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Executive Summary

Objective of the Safetv Net Assessment

i In late 2010, the World Bank initiated a technical assistance program in social protectlon with
the Government of Senegal, with a focus on safety nets. The World Bank and Government identified a
number of just-in-time technical notes and training sessions tailored to the immediate needs of
Government. This Senegal Safety Net Assessment integrates and summarizes the content of these
technical notes.

Country Context Pouprty, Vulnerablhty and Social Protectlon

ii. Poverty has remained elevated in Senega! and has stagnated over the past few years. Poverty
rates in Senegal came down from 55.2 percent to 48.3 percent between 2001 and 2005 but barely
reduced during the five years after that, and reached 46.7 percent in 2011. A series of shocks affected
Senegal in 2006-2011, including poor rains in 2006 and 2007, global food and fuel price shocks in 2008
and floods in 2009.

iii. A significant percentage of households remain vulnerable. Household characteristics that are
most correlated with poverty include low educational achievement, family size and male-headed
households. Poverty is concentrated in rural areas. Extreme poverty, defined as the inability to satisfy
nutritional needs, went from 17.2 percent to 15.9 percent between 2001 and 2005, before reaching 14.8
percent in 2012. Vulnerable children, the disabled and elderly without family support tend to be in
highly precarious situations. Formal social security coverage only reaches 13 percent of the population,
including 6.2 percent covered by a formal pension program, 3 percent receiving social security
administration benefits and 3 percent having.some form of health insurance. In particular the poor and
informal sector workers have little access. i

iv. At  a household level, shocks occur more frequently to poor households. One-third of
households report experiencing, at least, one shock over the last twelve months, rising to 40 percent for
the poorest two quintiles. The most frequent shock was serious illness or accident, which occurred twice
as often in rural areas. Over half of households have no specific coping strategies in response to shocks.
Very few report receiving help from the Government or NGOs, relying on family members, savings or
going into debt.

V. At the country level, significant shocks frequently affect the Senegalese economy with effects on
economic growth: Exogenous shocks, such as rising prices of imported goods or the effects of global
economic recession, strike the Senegal particularly hard because of its small, open economy, as
demonstrated in the financial, food and fuel crises of 2008-2009. Natural disasters also affect certain
population groups. At least 5 million Senegalese are exposed to drought risk. Flooding has also affected
several regions, with effects on production and infrastructure, as well as loss of household assets.

vi. The general conclusion of the Government and key interndtional partners has been to build a
better targeted safety net system as a better option than continued reliance on general subsidies. The -
basis for this argument can be grounded not only in equity concerns but also in direct linkages to
economic growth. Social protection contributes to economic growth in multiple ways. Specifically, safety
nets can contribute to human capital formation, for example through cash transfers to poor households,
as well as the creation of infrastructure, for example through labor intensive public works. Such



programs help households build assets. The demand-stimulating effects can help develop local markets.
Such interventions can also build social and political cohesion which forms a basis for a more productlve
soc1ety

The Government’s Previous Response to Shocks and Existing Safety Net Programs

vii. The Government has had to respond to multiple covariate shocks over the last decade,
including, of note, the drought in 2002-2003 and the economic crisis of 2008-2009. In terms of natural
disaster, historically the Government of Senegal has historically responded directly to drought with
financial support to farmers as well as general assistance to the rural population. These rural support
actions reflect a willingness on the part of government to spend resources to respond to critical needs.
However using interest rate’ subsidies and debt forgiveness as a response to weather-related shocks
suffers from several drawbacks. Support is often poorly targeted, with subsidies and write-offs
benefitting larger rural producer and those able to participate in the formal credit system. Decisions like
forgiving all producer debts do not match the differential nature of the shocks which rarely hit all
producers equally.

viii. The Government responded to the fuel and food price hikes with a series of fiscal measures,
including subsidies on basic foodstuffs (rice, Wheat, and milk), butane/natural gas and electricity. This
ensured a quick and visible action by the Government to respond to growing social unrest and
immediate needs, but proved very expensive, absorbing 2.4 percent of GDP, or one-tenth of all spending
in 2008. The use of subsidies during the food and fuel crises came with administrative difficulties and
economic disincentive effects. More importantly, the bulk of benefits went to the non-poor. For
example, only one-third of water subsidy beneficiaries were poor and only 8 percent were in the poorest
quintile {poorest 20 percent). Similarly, 31 percent of electricity subsidy beneficiaries were poor and
about 7 percent were in the poorest quintile. The strong majority of beneficiaries of both subsidies were
urban dwellers.

ix. A review of safety net programs identified 12 programs under implementation by the
Governmentin 2011:

(1) Food Security Commissariat (Commissariat a la Securité Alimentaire - CSA) provides food aid
assistance to vulnerable populations either in response to catastrophes or through rice distribution
at public rallies and religious festivals;

(2) National Solidarity Fund (Fonds de Solidarité Nationale — FSN) is responsible for providing immediate
responses to crisis and emergency situations, including financial, medical and material support;

(3) Community-Based Re-adaptation Program (Programme de réadaptation & base communautaire —
PRBC) provides social, economic and cultural integration for disabled persons via material support
and funding of income generation activities;

{4) Old Age Support Program (Projet d'appui & la promotion des ainés — PAPA) aims to address the
vulnerable elderly (over 60 years) via capacity strengthening, grants and subsidized loans for income-
generating activities to groups of elderly;

{5) National School Lunch Program (Programme d'alimentation scolaire - DCaS) provides school lunches
funded through the national budget;

(6) WFP School Lunch Program (PAM Cantines Scolaires) supports the national school lunch program by
providing primary school lunches in vulnerable rural areas;
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(7) Educational Support for Vulnerable Children (Bourses d'étude pour les orphelins et autres enfants
vulnérables — OEV) a program through the National HIV-AIDS Council to_provide for schooling or
professional training to children orphaned or affected by HIV-AIDS and other vulnerable children;

(8) Sesame Plan (Plan Sésame) waives health service fees for all persons over 60 years; ,

(9) Poverty Reduction Program (Programme d'appui @ la mise en ceuvre de la Stratégie de Réduction de
la Pauvreté — PRP) supports grants for income generating activities for vulnerable groups, primarily
women, the disabled and HIV-AIDS affected populations;

(10) a pilot Cash Transfers for Child Nutrition Program (Nutrition ciblée sur I'enfant et transferts sociaux-
NETS) entailing cash grants to mothers of vulnerable children under 5 years old to mitigate the
negative impacts of food price increases; and

(11) WFP Vouchers for Food Pilot Program (Bons d’Achat — PAM CV) to address food insecurity among
vulnerable households due to rising food prices.

{12)The Social Protection Initiative for Vulnerable Children (Initiative de protection sociale des enfants
vulnérables — IPSEV) Cash grants to households to help them maintain vulnerable children and
ensure access to health and education services.

X. These safety net programs seek to achieve their objectives using a variety of types of support,
with the ofly modality not proposed being temporary employment generation. There are three main
types of benefits of these safety net programs: support to daily existence, nutritional support, and
improving access to basic services. This is carried out through monetary transfers (cash grants and
loans), food aid and fee waivers for health services.

Xi. These safety net programs are spread across a number of ministries and agencies. There has
been a history of institutional instability which has hampered developing coherent programming,
particularly within the social welfare ministries. For at least the last 10 years, there have been frequent
reconfigurations of the main social welfare ministries and shifting of departments and programs
between ministries. This weakened the ability to effectively design and implement safety net programs.
Various institutional coordination mechanisms are in place, though they are often project-specific.

Xii. Current safety nets afford little effective coverage. About 4 million people are estimated to
receive some type of safety net assistance each year. This is equivalent to a little under one-quarter of
the national population. However, this grossly overestimates the number of people covered by an
effective targeted safety net. Indeed, CSA accounts for about 80 percent of these beneficiaries and
school lunches for an additional 17 percent. Neither the CSA nor school lunches screen beneficiaries
based on need. Considering only those programs which target and screen vulnerable beneficiaries and
for which there is data on number of beneficiaries, (excluding CSA and school lunches), about 100,000
people benefitted. This is mainly from the two cash transfer pilots, the NETS and PAM CV.

xiii. Safety net programs use different transfer mechanisms. School lunches and the CSA distribute
food directly to the final beneficiaries. In terms of logistics, CSA maintains a network of warehouses and
trucks throughout the country. The school lunch program either contracts with the CSA or through
private suppliers for delivery to schools depending on the region. In terms of cash transfers, there are
several distribution channels. Several programs distribute cash directly from the administration — either

1 This review could find no public works programs that could be characterized as a safety net in terms of

targeting poor communities and beneficiaries with below prevailing wage transfers often timed to address the
lean season in the rural areas.
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from the central Dakar office cr through a local office of the program. The other cash transfer programs

“work through a financial partner, be they commercial banks, micro-finance institutions or postal banks.

For food coupons through the PAM CV program, beneficiaries purchase food using their coupons and
the intermediaries are reimbursed upon presentation of the coupons at partner-banks.

Xiv. Safety nets in Senegal use a variety of targeting mechanisms, with a predominance of
categorical targeting. Categorical is often reinforced by prioritization of certain geographical areas and
confirmed through community-based mechanisms. The performance of these targeting systems is
mixed. The 2011 ESPS Household Survey included questions on coverage of a range of social programs,
including some of the safety net programs in this analysis. Programs cited include: nutritional
reinforcement (PRN), youth employment programs (e.g. Offiice Banlieue); agricultural development (e.g.
GOANA); elderly health care (Plan Sésame), food aid, educational support (scholarships, etc.), and
housing assistance. Some programs were very effective at concentrating on the poorest households,
like the PRN and agricultural support programs, while others revealed significant leakage to the non-
poor, including educational assistance {like scholarships) and food aid. The elderly health care program
benefits more the better off 40 percent of households with beneficiaries concentrated in urban
households.

XV, In terms of safety net spending, these safety net programs have averaged about 17 billion FCA
per year over the last three years, equivalent to 0.27 percent of GDP. The school lunch programs
account for over 70 percent of safety net expenditures, reflecting the large coverage. The CSA, despite
reaching many beneficiaries, only has an annual budget of about 1 million FCFA because the value per
transfer is low.

Xvi. safety net funding remains largely dependent on development partner financing. Out of the
nine programs with funding information, 62 percent of costs are financed by donors. Local governments
account for 7 percent, largely through their participation in the school lunch program. The national
budget accounts for 27 percent with the remaining 4 percent from community contributions. The actual
spending per beneficiary shows wide variations between programs. The smallest costs per beneficiary
are the school lunch program and the food distribution through the CSA. The cash transfer programs
NETS and PAM CV seek a meaningful impact within the tension of an affordable program able to scale-

up.

Xvii. In terms of effectiveness, there is no standardized monitoring of program implementation
across safety net interventions. Because each program establishes its monitoring and evaluation plan,
some more rigorous than others, this makes it difficult to get a national perspective on coverage and
impact of safety net programs. Only four of the programs reported that they engaged in a formal impact
evaluation, including the two agencies involved in the national school lunch program as well as the WFP
CV and NETS cash transfer. At the time of this report, only the NETS evaluation was available. Impacts
identified included a positive impact at the household level in terms of the number and variety of meals
reported and a reduction in négative coping strategies. For participating mothers, the cash transfers
resulted in increased participation in educational sessions and improved overall reproductive health
care. Children experienced better eating patterns, a reduction in morbidity and improved vaccination
coverage. "

Looking Forward: Building a National Safety Net System in Senegal

xviii. A national safety net system should include a common system that allows each program to
target its populations and to register its beneficiaries; an institutional platform that integrates



coordination mechanisms at the central regional and local levels; and a packet of interventions adapted

“to the needs. Reforms of this nature to establish a more effective national safety net will need to be

developed with a financially sustainable fiscal framework over the medium-term.

xix. - In terms of targeting; existing safety nets in Senegal use categorical, geographical and/or
community-based targeting. All programs use categorical targeting to identify certain demographic
profiles of intended beneficiaries. Furthermore, seven out of twelve restrict program operations to
geographical regions deemed poorer. And three programs add a layer of community-based targeting to
involve local populations in the identification of beneficiaries.

XX. There are opportunities to improve targeting mechanisms among safety nét programs. In
particular, screening individual household poverty levels could improve targeting. To date, there has
been no utilization of proxy means testing, a mechanism popular in many safety net programs around
the world. As part of the social protection technical assistance program with the Government, the World
Bank provided training in PMT methodologies using several household survey data sets.

XXi. Applying a PMT score to existing safety net programs could improve targeting considerably.
Simulations of nine safety net programs under different targeting scenarios found that the ‘worst’
targeting outcomes, i.e. the most leakages of program coverage to the non-poor and better-off, are
those that only use categorical targeting. Geographical targeting improves outcomes over the base case
in all of the simulations. Using a proxy means test further improves targeting outcomes in almost all
cases (PAPA urban, IPSEV urban and rural, WFP CV, NETS rural, DCas urban and rural, OEV urban, PRP,
PRBC urban, WEP cantines urban and rural). The only cases where PMT does not provide better
targeting over geographical targeting were PAPA rural, NETS urban (only slightly), OEV rural, PRBC rural.

XXii. One caveat with focusing on improving targeting mechanisms is that it should not distract from
the greater issue of the need to increase coverage of safety net programs in general and the need to
reform the larger expenditures going to untargeted subsidies at present. Indeed, to reach a satisfactory
coverage level, the main constraints are fiscal and institutional capacity to deliver assistance to more
people, in addition to the limitations observed in terms of targeting.

Institutional arrangements for a national social safety net system

xxiii.  An adequate institutional framework supporting the creation of a national safety net system will
be critical to its success. Senegal does not have a fully developed institutional framework of a national
social protection system or an institutional platform sufficient to support a scaled-up, integrated
national safety net system, although several key components are in place. Despite institutional
instability, dispersion of programs and weak coordination mechanisms, there is much strength in the
institutional framework for safety nets in Senegal which the country can build on to create a more
comprehensive safety net system. The national social protection strategy provides a unifying view of
social protection and a-common language to prioritize interventions. There is an important base of
existing safety net programs, which has allowed for experimentation with implementation procedures
and program-level coordination mechanisms. The Government recently established an Inter-ministerial
Committee on Social Protection to promote coordination at the highest level of Government. And, the
new government has created the General Delegation for of Social Protection and National Solidarity
(Délégation Générale a la Protection Sociale et. la Solidarité Nationale) to provide a high profile focal



) pomt in the President’s Office 5|gnaI|ng the |mportance of an effectlve scual protectlon system to the
i priorities of the Government..

xxiv: ~~ The core elements of a national safety net systerﬁ might include development of a common set

“of tools to be shared across programs. This would include components of a national registry (which will

form the basis for the targeting of programs), coordinated budget mechanisms within an overall
medium-term expenditure framework, coordinated development of indicators and MIS so that they can
be communicated consistently across programs and aggregated at the national level, , and common
local coordination mechanisms. The national safety net system should also have the flexibility to
respond quickly to the short-term needs resulting from shocks and to scale back down after the period
of transitory crisis passes. This includes the contingency planning across all main program areas. A
national safety net system would identify overall needs for capacity building in transversal topics, like
needs identification amang vulnerable groups, targeting, management of transfers, monitoring and
evaluation to be shared across programs. Moving from a project or individual program approach to a
national safety system will require developing medium-term expenditure framework for the sector that
prioritizes expenditures and builds a sustainable funding basis for safety nets. Where development
partners provide a significant level of safety net resources, bringing donors into a harmonized,
Government-led framework is essential to creating a coherent safety net system. A systems approach
reduces fragmentation, promotes harmonization and can enhance both the performance of individual
programs and the overall protective, preventive, and promotive functions of safety nets in Senegal.

A Financial Framework for Safety Nets in Senegal

KXV, Public spending on safety nets and social assistance programs (not including general price
subsidies) has historically been low in Senegal. Spending on socia! assistance-and safety nets amounted
to about 0.15 percent of GDP in 2004. During drought years of 2002-2003, this rose to 0.5 percent of
GDP reflecting emergency food and materials to support rural populations. Moreover, the bulk of that
spending went to programs like school lunches or CSA food distributions which have other objectives
and/or are not necessarily targeted to the most vulnerable through a safety nets perspective. The
programs that have large coverage levels also tend to distribute limited benefit as a share of household
consumption, which can dilute potential impact on household well-being.

xxvi.  Scaling up safety nets will need to be based on a realistic cost framework. The overall costs of a
national safety net will depend on the type of program, the level of coverage, the size of the transfer
and overall administrative efficiency. Financing a robust safety net would not cost more than typically
annual subsidies to basic food stuffs and utilities, and yet would have a far less distortionary and better
impact on the poor (for a given cost).

xxvii. There are several possible components to funding a national safety net. Fiscal space for a safety
net can be created through increasing efficiency and effectiveness of existing social protection
expenditures through reallocation from lesser to higher priorities and from less to more effective
programs (e.g. from food subsidies to cash transfers). The most significant opportunity is shifting“from
the use of general price subsidies, particularly in response to economic shocks, to more targeted social
protection interventions. Other financing could come “from increasing the allocation of domestic
resources to social protection. Economic growth has generated some increase in fiscal space in Senegal
over the last decade. Nonetheless, development partner funding remains a core part of social protection



financing in Senegal. While additional external resources will be important, over time, the Government

_of Senegal should take fesponsibility for a growing share of national safety net funding.

Conclusions and Next Steps

xxviii. Senegal will certainly continue to face internal and external shocks, and extreme poverty
remains an important factor. Safety net reforms should allow for increased coverage, greater impact
and improved efficiency of safety net expenditures. A national safety net system should include an
institutional platform that integrates coordination mechanisms at the central regional and local levels, a
common system for targeting and registration of beneficiaries, and a packet of interventions that place
an accent on the productive nature of safety nets and reinforce their contribution to economic growth.
Reforms of this nature to establish a more effective national safety net will be better able to develop a -
financially sustainable medium -term fiscal framework. A national safety net of this nature could cost
between 1 and 2 percent of GDP depending on scope and funding. A safety net of this magnitude would
have a direct impact on poverty reduction and achievement of the Millennium Development Goals.
Increased access to schooling and health services, protection and accumulations of assets and avoidance
of negative coping strategies will affect the well-being of current Senegalese and the generation to
come.

xxix.  Suggested future analytical work to bolster these recommendations include:

¢ Developing a more detailed view of possible implementation mechanisms and approaches to
targeting

* Analyzing in details the mechanisms for the delivery of safety net services from the cash transfer
pilots, and in particular such operational issues as the feasibility of modern fund transfer
mechanisms like cell phones; e

= Anin-depth look at the potential phase out of subsidies; -

e _ An institutional review of social protection coordination mechanisms with a view of creating an
integrated technical and institutional platform rather than the present series of isolated and ad-
hoc arrangements; and

* Development of a full medium-term expenditure framework for social protection in Senegal
once priority programs and coverage targets have been established by the Government. This will
require development partners’ buy-in given the large share of external resources in social
protection.

