




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The P.L. 480 T i t l e  I1 program i n  Haiti  began in the mid- 
1950's w i t h  disaster relief  far a hurricane, working through I 

CARE, Catholic Relief Services (CRS) and Church World Service , 
(ZWS) .  From 1973 to 1987 t he  program g r e w  by 300 percent  in 
terms of gross tonnage, with an approximate 250 percent increase ; 
in recipients, and with a cumulative value of over $ 7 5  million. 
It remained, however, s t a t i c  in terms of programmatic focus and i 
generally peripheral to other U . S .  objectives in Haiti. USAID/ . 
Haiti contracted with Louis Berger International, Inc. to assess 
the ;rc?gram to determine, inter a l i a ,  what modifications would be; 
necessary to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the 4 Title I1 program. 

Three Sponsors currently execute the T i t l e  I1 development 
program, CARE and CRS continuing since 1958 and the Adventist I 

Development and Relief Agency (ADFA) sinca 1979. Each of these i 
Sponsors works through a number of different delivery mechanisms,j 
c h i e f  among which are School Feeding (SF), Mother C h i l d  Health - : 
(MCH) and Food For Nork (FFW). In FY 89, USAID/Haiti an- 
ticipated that 73 percent of the commodities would go towards 
School Feeding, 15 percent towards Mother Child Health, ahd 6 .  1 
percent towards Food for Work. i 

None of the players involved--the A . T . D .  Mission or the I 
Cooperating Sponsors--is o p e r a t i n g  on the basis of a strategic 
plan. That is, where explicit strategies exist operations do not! 
support them. U S A I D / H a i t i  and t h e  three Sponsors are operating I 
based on an implicit strategy of meeting Ittargeted abjectivesjt 
consisting primarily of l e v e l s  of beneficiaries to be fed. This! 
quantitative focus is due to the e x t e r n a l i t i e s  involving or- ! 

ganizational mandates, T i t l e  11 planning processes and se lected  
aspects of the situation in Haiti, a l l  of which m i t i g a t e  against ; 
more attention to qualitative results. The development resoutee i 
that Title I1 might be is not being maximized. ; 

' .  

This supply-driven approach frustrates all three ~podsors, 
who express concern t h a t  so much t i m e  is devoted tQ ~irnply.rnav%~~ 
food without any particular end in sight. Both CARE m d  CRS are 1 
now engaged i n  structured internal reviews which will lead w i t h i n :  
the next year to improved planning and targeting, hopefully I 

meshing exp l i c i t  and implicit strategies and objectives with 
operations. ADRA must get its program unZier ~0ntroP in tams of ! 
sheer quantity prior to undertaking a meaningful strategic , 

planning exercise. ! 

J 

The expenditure and cost patterns of each Sponsor mi~ror the1 
strategic disarray of P . L .  480 program. The budgets of each 
Sponsor are to a large e x t e n t  logistical, and there are no real ' 
cast linkages between the delivery of food and the establishment 1 
of developmental projects. Cost levels by Sponsor by delivery : 
mechanism are reasonable and are n o t  significantly different. 



r i 

Due t o  lack of cost centered accounting and to the lack of 
historical data, no trend analysis could  be undertaken. 

I 

Because the Title I1 program is implemented without strate- 
gic or operational developmental objectives, the effectiveness of' 
the program can thus o n l y  be judged in terms of what does, as 
apposed to what it seeks to do. What the program does is .provide: 
supplemental food to children t h r o u g h o u t  E a i t i ,  through the 
mechanism of MCH f o r  the under-5's and through SF for the ~5-15 

I 
age range. In FY 8 8 ,  it provided food to approximately 500,000 ! 
children, or roughl,y 20 percent of all Haitian children for a t  j 
least 9 months of t h e  year. Following a concept developed in an; 
e a r l i e r  Haiti T i t l e  I1 evaluation (the Cotten study), it is I 

likely that t h i s  supplemental food serves as a "safety n e t m  fo r  ' 

t h e  children and possibly their families, a small constant i n  a 
r ap id ly  deteriorating environment. While this achievement in I 
terms of child survival and welfare is significant, no braader 

$ 

! 
develcpment impact can objectively be ciaiized; 

, 

The analyses also demonstrate only moderate variation i n  
terms of the relative efficiencv of the three Sponsors. None t 

have strategic objectives (although CRS is close), and all are in 
dynamic states which should lead t o  much tighter programming. 
T h e  organizational structure of each reflects its implicit. 

I 
I 

objectives, w i t h  CRS currentiy having the m o s t  and ADRA the least1 
focus. In costs, CARE is the most cost efficient, although i 

margins are very slim. All Sponsors need to improve monitoring I 

s y s t e m s  nct only f o r  efficiency but in order t o  judge e f f ec t ive -  1 
ness as they move towards their new foci. 

