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':--t1c1pa+ed that 73 percent of the commodltles would go towards

' EXECUTIVEVSUMMARY

The P.L. 480 Tltle II program in Haiti began in the m1d-?~

1950's with disaster relief for a hurricane, working through ?V"”

CARE, Catholic Relief Services (CRS) and. Church World Service’
(CWS). From 1973 to 1987 the program grew by 300 percent:in

terms of gross tonnage, with an approximate 250 percent 1ncrease étfj:*

in recipients, and with a cumulative value of over $ 75 million.
It remained, however, static in terms of programmatlc focus and -
generally peripheral to other U.5. objectives in Haiti. -nID/

'Haiti contracted with Louis Berger Internatiénal, Inc. to: assess f't
the program to determine, inter alia, what modlflcatlons would be|

necessary to improve the efflclency and effectiveness of the
Tltle II program. :

: _ Three Sponsors currently execute the Title IT development
program, CARE and CRS continulng since 1958 and the Adventist

. Development and Relief Agency (ADRA) since 19879. Each of these | - -

i

i

'Sponscrs works through a number of different delivery mechanlsms, ;;§t
* chief among which are School Feeding (SF), Mother Child Health PO

(MCH)} and Focd For Work (FFW). In FY 89, USAID/Haltl an-

~ .School Feeding, 15 percent towards Mother Chlld Health and 6
'percent towards Food for Work :

None of the players 1nvolved--the A.I. D. Mission or the
Cooperating Sponsors-—ls operating on the basis of a strateglc

plan. That is, where explicit strategles exist operations do notlj'”t

" support them. USAID/Haiti and the three Sponsors are operating
“based on an implicit strategy of meeting "targeted objectlves?'-

~consisting primarily of levels of beneficiaries to be fed. Thisoff#

_quantitative focus is due to the externalities 1nvolv1ng or=- .
ganizational mandates, Title II planning processes and selected
- aspects: of the sztuatlon in Haiti, all of which mitigate aqaxnst Lo
more attention to- qualltatlve results. The. development resou*ce 1

-that Title II might be is not being maxlmlzed.-- I R

This supply-drlven approach frustrates all three Sponsors,

‘who express concern that so much time is devoted to simply moving

food without any particular end  in 51qht. Both CARE and CRS are’

now engaged in structured internal reviews'which will lead’ wlthln;i;,

" the next year to improved planning and targeting, hopefully -
'meshlng explicit and implicit strategies and. objectlves with

- operations. ADRA must get its program under .control in texms of
sheer quantity prior to undertaklng a meanlngful strateglc
_'plannlng exercise. : S

g The expenditure and cost patterns of each Sponsor mirror the;
strategic disarray of P.L. 480 program. The budgets of. each '
- Sponsor are tc a large extent logistical, and there are no real
" cost linkages between the delivery of. food and the establlshment
-of developmental projects. Cost levels by Sponsor by dellve*y
mechanism are reasonable and are not SLgnlflcantly dlfferent




" Due to lack of cost centered accounting and to the lack of
hlstorlcal data, no trend analysis-could'be undertaken.

Because the Title II program is. 1mplemented w1thout strate-"'”

-gic or operational develcpmental objectlves the effectiveness of Q L

'the program can thus only be judged in terms of what does, as’

opposed to what it seeks to do. What the progranm does . is prov;de;g_{rﬁ

_supplemental food to children throughout Haiti, through the

" mechanisn of MCH for the under-5's and through SF for the 5-15
age range. 1In FY 88, it provided food to approximately. 500,000
children, or roughly 20 percent of all Haitian children for at

least 9 months cf the year. Following a concept developed. in an

earlier Haiti Title II evaluation (the Cotten study), it is
likely that this supplemental food serves as a "safety net"™ for

" the children and possibly their families, a small constant in: a_:a.,-

rapidly deteriorating environment. While this achievement in

terms of child survival and welfare is 51gnrf1cant no_broadertjf_;ﬂﬁ

development impact can. ob]ectlvely be claimed..

: The analyses also demonstrate only meoderate varlatlon 1n
terms of the relative efficiency of the three Sponsors. - None .
‘have strategic objectives (although CRS 1is close},. and all are in
dynamic states which should lead to much tighter programming. -
The organizational structure of each reflects its implicit .

objectives, with CRS currently having the most and ADRA the least';'

focus. In costs, CARE is tne most cost effxc;ent,:although
- rargins are very slim. All Sponsors need to improve monltorlng

1,5ystems net only for efficiency but in order to 3udge effectlve-i-sﬁf

ness as they move towards their new foci.

" The Assessment recommends that USAID/Haiti and the Cooperat--”m'

'1ng'Sponsore work individually and collaboratively to develop
sorateglc and operational objectives. Once. these are estab-.rw
iished, each should focus much more on menitoring of costs and”

'meesurable benefits. The Assessment does not recommend any. major;fffff

‘deviations in terms of delivery mechanisms but rather suggests

the- ezlstlng mechanlsms be refocussed towards development alms, R
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

The P.L. 480 Title II prcgram has been one of the féw
constants in Unlted States-Haiti relations over the last 30
years. The food program began. in the mid-1950's with dlsaster-
relief for a hurricane, working through CARE, Catholic Relief
Services (CRS) and Church World Service (CWS) Althcugh the.
A.I.D. Mission to Haiti was withdrawn from 1963-1973 due:to . .
disenchantment with Francois Duvalier, the Title II program_V-

continued throughout. From 1973 to 1987 bilateral: programs were_v o

reinstituted, although disenchantment with the Duvalier regime
continued and assistance was skewed to the non-governmental
sector. During this period the Title II program grew by (300
percent in terms of gross tonnage, with an approximate 250

percent increase in recipients, and with a cumulative value of @ ..

over $ 75 million. It remained, however, static in terms of
programmatlc focus and generally perlpheral to other U S.
objectlves in Haiti. : -~

As dlrected.by,Title I1I, the Hai.i program has been ‘carried, -
out primarily by U.S.-~-based private and voluntary organizations: |
(PVO's), known as Cooperating Sponsors. Three such agencies
currently execute the Title II development program, CARE iand CRS |
continuing since 1958 and the Adventist Development and Rellef

Agency (ADRA) saince 1979. Each of these Sponsors works to. ifff 

- achieve the general goals of Title II through a number of :
different programs, chief among which are. School Feeding (SF), |
Mother Child Health (MCH) and Food For Work (FFW). All School |
Feeding programs are implemented through existing public, prlvate _
or mixed schools in Haiti. The MCH and OCF programs are imple-- |
mented directly by the Government of Haiti (GOH) and/or other
'PVO's or private institutions, with the PL 480 but cne of many

inputs *o the institution. Food For Work programs are qenerally;ﬂi_*f
carried out directly by the Sponsor in collaboration with' a - P

'_communxty group. The Title II program thus involves and thecret-
ically has an impact on several million Haltians in many-dlf—~ St

'.jferoqt walks of 1lfe.

Unlted States assistance to ‘Haiti has been particularly S

volatile in the 1986-1988 period, following the departure of Jean-'“

Claude Duvalier and the effective end of the Duvalierist era. As

of this writing (November, 1988), all U.S. development a551stance_?'"
is channeled through the private sector (both non-profit and for- -
profit) with specific Congressional prohibitions against’ dlrect }f '

governmental aid. While the dollar funding has vacillated,

however, Title II has remained stable in commodity levels_and
program mix. It remains to be seen whether U.S. policy will b
change or not under the newest U.S. administration. . Given past ..

1



experience, . 1t is unliikely that the Title II progran w111 be
greatly affected 1f it does. ;

1.2 Review of the Scope of Work

This assessment was contracted by USAID/Haiti to Louls _
Berger International, Inc. under its Indefinite Quantity CortractQU
No. PDC-0085-I-00-6097~00. The purpose of the assessment was i
",..to examine the organizational, financial and managerial i
aspects of the PL 480 Title II Food Donation Program to de*erm;ne]
how efficiently and effectively targeted objectives are being
met." Additionally, the assessment was to "...also determnine
what modifications would be necessary to improve the efflclency
and effectiveness of the Title II program.'” =

. Two products were required under the contract an Assessment  $
" meeting the purposes above and a short Strategy Statement for :
'Title II for the period December 1988 through September 1990.' An-

‘annotated Statement of Work is raproduced ‘as Annex AL - _f,;.;r

The fieldwork in Haiti was undertaken over one month in. i'
October-November 1288 by two Berger professicnals, a Development
Management Spec1allst and a Financial Analyst. The methodology -
consisted cf review of the literature (ref. Annex C), 1nterv1ews§g
with USAID, Cooperatlng Sponsors, and other key informants (ref.

' Annex D), and selected non-random site visits to each of the- E$ff”

types of programs {SF, MCH OCF) underway. ' . ;, B

Each of the two products, the Assessment and the Strategy, Lo
was prepared as a stand-alone document. Two DRAFTS were pre- -
sented to USAID/Haiti, which shared them with the cOoperatlng
Sponsors. Following a three-to-four week review perioed,
detailed comments were provided to Berger. This final report _
incorporates those comments that were recelved prior to the .
completion date of the contract. . .

This report, the Assessment, begins at Chapter 2 with a =~/
summary of the background of the PL 480 Title II progranm, . '
focussing on discernable trends over time. Chapter 3 describes
the program in more depth, assessing USAID/Haiti's and each

Cooperating Sponsor's objectives, structures and functions, costs 'ff

. and results, both in terms of internal consistency and external
impact. Chapter 4 provides conclusions angd recommendatlons '
'regardlng potential modifications.




2. BACKGROUND & CONTEXT

2.1 Summary History of P.T.. 480 Title IT Program in Haiti

Table 1 overleaf reflects what data are avallable in: terms g
of levels of P.L. 480 food donations to Haitl since resumptlon of v
a USAID development program in 1973. Earlier data are not __:fm'
available; the USAID Mission had only reopened that year after
- its 10 year hiatus and the CARE and CRS archives were destroyed B
when their warehouses were sacked in 1986._ oo : o

Thza figures demonstrate that the program has grown ap-
proximately 250-300 percent in terms of commodities and’ ap--
proximately 250 percent in terms of beneficiaries over the 15
vears, for an average of 15-20 percent growth per vear. -_The
data are, however, inexact and need some explanatlon P

_ The Table 1 data for 1974 1980 are taken from Tabie II B in | -
“the comprehen51ve report by Jcel Cotten Evaluation Research-on '

the PL 480 Title IT School Feeding Program in Eaiti - (Mareh 1985).i
While the Cotten report includes a vast magnitude of precise raw

and analyzed data on numerous variables, that which is included:

in Table 1 is of dubious validity. Spec1flcally, the notatlon of _
_ "pounds" as unit of measure for 1974-1976 and "metric tons" - -
thereafter must be an error, and the variation in terms of . . . |
"proposed”, "actual" and "estimate"--with no explanation of 5
‘whether they represent commodities distributed by the PVO or’
commodities sent by A.I.D. to the PVO-~-limit the comparatlve '
. value of the figures. ; :
pata for 1982 are from two Inspector General's Audits"of the " -

Title II program, one of CRS alcne and one of CARE, CWS and SAWS, L
both dated \pril 1983. It must be noted that the Audits also
include data. for 1980 and 1981 which are significantly h;gher'f' i
than those presented herein from the Cotten report. - The kudits i
give total commodity volume in 1980, for example, as 24.8 MT Sl

versus the 12.6 MT listed as "actual" from the Cotten. repcrt., Itfe.ef'

.is assumed that the fiqures represent approved AER levels and not{ﬁ'rf'

actual distributions. It is clear that the program increased -:-@H_iE'
_SLgnlflcantly at some point in the early elghtles,_whether 1t was}ﬁ.;'“

in 1980 or in 1982 cannot be determined. . : | SRR S

- Data for 1984-1985 are from The Pragma Corporatlon s Ha1t1 R EEAE
‘Food For Work Evaluation (October 1984) and represent Annual. =~ . |y 0
Estimates of Requirements (AERs) and not actual deliveries. =~ =
Data for 1986-1988 were provided by USAID/Haiti in its comments '
on the draft of this report. The Evaluation Team has included -

data for 1988 representing commodities actually distributed,

which are higher than commodities Called Forward due to warehouseffei-‘

surplus at the end of 1987. The commodities actually dlstrlbuted?[Jf_'

3




form the basis for the financial analyses in Chapter 3.
flgures were approved levels provided to the Team by USAID/Palt1

The 1989

in December, 1988.
Table 1: P.L. 480 Title II Progran Levels .
' in Haiti 1974-Present :
Fiscal Year Sponsor  Commodities  Beneficiaries Dollar Amt
1974 (Actual) TOTALS 9,996.0 1lbs. 168,000 1,060,000
CARE 5,991.0 99,000 - 635,000
CRS .2,592.0 37,000 275,000
CW5 ©1,413.0 32,000 150,000
1975 (Estimate)TQTALS 10,000.0 1lbs. 167,000 ' 1,0511000
CARE 6,000.0 98,000 : 636,000
CRS 2,600.0 37,000 276,000
CWS 1,400.0 32,000 - 149,000
1976 (Request) TOTALS 9,697.0 1lbs.. - 158,000 1,030,000
' ' CARE 5,526.0" 94,000 .~ 619,000
CRS 2,31%.0 33,000 246,065 10 -
_ CWS 1,550.0 31,000 165,000 . -
1977 ({Proposed)TOTALS 10,114.5 MT 183,900 - 1,185,800
CARE 5,526.0 98,700 628 500"
CRS 2,482.2 42,600 311 000 o
CWS . 2,106.3 42,600 246,300 |
1978 (Proposed)TOTALS  6,041.0 MT 202,000 2,048,600 |
CARE 3,362.0 110,000 1,229,860
CRS 1,779.0 52,000 549,300
CWS 1 900.0 49,000 269,500
1979 (Actual) TQTALS 10,297.6 MT 253,000 3,215,400
CARE 6,271.4 140,000 1,970,400
CRS 1,938.8 52,000 613,400 o
CWS 1,159.3 44,000 . 366,200 - i
SAWS 928.1 17,000 : 265,400
1980 (Actual) TOTALS  12,630.9 MT 300,600 4,339,900
CARE 6,593.0 170,000 2,284,900
CRS 2,904.4 57,000 - 985,400 !
CWS 1,661.1 48,000 590,700 .
: SAWS 1,472.4 25,000 478,900 |
1981 {Actual) TOTALS 14,100.0 MT 359,100 5,095,600 |-
CARE: 7,90€6.0 193,000 - 2,895,100 -
CRS 3,462.0 31,100 1,236,100 |
CWS 1,620.0 48,000 585,900 ...
SAWS 27,000 378,500 ;.

_1,112.0




Table 1 Continued: P.L. 480 Title II Program Levels _
in PaltL 1g74-Present ‘-

Sponsor Commodities

Fiscal Year Beneficiaries Dollar amt

7,608,00C

'24,800.0 MT _
3,880,000

274,000

- 1982 (Recelved)TOTALS

Scurce:

‘CARE 12,200.0 292,000 e
CRS 5,500.0 126,000 - 1,454,000
CWS 2,900.0 83,900 935,000
~ SAWS 4,200.0 73,500 1,339, 000 i
1983 -----Reliable data not avallable to team ———————— .
1984 (Program TOTALS 30,562.8 MT 618,900 8,264,200 1 -
Levels) CARE 15,5%0.6 316,500 4,283,500 |-
CRS 5,982.9 126,900 © 71,579.900 -
CWS 3,757.1 89,000 1,010,500 - |
- ADRA ' 5,232.2 86,500 1,390,300
1985 (AER} TOTALS 30,173.0 MT 613,560 8,610,300
CARE 15,555.4 316,000 © 4,563,300 - - .
CRS 5,806.0 122,000 1,547,600 5o
CWS 3,757.4 89,000 "1,05%,900
: SAWS 5,054.2 86,500 1,439,500
1986 (AER) TOTALS 31,830.0 MT 702,200 7,695,900 i
CARE 16,201.4% 349,000 3,856,800 - i
CRS 6,702.0 155,000 1,647,600
CWS 3,768.6 84,700 . 934,700
_ SAWS 5,158.0 113,500 1,256,800
1987 (AER) TOTALS '31.683.1 MT 695,000 6,942,200
CARE 0 16,459.4 349,000 3,565,900 i U
CRS 6,702.0 155,000 1,506,700 . .
CWS 3,560.5 82,000 773,300
ADFA 4,961.2 103,500 1,096,300
1988 (Actual  TOTALS 14,251.1 MT 652,200 0 3.373,184
Called Forward)CARE 6,891.4 335,100 1,521,211
CRS 3,008.2 143,000 728,094,
CWS 4,351.5 258,500 1,123,879 '
1988 (Actual TOTALS 24,113.0 MT 558,702 5,176,755
Distributed) CARE 13,030.0 287,238 2,669,937
n CRS 4,899.0 145,433 71,102,407 0 o
ADRA 6,184.0 116,032 1,404,411
1939 (Approved)TOTALS 29,858.6 MT 736.600 . 8,877,000
CARE 12,735.3 335,100 3,712,000
CRS 5,291.0 143,000 1,517,000 -
ADRA 11,832.0 258,560 3,648,000 ¢
Notes ' : L Lo
SAWS = Seventh Day Adventist World Service, the former name. of .
ADRA. : : L %
Refer to text discussion.




Given the difficulties of accurately determining gross Titlé
II levels over time, the Team decided only to spot check trends !
in program mix. Table 2 provides the percentage: shares: of the

major programs since 1577.

Table 2: Title II Food Distribution by Major Program -
as Percentage of Total Commodities and Benefig:i:::riej'S"'=

FY 77 FY 82 FY 86 FY89' o

COMM BEN . COMM BEN COMM BEN 'nCOMM s BEN

FFW 44.5  26.5 24.0 .13.8 9.0 5.0 6.0 | - 4.0
SF & PSF 43.0 62.0 62.9 75.4 71.¢ 81.0  73.0 0 .80.0
MCH 11.5 10.9 9.8 9.1 17.0 13,0 15.0 ¢ 13.0
Other 1.0 0.6 3.3 1.7 2.0 1.0 . 6.0 . 3.0

Sources: FY 77 -.1977 Audit Report, Exhibit A
FY 82 - Cotten, Tables II A and IT C S
FY 86 & 89 - USAID/Haiti, Comments, 12/9/88

Table 2 demonstrates that the decline in Food For Work
programming is not attributable solely to the political upheaval
of the past 3 years, as some have suggsested, but in fact is part L
of a trend that began many years age. As FFW is generally .