XXX, The Government has recently made steps to expand safety nets in the country, informed by the
technical notes from this World Bank TA program. Of note, the President appointed a Délégué General
for Social Protection in November 2012 who reports directly to him. His role and responsibilities include
setting strategies, coordinating programs, establishing the Caisse Autonome pour la Protection Sociale
Universelle (CAPSU) — a social protection funding mechanism-, and launching the Programme National
de Bourses de Securité Familiale (PNBSF), a cash transfer program expected to reach 250,000 in 2017.

xxxi.  In response to this heightened priority on safety nets b’;/ the Government, additional efforts will
be needed to ensure that Senegal develop an effective institutional framework for a national social
safety nets system. It will be critical to move from scattered programs to a system approach.
Coordination of policies and actions on the social protection agenda should seek the further
harmonization and integration between programs and to support the development of common
operational mechanisms underpinning a national safety net system (in particular as they relate to



targeting and registering) and of consrstent or compatlb!e mechamsms (m partlcular in terms of the

‘information systems of different programs)

Chapter 1: Context: Poverty, Vulnerability and:Social Protection as an Economic Driver

I Introduction

Senegal has been buffeted by shocks in recent years

1. After a decade of strong economic performance, Senegal suffered from a rapid succession of
shocks staring in the late 2000s, some external and some internal, which exposed the country’s
vulnerabilities and the- Government’s limited capacity to respond effectively to these shocks, in
particular in protecting the welfare of the poor. From mid-90s until 2005, Senegal’s GDP grew on
average by 5% annually in real terms. The run up in international oil prices, starting in 2007, and the
surge in food prices weighed down on Senegal’s open economy. At the same time, Senegal experienced
two successive years of agricultural production shortfalls resulting in reduced food availability at a time
when prices for imported cereals reached record highs. Further, fiscal slippages in 2008 hurt private
growth, especially in the construction and public works sector and the onset of the global recession
further dampened the ability to rebound from previous shocks. Floods in the Dakar area constituted an
additional shock, albeit one with a fairly narrow impact in time and geographic area. Each of these
successive crises had its own time frame, channels of transmission, economic scale and social or regional
targets, but taken together, they largely account for Senegal’s weaker performance in the second half of
the decade. .

2. Poverty had almost stagnated these past few years, from 48.3 percent in 2005 to 46.7 percent
in 2611, and a significant percentage of households remain vulnerable. The country has made
considerable progress on MDG related targets and saw a 23 percent reduction in malnutrition rates
since 2000 after a decade of stagnation. Similarly, child mortality was reduced by 30% and maternal
mortality by 21 percent since 1990. However, it is estimated that a 30 percent increase in the price of
rice, cooking oil, sugar, wheat, millet, and milk products alone pushed poverty up by six percentage
points raising the poverty to 52.7 percent in 2011. Gaps in access to social services and social protection
further undermined the ability of poor households to cope with these shocks.

3. In response to the rising costs of fuel and food, the government introduced in 2007 general tax
breaks and subsidies on rice and other commodities. These measures proved very expensive (between
3 and 4 percent of GDP) and poorly targeted to the poor. Towards the end of 2008, the government,
under severe budget constraints, had no other choice than to lift most of these general subsidies. This
experience highlighted to the Government to redouble its efforts to provide effective programs to buffer
the most vulnerable from shocks and destitution, with particuiar interest in developing a national safety
net system.
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The Government had hmfted pohc;es and programs in place to mount an effectme response

4, The social protectmn system has been under development in Senegal, but progress was
insufficient to respond to recent shocks. The country’s first National Social Protection Strategy was

developed in 2005 (the National Social Protection Strategy, NSPS, 2005-2015). The National Social | i

Protection-Strategy has as its principle objective the adoption of an integrated global vision of social
protection that promotes access to risk management by vulnerable groups. The social protection
strategy foresaw the diversification and expansion of social protection instruments, including safety net
support for vulnerable groups. The social protection strategy was less specific on the exact nature of
safety nets to be expanded, as there was little experience at that time in the country. There was little in
the way of guidance on priority interventions, |mplementatfon structures, program harmonization or
mshtutlonal arrangements around safety nets.

5. The Senegal Second Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 2006-2010 (PRSP-11) was adopted by the
Government in mid-2006 and made a strong case for strengthening Senegal’s social protection
system. The Second pillar of the PRSP-11? aimed at promoting access to basic social services by a growing
share of the population, the third pillar of the PRSP-Il emphasized the need to improve the lives of
vulnerable groups through specifically targeted interventions, and prescribed actions to ensure that
these groups benefit from wealth creation and gain better access to social services. The PRSP-I|
identified a series of actions towards a more effective system, summarized as follows: (i) to extend the
coverage of social protection — including health insurance - to both formal and informal sector workers;
(ii) to reform the formal social security system - including pension systems; (iii) to increase the capacity
to respond to shocks and risks affecting vulnerable groups; and (iv) to improve targeting, monitoring and
evaluation, and payment mechanisms.

6. The PRSP Annual Progress Report (APR) recognized that the performance of the third pillar-
protection of vulnerable groups- had been weak with low progress in weaving an effective social safety
net, and ambivalence in constituency building efforts. The current social protection system is
fragmented and inefficient and does not respond to the specific needs of the various vulnerable groups.
The highly expensive and untargeted subsidies proven impossible to maintain during soaring food prices
episodes in 2007-8 and humanitarian assistance in times of emergencies is expensive both for Senegal
and the international community. Safety net and social assistance programs reach very few, despite
efforts at introducing some new pilot approaches, including cash transfers, in response to the crisis. The
APR recommended that efforts be stepped up to strengthen safety nets in Senegal, with more
appropriate targeting mechanisms in the face of repeated shocks and limited resources.’ Despite
challenges in meeting implementation goals, the objectives of social protection seem to be well
incorporated in the national discourse in Senegal.

World Bank Technical Support Program in Social Protection

7. Creating an effective social safety net is a major challenge in advancing the country’s goal of
poverty alleviation. Defining the optimum contour and parameters of such an instrument required

> The four pillars are: (i) wealth creation; (ii) capacity building and the provision of basic social services; (iii) the

protection of vulnerable groups; and (iv) the promotion of good governance and participation

The APR also emphasizes the need to improve the identification of vulnerable groups: currently, the definition
of vulnerability is based on a multiplicity of diverse criteria that include age {children, youth and elderly},
gender (women), regions, and other categories {handicapped and refugees). Such a wide-net definition does
not allow for effective targeting, nor does it support the development of alternatives to interventions such as
broad-based subsidies and tax exemptions that are ineffective, inefficient and financially unsustainable.



further analytical work. The recent crises revealed the sharp exposure of the most vulnerable to income
shocks and the need for the Government to embark in sound counter-cyclical policies to protect their
consumption—including food and basic social services— and promote their investing in human capital.
A paradigm shift from large ineffective subsidies to well-targeted social safety net programs had been
initiated and needed to be further brought forward. Further, the revitalization of social safety nets as
anti-poverty programs was growing in international acknowledgement.

8. The Government expressed its intent to implement policy actions to improve the effectiveness
of social safety nets and to enhance the fiscal sustainability of the Government’s social assistance
programs. The authorities sought advisory and technical assistance from the World Bank to ensure that
design parameters—targeting, generosity, operational institutions and practices, information systems
for operations and impact monitoring, benefit payment arrangements and fiduciary safeguards—are
based on best practices. The Government identified an urgent need to enhance the knowledge base and
further build constituency by reviewing in detail the existing safety nets programs (including, food and
nutrition support programs, public works, school feeding, cash transfers, etc.) and providing suggestions
for creating an effective and affordable social safety net system in Senegal.

9. In late 2010, the World Bank initiated a technical assistance program in social protection with
the Government of Senegal. The technical assistance program sought to foster evidence-based
decision-making in the social safety nets arena and ensure a quality jump in the effectiveness of existing
and planned schemes. Its main objective is to develop recommendations on policies and technical and
institutional platforms to develop safety net mechanisms to address the main risks and vulnerabilities in
Senegal as a component of the country’s economic growth and poverty reduction strategies.

10. World Bank support aimed to provide policy advice as needed, including a series of just-in-
time technical notes, and workshops and training in safety net tools, summarized in this report. The
reason for this approach was that the Bank sought to capture relevant policy moments, for example
preparation of the PRSP and providing relevant policy advice to the new Government elected in early
2012, as well as take advantage of new information as data became available from the ESPS 2011 (with
data sets available in early 2012). The objectives were twofold: (a) to bring international experience on
safety net policies, practices and analytical tools to the consideration of the Senegalese Government;
and (ii) to assist the Government in assessing the current situation in Senegal and options for improving
safety nets in the future.

11. The World Bank and Government identified a number of just-in-time technical notes and
training sessions to be delivered over the 18 month period (end 2010 to mid 2012) tailored to the
immediate needs of Government. The notes were intended to help suggest, based on international
experience and country analysis, concrete steps for improving current interventions (e.g. coverage,
efficiency, relevance, linkage to productivity and human development, etc.) and the entire system
(targeting approaches, - payment mechanisms, monitoring and evaluation systems, financial
sustainability, institutional arrangement and coordination, etc.). Key outputs which for the analytical
underpinnings of this Safety Net Assessment include (see Box 1):

a. An analysis of the Government’s response to shocks in recent years to identify the general
ability to protect the poor during downturns and adverse events;

b. Relatedly, an incidence analysis of subsidies for certain currently key goods ( water, electricity)
based on households survey data from both 2006 and 2011.
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To support the PRSP lil foundation for the social protection axis, the working groups within the
Ministry of Finarice expressed intérest in a just-in-time knowledge note on thé linkages |
between social protection and economic growth and advice on how to structure social
protection interventions so that they are consistent with an economic growth stratégy rather
than detract from it;

Review of social protection aspects in the ESPS Il survey results. Based on a request from the
National Statistics Agency, the Bank provided guidance on developing a chapter on social
protection for the final report of the ESPS Il and supported a statistical review of vulnerability
and social protection using the new survey data;

Technical guidance on best practice and technical optioné for target-ing mechanisms for safety
net programs, including the development of a proxy means test instrument for Senegal: This
was initially based on the household survey data available from ESAM Il 2005. Working in
conjunction with the Ministry of Finance and the National Statistics Agency, the Bank provided
technical assistance in the installation of and training in ADEPT software. Once the 2011
household survey data was available, the proxy means test information was updated; and

A review of the institutional framework of safety nets in Senegal, including the identification
of essential institutional components of a national safety net system;

L]

Box 1: Analytical Underpinnings of the Social Safety Net Assessment

The following inputs serve as the basis for the Senegal Social Safety Net Assessment:

“The Government of Senegal’s Response to Shocks over the Past Decade”, Julie Van Domelen, November 20,
2011

“The Contribution of Social Protection to Economic Growth — Perspectivés on Senegal”, Julie Van Domelen,
January 2011. =71
“Review of Safety Net Programs in Senegal”, Aissata Fall, November 2011.

“Issues and Options in Targeting and Social Transfers in Senegal » Damien Echevin, October 2011.
“Institutional Arrangements in Safety Nets in Senegal”, Julie Van Domelén, April 2012.

“Targeting Performance of Water and Electricity Subsides in Senegal”, Damien Echevin, September 2012,
“Profile of Social Protection in Senegal: Analysis of the ESPS 2011"”, Mame Marame Diop, September, 2012,

12. The products of the technical support program has three sets of audience: (i) policy makers —
particularly Ministries of Finance, Prime Minister’s Office, Social Ministries (women and family, health,
education, etc.), and others; (ii) development partners and NGOs; and (iii) the Senegal World Bank
Country Team. The goal is to identify areas that need support to facilitate the implementation of
reforms (including capacity building) through both investment and budget support.
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Il.  Overview of Poverty and Vulnerability in Senegal

- Poverty reduction has slowed

13. Poverty has remained elevated, with only slight progress since 2005. The per capita annual
GDP growth rate slowed from 5 percent between 1995-2005 to 0.8 percent in 2006-2011. Poverty rates
in Senegal came down from 55.2 percent to 48.3 percent between 2001 and 2005 but barely reduced
during the five years after that, and reached 46.7 percent in 2011. A series of shocks affected welfare
during 2006-2011, including poor rains in 2006 and 2007, global food and fuel price shocks in 2008 and
floods in 2009. Growth in GDP per capita has been less than 1 percent per annum durlng the past five
years, well below the average for sub-Saharan Africa. _ -_ : : E

14, During the same period, extreme poverty has only been reduced very slowly. Extreme povérty
~ defined as the proportion of the population whose total consumption is less than the costs of a food
basket that provides minimum calorie requirements — increased from 17.2 percent in 2001 to 15.9
percent in 2005, before reaching 14.8 percent in 2011.

15. Poverty remains concentrated in rural areas. In rural areas, 57 percent of the population were
poor in 2011, more than twice the rate in urban Dakar at 26 percent. This is largely driven by low
productivity agriculture. About 62 percent of people living in households with a head whose main
occupation was agriculture were poor, compared to 33 percent for other occupations. Between 2001
and 2011 poverty came down fastest in the capital of Senegal where it decreased by 12 percentage
points, compared to 8 and 4 percentage points in rural areas and ‘other urban centers’ respectively.

16. Household characteristics associated with poverty are-related to education, place of
residence, family size and male-headed households. In 2005, 54 percent of people living in a household
whose head had no formal education lived in poverty. In 2011 this proportion had not changed. In
contrast, poverty among those living in households whose head had primary education came down from
43 percent in 2005 to 34 percent in 2011. About 83 percent of the poor live in households with a non-
educated head, a figure that has not changed over the past 10 years. A larger household size is strongly
associated with higher poverty. While 15 percent of households with less than 5 members are poor, this
number is 77 percent for households with 20 members or more. About a quarter of Senegalese live in a
household that is headed by a woman. These households tend to be smaller and thus less poor.

Certain vulnerable households and individuals face even greater challenges

17. Formal social security coverage only reaches 13 percent of the population. This includes 6.2
percent covered by a formal pension, 3 percent receiving social security administration benefits and 3
percent having some form of health insurance. In particular the poor and informal sector workers have
little access. Over 80 percent of IPRES and social security (Caisse de Sécurité Sociale)_beneficiaries are
non-poor. Even health mutuals overwhelmingly serve the non-poor, who account for three-quarters of
the self-reported membership.

18. Vulnerable children, the disabled and elderly without family support tend to be in highly
precarious situations. Beyond poverty, certain groups face greater risks than the general population.
Table 1 presents estimates of this vulnerable population. Of note, there are an estimated 238,000
disabled persons in the country (defined as those with a disability that prevents them from working), of
whom nearly half are under the national poverty line. Almost half of the elderly are poor and tend to be
highly vulnerable on family support. Vulnerable children, defined as those with a disability, in early
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marriage, uneducated and poor. account to about 3.4 million children (about

Table 1 : Distribution of disabled individuals by poverty level.

39,000 in early marriage, 1 million out of school, and 2.9 million in poverty).

18,000 with disability,

Non poor Poor Total Poverty incidence

Children 10,139 7,759 17,898 43.4

Youth 29,822 26,700 56,522 47.2

Adults 24,171 27,638 51,809 53.3

Elderly 53,796 58,075 111,871 51.9

| Total - 117,928 120,172 238,100 50.5

Source : own calculations, based on ESPS 2011. y

19. Food insecurity is another important factor in household vulnerability. According to the

DHS/MICS 2011 survey, 27 percent of children under five suffer from chronic malnutrition and 10
percent from severe malnutrition. Chronic malnutrition is higher in the rural areas (31 percent) than in
urban areas (19 percent). In terms of self-reported difficulties obtaining food, the 2011 ESPS found that
poor households respond more often as having ‘always’ or ‘often’ difficulties satisfying household food
needs. The highest rate was among the urban poor at 32.7 percent (Table 2).

Table 2: Frequency of Problems Satisfying Food Needs over the last 12 menths

(%) Non-Poor Poor

Freqency Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total
“i\;ever 42,6 27,1 36,2 18,6 18,1 18,3
Rarely 25,8 25,0 25,5 19,0 20,2 19,8
Sometimes 19,3 26,9 22,4 29,7 32,6 31,6
Often 11,1 18,3 14,1 24,2 24,1 24,1
Always 1,2 2,8 1,8 8,5 51 6,2
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Source : Diop (2012) based on ESPS data 2011.
Shocks occur more frequently to poor households

20. One-third of households report experiencing at least one shock over the last twelve months
(Table 3). However, poorer households experienced higher rates of shocks, about 40 percent for the
poorest two quintiles. This drops to 16.5 percent for the wealthiest quintile. Shocks occur more
frequently to rural households where 43 percent of hauseholds report experiencing at least one shock in
the last year compared with 20 percent for urban households. Overall, the most frequent shock was a
serious illness or accident affecting 11 percent of households. This type of shock occurred almost twice
as often in rural areas than urban areas. For the very poorest quintile, the greatest incidence of shocks
were loss of livestock and loss of harvest, Other frequent types of shocks include floods, insects and
theft, all of which affect poorer households more frequently.

