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Policy note: Indicative financial cost of expanding shock-

responsive safety nets in Senegal 
Disaster Risk Financing and Insurance Program, World Bank Group 

June 2018 

Introduction 

This policy note is part of a set of documents supporting the development of a national adaptive 

social protection system in Senegal. The World Bank is supporting the government of Senegal and 

specifically the Délégation Générale à la Protection Sociale et à la Solidarité Nationale (DGPSN) 

through a multidonor trust fund to develop a national adaptive social protection system. 

A national social protection system integrating tools such as social safety nets reactive to shocks is 

likely to provide more cost-effective and faster responses to shocks. Such a system (see Figure 1) is 

based on pre-established tools:  

(A) an early warning system with intervention thresholds 

(B) a response plan, including: 

a. a predefined trigger mechanism 

b. targeting mechanisms for identifying intervention areas and recipients 

c. response modalities and mechanisms adapted to the context 

(C) pre-set appropriate funding mechanisms 

This note provides a starting point for the establishment of an appropriate funding mechanism by 

estimating the cost of a food insecurity response in Senegal.  

Figure 1: A reactive system 

 
Source: World Bank 
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Background 

Episodes of food insecurity in Senegal, as in the rest of the Sahel region, have become more frequent 

in recent decades1. Crises are often caused by production declines, frequently triggered by 

unfavorable agricultural conditions such as irregularity of rainfall and drought. Most of the Senegalese 

poor continue to live in rural areas, deriving their livelihoods mainly from rain-fed agriculture and 

livestock, and are highly vulnerable to such external shocks. Specifically, the rural population 

vulnerable to shocks is estimated to have been 5.9 million in 2010 in Senegal, and is projected to reach 

10.4 million in 20302. 

The government of Senegal provides targeted assistance in response to food insecurity almost 

every year through the Plan National de Riposte (PNR), also newly named the Plan d’Urgence en 

Sécurité Alimentaire (PUSA), and coordinated by the Serétariat Exécutif du Conseil Nationale à la 

Sécurité Alimentaire (SECNSA). The PNR provides various forms of assistance to food insecure 

households, including food, livestock and nutrition assistance. In 2017 the PNR’s food assistance 

component aimed to support 341,929 food insecure people in 6 departments. The assessment of 

food insecurity was based on the projections of the Cadre Harmonisé Analysis in March 2017. 

In 2017, the PNR tested a new approach based on adaptive social protection tools: a targeting 

methodology based on the Registre National Unique (RNU)3, food assistance by mobile money 

cash transfer, and the existing social protection field worker network for implementation. The 

project—Projet Pilote de Filets sociaux réactifs aux chocs en réponse à l’insécurité alimentaire 

(“Pilot” hereafter)—was implemented in Malem Hoddar and Goudiry departments during the lean 

season of 2017. The other four departments receiving food assistance in 2017 continued to do so 

through the existing PNR mechanisms. The United Nations World Food Programme covered the 

needs in Matam through vouchers, while the government covered Kanel, Tambacounda and Bambey 

with rice distributions. 

The new approach taken by the Pilot led to substantial benefits over the existing PNR 

mechanisms. According to an external evaluation of the Pilot4: 

• Beneficiaries strongly prefer money to food. Specifically, surveys indicate that more than 

80% of Pilot beneficiaries interviewed prefer to receive money rather than food, food 

vouchers, or some combination of money and food.  Among the interviewed beneficiaries, 

98% highlight the positive impact of the transfer on their food consumption situation (84% 

increased the diversity and quantity of their meal rations). In addition, 99% of the 

interviewed beneficiaries mention spending at least some of the money received on food 

items, with expenditure on food items comprising 35% of the money received, on average. 

                                                           
1 DAI Europe Ltd. 2015. Sénégal, Sécurité Alimentaire et Protection Sociale: Rapport de mission (Draft). L’Union 
Européenne. Contrat no. EuropeAid/135189/DH/SER/Multi. 
2 Carlo Del Ninno, Sarah Coll-Black, Pierre Fallavier. 2016. Social Protection Programs for Africa’s Drylands. 

World Bank Studies. Washington, DC. 
3 The Registre National Unique is a database of the poorest households in Senegal (450,000 households 
country-wide at the time of the Pilot). 
4 Cabinet Sen Ingénierie Consult. 2018. Evaluation du Projet Pilote de Filets sociaux réactifs aux chocs en 
réponse à l’insécurité alimentaire: Rapport final. 
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The rest was spent on non-food items including debt repayment, healthcare, and tuition 

fees. This implies that the flexibility of cash relative to rice is highly valuable. 