- supervised directly by the Sponsoring Agency and the cooperating ; = .
community, with no intermediary, it may be characterized as more | = °
management intensive for the Agency and more costly. - This hlg%eﬁ-g
cost is theoretically justified by the greater benefit of: PP S
infrastructure created or persons trained, depending on the type A

"of project. FFW alsc has a much greater commodlty—to rec1p1enﬂ
‘ratio,. in that the ration is based on 1 worker plus 3 family b
members. - Because FFW project identification has been fraught . .~
with difficulties, it has often been these supplemental com=: = .
modities (i e. the food to eat) rather than the proiject r&sulﬂg"-?'
that have beccme the perceived “develapment benefit" of FFW.

Because of the management intensity and paucity of development

benefits of FFW, the Sponsors have decided to move tc more:.

'_efflclent and effectlve programmlng.

Table 2 also documents the slow but steady increase in both '
Schocl Feeding (including fre-School Feeding, which is a small
percentage of the category) and Maternal/Child Health. As also
will be discussed in subsequent sections, the increases in the-
former are due more to the institutional ease of SF distributions:
than to any demcnstrated impact of the program, whereas the_ .




' has moved out of the North because of logistic and other dif-

increase in the latter is actually attrlbutable to program
targetlng -

Few data were avallable to the team ‘on geographlc soread

rural-urban or public-private balance, or cther program: charac__“_,_

teristics over tinme. Cotten has some data reflecting number and
type of schools served by Sponsor for the 1981/82 school year,

indicating that 52 percent of the schools were private and 48

percent public; the number of student beneficiaries does not i
unfeortunately, accompany the table (Cotten, Table II F). The FEN
Assessment Team initiated a d-Base program to establish a. . i
baseline of such data but unfortunately was not able to get a
‘clean enough run to prove useful.  Internal analyses by CARE: ‘and i

CRS indicate that a range of 30-45 percent of the1r target group :~o:

nay be con81dered urban.

. Based on the 1977 Audit it is known that the Sponsors have
practlced de facto regionalizztion for over 10 years, .with CARE -
in. the North and Northwest, CRS in the South, and CWS, then =~ =
: SAWS/ADRA in the Central regions. Reglonallzatlon was formally |

- given empha51s in a 1985 Title II conference. This Assessment .

Team noted the geographic spread of ADRA schools, suggesting thét_

regionalization has not occurred to the extent desirable. - R R
Additionally, all three Sponsors are active in Port-au—Prlnce R
.The Team concluded that "rejionalization® among all three -

.Sponsors has not partlcularTY cccurred. : :

The Mission oommentyon this observation was ";;.CAREiiS'no
longer operating in the North and because of logistical con-

straints, CRS has not taken over all former ADRA schools that f_%[,f"'

"were transferred to its program. Reglonallzatlon is belng
_reassessed by USAID and the PVOs.® _ :

‘Key benef 1ts to reglonallzatlon ‘would be cost and management_f‘fﬁ

efficiencies :nd effectiveness, and the sentence above squests
~ that CRS and CARE are mindful of these benefits. . That is, CARE

ficulties and is focussing much mere attention to. improving -

‘quality in its programs in the Northwest and I= Gonaves.-gCRs;jégﬁ;}f 
noted in the Missjion comments, preferred not to pick up addltlonﬁghfﬁf
al schools even in its assigned regiocn because of its desire to [

maintain efficient logistics. = Both organizations maintain

regional warehouses and personnel devoted to the food program in R

-~ their spec1flc geographic areas.

Addltxonal benefits of regionalization would. be program

V151b111t“ and possible interaction among distribution sites, ln.J:V”H.

‘+*his case schools. The political turmoil of the last few years |
i1as led to a prudent and modest approach Yo any visibility. -
- Interaction has been fostered by CARE as part of its increased
emphasis on community organizations, i.e., publicizing the .




experlence of one school group tc others in the area &s an
example -of what can . be done. :

- As noted elsewhere in this report, however, historical
~information is not available to measure program visibility,
interaction, management or costs in both "with" and "without"
‘regionalization settings. Stated plans of CARE and CRS to B
intensify program gquality--as opposed to increasing geographic ﬂ'
spread-~-suggest that these two Sponsors will continue to! cluster -
their pro~rams if not practice strict “reglondllzatlon” bounw“
darles in all cases. . e ,

i

It is 1mportant to h1ghllght that Tltle II donated food can°{f:d
be-~and has been--used for emergency relief as well as develop—w?,fj.
ment assistance in Haiti. Thus for FY 89, although the: Cooper-rip-

ating Sponsors have projected needs for approxlmately $ 8.8

million worth of commodities for their on-going develOpment ?fd:-”

programs,  a:: additional $ 1.4 million (5,500 MT) is being sought
to relieve suffering from the effects of Hurricane Gilbert in =
September 1988. The emergency food will be programmed through . .-
"~ ADRA for use by CRS and the Haitian Red Cross. A small portlongif_
will also be allocated to ADRA for distribution through its S
churches in the hurricane's impact area of southern Haiti. R
It is not known what portion, if any, of the commoditles llsted -

- in Table 1 were devoted to relief a”thltles. !

Prior to the-cut off of its publlc sector aiddto Haiti”

g e

following the events of November 29, 1987, the U.S. maintained a'if.'x

large Title I/III concessional food sales program, primarily of /-
wheat. This program was carefully analyzed in terms of desired
commodity mix and pricing, and was viewed as strategic in terms |-
of meeting critical constraints in Haiti. 1In its later years as-j
Title ¥II the concessional sales program was carefully con- . [
structed and tied to enactment of key policy reforms by the GOH.

It also generated a significant level of local currency which- wa$if~;

strategically applled to both A.I.D. and nocn-A.I.D. development
efforts. _ _

By contrast, the PL 480 Title II food'donatidn.progfam”hes' (e

been considered nonwstrateglc and has generally operated: 1ndepen';ffdﬁ

dently of A.I.D. "standard® prcgrammlng throughout its hlstory
- The levels have slowly increased in spite of constraints and -
program mix-~SF, MCH, FFW--has not been particularly tied to
A.I.D. objectives or strategies. When Development A551s‘ance"

(DA) and Economic Support Funds (ESF} have been generous, Tltleg_&;f[f

'II has composed only a small portion of the portfolio ‘and this _
treatment may be considered appropriate. ¥%-2n DA and ESF have |
been limited, however, as is currently the case, Title II has"
assumed a more prominent p051t10n and p0551bly merlts more '
attentlonu




In FY 88 Title II comprised roughly 20 percent of U.S.
‘assistance to Haiti, with a proposed increase to 25% in FY 89

. (excluding relief focd). The Mission was interested enough in _j;\f;ﬁ

the resource that in late FY 87 it contracted for a strategic:

‘review.  Several person months of effort were devoted to prepara-' : '1

"ticn of A Food Aid Strategy for Haiti: Maximizing Development

Effectiveness (Deaton & Siaway, et al) which was issued_in'late_gﬂ"f;  
April, 1988. The report, which synthesizes data in food produc- . ..
tion, consumption (including nutrition) and marketing, provides al. o

number of interesting recommendations. Unfortunately, it was.
conducted and finished during a period of intense political :
turm011 in Haiti during which the Title I/III program as well: as i
all other U.S. ‘public sector assistance was terminated. | The. T
‘'report has thus not gotten the circulation or debate 1ts contents;

_m;ght merit.

This view of Title II as perlpheral is certainly not unlque ﬁ(i.fn

te Haiti. In a period where development resources are scarce,

however, P.L. 480 food deonations can be managed more efflclently _
and effectively in terms of fit and impact within USAID's overall}
program. Chapters 3 and 4 include more discussion in this :
regard. : ' o ' S

2.2 Review of Recent Title 1I Evaluations

- In 1977 and again in 1983 the A.I.D. Inspector General's =
©ffice chided USAID/Haiti on the lack of any comprehen51vé L
technical evaluation of the Title II program (ref ‘Audits,

December 1977 and April 1983). The Mission had in fact supportedofzgf"

one of the most comprehensive- longltudlnal -studies ever done of
School Feeding (the Cotten report) in 1981 and. 1982 but it was -

“not written up in final until 1984-1985. It wéntﬁbnithContzéctf}ffi
for 'a major Food For Work-evaluation,which;resulted“inﬂthé;E:agmao1:__?
report of October 1984. Mo overall MCH evaluation has been done .. .

to date, although in September 1983 A.I.D./Washington contracted |

an evaluation of the SAWS/ADRA Nutrition/MCE progrqm,covered by affi"

centrally-funded Matching Grant. As required by Title II

requlations, each Sponsor conducts an annual internal review as :offi g

well, which are of decidedly mixed focus and quality. None of
the evaluations or reviews to date have assessed program ccsts. . .}
(beyond commodity valiue) in terms of comparative eff1c1ency or. ]
effectiveness. oL P
The Cotten study was based on twe survey de51gns- (1) a
cross-sectional survey to measure progran performance using a
-sample of schools and students representative of the national _
Scheool Feeding program; and (2) a second, longitudinal survey,.' '

with control sample, to measure the 1mpact of the program on key'ﬁ*offl

varlables of lnterest at the policy level. Both surveys were




o

conducted from March through mid-June 1981 and the 1moact survey:frr

‘again in 1982.

The program performance survey, covering 73 schools and
1,422 children throughout the country, addressed the issues of
targetlng, ratio dilution, substitution, adequacy of fa0111t1es
and related programs, local contributions, record keeplng and:
- operating efficiency. The issues of targetlng proved the most
complex and raised a number of questions in terms: of whether: the
SF program requirements of facilities and local contrlbutlons-"-

preclude establishment of programs in areas of greatest need. iﬁfﬁ

also demonstrated that the urban sub-sample was 51gn1f1cantly

worse oii than its rural. counterpart. Additionally, the survey 43 ]

found that record Keeping in genera. was inadeguate and that 17
percent of commodities were used for "extra-program" purposes
(i.e. uses other than those for whlch the- food was programmed
commonly referred to as leakage) -

The program impact survey covered SF from a number of
: perspectlves, including nutrition, ‘school attendance, and,
cognitive performance. The initial baseline established that

there were significant differences between program and non- jﬁ,fffﬁ

program populations with regard to. nutritional status and .
attendance, but that those variables weére influenced by other:
‘factors, i.e. socio-economic status variableés, which could also -

i

~explain the differences. The longitudinal study did not,fully__;_*5f

clarify the attendance impact. In terms of nutritional impact,

however, the study concluded that while there was a deterloratlon-ﬁeég

in the environment which had an impact on the wellvbelnq of. all

the children, those in the SF program were able to maintain and | - "0
in some cases improve their nutritional status. ‘The SF program .| i
benefit was thus defined as a "safety net" for enrolled children.; . @

The study concludes with a number of recommendations, including

| meet objectlves of both SF and MCH programs.

The Pragma Corporatlon study rev1ewed the Food For.. Work

':-1ncreased -monitoring and 1mproved targeting within an 1ntegratedf- f
htervention strategy by using the SF dellvery 1nfrastructure to-g-

 program of the four Cooperating Sponsors CARE, CRS, CWS and ADRA;_ ST
- A sample o0f 10 perzent of each PVO's FFW progects, or ‘seventeen | . .
in all, were assessed by the team. The overriding ‘conclusion’ of”ﬂ;-& o

- the Pragma team was that the PVC's viewed FFW as a feeding-- .
‘rather than development--program for the rural poor and focused -
‘most. of their resources on managing commodity loglstlcs. . The

. 'program thus neglected the potential developmental 1mpact of FFW;EﬁCV
" in terms of developing technical skills for future employment

- developing productive infrastructure or strengthening local :

organizations. The study strongly recommended. refocussing" the _L;e” ik

program towards infrastructure development and trainirg, with:
emphasis on the measurable output of the projects. Since'the

_Evaluation, flrst LCRS and now CARE have dec1ded to stop FFW __,,_,,u..
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_altogether in that the measurable development outputs dld rot
justify the management and other costs. .-

The third key ‘evaluation on Title II is by Management
Sciences for Health (MSH) descriptively entitled Evaluation.
Report Seventh-Day Adventist World Service Haiti ATID Matching-
-Grant Program Nutrition and Maternal /Child Health (December .
1983). This study was an evaluation of the SAWS (now ADRA)
nutrition program in 10 centers in Haiti under A.I.D. Matchlng e
Grant Funds from 1981 - December 1983. The team reviewed growth L
surveillance instruments and methodology ‘and concluded "The . ;
nutritional impact of the project, as measured by a number of
indicators developed by the evaluation team, appears to be |
substantial..." (p. 37) although it notes that planned greater
community health benzfits did not accrue. = Management issues
noted include concerns over changlng/lnadequate objectlves :
targeting (opportunistic site selection), and weak: middle level ! _
and technical management. Attempts to measure program cost-per--~--
beneficiary are notably more comprehensive in this than 1n the_g*
other documents cxted but still qulte superf1c1al e '

In addltlon ‘to the three specific Tltle Iz evaluatlans and '
 three audlts, the Assessment Team reviewed numerous USAID/Haltl :
program documents which are relevant to Title IX.  These 1nc1udedf;
sectoral pieces such as the Education and Human Resources Sector L
Assessment (March, 1987), the National Nutrition Survey :(1978) 1.

and the Agriculture Sector Assessment (November 1987) as well as .
more general documents, i.e. the Deaton & Siaway Strategy and the,wfg
FY 89-90 Action Plan. It is not the intent of this assessment to -
discuss in detail all of those documents. . There are, however,.¢f
some areas of agreement whlch deserve hlghlxghtlng.~_ Lo

- There is general agreement that a-food def1c1t ex1sts ‘in ;ﬂ*;;
Ha1t1, that agricultural production has been stagnant for. !
decades, and that free and concessional food aid will be |~ ..
needed for some time to come. There is further agreement in o
the documents (although not necessarily in the general: i
_ publlc) that the Title II food has not constltuted a.
dlslncentlve to productlon. S -

- There is general agreement that a 51gnlflcant proportlon"_, .
of the population is malnourished. The groups that are most = .
at-risk are children under five years of age and pregnant | .
and lactating mothers. The National Nutrition Survey, which =
serves as a baseline, did not find a significant dlfference,l“'
in levels of nutrition among Ha1t1 s prov1nces. Sl B

= There is general agreement that Haiti has numerous other_ S
developmental problems. Among those that are relevant to .
this discussion are poor quality education, a ‘low level - _ L
skills base and a paucity of indigenous instituticns wnlch?"'
could serve to moblllze what resources exlst._ Lo :
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- Title II food aid is generally viewed as a tcol for direct_,ﬁ

feeding to respond to nutritional (or at a minimum basic .
enerqgy) needs rather than as a development resource to
respond to other known problems. Even those papers which -
clainm a broader ' developmental perspectlve conclude w1th
recommendations supporting a nutrition focus (e.g. the
Education & Human Resources Sector Assessment the Deaton &
Siaway Strategy) . :

- Because food is viewed primarily as a resource. for:
nutrition, ' recommendations generally have 1ncluded one or
more of the following: : :

1) cap or decrease FFW (food doesn t reach those in need}
2) cap or decrease SF, in order to have adequate resources'
to increase MCH; in SF programs that continue, prov1de_ B
nutrition education and improve targetlng of schools
and/or students within schools.

3) increase and 1mprove MCH coverage to reach to- the groupg”'t'

most at-risk.’ :
4) undertake diverse pilot pro;ects which are development ﬁ
rather than food driven, but use food as a resource,] i
monltor them carefully to see what works.-' :

Thi= Assessment examines the Title II program nelther on the;--
micro-level of Cotten, Pragma or MSH nor the macro-level . of the |

- documents summarized above. It focusses squarely on the m1d~ j';,f**~

level of the Sponsors' progranms, mandates and capabllltles It

concludes that each Sponsor is currently in a dynamic state ‘and -37~?7f
moving towards a more innovative and potentially effective use ofy__;:-

"food as a resource, so that all of the above may occur...g
3. DPROGRAM DESCRIPTION '

A key purpose of this Assessment is “...to determlne how -
efficiently and effectively targeted objectlves are being met.""

Chapter 3.1 examines the Sponsors' programs in terms of objec- .?'";M_

tives and strategies, both explicit and -implicit, in order to .
establish the "targeted ob}ectlves" and to set parameters of’

neffectiveness". Chapter 3.2 examines program management ' ‘and” e
Chapter 3.3 assesses costs and cost-effectiveness and eff1c1en- B
cies. Chapteri4 will summarize program,results in terms of g
-axternal eff1c1enc1es and development 1mpact. : R

Table 3 below provides a summary of the actval achlevement

by type of program by sponsor in FY 88. The Table demonstrates s

- that all three Sponsors undertook the same types of programs - but |
at very different levels. The Table is offered for reference in
subsequent discussicns. S : - S
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‘Table 3: Title II Actual Achievements by Type cf Prcﬂram
" by Cooperating Sponsor in FY 88 ;

Beneficiaries Dollar

. Commodities a1

Sponsor/Program __(MT) (%) (#) (%) Value _ T
CARE Totals 13,030.0 (100) 297,238 (100) 2,669,937 P

SF/PSF 7,487.0 57 233,985 79 1,507,950 ..

MCH 1,898.0 15 24,457 '8 379,355 .

FFW 1,145.0 g 10,793 253,564

OCF 0 0 0 0

Cther 2,500.0 19 28,003 529,068 - -
CRS Totals 4,899.0 (100) 145,433 1,102,407

SF/PSF 4,117.0 84 133,300 © 923,611

MCH ' 387.0 8 6,000 92,846

FTW 0 0 0 ' 0

. OCF 386.0 8 3,757 83,744
Other 8.0 - 2,376 2,206

ADRA Totais 6,184.0 (100) 116,032 (100) 1,404,411

SF/PSF 2,675.0 43 69,722 60 612,938
 MCH . 2,060.0 33 30,831 27 456,520 ..
FFW 1,266.0 ~ 20 12,755 11 290,131"
' OCF : 89.0 2 1,158 1 . 25,146
Other 94.0 2 1,565 1 19,676

Program Totals 24,113.0 (100) 558,702 (100) 5,176,755

SF/PSF 14,279.0 59 437,001 78 3,044,499
- MCH - 4,345.0 18 61,288 11 928,721
FFW 2,411.0 10 23,548 = 4 543,948 .
OCF 475.0 2 . 4,915 1 . 108,890 -
Other 2,603.0 11 31,944 6 550,950
sQurees: Cooperatlng Sponsors' Commodity: Status Reports and

Recipient Status Reports, FY 88

3.1 Program Goals and Objectives S -jf = :‘é

3.1.1 Program Externalities. The establishment of realis-
tic objectives for the Haiti Title II program is affected by
numerous factors, many of which are outside the contrel of either
USAID/Haiti or the Cooperating Sponsors. Three in particular
affect program planning and management: 1) the mandates of the
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organizations involved; 2) the Title II bureaucratic processes: .
and 3) the particular situation in Haiti. The impact cf ‘each on.
the program is summarized below. R

Organizational Mandates

_ Title II food programmlng is governed by the Agrlcultural
Trade and Developmen: Act of 1954, as amended (Public Law 480), .
which is implemented primarily by the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA). The existence and mandate of A.I.D. ! e
governed by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended S In

Title II matters, the USDA works with A.I.D. through the latter sfféxa

Bureau for Food and Voluntary Assistance (FVA).