13



Table 3: Incidence of Self-Reported Shocks (%)

Quintile . Zone of Residence

Type of shock Total- = L 2 3 4 5 Urban Rural
Death of family support . 5.0 6.3 6.5 5.0 42 3.1 4.0 - 6.0
Serious illness/accident 11.5 11.8 15.0 14.4 10.1 6.2 8.1 14.8
Loss of employment - 3.1 1.7 4.1 3.3 1.9 43 4.1 2.0
Failure of family enterprise 0.7 - 0.7 0.4 0.8 1.8 0.0 1.0 0.5
Loss of harvest (to fire, drought, flood,
ete.) 7.4 13.8 9.7 8.2 a1 1.3 1.0 13.6
Loss of livestock (to_fire,‘ disease, theft, X

late). © ' : 9.2, 14.9 139 . 10 5.6 15 0.9 17.2
Significant loss of income (temporary |- !
layoff etc.) 2.0 1.6 2.2 3.2 1.4 18 2.0 24
Partial or full loss of housing from fire, .
floods etc. 2.8 4.0 3.4 2.9 2.4 1.0 1.6 350
Loss of main means of production 0.9 11 11 0.9 0.8 0.4 0.4 1.4
At least one of these shocks 319 40.2 40.4 36 26.5 165 201 433

Source : Echevin (2012) based on ESPS data 2011.
Households adopt various coping strategies in response to these shocks

21. Over half of households have no specific coping strategies in response to shocks. Per Table 4,
almost one-quarter of households report tapping into savings in response to a shock, specifically in cases
of health shocks (iliness or death) and business failure. Another important response is sale of assets,
which can lock households into long-term poverty through depletion of assets. Family support, whether

—from within the country or abroad, is present in 27 percent of shock responses. Other sources of support

are minimally present. NGO support was provided in 2 percent of the cases and Government aide was
reported by only 1 percent of households. This profile of response to shocks highlights the essential
vulnerability of households to shocks where most have no formal coping strategies and those that do
tend to rely on assets and savings, which are less available to the poor. Given that loss of livestock and
harvest were the most frequently cited type of shock to the poorest households and they are also the
types of shocks for which there is the least amount of coping strategies and assistance, this can have
serious repercussions for short-term negative coping strategies and the perpetuation of long-term
poverty traps.
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Table 4: Household-Reported Responses to Shacks (%)

Aid

NGO, | sale | .. o | A Aid
. Govt Utilization , : from No
Type of shock Aid CBO of of ST Borrowing | Family Famil from | B
Aid | Assets & _inthe Y [Eriende] > oY
Abroad .
country
Death of family support 0.9 2.3 1Z.5 24.9 8.8 31.2 14.0 171 38.7
Serious illness/accident 1.2 3.4 259 36.3 12.5 27.7 16.4 15.8 18.9
Loss of employment 0.1 0.5 12.2 19.2 7.7 138 4.7 111 60.4
Failure of a family enterprise 0.0 0.0 26.8 30.7 27.5 1.5 0.4 6.2 36.3
Loss of harvest from fire, flood, insects, etc. 0.7 0.8 7.0 6.3 7:5 5.2 233 2.2 77.6
Loss of livestock from a fire, flood, pests, theftetc. | 0.3 | 0.5 75 6.1 2.2 5 [ 0.3 0.9 82.0
ol A 34 | 00 | 35 11.3 9.1 14.8 3.9 12.0 62.3
Significant loss of income (temporary layoff etc.)
23 3.0 8.3 12.5 29 3.7 1.7 7y 4
Partial or full loss of housing from fire, floods etc. E &8
i il 0.0 A2 0.4 16.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 8.4 57.2
Loss of main means of production
Source : Echevin (2012) based on ESPS data 2011.
The Senegalese economy and households are vulnerable to exogenous shocks
22. Significant shocks frequently affect the Senegalese economy with effects on its economic

growth trajectory. Exogenous shocks, such as rising prices of imported goods or the effects of global
economic recession, strike the Senegal particularly hard because of its small, open economy, as
demonstrated in the financial, food and fuel crises of 2008-2009. Senegal imports all its oil (which
powers most of its electricity), and 80 and 100 percent of its rice and wheat consumption, respectively.
In 2007-2008, the price of rice in local markets tripled while grain prices increased by 50 percent and
prices of other staples like sugar wheat and milk products rose an average of 30 percent. Increases in
the price of fuels, as presented in Table 5, were significant as well, with higher increases on those fuels
upon which poor households rely, like butane gas.

Table 5: Price Increases of Selected Energy Products, January 2005-December 2007

Product Percent Increase
Lamp oil (kerosene) 70.9%
Gasoline and diesel 42.7%
Butane 66.8%
Electricity 21.9%

Source: Senegal: Selected Issues, IMF Country Report No. 08/221, July 2008.

23. Macroeconomic effects of these price increases were substantial. The onset of the global
recession in 2008 and its deepening in 2009 further prevented a rapid rebound from previous shocks. A
widening current account deficit and fiscal slippages in 2008 led to a slowdown in private growth,
especially in the construction and public works sector. Real GDP growth fell to 2.2 percent in 2009.
These price increases affected businesses both directly through increased outlays on fuel as well as
indirectly through the general inflationary effects of these price increases. With Senegalis dependence
on petroleum products for electricity generation, these input price hikes caused financial strain on the
national electricity company, SENELEC. Senegal’s GDP growth was hindered by frequent electricity
outages which caused a slowdown of economic and manufacturing activities. According to local reports,
the outages contributed to the closure of many small and medium-sized enterprises in the food
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processing, textile and tourlsm sectors Larger compames reported declmes in output averaglng 30
percent (US Government 2009) '

24, In terms of endogenous shocks, environmental conditions-are precarious given that Senegal is
a Sahelian county in which 60 percent of the population is engaged in agriculture, with groundnuts as
the principle product. Rural regions are highly vulnerable to variations in rainfall from one year to the
next. Significant rainfall shocks arrive on average every four to five years. Rainfall shortages cause
significant reductions in agricultural harvests and, thus, rural revenues. Rainfall variability creates
substantial short-term risk to farmers and has significant impacts on rural incomes, with often
devastating results for the poorest rural households. For example, as a result of drought in 2002, annual
ground nut production went from 1 million metric tons in 2001 to 300,000 metric tons {(IMF 2005). The
average cash flow to groundnut farmers fell from 200,000 FCFA in 2001 to 60, 000 FCFA during that year.
Overall, at least 5 million Senegalese are exposed to drought risk. Flooding has also affected several
regions, with effects on production and infrastructure, as well as loss of household assets.

25. In addition to these historical short-term swings in rainfall, there has been a downward trend
on rainfall in Senegal over time. From 1960 to 2000 average annual rainfall decreased on a steady trend
line from 650 to 600 millimeters while average annual groundnut production declined from 1 million
metric tons to 750,000metric tons. The long-term effects of climate change are expected to exacerbate
these rainfall trends. The risk of drought will continue to be one of the main sources of vulnerability for
rural households for the foreseeable future as well as of the biggest internal risks.

Safety nets are needed for both the chronic as well as the transient poor

26. Senegal’s poverty and vulnerability profile points to the need for safety nets both to address
the chronic poor as well as those affected by transient shocks. Senegalese households are exposed to
a wide range of shocks on an individual basis as well as covariate shocks from natural disasters and
economic events that affect large groups of populations. Safety nets should be scalable to respond to
these transient needs while ensuring a minimum social protection for chronic poor and vulnerable
populations, which represent a significant portion of the Senegalese population.
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.  Social Protection and Safety Netsas a Contributor to Economic Growth

Do other social protection measures offer better alternatives to general subsidies?

27. Social protectfon measures are an essential part of life, given the inevitable risk and
vulnerabilities of human existence. Social protection can be defined as private (both formal and
informal) and public initiatives that connect men and women to labor markets, reduce people’s
exposure to risks, and enhance their capacity to protect themselves against hazards and loss of income
that threaten their present and future wellbeing. Social protection measures typically include labor
market policies and programs, social insurance (pensions, unemployment and health insurance, etc.),
social assistance and safety nets, as well as targeted interventions to promote access to services by poor
communities and households. i

28. The importance of the protective role of social protection interventions is widely recognized.
Family networks, community and religious associations, private insurance companies and public sector
social protection policies and programs all play a role in helping households manage risk and respond to
the inevitable and often random shocks of life. Because of its role in protecting vulnerable groups, social
protection is frequently viewed as primarily a redistributive instrument. The effect on societal equity,
whether in poverty or income or better access to services and jobs, is seen as a fundamental
contribution of social protection. However, there is some question of whether this comes at the expense
of economic growth, in the age-old debate of economic growth versus equity. Resources that could have
been used to promote economic growth, like investments in infrastructure or market development, are
instead used for what may be viewed as ‘hand-outs’ and hence are viewed as an opportunity cost.

There is a growing recognition that social protection is a direct contributor to economic growth

29. The evidence is mounting that social protection can act as a direct contributor to economic
growth. Social protection includes a broad variety of programs and policies. Each may contribute to
economic growth in multiple ways. The general avenues whereby social protection can contribute to
economic growth are provided in the schematic in Figure 1. With specific reference to safety nets, there
are several links to economic growth:

a) Increased human capital and productivity. In economic growth models, human capital is
generally considered a factor of production in its own right and therefore makes a direct
contribution to economic growth (Mankiw et al 1996). Conditional cash transfers have been
found to increase school enrollment and expand use of health services like vaccinations and
prenatal care in almost all countries where they have been introduced. Multiple evaluations,
including using experimental design methods, have shown the impact of school feeding
programs on improved enrolment. Safety nets can also protect households from erosion to their
human capital by providing resources that mean the households will not have to turn to
negative coping strategies, like pulling children out of school or eating less nutritious food.

b) Improved functioning of the labor market, including better labor productivity and avoidance of
exploitative conditions. For example, if not addressed, child labor leads to lower education
attainment and, for girls, an earlier age of marriage, all of which create risks for future poverty
and a drag on economic participation rates (Beegle et al 2009). Conditional cash transfers have
been shown to reduce the occurrence and intensity (number of hours) of child labor.
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¢) Increasing entrepreneurial activities (less risk aversion). Studies from India and Africa show

that because - poor -households déploy ~their assets more conservatively than wealthy
households, their return on assets is 25-50 percent lower (Alderman and Hoddinott 2008). The
extra financial support and sense of surety from predictable safety nets as well as the risk
pooling features of social insurance can help the poor take on more investment risk, usually
producing higher returns. Risk mitigation schemes such as insurance programs or safety nets,
can raise growth rates and reduce the volatility of growth. For example, evidence from the
Employment Guarantee Scheme in Maharashtra, India shows that the program has encouraged
farmers to take greater risks by planting higher-yielding crop varieties.

d) Accumulation (and protection) of assets. Asset accumulation is an important basis for economic

growth. A minimum stock of assets is necessary to accumulate wealth over time. To the extent
that social protection interventions can help the poor accumulate tangiblé assets and not just
cover today’s consumption, economic growth prospects are enhanced. Not only do assets
become the basis for future investments, they serve as a household hedge against shocks.
Livestock has played this role traditionally in many parts of Africa. Cash transfers and income
from public works programs can help households build their asset base. For instance, Ethiopia’s
Productive Safety Net Program significantly lowered the distressed sale of livestock among
beneficiaries affected by drought compared with control groups, and public works participant
households experienced a net growth in livestock holdings of 0.28 Tropical Livestock Units.
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g)

h)

Stimulates demand and deve!ops local markets. Developed countries have long used counter-
cyclical pubhc spendmg on infrastructure and services as an effective tool to provide the
foundation for rapid recovery and job creation. Spending on safety nets is often increased
during economic downturns not only to protect the poor but to bolster aggregate demand and
protect economic recovery and growth. A recent IMF study shows that on average, for all
economies, a discretionary stimulus package equivalent to 1 percent of country's GDP is
associated with GDP increases of about 0.1 to 0.2 percent above the amount of the initial
investment (IMF 2008). Global experience shows that countries with effective safety nets, which
strategically target the poorest, are most successful in responding to crisis. Local effects of social
protection spending can be observed as a result of cash transfers or cash-based public works,
This.is done both by injecting cash into local markets and by strengthening the purchasing
power of poor househo!ds which tend to buy local, domestlcally manufactured goods (OECD
2009).

Facilitates infrastructure development. There is a well-documented literature on the
relationship between investment in infrastructure and growth (World Bank 1994). Infrastructure
boosts the economy in two ways — by providing direct employment and purchase of goods and
services during the construction phase and a second round of impacts resulting in increased
economic activities (transport, use of services etc.) which further boost employment and
output. According to one study, the difference in effective use of infrastructure resources
explains almost 25 percent of the growth differential between Africa and East Asia, and more
than 40 percent of the growth differential between low-growth and high-growth countries
(Hulten 1996). Safety nets that include labor-intensive public works create infrastructure as a
mechanism for generating temporary employment with productive benefits with the added
benefit of building community assets and services among underserved populations. Ethiopia’s
Productive Safety Net Program financed the rehabilitation of over 167,000 hectares of land
through area closures, 275,000 kilometers of stone and soil bund embankments, and the
planting of almost 900 million seedlings, all of which will contribute to mitigating the effects of
future droughts.

Builds social and political cohesion. Social protection measures help underpin society’s social
and political structures. Social protection provides greater equity and opportunity to vulnerable
and marginalized elements of society and so reinforces the basic underlying social contract that
provides greater stability to the system. In times of economic shocks, safety nets provide visible
support to affected populations, an important element in preserving political and social stability.
In Indonesia, a series of difficult economic reforms was supported through provision of social
safety nets, which helped build legitimacy for the reforms (Sumarto 2007).

Make other sectors more efficient and effective. To the extent that education, health and
agriculture contribute to economic growth, safety measures can enhance their outcomes. For
example, cash transfers facilitate households’ accessing health and education. In Ethiopia, there
were important interaction effects between a public works program and an agricultural inputs
program. The income provided through the public works employment did not directly impact
farfhers’ output, but neither did the agricultural inputs program. However, when a household
received both, productivity increased by more than 200 kg/hectare (Gilligan et al 2009).

Social protection can also contribute to growth indirectly through its effect on equity. There
have long been debates on whether inequality is either good or bad for economic growth. A
World Bank study concluded that ‘there is no intrinsic trade-off between long-run aggregate
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growth and societal equity” (Bruno et al 1996). Indeed, inequality may negatively impact on
economic growth if it leads to p‘oliticai instabilitv, capital flight or increased EConomic volatility.

30. In addition to these potential positive effects on economic growth, safety nets can reduce

‘chronic poverty. This is done directly by providing households with much needed cash or in-kind

resources or by facilitating their access to higher-paying, more productive jobs. Scaled up social
protection programs can have an impact on national poverty indicators. Over the last decade, Brazil has
experienced a remarkably rapid improvement in income distribution driven mostly by the reduction of
extreme poverty. This improvement in income inequality can be explained in large part by expansions in
social protection programs in Brazil. In particular, studies have found that Bolsa Familia, a conditional
cash transfer program was responsible for twenty percent of the decline in inequality (Soares and Ribas
2006). %

The potential for economic growth-enhancing safety nets in Senegal

31. The challenge for Senegal will be to design and implement economic-growth enhancing safety
net interventions. Given the empirical evidence globally on how and under which circumstances social
protection can contribute to economic growth, the following elements can provide greater economic
growth contribution from social protection policies and programs in Senegal:

a) Using social protection interventions to promote human capital development. Tying cash
transfers or food distribution to the use of health services and school enrollments can promote
economic growth in the long-term and help Senegal achieve the MDGs in these sectors.,

b) Creating basic infrastructure and increased agricultural productivity for poor communities
through public works. The rural areas still suffer from a combination of reliance on low
productivity agriculture, heightened vulnerability during the lean season, and a dearth of basic
infrastructure in the poorest regions and departments. Well-designed productive safety net-
type operations, twinned with other service packages, can engage local authorities and
communities in creating the necessary conditions to protect rural populations from destitution
while building the basic household and community assets necessary for economic growth.
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Chapter 2: Previous Government Response to Shocks and Existing Safety Net Programs
. Government response to shocks in the last 10 years®

32. The last decade has shown how frequently large-scale shocks occur to the Senegalese
economy and the limited range of Government response available to effectively help households cope
with the negative effects. The Government has had to respond to multiple covariate shocks over the
last decade. This section reviews two experiences: the drought in 2002-2003 and the economic crisis of
2008-2008S.

Responding to natural disaster and drought: the example of 2002

33. The Government of Senegal has historically responded directly to drought with financial
support to farmers as well as general assistance to the rural population. A series of financial
mechanisms were put in place in the late 1990s to mitigate and cope with the risks to agriculture as well
as ensure an adequate flow of credit.’ In 2001-2004, payments were made to producers affected by
floods, pest infestations, and to clear the unpaid debt of producers for the agricultural season in 2002
and 2003 due to globally insufficient rainfall. The fiscal costs of these responses to agricultural shocks
rose to 0.2 percent of GDP during this period {counting only the expenditures from these funds). It is not
possible to discern how many farmers directly benefitted from the support of the agricultural security
funds.

34. These rural support actions reflect a willingness on the part of government to spend resources
to respond to critical needs, however using interest rate subsidies and debt forgiveness as a response
to weather-related shocks suffers from several drawbacks: r
a. Support is often poorly targeted, with larger subsidies and write-offs to the larger rural
producer and those able to participate in the formal credit system. The limited recourse to
formal credit for many rural families limits effectiveness of this measure as it cannot be
applied to informal credit arrangements.

b. The rules for accessing the various funds are not very clear.

c. Providing loan write-offs undermines the culture of repayment, creating the expectation
that losses will be compensated for by the Government.

d. Decisions like forgiving all producer debts do not match the differential nature of the shocks
which rarely hit all producers equally.

Summary of Government response in this section drawn largely from World Bank “Managing Rural Risk in
Senegal” 2006 unless otherwise noted.

The agricultural security funds are comprised of: (a) Fonds de Bonification was created to improve access of
rural producers to credit by reducing financing charges. The Fonds de Bonification finances the difference
between the interest charged by commercial banks and the interest rate the Government limits to farmers
(7.5 percent). The Government pays the spread to the national agricultural bank, the Caisse Nationale du
Crédit Agricole du Senegal (CNCAS), which has operating since 1984 and is the largest source of rural finance;
{b) The Fonds de Garantie (FG) reimburses-delinquent loans to CNCAS up to 75 percent for agriculture and 50
percent for livestock; and (c) Fonds de Calamité (FC) helps rural producers cope with natural disasters,
allowing them to repay loans and continue their agricultural activities, either by restoring creditworthiness
with CNCAS or to finance supplies necessary to respond to shocks.
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e. Treatment across farmers may be uneven. For example, with elimination of rural producer
debts following the 200'2'dro'ught by thé time payments w'eré'rhade;'ma'ny producers had
already reimbursed their debts often by ilqmdatmg assets.

f. Interest rate subsidies under-price rural credit which undermmes the financial sustainability
of the rural finance sector, particularly with the expansion of new entrants to the market,
most notably micro-finance institutions starting in the mld 2000s, but also commercial
banks, NGO revolving loan funds, etc.; and

g. Multiplicity of instruments adds complexity to the system as a whole and reduces
probability that the poorest producers benefit.

Using subsidies to respond to the economic shocks of 2007-2009"

35. The lead-up to the economic crises of 2007-2009 created underlying conditions of
vulnerability, including internal shocks due to poor rains in 2006 and 2007 that exacerbated the
impact of the rapid increase in food and fuel prices starting in 2007. Moreover, troubles with the
internal efficiency of the national electricity utility were present in the years leading up to the fuel price .
increases, with significant fiscal resources used to support the company in 2006. Against the backdrop of
these strains, the global economic recession in 2008-2009 led to a significant drop in household
purchasing power and difficulties in affording basic consumer products and services.

36. The Government responded to the fuel and food price hikes with a series of fiscal measures,
including subsidies on basic foodstuffs (rice, wheat, milk), butane/natural gas and electricity. This
ensured a quick and visible action by the Government to respond to growing social unrest and
immediate needs, but proved very expensive, absorbing 2.4 percent of GDP, or one-tenth of all spending
in 2008. Many of these built on existing subsidy arrangements (Table 6). Total price subsidiés on basic
consumer goods were on_the order of 162 billion in the crisis years of 2007-2008. Food subsidies were
21 billion FCFA in 2007 and 46 billion FCFA in 2008.° Food subsidies were placed on the largest value
imported products: rice, wheat and milk. For rice subsidies, the Government pays the subsidy to several
big importers with administrative price controls applied to retailers.

