 

with USG assistance [IM-level]. 

The indicator should count those specific practices promoted by the activities, not any improved practice. 

Even then, baseline values could be quite high, especially if a wide range of practices is included in the 

list of promoted practices. If that happens, IPs should look at the disaggregated prevalence of individual 

practices to identify ones that are already widely applied and remove those from the list (and from plans 

to promote) and recalculate the indicator without the already common practices. 

This is a snapshot indicator, which is designed to capture application on hectares only for the reporting 

year. Hectares where  a USG activity-promoted management practice was applied before the intervention 

constitute the baseline. Hectares where the USG activity-promoted management practice is applied 

during the project period get counted and  in any subsequent years where that technology is applied. 

However, this also means that yearly totals can NOT be summed to count application on unique hectares 

over the life of the project. 

IPs may use sales data from assisted firms for some kinds of inputs to estimate the number of producers 

for indicator EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved 

management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] and indicator EG.3.2-25 Number 

of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] if 

they use clearly documented assumptions that are regularly validated through spot surveys or similar 

methods. For example, an IP working to strengthen the certified soy seed market within a defined market 

shed in the ZOI could use data on the number and volume of certified soy seed sales by assisted firms 

during the reporting year to estimate the number of farmers applying certified soy seed (for example, by 

using a conservative assumption that one sales equals one farmer applying) and hectares under certified 

seed by assuming a periodically validated planting density. All assumptions underlying the indicator 

estimates should be documented annually in an Indicator Comment. However, if an agrodealer gives 

away seed packs with the purchase of other inputs as a promotion, more validation would be necessary 

for the IP to assume farmers purchasing the other input would also apply that seed. 

Demonstration plots cultivated by researchers (a demonstration plot in a research institute, for instance) 

should not be counted under this indicator nor should the researcher be counted under this indicator or 

indicator EG.3.2-24. The area of a demonstration or common plot cultivated under improved practices 

or technologies by participants who are part of a group or members of an organization should not be 

counted under this indicator, the participants should not be counted under indicator EG.3.2-24 Number 

of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or 

technologies with USG assistance [IM-level], and the yield should not be counted under indicator EG.3-
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10, -11, -12 Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among program participants with USG assistance 

[IM-level].  

For cultivated cropland, these three indicators (EG.3.2-24, EG.3.2-25, and EG.3-10, -11, -12) only 

capture results for land that is individually managed. If more than one participant is involved in 

cultivating the same plot of land, the area of the plot should be divided by the number of participants 

cultivating it.  The divided area where the individual applied improved management practices and 

technologies should then be reported under the appropriate sex and age categories.  

Additionally, rangelands, conservation/protected areas, and freshwater or marine ecosystems under the 

”Type of Hectares” disaggregate that are communally- or group-managed , can be reported under this 

indicator.  These cases should be reported in the association-applied category under the Sex and Age 

disaggregate.  Association-applied would be applicable for landscapes where communities or 

organizations develop and adhere to policies regarding management, harvest, protection, etc..  Only 

extensive agriculture-related management practices and technologies should count as association-

applied, and not association-applied management practices and technologies on crop lands, cultivated 

pasture, or aquaculture.  

[1] Type of hectare disaggregates defined as:  

▪ Crop land: land used for the production of crops for harvest, regardless of whether the crop that 

was cultivated was harvested or lost. Include home gardens in this category.  

▪ Cultivated pasture: land where forage crops are primarily grown for grazing 

▪ Rangelands: land on which the native vegetation (climax or natural potential plant community) 

is predominantly grasses, grass-like plants, forbs, or shrubs suitable for grazing or browsing use.   

▪ Conservation/protected areas: terrestrial areas that are protected because of their recognized, 

natural, ecological or cultural values. The protected status may fall into different categories and 

include strictly protected to those that allow for some limited human occupation and/or 

sustainable use of natural resources, such as agroforestry, collection of non-timber forest 

products, etc.  

▪ Fresh-water and marine ecosystems: aquatic areas that include freshwater, such as lakes, ponds, 

rivers, streams, springs, and freshwater wetlands, and water with higher salt content, such as salt 

marshes, mangroves, estuaries and bays, oceans, and marine wetlands. 

▪ Aquaculture; areas dedicated to the breeding, rearing and harvesting of aquatic animals and 

plants for food.  

▪ Other: Areas that don’t fit into these categories.  Please describe the Hectare type in the indicator 

comment.  

Activity Operational Definition: This indicator measures the area (in hectares) of land cultivated using 

Nafoore Warsaaji -promoted improved technologies or management practices during the current 

reporting year. Technologies to be counted here are horticulture-related, land-based technologies and 

innovations including those that address climate change adaptation and horticultural risk mitigation. The 

demonstration sites cultivated through Nafoore Warsaaji’s activities are also counted under this indicator.  