The USDA and A.I.D. are political, non-proflt publlc _ .
agencies which promote numercus objectives, with Title II playlng
a relatively minor role in their respective portfolios. The S
USDA's primary clients--the American farmers--have an indirect :
but strong link and thus influence with the USDA {often via o
lobbies) through the elected U.S. Congress, which provides 100
percent of the USDA's budget. A.I.D., however, is in the odd .
situation that its clients--citizens of developing countries--
generally have very little influence on the U.S. Congress and
thus on A.1.D.'s budget.  Thus although A.I.D. may use rhetoric
about "beneflclary participation in de0151on—mak1ng“- andiln -

spite of concerned Haitians' friends in the U.S. Congress, it_isﬁt;ﬁ“

aunlikely that this partlclpatlon would ever extend above a -
marglnal level. Both A.I.D. and the USDA must be- prlmarlly

responsive and responsible to their pr1nc1pal and only, revenue !: -

source: the U.S. Congress.

In addltlon to different clients, A.I.D. and the USDA also
have different principal objectives for the Title II program.

One of the key purposes of P.L. 480 food, from the USDA. perspec—%.:et
tive, is the promotion of U.S. agriculture in the broadest sense,;
thus implying a supply side perspective. 'The key purpose; of non-r.“

emergency P.L. 480 from the A.I.D. perspectlve is development,
again in a broad sense, which by definition is demand driven. -
Thus although USAID/Haltl and/cr the Cooperating Sponsorshmay'_
recommend a certain mix of commodity types for developmentzl
purposes based on demand, the USDA may not have all of those
commodities in surplus in a given year and thus not be able to-
supply the desired mix. A recent example of the results of these”“

different client-derived purposes on the program in Haiti is the R

lack of milk for MCH centers and other child survival activities:| '
The USDA has recently completed a program of paying U.S. dairy
farmers to stop producing milk due to a perceived glut on: the:

market.

CARE, CRS and ADRA are non-political, noanrcfit'priéate
organizations, which promote a combination of humanitarian and
developmental goals, with Title II occupying a varying but
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significant share of their portfolios in Haiti (ref. Chapter
3.3). Their direct clients--the rural and urban poor: of Haiti,
in this case--do not {and can not) provide significant revenues
tc the organizations. The PV0Os must seek funding from other
scurces, which are also considered clients but which receive noc .
direct services from the PVOs. The three must thus be'responSive'.
to the guldance and/or requirements of the USDA via A.I.D.- '
well as of various other institutions and individuals whlch may :
be providing ancillary funding. They must juggle supply of food -
with demand for it, and with organizational and administrative
support to approprlately meet the demand. The end result is
program objectives which try to be responsive to both types of: -
clients (i.e. donors and the rural poor) -and often end. up bELHG:.
useful to no one. : . -

In summary, the objectives of the Title II program in Ha;tl
are primarily influenced by the U.S. Congress (through the USDA
and A.I.D.), with some influence by CARE, CRS and ADRA other
funding sources and virtually none by the Title II clients, the-
rural and urban poor. Given these influences, the program
objectives may understandably be supply, rather than demand, -

driven.

Title II_Pfogrammino Processes

The Title 1I programming process is formally directed by | . -
A.I.D. Handbook 9. This offers sample formats for a "standard” =
Multi Year Operational Plan (MYOP) format and the sacrésanct H :
Annual Estimates of Requirements (AER) form. While the latter: is
rigorously adhered to, consisting as it does of simple blanks to: -
be filled in with numbers and with no particular narratlve,_the
former has been adapted to meet each PVO' s practices ‘and needs.
Given the multiple influénces on the PVOs' planning processes as

described above, there is a tendency to llberally quote from the  _'

previous MYOP and avoid any explicit strateg:ic rethlnklnq

Although A.I.D. has, over the years, experimented w1th a
number of different management approaches on an agency-wide
basis, it periodically returns to the Management By 0b3ect1ve=
(MBCO) of the early-1970's. The Bureau for Latin America and- the
Caribbean (MAC) has reaffirmed its commitment to MBO in recent|
years. This is best reflected in terms of program plannlng S
through the hierarchy of objectives established in each MlSSth s”_'

annual Actjion Plan.

The MYOP might be considered Title II's answer to ‘the Action -
Plan, although the externalities inherent in the process make it .
less than useful. That is, experience shows that annual com- | .
modity types and levels are changed frequently between the
original plan and actual receipt by entities other than the o
originator of the MYOP (the PVO). These actions reflect coén- =
straints imposed by organizational mandates, bureaucratic
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processes and sheer logistics of the many players invelved.

USDA's supplies and other recipient countries' competing demands
are an early but continuing hurdle in the process. The arrival -
of food aid in Haiti from another donor may stimulate a change of .

plans. Shipping schedules may necessitate borrowing .and return-. "~

ing loans, occasionally of different commodities, thus affecting: _
ration mix. And emergencies elsewhere may dictate that ships be | .
diverted. = R

Given this context, the incentives for preparation of a
Title II MYOP with carefully developed objectives reflecting.
realistic program components and levels are minimal. Also givew§~
the context, the incentive for USAIQ/Haltl to develop a truliy: é
strategic plan for use of Title II is equally minimal.. There
are, however, some aspects of the program which can be con-—.
trolled, and objectives which can be met, through flexible .-
programming with improved plannlng These will be discussed in
Chapter 4. : R

The Situation in Haiti

Title II pnrogram and USAID project reports for the last
three years attribute numerous program delays to "the political
situation"”. That is, food could not be distributed, warehouses | -
were pillaged, and certain planned program components were not
undertaken. This recent turmoil has certainly been disruptive
and all concerned must recognize the major problems éncountéred 7
and in many cases overcome. No data were available (or at least’

accessible), however, to contrast "commodities received" versus-j_"f_
"commodities distributed" versus "actual recipients served" pre- .

and post 1986 to ascertain in quantifiable terms the level of
disruption on the standard achievements of the program.

The lack of data on the Title II progranm is due to USAID'
practice of archiving after 3 years and to the unfortuuate.
looting of the CARE and CRS warehouses in 1986. Lack of data,

however, is a generic problem in Haiti and affects the ablllty to -

assess demand and establish realistic objectives for Title II
programs as well as other programs. For example, population .
dynamlcs are not well understood, and the validity of ext::'apolalt—:f
ing from such data as school enrollment or urban under-fives from:
the 1981 census or, worse, the 1978 National Nutrition Survey is !
questionable. Agricultural production, particularly that for
tubers, tree and root crops, is also poorly documented, so that

national food security and food consumption must be guesstimated é_f_r“

(without con51der1ng'the impact of contraband!). The lack of =
valid data seems in some cases to have created an ethic of rarely
trying to collect valid data, thus exacerbating problems ln :

planning.

16



A seccond Haiti-specific problem is the lack of experience
with local level institutions useful in mobilizing resources.
Given the disparate origins of Haiti's citizenrv, there are
virtually no indigenous instituticns beyond the houselhold which
can be tapped. In the rare cases where indigenous institutions.
do exist, Sponsors have found them uninterested in food programs.
Although CARE claims some successes with Parent Teacher'Commlt—gij

tees running school canteens, CRS is not sanguine. That is, CRS. .

cautions that one must beware of having groups whose primary
functions concern the food distributed and of committees that are
so only in name. Given problems with these relatively stralght-
forward single-function entities, an assessment of realistic pos—=
sibilities for local level management of more than a school B
canteen 1is not sangulne. Thus any planning based on thoughtfqu_'
local participation is likely a long way off. -

Finally, the problem of the low level of GOH invelvement in .~
planning or management of the program is noted, not because of @
~short-term constraints but in a longer-term perspective.: It is .
likely that this constraint is not unigue to Haiti in the' sz nals
of Title ITI pregrams, but it is 1mportant when considering the
possibilities for phase-ocut. It is simply stated as one more - -

externality which is largely beyond the contrel of the Sponsqrs; ff'T

3.1.2 Explicit objectives. In spite of the externalities .

summarized above, the Haiti Cooperating Sponsors have deyelopedg_:ff

or are developing MYOP's which have a vague MBO framework and '
which provide stated objectives which can be reviewed by, clients - -
and constituents and judged by evaluators. S

Flgure 1l overleaf summarizes the stated or exp11c1t over—

arching raisons d'etre of each Sponsor's Title II food program 1n'_5

Haiti. Each Sponsor's program nomenclature is slightly dif-
ferent. CARE discusses its "General Program Objective" which
‘cross-cuts more. specific objectives relating to each typenbf
program, e€.g. SF, MCH, FFW, etc. CRS refers to a "Current: P
Operating Strategy" as guiding various components of the prograw '
And ADRA, which currently only operates a food program, has no
need to develop a separate rationale and simply relies on 1ts o
worldw1de "Statement of Mission",

It is interesting that all three "strategies" dlscuss
community development or scome variation therenf. the CARE
statement, the "formation of community 1nst1tutlons" is a higher:

order means leading to the end of "sustainability of the develop: -

mental process". In the CRS strategy, “"community development" is -
used in straightforward English as an end in itself ("development

of the community") and not as a process. In the ADRA mandate ith

is again a means, where "community based development 1ncludes a
wide range of act1v1t1es leading to L
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CARE

Figure 1: oOverall Title II Program Strategy of
~eperating Sponsors in Haiti

General Program Obijective:

To use the food resource as a developmental tool. w1th1n
the community by enhancing the distribution link .
between CARE Haiti and that community to permit better
communication and more participation of the community
in the project. This link should also facilitate. o
transfer/training of management skills and the gradual
empowerment of the community. Thus the formaticn of:
community institutions capable of interpreting the
nutritional and developmental needs of its community .
into self help action is achieved, and sustainability -
of the developmental process beyond the life of the |
project is possible. (CARE Haiti PL 480 Tltle IT Annual
Progress Report FY 1988) :

CRS Current Operating Strateqgy:

To improve the impact of CRS' Title II program through
more efficient delivery of food resources t> those who-
are most in need along with the integration of program
conmponents that contribute to community development.:
{CRS Raiti MYOP)

Summary Statement of Mission:

ADRA

... Development is viewed as an integrated process
which addresses the basic sources of poverty, seeking .
to build self reliance in the individual and equitable
social relationships. ... Community based development
includes a wide range of activities_leading to Jis
health, economic and social well Being, and TROvEs
self reliance. Through non formal education and
training, ADRA focuses on developing competence and
skills in areas appropriate to community needs: -

Community needs are also met by the development of

institutions which deliver essential services in areas

where they are inadequate or non-exlstent. (ADRA/Interf '

national Statement of Mission) S
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Figure 2:

CARE

Purposes:

1) to supplement the
nutritional requirements

of pre and primary school

children, wanen of

\h_ldbearlng age and their

infants;

2} to act as an incentive
to children to attend
classes reqularly amd to.

remain for a longer period

of time in school; and

3} to improve rural
infrastructures and
facilities through
commnity initiated FFW
projects and {school -
based) mini projects.

CRS

MYOP Goals:

1) Contribute to the
improvement of formal
education program for
children between the ages
of 5 and 15 (SF Program

and School Projects);

[Fram Narrative: to
encourage children to
attend school, supplement
their diets and increase
their attentiveness].

2} Improve the rutritional

status of 9,000 children
under the age of five by
FY 91 (MCH Program);
[Fram Narrative: to
address the problem of

endemic malnutrition among

children under five by
providing timely tech-
nical and material
assistance within a
framework that addresses
three aspects of the
problem similtaneocusly:
econaomic poverty, poor
access to information on
health and mutrition, and
insufficient access to

food & medical m]'

being cared for under the
auspices of public amd
private institutional -
programs {(OCF Program) ;

© 4) Improwve thempaclty of

public and private
institutione to care for
destitute adults who are

o longer capable of
taking care of themselves

1%

Title II Program Cbjectives of Cooperating Sponsors

ADRA

‘Ouatreach Operatlonal
‘Plan:
1) the sa.gn:.f:.cant

improvement of the -
nutritional: status:of
participating school
children, children-. L
suffering from second &
third degree malmutri-
tion and their mothers,
arnd participating food- .
for-work families;

2) the stimulation of o
commnity actior through

the support of develop—
mentally—orlented work

programs. |
Specific Objectives:
SF: 1) increase in
recipient levels;
2) program school - .
exhibited higher atten-

- dance by December 1991;

- 3) improved learning -
capacity among selected

groups of children: '
doaumented by December .
19%1; 4} Title XIT = -
support uputs fully .
integrated with ARA SF
program’ by December:” 1987

MH: 1) 70% of par- e

of program partlmpatlon,
2) 70% of particxpatmg
children who receive no -
less than 50% of their

rutritional mqm.rements _ s

from breast milk show.
positive mght—-for—age
gmm terd within: 3 mos
of program participation



These different emphases on community-based action of some
sort in the overarching strategy statements becomes more inter-
esting when viewed in the context of the mecre specific program
component objectives. Figure 2 provides the stated or :
explicit program componert objectives of each Sponsor as glven in
its MYOP {or CARE's Annual Progress Report). Here, although ADRA
speaks of "the stimulation of community action" as’ an end in

itself in FFW programs, a2ll three sponsors focus much more on the._e5

“"standard” Title II objectives relating to nutrition and school
attendance. Although the Team 4id not believe it use’ul to :
append the entire MYOP of each Sponsor, the attentvion to prec1se L
beneficiary levels {e.g., 2300 chlldren fed) as 1na1oators of R
these more lofty objectives is informative. I

The causal relationship between a chilad eateng a school
iunch and his/her improved school attendance, learning capac1ty
and/or nutritisnal level has not been conolu51vely demonstrated.
in Haiti {ref. the Cotten, 1985) or many other places in the
world (ref. Levinger, 1985). The relationship between that
child's lunch and community actlon/development is even less well
documented. Yet ¥0 percent of the recipients of the Haiti FY 89
Title II program will be school children consuming 73 percent of .
the commodities, in spite of the existence of unrelated higher
order explicit objectives developed by the Sponsors. In spite of
that numerous uncontrollable externalities affecting planning in
Haiti, A.I.D. asks the Cooperating Sponsors to develop objec-
tives and offer linear plans to achieve the objectives eveéry few
years, and the PVO's do so (often with heavy reference to ithe |
last such plan). These become the explicit objectives that they
and most informed colleagues know are hyperbole, R

3.1.3 Implicit Objectives. It became quite difficult for ,?ﬁﬁ.-”

this Assessment Team to examine the PVQO program "efficiency and-
effectiveness in. achleVlng targeted objectives® when, for the
most part, the PVO's admitted that what was stated in the formal
plans as a “targeted“ or explicit objective did not necessarlly
reflect progran realities. Of the three organizations, CARE is
in the process of massively reworkang its MYOP addendum.and_
?zing its food program staff,” and will mnot have “sVé
formalized until at least January, 1989. ADRA has had a Dlrector
ad_jnterim (a.i.) for over one year, with a new full time person o
‘due to arrive in December. The explicit objectives of these two -
organizations as prov1ded in Figures 1 and 2 are either too - =
amblguous to be useful, in the case of" CARE, . Or SO precise as- to L
"be 1 nevaluable, in the case of ADRA. Neither particulariy -
reflects what is being implemented as compared to deployment of

resources.

4,

CRS has the closest match between exp11c1t objectlves and
program realities. CRS planners and managers have been concerned
for some time that national data indicate that the. most nutrl—
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tionally at-risk group in Haiti is the under-fives, who through’ .
the MCH program comprise less than 5 percent of CRS beneficiari--

es. It is now ™...improving the impact of CRS' Title II progran’
through more efficient delivery of food resources to those who
are most in need..." through a thoughtful and professional '

process of internal review and program evaluation to assist. in
more precise targeting. As expllcltly stated in its MYOP (not -
reproduced herein), it is reducing its general SF. program by 8-10
rercent each year, based on simply not replacing the schools that
are normally dropped each year due to non-compliance. At the 3
same time, it has obtained a state-of-the-art computer software-
package from the U.S. Centers for Disease Control (CDC) in C
Atlanta in which it is entering all growth monltorlng data fron-f
the MCH centers its supports. Through this exercise, which
involves a visit to each center by senior staff and numerous
‘discussions with CRS and GOH or intermediary MCH staff, CRS
hopes, indeed, to improve its impact (effectiveness) through
"more efficient delivery...to those who are most in need. “ §

As the internal evaluatlon is implemented, CRS is operatlng o
with implicit objectives of (1) providing hot lunches to ap-
proximately 120,000 school children (SF/FSF): (2) providing foed
supplements to 6,000 children under 5 (MCE):; and (3) providing .
minimum daily food allowances to orphans and indigent adults.
This seemingly ncn-strategic apprecach is fully justified by the’ Lo
_Cotten report, which documents that although composite socicecon- .
“omic indicators revealed an overall deteriorating environment, L
children in an SF program maintained or improved their health as“_ :
compared to children not in a program. This "safety net": effect [
of an SF program does not respond to issues of longer: term g RS O
‘sustainability or cost effectiveness, but in the short term it disic o0
an efficient way to keep children alive, and an effective! means .
of mlthatlng agalnst potentlal long term human resource con- Lo
straints. It is a rational interim strategy until CRS? 1nterna1 T
evaluation is complete and mere specific ob]ectlves are es- sf“
tablished. l.aution is coffered, however, that it be viewed as _
interim and not become institutibnalized. (Note: - the concept of%*
SF as a "safety net" is introduced in the Cotten report and a
more detailed discussion can be found thereln S s,

'*':-"'

CARE and ADRA 1mp11c1t objectives are,_as stated earller ln;:";y
flux. As evidenced in Table 1, until FY 89 CARE has had the = .
largest of the three programs by far, has to the present includedr-=“

a management-intensive FFW component, and has explicitly. and . b
implicitly tried in recent years to use food as leverage for e
social change. In its FY 88 Annual Progress Report, its "General?n;;f
Objective™ (ref. Figure 1) and "Purposes™ (ref. Figure 2) are = | .
creatively phrased to imply this direction without establishing =
any specific benchmarks against which to be judged (except number - . ¢
of beneficiaries). That is, the nutritional objective is %to ..
supplement...” without guantification; the attendance objectlvc*:?~'“'
is "to act as an incentive" with nc means of measurement of .
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competing incentives; and the community development objestive is
"to improve..." with no baselire. Only in discussions -and :
narrative text does one learn that CARE is staffing up for a.

major effort in developing Parent Teacher Committees, w1th whlch ef.f

it has had some success, as community change agents

The Assessment Team strongly supports the dlrectlon in whlch_ :_
CARE is headed. i.e. to promote empowerment through the fornat10n1*

of community institutions. It cautions CARE to move slowly and!
to carefully monitor and evaluate variables contributing to- both_i;
achievements and failures. It judges that until this effort is;

fully planned and staffed up, CARE may also be vzewed as. operat—*eysf

ing a "safety net®, supply driven program.