Table 6: Senegal: Subsidies on Basic Goods and Utilities, 2005-2011

In FCFA billions 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Transfers and subsidies 165 308 287 333 286 259 331
Of which

- Société Africaine de Raffinage and

other LGP producers 14 66 55 69 33 0 15

- SENELEC 12 86 0 30 30 0 124

- food subsidies 0 0 21 46 0 0 Q
As % of GDP:
Subsidies on basic consumer goods 0.6% 3.1% 1.4% 2.4% 1.0% 0.0% 2.1%
Source: International Monetary Fund.

Credit Mutuel de Senegal estimated that 60% of agricultural loans had already been paid back at the time debt
cancellation, as reported in World Bank 2005 Senegal: Managing Rural Risk. -

In addition to direct subsidies to stabilize prices, the Government suspended VAT and customs duties on a
number of consumer preducts in mid-2007 at a cost of 0.5 percent of GDP.

This does not include historic protection of the sugar and vegetable oil industry through administered prices.
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37.  However, it is difficult to control actual prices paid in the market. Retailers that-already had
stock bought at the higher price were reticent to absorb losses. The market was further destabilized
with delays in payments to importers. In the case of milk subsidies, payments were only made to
importers. This policy was met with complaints by local dairy suppliers, who supply a little under half of
the domestic market. Benefits were concentrated in urban areas were the consumption of imported
powdered milk is high. Wheat subsidies were also paid to importers, but there is no significant domestic
wheat production. Retail prices were then fixed at the point of sale.

38. subsidies on LPG gas were already in place but were significantly increased during the fuel
price crisis, from FCFA 4 billion in 2004 and FCFA 14 billion in 2005 to FCFA 66 billion iri 2006, FCFA 55
billion in 2007, and FCFA 69 billion in 2008, dropping to FCFA 33 billion in 2009 and none in-2010, before
climbing back to 15 billion in 2011. Previous subsidies were largely justified on environmental terms as a
measure to decrease deforestation and encourage the lowest income segments to shift from charcoal
and wood. Broader social protection arguments were used to justify the increases in response to
increasing world prices of fuel. The Government funds subsidies though the African Refining Company, a
company with majority State ownership, through a system of administered prices through its system of
distributors.

39. The Government has a long history of financial support to SENELEC, including recapitalization
and debt restructuring most recently in mid-2000s.” The government controls the administered price of
electricity provided through this parastatal.’® There has typically been incomplete pass-through of fuel
costs to consumers, which has caused financial difficulties for the company, leading to frequent outages
and service provision problems. Subsidies to SENELEC were paid to tamper upward pressure on
electricity prices from the global fuel price increases, amounting to FCFA 30 billion in 2008 and in 2009.
The subsidies did not fully prevent a rise in electricity prices, which increased by 6 percent in late 2007
and 18 percent in mid-2008. Subsidies reached a record level of 124 billion FCFA in 2011.

40, The use of subsidies during the food and fuel crises came with administrative difficulties and
economic disincentive effects. The use of subsidies is often viewed as a relatively easy to implement in
the short-term method of buffering the population from shocks. However, in practice there are
implementation challenges in using subsidies. Subsidies to importers and distributors, for example of
food and fuel, only have a welfare effect if prices changes are fully passed through to consumers. This
requires significant monitoring and enforcement. In addition, subsidies introduce market distortions
that can reduce incentives for domestic supply responses or undercuts nascent markets for local
suppliers when they are only applied to imports. Moreover, difficulties in timely payments caused
market disturbances and uncertainty.

Who benefits from the price subsidies?

a1. The level of subsidy support is a function of the size of the subsidy and the share of
household consumption of the subsidized item. In terms of electricity and water, access is a function of
income, with lower access among lower income groups, though this has improved slightly over the last

®  SENELEC’s 2006 losses alone required an injection of budgetary subsidies equivalent to 1.8 percent of GDP.

19 prices are set by the Commission de Régulation using a price cap method, with a 5 year tariff planning horizon.
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10 years (Figure 2). This disparity in access has significant consequences for the performance of general

: “price ‘subsidies on utilities as a means of protecting the poor during shocks.
&

Figure 2: Access to Water and Electricity by (fonéumption Decile
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42, Overall, the analysis of the impact of current subsidies and other policy measures to offset
energy price increases shows that they entail high leakage of benefits to the better-off. Analysis done
in 2008 by the IMF — at the beginning of the crisis - found that, with butane the 40 poorest percent of
the population gain only 19 percent of the total improvement in welfare while the richest 40 percent
gains 61 percent. Performance is better with kerosene, but the top two quintiles still receive 33 percent
of the benefit and since the weight of kerosene consumption in the household budget is very small, the
impact, though better-targeted, is slight. Food subsidies were generally better targeted. Rice is an
important component of household food consumption, especially for the bottom 40 percent of
households and in rural areas. For powdered milk and bread, the richer groups of the population gained
most."

43, Data from the 2011 ESPS confirms this trend. In terms of distribution of beneficiaries, the
poorest households have less access to water and electricity. As a result, only one-third of water subsidy
beneficiaries were poor and only 8 percent were in the poorest quintile (poorest 20 percent). Similarly,
31 percent of electricity subsidy beneficiaries were poor and about 7 percent were in the poorest
quintile (Table 7). The strong majority of beneficiaries of both subsidies were urban dwellers. Results
were even more skewed for the amount of benefit received because the better off tend to consume
more. As presented in Table 8, only 23 percent of water subsidy benefits and 14 percent of electricity
benefits accrue to poor households. Only 5 percent of water benefits and 2 percent of electricity subsidy
benefits went to the poorest quintile. Half of water subsidy benefits and two-thirds of electricity
benefits were enjoyed by the wealthiest quintile.

4

™ Incidence analysis drawn from IMF Country Report No. 08/221 “Senegal: Selected Issues”, July 2008, IMF.
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Tahle 7: Distribution of Utility Beneficiaries by Consumption Quintile, Poverty Status and Urban-Rural

% : - .Consumption Quintiles Poverty Status-  Zone of Residence

Total Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 QS Poor Non-Poor Urban Rural

Water . 100.0 83 142 181 259 334 336 66.4 68.3 317

Electricity 100.0 6.6 119 174 283 359 31.2 68.8 74.8 25.2

Source : Echevin (2012).

Table 8: Distribution of utility benefits by consumption quintile, poverty status and urban-rural

= : Consumption Quintiles .. PovertyStatus Zone of Residence

% Total Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Poor Non-Poor Urban Rural

Water 1000 49 9.0 13.0 234 49.7 225 77.5 77.2 22.8
Electricity 100.0 2.0 44 8.7 194 654 139 86.1 85.7 14.3

Source : Echevin (2012).

The need for alternatives to subsidies

44, The recourse to subsidies does show a willingness to respond to immediate needs of the
population, but limited tools in place that could be more impactful. The Government has committed
significant resources to address the needs of vulnerable populations in response to shocks. Subsidies, for
all of their drawbacks, are quick to put in place and provide a very visible action by the Government in
addressing social needs. In the heat of a crisis, they are often viewed as one of the few viable short-term
options.

45, The general conclusion of the Government and key international partners has been to build a
better targeted safety net system as a better option than continued reliance on general subsidies {Box
2). Policy reforms to shift from general subsidies to targeted safety nets in response to short—term
shocks can be an important part of developing a more efficient and effective national social protection
system. However, this shift will require a nuanced approach and further reflection. For example, 60
percent of the population depends on agriculture, while crop and livestock loss are the most frequent
shocks, and there have been significant price increases in fuel and staple commodities many of which
are imported. Moving immediately away from subsidies to cash transfers may make sense if retail and
import markets are developed, but if not some transition period may be needed.
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Box 2: Recommendations to Move from Subsidies to a Targeted Safety Net

Over the last ten years, there is a growing consensus on the need to rethink recourse to general subsidies as a way of
responding to shocks in Senegal:

In 2005, in analyzing the response to drought using the agricultural security funds, the IMF concluded that: “A safety net
is needed to provide assistance to farmers in the event of a serious shock... A safety net based on price subsidization,
although easy to administer, would have drawbacks...A more efficient social safety net program would explicitly target
poor farmers for compensation in response to a severe shock. In the short run, the authorities should use budgetary
transfers directed to the poorest farmers to dampen the impact of a price or weather-related shock. Senegal should
develop the capacity to target assistance based on household characteristics that are good proxies of overall wealth. In
the long-run, conditioning transfers to poor households on acquiring human capital to get access to alternative sources of
income would reduce poor farmers’ dependence on groundnut farming.” (Senegal: Selected Issues; IMF Country Report
No. 05/155, May 2005). -

The IMF drew similar conclusions in their assessment of the response to the global economic crisis of 2007-2009: “A
better long-term solution for an effective protection system to address both structural and cyclical poverty in Senegal
would be to introduce a conditional cash transfer system. Such a program would be a more permanent way to protect the
poor from welfare losses, including food and energy price increases.” (Senegal: Selected Issues, IMF Country Report No.
08/221, July 2008).

This echoes the World Bank recommendation that: “efforts be stepped up to strengthen safsty nets and better monitor
the impact of existing or future targeting policies. In the short term, now that the food and fuel subsidies have been
eliminated, there is a need for an appropriate targeting mechanism, especially since food and fuel prices, despite their
recent decline, remain elevated relative to their historic levels. This could ultimately take the form of a conditional cash
transfer program and could be based on indicators correlated with poverty and living conditions drawn from household
survey data.”(“Senegal: Public Finance Support Credit Program Document”, Report No 48557-5N June 2009).

“A key lesson learnt from the recent wave of crises is to reprioritize prevention. Senegal has been particularly hit by the
food and fuel crisis and continues to suffer from the global economic slowdown. In additicn, natural disasters such as
floods and droughts are exposing both the urban and rural poor to stress and poverty. Highly expensive and untargeted
subsidies have proven impossible to maintain during soaring food prices episodes in 2007/8 and humanitarian assistance
in times of emergencies is expensive both for Senegal and the international community. Shifting from mitigating the
negative impacts of shocks on the population at large to preventing these shocks to erode both the income and human
capital of the most vulnerable appears to be a critical step towards inclusive growth. In the past few yeafs, a growing
number of developing countries have successfully introduced large-scale cash transfer programs as effective social
protection mechanisms to respond to high levels of poverty and vulnerability.” (World Bank, “Senegal: Poverty Reduction
Support Credit IV Program Document”, Report No. 52784- SN, April 2010).
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46.
Government in 2011, with the following objectives:

i1

(1)

(2)

(@)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)
(9)

Review of Safety Net Programs in 201112

Senegal has several types of safety net-related programs

A review of safety net programs identified 12 programs under implementation by the

Food Security Commissariat {Commissariat a la Sécurité Alimentaire - CSA) provides food aid
assistance to vulnerable populations either in response to catastrophes or through rice
distribution at public rallies and religious festivals. The objective of the agency is to ensure the
availability, management and monitoring of the country’s food security grain stocks.

The National Solidarity Fund (Fond de Solidarité Nationale = FSN) is responsible for providing
immediate responses to crisis and emergency situations, including financial, medical and
material support.

Community-Based Re-adaptation Program (Programme de réadaptation a base
communautaire — PRBC) provides social, economic and cultural integration for disabled persons
via material support and funding of income generation activities.

Old Age Support Program (Projet d'appui a la promotion des ainés — PAPA) aims to address the
vulnerable elderly (over 60 years) via capacity strengthening, grants and subsidized loans for
income generating activities to groups of elderly.

National School Lunch Program (Programme d'alimentation scolaire - DCaS) provides school
lunches funded through the national budget.

WEP School Lunch Program {Cantines Scolaires du PAM) supports the national school lunch
program by providing primary school lunches in vulnerable rural areas.

Educational Support for Vulnerable Children (Bourses d'étude pour les orphelins et autres
enfants vulnérables — OEV) a program through the National HIV-AIDS Council to provide for
schooling or professional training to children orphaned or affected by HIV-AIDS and other
vulnerable children.

Sesame Plan (Plan Sésame) waives health service fees for all persons over 60 years.

Poverty Reduction Program (Programme d'appui a la mise en ceuvre de la Stratégie de
Réduction de la Pauvreté — PRP) supports grants for income generating activities for vulnerable
groups, primarily women, the disabled and HIV-AIDS affected populations.

(10)Child Nutrition Program (Nutrition ciblée sur I'enfant et transferts sociaux- NETS) des cash

transfers to mothers of vulnerable children under 5 years old to mitigate the negative impacts of
food price increases.

12

This chapter is derived primarily from “Review of Safety Net Programs in Senegal”, Aissata Fall, November
2011,
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(11)WFP Vouchers for Food Pilot Program (Bons d’Achat — PAM CV) addresses food insecurity
among vulnerable households due to rising food prices.” =~~~ " o

(12)Social Protection Initiative for Vulnerable Children (Initiative de protection sociale des enfants
vulnérables — IPSEV) Cash grants to households to help them maintain vulnerable children and
ensure access to health and education services.

47. These safety net programs cover a wide range of objectives, such as: Increasing school
attainment (enrollment and years completed) for vulnerable children; improving access to health
services; maintaining children within families; providing response and resistance to shocks; reducing
poverty for instance through income generation efforts; :and ensuring social and economic integration
for excluded groups. , i, , s

48, These safety net programs seek to achieve their objectives using a variety of types of support,
with the only modality not currently deployed being that of available real gap being temporary
employment generation. There are three main types of benefits: support to daily existence, nutritional
support, and improving access to basic services. This is carried out through transfers (cash grants and
loans), food aid, and fee waivers for health services. Objectives, methods and types of benefits are
summarized below in Table 9. Although several public works programs promote the use of labor
intensive methods on certain types of infrastructure, this review could find no public works programs
that could be characterized as a safety net in terms of targeting poor communities and beneficiaries
with below prevailing wage transfers often timed to address the lean season in the rural areas.

Table 9: Objectives and Type of Benefit for Each Safety Net Program

Program - Objective Type of Benefit
1 | Commissariat 3 la Sécurité Alimentaire (CSA) Resistance toshocks [ Food
2 | Fonds de Solidarité Nationale (FSN) Resistance to shocks Cash, materials
3 | Programme de'Réadaptation a Base Communautaire (PRBC) Social integration Grant, materials
4 | Projet d'Appui a la Promotion des Ainés (PAPA) = : Social integration Loan
5 | Direction Cantines Scolaires (DCaS) Access to education Food
6 | Programme de Cantines Scolaires du PAM Access to education Food
7 Progrlamme de Bourses d'étude pour les Orphelins et autres Enfants Sisasisadlisation ash
Vulnérables (OEV)
8 | Plan Sésame . Access to health services | Fee waiver
9 | Programme d:appui a la mise en ceuvre de la Stratégie de Réduction Roverty reduction Giai
de la Pauvreté (PRP)
10 | Programme Nutrition ciblée sur I'Enfant et Transferts Sociaux (NETS) | Resistance to shocks Cash
11 | Programme de bons d'achat du PAM {PAM CV) Resistance to shocks Cash
12 | Initiative de Protection Sociale des Enfants Vulnérables {IPSEV) Family integration Cash

Safety net programs are spread across a number of ministries and agencies

49, Half of the programs are under the two main social welfare ministries. Programs oriented to

vulnerable groups like the elderly or vulnerable children, tend to be concentrated in the Ministry of “

Family and the Ministry of Social Action and National Solidarity. Two multi-sectoral programs, the
nutrition program NETS and the HIV-AIDS orphans and vulnerablé children program are under the Prime
Minister’s Office. For since sector programs, like school lunches and health fee waivers, the respective
social sector ministries are responsible (see Figure 3). Institutional anchorage appears linked mainly to a
combination of objectives and target groups combined with institutional mandates rather than any
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coordinated strategy of mterventlons To a certaln extent the mstitutlonai d|sper5|on reﬂects the

o transversal nature of: social protectton

50. There has been a history of institutional instability which has hampered developing coherent
programming, particularly within the social welfare ministries. For at least the last 10 years, there have
been frequent reconfigurations of the main social welfare ministries and shifting of departments and
programs between ministries. This weakened the ability to effectively design and implement safety net
programs. Moreover, there remains a certain level of institutional coherence. For éxample, the CSA now
is under the Ministry of Family but the Prime Minister’s Office makes decisions regarding when and

where the CSA distributes food.

Figure 3: Institutional Framework for Safety Net Programs
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51, Various institutional coordination mechanisms are in place, though they are often ad-hoc or

project-specific (Table 10). ‘Inter-ministerial coordination mechanisms have been put in place for five of
_the twelve programs, either at the central or local levels. These inter-ministerial mechanisms are used

mainly for implementation and monitoring issues, but in some cases they have a role in programming
decisions. ‘ . %

Table 10: Safety Net Program Coordination Mechanisms

Program Coordination Mechanism
1 Commissariat 2 la Sécurité Alimentaire (CSA) No formal mechanism
2 Fonds de Solidarité Nationale (FSN) Internal orientation committee
3 Programme de Réadaptation a Base Communautaire (PRBC) Internal within Social Action Dept.
4 -| Projet d'Appul 3 la Promotion des Ainés (PAPA) .| wNational committee %
5 Direction Cantines Scolaires (DCaS) . Interministerial multisectoral technical group
6 Programme de Cantines Scolaires du PAM Multisectoral technical group
7 Programme de Bourses d'étude pour les Orphelins et autres | Executive secretariat and multi-sectoral council
Enfants Vulnérables (OEV)
Plan Sésame None
9 Programme d'appui & la mise en ceuvre de la Stratégie de | Inter-ministerial steering committee
Réduction de la Pauvreté (PRP)
10 | Programme Nutrition ciblée sur 'Enfant et Transferts Sociaux Inter-ministerial steering committee
(NETS)
11 | Programme de bons d'achat du PAM (PAM cv) Single ministry steering committee
12 | Initiative de Protection Sociale des Enfants Vulnérables Technical monitoring committee
(1PSEV)

Current safety nets afford little effective coverage

52, Data on coverage is limited in some cases, but Senegal’s safety nets include both programs
with limited coverage as well as programs with impressive national coverage, in particular the school
lunch program. Data is uneven on access to Senegal’s safety net programs. Several programs do not
keep beneficiary registries, such as the Social Action Department’s support to the elderly through PAPA,
as they tend to work with groups which range widely in number of members. Others, like the CSA
distribute rice widely during religious ceremonies, with only rough estimates of beneficiary numbers.
Moreover, data is not disaggregated between support 1o those affected by disasters and food
distributed through public events {i.e. no screening of beneficiaries). School lunches are becoming
universal, with no screening of beneficiaries within schools (it is assumed all receive). For Plan Sésame,
the Ministry of Health was unable to provide the actual number of elderly utilizing the services on an
annual basis. With these limitations and caveats, Table 11 presents annual figures on beneficiaries
provided by the safety net programs.

