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I. Economic Performance and Policy Review

A. Macroeconomic Environment

1 The Senegalese economy has responded positively to the 1994 CFA franc devaluation and
subsequent structural reforms, with GDP growth above 5% from 1996 to 1998. The economy retains
structural weaknesses, however. High transaction costs and weak infrastructure have undermined the
competitiveness of the private sector. Education and health systems are very limited and foreign
investment rates are too low to stimulate sustainable growth.

2. There was a surge in inflation immediately following the devaluation. Within a few years,
however, inflation had dropped below 3%, thanks to prudent monetary policy conducted at the regional
level by the Central Bank of the West African States. The real GDP growth rate was held above 5% from
1996 to 1998. The fiscal deficit has been reduced and there have been budget surplusesin recent years. The
current account balance (excluding aid) improved throughout the late 1990s. Paris Club debt restructuring
concluded in 1998 has contributed to this improvement, as have the increase in revenue collection and
greater control over expenditures.

3. Sructural adjustment. The CFA franc had substantialy appreciated against the US dollar
between 1986 and 1993, contributing to Senegal’ s poor export performance. The 50% devaluation in 1994
marked the beginning of a period of substantial reform for the government. Senegal was the first franc
zone country to sign a stand-by agreement with the IMF following the devaluation. In 1994, the
government and the IMF agreed on an ESAF loan program, which expired in 1998.

4, In April 1998, the government and the IMF signed an ESAF agreement for a three-year (1999-
2001) program which totals SDR 107 million ($142 million). Multilateral and bilateral donors
subsequently pledged almost $2 billion to support the ESAF program at the fourth Consultative Group
meeting. Senegal’ s reform efforts are concentrated on restoration of the external balance, consolidation of
public finances, and strengthening competitiveness. The IMF has praised Senegal for its reform record, but
has urged the government to improve social indicators, most notably in health and education.

5. The World Bank has 18 ongoing IDA-financed operations in Senegal, valued at $682 million, in
the areas of agriculture, education, population/health/nutrition, power/energy/water, transportation/urban
development, industry and private sector devel opment.

6. Governance. A court of financial discipline has been established to monitor the management of
public resources and sanction negligent offices. A civil service reform program has also been launched. It
aims to improve government services and efficiency by linking promotions to merit.

7. Sectoral reform. Some of the key sectoral reform measures centre on privatisation of state-owned
enterprises. In particular, the government plans on accelerating and deepening sectoral reforms in the
agriculture, energy, and transport sectors.

8. Private sector. The business climate, in general, improved significantly during the 1990s.
Privatisation started in 1994, with an ambitious program that targeted 22 government-owned enterprises
for privatisation during the following three years. Concerns on unemployment and labour action
interrupted the government’s privatisation plans. By 1998, 12 privatisations had been completed. The
government is now scheduled to withdraw completely from the private sector by the end of 2000, through
total or partia liquidation of state-owned enterprises. In addition, steps have been taken to improve the
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legal system through business law reform and the establishment of an arbitration court in the Dakar
Chamber of Commerce.

9. Senegal has many professional organisations representing the business sector.! Aside from the
large, inward-oriented, mostly foreign-owned industrial firms, a new generation of entrepreneurs is
emerging, with looser links to the government than the former. However, their professional organisations,
while quite vocal, remain relatively weak.? Professional associations, not firms, are members of the
Chamber of Commerce.

10. Following the devaluation, the government became conscious of the piecemeal and bureaucratic
nature of its framework for private sector development. Among other initiatives, a private sector capacity-
building project (Projet de renforcement des capacités du secteur privé), was established. It had three
components:

» The Private Sector Foundation (Fondation Secteur Privé, sponsored by the World Bank; see
below) to support firms.

» TheLegal Reform Committee (Comité de réforme juridique, CRJ).

* The Reflection Group on Competitiveness and Growth (Groupe de Réflexion sur la
Compétitivité et la Croissance, GRCC; see below).

Despite the establishment of these institutions, implementation of the capacity-building project has been
slow. A strategy paper was eventually published in 1999.*

B. Foreign Trade

Trade Sructure and Performance

11. The 1994 devaluation favoured leading export industries like chemicals and fisheries. These
industries are replacing exports of groundnuts and groundnut products as the chief source of foreign
exchange. The tourism industry has gained as well from the devaluation. But higher levels of foreign
investment did not materialise, as expected. Non-traditional exports for which Senegal may have a
comparative advantage (e.g. fruits and vegetables) also failed to benefit from the deval uation.

12. The current account and trade balances have registered negative figures almost continuously
since independence. The size of the trade deficit, which used to depend a great deal on the groundnut
harvest, today fluctuates somewhat less due to the export diversification mentioned above. The current
account balance has improved during the last half of the 1990s.

13. Senegal relies heavily on imports, including for basic staples, such as rice, which is mostly
imported from Asia. Over the years, and partly due to the peg between the CFA franc and the French franc,
consumption habits have been largely biased in favour of imported goods. This means that strong vested
interests have been established in the importing sector. Exports remain concentrated in three main sectors.
Fish accounts for 25 per cent of export earnings. Some 50 firms export it (fresh, frozen, conditioned),

1 See République du Sénégal, 1999b.

2 They are reported to cover only 50 per cent of their costs; see the 1999 Diagnos report on Senegal.

3 Other government initiatives include a L ettre de Politique de Développement du Secteur Privé (LPDSP) was adopted in

1995, and a Projet d'Ajustement et de Compétitivité du Secteur Privé (PASCO).
4 République du Sénégal, 1999b.
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mostly to Europe, and especially to France. Senegal’s assets on these markets include proximity, with
frequent flights allowing for high value-added fresh products to be regularly shipped by air. While
Senegal’ s share of Europe's fish market may seem insignificant, it is a major supplier of certain types of
fish (shrimp, tropical sole, rouget).” Phosphates (rocks and processed) account for 22 per cent and
groundnut products for some 10 per cent of exports.

Trade Institutions

14. Within the Ministry of Trade, the Directorate for Externa Trade (Direction du Commerce
Extérieur, DCE) isin charge of defining Senegal's trade policy. Co-ordination with other ministries seems
to have been boosted by preparations for the Seattle WTO Ministerial meeting. An Inter-Ministerial
Committee was set up under the presidency of the Ministry of Trade (DCE), with six sub-committees
covering agriculture, services, intellectual property, environment, goods, and investment. Meetings were
held at the national and sub-regional level (in Burkina Faso), with the support of several donors (including
the FAO and France).

15. Severa public ingtitutions in charge of promoting trade and investment have flourished over the
years. There are four agenciesin charge of investment promotion:

» Centre de Formalités des Entreprises (Guichet Unique, or “one-stop shop” for investors);
* SODIDA (Société du Domaine Industriel de Dakar);

* SONEPI (Société Nationale d'Etudes et de Promotion Industrielles);

e ZFID (Zone Franche Industrielle de Dakar),for export-oriented firms.

16. All four suffer from inadequate human and financial resources, as well as a passive attitude vis-&
vis investors.® The Guichet Unique, for instance, which should have simplified and unified procedures is
actually reported to have merely added another step on the investors' path. The ZFID dramatically failed to
attract investors, and firms based in the SODIDA park hardly ever make it beyond its fences. Two other
organisations are more specifically dedicated to trade promotion and facilitation:

* CICES (Centre International du Commerce Extérieur), which has been mainly active in
organising trade fairs and exhibitions.

 The Trade Point Senegal, under responsibility of the DCE, which aims to facilitate
procedures, ensure co-ordination among the many departments exporters have to deal with,
and provide exporters with all necessary information. A major objective of the Trade Point
program is to computerise all import and export procedures. Progress has been slow,
however, due to the difficulty in implementing changes at the level of customs.

17. Finally, there are two institutions in charge of promoting quality and standards:

» Institut Sénégalais de Normalisation (ISN), which defines and controls national norms in
each industry, assesses needs, and disseminates existing norms); limited impact is mainly
blamed on the lack of an effective national policy in these aress.

e Institut de Technologie Alimentaire (ITA), which conducts R&D, controls products for local
consumption, and trains in quality control; tends to focus on service delivery to food
processing firms.

5 De Revierset al., 1998, p.10.
6 See Document de stratégie du secteur privé, 1999, and FIAS, 1999.
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Trade Policy and Strategy

18. Like many other developing countries, Senegal lacks a clear trade policy, embedded in a coherent
development strategy. Thisis partly due to the fact that decisions in the area of trade policy have for along
time largely been a by-product of decisions made in other policy areas, a residua either of Senegal’s
monetary policy (the CFA/FF peg) or its financial and political priorities within the framework of the
Lomé Convention. Trade policy decisions have aso been made ad hoc, on the basis of particular
challenges confronting private or state monopolistic firms in traditional sectors, either inward-oriented
(cement, sugar, etc.) or outward-oriented (groundnut, phosphates, etc.). Finally, an overvalued CFA franc
meant that the concern with food security did not need to be addressed through the active development of
foreign exchange-earning activities. Trade therefore was not viewed as part and parcel of a general strategy
aimed at fostering growth and alleviating poverty, and the set of incentives confronting domestic and
foreign investors was strongly biased against exports.

19. Arguably, though, incentives may be changing: trade promotion and development started making
more sense for policy makers after the January 1994 devaluation, and the subsequent reduction in the anti-
export hias. Between 1996 and 2000, the debate over the renegotiation of Lomé, in the early phase of
which the simple dismantling of ACP-EU trade agreements seemed a plausible scenario, and the run-up to
the WTO Seattle meeting, helped push trade higher on the agenda of the government. Current thinking in
the Ministry of Trade emphasises two main directions. an active promotion of export growth and
diversification, and the gradua integration in the world economy through trade agreements at the sub-
regiond, regional (post-Lomé) and multilateral levels.