• Communities appreciate the targeting mechanism based on the RNU. Beneficiaries and 

non-beneficiaries interviewed were satisfied with the tasks performed by the targeting 

committee and the social workers. 

• Mobile money was delivered by the Pilot more quickly than food was delivered by the 

existing PNR mechanisms. Both targeting and assistance delivery mechanisms enabled this 

faster response. Pilot payments were completed by September 2017, while the distribution 

of food was still ongoing during December 2017. Early response to crisis is crucial. A USAID 

study estimated that benefits of between $2.30 and $3.30 are obtained for each dollar spent 

on early humanitarian response along with investment in safety nets and resilience 

measures5. 

• Administrative costs seem lower when mobile money is distributed instead of rice, which 

entails transport costs. However, a direct comparison is not possible, as there is currently no 

system in place to measure the implementation costs of the PNR. PNR documents present 

aggregate costs, and do not identify the costs incurred by governmental actors alone6. 

A national social protection system that reacts to shocks efficiently requires a funding mechanism 

to be set up in advance. Without such a mechanism, funding delays are inevitable, leading to 

delayed action. 

To set up a funding mechanism in advance, estimates of the potential cost of a response are 

needed. As mentioned above, information regarding the cost of the PNR to the government is not 

available. However, cost information for the Pilot is available.  

Therefore, this policy note explores the potential financial cost of an emergency response to food 

insecurity during the lean season based on the methodology used by the Pilot. We present 

indicative estimates of what the cost would have been in each year from 2014 to 2017 had the Pilot 

methodology been active nationwide. The estimates are based on data used during the Cadre 

Harmonisé sessions in March, estimating the food security situation in each department for the 

following lean season (June-July-August). Our indicative cost estimates rely on multiple assumptions, 

including which departments would have received assistance, how many people would have been 

assisted in each department selected, how much the beneficiaries would have received, and 

administrative costs7.  

Furthermore, the question of how to allocate assistance between departments has recently arisen, 

and is a crucial consideration in the context of limited resources. The solution eventually adopted 

should reconcile as much as possible the technical and political considerations. In 2016 and 

previously, the PNR aimed to assist people deemed to be in Cadre Harmonisé (CH) Phase 3 or above8 

in each department, regardless of the CH Phase of their overall department. The intervention scale 

was based on the results of the Cadre Harmonisé and the available funds. In 2017, due to lower 

                                                           
5 USAID. 2018. Economics of Resilience to Drought in Ethiopia, Kenya and Somalia. 
6 See Annex D for a more detailed description of these information deficiencies. 
7 The assumptions are outlined alongside the results, and described in more detail in the annexes to this note. 
8 This uses the Integrated Phase Classification (IPC) system, with categories ranging from 1 (minimal food 
insecurity) to 5 (famine). 
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funding availability, the Senegalese government made the decision to assist only those people in CH 

Phase 3 or above who are situated in a department that is itself classified as CH Phase 3 or above.   

The note explores ways of allocating assistance by estimating the historic costs of three different 

allocation schemes. The first is the allocation scheme used in 2016 and previously, and the second is 

that used in 2017, as explained in the previous paragraph. The third is the use of a “threshold 

system” to select departments for assistance. Under such a system, the portion of food insecure 

people assisted in a department will depend on the percentage of its population that is food 

insecure, i.e. in CH Phase 3 or above. The threshold system settings used in this note are explained 

briefly in the next section, and described in more detail in Annex C. The threshold system can be 

adjusted to suit the Senegalese government’s preferences, to achieve the best balance between 

assistance levels and cost.  

We hope this note will serve as the starting point for discussion with the government of Senegal, 

with the ultimate goal of developing a financial strategy for the food insecurity response. Good 

financial planning before shocks occur represents a saving opportunity. An effective financial 

strategy ensures funding availability and fast mobilization for a more efficient response. 