If a beneficiary cultivates a plot of land more than once in the reporting year, the area should be counted 

each time it is cultivated with one or more improved technologies during the reporting year. 

Indicator type: Outcome   

Unit: Hectare 

Disaggregate by: Type of hectare, Sex (Male, Female), Age (15- 29, 30+) 
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Rationale: Improved management practices on agriculture land, in aquaculture, and in freshwater and 

marine fisheries will be critical to increasing agricultural productivity. This indicator tracks successful 

application of technologies and management practices in an effort to improve agricultural productivity, 

agricultural water productivity, sustainability, and resilience to climate change.  In the GFSS results 

framework, this indicator reports contributions to IR.4: Increased sustainable productivity, particularly 

through climate-smart approaches. 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data, sample survey of direct beneficiaries 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – CCIR 2: Improved climate risk, land, 

marine, and other natural resource management (cross reference to CCIR5: More effective governance, 

policy and institutions) 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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INDICATOR TITLE:  EG.3.2-28 Number of hectares under improved management practices or 

technologies that promote improved climate risk reduction and/or natural resources management 

with USG assistance [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator measures the area in hectares where USG-promoted management practices or 

improved technologies that reduce climate risk and improve land, marine, and other natural resources 

management were applied during the reporting year to areas managed or cultivated by producers 

participating in a USG-funded activity.    

Management practices counted are agriculture-related, land- or water-based management practices and 

technologies in sectors such as cultivation of food or fiber, aquaculture, fisheries, and livestock 

management that address climate change adaptation and mitigation, specifically including those that seek 

to bring about benefits relating to climate change adaptation/climate risk management, climate mitigation 

and improved natural resource and ecosystem management. Improved management practices or 

technologies are those promoted by the implementing partner as a way to increase producer’s 

productivity directly or to support stronger and better functioning systems.   

This indicator captures results where they were achieved, regardless of whether interventions were 

carried out, and results achieved, in the ZOI. 

This indicator reports on the unique number of hectares from a subset of three of indicator EG.3.2-25 

Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-

level] management practice category disaggregates.  The examples under each category below are 

illustrative but not exhaustive.   

▪ Natural resource or ecosystem management: e.g. biodiversity conservation; strengthening of 

ecosystem services, including stream bank management or restoration or re/afforestation; 

woodlot management. 

▪ Climate mitigation: technologies selected because they minimize emission intensities relative 

to other alternatives (while preventing leakage of emissions elsewhere). Examples include low- 

or no-till practices; restoration of organic soils and degraded lands; efficient nitrogen fertilizer 

use; practices that promote methane reduction; agroforestry; introduction/expansion of 

perennials; practices that promote greater resource use efficiency (e.g. drip irrigation). 

▪ Climate adaptation/climate risk management: technologies promoted with the explicit 

objective of reducing risk and minimizing the severity of climate change. Examples include 

drought and flood resistant varieties; short-duration varieties; adjustment of sowing time; 

diversification, use of perennial varieties; agroforestry. 

Indicator EG.3.2-25 is first disaggregated by Type of Hectare, and under Type of Hectare, by 

Management Practice and Technology Type disaggregate categories.  The same area cannot be counted 

under more than one Type of Hectare disaggregate category. But a management practice or technology 

can be applied under a number of different hectare types. For example, climate adaptation/climate risk 

management interventions can be applied in all hectare types.   
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Because it is possible that the same area is reported under more than one of the three indicator EG.3.2-

25 management practice or technology type categories under a given Type of Hectare, IPs must ensure 

that they eliminate any double-counting of hectares across the three categories before reporting a unique 

number of hectares under this indicator. For example, an IP is working on a livelihoods project where 

the interventions are supporting diversification and use of agroforestry products and participatory 

management detailing sustainable use practices for the adjacent mixed-use protected area. The area is 

reported under both the natural resource or ecosystem management and climate adaptation/climate risk 

management categories under indicator EG.3.2-25. The IP should only count the hectares in the mixed-

use protected area once under this indicator.  

The area of a demonstration or common plot cultivated under improved practices or technologies by 

participants who are part of a group or members of an organization should not be counted under this 

indicator, since for cultivated cropland, this indicator captures land that is individually managed. 

However, communally- or group-managed areas under extensive Type of Hectares disaggregates, such 

as conservation landscapes or rangeland, can be reported under this indicator under the association-

applied category under the Sex and Age disaggregate.  Association-applied would be applicable for 

landscapes where communities or organizations develop and adhere to policies regarding management, 

harvest, protection, etc. 