20. Export promotion and diversification. Senegal’s IXth Plan cals for reconciling competitiveness
and sustainable human development. Striking an optimal balance between the traditional objective of food
security and seizing the largely under-tapped opportunities in world markets requires that more emphasis
be put on encouraging small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMES) to export. To that end, the DCE
currently aims to streamline its trade promation instruments by setting up a single agency that would
absorb existing bodies. Controversies have arisen among the varied vested interests associated with the
existing institutions (e.g., over whether investment and trade promotion should be separated), and these
disputes are dowing down the process. The government has turned to CIDA and the ITC for support in
designing and implementing this strategy (see below).

21. Multilateral agreements. Senegal has been a member of the WTO since 1995. It was one of the
first African countries to accede to the GATT in 1963, and has participated in several major global trade
rounds. During its most recent WTO Trade Policy Review, in 1994, Senegal was congratulated on its
significant market access and services concessions during the Uruguay Round.

22. Regional agreements. Senegal is a member of two regiona integration schemes, ECOWAS
(created 1975) and UEMOA (created 1994; see box), both of which aim to establish free trade areas.
Progress towards intra-regional trade liberalisation has been very slow within ECOWAS (see Jebuni,
1997), while UEMOA has proceeded speedily with its own agenda. UEMOA countries aready have a
common currency (the West African CFA franc; see Annex 2) and a common business legal framework set
up under OHADA (Organisation pour I'Harmonisation du Droit des Affaires en Afrique). On January 1,
2000, UEMOA countries implemented a Common Externa Tariff, lowering the maximum tariff from 25%
to 20%. The resulting revenue loss for Senegal will be partially compensated by the imposition of a 19%
VAT in July 2000.

23. ACP-EU trade agreements. As an ACP Senegal has been enjoying non-reciprocal trade
preferences from the EU for 25 years under the Lomé Convention. Senegal is no exception to the general
observation that these preferences have had little impact on the integration of ACP economies in world
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trade, mostly because pervasive supply-side constraints have prevented ACP exporters from taking
advantage of preferential access to EU markets. One exception is the fisheries sector, where preferences
arguably have been most useful; by contrast, exemption of MFA quotas did not help the textile and
clothing sector. Moreover, the relative value of these preferences has been eroding in the face of
multilateral trade liberalisation and the multiplication of preferential agreements between the EU and third
countries. Unlike Mauritius or some Caribbean islands, Senegal has not benefited from any of the four,
sometimes lucrative, commodity protocols attached to Lomé. Of al West African countries' exports to the
EU, only bananas and a few products listed under Annex XL of the Lomé Convention are not liberalised.
Among the latter are tomatoes, for which Senegal has a quota -- largely under-utilised -- of 560 tonnes.”

II. Trade Development Needs

Box 1

Regional integration:
UEMOA and ECOWAS

Originally amonetary agreement, the UMOA (Union Monétaire Ouest-Africaine) turned itsdlf into UEMOA (Union Economique et
Monétaire Ouest-Africaine) in January 1994, with the aim of establishing a customs union. A common externa tariff was put in
place on January 1, 2000. The Union has regional institutions to coordinate economic policies, mainly through the adoption of
budgetary convergence criteria.

UEMOA comprises two non-LDCs (Céte d'Ivoire and Senegal) and six LDCs (Benin, Burkina Faso, Guinea Bissau, Mali,
Niger, and Togo).

Ghana and Nigeria -- together with most other West African countries -- belong to ECOWAS (Economic Community of West
African States), a larger grouping set up in 1975, that has achieved very little success so far in implementing its economic
integration agenda.

24, In designing and implementing a pro-active trade development strategy, Senegal will be
confronted with severa challenges, both at the level of policy-making, and at the level of the
competitiveness of its exporters.

A. Poalicy Challenges

Defining a Srategy

25. While some steps have been taken to define an active trade strategy, most observers and actors
acknowledge there is till along way to go before this materialises. In particular, there does not seem to be
real leadership on trade development, nor is it a shared priority among various government departments.
This contrasts with Ghana, the other Sub-Saharan African country examined in this project, where a clear
choice of an outward-oriented strategy has been made. Several studies aiming to identify strategic sectors
in which to direct scarce capital resources have been undertaken, and a lively debate over aternative
ingtitutional architectures is taking place, but there has been no strong political signal from the highest
politica level to engage in an active trade development strategy.

7 That is 28 per cent of the 2000 T. ACP quota specified by Annex XL of the Lomé-1V bis Convention (1995-2000). See
CERDI, 1998, p.58.
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Following up on Trade Agreements

26. At the multilaterd level, Senega lacks the capacity to fully implement its WTO commitments
and has not really started defining and defending its national interests, although some progress is
noticeable. For instance, the debate over the regionaisation process (UEMOA) seems to have helped raise
awareness among the business community on the issue of transaction values, for which Senegal requested
a delay in implementation. As for multilateral negotiations, while some intense preparation and
consultation had taken place in Senegal before the Seattle WTO meeting,® the Senegal delegation was not
as high-powered as those of other countries, such as Mauritius or Zimbabwe. From the business
community, only individual executives from large import-substitution firms went to Seattle out of personal
interest. Finaly, inter-ministerial dialogue needs to be strengthened and sustained: many civil servants
outside the Ministry of Trade (e.g., in the Ministries of Agriculture, Finance, and Foreign Affairs) are
unaware of the implications of being a WTO member.

27. At the sub-regional level, aninitial challenge relates to the implementation of commitments made
in the framework of UEMOA, which some consider as proceeding faster with trade reforms than national
countries can cope with. For instance, it remains to be seen how far the CET set up in January 2000 is
actually being applied, and whether customs agencies have adequate capacity, equipment, and incentives to
apply the new tariffication system. Other problems may emerge due to remaining disparities in protection
levels and the budgetary costs of removing intra-regional tariffs. A second set of issues concerns the
relationship between UEMOA and ECOWAS and the status of Nigeria and Ghana, which are members of
the latter but not the former grouping.? Handling this politically sensitive issue will require strong technical
support, if concrete and realistic solutions are to be devised for implementing both regional schemes.

28. Finally, the post-Lomé agenda needs to be clarified quickly. Although Lomé IV-bis expired in
February 2000, non-reciprocal trade preferences should be rolled over until 2008, provided a second WTO
waiver is granted to the EU.™ Negotiations over a WTO-compatible, reciprocal trade agreement with the
EU are due to take place between 2002 and 2008. Implementation would start in 2008. This gives Senegal
until 2002 to prepare its position. The EU's position is known: it intends to sign free-trade agreements with
ACP countries, preferably grouped within regional trade areas themselves. UEMOA could be the West
African partner of the EU, but many questions remain (see Annex 3). While LDCs may choose to keep
non-reciprocal, Lomé-equivalent tariff preferences, non-LDCs that would not wish to enter into free trade
agreements with the EU would be “transferred” into the EU’s Generalised System of Preferences (GSP).
The latter is due to be revised in 2004, but it will probably by then be far less generous than Lomé in terms
of market access. As a developing country that is not an LDC, Senegal, like Ghana, is one of the ACP
countries that stands to lose most in terms of absolute and relative access to the EU market.™

29. Obviously all three negotiating fora are intertwined: the WTO has rules on regional agreements
that apply to UEMOA, ECOWAS, and any agreement between these and the EU. The possibility of a
8 See République du Sénégal, 1999a.

° Nigeria and Ghana reacted strongly to the setting up of UEMOA's CET, which they fear may undermine the wider

process of regional integration.

1o Articlel of GATT requires WTO members who offer to lower a trade barrier to one member to extend the favour to al

other members. Specia preferences for developing countries are allowed —without having to be extended to
developed countries— providing al developing countries benefit from them. By providing special treatment to the
ACP without extending it to other developing countries of similar levels of development, the Lomé trade regime
violates the Most Favoured Nation (MFN) principle. A first waiver was granted to Lomé 1V-bis (1995-2000), which
expired with the current Convention. See Solignac Lecomte, H.B., 1998, Options for future ACP-EU Trade Relations,
Working Paper No. 60, Maastricht: ECDPM.

1 See Stevens, C., M. McQueen and J. Kennan, 1998, After Lomé IV: A Strategy for ACP-EU Relations in the 21%
Century, Commonwealth Secretariat - IDS, London.

10
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future EU-ACP agreement with a regiona grouping will depend on the progress made by UEMOA or
ECOWAS. Finadly, future developments in multilateral negotiations may alter the strategy of the EU (and
of its ACP partners) with regard to ACP-EU trade relations. Analyses and negotiations at these three levels
must be closely co-ordinated or centralised in Senegal, which is not the case at the moment, since the
Ministry of Finance traditionally plays the leading role in matters relating to Lomé and regional
integration.

Monitoring Trade | ssues

30. A key implication of the preceding is the need for adequate technical back-up, with good
connections between decision-makers and trade policy analysts, both inside the ministries and in
independent institutions. Analytical capacity within the ministries is limited, especially in the Ministry of
Trade where, unlike Finance and Agriculture, no special task force -- such as Unité de Politique
Economique (UPE) and Unité de Politique Agricole (UPA) -- has been set up. For example, since Senegal
is a net food importer, to take positions on issues such as the opening of agricultural markets, or the
phasing out of agricultural subsidies, a proper assessment of risks and opportunities is needed.

A Structured Dialogue on Trade Policy

31. To identify, promote, and defend the interests of Senegal with regard to trade in various
negotiating fora requires mechanisms for a permanent exchange of information and dialogue among
stakeholders in the public and private sectors. One justification for this is efficiency in a context of limited
capacity: officials can simply not follow al technical, sector-specific issues. The experience of the Seattle
Ministerial preparation in Senegal laid the groundwork for consultation mechanisms that can be refined
and made sustainable. The capacity of various stakeholders -- professional organisations, trade unions,
consumers -- to take part in a structured dial ogue with the government needs to be strengthened.