53. Annually, about 4 million people are estimated to receive some type of safety net assistance,
mostly through CSA and school lunches. This is equivalent to a little under one-quarter of the national -
population. CSA accounts for .about 80 percent of these beneficiaries and school lunches for an
additional 17 percent. However, neither the CSA nor school lunches screen beneficiaries based on need.
For the CSA, there are political factors which guide food distribution. For school lunches, this is
increasingly seen as part of a universal packet of educational services. Even when targeted to regions of
food insecurity, for instance through the WFP assistance, not all students would necessarily be

vulnerable.
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Table 11: Safety Net Beneficiaries by Program and Year, 2009 - 2011

_ Nurmber of Beneficiaries

y ? _Réduction de la Pauvreté (PRP)

Program : 2009 ‘ 2010 ‘ 2011 Total 2009 = !
i : ; bz { i 3 2011
[T ! Commissariat a la Secquj:e Alimentaire (CsA) : . 27e0 000 3000000 ; 3 600 000 | Bl 360 000
2 | Fondsde Sohdarlte Natlona!e(FSN} _ i _ 32 000 ) e e 32 000
3 Programme de Readaptatlon 3 Base Communautatre S 1500: i 190{) S S B 34005
R NR e '6'5
A5 D|rgctlon CantmﬁesﬂScoIal{ei_{DCaS) e i 700 414 l 761 439 S 2 241 853
67 ' Of which Programme de Cantines Scolaires du PAM : 567185 .‘ 5962537 1 728 998’
ey " Programme de Bourses d'étude pour les Orphelins et :
7 autfes Enfants Vulnerables {OEV) i % i ; 290; * 18 306 ’
8 Plan Sésame EE
- ; Programme d'appui a la mise en ceuvre e dela Strategle de B
il

Programme “Nutrition ciblée sur I'Enfant et Transferts
- Sociaux (NETS)

i Programme de bcns d aql']a:c_ d__u PAM (PAIVI CV) ‘
" lInitiative de Protection Sociale des Enfants Vulnerables

21986

970007

NC |
| Total ': 3501460 | 3888825 .
" NR: Non renseigné /NC: Non concerné. o PR e T R S N
54, Considering only those programs which target and screen vulnerable beneficiaries and for

which there is data on number of beneficiaries, i.e. excluding CSA and school lunches, about 100,000
people benefitted last year. This is mainly from the two cash transfer prorgrams, the nutrition program
NETS and the cash voucher program of the WFP (PAM CV). Between 2009 and 2011, the NETS had an
average of 17,000 beneficiaries, while the PAM CV served an average of 50,000 beneficiaries each year.

55. Many of the programs aim to have national coverage. Geographic coverage ranges from the
national level to targeted regions. Eight programs have national or quasi-national coverage, though
three of them concentrate or rural or peri-urban areas. Three of the newer safety net programs
intervene in more restricted areas: NETs in poor rural districts, WFP CV in selected urban areas and
IPSEV in rural and peri-urban areas (Table 12). The PRP is only implemented in the rural areas of three
regions.

Table 12: Geographic Distribution of Safety Net Programs

i Program _ ~ Geographical area

1 Commissariat a la Sécurité Alimentaire (CSA) i National / All the territory

s 8 8 A S e S AR P b A A A o kit '

2 Fonds de Solidarité Nationale (FSN) National/ Rural and peri-urban

Programme de Réadaptation & Base Communautaire i
i3 £ P National / All the territory

(PRBC)

4 Projet d'Appui & la Promotion des Ainés (PAPA)_”_ o i National / All the territory _ =

Direction Cantines Scolaires {DCa$) i National/ Rural and peri-urban

6 Programme de Cantines Scolaires du PAM | All regions except 5t Louis & Dakar/ Rural and peri-urban
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S t
: Programme de Bourses detude pour. Ies Orphelln et | \ational / All the territory

f

37‘ " | autres Enfants Vulnerables (OEV) - - i 5
P — e A A A Oy i e s A S TSR —————— SRR ..._..._..,m:
58 ! Plan Sesame : = T e ! Natlonal / All the terﬂtory
H 5 i
! e e 7 St S s A S s}
i :
: Programme d' appun 3 la mise en ceuvre de la Strateg1e de i i
i M sti L Rural - H
§9 : Réduction de la Pauvreté (PRP) i Swegions; Matam, St Lodls, tonp (il E
é_ ! P—— I - s e e R p— ...;j
310 { Programme Nutrition ‘ciblée sur I'Enfant et Transferts ; (p1|ot} 6 Regions (64 rural communities): Matam, Louga, ;
{ Sociaux {NETS) 4 Kaolack, Tambacounda, Sédhiou, Kédgougou / Rural E
VI S i :
211 Programme de bons d'achat du PAM (PAM CV) (pilot) 2 regions {10 cities): Pikine, Z;gumchor/ Urban :
! = e it T"' —— ORISR S £
§12 Initiative de Protection Sociale des Enfants Vulnérables | (pilot) Kolda region, 2 cities: Coumbacara, Kolda ; 35 rural %
i (IPSEV) . ; : and pen—urban communities ’
oot A A B A b A i — e o i A B R A s A RS
56. Only four of the safety net programs were able to provide beneficiary numbers to the

program review disaggregated by region. As presented in Table 13, the predominance of beneficiaries
is in the Diourbel region, laying testament to the concentration of CSA activities during religious events.

Table 13: Distribution of Beneficiaries of WFP School Lunches, NETS, CSA and OEV by Region
WEP School Lunch NETS CSA . OEV
2010 2009 | 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 2009/2010
Dakar 2576 NA o] 0 515 605 589 331 519 660 1784
Diourbel 32170 NA [¢] (0] 1108607 | 1332012 | 1977348 172
Fatick 78 695 NA 0 0 25239 31110 27 655 307
Kaffrine 34784 NA 0 0 14175 21578 26 630 254
Kaolack 72412 NA| 2874 2010 270709 240 229 229 120 136
Kolda 46 865 NA 0 0 42 212 40214 36 659 361
Louga 35860 NA| 6351 2010 102 326 83952 77981 285
Matam 31823 NA| 9779 8414 27 229 24946 23155 282
Sédhiou 21797| 2982 | 2982 5238 0 G 0 95
Tamba 61093 NA 0 10843 38 601 45959 46 468
Kédougou 24566| NA| O 1799 ) 0 0 e
Thiés 31699 NA 0 (8] 510561 510724 569 725 489
Ziguinchor 61 400 NA 0 0 52233 45 800 40 356 416
Saint Louis 0 NA 0 0 52503 29 145 25243 323
TOTAL 535740 | 2982 21986 30314 2 760000 | 3000000 | 3600000 5217
NA — not applicable.
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Operational Aspects

Safety nets in Senegal use mokt!y categorical targeting

57. Categorical is the main type of targeting, often combi'ned with prioritization of certain
geographical areas and confirmed through community-based mechanisms (Table 15 and Figure 5).
Overall, the 12 programs reviewed here use categorical targeting. Among these twelve, five programs
use only categorical targeting, with the following categories: people over 60 (Plan Sésame, PAPA),
disabled (PRBC) and those affected by disasters (FSN, CSA). Four other programs combine categorical
targeting with geographic targeting: the IPSEV, the OEC, the DCas and the WEP school feeding (cantines
scolaires du PAM) target specific regions. Finally, The three remaining programs combine categorical
with geographical and community targeting mechanisms: the PRP, as well as the cash transfer (NETS)
and food voucher programs (PAM CV), which delegate the responsibility for the -selection of
beneficiaries to community-based organizations. ’

Figure 4: Targeting Vulnerability within Categorical Targeting, by Program

s #- R
Resist. 5 - - "
{fuAstRaEE s OR] Alimentation Scolaire
{Scolarisation)
IPSEV -
{intégrité Familiale) 2 2 3
3= AN CV Cantines Scolaires
{Résistince aux chocs) Ak (Scolarisation)
{Scolarization) |
" projerciblerd'abordles
zonesgEogaphioues
vuinéabies

Tahle 14: Targeting Methods, Criteria and Information Sources by Program

Method Criteria

T

: Categorical i Age ' 1 1D card

Sources

P
-}

de Réadaptation 3 Base | g !
Pengrmine .e EsiatHa W Categorical | Disabled - { Candidate dossier
Communautaire (PRBC) i i

i CRESESe W /. B

! 7 : - ]
Projet d'Appui & la Promotion des Alnés | Categorical | Age & Vulnerability H Candidate dossier ;
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(PAPA) ‘ ;

“Fonds-de Solidarité Nationale (FSN) - | Categorical | Victims of disasters j Candidate dossier -

Commissariat a la Sécurité Allmentaire . ) i Candidate dossier

Categorical | Food insecure
(CSA) | g i

i Schoolenrollment !|st5 i 1A, IDEN

_ GlEA SRR A LT i 4

! Vulnerable children at risk of family ! {

Initiative de Protection Sociale des: Geographnc Eseparation ] y{ Reports i
Enfants Vulnérables {IPSEV) : i } s o st e s i i e
: Categorlcal : Age and vulnerability - i Social worker survey }

t - » . "on T4 v ] o

Progratme de Bouses d eiide pour Geographlc . Epidemiological situation ' Epidemiological data/surveys i
les Orphelins et autres Enfants ] ] ‘ | SRR
Vulnérables (OEV) i Categorical ; Orphans and vulnerable children i Social worker survey !
: ; : Geographic -+ Rural foad insecurit | Poverty surveys 23 ;
Direction Cantines Scolaires (DCaS) = -~ ¢ p- .4 S 4 V e s e §
! Categorical i

Programme de Cantines Scolaires du
PAM

B " e Geographw Local development plans
rogramme d‘appui a la mise en ceuvre - S el s e S R S S s e

g i Categorical  Women, disabled, HIV-AIDS ! Nelghborhood reports :
de la Stratégie de Réduction de la : e : i
om e . b
Pauvreté (PRP) } bsad ¥ ! Prioritized at community level ¢ Community information ;
3 3 ' f
. Geographic ; Zones with high malnutrition ¢ Nutritionalsurveys |
Programme Nutrition ciblée sur I'Enfant | Categorical i Vulnerable children i Reports ;
et Transferts Sociaux (NETS) | Community- | : i T : '
1 i Prioritized at community level ! Community information :
! based i : i
| Geographic _; Vulnera | Povertysureys i
Programme de bons d'achat du PAM  Categor . LReports .. '
PAM CV . Community- | _ . :
{ ) H ¥ ! Prioritized at community level ! Community information i
—— ! based ! v :

58. Age is the most significant basis of categorical targeting of beneficiaries. Access to health and

education and family integration programs all target specific age groups, mainly children and elderly as
being vulnerable segments of society (Figure 4). For children, this is linked to the overall objective of
investments in human capital, targeting not only the vulnerable but also aiming to break the
intergenerational transmission of poverty due to poor current education and health outcomes of
tomorrow’s adults. Programs oriented to responding to shocks, social integration and poverty reduction
tend to target the household rather than individual beneficiary categories within the household.

59. Targeting of vulnerable groups is based on varying notions of vulnerability, rather than a
standard poverty measure, for instance. Each program uses its own concept of vulnerability, mainly in
function of the mandate of the responsible institution. The elderly and disabled are seen as a vulnerable
group in and of themselves, without further definition of vulnerability within those groups. Women are
targeted, often with the added qualifiers of those women heading households or responsible for young
children. Vulnerable households are cited by several programs, basically in terms of their capacity to
maintain acceptable conditions of the household but without reference to a poverty line or other such
objective indicator. Figure 5 shows the overlap between the category of group identified as eligible and
whether a program seeks the vulnerable within that category.
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60. There are two main methods to recruit beneficiaries. To benefit from some programs,
individuals or families have to formulate a request for assistance, which is then considered by the
program (the beneficiaries come to the program for assistance): SESAME, PRBC, PAPA, PRP, FSN, and
CSA. Other programs reach out to the potential beneficiaries (according to their target population
groups), and offer then services (the programs go to the beneficiaries): IPSEV, NETS, OEV, WFP CV, DCas,
and PAM Cantines. For those that respond to demand, information is disseminated to populations
through associations’ networks, the local administration, and other support organization. Wid'e-s.pread
communication strategies do not seem to be well developed. What eligible populations understand
about their right to or how to access program resources may be unequal, as many people often do not
access information through official networks. ;

61. In terms of verification of targeting, programs focus mainly on errors of inclusion. IPSEV, OEV
and CLM include the verification of selection criteria though surveys of a sample of pre-selected
beneficiaries. If the sample is verified, the full list is entered into the program. In the case of the WFP
food coupon program a comprehensive survey of pre-selected households, with a vulnerability score
attached to each household, including ownership of durable goods and a food consumption score. For
the PRP, the deconcentrated services validate the choice of beneficiaries in collaboration with
neighborhood committees, who created the pre-selection list. For all programs, there is no verification
of errors of exclusion or a system to register complaints if an eligible beneficiary feels they have been
excluded.

62. The performance of these targeting systems is mixed. As summarized in Box 3, some programs
were very effective at concentrating on the poorest households, like the PRN and agricultural support
programs, while others revealed significant leakage to the non-poor, including educational assistance
(like scholarships) and food aid. When looking at the performance in terms of absolute share of the poor
that benefit, none of the programs have significant coverage of beneficiaries (as self-reported). Even for
programs that are universal, like the Plan Sesame for elderly health services, limited reported utilization
of the program can in part be explained by the high number of responses that indicate households are
not aware of the programs. -
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Box 3: Summary of Targeting Outcomes of Social Programs

The 2011 ESPS Household Survey included questions on coverage of a range of social programs, including some of the safety
net programs in this analysis. Programs cited include: nutritional reinforcement (PRN), elderly health care (Plan Sésame), food
aid, and educational support {scholarships, etc.). The surveys highlight the low coverage of these programs {Table 14). Poor
households report the highest coverage rate for agricultural development, food aid and the Plan Sésame, but this does not
surpass 12 percent. Furthermore, these programs tend to have similar levels of non-poor coverage.

Table 15: Distribution of Beneficiaries of Social/Safety Net Programs Queried in the ESPS

Program Non poor Poor ] Total

Non- Non- Non-

beneficiary Beneficiary beneficiary Beneficiary beneficiary Beneficiary
Nutritional reinforcement
(PRN) S0 | eae% 54% — '90,2% 9,8% 92,6% - - | 7.4%
Health care for elderly . ' - ‘
(sSesame) 89,2% 10,8% 90,0% 10,0% 89,5% 10,5%
Food aid 88,5% 11,5% 88,2% 11,8% 88,4% 11,6%
Education (scholarships) 82,9% 17,1% 93,5% 6,5% 86,9% 13,1%

Source: Diop 2012.
The nutritional program is the only one that is successful in targeting poor households (i.e. where more than 40 percent of
beneficiaries are in the poorest 2 quintiles). Food aid, which ought to be concentrated on the poor uniquely instead has about
half of beneficiaries from the non-poor and is underrepresented in the poorest households. Educational supports are relatively
ineffective at reaching the poor, with two-third of leakage to the non-poor. The elderly health care program benefits more the
better off 40 percent of households with beneficiaries concentrated in urban households.
Distribution of Self-Declared Beneficiaries (%)

Poverty Quintiles (based on household | Poor or Non- asgeapliic 2oie

consumption) Poor
Total Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 P NP Urban Rural
Nutritional reinfb;cement (PRN) 1000 | 284 | 37.7 23.9 9.2 1.0 65.5 | 345 5.5 94.5
Health care for elderly (Sesame) 100.0 | 149 13.4 17.7 29.7 24.3 | 494 | 506 759 241
Food aid 100.0 83 14.6 28.5 28.6 19:9 49.3 | 50.7 84.4 15.6
Education (scholarships, etc.) 100.0 8.4 8.4 24.2 30.1 29.0 | 25.7 | 743 76.2 238

Source: Echevin (2012).

Under 20 percent of households are eligible for these programs. Overall, only a small percentage of eligible beneficiaries
actually report benefiting from these interventions. The most common reason cited for all of the programs was that the
household did not know about the program. The second most often cited reason was not having sufficient documents. Other
reasons were lack of access, Government lack of compliance and that the benefit was too little for the effort required.

Among Eligible Non-BNeneficiaries
Impossible | Amount of
% to Getto | Benefittoo Did not
% Beneficiarie Government | Placeto Little for | Know about
Eligibl samong Lack of Has Not Collect Effort the
e Eligible Documents Paid Benefits Required Program
Nutritional (PRN) 195 75 275 17.8 13.4 20.0 535
Health care for elderly S
{Sesame) 19.3 10.4 30.2 207 {- 100 15.4 448
Food aid 159 41.7 276 26.9 14.2 26.0 60.7
Education ‘ 126 130 374 21.0 9.0 23.7 49.9

Source : Echevin (2012).
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Only a few of the programs include conditionality in sgeking to influence behavioral choices

63. Most safety net programs in Senegal provide unconditional support. Two types of conditions
are placed on behaviors: (i) school attendance is a condition of further participation in the programs of
OEV and IPSEV; and {ii) Financial transparency is a condition for further participation in the grants and
loans distributed in the programs PRP, PAPA, PRBC. The transfer programs, PAM CV and NETS, exercise
‘soft conditionalities’ in terms of encouraging mothers to register their children at birth and access social
services, but there is no withdrawal of assistance if these are not followed. :

Safety net programs use different mechanisms, including monetary transfers

64. Different transfer mechanisms are used depending on the nature of the program (Table 16).
School lunches and the CSA distribute food directly to the final beneficiaries. In terms of logistics, CSA
maintains a network of warehouses and trucks throughout the country. The school lunch program either
contracts with the CSA or through private suppliers for delivery to schools depending on the region. In
terms of cash transfers, there are several distribution channels. The ESN, PRBC and PAPA distribute cash
directly from the administration — either from the central Dakar office or through a local office of the
program. PAPA does this through a commercial project account. The other programs use financial
partners, be they commercial banks, micro-finance institutions or postal banks. For food vouchers
through the PAM CV program, beneficiaries purchase food using their coupons and the intermediaries
are reimbursed upon presentation of the coupons at partner banks. In certain very isolated zones,
transfer services are not available, so for example NETS was obliged to deliver cash directly to the
beneficiary households.