Activity Operational Definition: This indicator measures the number of hectares under climate 

mitigation and risk mechanisms like insurance, water management technology (solar pump, drip 

irrigation), conservation agriculture, improved seeds varieties, etc. All other areas under technology not 

mentioned here and that contributes to reduced climate risk should be counted.  

Indicator type: Outcome   

Unit: Hectare 

Disaggregate by: None 

Rationale: Improved management practices on agriculture land, in aquaculture and in freshwater and 

marine fisheries relating to improved natural resource or ecosystem management and those practices that 

bring benefits related to climate mitigation and climate adaptation are critical for ensuring that 

smallholder producers and their communities are taking steps to safeguard themselves against climate 

and weather disturbances. This indicator tracks application of practices that can support producers and 

the landscapes where they live to proactively protect themselves against climate disturbances while 

promoting better management of the natural resources and healthy ecosystems. In the GFSS results 

framework, this indicator reports contributions to CCIR 2: Improved climate risk, land, marine, and other 

natural resource management and is cross-linked to CCIR 5: More effective governance, policy and 

institutions. 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data, sample survey of direct beneficiaries 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 



34 AMELP’S ANNEX-2  

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SOURCE: Custom 

INDICATOR TITLE:  NW-1  Number of farmers under horticultural insurance as a result of 

Nafoore Warsaaji activities [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator tracks the number of famers covered by an horticultural insurance policy 

during the reporting year as a result of Nafoore Warsaaji activities. An insurance policy refers to 

horticultural insurance that protects the growers from financial shocks in the case of crop failure that 

could otherwise negatively impact the individuals or households economic situation  

Indicator type: Outcome 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Sex (Male, Female), Age (15-29, 30+) 

Rationale:  Food insecurity is often a result of financial shocks that may come from both agricultural 

production as well as loss of property or sickness or death of a household family member. Having a 

financial reserve in a savings account or an insurance policy is a means to buffer a household against 

these types of financial shocks that could leave the individual/household food insecure. 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, Insurance company 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 



36 AMELP’S ANNEX-2  

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 

 

 

. 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SOURCE: Custom 

INDICATOR TITLE:  NW-2  Number of hectares under horticultural insurance as a result of 

Nafoore Warsaaji assistance [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator counts the number of hectares under horticulture insurance during the 

reporting year as a result of Nafoore Warsaaji activities. An horticultural insurance refers to insurance 

that protects the growers from financial shocks in the case of crop failure that could otherwise negatively 

impact the individuals or households economic situation. 

Indicator Type:   

Unit: Hectare 

Disaggregate by: Sex (Male, Female), Age (15-29, 30+) 

Rationale:  Food insecurity is often a result of financial shocks that may come from both agricultural 

production as well as loss of property or sickness or death of a household family member. Having a 

financial reserve in a savings account or an insurance policy is a means to buffer a household against 

these types of financial shocks that could leave the individual/household food insecure. 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, Insurance company 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 
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OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION:  Program Element EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION:  Global Food Security Strategy - IR.2: Strengthened and expanded 

access to markets and trade 

INDICATOR TITLE:  EG.3.2-26  Value of annual sales of producers and firms receiving USG 

assistance [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition:  This indicator measures the value in U.S. dollars of the total amount of sales of products and 

services by USG-assisted farms and firms during the reporting year within USG-supported agricultural 

commodity value chains or markets. This indicator also collects additional data points on the value of 

sales in local currency, the number of activity participants, including the number of producers and the 

number of assisted private sector firms, and, if applicable, the volume of sales (preferably in metric tons) 

for agricultural commodities (i.e. seed; food, non-food and feed crops; livestock and livestock products, 

fish).  

Examples of USG assistance include facilitating access to improved seeds and other inputs, to extension, 

business development and financial services, and to micro-enterprise loans; providing technical support 

in production techniques; strengthening linkages to markets; and other activities that benefit producers 

or private sector firms in the agriculture and food system.  

Annual sales include all sales by farms and firms participating in USG-funded activities. This includes 

producers, such as farmers, fishers and ranchers; and private sector non-farm enterprises, such as 

aggregators, input suppliers and distributors, traders, or processors of the targeted commodity(ies) 

throughout the value chain. In value-chain-facilitation and other market-strengthening activities, activity 

participants include the private sector firms with direct contact with the USG-funded activity and the 

producers and other customers buying from or selling to the USG-assisted firms.  Feed the Future 

recognizes the difficulty and cost to collect sales data directly from producers, especially when working 

with firms though a market-system approach intended to strengthen the links between producers and 

firms that purchase from them for onward sales, processing, etc. In these cases, implementing partners 

may consider collecting data from firms on producers who sold to the firms while collecting data on sales 

of the firms, rather than attempting to collect sales data from the producers directly. Implementing 

partners can then report both producer and firm sales under the appropriate disaggregate.  