ADRA's MYOP 1ncludes cnly numerical targets as objec+1ves -

which, while honest and direct, are certalnly not strategic.. Thekﬁ"'

narrative justification is found in its Outreach Grant Proposal

which is reflected at Figure 2. The flrst_“Spec1f1c_0b3ect1ve“fj_17'

for the SF program, "increase in recipient levels™, ' is the
operative or implicit objective. The others are_for'theijSt“'J
part not evaluable. For example, measurement of Y"program: schooI

exhibiting higher attendance" requires a current basellne, whlch ;-'

ADRA has not prepared. "Improved learning capacity among -
selected groups of children..." is extremely difficult. tpg _
measure, as evidenced by the Cotten report and others in:the-
literature, and again, ADRA has established no basellne agalnst

which to measure.

The absence of even'seml—strategic objectives has led te'ﬁf
implementation problems and left ADRA vulnerable to major o
inefficiencies. With no practical focus cther than increasing

recipient levels, staff apparently believed "the more the bette:#:eFTf

and, during third quarter FY 88, added approximately 60,000
rec;plents and over 100 schools to the SF program and ap- = =~ 1
proximately 20,000 recipients and an unknown number of centers tof _
MCH. They did not follow standard ADRA procedures for approval e
of a new center, did not inform the Director a.i. of these SR
actions and have left ADRA in a difficult situation:.  That 15,
over 100 new centers (SF or MCH) with over 80 000 new rec;plen 5
now believe thay are part of the program, ‘and" tobd. TMReT
'ADRA Director a.i., meanwhile, completed the FY 8% AER or ‘the -
original levels. ADRA staff is reportedly currently scouring th
country to reassess racipient levels to see what can be done.. B

o

ADRA's situation points up the key problem in operatlng
without some sort of focus. Simply, ambiguities will compound
~until chaos is reached. Had more attention been paid to some -
. sort of substantive objective, even if it was simply the. “safety!
net® hot lunch, it is likely the emphasis on quantity withno .
‘concern for quallty or sustalnablllty would not have occurred.. 8
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. with feedlng children, with no current operative higher order

'3.1.4 A.I.D. Obijectives. USAID/Haiti's-explicit.oﬁerareh-éi
ing program gocal is stated in its FY 1989/1990 Action Plan (AP, .
prepared in April, 1988) as "a wider sharing of the benefits of

growth." Within this goal, the Mission has selected the follow-?xfg-J
ing LAC objectlves as most relevant to Haltl s needs: j R

- LAC Obj. 1/6: - Increase Agricaltural Productlon/Preserve Q_jffé

- : and Manage Natural Resources . U _g._
"= LAC Obj. . -

2 : Strengthen the Private Sectoer
- LAC Obj. 5 ': Promote Exports : S
- LAC Obj. 8 : Increase Access to Voluntary Famlly AR

Planning Services

Reduce Infant and Child Mortallty
Improve Educational Opportunltles
Increase Participant Training .

- LAC Obj. 10
- LAC Ob3. 13

e 40 ww

' True to the MBO approach, -each of these ohjectlves ls o
-_further defined in the Actien Plan in terms of Country Develop-
ment Trends (CDT) Indicators; A.I.D. Program Performance.(APP)_,

Indicators; Actual Vs. Planned Accomplishments in FY 1987;and1j.'5 -

early 1988, as Compared to Last Year's Action Plan; Key Pcllcy-”'
Dialogue Actions and Conditionalities Planned for balance of
Current FY and Action Plan Period; and Key PrOJect/Program

Aceompllshments Planned for ktalance of Current FY and Action Planﬁﬁ;i'
Period. Reporting on the latter ‘is undertaken 1n the next ACthf fh'ﬂ

- Plan a year later.
Because the Title II Sponsors have been nrlmarlly concerned:

objectives, and because the LAC Objectives are established by

A.I.D./W, USAID/Haiti has had little flexibility in establlshlngy“f3f{
a rationale for its food program. In the Action Flan written in/ - =
April, 1988, for FY 88, eeventy-two (72%) of the Title II programeygei

was programmed for School Feeding, and 70% of its costs were

thus allocated to LAC Objective 12, Improvxng Educational” Oppot—_e,ftt

tunities. Four percent (4%) of the program was programmed: for :
Food for Work, and the remaining 24% for MCH and "other" programs

affecting at-risk children. Thirty percent (30%) of. thegcosts-g'”'

- were thus attributed to LAC Objectlve 10, . Redu01ng Infant_and
gChild Hortality.__ - _ g AEETES e s

_ Actual distributions led to much different ratlos, as are E
presentod in Chapter 3.3 and Annex B. _ -

‘There are no CDT or APP or any. octher: 1ndlcators remotely R
related to Title II under the educational objective, focu51ng as |-
it does on teacher training and textbook distribution. The i

infant and child mortality objective actually includes a measura;h“””"

ble APP indicator related to Title II, "percent of chlldren in !
'A.I.D.-financed feeding programs who have weights recorded on . -
their Rcocad to Health card twice for every six-month perlod{?; The -
" PVO's do not now routinely report this information, all axe in |
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the process of 1mprov1ng MCH management and/or computerlzlng
. files, so it should be acce551b1e in the future. ' o

: - The Tltle II narrative in the AP is prlmarlly 1nput drlven :
and preoccupied with local costs (an outstanding Mission issue at’
the time of the AP draft). The following "targets" estab1lshed ;;:'
by A. I D. for Title II. may be inferred from the AP' T e

- Targeting dec151ons w1ll he based on the cost—effectlve—

ness of different delivery systems to ensure, to the’ extent._;-'

possible, that those most in need are reached. -

- Assistance to remote areas in the North and the Northeast f'f_
'will resume in FY 89 if accountablllty requlrements can berj”

satisfied .~ :

- Development ‘activities 1n1t1ated in FY 88, on a pllot ba51s
. will focus on increased participation by the program s

‘beneficiaries and will be duplicated in other reglons.

- End-use inspectors' roles as community animators will be -~

further developed through training, which will also be S
provided to school directors and parent-teacher committees - |
- Cevelopment activities in conjunction with commodlty
distribuiiion w1ll be contingent upon adequate fundlng
levels.

- Sponsors will use the program's resources as addltlonal
compeonents to existing AID-funded projects.  "For exampTe
MCH - programs are implemented in asscciation with family -
pianning and child survival project activities; School
Feeding programs are a part of the Incentives to Improve
Basic Education Project:; FFW projects are designed to

‘complement agricultural and community development pro]éots‘__f'ﬁf5

- and Pre-School Feeding programs support the Community . ;
- Integrated Nutrition and Education Centers. - This approach =
will continue in the coming years."‘(AP p-. 84) Rk

' These statements are not,particularly strategic nor objec—. i
thE, and may be considered interesting implementation guldance.~‘

Only the last can be considered strategic, but because the onsfsjp}.'r

.objectives do not coincide with this thrust it becomes almost

‘antithetical. FFW is not undertaken by CRS, has been su edu
by CARE and is on hold at ADRA (and this Assessment will™ M-
mend it remaln'on hold for the next few gquarters). . The Educa~

tion Project is requesting that CRS and ADRA add schools to their ~

SF programs; CRS is following an explicit objective of reducing

the number of schools it serves and ADRA is, as noted prevxously,'fgﬂp

greatly over-extended. The relationship between the massive
A.I.D. Child Survival program and MCH feeding can only be

characterized as tctally ad hoc. Thus USAID/Haiti's "Strategy“"w'””

: provides no- real framework or guidance for the Sponsors' pro--g.'?"
. grams. _ y :

" As discussed in Chapter 2, USAID/Haltl recognlzes that food |
_is an important resource and has perzodically attempted to 5
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develop a more strategic approach to its use. Chapter 4 will | =

include more specific recommendations in this regard, summar121ng o

the Strategy prepared as a separate part of this contract

3 1.5 Sznth951s. None of the players lnvolvedﬂ—the A.I. D

Mission or the Cooperatlng Sponsors--is operating on the. ba51s(off j

a strategic plan. That is, where explicit strategies exist
cperations do not support. them. USAID/Haiti and the three ,
Sponsors are operating based on an implicit strategy of meetlnq

"targeted objectives" consisting primarily of levels of benafl-ﬂpf”

ciaries to be fed. This guantitative focus is due to the
externalities involving organizational mandates, Title II.
planning processes and selected aspects of the 51tuatlon inm T
‘Haiti, all of which mitigate against more attention to qualxta-:"_
tive results. The development resource that Title II. mlght be 1s_[
certainly not being max1mlzed. ~ L

This supply-driven approach has been mlrrored by ail three

Sponsors who express frustration that so much time is devoted toff- 

-simply moving food without any particular end in 51ght., Both

CARE and CRS are now engaged in structured internal reviews which
will lead within the next year to improved planning and. target«iﬂy_}f

-ing, hopefully meshing explicit and implicit strategies and. R
object1ves with operations. ADRA must get its program under ;j

control in terms of sheer guantity prlor to undertaking a R S
meaningful strategic planning exercise. This Assessment 1nc1udes _
a‘' recommendation to help it do so. e S

3.2 E:Qgﬁgg sgzgg;u;es agg Functions - - -;_' _?' ) 7gj-f-‘

The organlzatlonal structures of the three Sponsors closely :
reflect their level of strategic awareness and management and arej,-,
dlscussed in the follow1ng pages. _ R

3.2.1 CARE Haiti. CARE Haiti is a large and class;cally o
- structured organization with three basic divisiéns: ~Program &
- Plan, Program Support, and Field Offices in the north:and southi
Program & Plan comprises the line and/or technical offices,
Program Suppert the staff offices, with the Field Offices a

combination of the two. This structure is reflected in the CARrjff“ﬁ

organlzatlonal;chart at Flgure 3 overleaf.

The Title II. program is v;ewed as one of flve major CARE - ;
Program & Plan "projects". With reference to Table 3, during FY

88 the project moved slightly over 13,000 MT of commodities to |

almost 300,000 beneficiaries. Flfty-seven percent of the ' _i
commodities and 79 percent of the beneficiaries were in School

Feeding (including a small portion of pre-schoolers), 15 perCentjfa'”
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" of commodities and 8 percent of benef1c1ar1es in MCH, and 9

percent of commodities and 4 percent of beneficiaries in Food For

Work. A relatively large volume of commodities (19 percent) was:
used for Emergencxes. _

The plans and approved levels for FY 89 (ref. Table 1) areéfg o

similar to the FY 88 activities, except that generic FFW will
cease beginning in January 1989. FFW will thereafter only be _
used as a resource in other CARE projects, e.g. as an incentive -

for the construction of community water systems. ' T

The Port-au-Prince based Focd Project'staff7is headed byfa';j;['

Project Coordinator who is the lead person in food planning,
monitoring and evaluation at CARE. Working closely with her
staff and in discussion with the Deputy for Program & Plan, she .
develops the MYOP and AERs and Calls Feorward and assures 'all

1mplementat10n requlrements are met. She prepares narrateve K

reports and obtains requirea flnanc1al reportlng from the Proqram £

Support. - Flnance Unit.

. . The Food Project Coordlnator is currently reorganlzlng her ?
staff to reflect the evolving emphasis on formation of local
institutions. Her plan involves two functiocnal units, one in
Implementation and one in Administration. The Implemeﬂtatlon‘
Unit will include a Human Resources Officer and a °roject S _
Technical Advisor, presumabiy in community development. It wxll._ y
also include the one Supervisory Monitoring Officer who is based|
in Port-au-Prince. This person directly supervzses the Field’ '
Representatives in Port-au-Prince (now 2, soon to be 3) and
provides liaison with those in Gonaives (now 2, soon to be-4y;
Port de Paix (2) and La Gonaves (2). : o R

Under the evolving Food Prcject structure the Food Ad—-‘l'i

ministration unit will comprise office management and logistics |

(warehouse management in particular) in collaboration w1th the o
Program Support d1v151on and the Fleld Offices. i

The CARE Field Office in Gonalves devotes approxlmately S0
percent of its supervisory resources to food management, with 1ts,_

food Field Representatives and supervisory responsibility for the_u_3f

Port-de-Paix office.. The latter's resources are 100 percent =
attributable to food. The Field Office on La Gonave is super- |

vised directly by Port-au-Prince staff and is devoted 100 percent_fjtf

‘to- the food project. Aall Field Offices have related warehouses
and logistic responsibilities. No food is distributed in the.
south except on a carefully monitored basis in con,unctlon w1th
CARE's water supply preject which is discussed below. o

A1l Food Project staff are Haitian natlonal hires except for_“

the Pro;ect Coordinator and the Gonaives Field Office Representa-- .

tive (who is only 50 percent attributable to the Food Project}r
who are international hires. 2
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There are three points of particular interest in the CARE
Food Project organization: 1) the absence of any specific units
relating to the type of food project, i.e. School Feeding, MCH, L
etc; 2) the multiple function Field Representatives, instead of @~
single function Inspectors or Moniters; and 3) the structural :
"isolation" of food as a technical project in itself rather than
a resource to be used by technical projects. ' :

The first point, the absence of units devoted to types of
feeding centers, is unique to CARE among the three Sponsors.
That is, CRS and ADRA both have MCH technical staff and ADRA
maintains a FFW coordinator and separate SF inspectors. ADRA -
alsoc had a person devoted to OCF, but has recently decided to
integrate him with the SF inspectors. None of the Sponsors
maintain staff for Emergencies, nor are they expected to.-

CARE is planning to continue its MCH food donation program
at the same levels in the near term, with the objectlve of
‘assisting the GOH Ministry of Health with its MCH program (Whlch
presumably has the objective of improving health and nutri- :
tion...). CARE's response to the health and nutritional problem
of children under five years of age and pregnant and lactating
mothers is in the form of the RICHES project (ref. Figure 3) .
funded under USAID/Halt 's Voluntary Agencies for child. Surv1va1
(VACS) progect. Food is not currently viewed as necessary or -
desirable project input by the RICHES project staff, and RICHES
staff do not become involved in Food Project MCH matters. The 15
percent of commodities that are devoted to MCH thus const*tute &
food drop with no technical complementarities and thus no- L
attributable impact on behavior and no prospects for sus- -
talnablllty. _ P

CARE is clearly putting its management emphas;s on the -
School Feeding activities but not as an end in themselves.' As ;
_dlscussed earlier, CARE is focussxng on the problem of a lack of!
community organization in Haiti, and plans to use the food L
resource and school canteen as an entry point for formation of
such organizations. Thus the central level technical personal |
must be experienced in organizational develo ment human_resour-&
ces, community devolopment, etc. rather X g < menanes
education.

._;S_. "

‘The second point of interest with CARE's structure flows .
from this focus. That is, until the 1987-88 school year CARE I

[

employed Inspectors just like the other Sponsors. The Inspectoré_u- 7

were to visit schoeols 3 times each year, with a primary function .
of undertaking classic food end use checks. With the move to use

of the SF program as a means to an end (community organization) ;__fﬂ-

- rather than an end in itself, CARE had a need for closer re-
lationships and more organizational development work at the _
community level. Rather than hire new staff for this purpose, 1tg"
decided to recvecle the Inspectors and have them do both jobs. :

- Nl g

28



This approach is certainly cost-efficient in terms of
maximizing the use of personnel, vehicles and related expendi-
tures but raises a number of disturbing questions. The first is
the relative priority given to each the inspection function and -
the organlzatlonal development function. Given the new cbjec—
tive, the latter is clearly the key to program success. Given
-documented-extra—program leakage in Haiti, however, the inspec--
tion function remains critical (ref. Chapter 3.3 on the cost of
leakage to the progranm). Inspection is most effective if done
on an ad hoc and unscheduled basis; work with a community =
organization would need to be scheduled well in advance. ‘It is |
thus unclear whether the efficiencies obtained in organlzatlonal:i.
development would be lost by less rigorous 1nspect10n. : :

A second question re*afed to monltorlng is one of quallty of

effcrt. CARE provides food to approximately 1200 schools and T
will have 11 Field Representatives as of January 1989. One Field!
Rep visiting over 100 schools three times each year is limited '
coverage for inspection purposes. Adding time for organlzatlonal
development efforts while malntalnlng the same numbers of schools|
and Field Reps will result in limited efforts at organizational
aevelopment._ The Tean strongly recommends that CARE focus. '
efforts on a select number of communities as "pilot" efforts w1th
a selected number of well trained Field Reps and re51st the
.effort to undertake "too much too soon." -

A final questlon related to the multi-function workers is
one of aptitude and skills. The recycling effort underway is an’
admirable example of CARE's commitment to employees, but ap- ..
titudes for organizational development and commodity inspection
(outside of wiliingness to travel) are very different. CARE
~ recognizes this problem and understands that after a certaln -

period of time it will have to make some hard dec151ons on the

success of the xecycl;ng.