Indicative cost estimates 

Section summary: The estimated costs of extending the Pilot nationwide are summarized in   
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Table 1 and Figure 2. There is insufficient information on the PNR expenditures to compare PNR 

costs to the Pilot costs6, so this is not done. The cost is shown for the three allocation schemes 

mentioned above—the one used in 2016 and earlier (Scheme 1), the one used in 2017 (Scheme 2), 

and the threshold system (Scheme 3; explained below). The number of beneficiaries and total costs 

are both highest for Scheme 1 and lowest for Scheme 2, with Scheme 3 in between. Under Schemes 

2 and 3, the geographic distribution of food insecurity affects costs. That is, if food insecurity is 

concentrated in fewer departments, Schemes 2 and 3 will assist more people. 
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Table 1 and Figure 2 present the estimated cost of the food insecurity response in Senegal had the 

Pilot been active nationwide in 2014–17, under both departmental allocation schemes. The results 

are obtained by applying the relevant departmental allocation scheme to the food insecurity 

experience of Senegal in each year according to the data used for the Cadre Harmonisé March 

session report provided by the SECNSA. This gives the number of people and departments that 

would have been assisted each year. The total money transferred is then calculated based on an 

assumed 9 members per household, the Pilot’s average transfer amount of CFA 44,115 per 

household per month, and an assistance period of 3 months. The money transferred is then added 

to a range of administrative costs9 to estimate the total cost for each year. 

In the below results, the departmental allocation schemes used are as follows. Throughout this 

note, a person is deemed to be “food insecure” if they are projected to be in CH Phase 3 or above 

according to the data shared by the SECNSA and used for each Cadre Harmonisé session in March. 

• Scheme 1 uses the same departmental allocation rule as used in 2016 and earlier. That is, 

all food insecure people are assisted, regardless of which department they are in. 

• Scheme 2 uses the same departmental allocation rule as used in 2017. That is, all food 

insecure people within all departments in CH Phase 3 or above are assisted.  

• Scheme 3 uses the threshold system, which can be summarized as follows.  

o “High” threshold: If more than 20% of a department’s population is food insecure, 

then the department is classified as having “High” food insecurity, and all food 

insecure people living in that department will receive assistance. (The definition of 

the “High” category means that if a department’s projected CH Phase is 3 or above, 

then it is also classified as “High”.)  

o “Medium” threshold: If more than 10% (but less than 20%) of a department’s 

population is food insecure, then the department is classified as having “Medium” 

food insecurity, and half of the food insecure people living in that department will 

receive assistance.  The “Medium” category is intended to ensure that assistance is 

still provided in departments that are affected significantly but less severely.  

o “Low” threshold: If less than 10% of a department’s population is food insecure, 

then the department is classified as having “Low” food insecurity, and no assistance 

is provided. All departments not classified as “High” or “Medium” fall into this 

category. 

o The parameters of this scheme, e.g. the threshold percentages and the portion of 

people assisted in each category of department, can be adjusted if necessary. See 

Annex C for more details of the threshold system. 

Results 

  

                                                           
9 Detailed in 

 

Annex A. 
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Table 1 and Figure 2 set out the indicative cost estimates for each scheme and year. 

The “Total cost” figures, combined with the numbers of people assisted, are the key results from 

this analysis. The bulk of the total cost is due to the money transferred to beneficiaries. 

Administrative costs are small by comparison, making up between 5% and 9% of total costs.  

The number of beneficiaries and total costs are both highest for Scheme 1 and lowest for Scheme 

2, with Scheme 3 in between. Scheme 1 is the most expensive and comprehensive, since it assists all 

food insecure people. Relative to Scheme 1, Scheme 3 controls costs by assisting only “Medium” and 

“High” departments. Scheme 2 reduces costs a little further by assisting only CH Phase 3+, or “High”, 

departments; not “Medium” departments.  

Under Schemes 2 and 3, the distribution of food insecurity amongst the departments influences 

cost. For example, from 2014 to 2015, the number of food insecure people fell from 1.2 million to 

1.1 million; a small reduction. However, under Scheme 2, the number of beneficiaries in these years 

would have declined sharply; from 0.80 million to 0.38 million. This is because in 2015 there were 

more food insecure people in CH Phase 1 and 2 departments, and less in CH Phase 3+ departments, 

relative to 2014. Scheme 3 also shows a large fall in the number of beneficiaries from 2014 to 2015, 

for the same reason. However, the fall is smaller, as Scheme 3 covers a wider geographical spread by 

assisting some of the food insecure people in “Medium” departments. 
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Table 1. Indicative estimates of total cost and people and departments assisted 

  2014 2015 2016 2017 

Cadre Harmonisé March projection     

Food insecure population 1,196,518 1,105,664 410,800 820,157 

Number of departments in CH Phase 3 or higher 14 8 4 6 

Threshold system classification     

Number of departments classified as “High”  
(with above 20% of people food insecure) 14 8 4 6 