“Private sector” includes any privately-led agricultural enterprise managed by a for-profit company. A 

community-based organization (CBO) or nongovernmental organization (NGO) may be included if the 

CBO or NGO engages in for-profit agricultural activity. Activity participants may be involved in 

agricultural production, agro-processing, wholesale or retail sales, fisheries, input supply, or other 

business activities in USG-assisted value chains and/or markets.  

Only count sales in the reporting year that are attributable to the USG, i.e. where the USG assisted the 

individual farmer or firm, or the market actor with which they are engaged directly, and for those value 

chains/commodities/markets which the USG supports. Sales do not have to take place within a specific 

geographic area, such as the ZOI.  

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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For assisted farms, sales refer to the value and amount of production that is sold, regardless of where the 

sales take place.   

For assisted firms, sales include the value of goods and services at the point of sale, not when the sale 

was contracted. Data should be collected directly from all firms who are receiving USG assistance.  

Under participants, count the number of assisted producers for whom sales data are available. Include 

producers reached directly with outreach and those buying from or selling to USG-assisted firms in a 

systems strengthening approach.  For firms, count the USG-assisted firm as the participant.  

It is essential that a Baseline Year Sales data point be entered. If data on the total value of sales by 

participant farms or firms prior to USG-funded activity implementation is not available, do not leave the 

baseline blank or enter ‘0’. Use the earliest Reporting Year Sales actual as the Baseline Year Sales.  

The number of participants in USG-funded activities often increases over time as the activity rolls out. 

Unless an activity has identified all prospective participants at the time the baseline is established, the 

baseline sales value will only include sales made by participant farms and firms identified when the 

baseline is established during the first year of implementation. The baseline sales value will not include 

the baselines from farms and firms added in subsequent years. To address this issue, the USG requires 

reporting the number of participants, both producers and private sector firms for each value chain product 

or service along with baseline and reporting year sales. These data points can be used to calculate average 

sales per participant at baseline, disaggregated by farm and firm and assist with interpreting the reasons 

for an observed growth in the value of sales. To generate meaningful out-year targets for annual sales, 

targets for number of participants, disaggregated by farm and firm, are also required.  

The type of Product or Service sold by the producer or firm is the first level disaggregate when reporting. 

These are broken down into the following disaggregate categories to be selected in FTFMS, with 

illustrative examples: 

Products: 

▪ Agricultural commodities, which generally include those raw products sold by producers such 

as staples, legumes, horticulture, livestock, and fish but does NOT include seeds. The specific 

commodity (maize, mung beans, tomatoes, etc.) needs to be selected.  

▪ Inputs: Seeds and planting material. 

▪ Inputs: Other non-durable inputs, such as fertilizer and pesticides. 

▪ Inputs: Durable equipment and machinery, including land preparation equipment, irrigation 

equipment, and other equipment or machinery. 

▪ Processed products/value added products (post-harvest). The specific commodity does not need 

to be selected. 

▪ Post-harvest storage and processing equipment, including PICS bags and processing machinery. 

Services: 

▪ Business services, including financial, entrepreneurial, legal, and other enterprise/producer 

strengthening services 

▪ Information services: SMS, Radio, TV, print, etc. 

▪ Production support services: other services that are sold to farmers, fishers, ranchers and 

pastoralists, including extension services, veterinary services, rental of equipment, land 

preparation, warehousing, post-harvest processing 
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Activity Operational Definition: This indicator collects the value and volume of sales of targeted 

horticulture commodities by all the activity beneficiaries. It will collect the volume (in metric tons) and 

value (US dollars) of sales from growers, traders, input suppliers. Only sales in the reporting year 

attributable to the Nafoore Warsaaji activity will be counted, i.e. where the project assisted the VC actors 

directly. Examples of Nafoore Warsaaji’s assistance include facilitating access to inputs and providing 

extension services, marketing assistance, facilitating access to finance, participation in market linkages, 

or other activities that benefit smallholders. 

A direct beneficiary sample survey will be used to collect sales data. The result of the sample survey will 

be extrapolated to calculate the total estimated sales values by all the beneficiaries. 

Conversion from CFA to USD: A fixed rate of exchange will be used for the duration of the activity – 

CFA 500 per one USD. 