The third point of interest with regard to CARE's organlza-
tion is the structural "isolation" of the Food Pro;ect wkich . -
-encourages the idea of food as an end in itself. With reference e
to Figura 3, CARE’s other current major projects” Ry aiia
forestry (“ANR“V with partial A.I.D. funding), education ("PEP" S
as a subcontractor on the A.I.D. Basic Education pro;ect),*chlld B
survival ("RICHES®, with VACS funding) and potable water {"CWSD", . -
with A.I.D. fundlng) The focus of each project are implied. fromfﬁﬁ-
the titles. This unfortunately has carrled over and heretofore .
made food an equal end in itself. : _

If CARE's planned new strategic erphasis is fbrmallzed ena

food indeed becomes a resource leading to formation of communlty_iegﬁe;
organizations, the "Food Project" could be renamed to reflect the';--}f

end rather than the means. the longer term, "Food" as a.

rasource would be managed out of the Program Support Divisxon; atf'j-~'

e

e
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the sane level as "Finance". It would thus be accessible and -
allocated--based on soundly conceived plans--to all of CARE's
projects. Currently, only the potable water project uses: this-
resource, as an incentive for water system construction by ;
communities. Other p0551b111t1es exist. The point is to seek to -
maximize use of food while minimizing management demands through L
horizontally integrating it into CARE's existing and strong: e
organizational structure. There would be no strategic objec-
tives for food per se. Given the size and coverage of the CARE .
portfolio, this integration would be more efficient and effective, -
by almost all criteria (ccst, managersnt, develcpment impact, b
etc.). : A

3.2.2 CRS. CRS Haiti has a smaller overall portfollo "lth T
a larger relative share of P.L. 480 than CARE. With reference to
Figure 4 overleaf, its structure combines line and staff func- .
tions on equal footlng, with "staff" functions of Planning and S
Evaluation, Administration and Finance, and Food Administration : - .- .
and "line" offices of Projects and Nutrition/MCH. = One Field
Office (and warehouse) in Les Cayes is specifically under Food
Administration.

The Title II program is the largest program of CRS' port- L
folio in Haiti, with approximately $ 1 million of non-food (and [i '
non-A.I.D.) resources devoted to other projects. With reference |
to Table 3, during FY 88 CRS moved almost 5,000 MT of commodities .
to 145,000 beneficiaries. Eighty-four percent’of the commodities i
and 92 percent of the beneficiaries were in School- and Pre—School;-
Feeding (former CINEC centers, Foster Parente Plan). Eight P
percent of the commedities went to each of MCH and OCF, with each!
representing about 4 percent of the beneficiaries. A small_ BN
propertion of commodities went to General Relief. : o

The plans and approved levels for FY 89 are sllghtly hlgher,Tv*
with the prev1cusly mentioned 8-10 percent decrease in schools Tl
and compensating in MCH. CRS ceased FFW in FY 86. Although the
CRS-supplied schools all theoretically have Parent Teacher . .~ |
Committees, these have been described as_ "phantom" and are not - I . .
greatly emphasized by management. ‘As dlscudded in Chap€3§%§‘f“§““*ﬁ‘;
strategic interest is much more on nutritional benefits and the A I
rost at-risk population, that served by MCH. R

The organizational structure reflects CRS! strateglc ; : ;
interest by elevating Nutrition/MCH to full division status whlle
‘ignoring SF structurally. Thus nutrition education programs in !
schools are possible but are motivated by the strateglc 1nterest
in nutrltlon rather than by a supply of food. S
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, ' Pigure 4: Catholic Relief Bervices/Haiti Organization

{Noventber 1988)
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MYOP's, AER's and other planning tools are developed _
cellaboratively, with the Food Admlnlstrator in the lead. role,
working closely with the Nutrition/MCH in-charge, the Program.

Planning and Evaluation Officer (who recently moved from: head of -

the Projects d1v151on; Once plans are agreed upon, 1mplementa—
tion responsibility is divided functlonally. The Program-
Plannlng and Evaluation Officer is currently engaged in the
massive data collection and analysis effort discussed earlier,
and will likely maintain an active role in improved program
monitoring after the first input is complete. The Pr03ects
Office assists where plans indicate in provision of mlnl—prOJ-
ects, such as chicken or rabbit ralslng projects. .

The Nutrition/MCH staff of three develops currlculum and.
visits the 24 CRS~-supported MCH centers frequently.  These
centers are a mix of GOH secular and mixed religious entities.
The Nutrition/MCH staff thus basically provides technical

assistance and c¢rganizational development. assistance both to MCH.--'

staff and directly to mothers, with the food (and complementary
inputs in the form of medicines, etc. ) as an incentive for -
behavioral change. The Nutrition/MCH staff had plans durlng FY .
88 to work more in the schools but polltlcal events precluded
much travel. : _ :

The Food Admlnlstratlon staff devotes more of its tlme ‘to
the loglstlcs of food movement and accountability. CRS has a
total of six End-Use Checkers, two of whom are based in Les
Cayes, and one Food Manager/Superv1sor, who develops weekly
schedules of inspections and reviews reports for problems.

Although the Checkers are supposed to motivate schools to form @

Parent Teacher Committees, they do so only in a cursory manner -

and the clear priority is inspection. End Use Checkers. focus onf'ff.“
the schools: the MCH staff reports on the MCH centers. o R

The one area that does not seem to reccivo adequate atten—,
tion is the identification and development of the ancillary or
mlnl-prOJects. The Assessment Team only visited two such;
projects, one to produce rabbits and the other chickens, and both

had only started within the last 3 months.. £ :
directors associated with the projects had g&%@i&%iigf B ”et

i-'-

they would do with the animals once produced. In these cases i
the idea for the projects seem to have originated with the School:

Directors and been passed to the Program Planning Officer: via the f*all

Food Manager or via direct request. ‘Although materials and

animals were provided, little work on the mini-project manage- b
ment, recurrent costs or end result seems to have been done with |
the participants. Monitoring such as exists appears to be done
by school inspectors. While the cost of these mini-projects-«$ .
792 for the rabbits-«may not justify much nanagement/technical
1nput cn the part of CRS, if there are no clear cbjectlves there o
is a question of why they are undertaken at all. - C

b
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CRS is well aware of problems with the mini-projects and is
taking steps to correct them. The last round of small projects .-
were identified in collaboration with local school dlrectors
community groups and students. CRS has assigned a trained.
agronomist and two paid technicians to monitor them. Mindfal of -
the tendercy to establish overly optimistic project objectlves
CRS is now placing emphasis on training and objectives are belnq_
used as benchmarks for follow-up and assessment.

CRS is prov1d1ng financial support to a number of lacal
organizations, the diocese-level CARITAS Diocese Development .
Bureaus around the country. CARITAS in Haiti has traditionally: j-_
avoided working with P.L. 480 Title II, but might be the perfect--“
locus of technical assistance for 1mproved food-related mini- =
project identification, development and technical a551stance
should CRS feel they are justified. :

The Food Administration and Program Planning and: Evaluatlon e

Officers are international hires, and the rest of the concernedi
staff is Haltlan national hire. :

The CRS structure is not particularly "standard" in, cla5314}f
cal management terms but appears appropriats to the size and mlxi“'
of the overall program and well suited to the evolving. strategy

of food as a resource for nutrition. It is suspected that wheng;'-'

the data entry and analysis of MCH is complete and conclusions
inferred, a more focussed set of MCH interventions may be
developed including revised use of food and p0551bly revised
and/or increased staffing. As part of this exercise the Team
recommends CRS reassess the intent and managemeant of the mini- .
projects and either develop improved systems for more effectlve S
use of such resources or drop them. , . L

3.2.3 ADRA. ADRA Haiti is the newest entry to the ‘Haiti .
P.L. 480 program, having begun food distribution in September .
1979. That first year it distributed approximately 900 MT of
commodities to 17,000 beneficiaries. The FY 88 program just .
completed thus represented a more than 600 percent increase in : -
commodities and an almost 700 percent increase im“¥Berefi&laries
from the base year levels. This growth averages out to 60
percent per year over 10 years.

The program forms the primary ADRA act1v1ty in Haltz, with aﬂ7”'
small A.I.D. centrally-funded Child Survival grant the only other

activity in the portfolio. In previous years ADRA also had an %3.
A.I.D. Matching Grant to work intensively with 10 MCH/Nutrltlon.i.

centers, work which continues on a more modest scale without the: --Tf

- core funding. ADRA has its main office and warehouse in the .
Port-au-Prince metropolitan area and currently has no reglonal

affices.

-
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The ADRA Title II program is currently the most diverse of
all the Sponsors, including a larger propertional share of MCH
and a continuing interest in FFW. With reference to Table 3, in
FY 88 ADRA moved slightly over 6000 MT of commodities to:over .
116,000 beneficiaries. Forty-three percent of the commodities. _
and 60 percent of the beneficiaries were in 3F, 33 percent of the
commodities and 27 percent of the benef1c1ar1es in MCH, and 20 .
percent of commodities and 11 percent of beneficiaries in FFW. ‘A
modest level of OCF and other activities were undertaken.

The plans and appreoved levels for FY 89 are‘significantly R

higher, repreaentinq the additicn at the regquest of USAID of a
group of nine local organizations that had been receiving food
under the discontinued Section 416 surplus food program, increass
ing beneficiary levels by aimost 100,000 and almost doubling the:
commodities. These nine local organizations also plan food in
terms of SF, MCH, OCF and General Relief. : ,

The organizational structure tec manage this rapidly growing:.
program is reflected in Figure 5. It must be pointed out that
this organizational chart was developed in September 1988 'as a
result of an ADRA International internal review and not all
positions are yet staffed. Prior to that time the current - = -
Business Administrator served more as a full Deputy, involved in’
program affairs as well. o i

_ What is particularly interesting in the new organlzatlonal
cnart is the explicit depiction of the Country Director as
directly responsible to an Administrative Committee, an ADRA R
Board, and the Franco-Haitian Union Committee. The Administra- @ =
tive Committee and the ADRA Board are “oth locally formed. -~ The
Franco-Haitian Union is a division of the worldwide General =

Conference of Seventh Day Adventists, i.e. the church structure, - .-

and includes church representatives from Haiti, Martlnlqde, .
Guadeloupe, etc.. ADRA International, a separate organization | -
that derives its Mission from the Church but maintains a secular?
proflle, is not represented on the organlzatlcnal chart. | g

- A new ADRA International Interhmerlcan :
Miami is not represented on the chart; the’ 9@ thkf t?
too-would become involved in supervision although thlS is - e
believed to be only financial. and ‘logistic. '

The'Country Director, hence the country program, is £ﬁﬁs

supervised by two related but definitely separate entities, the R

Adventist Church and ADRA International. The ADRA Haiti S
Administrative Committee and the Board represent a combination ofjf

the two, with local ADRA staff and Adventists in Haiti comprising -
the membership, and the Committee slmply being a sub-group of theTﬁ

Beoard. The Board, as is standard practice -in Haiti, is closely
invelved in the program, and has functions as far reaching as

~
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personnel recruitment and hiring. This unigue superv1scry '
structure presents two distinct difficulties: :

1) As most ADRA employees are Adventists, the dual structure 3
should theoretically pose no conflicts of interest. I
Unfortunately, not all Adventists understand deve;opment andﬁ“
‘ADRA's capabilities to influence development, and this is :
where problems can crop up. The only specific problem.
mentioned to the Team was -the occasional tendency of the.

Board to recommend employment of persons who are not’
profe551onally qualified for a specific p051t10n. Whlle_

this is not an insurmountable problem and is certainly
common to many board structures, it means that. the Dlrector P
must undertake development education of his board ln ' :
addition to all his other responsibilities. -

2} Mcre 1mportantly, the fact that emnloyees serve on the
Board is most unusual., While the Teanm is meost impressed
with the general ethic of ADRA to promote employee par- -
ticipation and leadership skills, it is unclear. whac the
criteria are for nominating employees to the board.
Currently, the Child Survival Project Director (who 1s
actually only a part-time employee), the Business Ad-
ministrator and the Country Director are on. the Bcard
complemented by a GOH Bureau de Gestion employee and. some.
Church officials. Whether ADRA International or the local
Board has final authority in given matters was not entlrely
clear to the Team. .

These Yexternal® ancmalies aside, the internal ADRA Haiti
structure is evolving to meet its rapidly growing mandate. The |
structure provides four basic divisions reporting toc the Direc- |
tor: ©Other Programs, . Inspection, Foecd Programs, and Business:
Administration, thus two "line" offices and two "staff offlces
Thelr functions are as fellows: SRR

- Other Programs: This structural unit was created ln
anticipation of the time when ADRA has a more diverse
‘pertfolio, and the Assistant Director position. is cur;gptly
vacant. As mentioned above,‘%hdwbniy’athe : #"the ™ g
Child Survival grant, which is handled quite separatply Lromi__f*f
other activities. The Child Survival personnel include paid-
- Health Agents and a Clinic Supervisor, among others, who are |
not reflected on the ADRA organizational chart. The
- Project Director reports most dxrectly to a technical:
“backstop at ADRA International in Washington, D.C., and
since the Project Director is on the local ADRA Board: ‘there =
are no questions of mixed supervision. The Child Survival'
project issues food as an incentive to mothers. The '
project's use of food is thus reported toc one. USAID/HRO
employee (the P.L. 480 Manager) and its impact on children . s
to another (the Child Survival Coordinator), one of the more | = =
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classic examples of non- strateglc plannlng and’ 1mplementa— Q
tlon found in this Assessment. : ,

- Food Programs- The Assistant Dlrector for Food Programs';_:
position is also currently vacant, with recruitment ongoing.:
The unit theoretically covers all food related activities o
except inspecticn but in the absence of the Assistant e
" Director, the Chief Inspector (another division) appears: to |
- be the operational in-charge of the food program. School: -
Feeding, FFW and OCF programmlng would theoretlcally be .

‘handled by the Assistant Director in the future. - The_MCH
unit is similar in function to its counterpart at CRS, '

terms of providing technical assistance and tralnlng to MCH-f"ﬁfe

personnel. Whereas 3 persons at CRS work with 24 MCH:

centers, however, at ADRA 7 (4 cupe?'vlsors, 1 Training
_Officerk 1 Nutritionist under recruitment and 1 Program
. Director) assist 137 centers. The (new) MCH Program - ;
'Dlrector (who was on extended leave during the Team's VlS+t}. E
is evaluating the MCH portfolio and eliminating those :

‘centers that are not responding to reporting requirements, . | =

in the hcpes of brlnglng it down to a more manageable level.;3-f
The Commodities Manager has primarily logistic respon-
sibilities, with port clearing angd. forward¢ng belng handled
_by a contractor, Emballage Adventlste. ;" Pt

: In_ggg;;gg The Inspectors fcrm a separate lelSlcn and
the Team assumes this was so placed,to constitute a sort of

. .independent audit function. Given the as yet non-operatlon—Eﬂfffﬂ
al nature of the Food: Programs d1v15’on, the Chief Inspectorfi,wii

is substantlvely involved 'in major. programming dec1szons.

For example, it was he who made the decision to add over 1oqﬁ j,ff

centers and about 80,000 beneficiaries to the" distrlbut1on

roles in the third quarter last year, bypassing all standardffﬂvzl
procedures in an effort to meet beneficiaries' ‘needs.i . Thls.f'” s

more substantive role does not appear to have left: hlm much
“time for the basic superv;sory functions of rev1ew1ng -
inspection reports; in a random. sample of 10 percent of the
~ total ADRA SF- files, for examplo, only one dossier- had"an :
~inspection more recent than the spring. ofg%gg The ¢

inspectors are theoretically supposed to'v "féEach school 3
txmes per year.

The USAID/HRO comments to a draft of this report noted that--f-
"ADRA indicated that more recent inspections. ‘took place butT T Pmﬂ3

that reports were not filed." The Team has no doubt that"

this is true. The lack of a systematic method of rev1ew1ngifﬁe,7f

‘and maintaining files, however, implies less rigor in:

scheduling visits where needed, and to the Team underscores_'i“"

. the excessive work burden placed on the Chief Inspector. -
~ Business Administration: The Business Administrator -
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manages -financial and administrative matters. The ADRA
financial reports were extremely thorough and well prepared

The internal structure as presented has a number of problems~e
in addition to those noted. For example, the Team suggests. that

vehicle management is being made more difficult than it should ber{  

by having Truck Drivers report to the Assistant Commodlty Manager.

in the Food Programs Division while Vehicle Assignment 1is made- bY,f~”

a separate functional unit in the same’ division and Garageﬂ
Vehicle Maintenance is totally separate in the Business Ad- .
ministration Division. More importantly, in the absence of: a -
furictioning Food Programs division, the whole questlon of . i

strateglc and operational planning is in.question. The Dlrector B

a.i. has maintained the organization to date, but with the -

doubling of the program this FY and the arrlval of a new Dlrecﬁer-fe”

-momentarlly the future is very much uncertaln.

Actual program effectxveness was dlfflcult to measure in
that ADRA's first quarter Call Forward was sent in late and,
given the extraordlnary distributions last year, it had no’ food
at the time of the Team's visit and had dlstrlbuted none: on: anv‘;_'
scale since June 1%88. At the time of the Team's visit in P
November, the Director expected both the first and second quarter :

Calls Forward in December, which would have exceeded ADRA s "-i.eg“V

ability to store the food. The USAID/HRO December comments to: - i

the Team's draft stated that the Calls Forward were no longer due[f_“
in December, and stated that ample space would be available to .|

store food, particularly with the use of the Section 416’ or- R
qanlzatlons' warehouses. As stated in Chapter 4, the Team
recommends that USAID work closely w1th ADRA on schedullng the

'_food movement._

 3.2.4 USAID/Haiti. The USAID/Haiti P.L. 480 Title II
- program is managed by the Health and Nutrition functional unit
" (HN) of the Human Resources Office (HRO), -one. of USAID's ! three

technical or line offices. USAID/HRO has a total of 16 profes-zfl"'

sionals, 6 of whom are in HN and 2 of whom work full time on
‘Title II. The two positions are the P.L. 480 P M

the P.L. 480 Program Monitor. The Team believesf hat RS
constltute an adequate level and skllls mix for the needs

The P.L. 480 Program Monitor reports to the Program Manager;;f7”“

which is a logical and functional relationship. The Program -

- Manager, however, reports to the HRO/HN Chief some of the tlme
and to the overall HRO Deputy others. While this division =
theoretically is based on regular- program and relief program

food, it in fact overlaps ané can create mixed messages. ' As the ;_5ff

" HRO organizational structure is relatively new, however, it is

.assumed these lines cof authorlty w111 eventqally stralghten out.ﬁ;1~f7

e
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The problem with USAID's management and menitoring of the
Title II pregram is beyond the scope of the two Title II 'posi-
tions, and involves the establishment and: acceptance of strategic.
and operational objectives. Until such an event occurs manage~. .
‘ment can only involve more sophisticated juggllng of commogdity -
‘quantities and monitoring more careful counting of sacks.. While
the two emplOyees, particularly the manager, should certalnly be
involved in revising and finalizing the strategy, it is 1mportant i
that other parts of the Mission--notably PPS and the Director's ..~ .
office--also become involved. The Strateqv drafted as a com~. I . .
panion to this Assessment will be no more useful than the Deaton
and Siaway Strategy of April 1988 unless it is reviewed, ac- '
cepted, shared and discussed with Sponsors and 1nternallzed as
guidance by and for USAID. b

Recommendations for USAID actions are found at Chaptéf 4.
3.3 ‘Program Costs

'3.3.1 Internal Cost Analysis. The purpose of cost auQIYSlS
in this Assessment is tec determine how well program objectives |
are supported by program cost structures, and to investigate
- comparative levels of internal efficiency. Chapter 3.1 documents
a high degree of goal ambiguity and a split between stated and i L
implicit objectives. By analyzing Cooperating Sponsor budgets -ﬂjﬁ
and expenditures it is possible to determine the relatlonshlp i
between stated and implicit objectives and cost patterns.