I 
I 

The A~sesrrnent recommends that U S A I D / H a i t i  and the Cdeperat- j 
ing Sponsors work individually and collabaratively to develop 
strategic and operational objectives. Once these are estab- I 

fished, each should focus much m o r e  on monitoring of costs and i 
measurable benefits .  The Assessment does not recommend any major; 
dsviatisns in terns of delivery mechanisms but rather suggests ] 
the existing mechanisms be refocussed towards development aims. 1 

! 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Overview 

The P.L.  480 Title I1 program has been one of the f e w  
constaats in United States-Haiti relations over the last 30 
years. The food program began in the mid-1950~s with di sas t er  j 
relief for a hurricane, working throxgh CARE, Catholic Relief ' 
Services (CRS) and Church World Service (CWS). Although the i 
A . I . D .  Miss ion  to Haiti was withdrawn from 1963-1973 due to 
disenchantment with Francois Duvalier, the Title I1 program : 
continued throughoxt. From 1973 to 1987 bilateral programs were 
reinstituted, although disenchantment with the Duvalier regime 
continued and assistance w a s  skewed to the nan-governmental 
sector. During this period the Title If program grew by.300 
percen t  in terns of gross tonnage, with an approximate 250 
percent  increase in recipients ,  and with a cumulative value of 
over $ 75 million. It remained, however, s t a t i c  in terms of 
programmatic focus and generally peripheral to other U . S . ,  
objectives in Haiti. I 

I A s  dirocted by Title 11, t h e  H a i ' l i  program has been carried, 
ou t  primarily by U.S.-based private and voluntary organizations i 
(PVO's), known as Cooperating Sponsors, Three such agencies 
currently execute the Title IT development program, CAFtE 'and CRS; 
continuing since 1958 and the Adventist Development and Relief 
Agency (ADRA) smce 19?9. Each of these Sponsors works to i 

achieve the general goals of T i t l e  11 through a number of 
different programs, chief  among which are School Feeding (SF), [ 
Mother Child Health (MCR) and Food For Work (FFW) . All School 1 

Feedirig programs are implemented through existing public, p r i v a t e  
or mixed schools in Haiti. The MCH and OCF program are imple- ! 

mented directly by the Government of Haiti (GOB) and/or other 
PVOvs or private institutions, with the PL 480 but one of many , 

inputs to the institution. Food For Work programs are generally, 
carried out direct ly  by the Sponsor in collaboration with a I 

community grsup. The Title 11 program thus involves and theoret- 
ically has an impact on several million Haitians in many dif- 
fexeqt walks of l i f e .  

. !  

United States assistance to Hait i  has been particularly , 

volatile in the 1986-1989 period, following the departure. of 3ean 
Claude DEnvalier and the effective end of the Duvalierist era. As 
of this writing (M~vember, 1988), all U.S. ,development assistance 
is channeled through the private sector (both non-profit and for- 
profit) with specific Congressional prohibitions against direct : 
governmaental a id .  While the dollar funding has vacillated, 
however, T i t l e  I1 has remained s table  in commodity levels and 
program mix. It remains to be seen whether U . S .  policy will 
change or not under the newest  U.S. administration. Given past 



experience, it is unlikely that t h e  T i t l e  I1 program w i l l  be 
greatly affected if it does. 

1.2 R e v i e w  of the S c o ~ e  of Work I 

This  assessment was contracted by USAID/Baiti to Louis  
Berger International, Incr u ~ d e r  its Indefinite ~uantity Contract 
No. PDC-0085-1-00-6097-00. The purpose of the assessment was 
"...to examine t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l ,  financial and managerial 
aspects sf the PL 480 T i t l e  I1 Food Donation Program to determin? 
how efficiently and effectively targeted objectives are b e i ~ g  
m e t . I 1  Additionally, the assessment was to " . . . a l s o  determine 
what modifications would be necessary to improve the efficiency - 
and effectiveness of the T i t l e  51 pr~gram.'~ 

Two products were required under the contract ,  an Assessment 
meeting the purposes above and a short Strategy Statement for 
Title 11 f o r  the period December 1988 through September 1990- An: 
annotated Statement of Work is reproduced as Annex A. 

The fieldwork in H a i t i  was undertaken over one month in ! 
October-November IS88 by two Berger professionals, a Development 
Management Specialist and a Financia l  Analyst. The methodology j 
consisted cf review of the literature (ref. Annex C ) ,  interviews , 
with USAID, Cooperating Sponsors, and other key informants ( r e f .  ' 

Annex D ) ,  and selected non-random si te visits t o  each of the i 

types of programs (SF, MCR, OCF) underway. , 

Each of the two ~ roducts ,  the Assessment and the Strategy, 1 

was prepared as a stand-alone document. Two DRAFTS were pre- I 

sented to USAID/Haiti, which shared them with the Cooperating 
Sponsors. Following a three-to-four week review period, 
detailed comments w e r e  provided to Berger. This final report 
incorporates those comments that were received p r i o r  to the 
completion date of the contract. 

This report, the  Assessment, begins at Chapter 2 with a I 

summary of the background of the PL 480 T i t l e  II program, 
i focussing on discernable t r ends  over t i m e .  Chapter 3 describes , 

the program i n  more depth, assessing USAIDJHaitils and each 
Cooperating Sponsarts o b j e c t i v e s ,  structures and functions, costs; 
and results, both i n  terns of i n t e r n a l  consistency and external 4 
impact. Chapter 4 provides conclusions and recommendations 
regarding potential modifications. 
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2. BACKGROUND & CONTEXT 

2.1 Summarv History of 9.L. 4 8 0  T i t l e  I1 Proqram in Haiti 

Table 1 overleaf r e f l e c t s  what data are available in terms 
of levels of  P.L. 480 food donations to Hait i  s i n c e  resumption of; 
a USAID developnent program in 1973. Earlier data are not 
available; the USAID Mission had only reopened that year after , 
its 10 year h i a t u s  and the CARE and CRS archives were destroyed , 

when the ir  warehouses were sacked i n  1986. 