Indicator type:  Outcome 

Unit: US Dollar 

Disaggregate by: Type of product or service, Type of producer/firm, Sex (Male, Female), Age (15-29, 

30+) 

Rationale:  Value (in US dollars) of sales from assisted producers and firms in targeted markets is a 

measure of the competitiveness of those actors. This measurement also helps track strengthened and 

expanded access to markets and progress toward engagement by farmers and firms throughout the value 

chain. Improving markets will contribute to Objective One of Inclusive and Sustainable Agriculture-led 

Economic Growth, which in turn will reduce poverty and thus achieve the goal. This indicator relates to 

IR 2: Strengthened and Expanded Access to Markets and Trade in the GFSS results framework. 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, Sample survey 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data, sample survey of direct beneficiaries 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 
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OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: TBD 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SOURCE: Custom 

INDICATOR TITLE: NW-3  Number of public-private partnerships established as a result of 

Nafoore Warsaaji assistance [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator counts the number of public-private partnerships established during the 

reporting year due to Nafoore Warsaaji intervention. A partnership is considered formed when there is a 

clear agreement, usually written, to work together to achieve a common objective. This may be 

contracting between private sector actors, private sector and farmers organizations, farmers and 

organization. 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: None 

Rationale: The assumption of this indicator is that if more partnerships are formed it is likely that there 

will be more investment in horticulture-related activities. The improvement of private sector investment 

will increase the incomes of growers.  

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 
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OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION:  Program Area EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION:  Global Food Security Strategy – IR.2: Strengthened and expanded 

access to markets and trade 

INDICATOR TITLE: EG.3.2-27  Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a result of 

USG assistance [IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator sums the total U.S. dollar value of debt (both cash and in-kind loans) and non-

debt financing, such as equity financing, disbursed during the reporting year as a result of USG-assistance 

to producers (individual farmers, fishers, cooperatives, etc.), input suppliers, transporters, processors, 

other MSMEs, and larger enterprises that are in a targeted agricultural value chain and are participating 

in a USG-funded activity. USG assistance may consist of technical assistance, insurance coverage, 

guarantee provision, or other capacity-building and market-strengthening activities to producers, 

organizations and enterprises. The indicator counts the value of non-debt financing and both cash and 

non-cash lending disbursed to the participant, not financing merely committed (e.g., loans in process, but 

not yet available to the participant).  

Debt: Count cash loans and the value of in-kind lending. For cash loans, count only loans made by 

financial institutions and not by informal groups such as village savings and loan groups that are not 

formally registered as a financial institution [1]. However, the loans counted can be made by any size 

financial institution from microfinance institutions through national commercial banks, as well as any 

non-deposit taking financial institutions and other types of financial NGOs. In-kind lending in agriculture 

is the provision of services, inputs, or other goods up front, with payment usually in the form of product 

(value of service, input, or other good provided plus interest) provided at the end of the season. For in-

kind lending, USAID may facilitate in-kind loans of inputs (e.g., fertilizer, seeds) or equipment usage 

(e.g. tractor, plow) via implementing partners or partnerships. NOTE: formal leasing arrangements 

should be captured in non-debt financing section below), or transport with repayment in kind. 

Non-Debt: Count any financing received other than cash loans and in-kind lending. Examples include: 

equity, convertible debt, or other equity-like investments, which can be made by local or international 

investors; and leasing, which may be extended by local banks or specialized leasing companies.  

This indicator also collects information on the number of participants accessing agriculture-related 

financing as a result of USG assistance to assist with indicator interpretation. Count each participant only 

once within each financial product category (debt and non-debt), regardless of the number of loans or 

non-debt financing received.  However, a participant may be counted under each category (debt and non-

debt) if both types of financing were accessed during the reporting year. 

Note: This indicator is related to indicator EG.3.1-14 Value of new USG commitments and private sector 

investment leveraged by the USG to support food security and nutrition. Where there is a USG 

commitment such as a grant, guarantee provision, or insurance coverage, the resulting value of debt or 

non-debt financing accessed by participants of USG-funded activities should be counted under this 

indicator. The total value of the private sector investment leveraged should be counted under indicator 

EG.3.1-14. These two indicators will not be aggregated, thus there is no “double counting.” 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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[1] The value of loans accessed through informal groups is not included because this indicator is 

attempting to capture the systems-level changes that occur through increased access to formal financial 

services. 

Activity Operational Definition: Investment is defined as any use of private sector resources intended 

to increase investment in horticulture. The investment aim is to improve equipment level, production, 

water or land management, to facilitate commodities consolidation and marketing, processing, 

horticultural production, etc. This measure excludes any funding (either monetary or in-kind) provided 

by the activity itself. The activity must have played a substantive role in the realization of that investment. 

Conversion from CFA to USD: A fixed rate of exchange will be used for the duration of the activity – 

CFA 500 per one USD. 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: US Dollars 

Disaggregate by: Type of financing accessed (Debt, Non-debt), Type  of debt (In-kind, Cash), Sex 

(Male, Female), Age (15-29, 30+) 

Rationale:  Increased access to finance demonstrates improved inclusion in the financial sector and 

appropriate financial service offerings. This in turn will help to strengthen and expand markets and trade, 

IR.2 of the Global Food Security results framework (and also contributes to Intermediate Result [IR] 3 

Increased employment, entrepreneurship and small business growth) and to achieve the key objective of 

inclusive agriculture-led economic growth (with agriculture sector being defined broader than just crop 

production). In turn, this contributes to the goals of reducing poverty and hunger.  