B. Constraints on Competitiveness

32. As highlighted in the many reviews of the limited impact of Lomé trade preferences on ACP
countries, pervasive supply-side constraints rather than obstacles to market access are to blame for the poor
export performance of Senegal. However, market access barriersin OECD countries do exist, and barriers
now emerging pose unprecedented threats for certain sectors of the Senegal ese economy.

Supply-Sde Constraints

33. Factor costs and availability (e.g., for water, electricity, labour, etc.) have been earmarked for a
couple of decades as amajor impediment to the competitiveness of Senegalese firms.*?

34. Poor infrastructure prevents exporters from easily accessing regiona and extra-regional markets.
Within UEMOA, Senegal finds itself paradoxically “enclaved,” sharing few borders with other member
countries, and linked only to Mali by poor railway facilities. As for access to non-regiona markets,
substantia progress has been made in rehabilitating the harbour, but alot remains to be done at the airport.
For instance, due to inadequate handling facilities, fresh food products wait 4 to 6 hours between cold
storage and air shipping, compared with 15 minutesin Kenya.

12 See Berthdlemy et al., 1996, pp.107-116.

11
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35. Access to finance remains the most frequently cited obstacle by entrepreneurs running SMEs.
Commercial banks are in a stuation of over-liquidity and interest rates are only moderately high
(especially when compared to Ghana), but collateral requirements prevent smaller enterprises from
accessing credit. The collateral issue is worsened by the absence of private property rights on land. Larger
firms are not confronted by this problem, nor are importers.

36. On the whole, however, it should be noted that Senegal ese exporters are much less exposed than
are their Ghanaian counterparts to the negative conseguences of macro-economic instability.

Market Access

37. Thanks to Lomé tariff preferences, Senegal benefits from very favourable terms of access to its
main market, the EU. But Senegalese exports are increasingly being affected by NTBs, mainly in the form
of technical requirements (norms and quality standards). Some of these are legal requirements; others are
imposed by importers and reflect the weak bargaining power of Senegal ese exporters.

38. Legal norms and quality standards can be a major obstacle to Senegalese exports. While public
safety considerations are widely acknowledged as legitimate criteria for restricting imports, some exporters
consider other quality requirements more guestionable. Two examples follow, one where donor assistance
helped exporters meet standard requirements and secure their position on the European market (fish), and
another where risks are high and have not yet been tackled (fruits and vegetables).

e Fisheries. A new European sanitary regulation was put in place in 1993 (when the Single
Market was created). Based on the French model, it requires not only that the characteristics
of products (both domestic and imported) conform to specified norms, but also that they are
produced and manipulated following methods, and in premises, that themselves conform to
norms specified in European directives. Regulatory and control departments in exporting
countries must be acknowledged as equivalent to their European counterparts by inspection
missions from the EC. With strong support from European donors, Senegal obtained its
certification in 1996, which was renewed in 1999.

* Fruits and vegetables. In the process of harmonising pesticide limits among EU members,
maximum residue levels (MRL) for most pesticides used by countries exporting fruits and
vegetables to the EU have been -- or will be, by July 1, 2000 -- substantialy reduced, and in
some cases brought down to zero. All products for which exporting countries have not
supplied information establishing a positive MRL will see the latter automatically established
at zero. This will be the case for most products, because exporting countries -- including
Senegal -- did not supply the relevant information promptly. This means that ACP producers
are banned from using pesticides on many products they wish to export to the EU, which, in
practice, prevents them from reaching the quality standards required for substantia export
volumes.”® A failure of ACP exporters and European importers to comply with these
regulations can result in significant fines.

39. Information and bargaining power. Other difficulties encountered by Senegalese exporters in
terms of market access are their weak capacity to control the marketing of their products and their limited
bargaining power vis-a-vis importers.

B PPEA, Bulletin I-Flex No.1, Janvier 2000, Dakar, p.7.

12
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40. Typicaly, in the case of horticultural products, European importers will deduct al charges that
apply at their end, plus a high commercialisation charge (10 per cent), from gross sales, thus reporting
insignificant or negative profit margins to Senegalese exporters.** With better information and control of
the price structure, exporters could bargain for better prices. Another difficulty for some exporters (again,
of fruits and vegetables) is that, having difficulty accessing credit, they depend on their clients to pre-
finance production, which again considerably limits their bargaining power. Restrictions can also be
imposed by importers on the use of commercial brands and names, such asin the case of fish (see Box 2).

Box 2: Non-Tariff Barriersto Trade on OECD Markets:
the Case of Fish Appéllationsin France

Under the Lomé Convention, Senegal ese and other ACP fish exporters benefit from specia tariff preferences.
Unlike many other products, for which the actual margin of preference vis-a-vis competing countries is low or rapidly
eroding, fish products from the ACP still enjoy a substantid tariff advantage over non-ACP exporters.

In addition, the EU has been granting assistance to fisheries in the countries with which it has specia
cooperation agreements, mainly in the form of support to: (i) efforts to achieve greater coherence through rule-setting
and enforcement, and improving information; (ii) the private sector, to increase competitiveness; (iii) research; and (iv)
resource conservation and protection. In addition to technical and financial assistance, a specific budget line was
created in 1993 for international fisheries agreements (B7—800). While developing countries (and Greenland) are the
recipients of these funds (nearly 1.3 hillion euro for 1993-8), this has not been counted as EU aid since the funds
represent compensation for access by EU vessels to their waters. The main beneficiaries of these funds in 1998 were
Morocco, Mauritania, Angola, and Senegal (See Cox and Chapman, 1999).

In spite of all these preferences and aid, Senegalese producers report being confronted with non-tariff barriers
on the EU market in the form of restrictions on the use of appellations by importers. For instance, mostelle is not
accepted by French importers and must instead be called brotule. Similarly, turbot tropical must become ronclavele
indo-pacifique. Using an appellation less known than the traditional European equivalent gives importers an argument
for paying lower prices to Senegalese exporters, and avoids potential conflict with European producers. This is
detrimental to Senegalese exporters, who receive a lower price than they would if they were able to use the traditional
appellation; inevitably face additional, costly marketing efforts to promote their non-traditional appellation; and find
themselves confronted by a form of unfair discrimination. These requirements are imposed by European operators in
the context of their commercia relations with their suppliers, rather than by law, thus reflecting the gap in negotiating
power between the European firms and Senegalese exporters. These practices are also not unified across the EU; they
were reported as applied by France, but not by, say, Italy.

41. In addition, a trend that clearly worries exporters and specialists interviewed for this study is the
adoption by importers and retailersin OECD markets of codes of good conduct regarding hygiene, wages,
etc. Indeed, ‘ethical’ considerations seem likely to play an increasing role in the buying decisions of
importers (e.g. centrales d’ achats). To some, this means that certain kinds of labour standards may be
directly or indirectly imposed on exporters from developing countries in the future -- not through
multilateral regulation (e.g. the WTO or the ILO), but through markets.

42, These and the other barriers noted above represent great actual and potential challenges for
Senegal ese exporters, and point to the need for them:

* tomonitor information on markets in a preventive manner;
* toseek aliances at the national and regional levels to strengthen their bargaining power; and

14 Thiam Inter-Consult, 1997, p.14.
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» toengage actively in astructured dial ogue with the government (and possibly at the UEMOA
level) so as to defend Senegal's interests vis-a-vis its main trade partners.

43. At the moment, awareness, capacity, and incentives seem largely inadequate, both within
professional organisations, and within the administration, and platforms for public/private dial ogue have so
far not been used to devel op a negotiating agenda within the WTO or in the Lomé framework.

[11. Donor Activitiesand Their Relevance

A. Overview

44, None of the donors in Senegal has made trade capacity development a priority sector of
intervention, but private sector development is high on the agenda of the French, the World Bank, USAID,
and the EU. Via private sector-oriented projects, they are the only donors involved in substantial trade
capacity development activities in Senegal (except USAID). In response to a request from the Senegalese
government, the Canadian government (CIDA) also recently became involved in a major project aimed at
designing a trade development strategy for the country. Other bilateral donors merely provide one-off
support to bilateral trade and investment operations. Table 1 sums up the main donor trade capacity
development (TCD) activities by level of intervention.
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Table 1: Main Donors TCD Activitiesin Senegal

Leve of intervention | Donor Proj ect
Trade analysis IDRC Research networks on trade
Canada — CIDA (through | Interactive trademap for Senegal's
Policy formulation /| ITC) exports
dialogue and | World Bank Groupe de Réflexion sur la
implementation Compétitivité et la Croissance
(GRCC)

USAID Severa specific trade-related short-
term activities, including: study on
administrative obstacles to
investment, two training sessions in
preparation of Seattle*

EU Support to regional bodies and
processes (UEMOA, ECOWAYS)

France —  Coopération | Technical assistance: Ministry of

Frangaise Agriculture policy unit, fisheries
department (veterinary services),
Customs

France —  Coopération | Restructuring and upgrading of the

Export Francaise fisheries sector
competitiveness France— AFD

France —  Coopération | Projet d'Encadrement et de

Francaise Structuration de I’ Artisanat
sénégalais (PESAS)

World Bank Promotion and diversification of
horticultural exports (PPEA)

World Bank Fondation secteur privé

EU Promotion of horticultural exports
(SEPAS)*

EU Centre de Développement
Industriel (CDI)

EU Support to groundnut producers
(PAI/CNIA)

GTZ Subsidies for German-Senega
partnerships

Note:  (*) Project completed.
45, IDRC, the Canadian development foundation, has its West and Central African office based in

Dakar. Its activities cover the whole sub-region. Beyond general support to research activities on the
continent (e.g. through the African Economic Research Council, AERC),15 it has three trade-specific
projects that apply, inter alia, to Senegal, for which Laval University (Quebec) provides scientific support:

15 Today, IDRC’s support to AERC isminimal (around 5 per cent through the TEC project).
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e It supports two research programmes related to trade -- the “Trade, Employment and
Competitiveness’ (TEC) program and the “Micro Impact of Macro Policies” (MIMAP)
project -- through research ingtitutes and universities in the different countries (including in
Ghana).

e It aso supports a regional network of agriculture ministers, with the aim of strengthening
analytical and negotiating capacity on agricultural trade issues. Studies are either co-financed
(e.g. with ACBF) or funded by IDRC alone.