The figures demonstrate t h a t  the  program has grown ap- 
proximately 250-300 percent i n  terms of commodities and ap- 
proximately 250 percent in rems of beneficiaries over tfie 15 
years, f o r  an average of 15-20 percent growth per year. The 
data are, however, inexact and need same emlanation. 

The Table 1 data f o r  1974-1980 are taken from Tabre 11-E in 
the  comprehensive report by Joel Cotten Evaluation Research on 
the PL 480 Title I1 School Feedincz Proqram in E a i t i  (March 1985)'. 
While the Cotten report includes a vas t  magnitude of precise raw % 

and analyzed data on numerous variables, that which is inqluded , . 
in Table 1 is of dubious validity. Specifically, t h e  notation of' 
wpounds8f as unit of measure for 1974-1976 and "metric tomu 
thereafter must be an error, and the variation in terns of I 

"proposedw, wactualtf and westinate*--with no explanation of 
whether they represent commodities distributed by the PVO or 
commodities sent by A.I.D. to the PVO--limit the comparative 
value of the figures. 

Eats f o r  1982 are from two Inspector General's Audits of the: 
Title I1 program, one of CRS alcne and one of CARE, CWS and SAWS, 
both dated \pr i l  1983. It must be noted that the Audits a'lso 
include data f o r  1980 and 1981 which are significantly higher 
than those presented herein from the Cotten report. The Audits 
give t o t a l  commodity volume in 1980, for example, as 2 4 . 8  MT 
versus the 12.6 MT listed as 81actualt8 from the Cotten report. It / 
is assumed that the figures represent approved AER levels and nut i 
actual distributions. It is clear that the program increased I 

significantly at some point in the early eighties; whether it was i 
in 1980 ~s in 1982 cannot be determined. t 

I 

Data for 1984-1985 are from The Pragma Corporation8s Haiti I 
Food For Work Evalrzation (October 1984) and represent Annual 
 estimate^ sf Requirements (AERs)  and not actual deliveries. 
Data for 1986-1988 were provided by U S A I D / N a f t i  in its comments , 
en the draft  of this report. The Evaluation Team has included 
data fo r  1388 representing commodities actually distributed, 
which ere higher than commodities Called Forward due to warehouse , 

surplus at the end of 1987. The commodities actually distributed 



form the basis f o r  the financial ana lyses  in Chapter 3.  The 1989. 
figures w e r e  approved levels provided to the Team Sy U S A I D / E a i t i  ' 

in December, 1988. 

Table 1: P.L. 480 Title I1 Program Levels 
in Haiti 1974-Present 

Fiscal Year Sponsor Commodities Beneficiaries Dol la r  Ant : 

1974 (Actual) TOTALS 9,396.0 Ibs.  168.660 1,06~0,000 ; 
CARE 5,991.0 99,000 635,000 
CRS 2,592.0 37,000 275,000 
CWS 11413.0 32,000 150,000 

1975 (Estimate) TQTALS 10,000.0 lbs. 167.000 1,061,000 
CARE 6,000.0 98,005 636,000 
CRS 2,600.0 37,000 276,000 
CWS 1,400.0 32 , 000 143,000 ' 

1976 (Request) TOTALS 9,697.0 l b s .  158,000 1,030,000 - ' 

CARE 5,526.0 94,000 619,000 
CRS 2,319.0 33,006 246,GCG 
CWS 1,550.0 31,000 165,000 , 

1977 (Proposed)TOTA= 10.114.5 MT 183.900 1.18,5,800 , 
CARE 5 , 5 2 6 . 0  98 ,700  62;#,5OO r 
CRS 2,452 .2  42,6013 31'1,000 
CWS 2,106.3 42,600 24'6,300 , 

1978 (Proposed) TOTALS 6.041.0 MT 202,000 2.04;8.600_ i 
CARE 3,362.0 110,0130 1,22,9,8CO 1 

CRS 1,779.0 52,000 549,300 
CWS 9 0 0 . 0  G0,OOO 2 6 9 , 5 0 0  : 

I979 (Actual) TOTALS 10,297.6 MT 2 5 3  000 3,22:5,400 
CARE 6,271.4 140,000 1,970,400 ' 

CaS 1,938.8 52,000 61:3,400 ,. 

CWS 1,159.3 44,000 366,200 
SAWS 928.1 17,000 26'5,400 3i 

1980 ( A c t u a l )  TOTALS 12.630.9 MT 300,800 4,339,900 : 
CARE 6,593.0 170,000 2,284,900 
CRS 2 ,904 .4  57,000 98'5,400 ' 
CWS 1,661.1 45,000 590,700 
SAWS 1,472.4 25,000 4738,900 i 

1982 (Actual) TOTALS 14.100.0 MT 359.100 5.095.600 , 
CARE 7,906.0 193,000 2,895,100 1 
CRS 3,462.0 31,100. 1,236,100 ! 
CWS 1,620.0 48,00(3 585,900 
SAWS 1,112.0 27 ,000  3 3 8 , 5 0 3  