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, Private sector partners 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 
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OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 

 

Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element HL.4.5: Response to Disease Outbreak 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: 

INDICATOR TITLE: COVID-19.1 Nombre d’organisations, de communautés, de services 

étatiques, de Collectivités Territoriales (CT) ou autres structures ou entités ayant reçu une 

assistance pour lutter contre la COVID-19 

COVID-19.1 Number of organizations, communities, state services, Territorial Communities 

(TCs) or other structures or entities that have received assistance in combating COVID-19   

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: Sont comptés dans cet indicateur toutes les organisations, les communautés (organisations 

communautaires), les services techniques, les collectivités territoriales et toute autre entité 

(Établissements de santé, laboratoires d’analyse, daaras, écoles, etc.) qui reçoivent une assistance pour 

lutter contre la COVID-19. Les « organisations assistées » n’incluent pas celles qui sont touchées par 

une brève activité d’assistance lors d'une réunion.  

L’assistance comprend toutes les activités de formation ou de conseil. La formation inclura par exemple, 

des ateliers présentiels ou virtuels, séminaires, visites d’études, etc.). En termes généraux, les appuis 

viseront à renforcer la résilience contre la COVID-19 à tous les niveaux. Ils peuvent être sous forme 

d’argent (perdiem, prise en charge des agents de santé ou des volontaires de la croix rouge par exemple), 

en nature (gels, masques, pulvérisateurs manuels, thermo flashs, carburants, consommables de 

laboratoire, ammonium quaternaire, etc.) ou technique (formation, suivi, supervision, appui à 

l’élaboration de guides, etc.). 

This indicator includes all organizations, communities (community organizations), technical services, 

local authorities and any other entity (health structures, analytical laboratories, coranic schools, schools, 

etc.) that receive assistance in the fight against COVID-19. "Assisted organizations" do not include those 

who are affected by a brief assistance activity at a meeting.  

Assistance includes all training or counselling activities. The training will include, for example, 

presentation or virtual workshops, seminars, study visits, etc.). In general terms, support will aim to build 

resilience against COVID-19 at all levels. They can be in the form of money (perdiem, care of health 

workers or red cross volunteers for example), in kind (freezes, masks, manual sprayers, thermo flashes, 

fuels, laboratory consumables, quaternary ammonium, etc.) or technical (training, follow-up, 

supervision, support for the development of guides, etc.). 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Type of beneficiaries (OCB, Technical Service, Community, private sector, etc.), type 

of support (financial, logistics, equipment, technical), type of equipment (protective equipment, thermo 

flashes, etc.) 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, delivery slips, purchase invoice, discharges, minute of receipt 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Quarterly 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element HL.4.5: Response to Disease Outbreak 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: 

INDICATOR TITLE: COVID-19.2 Nombre de ménages ayant reçu une assistance pour lutter 

contre la COVID-19 

COVID-19.2 Number of households receiving assistance to fight COVID-19 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: Sont comptés dans cet indicateur les ménages qui reçoivent une assistance pour lutter contre 

la COVID-19. Les individus (Animateurs de Collectivités Territoriales, patients, etc.) peuvent également 

être comptés dans cet indicateurs. 

L’assistance peut être sous forme d’argent (perdiem, prise en charge des agents de santé ou des 

volontaires de la croix rouge par exemple), en nature (gel, masques, stations de lavage des mains, 

denrées alimentaires ou repas, etc.) ou technique (formation.). Dans certains cas, l’appui peut consister à 

la mise à disposition de produits revendus à un prix préférentiel aux communautés. Il peut s’agir de 

savons, dispositifs de lavage des mains, etc. 

Si un ménage reçoit de l’assistance, les membres ne sont pas comptés individuellement, mais comme une 

entité 

In this indicator, households receiving assistance to fight COVID-19 are counted. Individuals (Territorial 

Community Facilitators, Patients, etc.) can also be counted in this indicator. 

Assistance can be in the form of money (perdiem, care of health workers or red cross volunteers for 

example), in kind (freeze, masks, hand-washing stations, food or meals, etc.) or technical (training. In 

some cases, support may consist of the provision of products resold at a preferential price to 

communities. These can include soaps, hand washing devices, etc. 