Number of departments classified as “Medium” 
(with 10–20% of people food insecure) 5 14 0 2 

Scheme 1: CH Phase 3+ people are assisted     

Number of people benefiting 1,196,518 1,105,664 410,800 820,157 

Total cost, Scheme 1 (CFA 000s) 18,797,892 17,398,622 6,610,998 13,001,426 

Scheme 2: CH Phase 3+ people in CH Phase 3+ 
departments are assisted     

Number of people benefiting 800,223 380,369 172,354 341,928 

Total cost, Scheme 2 (CFA 000s) 12,454,224 5,936,445 2,698,414 5,327,231 

Scheme 3: threshold system is used     

Number of people benefiting 864,947 547,094 172,354 353,198 

Total cost, Scheme 3 (CFA 000s) 13,493,960 8,624,324 2,698,414 5,517,975 
Source: DRFIP. 

Notes: Results for 2016 are less reliable, as our data for that year is incomplete. Assumptions are set out in   
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Annex A. An outline of the estimation methodology used is given in Annex B. The threshold system is explained in Annex C. 

Since the Agence National de la Statistique et de la Démographie (ANSD) population figures used differ from the 

population figures used by SECNSA, the number of food insecure people according to this note will differ from the number 

according to the PNR documents. However, the CH Phase of each department, and the portion of each department that is 

food insecure, will be consistent between the documents. 

The Pilot has developed its own approach of targeting communes, villages, and households. Therefore, the actual 

beneficiaries may differ from those classified as CH Phase 3+, e.g. if funds are reallocated at the village level. However, the 

total cost would remain unchanged. 

Figure 2: Indicative estimates of total cost and people assisted 

Source: DRFIP. 

Notes: See notes to   
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Table 1. 

Conclusions and next steps 

Following the success of the Pilot project, this note has analyzed the likely costs of rolling the Pilot 

out nationwide. Specifically, it has presented estimates of the cost that would have been incurred 

by each Scheme in the 2014–17 period. These estimates provide some idea of the potential 

variability of the total cost of a response. However, data for only four years is not comprehensive. 

Senegal will probably experience both better and worse conditions than encountered in 2014–17. 

This note has also analyzed how costs are affected by the departmental allocation schemes, which 

determine how much assistance each department receives. These rules are a crucial part of the 

design of Senegal’s food insecurity response.   
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Table 1 and Figure 2 illustrate that different departmental allocation schemes can lead to costs and 

numbers of beneficiaries that are sensitive to both the severity and geographical distribution of food 

insecurity.  

The government of Senegal can choose to continue with the approach used in 2017 (Scheme 2), 

change to using an alternative system such as the threshold system presented (Scheme 3), or 

revert to the more expensive and more comprehensive approach used in previous years (Scheme 

1). The cost estimates in this note can serve as a starting point for discussion about this decision, as 

well as for the design of an appropriate funding mechanism. The rules adopted should reflect the 

government’s preferences regarding the overall cost of its response and the departmental 

distribution of its assistance.  
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Annex A: Assumptions 

Extent of assistance 

Description Assumption Source/justification 

Cash transfer provided to each 
beneficiary household per month 

CFA 44,115 

This figure is equal to the average monthly 
transfer provided by the Pilot between the 
two departments in which it operated. The 
rules governing the money transfers of the 
Pilot stipulated that CFA 5,000 be transferred 
per member of each beneficiary household 
per month, with a maximum of 45,000 per 
household per month. 

Months of assistance provided 3 
This is the number of months of assistance 
provided by the Pilot.  

Members per household. 
 
Used to convert between population 
numbers (in the Cadre Harmonisé and 
other population data) and household 
numbers (since most administrative costs 
are calculated on a per-household basis). 

9 
Experience of World Bank personnel working 
on the Pilot project 

Data sources for classification of departments 

Description of data requirement Source/justification 

Population of each department in each year from 2014–17, as 
a base (denominator) for calculating the number of people in 
each department that are food insecure 

Agence National de la Statistique et de la 
Démographie (ANSD).  

Portion (%) of people in CH Phase 3 or above in each 
department in each year from 2014–17, to calculate the 
number of food insecure people in each department 

Secrétariat Exécutif du Conseil Nationale à 
la Sécurité Alimentaire (SECNSA). This 
data is used for each Cadre Harmonisé 
session in March. 