I 



Table 1 Continued: P.L. 480 Title 11 Program Levels 
in Haiti 1974-Present 

Fiscal Year Saonsor Commodities Beneficiaries Dollar A n t  

1982 /Received)TOTALS 24,800.0 MT 574,000 7,608.0OC , 

CARE 12,200.0 292,000 3,880,000 ' 

CRS 5,500.0 126,000 1,454,000 ' 

CWS 2,900.0 83,300 435,000 
SAWS 4,200.0 73,500 1,339,000 ' 

1983 ----- Reliable data not available to team-------- 
1984 (Program TOTALS 30,562.q MT - 618,900 8 , 2 6 4 . 2 0 0  1 

Levels] CARS 15,590.6 315,500 4,283,500 ' 
CRS 5,982.9 126,900 1,579.900 
CWS 3,757-1 89,000 1,010,500 : 
AD- 5,232.2 86,500 1,390,300 

1985 (AER) TOTALS 30.173.0 MT 613.500 8,610,300 , 

CARE 15,555.4 316,000 4,563,300 
CRS 5 , 8 0 6 . J  122,000 1,547,600 
CWS 3,757.4 89,000 1,059,900 , 

SAWS 5,054.2 86,500 1,439,500 : 
1986 (AER) TOTALS 31.830.0 MT 702.200 7,645,900 

CARE 16,201.4 349,000 3,856,800 
CRS 6,702.0 155,000 1,647,600 ' 

CWS 3,768.6 84,700 9 3 4 , 7 0 0  
SAWS 5,158.0 113,500 3,256,800 ' 

1987 (AER) TOTALS 31,683.1 MT 695,000 942.20Q 
CARE 1 6 , 4 5 9 . 4  349,000 3,565,900 . 
CFtS 6,702.0 155,000 1,506,700 ' 

CWS 3 , 5 6 0 = 5  82,QQO 773,30C i 
AD- 4,961.2 103,500 11096,300 

1988 (Actual TOTALS 14,251,.1 BIT 6 5 2 , 2 0 0  3 ,373 ,184  
Called Forward) CARE 6,891.4 335,100 1,521,211 

CRS 3,009.2 143,000 72P,094 
CWS 4 ,351 .5  258,500 1,123,879 

1988 (Actual TOTALS 24,113.0 MT 5 5 8 , 7 0 2  5 . 1 7 6 . 7 5 5  
Distributed] CARE 13,030.0 297,238 ~ ~ 6 6 9 ~ - 9 3 7  

CXS 4 , 8 9 9 . 0  1 4 5 , 4 3 3  1,102,487 ' 
ADFU 6,184.8 116,032 1,404,411 

1989 (Approved) TOTALS 29.858.6 EFT 736.600 8,8?'P.Q- 
CARE 12,735.3 335,100 3,712,000 ' 
CWZi 5,291.0 143, OCO 1,517,000 , 

AD- 11,832.0 258,540 3,648,000 . 
-11-- 

Notes 
SAWS = Seventh Day Adventist World Service, the former name of 
AD=. 

Source: Refer to t e x t  discussion. 
- 

5 



Given the difficulties of accurately determining gross Title 
I1 levels over time, the Team decided only to spot check trends 
in program m i x .  Table 2 provides the percentage shares  of t h e  
majar programs since 1977, 

Table 2: Title I1 Food Distribution by Major Program 
as Percentage of Total Commodities and ~eneficiaries 

COMM BEN -- COMM BEN COMM E m  - COMM &EJ ' 
FFW 4 4 . 5  26.5 2 4 . 0  13.8 9.0 5 . 0  6.0 4, ,0  
SF & PSF 43.0 62.0 6 2 . 9  7 5 . 4  71.0 81.0 73.0 80.0 
MCR 11.5 10.9 9 . 8  9.1 17.0 13,O 55.0 13.0 
Other 1.0 0.6 3 . 3  1.7 2 . 0  1.0 6.0 3.0 

----- 
Sources: FY 77 - 1977 A u d i t  Report, Exhibit A 

FY 82 - Cotten, Tables I1 A and IT C 
FY 86 & 89 - U S A I D / H a i t i ,  Comments, 12/9/88 

Table 2 demonstrates that the decline in Food For Work 
programming is n o t  attributable solely to the political upheaval ' 

of the past 3 years, as some have suggested, but in fact  is part 1 
sf a trend that began many years ago. As FFW is generally 
supervised directly by the Sponsoring Agency and the cooperating : 
community, w i t h  no intermediary, it may be characterized as more 
management intensive for  the Agency and m o r e  costly. T h i s  highex; 
cost is theoretically justified by t h e  greater benefit of, , 
infrastructure created or persons trained, depending on the type , 

of project- FFW also has a much greater commodity-to-recipient 
ratio,  in that the  ration is based on 1 worker plus 3 family 
m e m b e r s .  Because FFW project i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  has been fraught 
with difficulties, it has often been these supplemental corn- 
m ~ d . i t i s s  (i. e. the food t o  eat)  rather than the project xesules , 
that have become the perceived "devel~prnent benefittf of FfW. 
Because of the management i n t e n s i t 1  and paucity of development. 
benefits of FFW, the Sponsors have decided to move to more 
efficient and effective programming. 

Table 2 also documents the slow but staady increase in bath ~ 

School Feeding (including ?re-School Feeding, which is a small 
L percentage of the category) and NaternaS/Child Health. As a l so  A 

wi%l.be discussed in subsequent sections, the increases in the ! 
former are due nore to the institutional ease of SF distributions; 
than to any demonstrated impact of the program, whereas the 

6 I 



increase in the latter is actually attributable to program 
targeting. 