Table 16: Transfer Mechanisms, Actors and Frequency

e P .t .8 U g A R A rmorm g o A = A e SRR L e (£ AR Y e et

T

i
i

i
H

i 3 T §T[a_“5f‘?:f;”___ Mechanism _____iACth

i1 {commissariat  la Sécurité EF o ’;D_ " iAd y

i iAlimentaire (CSA) ‘i A grel

{ % E—— - A

22 Fonds de Solidarité Nationale (FSN) !CESh' . iDirect iAdmin ariable

] iMaterial | i i

A e, .. .. L s o e A S

i3 iProgramme de Réadaptation a Base Cash, b } ’ Variable — one

i : ! ! iDirect {Admin ke

i ‘Communautaire (PRBC) Material i § ldnsbursement/group

4 iProjet d'Appui & la Promotion des H Wariable - one

! i irect iadmi :

i iAinés (PAPA) fash — _ Jee idisbursement/group

5 ipirection Cantines Scolaires (DCaS)  iFood Direct Adm]n, A%308; Daily during school year

‘ : — providers S A

{6 iProgramme de Cantines Scolaires du . . I

i PAM Food Direct Prog, Admin, Assoc. iDaily during school year

7 iProgramme de Bourses d'étude pour ;

i iles Orphelins et autres Enfants Cash {Ba nk {Admin , Bank Daily during school year
\Vulnérables (OEV) ! H

8 iPlan Sésame Fee waiver jIndirect Admin. Permanent
Programme d'appui a la mise en i

I fceuvre de la Stratégie de Réduction ‘Cash Bank !Prog, Bank jvariable

i idela Pauvreté (PRP) i i

b T T %, [ R T il e e O A A

110 ‘Programme Nutrition ciblée sur s - P Sk Twice monthly for 6 months of
I'Enfant et Transferts Sociaux {NETS) g n i the year $

11 iProgramme de bons d'achat du PAM Prog, NGO, Assoc, - R s !
(PAM CV) Vouchers Vc_:—uchers Bank Monthly for 6 months of the year

12 lInitiative de Protection Sociale des N

; C k Admin, NGO, i i
i Enfants Vulnérables (IPSEV) ash Ban dmin, NGO, Bank  Daily during school year

i
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65.  The size of transfer depends in large part on the objective of the program. In most cases the

cize of the transfer is fixed a priori as a function of program objectives. Six programs (WFP school
lunches, DCaS, WFP CV, NETS, OEV, IPSEV) have a specific base for the calculation of transfer values
(Table 17). In some, such as the disaster response programs, the values are determined based on a
needs assessment. '

66. The actual costs per beneficiary show wide variations between programs. For ten programs, a
cost per beneficiary has been estimated based on annual budgets and total beneficiaries. The largest
cost per beneficiary are programs with speciélized needs, like the program to support disabled people or
the schooling costs of children affected by HIV-AIDS which extends to secondary school or professional
training. The smallest costs per beneficiary are the school lunch program and the food distribution
thrc’mgh the CSA. In'the case of CSA, although millions are reached each year, at a cost per beneficiary of
353 FCFA per year it is unlikely that the program has any real impact on the weli-being of households.

Table 17: Value of Transfers and Cost per Beneficiary by Program (FCFA)

: e i S ot W SLIES s IS We 00 7 AnnualCost :_
: Program { Transfer : Amount ! Basis of Calculation : per
{1 | Commissariat de la Sécurité : F-‘ i s ; Pty 1 =28
‘ Alimentaire (CSA) oo ariable ccording to deman ;
12 | onds de Solidarité Nationale (FsN) § S 3 {yariable e L 9375
ot N G ineeds "
'3 . programme de Réadaptation 3 Base : Grant, : - g ® s i e
f Communaltaira (PRBC) L matarials i ariable ccording to size of project : 177 % 8
"4 Projet d'Appui 3 la Promotion des ' 500,000 to 4,000,000 FCFA _ 3 ]
i, Alnés (PAPA) 5 Grant/loan ; Jeiaiip According to size of project ,. 353
5| Direction Cantines Scolaires (DCas) ! Food f :Cngia‘ estimated at 125 3504 of daily food needs 8 238
"6 Programme de Cantines Scolairesdu | "1 meal estimated at 125 s = b

i PAM preed | FCFA

; 7 ‘ProgrammedeBourses d'étude pour ! : - . 149 000 per g-;c-ho;-_.i year

{les Orphelins et autres Enfants ; Cash "5 308 000 per year of prof. ( Actual costs of schooling ! 129 495 '.
. | Vulnérables (OEV) / i training B ; :
RS TFeewawer | Free cara—valuevariable | NC na
= F;roMgramme dap;;uualamse s Ll N i riiade o e A i s gl
| ceuvre de la Stratégie de Réduction * Loan | 25 P0G 5000 FEEA According to size of project 76 406

‘ de |la Pauvreté (PRP) : H‘; Jgreap

110 | Programme Nutrition ciblée sur o
i I'Enfant et Transferts Sociaux (NETS)

"1 { Programme de bons d'achat du PAM | _ "1 3000/person, maxi 6 pers | ., o e e
: { (PAM CV) Cash TRC L } 50% of daily food needs :‘ 13188 :
, Initiative de Protection Sociale des | 7500/ rorth faroneabeld | Estimate of household i
{ Enfants Vulnérables (IPSEV) cah | 15,000/month per | L na:
i : i additional child : ; :

67. Monitoring and evaluation is uneven and difficult to aggregate across safety net programs.

There is no standardized monitoring of program implementation across safety net interventions.
Because each program establishes its monitoring and evaluation plan, some more rigorous than others,
this makes it difficult to get a national perspective on coverage and impact of safety net programs.
Monitoring information is often collected through program-specific management information systems,
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with reporting responsibilities at the local, regional and national levels. While performance indicators
and a monitoring of beneficiaries exists to a 'certéiﬁn.:dégﬁree.-ih'éll the programs surveyed, there is a more
rrobust collection of information on program performance among NETS, WFP and DCas school lunches,
IPSEV, WEP CV, OEV et PRP (Table 18). ' R =

Table 18: Evaluation Components

= \F\?FP/’_DCasm_"_ S & i ~ ey i
: i School . IPSEV ! WFPCV | PRP ; NETS | PAPA | PRBC | SESAME = OEV ; CSA : FSN
' | Lunches . - ? e

e o e i i e & e e o a1

Tinformation system
. Performance evaluatior
P ées_ggya!yation
Impact evaluation
" Rapid assessments

68. Only 4 of the programs reported that they engaged in a formal impact evaluation, including
the two agencies involved in the national school lunch program as well as the WFP CV and NETS cash
transfer pilots. The two cash transfer pilots planned for impact evaluations are part of program design
since the pilots allows for a first appreciation of the relevance and appropriateness of the cash transfer
model for Senegal. At the time of this report, only the NETS evaluation was available and is summarized
in Box 4.

Box 4: Evaluating the Impact of the nutrition cash transfer program NETS

The NETS was initiated in 2009 as a temporary measure to respond to food price shocks. The intervention was built on a long-
standing nutrition program that identifies and works with families with children vulnerable to malnutrition using decentralized
services delivery through NGOs and local Governments. The main objectives were to increase household consumption (or
prevent decreases) in response to shocks and to reinforce human capital through better access to education and health
services.

An impact evaluation was designed to capture short term program effects using double difference methodology of treatment
and control households and before and after measurements in both. The evaluation found:

At the household level:

o The cash transfer was used for a variety of expenditures, but the predominant one was for food
e A positive impact on the number of meals reported

« A reduction in negative coping strategies

At the level of the mother:

° Increased participation of the mothers in information, education and communication sessions

e Improved overall reproductive health care of women as measured by a composite score of services
At the level of the child:

«  More diverse diets for children 0to 23 months old

«  Adoption of good eating habits for children 0-5

*  Reception of the minimum recommended number of meals for children 6 —23 months old

e  Greater likelihood of having a growth monitoring card than non-beneficiaries

o Reduction in infant morbidity, particularly diarrheal disease

s Improved vaccination coverage of the children in the program

There were no discernible effects on parents signing their children up for identity cards, the consumption of iodonized salt, or
pre- and post-natal visits. There could be supply side factors to this given the predominance of remote rural locations.

In terms of beneficiary view of the progam, 63 percent were satisfied with the timing of the bi-monthly transfers but only 43
percent felt the amount was ‘sufficient’. In addition, beneficiaries often noted the financial burden of additional transport costs
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to collect the transfers.

Source: Institut Fondamental d’Afrique'Noire (!FAN). “|mpact Evaluation of Cash Transfers in the'NETS Program of Sacial
Transfers Targeting Children” University of Dakar, Laboratory of Research on Social and Economic Transformations (LARTES-

IFAN), 2012.

69. Where outcome information is available, it points to safety net effects at the level of
households and in the immediate environment of the beneficiaries. Outcomes cited by program

include:

a. Educational grants to HIV-AIDS affected vulnerable children were found to have a positive effect
~ on school enrollment. For instance, during the initial stage of identification of beneficiaries,
3.290 were enrolled which rose to 5,229 by the end of the project. There were also increases
observed in children with identity cards. Evaluations also observed a strengthening of capacity
for associations of people living with HIV-AIDS.

b. Evaluation of the school lunch program found positive effects in a number of areas. Enroliment
increased by 4 percentage points compared with before the school lunches, with a larger impact
on girls. Teachers noted a quality improvement in the learning environment and less grade
repetition. School lunches led to more regular eating for the children, contributing toward the
family’s food security. Children also received health services such as treatment for parasites. In
the Casamance region, it was felt that the school lunches contributed to social cohesion,
creating an incentive for displaced and conflict-affected populations to send their children to

school.

¢. The impacts of the cash transfer pilot NETS (summarized in Box 4) point to significant positive

impacts on households.

Costs and Financing

70. The safety net programs have averaged about 17 billion FCA per year over the last three years,
equivalent to 0.27 percent of GDP (Table 19). The school lunch programs account for over 70 percent
of safety net expenditures, reflecting the large coverage. The CSA, despite reaching many beneficiaries,
only has an annual budget of about 1 million FCFA because the value per transfer is very low.

Table 19: Safety Net Programs Annual Budgets 2009-2011 {FCFA)

on o i s

1

i

T Program | Budget2010 |  Budget 2011 | Total

| S (O OO (Y L | SR sl
i1 | Commissariat a fa Sécurité Alimentaire %

H i . 3600000000
| VA e ] AOOOOO0000 | LEOCNOOO00. b 1000000000 L e
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I e SN S04ttt B et e e s e
36 Programme de Cantines Scolaires du PAM 3 454 411 000 ; 13888512000 ! 8319499000 15 552 422 ooo
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71. Of these annual expenditures, between 64 and 99 percent are dedicated to the cost of the

transfers themselves, with the remainder dedicated to administration and monitoring and evaluation.
As shown in Figure 6, the programs with the highest non-transfer costs are donor-financed programs
and/or those that tend to invest more in monitoring and evaluation.

Figure 6: Distribution of Program Costs by Component
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72. safety net funding remains largely dependent on donor financing. Out of the nine programs
with funding information, 62 percent of costs are financed by donors. Local governments account for 7
percent, largely through their participation in the school lunch program. The national budget accounts
for 27 percent with the remaining 4 percent form community contributions (Table 20 and Figure 5). The
share of the national budget in safety nets has declined over the three years under review as donors
have financed pilot cash transfer programs, including the World Bank and the World Food Program.
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Table 20 and Figure 7: Sources of Safety Net Program Funding, 2009 - 2011

. | Government Donors Municipalities Co'm munities/beneficiaries
Financing (FCFA) 8987 866095 |21 2079293002 419000 000 1471918 000
#WEtat - !
@PTF

= Municipalités

# Communautés /

Figmntow i

Key Issues

73. The limited coverage of safety nets creates both the downside risk of ineffective protection as
well as the lost opportunity of the upside potential for safety nets to contribute to human capital
development and more inclusive economic growth. The World Bank and development partners have
been working closely with the Government for the last two years in assessing safety nets and testing
pilots with a view to creating the conditions for scaling up.

74. Institutional dispersion and lack of a systems approach impedes effective scaling up.. The
safety Net Review found a large dispersion among many small programs across several ministries and
agencies. This makes coordination at the national and local levels more difficult. At a strategic level,
these programs are not conceived as being part of a global policy or national safety net system. At an
operational level, there is little sharing of tools, information and other potential synergies between
programs.. While there may be multiple instruments in any country’s safety net response, these
programs should be seen within an overall coherent strategy and with coordination mechanisms that
reinforce national strategy.

75. Coordination mechanisms range from the non-existent and ad-hoc arrangements to
formalized project structures. Only the PRP, through its steering committee, has inter-ministerial
coordination to determine its annual programming. The other programs use these coordination
mechanisms to oversee and monitor implementation. The frequency of meetings also varies greatly. Of
note, even though there are overlapping areas of interest, be they by the type of safety net or the group
targeted by the intervention, there is almost no direct coordination between these programs.

76. Targeting criteria are not applied systematically across programs. The existing safety net
programs use a variety of targeting mechanisms and definitions of vulnerable groups. Mast rely on
categorical targeting, with some search for equity/prioritization of poorer areas in the distribution of
program resources across regions. However, categorical targeting, for example the elderly or women or
children, typically require some further eligibility screening to ensure that the truly needy among those
vulnerable groups are those that effectively benefit. To date, no proxy means test methodology has
been used to screen beneficiaries at the household level. Moreover, geographical targeting may use
different maps and none of them provide for systematic identification of poorer communities below the
regional or departmental level. -

77. However, there is updated poverty targeting data available for Senegal. Senegal has a strong
tradition of poverty statistics and surveys, including the Demographic and Health Survey (EDS) in 2010,
and the national household survey (ESPS) carried out in 2011. Geographical targeting has been
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. supported by village level infrastructure surveys as well as a more disaggregated national household

survey in the ESPS. At the household ‘level, the ESPS wﬂl permit the development of proxy means test -

indicators to better screen for eligibility for safety net programs

78. There is a need to better link an eventual scaling up of priority expenditures with clear
outcome goals. There is little information on the impacts of the existing safety net program
expenditures. In some cases, the number of beneficiaries is not available. This makes linking
expenditures to expected outcomes difficult and needs to be addressed with more systematic
evaluation of safety net programs. For example, recent impact evaluations have been done on the cash
transfer pilots which found that monthly stipends to at risk households resulted in improvements in
food security and a reduction in child illnesses, and better utilization of health services like vaccinations,
among other impacts. This is important for -establishing the justification for spending on safety nets as
not just a ‘hand out’ but rather a ‘hand up’. This will be a prerequisite for increasing funding to safety :
net programs. )

79. These constraints will need to be addressed in order to create a coherent safety net and
develop a more integrated national social protection system. A better targeted, more impactful and
scaled up national system of safety nets will contribute directly to poverty reduction among the
vulnerable populations.
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Chapter 3: Looking Forward: Building a Na_tional Safety Net System in Senegal

80. A national safety net system should include a central system for the registration of households,
‘which forms the basis for the targeting and registration of beneficiaries; an institutional platform that
integrates coordination mechanisms at the central regional and local levels; and a packet of
interventions that place an accent on the productive nature of safety nets and reinforce their
contribution to economic growth. Reforms of this nature to establish a more effective national safety
net will need to be developed with a financially sustainable fiscal framework over the medium-term.

il Targeting Options for Safety Nets™

Targeting Methodologies

81. The appropriate choice of targeting mechanisms is crucial in the contexts where needs are
great and resources constrained. It is therefore necessary to concentrate limited resources on the most
vulnerable populations with the aid of effective targeting mechanisms. There are several advantages to
effective targeting mechanisms, including the reduction of errors of exclusion (eligible beneficiaries who
do not benefit) and inclusion (non-eligible beneficiaries who do benefit). Targeting helps promote pro-
poor public expenditures. One of the main challenges is to identify the target groups in a context where
more than half of the population lives below the poverty threshold, and where differences among poor
households are often minimal.

82. Several types of targeting mechanisms exist that can be used to help identify the poor and
vulnerable populations. Table 21 presents a typology of targeting mechanisms. Many of these
mechanisms are not mutually exclusive. For example, a labor-intensive public works project may use
self-targeting by adopting less than market wages to encourage only the poor to apply combined with
geographical targeting to ensure that the infrastructure created benefits the poorer areas of a county. A
safety net program may target a certain category of person, like orphans, but program participants go
through a community-based selection process to confirm they are in fact the neediest.

83. Most existing safety nets in Senegal use categorical, geographical and/or community-based
targeting. As presented in the review of safety net programs in Part Il of this report, all use categorical
targeting to identify certain demographic profiles of intended beneficiaries. Seven out of twelve restrict
program operations to geographical regions deemed poorer and three add a layer of community-based
targeting to involve local populations in the identification of beneficiaries.

84, There are opportunities to expand and improve targeting mechanisms among safety net
programs. For example, screening individual household poverty levels could improve targeting. To date,
there has been no utilization of proxy means testing, a mechanism popular in many safety net programs
around the world. As part of the social protection‘technical assistance program with the Government,
the World Bank provided training in PMT methodologies using several household survey data sets. This
section summarizes the findings of some of the simulations from that effort.

3 This chapter is largely drawn from “Targeting Performance of Water and Electricity Subsides in Senegal”,

Damien Echevin, September 2012. &
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Table 21: Typology of Targeting Mechanisms -

Targeting 2 ’

_ Method Description Advantages i L |

fAschanisi p g Disadvantages O i

|

Selection based on a direct Costly and requires significant |

Means test evaluation of household Precision administrative capacity and reliable |

means {income) . income data ' i

Selection based on a Better at identifying chronic poor ,

Household/ Proxy means | statistical correlation of Less costly, shorter and remains than those affected by transitory !

———— test {PMT) observable characteristics of transparent shocks ; requires significant and up- |

R household well-being to-date data {

Community- | Community members select Less costly as selection handled by Can be manipulated; can

based beneficiaries based on local community members. Locally- perpetuate social exclusion of %

targeting knowledge tailored selection criteria. certain groups and individuals

|

Sex, age, Based on observable - L Tt ’

A g < : i Administratively simple and less | High risk of errors of inclusion ; can |

Categorical occupation, | categorical characteristics Gl bapaliticall 5 ial ;
; . e politic

location correlated with poverty o Ll e }

Selection based on the Can have high errors of exclusion ‘

Self-selection willingness to participateina | Low administrative costs particularly if stigma of participation |

program is perceived |

Source : Coady et al 2004.

Proxy means tests can guide beneficiary selection based on poverty characteristics

85.

The formula for targeting can be established based on observable characteristics of the

population. A characteristic is deemed ‘observable’ when precise data can be collected and not hidden
by the household. This method of selecting proxy means test (PMT) indicators is based on an analysis of
the characteristics of the poor population. A PMT score consists of a linear combination of
characteristics (X1;,X2i,---Xk) such that:

86.