Note: Since the ANSD population figures used differ from the population figures used by SECNSA, 

the number of food insecure people according to this note will differ from the number according to 

the PNR documents. However, the CH Phase of each department, and the portion of each 

department’s population that is food insecure, will both be consistent between the two documents. 

Administrative cost assumptions 

Administrative costs comprise all costs of providing assistance other than the funds received by 

beneficiaries. Administrative costs are fairly small relative to assistance provided; in 2017 the 

administrative costs would have been 5.9% of the total costs, had the Pilot been applied nationwide 

under the threshold system in Table 3.  

Administrative costs are divided as follows: 

• Project-level costs, incurred in each year where there is a food insecurity response; 

• Per-department costs, incurred once for each department assisted in a given year; and 

• Per-household costs, incurred once for each household assisted in a given year.  

The allocation of administrative costs between the levels is given in Table 2. 
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The Pilot’s experience of administration costs was used to estimate the costs at each level. 

Specifically, the average of the cost between the two Pilot departments—Goudiry and Malem 

Hoddar—was normally used, although in some cases different assumptions were used based on 

guidance from World Bank personnel working on the Pilot project. The use of the different levels of 

costs enables estimation of how the administrative costs will vary with different sizes of the food 

insecurity response. 

Table 2. Classification of costs as project-level, per-department, or per-household 

Cost item Classification Amount (CFA) 

Opérateur de paiement - frais Per-household 5,703 

Opérateurs social Per-household 489 

Missions: présentation du projet, formation ciblage, suivi 
(3) 

Per-department 1,500,000 

Evaluation externe 

Total Pilot cost: 
allocated 50/50 
between Project-level: 
and 
Department-level: 

19,234,000 
 

9,617,000 
 

4,808,500 per dept 

Communication (spot, diffusion radio communautaire etc)  Per-department 250,000 

Impression des cartes de bénéficiaires Per-household 75 

Impression des fiches de réclamation Per-department 150,000 

Atelier restitution finale  Per-department 300,000 

RNU et soutien DGPSN Per-department 1,500,000 

Suivi par le CSA au niveau régional - frais de 
fonctionnement 

Per-department 70,000 

Source: DRFIP, World Bank Pilot team 

Annex B: Methodology for cost estimates 

This section describes the methodology used to estimate the costs of the Pilot if it had been active 

nationally in 2014–17. First, we applied the relevant departmental allocation scheme to determine 

which departments will receive assistance, and within those departments, how many people will 

receive assistance. These allocation schemes make use of the Cadre Harmonisé’s March projections, 

which classify people and departments into the different CH phases. 

• Scheme 1 assists all people in CH Phase 3 or above, thus using only the person-level CH 

Phase classifications. The Senegalese government took this approach in the food insecurity 

responses in 2016 and earlier years. 

• Scheme 2 assists all people in CH Phase 3 or above, within departments that are classified 

as CH Phase 3 or above10. As such, this rule uses both the person-level and department-level 

CH classifications. The Senegalese government took this approach in the 2017 food 

insecurity response. 

                                                           
10 This classification scheme would be used in aggregate for departmental allocation only. The Pilot project has 
developed its own approach of targeting communes, villages, and households. 
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• Scheme 3 is defined by a threshold system, which is described in Annex C. To allocate 

assistance between departments, the threshold system makes use of only the person-level, 

not department-level, classifications of the Cadre Harmonisé. 

Having determined the number of beneficiaries within each department, we calculate the overall 

cost of providing assistance by: 

• Dividing the number of beneficiaries by the assumed number of members per household 

(nine), to obtain the number of beneficiary households. 

• Multiplying the total number of beneficiary households by the total of the per-household 

costs. The largest per-household cost is the actual money transferred, but there are others 

such as transfer fees and social worker training and remuneration costs. 

• Multiplying the number of departments assisted by a range of per-department costs; for 

example, targeting of assistance, and communication by local radio. 

• Adding project-level costs to the total of per-household and per-department costs. The 

estimates included only one project-level cost—payment for the external evaluation. 

The estimates are specific to the 2014–17 period. Although the food insecurity crises experienced in 

these years were considerable, they are not the worst crises Senegal has experienced. Therefore, 

readers should keep in mind that more severe crises may be more costly. 

The cost estimates assume that each beneficiary household is given CFA 44,115 per month for 

three months, for a total of CFA 132,345. This amount was the average given to each household 

participating in the Pilot. The estimates also make a number of assumptions about administration 

costs, which are explained in   
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Annex A. 