* Findly, IDRC Dakar initiated the CICERA project, which aims to provide financial and
scientific support to economics research centres. No research programme was imposed.
Funding was obtained mainly from USAID and the EC.

46. The World Bank supports severa projects aimed at private sector development, with more or
less explicit trade components.

47. Set up for 5 years in 1995, the Fondation pour le Secteur Privé aims to enhance the
competitiveness and growth of the private sector by strengthening the capacity of firms and restructuring
professional organisations so that they can provide better services to their members. It subsidises between
50% and 75% of the cost of awide array of consultancy and training services for firms or organisations by
local or foreign service providers. From 1996 to 1999, 473 projects were funded, of which 28% aimed to
increase (mostly foreign) market penetration, accounting for 15% of funds disbursed.

48. Directly geared towards export promotion, the Projet de Promotion des Exportations Agricoles
was established in response to a request by the government for support in developing agricultural exports,
with a focus on horticulture, where Senegal has a strong comparative advantage due to its climate. The
project has three components:

» Promotion and diversification of exports (improve quality and presentation; find new outlets
beyond Benelux);

e Support to professional organisations of exporters (capacity building; training in production,
marketing, etc.; information on markets);

* Rehabilitation of infrastructure (production, storage, packaging, handling facilities at airport).

49, Subsidies are granted to individual projects (60-80%) and exclude investment in equipment other
than small items. The subsidy element is to decline over time. Performance is assessed against a target of
annua export growth (15%), which was overtaken in the first year (17% actual growth). However, many
factors influencing export growth may have little to do with the performance of the project.

50. The Groupe de Réflexion sur la Compétitivité et la Croissance (GRCC) was established by the
Senegalese government after the devaluation, with support from the World Bank, as a platform for
didogue with the private sector. Its mission includes the building of consensus around concrete
recommendations to enhance competitiveness and growth. For example, concrete steps were formulated
for the reform and privatisation of the telecoms sector. GRCC has actively contributed to the ongoing
definition of an export strategy through its work on industrial cl usters.'®

51 In the framework of its National Indicative Programme with Senegal for 1995-2000, the
European Union focused its activities on public services restructuring (health, transport) and the
promotion of private sector activities with a large social impact in terms of job creation and income
generation (agriculture, small enterprises, and farmers organisations). With respect to the latter objective,

16 See Performances Management Consuilting, 2000.
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particular emphasis was given to the groundnut and horticulture sectors, through two projects. Projet
d Appui Institutionnel au Conseil National Interprofessionnel de I’ Arachide (PAI/CNIA), and Assistance
Sénégalaise d’ Exportation de Produits Agricoles et de Services (SEPAS, now completed). Although trade
development is one of the sectors that receives a significantly larger share of EU aid than that alocated by
OECD donors in general,17 only the latter project clearly had a trade capacity development focus. Its
failure may serve as an illustration of the difficulty of reconciling poverty alleviation and export promotion
within a single project (see below). Beyond these specific projects, the EU aso co-financed (with the
French) elements of the restructuring of the fisheries sector.

52. A major contribution of the EU to Senegdl's trade policy is the support for the UEMOA
Commission (based in Burkina Faso) and the ECOWAS Secretariat (in Nigeria), under its regiona
Indicative Programme (RIP) for Sahelian and Coastal Western Africa. The EU, which sees its comparative
advantage as a donor in promoting regional integration among its developing country partners, isthe main
supporter of UEMOA (euro 2 million in EDF#8).

53. The Centre de Développement Industriel (CDI), jointly operated by EU and ACP ingtitutions in
Brussels, has had an antenna in Dakar for several years. Originaly based in the SONEPI, it has recently
been incorporated in the FSP (see Box 3). It supplies basically the same kinds of services and financial
support as the FSP. A new trade and private sector development strategy is being implemented, largely
through instruments based in Brussels or at the sub-regiona level 18 Among them, the European-ACP
Business Assistance Scheme (EBAS), a matching grant fund that co-finances consultancy services to ACP
private firms and business associations, has just started operating an office based in Cote d'lvoire that will
serve the whole of Western Africa. Diagnos identifies obstacles to trade and private sector development to
help prepare European Commission (EC) support programmes and has prepared reports for Senegal and
for UEMOA. On the whole, though, the EC's new strategy and its many instruments are not yet fully
operational, and the EC delegation in Senegal was not yet well aware of their modalities.

54, The French are traditionally the main bilateral donor in Senegal. Their trade-related devel opment
co-operation activities are split between two institutions:*°

» The Coopération Frangaise provides technical assistance to various bodies, including the
Ministry of Agriculture (the policy unit and the veterinary services unit of the fisheries
department) and Customs. It has provided assistance in two main areas: policy formulation
and implementation (e.g., support to inter-ministerial and public/private dialogue, including
on preparations for Seattle); and support for the restructuring and quality upgrading of the
fisheries sector.

» The Agence Francaise de Développement (AFD) and its private sector subsidiary, Proparco,
provide pre-investment incentives -- either from their own resources or from funds delegated
by other agencies (e.g. CDI) -- for investment in production or basic infrastructure. Its

e See Cox A. and J. Chapman, 1999, The European Community External Cooperation Programmes -- Poalicies,

Management and Distribution, Overseas Development Institute, London.

18 See Van Hove and Solignac Lecomte, 1999.

19 This is excluding the Poste d’ expansion économique of the Embassy, which promotes French commercial interests in

Senegal.

Other French cooperation activities indirectly contribute to trade capacity development, e.g. technical assistance in the
normalisation institute, co-funded with AFD and the EU. Similarly, other activities aim to support the private sector,
e.g. the financial support to one professiona organisation (SPIDS) to set up sector-specific post-graduate training
modules.

20
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activities are concentrated on commercially viable, medium- to large-scale projects. The AFD
group participated in the restructuring of the fisheries sector.

B5. The major recent trade-related activity of the French in Senegal is the restructuring of the
fisheries sector, which included several projects: the upgrading to EU standards of fish product exporters;
multipurpose support to traditional fishermen (e.g., infrastructure for processing); and improving the
surveillance of fishing activities in Senegalese waters. The first project concluded in 1999 and eventually
resulted in Senegal (and Senegalese firms) being certified for its exports to the EU. Firms and standards
bodies have made the required investments in equipment and capacity, and operators are confident these
results will be sustained.

56. Canada/CIDA is funding a study by the International Trade Centre (Geneva) that is designed to
help Senegal develop a national trade strategy (Interactive Trademap for Senegal’s exports). The objective
is “to enhance the capacity of the Trade Ministry and the Senegal business community to undertake
strategic market research for export development.” Based on studies prepared by the GRCC and interviews
with the business sector, a detailed analysis of international demand patterns for 6 selected “clusters’ will
be made. The choice of strategic clusters will then be submitted to private and public operators by the end
of 2000.

57. USAID activities focus mostly on private sector development, decentralisation/governance, and
health and education. USAID does not support specific trade capacity development activities in Senegal .
Its private sector programme aims to:

« improvethelegal, regulatory, and policy environment;
e improve accessto financial services; and

e increase the use of best technica and manageria practices (including strengthening
professional organisations).

58. The foundation for these activities is the comprehensive “investors' roadmap” study (see FIAS,
1999), which USAID commissioned in collaboration with the World Bank, and which analyses in great
detail the administrative obstacles to investment in Senegal, including a section on international trade
procedures. Recent projects targeting the private sector and touching upon trade issues include training of
some 200 justices in the context of the OHADA treaty; trade missions from/to the United States; financial
assistance and training for the Trade Point; and two seminars by US consultants to prepare the WTO
Seattle meeting.

59. UNDP and UNIDO do not have trade capacity development projects at the national level.
Capacity-building activities are undertaken at the regiona level (including support for the network of
national Trade Points). The activities of the Senegal bureau in support of private firms “stop at the gate of
the factory.” Staff were sceptical that atrade development strategy aiming to integrate Senegal in the world
economy would be the best way to foster growth and reduce poverty.

60. Germany/GTZ activitiesin Senegal do not have a substantial trade or private sector component
and instead focus on natural resources, health, decentralisation, etc. Nevertheless, GTZ may occasionaly
extend a small subsidy to a German private firm “with a development project” in the country.21 The

2 For instance, a German firm dealing in ‘bio’ products and buying cotton from farmer cooperatives in the province of

Linguére benefited from a DM 100,000 subsidy.
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managing staff considered trying to combine the interests of such firms and development objectives, but
did not know about similar past experiences.

B. Assessment of Donor Performance

61. Over the last years, there have been a few trade development (or related) projects in Senegal, but
they are sometimes difficult to trace, because ingtitutional memory is often weak within donor agencies
(and only one evaluation report is typically available for review) and trade capacity development is not a
recognised category of assistance, by contrast with support for private sector/SME development or the
health or education sectors.

Donor Bias

62. A case has been observed in which a US-funded training package for policy makers and private
sector actorsin the run up to the Seattle WTO Ministerial strongly emphasised issues that were negotiating
priorities for the donor country (e.g., the need to do away with agricultural subsidies) while overlooking
issues on which the interests of Senegal may well conflict with that of the United States (e.g., intellectual
property rights). Other forms of bias are more subtle. European donors (EC and France), for example, have
emphasised support for Senegalese fish exports, which do not pose a threat to EU products, to meet EU
requirements, but have not put the same emphasis on tackling the challenges of pesticide notifications for
Senegalese exporters of fruits and vegetables, some of which compete more directly with EU products.
Thisis not to suggest that there is a deliberate effort to discriminate against one sector, but incentives are
naturally higher for these donors to support Senega’s fish exports than they are to support fruit and
vegetable exports.