SCORE;= aj+a.Xgxt+az.Xzgit+... 3. Xy

Using recent household survey data, the determinants of poverty in Senegal can be identified

for observable characteristics. The ESPS 2011 survey provides a wide range of indicators that vary with
poverty status. Certain indicators can be falsified by households if they know that their answers could
render them eligible, and others are difficult to observe or verify in the field (e.g., employment status,
education, marriage status). Other characteristics, such as size and composition of the household as well
as housing characteristics, are more easily verifiable. These types of more observable characteristics are
preferable when constructing proxy means scores of household poverty.

87.

Regression analysis using only observable characteristics of poverty yield the results for urban

and rural areas found in Tables 22 and 23. The power of each variable to reflects poverty is measured
by its R-squared, with the contribution of each variable ranked from largest contributor to lowest. In
both urban and rural households, having a household of 14 members or more is the biggest determinant

of poverty.
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— Table 22: The Principal Determinants of Urban Poverty Based on Observable Household Characteristics

s : Coefficient | P-Value | Cumulative R2 | Contribution to R2
14 members or more -0.386 0.000 . 0.133 0.133 »
Water from a well -0.252 .| 0.000 0.196 ,—0.053 7
Latrines -0.233 0.000 0.249 0.054
i Rudimentary lighting -0.472 0.000 0.271 0.022
Children (6-14) in the household |  -0.263 0.000 0.292 0.020
— Lighting with kerosene lamps -0.129 0.000 0.297 0.006
| Children (0-5) in the household -0.111 0.000 0.302 0.005
. Rudimentary roof -0.066 0.000 0.303 0.001
Rudimentary kitchen/cooking -0.142 0.000 0.304 0.001
Unfinished walls -0.062 0.001 0.305 0.000
W Disability 20050 | 0.001 0.305 0.000

o Table 23: The Principal Determinants of Rural Poverty Based on Observable Household Characteristics

Coefficient | P-Value | Cumulative R2 | Contribution to R2
- 14 members or more -0.319 0.000 0.075 0.075
Rudimentary roof -0.213 0.000 0.131 0.057
Water from a well -0.229 0.000 0.172 0.041
T Lighting with kerosene lamps 0148 | 0000 0.181 0.009
Children (0-5) in the household -0.147 0.000 0.187 0.006.
= Rudimentary lighting -0.145 0.000 0.192 0.005
Rudimentary kitchen/cooking -0.299 0.000 0.196 0.004
= Children (6-14) in the household -0.149 0.000 0.199 0.003
Latrines -0.073 0.000 0.201 0.002
Piped water -0.057 0.000 0.201 0.001
1 Disability -0.051 0.002 0.202 0.000

Source : Echevin {2012).

88. Using these results, a targeting methodology can be constructed. The goal is to create a series
of indicators based on the fewest determinants of poverty while achieving the largest coverage of the
poor with the least amount of leakage to the non-poor. By adding up the coefficients applicable to a
given household, a composite score of household wellbeing can be constructed. The higher the score,
the better-off the household and vice versa. For example, in rural areas, a household with 14 members
that get their water from a well and only have rudimentary lighting would score -.697. An identical
household but having access to electricity would score -.548. The PMT can be built separately for rural
and urban areas. For example, in an urban area a household that fras more than 14 members, with
children 6 — 14 years and 0 - 5 years old, has access to a source of lighting and a toilet as well as
rudimentary energy sources has housing made of rudimentary materials and water obtained from a
well, with no disabled household members would have an overall proxy means test score of -0.89, which
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represents the consumption per adult equwalent of 0.41 times the poverty line. A rural household with

‘more than 14 members; including children 0-5 and 6-14 years old but no disabled members, with access

to I;ght:ng and a latrine that uses charcoal wood or gas and gets water from a well and lives in a house
made of rudlmentary materials ‘including the roofing would have a PMT score of -0.57 which is

equivalent to a household consumption per adult equivalent of 0.56 times the national rural poverty
line. Thus, without measuring household consumption or poverty level directly, it is possible to classify
households according to their score and to help identify the poorest households within areas of
generalized poverty.

Applying a PMT score to existing safety net programs could improve targeting considerably

89. Applying different targeting scenarios to existing safety net programs reveals potential for
improving targeting outcomes. Table 24 presents simulations of nine safety net programs under
different targeting scenarios. The ‘base targeting’ scenario uses categorical targeting based on the
general beneficiary characteristics of each program. This is typical of safety net programs that identify
categories like the elderly, children under 5, school children etc. in screening beneficiaries. The second
scenario estimates targeting outcomes using the proxy means test mechanism developed in the
previous section. The third simulation is geographical targeting based on concentrating resources in the
poorest areas in the regions where programs operate, differentiated between urban and rural.

90. Applying a PMT could significantly improve the targeting of existing social safety net programs.
simulations of the different targeting methodologies for 9 safety net programs showed that categorical
targeting (used alone) was the least performing method, that is the method that resulted in the most
leakages of program coverage to the non-poor (baseline scenario). Geographical targeting improves
outcomes compared to the baseline scenario in all of the simulations. Using a proxy means test further
improves targeting outcomes in almost all cases (PAPA urban, IPSEV urban and rural, WFP CV, NETS
rural, DCas urban and rural, OEV urban, PRP, PRBC urban, PAM cantines urban and rural). The only cases
where PMT does not provide better targeting than the combination of geographical and categorical
targeting were PAPA rural, NETS urban (only slightly), OEV rural, PRBC rural.



— Table 24: Distribution of Safety Net Program Beneficiaries Based on Alternative Targeting Scenarios
& : l & Total 7 > Urban S— - - . Rural
. Consumpti'on Quintiles . Consumption Quintiles
a1 a2 | Q3 | Q4 | Q5 | Poor :::r i1 laz | a3 || Q5| Poor Non-poor
—PAPA Base targeting 1000 | 23.6 |22.3|20.1{19.7 | 14.3 38.3 61.7 215(21.3|215|20.7 | 149 61.3 38.7
MT 1000 | 32.6 (301} 176 |17.2| 25 51.8 48.2 30.5|25.8|196(17.1| 7.0 2T 27.3
_Gecgraphical 1000 | 40.7 | 202 ]15.2| 136 | 10.3 | 45.2 54.8 3542581791137 7.2 76.-9 2341
IPSEV Base targeting |- 100.0 | 21.2 | 20.7 | 20.9 199 |17.1| 346 65.4 20.1]20.1}201|200|19.7| 57.1° 42.9
PMT 1000 |35.7|306|17.0|13.2| 3.5 55.6 44.4 30.8|25.5(203|149| 85 73.3 26.7.
seographical 1000 | 46.3|21.5|15.5(11.4| 53 52.1 47.9 30.8|24.6120.2|14.1|103 72.6 27.4
t;::"ﬁ::* S 1000 | 528 |189]115| 9.4 | 74 | 577 | 423 |na.|na|na|na|na | na na
MT 1000 |66.8|241] 1.7 | 3.6 | 3.8 | 733 26.7 n.a. | n.a. | n.a. | n.a. | n.a. n.a n.a
Geographical 1000 | 528|189 |115| 9.4 | 7.4 | 57.7 423 n.a. | na. | na. | na.|na n.a. n.a
NETS Base targeting | 100.0 | 22.4 225|210/|18.3| 158} 373 62.7 20.7 | 209 |20.4|19.6 | 184 58.8 41.2
PMT 1000 | 349 |29.4|17.4|143| 39 54.1 459 31.6|259|20.3|14.4| 7.8 74.3 25.7
" Seographical 1000 | 48.5|219115.1| 96 | 49 | 543 457 |316}252(203|13.3| 9.5 74.2 25.8
DCas Base targeting | 100.0 20.7 | 205|205|19.1|19.3 | 33.8 66.2 21.0(21.1]|19.0|19.3|19.6 53.2 418
_PMT 1000 | 45.1 | 26.8| 140|129 1.2 | 60.4 39.6 315(249(203|15.2| 8.1 74.1 25.9
Seographical 1000 | 47.7 213|142 |113]| 5.6 53.4 46.6 31.0|25.7|19.2 134|107 73.4 26.6
OEV Base targeting | 100.0 | 12.0 19.3(20.1]21.1{27.5| 259 741 18.2116.7|18.1|21.1|258 50.8 49.2
PMT 100.0 | 32.6 |30.1|17.6|17.2| 25 51.8 48.2 29.3|20.5123.0|18.3| 8.9 69.3 ¥ 30.7
Geographical 100.0 | 40.7 | 20.2 | 15.2|13.6 | 10.3 45.2 54.8 32.5|24.6(202(12.7|10.0 74.9 251
" PRP Base targeting n.a n.a. | n.a. | n.a. | na. | n.a n.a. n.a 20.0|200/20.1119.9|200 56.9 43.1
PMT n.a. | na.|na. |na.|na|na n.a. n.a. 30.8|255|20.3|14.8) 8.5 735 26.7
—Geographical na. | na. | na. |na |na |na | na n.a. 307 |24.4|202| 141|106 | 723 27.7
PRBC Base targeting | 100.0 | 25.6 26.0|18.7| 200 9.7 | 409 591 25.2(226|20.2|17.2|149 64.3 35.7
_ PMT 1000 | 432329122116 | 00 64.5 355 330127.1|185|13.2| 8.3 0.7 24.3
Geographical 1000 | 51.1]234|158| 7.4 | 23 56.0 440 38.7|29.0|16.1| 9.7 | 65 81.7 18.3
PAM Cantines Base targeting | 100.0 20.712051205{19.1|19.3 | 33.8 66.2 21.0(21.1|190(19.3|19.6 58.2 41.8
i PMT 1000 | 45.1|268|140(129| 1.2 60.4 39.6 315|249(203|152]| 8.1 74.1 259
Geographical 100.0 | 47.7|21.3} 142|113 | 56 53.4 a45.6 247|23.4{19.5|17.5]14.8 64.9 35.1

Source : Echevin{2012)
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Recommendations for improving targeting =~

91. Different ways of targeting (PMT, geographic, community based, etc.) should be further
analyzed in order to better understand their potential uses. For many safety net programs, categorical
targeting alone will be insufficient to ensure that the programs result in pro-poor expenditures.
Categorical can be combined with one or more other types of targeting. Geographical targeting can be
particularly relevant in rural areas. Otherwise, there is little statistical information on targeting
outcomes of those programs that use community-based targeting, but it has been employed
successfully in many African contexts. Finally, simulations show that PMT might be considered in the
future in Senegal. The only caveat with focusing on improving targeting mechanisms is that it should not
distract from the greater issue of the need to increase coverage of safety net programs in general and
the need to reform the larger expenditures going to untargeted subsidies at present and reallocate them
to targeted programs.

92. The PMT mechanism could be useful for all poverty-oriented programs that target the
household level. A unified targeting mechanism, to which each program would add specific filters
depending on its target groups, can be used across the range of targeted programs in education, health,
agriculture, water, and other key sectors. To create this unified targeting mechanism, next steps include:

a. Update the targeting methods based on poverty maps that are more decentralized than the
present ones using the new data available from the ESPS.
Adapt the targeting formula to specific contexts like natural disasters.

c. Implement pilots to test the actual performance of the PMT targeting tool.

93, A common targeting tool like PMT should be supported by other elements of a common
targeting system. The PMT system should work towards a comman registry for vulnerable households
and program beneficiaries, which would be based on a common intake questionnaire that can be used
to apply the PMT and that includes additional information relevant for the targeting of each program. In
addition, using a more harmonized approach to community-based targeting at the local level could be a

strong complement to the PMT scoring system to reach a common system.

94, A national targeting system should be supported by an institutional framework that identifies
one operational agency in charge of the operationalization and monitoring of the targeting system
and unique household registry. This agency would coordinate system implementation with the range
of other agencies implementing targeted programs. A clear institutional framework will improve the
management of targeting and provide greater stability to the social protection system in Senegal.
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95.

Institutional Arrangements for a National Social Safety Net System

An adequate institutional framewnrk supporting the creation of a natlonal safety net system . .

m will be critical to its success. Senegal does not currently have an institutional framework of a national
social protectlon system or an institutional ‘platform sufficient to support a scaled-up, integrated
national safety net system, although several key components are in place.

96.

Despite institutional instability, dispersion of programs and weak coordination mechanisms,

there are many strengths in the institutional framework for safety nets in Senegal which the country
| can build on to create a more comprehensive safety net system: : '

While dated, the national social protection strategy provides a unifying view of social
protection and a common language to prioritize interventions.

Compared to 2005 when the strategy was adopted, there is an important base of existing
safety net programs. From an institutional perspective, the existing program base has allowed
for experimentation with implementation procedures and program-level coordination
mechanisms.

The Government recently established an Inter-ministerial Committee on Social Protection to
promote coordination at the highest level of Government. As social protection is a national
priority and it cuts across several sectors, it is necessary to have a point of institutional
articulation between the main actors. Although the inter-ministerial committee is new and had
not yet become fully operational, the aim is to provide overall policy guidance and coordination
across the full range of social protection measures. The composition is broad-based, with
representation of all key ministries as well as donors and civil society.

The new government has created the General Delegation for of Social Protection and National
Solidarity (Délégation Générale & la Protection Sociale et a la Solidarité Nationale) to provide a
high profile focal point in the President’s Office signaling the importance of an effective social
protection system to the priorities of the Government.
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97. The exis't'i-n'g ‘exbeﬁencés include both autonomous projects as well as programs embedded within _
line ministry structures. Table 25 provides more detail on the institutional arrangements of these two
differing approaches. The institutional arrangements to channel cash transfers under the NETS have

been developed building on the institutional structure of the Nutritional Reinforcement Project which

was reaching 320,000 children under five years old, or about 22 percent of children in Senegal, in 2009
when the economic shocks occurred. The Government launched a cash transfer as part of its safety net
response, using the existing project’s institutional arrangements and existing interface with poor
households. In addition, the Ministéere de la Famille, de la Sécurité Alimentaire, de I'Entreprenariat
Féminin, de la Micro Finance et de la Petite Enfance designed an integrated safety net program building
on line ministry structures that combines cash transfers, access to basic services for the poor via small-
scale infrastructure and micro-finance/income generating investments, named the National Social
Protection Initiative —“Squali Jaboot” (INPS). Subsequently, the Government invested resources in
establishing and training the community level agents which form the basis of this community-driven
approach, though additional resources for the transfers have not yet been forthcoming.

98. These two programs present distinct institutional differences. As shown, in times of crisis, a safety
net can be grafted onto an existing program. The PRN already had an institutional structure as a
multisectoral approach to addressing malnutrition, based in the Prime minister’s Office operating with a
Project Implementation Unit structure. The PRN’s team, supported by international donors, was highly
effective at reaching communities using a contracting approach through NGOs. The main institutional
coordination was through local governments. This provided a ready platform for launching the country’s
first cash transfer pilot. The INPS represents an approach more embedded in a line ministry, allowing for
an articulation with other efforts of the Ministry and a reliance on budgetary systems rather than
project financing mechanisms. Both approaches rely on effective local structures and direct payment
mechanisms for transfers.
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1. Towards a National Safety Net System

99.  The overall objective of the institutional arrangements around safety net interventions should
be to ensure that they reach their objectives and that they contribute to coherence of an integrated
national safety net system. In other words, not only. should institutional arrangements provide
sufficient support for implementation of an individual program, they should contribute to the creation
of a coherent national system. A national safety net system aggregates and integrates these efforts
based on a clearly specified legal and programmatic framework which clarifies roles and responsibilities.
The system should focus on a minimum packet of interventions that protects vulnerable Senegalese,
both the chronic and the transitory poor, helping them to manage risks.

100. The core elements of a national safety net system might include:

a) Development of a common set of tools to be shared across programs, including:

i) Targeting mechanism. The new data available from the ESPS will permit significant
advances in geographical and household level targeting and development of eligibility
criteria. The survey data will allow for the development of proxy means test indicators
that help identify household characteristics correlated with poverty and vulnerability
which can be used to develop screening criteria for access to various programs.

ii) Coordinated budget mechanisms within an overall medium-term expenditure
framework for safety nets.

iii) Coordinated development of indicators and MIS so that they can be communicated
consistently across programs and aggregated at the national level.

iv) -Beneficiary registries. Inter-operable beneficiary registries across programs, and a
central registry, to improve coordination and efficient use of resources.

v) Common local coordination mechanisms. Typically, each agency or program develops its
own local coordination mechanisms, with multiple committees and consultation
mechanisms. A common institutional platform would foster synergies between social
protection programs.

b) Linkages between programs. Rather than an isolated set of a dozen or so safety net
interventions with little interaction between each other, a national safety net strategy seeks to
build explicit synergies between programs. This can be achieved by for example by building links
between programs that deliver different safety net functions in order to better enable
beneficiaries to graduate from poverty. Households enrolled in cash transfer programs could be
automatically eligible for health or education fee waivers or households participating in public
works could be linked with income generating projects, microfinance or other asset building
programs to help them graduate from safety net programs.

c) Intentional scalability. The national safety net system should have the flexibility to respond
quickly to the short-term needs resulting from shocks and to scale back down after the period of
transitory crisis passes. This includes the contingency planning across all main program areas.

d) Capacity building. A national safety net system would identify overall needs for capacity
building in transversal topics, like needs identification among vulnerable groups, targeting,
management of transfers, monitoring and evaluation. These could be shared across programs.
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e) Medium-term expenditure framework. Moving from a project or individual program approach
" toa national safety system will require developing an overall financial framework for the sector
that prioritizes expenditures and builds a sustainable funding basis for safety nets. The medium-
term expenditure’ framework used for other sectors is a well-known tool that would help
translate a national safety strategy into public spending priorities within a coherent multi-year
macroeconomic and fiscal framework and integrated into the budget process.

f) Donor harmonization. Where international partners provide a significant level of safety net
resources, bringing donors into a harmonized, Government-led framework is essential to
creating a coherent safety net system. Arrangements like pooled financing, and joint program

supervision and monitoring helps avoid excessive transaction costs for the Government.

101. International experience points out-impurtant elements of institutional design of effective

national safety nets. Box 5 summarizes some of the findings of the World Bank's review of safety nets.
Designing a national safety net system requires a pragmatic approach that builds on a focus on core
vulnerable groups, with reasonable targets for coverage and a rationalization of programs. The
institutional framework should include sufficient attention to building administrative capacity for
effectiveness and strong monitoring and evaluation systems that will allow for measuring whether
results are achieved and reporting on the effectiveness of the resources used, both as a way to establish
impact as well as to justify future funding.