If a household receives assistance, members are not counted individually, but as an entity 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Nature of the donation (financial or material), 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, delivery slips, purchase invoice, discharges, minute of receipt 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Quarterly 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element HL.4.4: Behavior Change Communications 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: 

INDICATOR TITLE: COVID-19.3 Nombre d'émissions, de sms, de spots, de bande annonces 

produits et diffusés à travers les TV, radios, sites Internet, téléphone, etc. 

COVID-19.3 Number of shows, text messages, spots, trailers produced and broadcast through TVs, 

radios, websites, telephones, etc. 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: Cet indicateur mesure les émissions radiophoniques, les sms, les vidéos, les spots, etc. 

produits et diffusés à travers les canaux de communication tels que les télévisions, les radios, les pages 

web, les plateformes de réseaux sociaux, les téléphones. Ces émissions, sms, spots, etc. aident à 

véhiculer les messages et informations liés à la COVID-19. Les sujets traités peuvent porter sur la 

communication des risques et l’engagement communautaire, la prévention (le respect des mesures 

édictées, les risques, etc.) et le contrôle de l’infection, etc. Les émissions radiophoniques, les spots et les 

sms seront comptabilisés autant de fois qu’ils sont diffusés 

This indicator measures radio broadcasts, text messages, videos, spots, etc. produced and broadcast 

through communication channels such as televisions, radios, web pages, social networking platforms, 

telephones. These programs, text messages, spots, etc. help to convey messages and information related 

to COVID-19. Topics may include risk communication and community engagement, prevention 

(compliance with measures, risks, etc.) and infection control, etc. Radio broadcasts, spots and text 

messages will be counted as many times as they are broadcast. 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Type of communication tool (Emission, sms, spots, trailer), broadcast channel (radio, 

TV, phone, internet, vacuums, etc.) 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 
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Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Quarterly 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element HL.4.4: Behavior Change Communications 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION:  

INDICATOR TITLE: NW-4 Nombre de personnes bénéficiaires des activités de sensibiliaation, 

d’appui technique ou matériel pour lutter contre la covid- 

NW-4 Number of people benefiting from sensitization, technical or material support activities to 

combat covid-19  

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: Sont comptés dans cet indicateur tout individus qui reçoit une assistance pour lutter contre la 

COVID-19.  

L’assistance peut être sous forme d’argent (perdiem, prise en charge activités de sensibilisation), en 

nature (gel, masques, stations de lavage des mains, produits désinfectants, etc.) ou technique 

(sensibilisation, formation).  

Sont aussi comptés dans cet indicateurs les individus qui reçoivent les sms ou spots ou émissions de 

sensibilisations et de lutte contre la covid-19 à travers les TV, radios, sites Internet, téléphone, réseaux 

sociaux, etc. 

This indicator includes any individual who receive assistance in the fight against COVID-19. 

Assistance can be in the form of money (perdiem, support awareness activities), in kind (freeze, masks, 

hand washing stations, disinfectant products, etc.) or technical (awareness, training).).  

Also are counted in this indicator all individuals who receive text messages or spots or awareness and 

anti-covid-19 programs through TV, radios, websites, telephone,  social networks,  etc. 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Type of assistance, gender, age 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, audience radios, tv, etc. 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data, survey 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Quarterly 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element HL.4.4: Behavior Change Communications 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION:  

INDICATOR TITLE: COVID-19.4 Nombre de contrats signés 

COVID-19.4 Number of contracts signed  

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: Cet indicateur comptabilise les contrats signés avec les radios communautaires, les sites 

d’information en ligne (Seneweb, Senego, Dakar Actu, etc.) pour la diffusion d'émissions, de messages 

et d’informations relatives à la prévention contre la COVID-19, etc. Par ailleurs, cet indicateur prend en 

compte aussi les contrats signés avec les organisations communautaires de base pour la mise en œuvre 

d’activités de sensibilisation et de mobilisation communautaire. 

This indicator counts contracts signed with community radio stations, online news sites (Seneweb, 

Senego, Dakar Actu, etc.) for the broadcasting of programs, messages and information related to 

prevention against COVID-19, etc. In addition, this indicator also takes into account contracts signed 

with grassroots community organizations for the implementation of outreach and community 

mobilization activities. 

Indicator type:  Output 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Type of structures: radios, websites, OCB 

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data, signed contracts 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 
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Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Quarterly 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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Performance Indicator Reference Sheet 

SPS LOCATION: Program Element EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity 

INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – CCIR 6: Improved human, 

organizational, and system performance 

INDICATOR TITLE: CBLD-9  Percent of USG-assisted organizations with improved performance 

[IM-level] 

DESCRIPTION 

Definition: This indicator measures whether USG-funded capacity development efforts have led to 

improved organizational performance in organizations receiving organizational capacity development 

support.  Capacity is the ability of people, organizations and society as a whole to manage their affairs 

successfully. Capacity development is the process of unleashing, strengthening and maintaining such 

capacity. Capacity is a form of potential; it is not visible until it is used. Therefore, performance is the 

key consideration in determining whether capacity has changed. Organizational performance 

improvement reflects a deliberate process undertaken to improve execution of organizational mandates 

to deliver results for the stakeholders the organization seeks to serve. 