Few data were available t o  the  team on geogrsphic sp read ,  
: '  

rural-urban or public-private balance, o r  ether program charac- 
teristics over time. Cotten has some data reflecting number and 
type of schools sexved by Sponsor for the 1981/82 school year, 
indicating that 52 percent of the schools were private and 4 8  
percent public; the number of student beneficiaries does not, 
unfortunately, accompany the table (Cotten, Table I1 F). . The 
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 u s e f u l .  Internal analyses by CARE a n d ;  
CRS indicate that a range of 30-45 percent of their target group 
nay k~e considered urban. 

Based on the 1977 Audit it is known that the Sponsors have 
practiced de facto regionalizztion fox over 10 years, with CARE 
in the North and Northwest, CRS In the South, and CWS, then 
SAWS/ADRB, in the Central regions. Regisnalization was formally, 
given emphasis in a 1985 T i t l e  11 conference. This Assessment - ,  

Team noted the geographic spread of ADRA schools, suggesting that 
regionalization has not occurred to the extent desirable. 
Additionally, all three Sponsors are active in Port-au-Prince. 
The Team concluded that tFre.gionalizationgt among all three I 

Sponsors has not  particular!,^ occurred. 

The Mission comment on this observation was " . . . C A R E  is PO 

longer operating in the North and because of logistical con- 
straints, CRS has not taken over a l l  fanner ADRA schools that 
were transferred to its program. Regionalization is being 
reassessed by USAID and the PV0s.n 

Key benefits to regionalization would be cest and management 
efficiencies end effectiveness, and the sentence above suggests ' 

that CRS and CARE are mindful of these bene f i t s .  That is,, CARE i 
has moved out of the North because of logistic nnd other  dif- 
ficulties and is focussing much more attention to impr~v ir~q  
quality in its programs in the Northwest and 1s Gonzves, cRS, a+ 
noted in the Mission comments, preferred not  to pick up addition-? 
al schools even in its assigned region because of its desire to ' 

maintain efficient logistics. Both organizations maintain ( '  

regional warehouses and personnel devoted to the food program in 
their specific geographic areas. I 

Additional benefits of regionalizati~n would be program I 

visibility and possible interaction among distribution sites, in 
Chis  case schools. The political turmoil of the last f e w  years ; 
has lee to a prudent an:! modest approach to any visibility. 
Interaction has been fostered by CARE as part of its increased , 
emphasis on community organizations, i . e . ,  publicizing the 



experience of one school group to others i n  the area es an 
example of what can be done. 

As noted elsewhere in this report ,  however, historical 
information is not a v a i l a b l e  t o  measure program visibility, 
interaction, management or costs in b ~ t h  "withR and "without" 
xegionalization settings. Stated plans of CARE and CRS to i 

intensify program quality--as opposed t o  i n c r e a s i n g  Geographic 
spread--suggest that these two Sponsors will continue t o ' c lus t e r ,  

? their prc-rams if n o t  practice strict t 9 r e g i o n a l i z a t i s n t '  boun- ! 
d a r i e s  i n  a11 cases. 1 " 

i 
It is important to highlight that T i t l e  I1 donated food can 

be--and has been--used for emergency relief as well as develop- I 
ment assistance in Haiti. Thus for FY 89, although. the Cooper-: 
ating Sponsors have projected needs fo r  approximately $ 8 . 8  
million worth of commodities for their on-going development I 
programs, a;. additional $ 1.4 million (5,500 MT) is being sough'c, 
to re2ieve suffer ing fram the effects of Hurricane G i l b e r t  i n  ' 

September 1988. The emergency food w i l l  be progranmed through ' .  

AD- f o r  use by CRS and t h e  Ha i t i an  R e d  C r o s s .  A small portion 
will also be allocated to AD= fox distribution through its 
churches i n  t h e  hurricane's impact area of southern H a i t i .  
ft is not known w h a t  portion, if any, of the coxunodities l i s t e d  
in Table 1 were devoted t o  rglief a c t i v i t i e s .  

I 

Prior to the cut off of its public sector aid to Hait i  I 

following the events of November 29, 1987, the U.S. maintained a: , .  

large Title I/III concessional food sales program, p r i ~ a r i l y  of 1 
wheat. This pragram was careful ly  analyzed in terms of desired 

i commodity hix and pricing, and was viewed as strategic in terns , 

of meeting c r i t i c a l  constraints in Haiti. In its later years as! 
Title Iff the concessional sales program was carefully con- 
structed and t i e d  to enactment of key policy refarms by the GOH.~ 
It also generated a significant level of local currency which was 
strategically apgliee to both A.1 .D-  and non-A.I.D. development ; 
ef f arts.  

By contrast, the PL 480 Title 11 food donatisn program has 
been considered non-strategic and has generally qperated indepen- 
dently of A.I.D. Nstandardv programing throughout its his tory ,  i 
The levels have slowly increased in spite of constraints'and 
program mix--SF, M a ,  FFW--bas not  been particularly tied to 1 

A.I.D. objectives o r  strategies. When Development Assistance t 

(DA) and Economic Support Funds (ESP) have been generous, T i t l e  1 
11 has composed only a small portion of the p o r t f o l i o  and t h i s  i 
treatment may be considered appropriate. F - ~ n  DA and ESF have 1 
been l imi ted ,  however, as is currently the case, T i t l e  I1 has 
assumed a more prominent position and possibly merits more I 

attention. 