63. Some officias in recipient administrations think it is inevitable that there will be some bias in
donor assistance for trade capacity development, as in the case of information and training supplied in
preparation for the Seattle meeting. The solution, according to these officials, is both to diversify and to
confront sources of information and assistance. Preparations for Seattle revealed that domestic stakeholders
themselves have conflicting interests regarding trade. For example, with respect to agriculture subsidies,
some Senegalese farmers themselves could not do without them, and they bring the prices of some food
imports down. By contrast, other producers may be penalised in terms of unfair competition on EU
markets.

64. At the end of the day, in the view of these officials, donors belong to the “trade policy process’ in
Senegal; they are one of the parties that contributes to shaping Senegal’s trade policy, and like any
stakeholder, they have their own interests to defend. As the trade policy process gradually matures,
becoming more transparent and bringing in more actors (e.g., the private sector), and as long as no single
donor isin a position to shape the country’s trade policy, the government should be able to make its own
decisions.

65. Others are more pessimistic and believe multilateral institutions like the WTO, UNDP, and the
World Bank are better placed to support trade policy formulation and implementation than bilaterals, due
to their “neutrality.” According to this view, it is not legitimate that bilateral donors, who are aso trade
partners, should be shaping the country’s trade policy, adding interference through aid to commercia
superiority.
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Donor Co-ordination

66. Donor projects aimed at the private sector on the whole have tended to be supply-driven and
dispersed, although donors do communicate with one another, and some cases of co-ordination can
observed.

Box 3
A caseof “Bottom-Up” Donor Coordination

The EC's Senega antenna for the Brussels-based CDI (Centre de Développement Industriel) is fully
integrated in the IDA-sponsored FSP (Fondation pour le Secteur Privé). They share procedures, forms,
data, clients, and channel recipient firms to either of the funds. The framework agreement signed
between the two institutions in December 1998 followed an earlier initiative by loca managers to
merge.

67. At the time of the study, there were 19 co-ordination committees among donors in Senegal. None
of them focused specifically on international trade. The informal group on the private sector was co-
ordinated by the United States and involved private sector representatives. An informal group of
economists from donor agencies would meet on an ad hoc basis to discuss macro-economic issues. While a
useful dialogue seems to have devel oped through these mechanisms, it seems to have generated little actual
co-ordination at the recipients’ end. Indeed, the successful cases of co-ordination that were observed in the
area of private sector development, were among project managers themselves, rather than among donor
agencies.

e The IDA-sponsored FSP links up with several ingtitutions sponsored by the Swiss
government (SOFI), UNCTAD (Empretec), the EU (CDI, see box 3), aswell asthe PPEA.

e Thethreat of the EU’s new regulation on pesticide levels was first spotted by the EU-based
COLEACP (ajoint ACP-EU institution), and both the PPEA (World Bank) and the technical
assistance unit in the French Ministry of Agriculture subsequently helped in disseminating
information and raising awareness among professionals and civil servants, and in setting up a
committee to monitor the issue.

68. By contrast, less actual co-ordination was observed at the level of policy formulation and
negotiations. For instance, donor activities supporting the preparation for the Seattle meeting were led
separately by USAID, the French, the FAO, and the Islamic Development Bank.

Efficiency in Disseminating | nformation

69. Information on trade issues may be abundant, but actual access remains limited due to improper
dissemination. In the absence of widespread access to the internet, hard copies remain the main vehicle for
dissemination. But hard copies often circulate to the wrong persons or in inadequate numbers (and
phaotocopying can be a problem). Position papers sent by the WTO have been seen used to wrap peanuts
sold outside a ministry. As part of the preparation for multilateral negotiations, a substantia and
comprehensive set of FAO documents, aimed at farmer organisations, had been made available to various
actors, but efficient dissemination requires regular contact and involvement in the various consultation and
didogue fora, such as the inter-ministerial committee on trade. This dissemination role among
governmental and non-governmental actors was actually played by the French technical assistant posted in
the Unité de Politique Agricole of the Ministry of Agriculture.
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70. Similarly, the difficulty encountered by IDRC projectsis to bring the results of research based on
CGE modelling to the level of policy-making. There, the focus on strengthening research capacity leaves a
gap: understanding the trade policy process in Senegal, identifying the “points of entry” for independent
analysis, and designing adequate, user-friendly dissemination formats (publications, meetings, €fc.) is
relatively uncharted territory.

Interface with Private Exporters

71. A seminal difficulty lies with the fact that few, if any, donors have a track record of working
successfully with the private sector. In particular, the capacity of private operators to articulate their needs
or deal with aid mechanisms should not be overestimated. The procedures that must be followed to request
and receive assistance scare some potential beneficiaries away. But donor agencies want to make sure
funds are used properly. One solution may lie in reducing the scope of application procedures at the level
of the project by gradually transferring financial responsibility to the project itself on a commercial basis,
with ex post auditing replacing ex ante controls by the donor agency.

72. Useful lessons may aso be drawn from the World Bank-sponsored PPEA. Although this project
has merely entered the first year of its four-year pilot phase, and thus does not allow for definitive
observations, some points emerge from interviews of beneficiaries and observers:

» Although under supervision of the Ministry of Agriculture, the autonomy of the management,
both during the initial phase of recruitment and during the operational phase, seems to foster
competence and |eadership.

e Co-management ensures ownership: Professiona organisations make up half of the board (at
par with government) and sit in the committee that selects projects (together with the project
management).

e The sectora focus seems a major strength: All staff are specidists on specific horticultural
products, covering technical and commercia aspects along the whole production chain. This
includes a good command of markets, the way they are operated, and by whom. They are
thus able to tackle comprehensively the prablems that confront exporters, to communicate
effectively with them, and to build trust.

Impact and Ownership

73. Public sector. As in other aid sectors, TCD aid can have a disruptive impact on ingtitutions
simply by injecting funds in a context of scarce resources. Some projects are perceived by officials to be
siphoning off some of their most competent staff into semi-autonomous structures. By contrast, however,
other projects are “keeping ministries afloat,” but indirectly create a two-track system within the
administration (e.g., the Unité de Politique Economique, the ACBF-sponsored unit posted in the Ministry
of Finance, which pays local technical assistants better than civil servants) or may increase capacity
temporarily with a chance that it may not be sustained in the longer run (e.g., the Unité de Politique
Agricolein the Ministry of Agriculture, supported by French technical assistance).

74. Private sector. Private operators largely believe that most TCD projects take little account of
their real needs and capacities. For projects like the FSP, there was some consultation, and business people
had an opportunity to voice their demands and concerns early on, but most feel the decisions eventually
made took little, if any, account of their contributions. As aresult, exporters complain that the trade-related
assistance they have received merely tackles “peripheral” issues, without offering much help with their
main problem, which is to produce goods, rather than to sell them. Ingtitutions such as FSP, CDI, and
EBAS indeed provide mostly consultancy services for market development (e.g., feasibility studies, market
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studies) and co-financing for such services, but factor costs and limited access to credit are exporters’ main
preoccupations. Very broadly, the picture is thus one of TCD donors “not listening enough” to their “aid
clients,” on the one hand, and recipients focused on non-trade issues, on the other hand.

75. Thisraises two issues. First, early and genuine consultation with beneficiaries is essential, but it
will not be sufficient if, after asking for their clients' opinions, donors then deliver nothing more than
“what they have in store” in the form of consultants or technical assistance, rather than use their resources
to help recipients find appropriate answers to expressed needs.

76. Second, as for expressed needs, a case can indeed be made that donors should not devote
resources to TCD initiatives when needs are obviously concentrated around major supply-side constraints.
But thisis arguably not the case in Senegal. So why do exporters consider TCD of secondary importance?
The answer is that they may well overlook specifically trade-related challenges because they are not aware
of them (e.g., chalenges related to the notification of standards in the WTO, opportunities to use anti-
dumping and trade remedy measures, the implications of the various post-Lomé scenarios, etc.).

77. Getting potential beneficiaries to express their needs may require more than simply asking the
opinion of individual entrepreneurs (or indeed, of civil servants). A process-oriented approach through
capacity-building activities at the sectora level, or with established professional groupings, cannot only
have a direct positive impact on capacity, but also contribute to the identification of further needs and the
formulation of new requests by recipients. Such activities, although €ligible for support by institutions like
FSP, EBAS, and others, till account for a tiny portion of the projects those ingtitutions fund. The
ingtitutions themselves need to facilitate and encourage the demand for their services.

Promoating Trade and Alleviating Poverty

78. Trying to address both trade devel opment and poverty alleviation at the same time within asingle
project can be tricky: attempts to introduce a pro-poor bias in a trade promotion project aimed at private
exporters have failed. In the case of one EU-sponsored horticulture project in Senegal (support to SEPAS),
financial support had been provided to big and small producers under the condition that they would join
together in a single professional organisation, so that the small would not be left out. But many of the
smaller producers failed to comply with quality requirements, which negatively affected the quality of
products and the image of the whole sector, and eventually depressed prices for all.?> On the whole, poor
people were not negatively affected, but the project did not improve their prospects as much as it might
have had it been more focused on the stronger producers.

79. By contrast, although the original aim cannot be said to have primarily been poverty alleviation,
support by the French and the EU for the modernisation of the fish exporting sector has indirectly
contributed to at least preserving, and probably eventually enhancing, employment among traditional
fishermen who supply the processing industry.

80. These examples do not allow for easy generalisations about the impact of TCD on poverty. They
merely illustrate that good (or bad, or neutral) export performance in a labour intensive sector is good (or
bad, or neutral) for the poor. In general, the potential positive and negative impacts of a TCD project on the
poor should be identified and monitored right from its inception. But it would be a mistake to assess the
effectiveness of TCD projects based solely on their short-term impact on poverty.