Recommendations for an institutional platform for a national safety net system in Senegal

102. For Senegal to advance in developing a national safety net system, the institutional
framework will need to be developed that integrates the current dispersed efforts and creates the
technical and institutional platform able to support national scale programs. Recommendations for the
main elements of this nascent national safety net system include:

103.  Strengthening coordination at the central level. At a minimum this should seek overall policy
coherence and coordination of programming between elements of the national safety net within the
overall poverty reduction strategy institutional framework. Collaboration with other relevant sectors is
also essential, for example health and education services, decentralization and natural disaster
management. Central level coordination on budget formulation and developing a sustainable medium-
term financial framework will help underpin the sustainability of the system. Harmonization with
external partners, including international agencies and NGOs can be improved through central level
coordination mechanisms. The newly formed Inter-ministerial Committee on Social Protection and the
General Delegation for of Social Protection and National Solidarity (Délégation Générale & la Protection
sociale et & la Solidarité Nationale) can serve as the basis for this.

Box 5: Common Pitfalls in Reforming Safety Net Systems

& - - - - - . - . - .
Based on a review of international experience in safety nets, with a focus on developing countries, when developing reform

plans, avoiding common pitfalls such as the following is important:

e Having unrealistic expectations. Safety net programs can never fully compensate for macroeconomic instability or |_

eliminate the causes of poverty, although they can be helpful when used in conjunction with policies that address the root
problems of these.

 Avoiding conflicts between policies and programs. Safety net programs cannot be expected to, for example, solve an
unemployment problem caused by excessively restrictive labor market regulation or rural poverty caused by distortions in
agriculture markets.
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« Avoiding having too many programs. International experience is rife with countries that have too many programs, each
with low coverage, low benefits, inadequate administrative systems, and high overheads. Having fewer, larger programs would
allow them to achieve economies of scale. In’ countries with too many programs, they often overlap and are not sufficiently |-
coordinated to achieve the best possible synergies. . . 5

s Preventing an imbalance in target groups. Programs may be excessively based in the formal sector or favor “virtuous
groups” such as children or the elderly while failing to cover other groups, such as minorities or those with disabilities. :

« Rationing entry into a program by budget rather than by eligibility threshold. When the funding for a program is
insufficient to allow all those who meet the defined eligibility criteria to be included, horizontal inequity is created,
transparency declines, and opportunities for rent seeking are created whereby eligibility intake officers may demand bribes or
give favorable treatment to those with whom they share an interest or affiliation.

o Having insufficient administrative effort, monitoring, and evaluation. Programs are often set up in a hurry with only
rudimentary systems. They may die altogether or fade away after a few years, especially if a change in government occurs.
Developing and fine-tuning the most effective safety net systems takes time.

Source: Grosh, M., C. del Ninno, E. Tesliuc, and A. Ouerghi. For Protection & Promotion: The Design & Implementation of
Effective Safety Nets, World Bank, 2008, page 397.

104. Similar safety net programs should be rationalized, harmonized, and managed under a
common institutional structure. This is particularly important for cash transfers where there the risks of
multiple cash transfer programs in terms of overlap and dispersion is significant. Moreover,
administrative efficiencies of scale will not be achieved through multiple small programs. The pilots
were essential to test delivery mechanisms and evaluate impact sin order to justify a more ambitious
national program. However, neither of the pilots was part of a long-term strategy, but rather an ad-hoc
response to economic crises. The lessons learned from these pilots and the institutional experience,
including operational manuals and beneficiary screening systems etc., should be reviewed in order to
salvage the capacity gained in service of developing a national program better anchored in the
institutional structure of country, including greater use of national systems and line agencies. If the
country were to consider developing labor-intensive public works as part of a national safety net, the
institutional structure of this should work closely through the decentralized structure of local
governments and village-level associations given their mandate for provision of small-scale
infrastructure.

105. At the decentralized level, rationalization of the multiple coordinating structures of individual
projects and programs is needed. Setting up local-level safety net committees could address some of
the present dispersion in local structures and allow for better coordination of efforts. A common local
committee structure would also be able to support the identification and screening of beneficiaries and
direct them to various appropriate programs. such local committees would provide an integrated view
of needs locally, while different programs could retain their specific operating procedures. Common
beneficiary registries could be shared among programs to further promote more harmonized coverage
across beneficiary groups.

106. Common tools and systems should be developed to be shared among programs. Developing a
national proxy means test is possible with the new household survey. From international experience,
the proxy means test parameters can be developed with the technical resources of the National

Statistical Agency but the implementation of the system should be operationalized by an autonomous

actor in the sector. There are several reasons for this, including to put in place a targeting system that
includes activities like house visits, involvement of community orginizations, outreach, etc. as well as
avoid potential misinformation from households on future surveys if they perceive it affects whether
they receive benefits. Geographical targeting should also be shared across programs using similar if the
same set of targeting maps. Inter-operable information systems and the creation of a unique central
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registry of vulnerable households would improve coordination and efficient use of resources and these

_can be developed from the bottom—up, with information verified at the level of the local committees.” ~

107. Finally, a national monitoring and evaluation system for safety nets should be established
under the authority of the institution in charge of the sector coordination. A concerted approach in
terms of M&E would allow for a more coherent reporting on coverage and impacts of all the country’s
safety net system through a system of key performance indicators common to all safety net programs.
Moreover, this would allow for learning across programs to improve performance.

108. A systems approach reduces fragmentation, promotes harmonization and can enhance both
the performance of individual programs and the overall protective, preventive, and p'romoti_ve
functions of safety nets in senegal. The national social protection system should have the flexibility to
respond quickly to the short-term needs resulting from shocks. A national safety net systems approach
attached to concrete coverage objectives and sufficient funding, built on a strong institutional platform,
will provide Senegal with an important component 1o address poverty reduction and exclusion, avoiding
destitution and building assets for the poor.
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- . A Firnarncia_! Framework for a Safety Nets in Senegal
109. Overall spending on social protection in Africa (including social insurance systems such as

pensions or health insurance) is low by international comparison, but safety net expenditures are
relatively similar {Box 6).

Box 6 : Costs and funding sources for safety nets in Africa

Benin 0,3 14 65 0,5 09 M. 2005-10
' Botswana 1,5° 9,5 0 0 1,5° M. 2005/06-11/12
Burkina Faso 0,6 <1,0 80 0,7 1.3 M. 2005-09
Cameroun 0,2 1.5 a7 1,4 1,6 M. 2008-10
a Ethiopia 15" : 100 0 19" 2009
Kenya 0,8 1 71 0 0,8 2010
Lesotho 4,6 8 0 4,6 2010/11
e Liberia 1,5 4,4 94 o} 15 M. 2008-11
Madagascar 14 5 Z 0 11 2010
Mali 0,5 . 60 0,1 0,5 M. 2006-09
Mauritania 1,3 4,6 38 1,35 2,9 : M. 2008-13
lle Maurice 4,4 9 ; 0,8 52 2008/09
Mozambique - 1.7 i 62 1,4 31 2010
Niger 2 1,0-5,0 . 67 i = M. 2001-06
i Rwanda 1,1 , i 0 1,1 2010/11
Sierra Leone 3,5 13,1 85 2,1 5,6 2011
South Africa 3,5 4 r i ' 2010
i Swaziland 2 , , 0 2. 2010/11
Tanzania 0,3 1 " 0 0,3 2011
Togo 0,5 1,8 75 0,8 1,3 M. 2008-10
= Zambia 0,2 " 75 1,9 2.1 2010/11
T
Africa 1,6 4,4 70 0,5 2,1
P tz:rn't’:e"sTe 11 3,6 75,9 05 16
Middle-income
il;::pe and Central 1,8° : 18 Most reiznt 2008-
Latin America and
- Caribbean L1’ - : L1’ 2019
:ﬂ;?-tdl-:e/j;?:taand 0,7 5,7 6,4° most recent

*PFR: Benin, Burkine- Faso, Ethiopia, Kenya, Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Mozambique, Niger, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Tanzania,
Togo ** PRI: Botswana, Cameroun, Lesotho, Mauritanie, fle Maurice, Afrique du Sud, Swaziland, Zambie, Sources: Table
compiled and presented in Monchuk, 2013
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110. There are a handful of large soc_ial protection programs operating at a national scale with

.’ significant coverage in Africa. All of these ‘programs which operate at the national level cover a
& .

substantial portion of their target population, whether that is the entire population as in the case of
Rwanda’s national health insurance program or targeted to a specific population group like Lesotho’s
old age social pensions-or Ethiopia’s rural food insecure. In lower income countries; development
partners’ funding is heavily present in these expenditures. in middle income countries like South Africa,
these programs are fully domestically-funded. ‘

Current safety net expenditures in Senegal are insufficient

111.  Public spénding on safety nets and social assistance p:fogi‘ams (not including general price
subsidies) has historically been low in Senegal. Spending on social assistance and safety nets amounted
to about 0.15 percent of GDP in 2004. During drought years of 2002-2003, this rose to 0.5 percent of
GDP reflecting emergency food and materials to support rural populations (World Bank 2006).

112.  Current safety net spending in Senegal is about 0.2 percent of GDP. Mareover, the bulk of that
spending is on programs like school lunches or CSA food distributions which have other objectives
and/or are not necessarily targeted through a safety nets perspective. The programs that have large
coverage levels also tend to distribute a very low level of benefit as a share of household consumption,
which can dilute potential impact on household well-being.

Estimating scale-up expenses of effective safety nets

113. The goal of scaling up safety nets will need to be based on a realistic cost framework. The
overall costs of a national safety net will depend on the following factors:

a. Type of program, for example labor intensive public works programs are more expensive per
unit of transfer because of the additional non-transfer resources required to construct
infrastructure, which increase the cost of a program by 20 — 40 percent depending on the level
of labor intensity. However, the infrastructure created provides additional benefits through the
investments created in poor communities.

b. Level of coverage. The level of coverage is often a function of resources available. However,
one of the goals in Senegal should be to reach a level of coverage that extends beyond the pilots
and small-scale efforts seen thus far to create a national safety net with a meaningful reach.

c. Size of the transfer. The level of resources required depends on the size of the transfers. There
is a tension between retaining a level of benefit that serves the objectives and being able to
afford scaling up. Determining the appropriate level of benefit must optimize between
adequacy, affordability and acceptability. In terms of adequacy, impact evaluations, like those
done for Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Program confirm that the size of the transfer received
matters in terms of household level impacts. In terms of acceptability, the transfer cannot be so
large that it appears unfair to those that do not receive the transfer. The intension of the
transfer is not that it, in and of itself, lift a family out of poverty but rather that it help avoid
destitution, malnutrition and negative coping strategies, for example. An international rule of
thumb is that the cash transfer amount should be between 20 and 40 percent the poverty line in
order to be meaningful to the beneficiary.
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d. Administrative efficiency. Program operating costs and overhead typically range between 10 to
20 percent of total costs. Larger programs can have efficiency gains in this regard, in light of the
relative size of fixed costs.

114. Information from on-going pilots, simulation exercises and insights from other larger
programs in Africa can give an indication of the scope of financial requirements. Table 26 presents
costing scenarios for scaling up critical safety net programs in order to create a minimum social floor
that would provide responsiveness to shocks. In terms of cash transfer programs, the existing pilots
reach a small proportion of the population and represent a very small draw on financial resources.
Several simulations of larger cash transfer programs have been done, using an assumed transfer amount
of 5,300FCFA pér month. Dependmg on the coverage, the financial costs of a Iarger cash transfer
program could vary from 0.33 percent to 1.7 percent of GDP.

Building a viable financing base for safety nets

115. Expanding resources for safety nets in Senegal should be based on a vision of safety nets as a
productive investment, helping the country to increase human capital, build assets for the poor and
contribute to broad-based economic growth. Budgets for vulnerable groups have typically been viewed
as an opportunity cost for more impactful investments, making it difficult to claim adequate fiscal space.

116. If a national safety net were dimensioned at an annual cost of 68 billion FCFA it would be
equivalent to about 1 percent of GDP and 3 percent of the total national budget. Table 27 presents
some comparative financial parameters to put this amount in perspective. Financing a robust safety net
would notcost more than typically annual subsidies to basic food stuffs and utilities, and yet would have
a far less distortionary and better targeted impact.

Table 26: Financial Reference Parameters for Financial Dimensions of a National Safety Net

Total National Budget 2011 2 032 billion FCFA (29.7% GDP)
2011 National Budget Current Expenditures 1159 hillion FCFA
2011 National Budget Capital Expenditures 823 billion FCFA
Food subsidies 2008 46 billion FCFA
Electricity subsidies to SENELEC 2011 76 billion FCFA
Total transfers and subsidies 2011 283 billion FCFA
If national safety net = 1% of GDP 68 billion FCFA
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117. There are sever'al'possi_b[e qqrﬁpohehts to funding a national safety net, including:

a. Increasing efficiency and effectiveness of existing social protection expenditures. Fiscal space
for a safety net can be created through reallocation from lesser to higher priorities and from less
to more effective programs (e.g. from food subsidies to cash transfers). Given overall low level
of social protection spending not counting subsidies, making existing expenditures more
efficient or re-orienting within the existing resource envelope offers only limited opportunities
to increasing program coverage. Nonetheless, efficiencies are possible:

* Better targeting can heighten poverty impact.

 Linking transfers with more productive public works or increased utilization of health
and education services can better help lift communities and households out of poverty
over the medium and long-term even within existing expenditure levels.

e Harmonizing across programs and integrating an often disparate set of small programs
can streamline administrative costs, allowing existing resources to reach more people.

b. The most significant opportunity is shifting from the use of general price subsidies, particularly
in response to economic shocks, to more targeted social protection interventions. Such
subsidies routinely account for between 2-4% of GDP, largely benefit better-off households
more, and create economic distortions.

c. Increasing the allocation of domestic resources to social protection. A key challenge for African
countries is to raise the share of domestic revenue financing and to increase the share going
towards social protection. Economic growth has generated some increase in fiscal space in
Senegal over the last decade. In looking forward, some real fiscal space is expected to increase
in the national budget {Table 28). If half of this could be claimed by a national safety net it would
create a sufficient funding base. However, this estimate of fiscal space may be optimistic given
the deficits run in the national budget in recent years.

d. Mobilizing external assistance will continue to be important, particularly as a vehicle for
introducing reforms and testing approaches. Donor funding remains a core part of social
protection financing in Africa, particularly in countries were aid dependency is high. The ability
to attract additional external resources to fund a national safety net will depend on (i) whether
Government prioritizes these expenditures; (ii) the ability of donors to harmonize around a
consolidated national safety net instead of multiple individual programs, and (iii) perspectives
for the integration of safety net funding into budget support operations. While additional
external resources will be important, over time, the Government of Senegal should take
responsibility for a growing share of national safety net funding.

Table 28: Fiscal Space Projections 2012-2016, in FCFA billions

s 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Total Revenue and Grants 1714 (1838 1978 2130 2262
Projected Real Increase in Fiscal Resources 126 [128 137 14¢ 129
Source: IMF Statistics. =
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V. Conclusions and Next Steps

118. Senegal will certainly continue to face internal and external shocks. With much of the rural
area dependent on variable rainfall in a drought prone zone, rural shocks will continue to occur with
predictable frequency. Senegal’'s economy is increasing open, which has helped drive significant
improvements in poverty reduction but also makes Senegal vulnerable to global economic shocks, as
seen over recent years. These shocks will hit the chronic poor and also create transient poor. These
populations will require safety net measures more effective, less distortionary and more efficient fiscally
than the general subsidy mechanisms adopted over the last ten years in Senegal.

119. Safety net reforms should allow for increased coverage, greater impact and improved
efficiency of safety net expenditures. A national safety net system should include a institutional
platform that integrates coordination mechanisms at the central regional and local levels, a common
system for targeting and registration of beneficiaries, and a packet of interventions that place an accent
on the productive nature of safety nets and reinforce their contribution to economic growth. This packet
of interventions should consider the following basic components: (i) cash transfers to promote human
capital and targeted to the most vulnerable households, (i) generation of temporary employment and
creation of local infrastructure in poor communities through a public works safety net program that uses
labor intensive methods timed to the moments in the year of highest vulnerability and targeted to low-
<kill laborers, and (iii) more integrated social assistance services will-targeted to high risk groups that
require an added level of assistance (orphans and high risk children, disabled etc.).

120. Reforms of this nature to establish a more effective national safety net will be better able to
develop a financially sustainable fiscal framework over the medium-term. A national safety net of this
nature could cost between 1 and 2 percent of GDP depending on scope and funding. Unlike many
countries in Africa, there is some element of fiscal space possible in Senegal if the Government
prioritizes safety nets and reforms are carried out to transfer some areas of current spending like
general price subsidies, to a more productive safety net. ’

121. A safety net of this magnitude would have a direct impact on poverty reduction and
achievement of the MDGs. Increased access to schooling and health services, protection and
accumulations of assets, and avoidance of negative coping strategies will affect the well-being of current
Senegalese and the generation to come.

122.  While these conclusions point to several likely safety net components, the main objective of
this report was to synthetize the main messages of the technical notes. It was not expected to include
a detailed discussion of specific program options. As part of the ongoing social protection policy
dialogue, and based on the finding of this report, the World Bank team has already started much more
in-depth discussion on policy reforms under consideration by the Government.

123.  Suggested future analytical work to bolster these recommendation include:
» Developing a more detailed view of possible implementation mechanisms and approaches to
targeting
e  Further study the delivery mechanisms for safety net programs on the hasis of past and ongoing
cash transfer programs, and in particular such operational issues as the feasibility of modern
fund transfer mechanisms like cell phones;
«  Anin-depth look at the potential phase out of general subsidies;
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e An institutional review of social protection coordination mechanisms with a view of creating an
integrated technical and institutional platform rather than the present series of isolated and ad-
hoc arrangements';' and . )

«  Development of a full medium-term expenditure framework for social protection in Senegal
once priority programs and coverage targets have been established by the Government. This will -
require donor buy-in given the large share of external resources in social protection.

124. The Government has recently made steps to expand safety nets in the country, informed by the
technical notes from this World Bank TA program. Of note, the President appointed a Délégué General
for Social Protection in November 2012 who reports directly to him. His role and responsibilities include
setting strategies, coordinating programs, establishing the Caisse Autonome pour la Protection Sociale
Universelle (CAPSU) — a social protection funding mechanism-, and launching the Prbgrdmme National
de Bourses de Securité Familiale (PNBSF), a cash transfer program expected to reach 250,000 in 2017.

125.  In response to this heightened priority on safety nets by the Government, additional efforts will
be needed to ensure that Senegal develop an effective institutional framework for a national social
safety nets system. It will be critical to move from scattered programs to a system approach.
Coordination of policies and actions on the social protection agenda should seek the further
harmonization and integration between programs and to support the development of common
operational mechanisms underpinning a national safety net system (in particular as they relate to
targeting and registering) and of consistent or compatible mechanisms (in particular in terms of the
information systems of different programs).
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