In FY 88 T i t l e  11 comprised roughly 20 percent of U . S .  
assistance to Haiti, with a proposed increase t o  25% in FY 89 
(excludinq relief food). The Mission was interested enough in 
t h e  resource that i n  l a t e  FY 87 it contracted  for a strategic 
review. Several person months of effort were devoted to prepara-; 
t i o n  of A Food Aid Stratesv for Hai t i :  Maximizins Development i 
E f f s c t i v e n e s s  (Deaton & Siaway, et al) which was i s s u e d  ih late ! 
April, 1988. The report, which synthesizes data i n  food produc- 
t i a n ,  consumption ( inc luding  nutrition) and marketing, provides a: 
number of interesting recommendatiuns. Unfortunately, it was , 

conducted and finished during a period of intense political 
turmoil  i n  Haiti during which the Title I/III program as well as ; 
a l l  other U.S. public sector assistance was terminated. The 
report has thus not gotten the c i r c u l a t i o n  or debate i ts contents ;  
might merit. I 

This view of Title I1 as peripheral is certainly not unique ] 
I <  to H a i t i .  In a per iod  where development resources are scarce, k 

however, P.L. 480 food donations can be managed more efficiently j 
and e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  terms of f i t  and impact w i t h i n  USAID's.overall\ 
program. Chapters 3 and 4 include more discussion in this 
regard. I 

I 
I 

2.2 Review of Recent Title I1 Evaluations I 

1 
~. 

In 1977 and again in 1983 the A.I.D. Inspector General's 
B f f i c e  chided USAID/Baiti on the lack of any comprehensive 1 
technical evaluation of the T i t l e  II program (ref. Audits, ' 

, 
i 

December 2977 and April 1983). The Mission had in fact supported! 
one of the most comprehensive Longitudinal studies ever done of :, 

School Feeding ( t h e  Cotten report) i n  1981 and 1982 but it was i 
not written up in final until 1984-1985, Xt went on to contract j 
for a major Food For Work evaluation which resulted in the Pragmai 
report of October 1984. No overall MCH evaluation has been dune 1 

to date, although in September 1983 A.I.D./Washington contracted 1 . 
an evaluation of the SAWS/ADR?i Nutrition/MCE progr&nr covered by a ;  
centrally-funded Matching Grant. As required by T i t l e  11: ! 
recp8atims, each Sponsor conducts an annual internal revgew as ; 
well, which are of decidedly mixed focus and quality. Nane of I 

the evaluations or reviews to date have assessed program ccsts j 
(beyond csnmodity value) in terms of comparative efficiency or I 
effectiveness. I , 

, 

The Cotten study was based on two survey designs:  (+) a 1 
cross-sectional survey to measure program performance usirig a i 

sample of schools and students representative of the  na t iona l  I 
I 

School Feeding program t and (2 )  a second, longitudinal supey, I 

w i t h  c a n t r o l  sample, to  measure the impact of the program 'on key I 

variables of interest at t h e  policy level. Both surveys w e r e  I 



conducted from March through mid-June 1981 and the impact survey 
again in 1982. 

The program performance survey, covering 73 schools and 
1,422 children throughout t h e  country, addressed th2  issues of 
targeting, ra t io  dilution, substitution, adequacy of facilities r 
and related programs, local contributions, record keeping~ and ; 
operating efficiency. The issues of targeting proved the most 
complex and raised a number of questions in terms of whether the 
SF program requirements of facilities arid local contributions , 

preclude establishment of programs in areas of grea te s t  need. It 
also demonstrated that the urban sub-sample was significantly : 

worse oEf than its r u r a l  counterpart.  Additionally, the Burvey 
found that record keeping in genera; was inadequate and t ha t  17 ' 
percent of commodities were used for "extra-programn purppses 
(i .e.  uses o the r  than those for which the food was programmed, 
commonly referred t o  as  leakage). 

The program impact survey covered SF from a number of 
perspectives, including nutrition, school attendance, and. 
cognitive performance. The initial baseline establisbed.that 
there were significant differences between program and non- 
program populations with regard t o  nutritional status andG 
attendance, but that  those variables w e r e  influenced by other 
factors, i . e .  socio-economic status variables, which could also .' 

explain the differences. The longitudinal study did n o t . f u b l y  
clarify the attendance impact. In terms of nutritional impact, ! 
however, the study concluded that while there was a deter iorat ion 
in the enviroment which had an impact on the well-being of all 
the children, those in the SF program were able to maintain and i 
in some cases improve their nutritional status, The SF program j 
benefit was thus defined as a msafety netn for enrolled children,, 
The study concludes with a number of recommendations, inc5uding : 
increased monitoring and improved targeting within an integrated j 
intervention strategy by using the SF delivery infrastructure to ; 
meet objectives of both SF and MCH programs. i 

! .  