22 See Stinglhamber, 1996.
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V. Lessons and Recommendations

The Need for a Comprehensive Approach, and a Genuine Trade Strategy

81. The main constraints facing exporters are not directly trade-related. Support by donors for
structural adjustment, private sector development, and public/private partnerships is important and al
should tackle their respective trade dimensions.

82. Turning to TCD activities themselves, a first step is to ensure that trade is genuinely on the
government’s agenda. In the absence of atrade strategy that clearly articulates national interests within the
framework of a comprehensive development strategy, there is arisk that donors' TCD activities will shape
the trade priorities of the recipient country, with emphasis placed on areas in which donor assistance is
available. Thisis particularly the case for the Senegalese government, for whom trade was never redly a
priority, and whose trade and related policies were designed reactively (e.g., in response to the Lomé
Convention). This is also the case for TCD on the private sector side, where compliance with SPS and
other safety and quality requirements may be consistent with the priorities of major donors and trade
partners. While compliance with these requirements may also serve the trade development needs of the
recipient country, there may be other needs that are just as important, but for which the donor will have
fewer incentives to propose assistance (e.g., the need to contribute to discussions on notifications of
pesticide levels at the WTO). It us up to the government, businesses, and non-governmental organisations
to identify these other needs, and to seek assistance for addressing them.

Trade and Development: The Case Still Needs to be Made

83. A fundamental question for trade capacity development is whether, and how, African countries
can industrialise, and whether and how industrial growth can foster development and reduce poverty.
These issues are still extensively debated, even within donor agencies. Mainstreaming trade development
as an element of Senegal’s global growth and development strategy requires that the case for the
connection between trade, development, and poverty reduction be made more clearly by the government
itself, but also by and within the donor community. This will require further clarification by the research
community of the causal links between trade, development, and poverty reduction, and/or empirica
evidence that trade can foster growth and job creation. A success story in non-traditional exports, say in
fruits and vegetables, which could benefit under-developed regions (e.g., the fertile northern areas by the
river Senegal) would probably be the best advocate.

Public/Private Dialogue: The Need for a Long-Term, Comprehensive, Process-Oriented Approach

84. Strengthening the capacity of public and private stakeholders to engage in a dialogue on trade
policy cannot be done solely for the sake of promoting such a dialogue. Senegalese private firms need
strong professional organisations to provide services to their members and defend their interests, just as
workers need unions and consumers need associations to watch over their interests. Strengthening the
capacity of these organisations to engage in a dialogue on trade, and supporting the development of
mechanisms for ingtitutional dialogue, can be only one aspect of a general effort by donors to promote
partnerships at the domestic level on development policy issues. Donor support must be granted to
legitimate and representative bodies stemming from initiatives taken by stakeholders themselves.
Otherwise, there is a risk of creating “market” for organisations and associations seeking ODA funds as
rents.
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85. This is a lengthy process that goes beyond narrowly-defined trade capacity development
activities. The approach should be to make sure that trade issues are included on the agenda of donors
activities supporting the building of partnerships between the government and private sector or civil
society bodies. A prerequisite for donor activities in these areas is the readiness of the government to
engage in a genuine policy dialogue with stakeholders, in a democratic setting, which is the case in
Senegal .

Devel opment Objectives vs. Trade Interests

86. At the productive sector level. When addressing the issue of “tied” TCD at the level of the
productive sector, a distinction needs to be made between subsidies to individual partnership projects
between “South” and “North” firms, on the one hand, and bigger projects at the sectoral, national, or
regiona level, on the other. The former may have very positive impacts at the level of individual firms, but
evidence suggests that the overall impact on the economy remains very limited and most benefits are
captured by the donor country through technical assistance and equipment supply (e.g., the French “clause
d’origine,” or purchasing requirements in German or Dutch projects).?

87. Asfor the latter, comprehensive policies based on a“complementarity of interests,” such asthose
implemented in the context of ACP-EU agreements, can to some extent be considered a mixed blessing.
Through a mix of tariff preferences, technical and financia assistance, and restrictions on market access
(NTBs), donors may tend to effectively exercise amost full control over the marketing process of a certain
product -- as illustrated by the case of EU and French policies vis-a-vis fisheries. Assistance in this context
is amed primarily at ensuring that producers can supply the EU market with competitive and safe
products, and in the case of Senegal fisheries, can rightly be considered a success.

88. But such assistance cannot explicitly aim to strengthen the bargaining power of exporters or help
them diversify their markets away from the EU. To put it Smply: isit a good thing that Europeans actively
supported the restructuring of the fisheries in Senegal? Yes, certainly. Did it help Senegalese exporters
diversify away from European markets and increase their bargaining power? Not really. Strengthening the
capacity to comply with technical requirements and quality standards is key to improving competitiveness,
but improving the capacity to monitor the design and implementation of such requirements --at the
multilateral level, but aso in bilateral fora such as the ACP-EU co-operation framework -- is aso
necessary. The case of Senegal shows that, in the absence of strong leadership and vision on trade by the
government and exporters, donors tend to put stronger emphasis on the former than on the latter.

89. At the policy level. A related issue, at the level of capacity-building for trade policy formulation,
is how far bilateral donors can support trade policy making without shaping the trade policy of the
recipient country. The thin line between support and interference is easily crossed. Donors are tempted to
“positively discriminate” in favour of trade-related assistance which they see as generating benefits for
their own economies or firms (e.g. implementation of commitments under TRIPS, or compliance with their
own NTBs). In addition, a donor’s support for the enhancement of the negotiating capacity of a recipient
country (say, in the WTO) may alter the country’s negotiating goals and incentives, as the donor is dso a
trade partner sitting at the negotiating table.

90. Can donor hias in TCD be monitored or reduced? Different types of “precautions’ could be
envisaged to limit the potentially harmful biases mentioned above:

2z It could useful to review the legitimacy of earmarking funds allocated to these schemes as ODA.
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91. Mutually agreed donor guidelines on confidentiality of technical support, on technical assistance
content “ceilings,” and on rules for the use of ODA funds in partnership and other TCD projects in which
“mutual interests’ are pursued could reduce bias problems.

e Multilaterals may well be better-equipped than bilaterals (including the EC) to provide direct
assistance in trade policy formulation and negotiation. The more multilaterals are able to help
devel oping countries express their TCD needs, and the more they are able to respond to them,
the less developing countries will need to depend on bilaterals for the formulation of their
trade policy.

* More importantly, though, bilaterals TCD aid (maybe even less than in other aid sectors)
should not be based the assumption that donors know what the needs of the recipient country
are, or what its interests should be. TCD ad should aim primarily at strengthening the
capacity of the various parties to identify these needs and interests, so that they can play
effective roles in the “trade policy process.” To put it simply: it may be more useful to help,
say, several private sector associations that have an interest in WTO issues to set up a
permanent mechanism for surveillance and analysis of those issues than to post a technical
assistant for two years in the country to directly provide such surveillance and analysis. By
contrast with direct assistance to trade policy formulation, this is an area where bilaterals may
well be better-equipped than multilaterals.

Safety and Quality: What about Importsand Domestically Traded Goods?

92. What is often left out of donor activitiesis the issue of minimal safety and hygiene requirements
for imported and domestically traded goods. For instance, there is little or no regulation on semi-finished
metal products for construction. Allowing these products to be sold without adequate information about
their performance characteristics may pose serious risks for public safety. The same applies to food,
pharmaceuticals, and other products. Capacity to monitor these issues is lacking at the nationa level;
consumer associations lack representativeness, and data or research are limited.

93. Thisis an issue in public security and in competition regulation. The risk posed by a race to the
bottom in safety is that producers or importers that comply with minimum standards will be driven out of
the market. As long as national markets are protected, consequences remain within the borders. But as
regiona markets become freer (e.g., in the UEMOA free trade zone), the issue may jump borders and
could easily be abused for protectionist purposes. This may call for the definition and enforcement of basic
safety standards at the regional level, on a sectora basis.
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Appendix 1 - Senegal: Statistical Profile

Merchandise Exports (1997)

Total $US m. 393.0
% Food 16.0
% Agriculture/raw mat. 9.0
% Fuels 15.0
% Ores & Metals 11.0
% Manufactures 50.0

Service Exports (1997)

Total $US m. 556.0
% Transport 10.1
% Travel 30.2
% Communications 59.3

% Insurance & Financial 0.4

* data refer to Africa

Senegal Sub-Saharan Africa Year
Poverty & Social Data
¢ Population (m.) 9.0 - 1998
e Life expectancy (years) 52.0 51 1998
*  Adultilliteracy (%) 67.0 42 1998
e HDI value 426.0 463 1997
* 9% Below national poverty line 33.0 - 1998
Key Economic Data
* GNP ($US bn.) 4.8 - 1998
¢ Real GDP growth (%) 5.7 3.4 1998
¢ Average GDP growth (%) 24 - 1988-1998
¢ GNP per capita 530.0 480 1998
e ODA as % of GNP 10.1 4.4 1997/98
e Public & private debt ($US bn.) 3.4 - 1998
*  Net private capital flows ($US m.) 44.0 - 1997
Trade-Related Data
*  Exports ($US m.) 535.8 - 1998
*  Export growth (%) 5.2 - 1998
e Average export growth (%) 2.0 - 1988-1998
¢ Goods trade as % GDP (PPP) 10.5 17.8 1997
e Current account balance ($US m.) -58.0 - 1997

¢ WTO member since 1995; GATT member since 1963

Major Export Markets (1997) % of total

India 25.6
Mali 9.4
France 8.4
Cote d'lvoire 4.6
Benin 4.1

Major Export Products (1997) $US m.
Fish and Fish Products  30.7

Chemicals 12.3
Groundnuts and products 5.4
Phosphates 3.4

1 Sources. World Bank, World Development Indicators, 1999; World Bank, Country Profile; IMF, World Economic Outlook, 1999; IMF,
Direction of Trade Statistics Quarterly, September 1999. DAC Journal Development Co-operation 1999 Report; UNDP, Human Development
Report, 1999; Economist Intelligence Unit 4th Quarter Country Report, 1999.
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Appendix 2 - The CFA Franc

The CFA zone formally comprises two monetary zones, each with its own currency and Central Bank. Senegal is home to
the Central Bank of the West African Economic and Monetary Union (UEMOA). The two CFA francs are pegged to the
French franc (FF), and the two CFA zones have a specia budgetary (not monetary) arrangement with French authorities:

- theexchangerates of both CFA francs are fixed against the FF;

- the full convertibility of both CFA francs into French francs is guaranteed by the French Treasury (which has a
specific budget line);

- thetwo Central Banks are statutorily required to deposit 65 per cent of their foreign exchange reserves in the French
Treasury, each through their own "compte d’ opération”. When the net position of one of the two accounts isin debit, the
French Treasury covers the deficit; when it is in credit, the two Central Banks contribute to the accumulation of foreign
exchange in the franc zone.