As well by analyzing cost data, an understandzng of L
internal effic iencies can be gained. Internal efficiencies are

cost measured outcomes related directly to inmplementationi of an :{5” v

‘activity itself. 1In this case, the guestion becomes how well, orj
- efficiently, is food delivered to program. beneficiaries. For uhe Ao
Haiti Title II program, this question is-all the more critical in -

ilzght of 1mp11c1t goals of food aid delivery as an end 1n 1tse1f.jtl_f7

' - What follows then, is a descrlptlon of . total dlrect costs in ©
‘the food program. While CARE, CRS and ADRA ‘¥#%: fﬁﬁe“f L i
systems of accounts, it is possible to analyze thelr costs in b

- common terms and arrive at an overall program cost. estlmate for-ﬂfﬂf
.each Sponsor, as well as a comparison of costs of -each typo of 4o
-feeding program. To do this all progranm dlrect_costs are broken~f e
into seven cost components as shown in Table 4 overleaf. 'Cost |
data has been aggregated directly from each organhization's Fy 88 ‘
expenditures or derived from USAID/Haiti and/or Sponsor 1nforma-f?"' '

'tion. The more detailed analyses are found at Annex B. - : L
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The data in Table 4 should be interpreted carefully. While
the differences in cost between types of programs are absolute,
the bottom lime per ton costs for each Sponsor are relative.

That is, these totals are extremely sensitive to the mix of L
program types and the dollar value of complementary inputs that
each Sponsor employs. Particularly, if the percentage of. school
feeding is high in per ton terms relative to other program types,’
the Sponsor's per ton costs are apt to be high. It would be :
somewhat of a red herring to directly impute absolute levéls of .o
efficiency for each Sponsor from readlng the bottom llne of thlS e
table. More careful analysis is requlre : S

In performlng this analysis the common dencminators are per ..

ton and per beneficiary costs. A word is deserved on how each
was. derived. Commodities are quite clear. Each Sponsor submits |

a Commodity Status Report/Recipient btatus Report (CSR/RSR) that : -

details the number of kilograms that left the warehouse and -
arrived at the distribution site. Thus the number of. tons ‘being
used is the amount distributed for FY 88, and not the number of

tons Called Forward or projected in the AER. This gives a_mucth‘--" B

more accurate picture of events.

Recipients, though, are more complex to estimate. Each RSR |
states how many recipients there were for the gquarter, but does |
not imply how long the ration was meant tc last. Thus, one cannot’
simply add the total of beneficiaries as one can commodltles,_.;'y
Rather, an appropriate divisor must be used to annualize the '
number of recipients. Thus, the totals used in this report are | -
the average number of beneficiaries reached throughout' the year, F
which is the most accurate number to use. : o

The first cost component in each program is P.L. 480
Commodities. = Some varlation exists between each Sponsor ‘and
each program, ranging from $ 199 per ton for CARE's school R
feeding to $§ 239 for CRS's MCH. In theory, rations are standar- i
dized for each program type and are generally adhered to by ‘each
Sponsor. The cost varxatlon, therefore, can be attributed to’ two.
factors. First, there is some actual difference between the
value of each ratxon per program type. Secondly, this dlfference
tends to vary further when commodities are unavallable“RE %He ™
time needed for distribution, which seems to be a frequent &
occurrence. Each Sponsor may substitute or borrow commodities -

for those unavailable. Thus, the cash value of the rations = ' }*V

actually distributed can vary from the prescribed norms. . Table S _
shows the 1588 commodity cash value of rations by Sponsor fcr :_;j_;
three types of programs on an annualized basis: : )
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Table 5: Annualized Cash Value of Rations
Haiti P.L. 480 Title II Program, 1988
(U.S. Dollars)

FFW MCH SF

CARE 23.60 15.45 6.40
ADR2A 22.70 14.78 - 8.79.
CRS NA . 15.47 6.92 .

The Table confirms that to a general degree the Sponsors are-
adhering to their agreement on standard ratlons. ;

The second cost component in P.L. 480 programs is Qcean
- Freight and Port Clearance Fees. Ocean freight rates are. T o
negotiated by the USDA-related Commodlty Credit Corporatlon (CCC)”"'
and Sponsors have no impact on these prices. The standard cost™
is roughly $ 100 per MT from Gulf ports. However, CARE's cost
per ton is significantly higher than the other Sponsors. This
difference is due to the fact that roughly 65 percent of CARE's
ccommodities are booked on a through bill of lading, to deliver
them to areas other than Port-au-Prince. The cost of this
service is an additional $ 40 per ton. ' ' .

Although a rigorous transport analysis might show savings if
CARE performed the onward transport itself, the savings to CARE
in management time are considerable. Any losses are marine R
claims rather than inland losses. Thus CARE is not responeible o
for collection, and payment to the U.S. Treasury is much more o
-likely from a major freight forwarder. Additionally, CARE saves ©
itself management time and risk. S : R

The only other difference betweer Bponsors
clearance. Both CRS and CARE have staff employees to handle
customs clearance. ADRA has elected to hire a transport agent at"::
$20,154 for FY 88. Naturally, there are no dirferences 1n cost |
for different program types under ocean freight. : ) R &

The third cost component is Program Administration. It
includes the administrative, program, and monitoring costs each
Sponsor incurs in managing P.L. 480 programs. The administration!
component in Table 4 comprises commodity storage, salaries and. :
benefits, office costs, supervisory travel vehicle purchase,_
miscellanecus and home office overhead.
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The dollar costs in this component are prorated per ton by
program type, since no Sponsor keeps separate accounts for each
food aid activity. At a strategic level the Sponsocors' accountlﬁg
practices thus give credence to the thought that food assistance:
projects in Haiti are seen not as development projects but rather
as food delivery, with MCH, FFW etc. simply different targeting"
mechanisms. Without separate accounting, evaluation-and ==
monitoring procedures cannot readily be put into place. This -
assures that no real impact assessment can be done. / '

As an estimation of administrative cost per progect :
proratlng per ton should give an accurate reading. The pr1nc1ple
administration activities for each Sponsor are commodity manage-
ment, reportlng, logistics and monitoring. In general, these :
costs increase in a proportional manner with the number of tons
of commodities utilized.

Per ton costs of admlnlstratlon are a good 1nd1cator of
management depth. Here there is an extremely wide range.. CARE, :
which has the largest overall program, is on the thin side, at $
60 per ton. By contrast CRS, which has a program less than half .
the size of CARE, has admlnlstratlon costs of $ 90 per ton. - ADRA
has the highest percentage of total budget devoted to administra- .
tion, at 11.7 percent, but a low $ 67 per ton. This would seem |-
to indicate that ADRA is stretched thin at all line items. If
administration is proportionately high and yet absolutely low,
all other line items must have fewer funds to compensate for the'
extra percentage points in administration. ; :

The fourth cost component is In=-Country Transport. Here
varying philosophies are in play. CRS uses commercial main-

tenance facilities and does not maintain a garage: CARE and ADRA : -

both maintain their own vehicles. Cost structures between each
organization are highly similar. As a percentage of total costs,
each is paying between 2.6 and 3.2 percent. Aagain CRS is the
cost leader, paying $ 25 per ton versus CARE and . ADRA paylng S 15-
and $ 19 respectively. L

It should be noted, however, that several factors come into
play in assessing transport. Because there ard #b adéounting
systems for types of progects, it is difficult to analyze real
costs. - Cost per ton is a close proxy, but does not take into
consideration difficult logistics or relatively longer hauls, e
which would require ana1y51s in terms of cost/ton/kilometer. - .
This latter analysis is not possible due to the aggregate nature '
of the data. o .

CRS transported the fewest tons of the three organlzatlons,

using six ten-ton trucks. ADRA, using five ten-ton trucks hauledéi“

over 1000 MT more. Since both organlzatlons rarely rely on truck.
rental, a possible explanation is that CRS has some over-capacity!
for which it is paying. CRS explains this as due to 1ts con- :
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centration on SF programs and subsequent overuse during the
school year and under use during vacations.

The fifth cost component, Empty Sack Fees, plays a small
role in the overall project. CARE consistently recuperates its
empty sacks and containers from delivery sites and CRS c¢harges
recipient centers 20 cents per container, both as a means of
accountability and to resell them in the market. ADRA is now 1n
the process of instituting its own similar system. CARE recexved
in FY 88 $ 8,230 from this exercise, using the funds as a
flexible expendlture account both for internal and food prOJELt
needs. The CRS figure in Table 4 is not contained in its worklng
budgets and was calculated for these purposes based on CARE's
experience. CRS has been collecting these funds for many years,
and placing them in an account. They are used prlmarlly for
bridge funding, and rarely irretrievably spent. To date ap- . -
proximately $ 100,000 exists in the CRS account. o L

The sixth cost component is Complementary Inputs and

Development Prcojects. Until this peint most costs have been

somewhat generic--that is, they are the same per ton no matter . ..
the type of project. In noting the wide cost variance between -
Sponsors, it quickly becomes clear that Complementary Inputs and -
Development Projects funds are a principle cause of differences .

in per ton costs. This is true because these costs cannot be
allocated on a per ton basis. Rather, they tend to accrue to

specific types of pro;ects.

Complementary inputs are generally spent for MCH materlals,
or more rarely FFW. Purchases can include scales, tools, and
medicines. Development Project funds are oriented toward: the
repair or equipping of school canteens, or else are disbursed
for smail projects, such as rabbit raising or school gardens
Generally, development projectse take place with Parentheacher'
Committees and are related to school canteens. :

ADRA marginally leads the way in this category, spendiﬁg'i_
almost 3.9 percent of its total expenditures on c‘hese items,
followed by CRS at 3.7 percent and CARE at 1.3 percent. ADRA

actually had only one development project at a modest $ 4%50.° Kllf _
its other similar expenses are listed under Complementary Inputs, .

and involve either FFW tools, MCH materials or 1nfrastructure
support for school canteens. _

CRS divides its resources almost equally between Complemen*5;-

‘tary Inputs and Development Projects, with 90 percent going.

through schools. CARE, although in absolute terms spending as
much as the others, maintains a very modest share of its’ overall "’
budget for this aspect. It is primarily focused on Development
Projects, with 90 percent going through schools. Again, CRS is-
the cost leader in absolute terms, spending $ 148,705 over the v

year.

45



The last cost component is Local Contributions, which are
locally generated and accounted for, outside of direct Sponsor -
control. The primary source of these funds is the SF progran,
although MCH has some contributions as well. The funds play a
substantial role in the functioning of school canteens. Every :
canteen needs to pay for fuel, cooking equipment, and, of course,
CoOKs. Condlnents, spices and enrichment--frequently. beans-—are_g
also purchased. The funds are collected and managed in theory
by the Parent Teacher Committee but, where none exists (which.is
most. frequently the case} by the School Director. Typically,
each school child is expected to contribute 10 cents per school
day (150 per vear). At a school of 200 students where 75 . .

percent bring in their money, the year's sum is $ 2250. The MCH;é"'?'

figure is estimated at $ .25 per month per keneficiary.

3.2.2 Internal Efficiencies. With this description

finished, the next issue is to analyze internal eff1¢1ehcy The

question becomes, which program and type of program is the most
cost efficient, and why? x

In examining the bottom lines of Table 4, it is readfly

apparent that there is often an inverse relationship between cost: =~
per ton and cost per beneficiary. This is most pronounced- in the

School Feeding program. Upon reflection, this appears quite-
reasonable. In effect, the ration for SF is the smallest end P
thereiore a given amount of commodities will serve proportionate-.

ly more people than any other program. Thus the cost of'delivervf:'”

ing commodities to this population will be the lowest per perscon.
Inversely, since the amount of commodities used will be low in
relatlon to other programs the cost per ton will appear high.

In evaluating internal eff1c1enc1es the objective is to move{f:

commodities as cost effectively as possible.  Types of preojects
become, in this view, channels of delivery and targeting mechan-
isms. 'Given the goal displacement of all three Sponsors dls—'
cussed in Chapter 3.1, cost effective dellVery becomes an 3
1mp11c1t goal by default.

Table 6 overleaf demonstrates the per ton and per. benefl-f
ciary costs Cf the program. : ;
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Table &: Internal and Extermal Operational Costs

CARE 22 A 5 PSF xF BR TOTAL
Total internal costs $485. 024 $783,662 2,978,766 943, 349 #) §1,463,618 45,738,619
Cost per ton $424 SR 404 5400 80 $587 $440
Cost per bereficiary $44 . X} $13 820 52 $19
Tota! external cost $13,776 $73,215 $2, 705, 343 $73 S0 $1,5% 62,794,599
Cost per ton $12 $39 $367 $1 $6 $1 $214
Cost per beneficiary $1 53 $12 $0 ¥ %0 59
CRS

G ¥ b 0F B OMER  TOTAL BT
Total internal costs 30 8212, 731 $1, 780, 354 8 $164,071 0 $16,081 82,174 1F7 '
Cost per tom 0 B2 HE 0 WS $0 S341 $440
Lost per bereficiary 0 83% $13 $0 $4d %0 87 $15
Total extermal cost 80 S2,L20 81,62, 80 0 ) 0 81,666,085
Cost per toe 80 sB4 s $0 8 %0 30 $337
Cost per bereficiary $0 3 $12 $0 £ 0 $0 $11
o . T
R ] F PF - OF ®

Total operatioral costs  ¥519,255 $860,M7 $i,080, 486 %0 845,25 836,588
Lost per ton $hi0 w7 $407 0 sabh $3%0
Cost per beraficiary s4f $9 $15 0 836 R ® €2
Total extermal cost $4, 107 140,802  $868, 867 % ® % %0 91,013,776
Cost ger ton $3 163 $327 80 80 $0 $78
ost per bemeficiary %0 $5 512 30 0 40 ® 9
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Table 6 categorizes the costs of line items I-IV in Table 4.
as operational costs, and items V-VI as external costs. Cost .
structures change dramatlcally, and School Feeding is seen to be
clearly the lowest cost both per beneficiary andi per ton,
compared to other projects. Sponsors costs appear 51m11ar
although CARE demonstrates all around lower cost. Table 7
summarizes the internal School Feeding costs from Table 6.

Table 7: Internal School Feeding Costs
of 1988 Haiti P.L. 480 Program
(U.S. Dollars)

CARE ADRA CRS

Per ton 404 432 407
Per beneficiary 13 13 15

In can be concluded from these data that the CARE.SFEpfogram;_;;._

is operating the most efficiently, reaching the most people for

the fewest dollars. A possible explanation for CARE's reLatiVe{*f L

efficiency in SF might be its overall program size.. The Food
Project Manager has several peers substantially involved in -
various aspects of the program. The combined experience and

support can allow for a synergistic management effect, where éachéﬁj,:;

manager brings about improvemant in every other. By contrast,
‘ADRA, with a high per ton cost, is staffed very thinly at the . |
top. It could well be that marginal improvements in management :
do not accrue at ADRA due to an overwhelming work load, and the |
‘lack of peer sounding boards and other "soft" facets of organlzavii;
_tlonal structure. : SRS o

The narrow range - of figures between each Sponsor 1s a ];;' i
positive management sign. 1In general, if aifferent organizatlonsf;T
have similar cost structures, it can be inferred that each is in
“the middle ground of managerial performance, and neither. under

nor over-performing in relation to its peers.  That is to SaY”—atf,fﬁ H
least in terms of cost management--all three sponsors are ln syncﬂf”j-"

with the realities of food dlstrlbutlon in Haltl.

It should be noted that this data set cannot readlly provldeng"'”

cost comparisons between types of projects. Without a clear-cut:
and common goal, there is no definition of efficiency. For
example, relative efficiency cannot be dtermeined between SF. and
'MCH. School Feeding provided a smaller ration at lower price
than MCH. Conversely, MCH provided more food per benef1c1ary,-
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although to do this the cost was greater. Until a decision is
made on a preferred outcome, there are no standards with which to

judge which is more efficient.

3.3.3 External Costs and Efficiencies. When developmental
impact is being considered or is an explicit goal of a project, a -
different set of numbers needs to be considered. External costs
are those that cannot be placed in a budget meaningfully, yet
still impact upon the cost and implzmentation of a prOJect Tne
principle external costs of the P.L 480 program are in lost
commodities--in port, and in country leakages--and- losses through
ineffective targetlng and weak monltorlng :

The two kinds of leakage have similar programmatic effect.:
Both peort losses and ex-Sponsor warehouse losses deprive benefi-
ciaries of their rations, and incur costs upon the projects.  In
FY 88, port losses ran above $700,000. In dollar terms, this
represents 13.5 percent of the commodities distributed in the
year. If lost commodities are assumed to be divided edqually:
.ameng beneficiaries, this loss translates into th e ellmlnatlon of
over 75,000 children from the program.