I 
The Pragrna Corporation study reviewed the Faad For  Work 1 

program of the four Cooperating Sponsors CARE, CRS, CWS and ADRA.; 
A sample oP 10 percent of each W O 1 s  FFW projects, or seventeen 1 
in a l l ,  were assessed by the tean. The overriding conclusion of , 

the Pragna team was that the PVO*s viewed FFW as a feeding-- : 
rather than development--program for the rural poor and focused. i 
most of their resources on managing commodity logistics. , T h e  j 

program thus neglected the potential developmental impact'of FFW j 
i in terms of developing technical skills fox future employment, 1 

developing productive infrastructure or strengthening local 
~xganizatians. The study strongly recamended refocussing the j 
program towards infrastructure development and training, with 
emphasis on the measurable output of the projects. Since the , ,  

Evaluation, first CRS and now CARE have decided to stop FFW 



altogether in that the measurable development outputs d i d  not 
jus t i f y  the management and other costs. 

The third key evaluation on Title 11 is by Management 
Sciences for Health (MSH) descriptively entitled Evaluation 
Report Seventh-Dav Adventist World Service Haiti AID Matching 
Grant Prosram Nutrition and Maternal/Child Health (December 
1983). This study was an evaluation of the SAWS (now ADRA) 
nutrition program in lo centers in Haiti under A.I.D. Matching 
Grant Funds from 1981  - December 1983. The team reviewed growtb 
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 g,reater : 
community health benzfits did not accrue. Management issues 
noted include concerns over changing/inadequate objectives, 
target ing (opportunistic site selection], and weak middle level: 
and technical management. Attempts to measure program cost-per- 
beneficiary are notably mare comprehensive in t h i s  than in the 

' 

other  documents cited but still quite superficial. 

In addition to the three specific Title 11 evaluatims, and 
three audits, the Assessment Team reviewed numerous USAID/Haiti' 
program documents which are relevant to Title IT. These  includ4d 
sectoral pieces such as the Education and Human Resources sect06 
Assessment (March, 1987), the pational Nutrition Surrev ,(197B) I 

and the Acrriculture Sector Assessment (November 1987) as well a& 
more general documents, i . e .  the Deaton & Siaway Strateqv and t6e 
FY 89-90 Action Plan. ft is not the intent of this assessment *o 
discuss in detail a l l  of those documents. There are, however, i 
some areas of agreement which deserve highlighting: 

? 
I - There is general agreement that a food deficit e x i s t s  in j ,  

Haiti, that agricultural production has been stagnaht f o r  I 
decades, and that free and concessidnal food ald w i l l  be 
needed ior some time to come. There is further agreement in , 

the documents (although, n o t  necessarily i n  the genekal , 

public) that  the Title 11 food has not constituted 9 
disincentive to production. i 
- There is general agreement that a significant proportion i 
of the population is malnourished. The groups that are mos;t 
at-risk are children under f ive  years of age and pregnant ' i  
and lactating mothers, The National Nutrition Survey, which 
serves as a baseline, did not find a significant difference 
in levels of nutrition among Haiti's provinces. I 

- There is general agreement that Haiti has numerous other; 
developmental problems. Among those that are relevant to : 
this discussion are poor quality education, a low level 
skills base and a paucity of indigenous institutions which: 
could serve ta mobilize what resources exist. 



- Title 11 food aid is generally viewed as a tool for direct 
feeding to respond to nutritional (or at a minimum basic 
energy) needs rather than as a development resource to 
respond to other known problems. Even those papers which 
claim a broader developmental perspective conclude with 
recommendations supporting a nutrition focus (e-g., t h e  
Education & Human Resources Sector Assessment, the Deaton & . 
Siaway Strategy). 

- Because food is viewed primarily as a resource fox 
nutrition, recommendations generally have incl~ded 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 M a ;  in SF programs that  con t inue ,  provide 
nutrition education and improve targeting of schoois  
and/or students within schools. 
3)  increase and improve XCH coverage to reach to the group 
most at -r i sk .  
4) undertake diverse p i l o t  projects which are development 
rather than faad driven, but use food as a resource: 
monitor them carefully to see what works. 

Thi5 Assessment examines the T i t l e  I1 program neither on the 
micro-level of Cotten, Pragma or MSH nor the macro-level of the , 
documents summarized above. It facusses squarely on the mid- i 

level of the sponsorsv programs, mandates and capabilities. It 
concludes that each Sponsor is currently in a dynamic state 'and . 
moving towards a more innovative and potentially effective use o f f  
food as a resource, so that  a l l  of the above may occur. 

I 

I 

3 -  PROGRAM DESCRIPTION I 

1 

I 

A key purpose of t h i s  Assessment is M . . . t o  determine how 
efficiently and effectively targeted objectives are being met." 
Chapter 3.1 examines the Sponsorsu programs in terms of abjec- 
tives and strategies, both explicit and implicit, in order to 

I 

establish the Yargeted objectives" and t o  set parameters of 
neffectivenessn. Chapter 3 . 2  examines program management'and 
Chapter 3.3 assesses costs and cost-effectiveness and efficien- 

' 

cies. Chapter@ w i l l  summarize program results i n  terms of ! 
dxternal efficiencies and development impact. 