Annex C: Threshold system 

Table 3 sets out the threshold system used for the cost estimates for Scheme 3 (see Indicative cost 

estimates section). Each department is classified as having Low, Medium or High food insecurity in 

any given year, based on the proportion of the population that is food insecure in that department. 

A person is deemed food insecure if they are in CH Phase 3 or above based on the Cadre Harmonisé 

March projections11. 

Table 3. Threshold system used for Scheme 3 cost estimates  

Severity of food insecurity in 
department 

Threshold for category (minimum % 
of population food insecure) 

% of food insecure population 
receiving assistance 

Low 0% 0% 

Medium 10% 50% 

High 20% 100% 
Source: World Bank Disaster Risk Financing and Insurance Program (DRFIP) 

The calibration of the threshold system will affect how many departments are assisted, and how 

many people within those departments are assisted, in any given year. To illustrate, if this system 

had been active in 2017, then six departments (Bambey, Malem Hoddar, Matam, Kanel, Goudiry, 

and Tambacounda) would have been classified as having High food insecurity, since at least 20% of 

each of their populations was projected in March 2017 to be in CH Phase 3 later in the year. 

Likewise, two departments (Ranerou and Koumpentoum) would have been classified as having 

Medium food insecurity, since between 10% and 20% of each of their populations was projected in 

March 2017 to be in CH Phase 3 later in the year. Therefore, all (100%) of the food insecure people 

in the “High” departments would have received money transfers, and 50% of food insecure people 

in the “Medium” departments would have received money transfers12.  

The settings shown in Table 3 were determined as follows. The 20% threshold for the High category 

means that a department classified as High is also in CH Phase 3 or above, and vice versa. Extending 

assistance to 100% of food insecure people within High departments leads to a response within 

these departments that is the same as the Scheme 2 response. Indeed, if no departments are 

classified as Medium (as would have been the case in 2016), then the responses of Schemes 2 and 3 

are identical. The Medium category parameters are set halfway between those of the High and Low 

categories, and are intended to ensure that assistance is still provided in departments that 

experience significant but less severe food insecurity. The Low category is for departments where a 

food insecurity crisis response is not warranted. 

The threshold system settings control the extent to which geographically distributed vs. 

concentrated food insecurity crises are treated differently. Higher threshold percentages for the 

Medium and High categories would result in less assistance for more geographically spread crises. 

That is, higher thresholds would provide less assistance whenever food insecurity is spread between 

many departments, relative to crises in which the number of food insecure people is similar, but 

                                                           
11 The March projections are the latest available information to inform the food insecurity response each year. 
12 This classification scheme would be used in aggregate for departmental allocation only. The Pilot project has 
developed its own approach of targeting communes, villages, and households. 
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those people are concentrated in few departments. Higher threshold percentages make sense if 

community support within any department is more reliable when less people in the department are 

food insecure. Lower threshold percentages make sense if a person or household’s vulnerability to 

food insecurity doesn’t depend much on how many other people in the department are food 

insecure.  

Annex D: Deficiency of information necessary for a Pilot versus PNR 

cost comparison 

Based on the proposition documents and the different monitoring and evaluation reports 

available13, comparisons between the cost estimations presented in this note and the actual costs 

of government past responses are not possible for the following reasons. 

• In the PNR documents, there is a lack of clarity whether the implementation costs (targeting, 

communication, monitoring, evaluation) include food assistance activities only or also 

nutrition and livestock assistance. Inclusion of these extra activities seems to vary from one 

year to the other. It is particularly difficult to deduce the implementation cost for the food 

assistance activities per household or beneficiary. 

• Based on the PNR documents, it is difficult to differentiate between costs that are eventually 

covered by the government versus its partners (e.g. non-governmental organizations). 

• Figures pertaining to the 2015 and 2016 responses have been merged in certain documents. 

• In many cases, while response plans are available, post-distribution reports are not available. 

This prohibits analysis based on the actual implemented activities and the final number of 

beneficiaries, the assistance provided, the frequency of assistance, etc. 

• Financial reports are not available.  

                                                           
13 2014. Presentation du Plan National de Riposte 
2014. Circulaire: rapport de mise en oeuvre 
2015. Plan National de Riposte 2015 
SECNSA. 2015. Bilan Plan National de Risposte 2015 
Cabinet ITC. 2015. Rapport d’évaluation du Plan National de Riposte 2015 
SECNSA. 2017. Document du Plan National d’Urgence à la Sécurité Alimentaire 