- the French Treasury has membership on the boards of the two Centra Banks, and therefore participates in the
formulation of the monetary policy in the two monetary unions.

The arrangement has provided stability of exchange rates and prices, but rigidity and overvaluation of the CFA franc
contributed in the 1980s to fiscal imbalances and impeded structural changes needed by economies in the CFA zones.
Eventually, the parity changed in 1994 (from 50 to 100 CFA francs per FF for West and Central African CFA countries).
The advantages of asingle currency are less than in, say, the EC, due to low levels of intra-regional trade.

The debate continues as to the relative merits of the current system. Proponents of its continuation argue that (i) the
current move towards customs unions would allow these economies to better reap the benefits of the monetary union, and
(if) maintaining the link would ensure the support of European institutions and the IFls in conducting multilateral
surveillance of national economic policies (a key feature of the two regional monetary arrangements). Critics — mostly in
the private sector -- stress the continuing rigidity that the peg imposes on the CFA economies.

On July 1, 1998, after some intra-European debate, the EC decided that the fixed parity would be maitained after the
introduction of the Euro. France will have to keep the EU authorities informed of implementation and changes in parity. Any
change in the nature or scope of the arrangements would require approva by the European Council, after consultation with the
EC and the European Central Bank.

The French Franc zone

English acronym: CAEMA (Central African Economic and Monetary Area)

Countries Currency Central Bank Fixed
exchange
rate to FF
since  Jan.
1994

CFA UEMOA' Benin Franc de la | BCEAO — Dakar 0.01
zone Burkina Faso Communauté

(Union Economique CoFe d Ivoire Financiere Africaine (Banque  Centrale

et Monétaire Ouest- | GuineaBissau des Etats  de

Africaine) Mali (CFA) I’ Afrique de I’ Ouest)

Niger

Senega

Togo

CEMAC? Cameroon Franc de la | BEAC —Yaoundé
Central African Rep. | Coopération
(Communauté Chad Financiére Africaine | (ganque des Etats de
Economique et | Rep. Of Congo I’ Afrique Centrale)
Monétaire o Afrique | Equatorial Guinea | (cpa)
Centrale) Gabon
Other Comoros Comorian franc Centrd Bank of 0.013
Comoros
Notes: English acronym: WAEMU (West African Economic and Monetary Union)
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Appendix 3 - The Feasibility of a Regional Economic partnership Agreement between the EU and UEMOA/Ghana

Results of a study Commissioned by the EC and prepared by the Centre d’Etudes et de Recherches sur le Développement
International, Université d'’Auvergne, Clermont Ferrand):

Feasibility of a REPA

The study does not provide a detailed analysis of the feasibility of a REPA. However, while assuming that UEMOA will
become a customs union on January 1, 2000 as planned, it argues that this process -- a prerequisite for a REPA -- may be
more difficult than implementing the REPA itself. The main problems are the remaining disparities in protection levels and
the budgetary costs of removing intra-regional tariffs. Tax losses would be particularly heavy for the LDCs, which trade most
with other UEMOA countries. On the whole, customs revenues make up 40 percent of UEMOA governments aggregate
revenues. Asfor Ghana, it has lower tariff levels than UEMOA countries and depends on customs revenues for 20 percent of
itstotal government revenues.

Some elements in the study suggest, but only indirectly, that UEMOA may be better suited than other ACP regions for
implementing a REPA with the EU aong the proposed timetable. In particular, unlike UDEAC -- and while keeping in mind
the difficulties mentioned above -- UEMOA has managed to build on its common currency to increase economic
cooperation. The structure of agricultural production in UEMOA countries is largely dissimilar to that of the EU -- by
contrast with many SADC countries -- which makes them less vulnerable to EU subsidised exports. Issues in the negotiations
would therefore be less sensitive than those between the EU and SADC.

Impact of a REPA

The study does not assess the impact of the non-REPA scenario (where Cote d'lvoire and Senegal would be transferred into
the GSP). For the REPA scenario, it assumed the agreement would be established between 2005-2017, with a gradual
reduction in tariffs (of about 8 per cent per year across the board, instead of back-loading the most sensitive liberaisation
steps) and the exclusion of "strategic" consumer goods. Welfare gains and losses were measured using a partial equilibrium
model, based on the assumption that UEMOA succeeds in completing its customs union by 2000. Ghana is not included in
the calculations. Substitutability between goods imported from UEMOA countries, from Europe, and from the rest of the
world is assumed to be imperfect (although the perfect substitutability assumption was tested as well). The lack of adequate
data did not allow the consultants to take account of revenue effects or the impact of change in trade palicy, but they did
control for the difference between official tariff rates and tariffs actually collected. Two aternative sets of assumptions were
therefore used: the "high hypothesis* (perfectly substitutable goods, calculations based on official tariff rates) and the "low
hypothesis® (imperfectly substitutable goods, calculations based on tariffs actually collected). The authors considered the
latter to be the most realistic. The results of the model show that:

e  Substantia trade diversion will occur, with imports from Europe displacing imports from the rest of the world and in
some cases from UEMOA countries.

e  Efficiency gains for consumers (in terms of lower prices) vary between 0.29 to 1.35 percent of GDP for each country
(0.81 to 2.52 percent under the high hypothesis). Senega benefits most because Europe aready makes up a substantial
share of itsimports.

e Fiscal losses from 2017 onwards vary between -0.20 and -0.84 percent of GDP across countries (-0.59 to -2.65 percent
under the high hypothesis). Here again, Senegal is most affected for the reasons given above. For UEMOA as a whole,
this represents an average 44 hillion FCFA per year over the transition period, 2005-2017 (129 hillion FCFA under the
high hypathesis) and 81 billion FCFA per year beyond 2017 (235 billion FCFA under the high hypothesis).

The authors warned that these results must be taken with great caution, because (i) the partial equilibrium model, in which
budgetary constraints are not taken into account, will systematically exaggerate gains and losses, (ii) some customs data are
not totally reliable; and (iii) the length of the period studied makes such results indications, and not precise measurements.
They aso stressed that, over ten years, UEMOA countries would have to radically reform the structure of their fiscal
regimes, which they have not managed in amost 20 years of structural adjustment. Finally, the study emphasised that EU
financial measures would be necessary to offset economic and social costs and to ease the budgetary pressure. Fiscal 10sses
induced by a REPA, while relatively high for UEMOA countries, would be small in absolute terms for the donor.
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Appendix 4 - List of Persons Contacted

Organisation Person M et
IDRC Luc Savard — Economiste — Administrateur de | X
Regional Office for West and Centra Africa | programmes
(WARO) Poste 2280 ou 2072
BP 11007, CD Annexe, Dakar, Senegal Lsavard@idrc.org.sn
Avenue Chelkh Anta Diop, Angle Boulevard de | Diery Seck — Directeur Exécutif 2234
I'Est, Dakar, Senegal Phone: (221) 864.0000 Die Tandian — 2222
Fax : (221) 825.3255 Documentaliste: mdrame@idrc.org.sn
E-mail: kndiaye@idrc.org.sn
Http://www.idrc.calbraco/index_e.html
International Trade Centre Jean Muller — Consultant X
Consultants internationatix
7, rue Théophrate Renaudot
45100 Orléans, France
Tel 0238635118
Fax 02 38 63 30 38
World Bank Cadman Atta Mills: 221-823-9041
3, Place de I’ Indépendance Cattamills@worldbank.org
BP 3296, Dakar Commerce — L éopold Sarr
Tel: 22182336 30 L sarr@worldbank.org
Fax: 221 823 62 77 Secteur privé — Maimouna Savané
M savane@worldbank.org
Finances — Ahmadou Moustapha Ndiaye X
Andiaye@worldbank.org
X
UNDP Mme Assitan Diarra-Thioune — National Economist | X
Immeuble Faycal, 19 rue Parchappe
BP 154, Dakar, Sénégal
Tel 839 90 50
UNIDO Jean-Frangois Van Hollebeeke — Administrateur | X
Immeuble Faycal, 19 rue Parchappe auxiliaire
BP 154, Dakar, Sénégal Hollebeke@cyg.sn
Tel 221-823 18 76
Fax 221-823 57 46
oIT
22 rue Amadou Assane Ndoye, Dakar
Tel 82359 75
Canadian Embassy Alison Welsted
Sorano Bldg — 4™ Floor
45-47 Bd de la République Jacques Laberge (poste 34 51) - Head of Aid | X
P.O.Box 3373 Program
DAKAR Jacques.|aberge@dfait.maeci.gc.ca
Tel 011 221 823-9290
Fax 011 221 823-8749/ 8961
Firstname |asthame@dfait-maeci.gc.ca
USAID Donald Clarck — Director
2 avenue Abdoulaye Fadiga Joseph Van Meter — private sector X
Imm Mbacke (prés BCEAO) Tel 82358 80
Tel 221-82366 80/ 97 53/ 61 19 Jvanmeter @usaid.gov
Fax 221-8823 29 65
Switzerland Embassy PHONE
Rue René Ndiaye