 

This indicator should only be used when an activity intentionally allocates resources (human, financial, 

and/or other) toward strengthening organizational capacity and undergoes a deliberate performance 

improvement process that is documented. The activity’s theory of change should reflect how the process 

of performance improvement is predicted to improve the delivery of products or services that an 

organization produces. With support from the implementing partner, each organization being supported 

should determine how it will define and monitor performance improvement based on its organizational 

mandate, mission, and strategic priorities.   

 

The implementing partner sets annual targets for this indicator based on how many organizations will 

achieve improved organizational performance each year. An organization can be counted as having 

improved organizational performance if it meets the following conditions:  

(a) As reflected in the activity theory of change, resources (human, financial, and/or other) were 

allocated for organizational capacity development.  

(b) An organization demonstrates that it has undergone and documented a process of performance 

improvement, including the following four steps:  

(i) Obtaining organizational stakeholder input to define desired performance improvement 

priorities,  

(ii) Analyzing and assessing performance gaps (the difference between desired performance 

and actual performance),  

(iii) Selecting and implementing performance improvement solutions (or the development 

interventions), and  

(iv) Monitoring and measuring changes in performance.  

(c) An organization demonstrates that its performance on a key performance indicator has 

improved.  

 

https://www.state.gov/f/releases/other/255986.htm
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Organizations may choose their preferred approach and/or tools for documenting the process and 

achievement of performance improvement. The approach and/or tool may be one that has been or is 

being used by the organization prior to the implementation of USG-funded activities. One example of a 

broad performance improvement and measurement tool that USAID has endorsed is the Organizational 

Performance Index (OPI), which can be used for assessing performance across multiple domains. Other 

examples include university accreditation self-assessments, a balanced scorecard approach, Six Sigma, 

and many others. The data quality, including reliability and validity of the approach and/or tool, should 

be documented to the extent possible in the monitoring and evaluation plan (specifically the Activity 

MEL Plan for USAID). 

Targets should be set and results should be reported using this formula for the overall indicator and each 

of the disaggregates:  

 

● Numerator = number of organizations with improved performance 

● Denominator = number of USG-assisted organizations receiving organizational capacity 

development support 

Only one organization type should be selected for each organization receiving USG-funded capacity 

development assistance. Organization type should reflect the primary type of organization with which an 

organization identifies. Additional description of the mission and function of each assisted organization 

(such as type of services provided, role of organization in a relevant sector, etc.) should be included in the 

IM Performance Narrative. 

Indicator type:  Outcome 

Unit: Number 

Disaggregate by: Type of organization 

Rationale: Capacity development is essential to achieving and sustaining the U.S. Government’s Global 

Food Security Strategy (GFSS) objectives of inclusive and sustainable agriculture-led economic growth, 

resilience among people and systems, and a well-nourished population. This indicator data and 

supplementing documentation will provide the Feed the Future initiative with a better understanding about 

the scope and scale of organizational capacity development efforts within the Feed the Future Zones of 

Influence, as well as outside the Feed the Future ZOIs at organizations that play a significant role in 

contributing to agriculture-led economic growth (e.g., organizational capacity strengthening of a ministry 

of agriculture or an agricultural university outside of the ZOI). This indicator data also provides 

information about which types of organizational performance support its partners need. This indicator is 

linked to CCIR 6: Improved human, organizational, and system performance of the Global Food Security 

results framework.  

PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data source: Monitoring data 

Method of data collection: Review of monitoring data 

Reporting frequency: Data will be acquired on an ongoing basis 

Individual(s) Responsible at USAID: MEL Specialist 

DATA QUALITY ISSUES 

https://usaidlearninglab.org/library/organizational-performance-index-measurement-tool
https://usaidlearninglab.org/library/organizational-performance-index-measurement-tool
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Dates of initial Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Known Data Limitations: N/A 

Actions Taken or Planned to Address Data Limitations: N/A 

Date of Future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

Procedures for future Data Quality Assessments: TBD 

PLAN FOR DATA ANALYSIS, REVIEW AND REPORTING 

Data analysis: Data will be tabulate by the MEL Specialist 

Presentation of data: Tables, charts 

Review of data: By USAID/Senegal AOR during semi-annual portfolio review (SAPR); annual review 

Reporting of data: Annual 

OTHER NOTES 

Base line value: Zero 
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