A secondary effect of port losses is to create slack
resources in the pregram, increasing unit costs. ' Budgets, - _
material and personnel are procured in advance of the landing of |
_commodlties. When there are shortages, the entire admlnlstratlve i

function is working at less that capacity. Admittedly, the FY g8g ' @ = .~

port losses were abnormally high and are under 1nvest1gat10n.._
This level is' not expected to recur in FY 89. S

A second type of loss are exfsponsor wérehouse'idsses'"i,e;fy?
in transit toc the rec1p1ent site warehouse or while at the:
recipient site. USAID/HRO believes that ex-sponsor warehouse.H

losses are "practically insignificant® and mostly due to 1nfesta~-?1?-”i

tion and sporadic truck attacks (USAID/HRO Comments, 12/9/88) ;
It concedes that diversions do occur but that does not mean,that -

commodities are stolen. To quote from its comments to the- draft
of this report: "For example, in SF, food is sometimes given to

cooks, teachers or sold to buy other commodities; in HCH””ﬁbtﬁers_:':"}
might sell the milk they receive as an incentive for their- baby's_df}_;u

"enrcllment in the program; FFW rations are based on 1 worker and.
3 fanily members and no one expects the reciplent to consume the.
entire ration w;thout barterlng some for local products or other

needed items.

Ex-sponsor wvarehouse losses are only rarely reported on
CSR/RSR forms so the formal system suggests that indeed these
losses are quite low. In that it was asked to undertake an =
assessment and not an audit, the Team did not trace the origins
of the P.L. 480 food found_zn_lecal markets to determine if it
was a port loss or an ex-Sponsor warchouse loss. Because the
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Team encountered such a widespread belief among local persons

that food is stolen or sold, however, and because such losses are -
important to overall project effectiveness and cost ﬁfflblenc1as,v

it attempted to quantify these losses. Using the Delphi method,.

the Assessment Team arrived at the following estimates for ex- R
warehouse loss by program type: School Feeding 25 percent; MCH -0 .
18 percent; OCF 25 percent and FFW &0 percent. These are R
relatively consistent with what Cotten found in his. statlstlﬁa;lyuifgj
correct 1981-82 data gathering, i.e. 17 percent for extra-prograz . . .
usage. : S T T e

As a complement to these types of losses are. those due L0'~1j :
targetlng error. Two types of errors may cccur. One is. §r0Vld—Q H+
ing commodities to those who do not have need; the other, not’ o
prov1dlng commodities te those who do have nutritional deFICLan"f
cies. Durlnq the Assessment Team's field trip, there was wide o
variation in the apparent rescurces available to the schaols and - -
thus in the visible well-being of the children. One school fed -
150 "childrer" in secondary and vocational schocl, ranging up to . -
age 20. The Team was unable to estimate the extent of targetlnc o
errer. In essence, however, the cost effect is similar to. AR
diversion, since all costs are incurred, and no lmpart rece*vnd,f?f"'

The tie in to much of this loss is the monltarlng &unc*lon
in each ccoperatlng Sponsor. Active monitering, and. dsss;er PO
verification is an integral part of the management process. Table{if'

8 reflects the different levels of monitoring activities that -~
take place in each organization. It demonstrates the con-~ .
siderable workload on a per ten, per beneflciary and per'knstltu-:'u'
tion basis. S .

Table 8: ACt4Vlty Levels per Manlhcr per Sponscr
Haltl F.L. 480 Title 1T ?regram

Number of ‘Toms/ Beneficiaries/ Centers/

Menitors  Moniter — Moniter Menitor.
CARE 11 1184 B 5T ot 5
ADR2 7 883 16,571 106.0
CRS 9 - 548 16,158 . 70:3

Hote: Levels of Monitors, Tons; Benef;clarles and
Centers are for S¥ and MCH pregrams cnly SRR

It is clear that to cover this many tons, benaf1c1arles and
distribution centers, cursory monitoring (of quantity but mere :
particularly of quality) aust be engaged in at all threse $pon- AL
5078, _ o
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. contribution and direct expenditure. It is however somewhat
incorrect to judge the external efficiency, the development:

expendlture does not imply better in any way.

'e;questlons arise as to the efficiency of the process used by each =~
Sponsor. Given the monitoring data in Table 8, it is clear that = .
little time can be spent at each locality, if Monltors areifn_ L

_perceived as unsuccessful in Haiti, seems to be: the ‘model of

- development for smaller projects: rapid examlnatlon, resource
- delivery, and little evaluation. CARE, as well, in- empha5121ng

- and the dr1v1ng force behind program decizions. Efficiency:
‘becomes a goal in and of itself, and the question of "why food“ T
gets lost in the transport bills. = What this analysis presents 15{1713

. Some..an explxc t--goal, external costs" go a long way toward
.makrng eff1c1ency some what of a dream.- o .

‘developmental projects. In fact, without the food, thehéxternélf; :
goal might well be more achlevable._ There would simply be less ' -

External costs come to bear on external efficiencies. ThESE'--'

are issues and cost related ocutcomes that are outside the dlrect,"

context of the program. In this case external efficiencies deal 7;;]1

with the attempts to achieve developmental impacts and to use-

'{food as a developmental resource. Table 4 well demonstrates that =
the primary Title II program expendlture for resources for ST

development is in the schools, both in terms of recipient
impact, on a cost per ton or beneficiary basis. Less Orﬁmoref'ZJJ”

From a flnan01al and managerlal point of view, however

charge of helplng develop projects. At the same time, cost per:

'-project is usually low, implying more rather than fewer: 51tes 1:o-""'i

vigit. Thus it would appear that most projects will be on thelrf;
own for both development and 1mplementatlon. FFW, generally

Parent Teacher Committees seems to be using too few resources. to:‘
garner-a significant: response, based on: monleorlng levels il b
descrlbed above. - : ¥

3.3.4 anthe51s. Expendlture and- cost patterns echo
clearly the strategic disarray of P.L. 480 food activities in
Haiti. Without a clear goal, implicit goals become. operatlonal

that even when efficiency is p051ted as an implicit--and with -

‘The analysis presented here. lends further suppart t “the

“idea that the external goal, the attempt at development lmpacts,f?T,fﬁ
is grafted on to the internal goal. The budgets of :each Sponsor="
are to a large extent logistical, and there are no real cost

linkages between the delivery of foocd and the establishment of

to manage.
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3.4 Erogram Results

The precedlng analyses demonstrate that the Title II program
is implemented without strategic or operational developmental |

.objectives.' The effectiveness of the program can thus only be | . -

judged in terms of what does, as opposed to what it seeks to. do%
Table 3 demonstrates the quantlflable achievements in terms of !
number of beneficiaries per each delivery mechanism for 11988 and

" Table 1 provides rough indicative levels of overall proqrams for'tj“:

the last several years. These may be con51dered program ac-
compllshments 1n the most basic terms. S .

The precedlng analyses lndlcate that none of the three »
Sponsors' programs can claim results in terms of nutrition or |
school attendance, the "staniard" Title II objectlves, because
they are either not struccured to do so or they have no data to:
support such claims. Where both program structure and monltorlng-;

.. are geared towards a specific objecti ive, as in the CRS MCH - S
program, data were not available to the Tezam but may in fact soonﬁl.“
yield interesting results. In the SF programs, however,: resour—-

ces are not particularly geared to specific nutrltlonal needs and”i
‘no data exist w1th which to measure 1mpact. . '

_ What the program does is provide supplemental food tc _:' CL
children throughout Haiti, through the mechanism of MCH for the
under~5's and through SF for the 5-15 age range. In FY 88, it

 provided food to approximately 500,000 children, or roughly,zojilV C

percent of all Haitian children for at least 9 months of the .
year. Following the Cotten study, it is likely ‘that this

supplemental focd serves as a "safety net" for the children and-.e]gf
possibly their families, a small constant "in a rapidly deterlora-;*_t

ting environment. While this achiévement in terms of child ;.
survival and welfare is significant, no broéader development

~ impact can objectlvely be claimed. (Readers who have more -

- interest in discussion of the “safety net" impact are urged to
review the Cotten report from whence it is drawn; it is an di
“excellent compendium of extremely useful information and’ dlscuSef'“
sion on. the lmpact of the Title II School Feed1n~ program ) :

What is interesting in terms of the effectlveness of thls

safety net is that the most at-risk group in Haiti, according’ to;JTﬂﬁ*

all literature, is the children under five, who in the FY 88
- Title II program comprised only 11 percent of the benef1c1ar1es

- (and consumed 18 percent of the commodities). The far greater
share went to the older children attending school who are less

at-risk as a group and who may, by the mere fact that they atteno;tt;

school, be assumed to be marginally better off than those who do .
not have access to or cannot afford to go to school. The :
~gquestion of why the Title II program has ended up with an FY 89
target of 80 percent of beneficiaries in the SF program was of
‘considerable interest to the Team, particularly in light. of the
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major funding being provided by A.I.D. for chlldren under five
through its Chlld survival program.

The answer. to this anomaly is offered in the closing .
paragraph of the cost analysis above: the external goal is
perceived as more easily achievable without the management: costs
associated with food distribution. Thus the Sponsor which: in its
Title II program is the most cost efficient, CARE, provides:- food
and no supporting inputs through its MCH program and supportlno
~ inputs but no food through its RICHES project (which is also -

possibly cost efficient). The three or four child survival " _
grantees under A.I.D.'s VACS project that alsc receive food are
not’ partlcularly monitored. Thus even though the explicit == |

objective is the same, in child survival many view the food as’ a,_rﬁT

management headache that detracts from the program. ..

In assessing the Title II proqram s effectlvenessIiﬁ'termSEg;wﬂf

of providing a safety net, then, it cannot claim to be targeted i .
towards the population with greatest need. - Although comparatlve :

data with other country programs are not avallable,'lt can claim- ojf“
that in serving the needs of the population it has targeted it 1srﬂ,f

'relatlvely cost efficient. The key area which the Sponsors can

affect in which efficiency could be improved is in the reductlon.f.-

' of ex-Sponscr losses through 1mproved lnspectlon systems.-

The analyses also demonstrate only moderate varlatxon in. -
terms of the relative efficiency and effectiveness of the three |
Sponsors. None have strategic objectives although CRS is clocse,]
. and all are in dynamic states which should lead to much tighter
'programm:.ng. - The organizational structure of each reflects its

implicit objectives, with CRS currently having the most and ADRA-Hs;”

the least focus. In costs, CARE is the most cost efficient, -
although margins are very slim. All Sponsors need to improve. | .
-monitoring systems not only for efficiency but in order to ]udget”"
.effectiveness as they move towards thelr new f001. - - .

" 4. RECOMMENDATIONS

M-J-Srw; ‘\..ﬂ'ﬂ:"‘ ‘*‘aw“*‘:ﬁ-aﬁs s'_-" S e

The Assessment Team w15hes to underscore its general supportf fg

for the conclusions and recommendations of numerous preVLous
reports as summarized in Chapter 2.2 at pages 9-12. It also

wishes to acknowledge that in several areas Sponsors and/or “”'E°'5r:’

 USAID/HRO are fully aware of problems and working toward resoluéf”‘

tion. ' In other words, the Team makes no claims to partlcularly 5Pffrf
new or startling findings. The 1tems dlscussed below 51mply neeagﬂi

- to ‘be carried out.
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4.1

Internal Organizational Structures and Functions

4.1.1 SAIDgHait' USAID should be prepared to provide:

resources to assist the Sponsors in improved strateglc plannlﬂg,'
monitoring and evaluation. Specxflcally :

o USAID should immediately work with ADRA to deveICpia_
Scope of Work for an accountability and management audit by
a local auditing firm experienced in P.L. 480 work. Fundlng

- should be provided by PD&S or available local currency. If . .0
at all possible the audit should be undertaken: as the Flrst'

Quarter Call Forward is arriving and being dlstrlbuted ) The“5~*t

audit should at a minimum reverify the existence of the _
recipient schools and MCH centers and up-date their benefl—
ciary levels. The purposes of the audit should be to (1)

develop a new baseline of beneficiaries (number of centers-

and populations served) so that the new Director can start

‘the program with a clean slate and (2) verify that all -

necessary administrative and accountability systems are in.
place and operational, so that the new Director has a clear
idea of needed management focus. ADRA should be encouraged
to maintain its moratorium on FFW until the audlt 15-'
complete.

° USAID/Haiti should deVe10p.strategicvand °Perationaif.

objectives for its Title II program and internalize them in
its programming documents and its management structure. The:

'companlon ‘Strategy (which draws on the April 1988 Deaton &.
.Siaway Strategy) prepared under this contract is a suggested
'starting point. - USAID/HRO should work with PPS and the -
office of the Director, at a minimum, to assure that the

Strategy is accepted and approved and can be acted upon-

o USAID/HRO should be prepared to provide modest technlcal

assistance to the Sponsors, under VACS project fundlng, to

'fdevelop means of more effectively coord;natlng rescurces

under the Title II and child Survival efforts. For example-
the CRS Program Planning and Evaluation Officer should be
invited to give a presentation of the nothodology and

PVO's, if they are interested, in procuring the same
software and entering data from centers they support. Thls
CARE programs are much larger than that of CRS.

(e} USAID/HRO should internally work to improve its Tltle II

program monitoring and evaluation. Communication and.

coordination in particular should be strengthened: w1th1nﬂ

HN, for child survival and urban health efforts; between HN . . ==
-and Education and Training, for the Increasing Incentives
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results of the computerized data on MCH when it is flnlshed_ 1t.
If results appear interesting, USAID should assist the!other -

‘effort might invclve a local contractor in that the ADRA amcl'-'---'-'.’=




project; and between HRO and other USAID offices (par-—-
ticularly Agriculture and PPS) for strategic planning and
monitoring. While Title II will by its nature remain C
supply-drlven, it constitutes a large enocugh share of the .
Mission's budget that it must be better 1ntegrated into the

program.

© USAID/HRO should also work towards computerizing, basic
Sponsor reporting format, in order to more rapidly and
easily analyze CSR/RSR's (at a minimum) when they come in.
USAID/HRC might enquire of FVA/FFP if any other Missions
have developed software for the Wang or IBM system.. (see

below) .

4.1.2 The Sponsors. All three Sponsors must work tb' ;
develop clear goals and objectives for their food programs. that."
are compatlble with organlzatlonal mandates and capabllltles

© CARE and CRS are moving in positive dlrectlons and are .
encouraged to continue refining evolving goals. As. objec~"
tives are defined, so monitoring indicators and systems: o
should be established. The PVO's may wish to. ask USAID/HRO o
for technlcal assistance in this regard , i .

o ADRA must get the ‘sheer size of its program under controln
prior to focussing on improving quality. When its audlt_ls
finished and the new Director well settled, ADRA should o
consider a management retreat involving its Board and one or
two ADRA International Washington-based officers to develop =
a more strategic focus for its program. ADRA should i'”

maintain a moratorium on FFW and any new initiatives until
"such time as management systems and staff to carry them out‘"-

‘are in place.

o The Cooperatlng Sponsors should part1c1pate in rev1ews of.,
the USAID/Haiti Title II Strategy to ensure that USAID's S
strategic objectives can be made operational. ' It must be L
emphasized that Spensors be encouraged to develop their own._'
objectives within the USAID framework which reflect the

different mandates and experience of each Sponsor. ;A'., P
tighter operational focus on different strategic objectlves'-g
‘'will serve as an on-going sort of "operations research" 1n S
food ald programmlng in Haltl. _— o

Once operational objectives are deflnea all three Sponsorsffwi*'

should work to establlsh realistic and evaluable indicators of L

achievement of the objectives. As suggested above, CARE ‘and ADRA"” -

should consider adoptlon of the CDC program used b; CRS for MCH
monitoring. :
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All three Sponsors and USAID/Haitil should consider adoptlng
a uniform computerized (Lotus 123 or d-Base) CSR/RSR form.
Sponsors could provide diskettes to USAID (on loan) to transfer!:
data which would be automatically tabulated and analyzed. This:

would enable Sponsors to individually rapidly assess quantltatlveg,'

achievements against plans on a quarterly basis, and enable USAID
to do so on a Sponsor-specific and an aggregate basis. The = i
Computer Specialist at USAID/Haiti could easily develop the b
format in consultation with the P.L. 480 Program Manager. CARE

and CRS already have IBM-compatible capability and ADRA was ip o

the process of procuring its computer during the'Team‘s visit,

Given the volatile 51tuat10n of funding sources for program
management, all three Sponsors should consider 1mp1ement1ng a
greater cost analysis capability, starting with more cost-
centered accounting. These data would be useful for internal
management, and would additionally provide a solid base of .
'analysis to support or define various programs and strategies. .
At a minimum thorough transport data should be collected and
compared to aid in decisions regarding the efficiency of both
various transport modes (cabotage or road, owned or rented) and !
cost implications of reglonallzatlon. o ' ' 3

Although data collection is often viewed as onerocus it is

important that USAID and the Sponsors begin to generate more
detailed data that can be analyzed over time. As reflected in
Table 1 of this report, accurate and comparable data over time
‘(even two years) do not currently exist simply for commodities - i
{1) approved; (2) called forward; and (3) actually distributed,
S0 that comparison of "planned" versus "actual" achievements are
difficult to make on more than an ad hoc basis. This 1nforma-'t
tion should be maintained by quarter by Sponsor. at USAID. - o
Without this information for commodities and better historical

data for costs future planning and budqetlng will likely remaln'e;ffuﬁ

slightly inflated version of last year s plan.

Better cost centered accountxng and records that can be' e
stored over a few years and relatively easily retrieved would
provide data to answer such questions as whether gecographic

regionalization has provided any cost or management efficienclesf.nf )
which type of program ‘is more cost efficient; etc. :With no data, -

decisions on such issues as regionalization and cost effective G
programming become extremely subjective. Cost pro;ectlons for |
outlying years become virtually impossible. - o : _—

4.2 Program Mix and Choices

As stated above, ‘WUSAID/Haiti should develop strateglc and
operat10nal objectives for its Title II program and internalize : .
them in its programming documents and its management structure."?uﬂ:
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The Cooperating Sponsors' operational cbjectives should build on
each organizations' strengths but fall within the USAID/Haiti
strategy. The accompanying draft Strategy summary prepared for.
USAID/Haiti in conjunction with this report recommends a shift
towards a child survival emphasis (as oppesed to the current
child survival and education). The strategy and objectives .
established by USAID and the Sponsors should gulde all: subsequent.,
choice of types of activities. _ | ; E

If USAID/Haiti adopts the Action Plan objective of’decreas+_
ing infant and child mortallty as the overarching goal of its
Title II program, as is recommended by the Assessment Team, then
choice of delivery mechanisms by each Sponsor and allocation of
resources among those mechanisms would need to be more carefully
justified than has been done in the past. Although it is '
recognized the categories such as "SF", "MCH" and "FFW" are.
standard Title II parlance and requlred in AERs, if the program

is to have developmental impact it is important that these be
viewed as the delivery mechanisms they are and not as ends in

themselves.