Tel 221-823 05 90
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German Embassy
20 Avenue Pasteur, Dakar
Tel 8232519/4884

GTz Mme Schultz PHONE
Tel 834 95 52-3 Tel 821 61 85
JICA Senegd Office
Immeuble SDIH, 3 Place de I'Independance,
Dakar, Senegal
Tel: 221-8216919, Fax: 221-8238538
Coopération francaise M. Cohen — Chef delaMission
Ambassade de France
1 rue Amadou Ndoye
BP 2014 DAKAR
Tel 8395321 Philippe Chartier — Conseiller régional / Economie | X
Fax 839 53 59 rurale, environnement
Tel 8395324
British Embassy Mme Natou O. Thiam, Commercia Officer X
20, rue du Dr Guillet DAKAR Tel 221-823 73 92, Mob 632 62 52
Tel 221-82399 71 Nthiam@dakar.mail.fco.gov.uk /
Fax 221-823 27 66 Comai d@telecomplus.sn
Momar Diop, Aid Projects Coordinator X
Tel 221-823 73 92 mdiop@dakar.mail.fco.gov.uk
Ambassade royale des Pays Bas Ms. Héléne Rekkers — Deuxiéme secrétaire X
37, rue du Dr Kleber DAKAR h.rekkers@dak.minbuza.nl
Tel 221-823 94 83
Fax 221-821 70 84
EC desk SENEGAL Aguirre Rafael
Bruxelles Tel 32-2-29.92.595 / Fax 32-2-29.99.835
Rafael Aguirre@cec.eu.int
EC delegation Mr Thierry De Saint-Maurice - Head of Delegation
12, avenue Albert-Sarraut lignedir. Chef dél.: (221) 23 60 64
Dakar, Sénégal Nicoletta Merlo — Principal economist X
Phone: (221) 23 13 34, 23 47 77, 23 79 75, 23 18 | M. Y oung — Economist X
83; Andre Nicolaj — Economist X
Fax: (221) 23 68 85
AFD Alain Céleste — Directeur
15, avenue Nelson Mandéa BP 475, Dakar Luc Mogenet — Directeur adjoint X
Té (221) 8231188 - 82370 18 L aetitia Habchi — Proparco X
Fax (221) 823 40 10 M. Papazian — Economie rurale X
EMAIL : afddkr@telecomplus.sn Siége: Catherine BLANCHARD (01 53 44 36 78 /
blanchard-chevallierc@afd.fr)
Centre de Recherche et d Economie Appliquée | Ablaye Dieng X
(CREA)
Av. Cheikh Anta Diop X Canal 1V, Dakar
Tel 221-824 78 61
CODESRIA
Av. Cheikh Anta Diop X Canal 1V, Dakar
Tel 82598 22-3
Ministere Economie & Finances & Plan SE Monsieur El Hadji Ibrahima SALL - Ministre | X
8, rue du Docteur Guillet délégué chargé du Plan
BP 4010 DAKAR E-mail : esall @usa.net
Té. 221-823 29 93 E-mail : ekant@metissacana.sn
Fax 221-823 70 92
Ministere Economie & Finances & Plan El Hadj Abdou Sakho — Conselller technique | X

BP 4017 DAKAR
Tel 221-823 96 99/ 823 48 45

UEMOA, TEC
Poste 1289
Elhabdou_sakho@hotmail.com
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Unité de Politique Economique
Ministere Economie & Finances & Plan
BP 21448 DAKAR

Tel 221-823 34 27

Fax 221-821 91 06
Upemefp@telecomplus.sn

Racine Kane — Macro-économiste
Racinek@hotmail.com

Ministére du Commerce, de I'Artisanat et de
I’ Industrialisation

Rue Leblanc X Emile Zola, Dakar

Tel 221-822 09 32

Fax 221-821 57 25

Habib Ndiaye — Directeur du Commerce Exterieur
Mobile 680 66 98

Magatte Ndoye

Unité de Politique Agricole

Ministére de I’ Agriculture

Rue Thiong X Amadou Assane Paye (Sandaga)
BP 44005 Dakar

Tel 221-82342 16/3578/ 77 85

Fax 221-823 75 96

Upadeux@sonatel .senet.net

Jean-René Cuzon — Conseiller technique

Mme Fall — Directrice UPA

Douanes

5 place de I’ Indépendance

BP 4033, Dakar, Sénégal

Tel: 221-822 13 79, 821 68 29
Fax: 221-823 58 79

Serge Duhamel — Conseller Technique du
Directeur Général des Douanes du Sénégal

Direction de I'Océanographie et des Péches
Maritimes (DOPM)

Guillaume Chenut — Vétérinaire inspecteur /
assistant technique

BP 9085, Dakar Mobile 639 49 62
Tel/fax 221-823 51 59 Chenut@metissacana.sn
Trade Point Senegal Semb Aminata Sall — Directrice

Km 2,5 Bd du Centenaire de la Commune de Dakar
BP 21.874 Dakar-Ponty

Tel 221 839 7373/ 824 39 40

Fax 2218233272

http://www.tpsnet.org

Abdoulaye Ndiaye — Chef de Dpt Finance
(mobile 637 65 66, andiaye@tpsnet.org)

Celule d Appui al’ Environnement de |’ Entreprise
BP 3803 DAKAR

Tel 221-822 35 55 — 822 35 60

Fax: 221-822 35 62

E-mail: caee@primature.sn

Mademba Ndiaye

Groupe de Réflexion pour la Compétitivité et la
Croissance

Immeuble Elektrall 2eme étage

11, rue Maan — Dakar

Tel 822 09 68

Fax 822 10 37

Sgrcc@telecomplus.sn

Hamath Sall - Secrétaire généra

M. Diagne — Président

Projet de Promotion des Exportations Agricoles
(PPEA)

Tel (221) 825 69 60

Fax (221) 825 49 50

Villan® 4303 Sicap Amitié |l

BP 22579 Dakar

E-mail: ppea@sonatel .senet.net

Abdoulaye Seck — Project Manager

Frédérick Pailliére — Foreign Market Expert (637
23 64)

Mamadou Mbengue - Foreign Market Expert

Nicolas Venn — Professional Organi sations Expert
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Fondation Secteur Privé

11, rue Maan Imm. Electra ler étage
BP 345, Dakar

Tel 221-821 00 00

Fax 221-821 00 06

Fsprive@sonatel .sn

Chimére Diop — Directeur général

Magaye Ndiaye — Chef de Projet / Chef de la
CelluleCDI SE

ONAPES

Organisation Nationde  des  Producteurs
Exportateurs de Fruits et Legumes du Sénégal

106, av. André Peytavin

BP 22968 DAKAR

Tel: 221-822 78 53/ 54

Fax 221-822 78 55

E-mail: onapes@metissacana.sn

Cheikh Ngane — Président

M. Sarr — Secrétaire généra

Sénégalaise d exportation de produits agricoles et
de services (SEPAS)

5 Place de I’ Indépendance

Imm. Cap Vert — 9eme étage

BP2082, Dakar

Tel 221-823 63 67

SepasA5@hotmail.com

Mamadou Ngom — Président
Mobile: 638 77 93

Projet d' Appui Institutionnel au Conseil Nationa
Interprofessionnel de I’ Arachide (PAI / CNIA)

14, rue Félix Faure

Tel 221-821 0353/ 66

Fax 221-823 1524

Pacnia@sentoo.sn

Sidi Mohamed Gaye — Directeur de projet

Ernst & Y oung International
22 rue Ramez Bourgi

BP 545 Dakar

Tel 221-849 22 22

Fax 221-823 80 32
Ey@telecomplus.sn

Mor Fall — Directeur de mission

SOSETRA

Rocade Fann Bel-Air
BP 2666 Dakar

Tel 221-832 03 90
Fax 221-832 17 86

Ibrahima Ndiaye — Directeur administratif et
financier

Mamadou Moustapha Fall — Purchasing Manager
Mobile: 639 62 91

Amerger Casamance
Bel Air, BP 3348, Dakar
Tel 221-832 97 81-3
Fax 221-823 01 16
amerger@ns.arc.sn

Fatou Niang — Attachée commerciae

Confédération Nationale des Employeurs du
Sénégal

41, Rue El-Hadji Amadou Assane Ndoye

B.P.3619, DAKAR, Senegal

Tel.: (221)-821.76.62/821.54.54

Fax: (221)-822.96.58

M. Mansour Cama, Président -
E-mail: camburse@telecomplus.sn

SPIDS

Avenue Fadigax rue de Thann (Gibraltar)

BP 593 Td. : (221) 23 43 24/ 23 43 73 Fax: (221)
220884

Philippe BARRY — Secrétaire général
philbar @tel ecomplus.sn

Mor Tala KANE — Secrétaire permanent
Secrétariat: Centre DEFIS, Avenue FADIGA, tout

spids@syfed.refer.sn présdu

Novotel Dakar et delaBCEAO siege.
REAO Mabousso Thiam
CloACE Thiamace@telecom-plus.sn

Rue3x JCanal 4 PtE
BP 15642, Dakar Senega
Tel: 221 825 5743

Fax: 221 825 57 41
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DCD(2000)10/ANN3

Informati que Documentaire et Edition Electronique
32 rue Lulu, Sicap Fann-Hock Dakar
Tel 8235380

Email: idee@sentoo.sn
http://www1.telecomplus.sn/idee (test test)

Maymouna Diop — Directrice
Mobile: 682 01 43

@mi Solutions
BP 622 Dakar RP
Tel/fax 221-823 98 56

Aminata Niane — spécialiste secteur priveé
Mobile 684 06 20
Aminataniane@hotmail.com