That is, a CRS objective might be to improve nutritional
levels of children under 5. ©One means of achieving this objec-?
tive is the on-going combination of technical assistance and -
training from CRS' Nutrition/MCH Division and food rations

provided through its Food idministration Division's MCH mechah-jﬂfyr“
ism. A second means of achieving this, also on-going, is through -

pre-school programs such as those of Foster Parents Planf(zooofé _
plus beneficiaries in Jacmel), which are serviced through the CRS

SF mechanism with TA and tralnlng from Plan. Other means include

well-planned school gardens in conjunction with MCH centers,_etc;-f
Achievement of the objectlve is thus predicated on several - 5
mecnanlsms, none of which is an end in themselves. ' S

As stated earller, CARE is focussing its food program on the:'
problems of a lack of community organization in Haiti, and plans"

to use the food resource and school canteen as an entry point for'Vii

formation of such organizations. CARE has started with 51ng1e—jg-
function Parent Teacher Committees to improve management of the -
school canteen. With the Title II food for the school as
leverage, in at least one case CARE has helped the single~
function group expand its activities into improving the water | .

system, vegetable gardenlng and other community actions centerxng~f»;f
on health and nutrition. Thus the SF delivery mechanism: in fact. =~
has achieved far more than simply feeding of hungry chlldren andﬂi*“'

in a possibly more sustainable manner. In this case "SF" and
‘community organization are also leading towards child survival,

and if CARE carefully targets the activities to schools of '_'u
greater need and undertakes some weight and/or growth monitoring: -

in those schools (as a school or community act1v1ty), SF :may be ?.;.,

" 'shown to have a measurable impact on child surv1va1 in the com-.
munity. ' .
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CARE is already operating based on "food as a means, not an
end" under its Potable Water Project in the South, using food"
specifically as an incentive for community groups to undertake
some of the more difficult aspects of water system construction.
When the system is completed and working, the group has Learned

that the sum of individuals can be greater than its parts, and =

food has contributed to that learnlng. This is the sort of YFFW"
that should be undertaken. Any generic FFW without a more

substantive overall objective objective (community organlzatlon,id
health, sanitation) should be strongly discouraged by USAID/HRO._?'

The Assessment Team thus makes no partlcular.recommendatlons;"

regarding "cap the SF program" or "increase the MCH program® but =

rather recommends, as stated throughout the report, that atten--
tion be focussed on establishing operational cobjectives and '
working to achieve them, through whichever mechanism seems to
werk best for the specific sponsor. -

In this vein, the ASsessment Team makes no particular

recommendations regarding ancillary activities. Activities such =~ *

-.as providing roofing or other materials for school canteen
construction and/or equipment for the canteens are seen as a
necessary part of the feedlng program and not particularly -
"ancillary" If money is:available, such activities should

continue in order to more closely meet the facility requlrements'fz'ﬂ

of the Title II program as stated in Handbook 9.

The Team, in Chapter 3.2, has discussed the apparent: lack'ofg‘
direction of some other‘“anc111ary activities® (i.e. rabbit and

chicken raising). Again, if operaticnal objectives are es-.
tablished and such types of projects are more carefully struc=
tured to meet objectives, then within limits of funding they
might be pursued. These, too, should not beccme ends in them-~

selves reported as "X number of mini-projects undertaken." Theyj[7f

must be viewed as means leading towards achievement of other
cbjectives. For example, "X school gardens maintained over full.
school year produced X varieties of vegetables to supplement
diets," might be one of many indicators of acitivities if a. -
Sponsor were trying to really achieve a measurabla: nutritional'.
impact through SF. For another example, "X Parent Teacher
Committees move from single-function canteen management to at
least one additional community health activity“ might 1nd1cate

organizational development

USAID/Haiti and the Cooperating Sponsors should r951st any
tendencies to become too flexible-and risk overextending their
management capabilities. Cost and management efficiencies among
Speonsors are relatively similar and middle range at this time,
with exceptions understandable (ref. Chapter 3.3). Cost and |
management efficiencies among programs are also similar and .
differences explainable (ref. Chapter 3.3). As recommended .
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above, more focused cost-centered accounting, particularly for
transport, is recommended so that analysis of possible benefits
of regiocnalization can be made 1in the future.

USAID/HRO should consider providing technical assistance to
CARE and/or the Chiid Health Institute (CHI) in developing

operations research efforts in using food and non-food approachesl'-' '

to child survival. CARE might consider some modest efforts in
this regard under RICHES. CHI might take a sample of VACS
project sub-grantees which are receiving food and which are not:
and try to isolate any causalities. The operations research
should lead to some more innovative food programming. - '

USAID/HRO should also consider modest technical assistance .
funding for CARE to develop a substantive monitoring system for -
its new focus on "formation of local institutions."™ Of par-
ticular interest would be developing indicators to measure
optimal size of committees, desired membership of committees,
type and scope of responsibility and authority of committees
{(single-function, multi-function, etc), etc. Monitorirg the new
objective in quantitative terms alone (i.e., number of committees:
formed) must be strongly discouraged. o
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ANNEX A

ANNOTATED STATEMENT OF WORK

ARTICLE = TITLE

PD&S (Health) Examination of PL 480 Title IT Food Donation
Program (Project N¢ 521-000.3) .

ARTICLE II - OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this assessmeni is to examine the organizational,
financial, and managerial aspects of the PL 480 Title II Food
Donation Prog*ams to determine how efficiently and effectively
targeted objectives are being met. This will be accomplished.
through (1) an examination of the Title II organizatiohal
structures, operational functions, ard objectives of USAID and

the Cooperating Sponsors. (CAR, ADRA and CRS), (2) an analysis. oﬁ;_'

these existing structures, systems, and program activities to- i
determine relative comparative efficiency and effectlveness, and
(3) determination of internal and external constrains to program |

impiementation and meeting the needs of the target populatlon_thé -  

assessment wiil also determine what modifications would be-
necessary to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the
Title II Program. TR

ARTICLE III -~ STATEMENT OF WORK
A. The Contractor will perform the following taSRS:

Task 1: The Contractor will examine the organizational struc-
tures and operational functions established by USAID and the

Cooperating Sponsors to implement the Title II Program. specifi-;'-”“

cally, this examination will cover the following:

1} - The adequacy, 2ffectiveness, and efficiency of structures,
functions, and systems to implement the overall program and L
achieve objectives. What are the differences between approaches -
used by the Cooperating Sponsors and which are the most suffi- '
cient and effective? Are objectives mutually understood and

agreed upon?

Cooperating Sponsors' organizational structures and '
operational functions are discussed in Chapter 3.2.
Cocoperating Sponsors' objectives are discussed in
Chapter 3.1. The degree of mutual understanding and
agreement is covered in the sub—sections on expllcxt -
and impllcit objectives.

2) Determine the cost per beneficiary for different types of
programs, the degree to which costs have changes over. thelpast_



five years, the reasons for the cost increases/decreases('and-the'h;j
projected costs for the next two years if the beneficiary level
remains unchanged.

The cost per beneficiary per program is covered in
Chapter 3.3 and specifically provided in Tables 6 and.
7. Due to the loss of records in looted warehouses: and
the lack of cost centered accounting for different
programs noted in the text, it was not possible to
review five years worth of data to analyze cost
changes. In order to place each Sponsor on common
terms without using cost centered accounting, many
hours of interview are necessary to create a common:
cost structure, such as provided in Table 4. It is,
doubtful that this could be accomplished for any year .
other than the current fiscal year with rellablllty

To extrapolate future costs from Table 4 is also not a . ;
fruitful venture for several reasons. First, cOmmodlty cost=
(and availability) and Ocean Transport cannot be predlcted _
from data sets available in Haiti. This ranges from 40- 50__'

percent of total cost.

Secondly, data sets in Haiti provide no evidence of | econ—.fl
omies or diseconomies of scale. This would be the primary | -« .
tool to analyze cost controlled by Sponsors. Without: thl“'jf._

evidence, it is not possible to determine whether a larger : - .
program is mcre or less costly than a smaller one per- ¥
'benef1c1ary In fact, some support could be given to the

idea that in most cost categories, scale is irrelevant, thate]e7

is, costs are the same per ton no matter the quantity. only -
for administration (cost category IIIX 1n Table 4) mlght thlsm-,f_
assertion be questlonable. o S L

Also, it is difflcult to determine whether marginal expendl—;,;-f
tures are in support of greater efficiency or greater L
effectiveness over a series of years. Effectiveness
expendltures (more monitors or administration, for example}
raise costs absolutely. Efficiency expendztures (invest~ - :
- ments in cost savings procedures or equipment, or negative |
expenditures in the form of cost sav1ngs) ultimately lower ;= =
cost. Without an approved strategy in place for the n ext. 2. . .
years, it is not possible to estimate which dzrectlon each L
Sponsor w111 be heading. S ;

As stated in Chapter 3.3 and in Chapter 4, 1t is strongly T
recommended that each Sponsor begin keeping data on costs sog;:
that these types of analyses may be made. : C v

Inflation, however, may have a pronounced 1mpact on costs lnzeee
Haiti. Inflation would impact on local administration costs




and in country transport. A 5 percent compound inflation
rate would raise cost per ton as follows: '

Sgonsor Cost Year 1 Cost Year 2
CARE _ $ 659 $ 662
CRS S 783 S 789
ADRA S 582 $ 587

[Note: The Contract Statement of Work contzined no-number}3)
under Task 1, presumably due to a typo] SIS

4) What would be the advantages and disadvantages of eliminatingﬁk'“
supplemental act1v1t1es° Could these resources be put to better
uses? _ REE _ : _

Supplemental activities are discussed in Chapter 3.2
and again in Chapter 3.3. Recommendations regarding
program focus are found in Chapter 4. 2.

What are the relative priorities of the Cooperatlng Sponsors and
why? : _

The explicit and implicit objectlves of the Sponsors
-are discussed in Chapter 3.1. :

Do supplemental activities support the USAID activities?

The relationship of supplemental activities of the

Sponsors to USAID activities is assumed to relate to = = . | ~ =

the USAID food strategy, which is dlscussed in Chapter
3.1. -

5)  Are there AID or Cooperatlng Sponsor p011c1es Whlch are
impediment to program. 1mplementatlon7 - .

Progran externalities, inciuding the organizational

-mandates of the groups involved and the Title II .
bureaucratic processes, are discussed in Chapter 3 1. 1. 

'How would the Cooperating Sponsors change their proqrams 1f they
were totally free cof AID policy and regulations? ' _

Responses to this questlon ranged from "my orqénizatiéh

would be a lot stricter" to "we'd sell the food in the "1? ff1?

"U.S. and use U.S. dollars." The Assessment Team found '
such a possibility so remote that it did not pursue
elther option in depth. _




Task 2: Examine the different Title II activities of each
Cooperating Sponsor to determine the following:

1} What are the comparative per beneficiary cost for each PV0O?
This is to include benetficiary costs for each type of Title I
assistance~~Food for Work, Mother and Child Health, School
Feeding, Pre-School Feeding, Other Child Feeding, and Genera
Relief. What are the reasons for the differences between ther

Cooperating Sponsors?

The per beneficiary cost for each PVC and each type of
Title II Delivery Mechanism are found in Chapter 3.3.
Reasons for differences are discussed therein. S

2) In terms of relative cost, need, and impact, where should
USAID and Ccoperating Sponsors ‘concentrate their resource
particularly if there are budgetary restrlctlons? _

Chapters 1-4 all highlight the need for 1mproved _
strategic planning on the part of USAID/Haiti and the
Cooperating Sponsors. Chapter 3.1 discusses evolv1ng
objectives. Chapter 4.2 provides the recommendation
that concentration be towards chlld surv1va1 as oppos@d
to educatlon. :

3) - Descrlbe the different programs being. 1mplemented by each

Cooperatlng Sponsor and evaluate the relative performance of eabh,» 
in carrying out activities. What are the reasons for dlfferences, :

in eff1c1ency and effectiveness and why do these dlfferences :
exist? T i

All of Chapter 3 is devoted to these questions.

4) How effective are food aid pro;ects (income generatlng
activities, parent teacher associations, and similar programs)
and to what extent do they promote a better understandlng/use of

food aid?

Food aid projects, 1nc1ud1ng rabblt and chlcken o '
production and Parent Teacher Committees, are discussed
in Chapter 3.2. The rabbit and chicken production:
projects were found to be of marginal value, although
improved planning may result in improvements. One - .
Sponsor, CARE, has found success with Parent Teacher
Comnmittees and one, CRS, is more cautious. I
Chapter 4.2 suggests that canteen reefing and. equlpment be I
viewed as part of food distribution and contlnued R

Are these activities promoting community development and solzaar-fgﬁ“
ity and are they self-sustained? _ A S




Ag stated in Chapter 3.2.1, CARE bzlieves its Parent
Teacher Committees can be mebilized to promote conm-
‘munity develcpment and, given adequate technical and
organizational inputs provided by CARE, the Team
believes this possible and desirable.

CRS and ADRA have not forussed as much on community
development per se. OCther ancillary activities that

are not designed to promote commu“;ty'devechm@nt such . ..
as chicken or rabbit raising, achieve other objectives .
{nutrition, inccme} and may indeed be sustaimed if g
properly managed. The projects visited by ths Tean

were too new (3-4 meonths) to draw any conciusions.

'Shoulé USAID have a stronger role in food aid project. apnroval,ilﬁfiﬂ =
onitoring, and evaluation? _ o

"Food aid pra*ects“'axe called “mmnlmprcje»ts“ an :
“ancillary projects” in ths text and the Tsan does not
believe USAID should have more invsolvement in them,;;~~
particularly since they are generally nat carrled aut
with doliar funding. _

Task 3: The Contractor will explore the fe‘lgwlng prcqrammatlﬂ.

issues: S .
} Does the Mission need a more fiexi i ‘ > 55ﬁ§§%ry"6?-
ecipient to more qulcklv and effectlvely respond to needs°-: g

Chapte* 4.2 recommends that'U&AID/H iti
Sponscrs resist thwmgggg '

- I LY

'”} Tha T;txe 1I Progran currently focuses on rural areas.. S
sSiould nore emphusis be placed on urban areas and, if so, kow_
would this effect costs, the number.sf; : o and.

addressing the needs of the most disédvantaged?_.“”””W:dﬁﬁ{ﬁrﬁﬁ

do & ldatailed amlysis of the current »amn-mal sp A
'hu? believas <he pragram to .be trom 30-4 g :



subsequent distribution. What are the poséibilitles fori and

ramifications of delivering food to cooperatives, 1nd1genous or%a;

foreign PVO's, or other institutions which would then service as
-reglonal centers fer further distribution? ,' : : P

_Chapter 3.2 notes that (1) CARE is 1ncreas;ng focus on
working with the local institution of Parent Teacher = _
Committees; (2) CRS has a relationship outside of food_,'
dellvery with local CARITAS organizations, which may . - i/
~assist in ancillary activities, as well as selected (IR
_other groups (i.e. Foster Parents Plan): -and (3) ADRA o
 is working with 9 former Section 416 orgam.zatzons.E
. The Team believes each Sponsor to be addressing thls
. concern in a manner appropriate to its mandate and L
- management style and does not recommend major struc-."
tural reallgnments. _ .

4) Due to the lack of better: organlzatlons, food is oc:cas1onal‘y""_";'"::li

delivered, by necess;ty, to relatively less effectlve and

ﬂ)_'

efficient institutions for distribution. Should more emphasis- b_ﬁfff:

“placed on providing food to those organizations which have a -

recognized institutional capacity to distribute food even® if it :ﬁ.;g
- means that the needy segments of -he population 1n some areas may:

~ not be served° . L R R TP

It the objective is tood:lng mle} hen. .
shouid not be a major issue and less’ otfle

~ganizations, as long as they can eftectively dl'trlbute
- food, may be appropriate.- .1t the abjecmM '
_ recommended by the Assessnent Team, becomes more
..developmen! : o f
"%iv:;" organiza ;

of development benefits. .

.5) If one of: mmm LB PR

from the Title II Program, what would be the 1i
the progran? ‘Nould ‘the other two etingg ) _
capacity or desirento absorb the additional res nsibil ty

-_Sponsors were con
Shov




6) What dlfferent and innovative approaches have been used 1n~e'f;'i
other countries that could be used in Haiti to enhance Title II i

Program’ . For example, could food be sold to cover the costs.of |
on~g01ng development activities or to 1n1t1ate 1ncome generatlng i
- projects. - : 2

USAID/Haiti has a copy of a Monetization proposal -
prepared by CARE in collaboration with FVA/FFP staff! _
'for CARE and ADRA's. The Assessment Team was told. that
.the GOH was con51der1ng the proposal but ‘that it llkely
wouldn't be implemented in the near future. - Food can
be sold to cover costs, but such sales must be approved
by the GOH. : ,

Other "1nnovat1ve" approaches w111 depend on the
ultimate objectives set by USAID and the Sponsors.'
‘Both CARE and CRS are actively engaged in refining
objectives and will likely come to some new dellvery
- mechanlsms, i.e. CARE through the Parent Teacher L
t:cOmmlttees and CRS p0551b1y through modlfled form Wlth o
ﬁFH. . -

'_Chapter 4.2 recommends two types of operations research';f=
“in innovative programming should the chlld surv1val
.objectlve be chosen. :

7). When do the Cooperating Sponsors feel a pha51ng out of the hﬁ;""

Tltle II Program will be p0551b1e7_

_ leen,the llmlted nature of GOH part1c1patlon in the
' program it is unlikely that phase out would take place:'
- in the next 5-10 years.

Task 4: The Contractor will formulate a series of recommen-.-
dations, based upon the above tasks and other observations, on
. ways to improve the efficiency ‘and effectlveness of the Tltle II
_ Program. L i

Recommendations based on the tasks undertaken above are h]f*g_*ﬁ
found in Chapter 4.2. : , _-v

1g sk_5: The COntractor will prepare a 15-20 page’ strategy paper :
for the Title II Program for the period December 1988 through - .

September 1990. This strategy statement, upon approval. by USAID,

"will be summarized by the Contractor intoc a three-page document
for submlssion to AID/W as part of its global strategy

The strategy paper has been submltted separately.
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