I 
Table 3 below provides a summary of the actual achievement ; 

by type of program by sponsor in FY 88. The Table demonstrates 
that a l l  three Sponsors undertook the same types of programs but 1 
a t  very di f ferent  levels. The Table is offered for reference i~ ' 

subsequent discussions, 



Table 3:  T i t l e  I1 Actual Achievements by Type cf Prcgrarn 
by Cooperating Sponsor in FY 88 

S~onsor/Prosram 
CAIiE Totals 

SF/PSF 
MCH 
FFW 
OCF 
O t h e r  

CRS Totals 
SF/PSF 
MCH 
FFW 
OCF 
Other 

Commodities 
IMTI I % )  

13,030.0 (100) 
7,487.0 57 
1,898.0 15 
1,145.0 9 

0 0 
2,500.0 19 

Beneficiaries Dollar 
I # )  ( $ 1  Value 

ADRA Totals 6,184.0 (100) 116.032 (100) 1.404.411 
SF/PSF 2,675.0 43  69,722 60 612,938 
MCH 2 , 0 6 0 . 0  33 30,831 27 456,520 
FEW 1,266.0 20 12,755 11 290 ,131  
OCF 8 9 . 0  2 I, 158 I 2 5 , 1 4 6  
Other 94 .0  2 1,565 I 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 
MCE 4 ,345 .0  18 51,288 11 928,721 
FFW 2,411.0 10 23,548 4 5 4 3 , 9 4 8  I 

OCF 475.0 2 4,915 1 108,890 
Other 2,603.0 11 31,944 6 550,950 

Sourca: Cooperating Sponsors@ Comodity Status Reports and 
Recipient Status Reports, FY 88 

3.1 grwram Goals and Obiectives 
I 

3.1.1 Proqra~~Externalities. The establishment of xealis- 
tic objectives fox the Hait i  T i t l e  11 program is affected by 
~ ~ E ~ O U S  factors, many of which are outside the control of either 
USAID/Haiti ar the cooperating Spansors. Three in particular 
affect program planning and management: 1) the mandates of t h e  



organizations involved; 2) the Title 11 bureaucratic processes; , , 

and 3) the particular situation in Haiti. The impact of each on 
the program- is summarized below. 

- 

Orsanizational Mandates 

Title I1 food programming is governed by the Agricultural 
Trade and Development Act of 1954, as amended (Public Law 4 8 0 ) ,  
which is implemented primarily by the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA). The existence and mandate of A . I . D .  'is . 
governed by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as' amended. In 
Title XI matters, the USDA works with A.I.D. through the ,latter's 
Bureau for Food and Voluntary Assistance ( F V A ) .  

The USDA and A.I.D. are political, non-profit public 
agencies which promote numerous objectives, with Title I1 playing 
a relatively minor role in their respective portfolios. The 
USDAgs primary clients--the American farmers--have an indirect 
but strong link and thus influence with the USDA [often via 
lobbies) through the elected U.S. Congress, which provides 100 
percent of the USDA1s 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.I.Dmts budset.  Thus althouah A.I.D. may use rhetoric 
about "beneficiary participation in decision-makingw , and in 
spite of concerned Haitians1 friends in the U.S. Congress, it is 
unlikely that this participation would ever extend above a 
marginal level. Both A.I.D. and the USDA must be primarily 
responsive and responsible to their principal, and only, revenue ' .  

source: the U.S. Congress. 

In addition to different clients, A . I . D .  and the USDA also 
have d i f f e r e n t  principal objectives for the T i t l e  11 program. 
One of the key purposes of P.L. 480 food, f r o m  the USDA perspec- ' 

t ive ,  is the  promotion of U.S. agriculture in the broadest sense,; 
thus implying a supply side perspective. The key purpose of non-: 
emergency P.L. 480 from the A.I.D. perspective is development, 
again in a broad sense, which by definition is demand driven. 
Thus although USAID/Haiti and/or the Cooperating Sponsors may 
recommend a certain mix of commodity types for developmental 
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 : 
lack of milk for MCH centers and other child survival act iv i t ies . ;  
The USDA has recently completed a program of paying U.S. dairy I 
farmers to atop producing milk  due to a perceived glut on the 
market. 

CARE, CRS and ADFLA arc non-political, n o n - p r o f i t  private 
organizations, which promote a combination of humanitarian and 
developmental goals, with Title II occupying a varying but 



significant share of their portfolios in Haiti ( ref .  Chapter 
3 . 3 ) .  Their direct clients--the rural and urban poor of H a i t i ,  
in this case--do not  (and can n o t )  provide significant revenues 
to the  organ iza t ions .  The PVOs  must seek funding from o t h e r  
sources, which are a l so  considered clients but which receive no 
direct services from t h e  PVOs. The three must thus be responsive 
to the guidance and/or requirements of the USDA via A.I.D. as 
well as of various other institutions and individuals which ma,y 
be providing ancillary funding. They must juggle supply of food 
with demand for it, and with organizational and administrative 
support to appropriately 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 beinQ 
useful to no one. 

In summary, t he  objectives of the Title XI program in Haiti 
are primarily influenced by the U.S. Congress (throughsthe USDA 
and A . I . D . ) ,  with some influence by CARE, CRS and ADRA other 
funding sources and v ir tua l ly  none by the T i t l e  11 clients, the  
rural and urban poor- Given these influences, the program 
objectives m a y  understandably be supply, rather than demand, 
driven. 

T i t l e  I 1  Prosrammina Prccesses 

The T i t l e  XI programming process is formally directed by : 
A . I . D .  Handbook 9 .  This  offers sample formats for a "standardw 
Multi Year Operational Plan (MYOP) format and the sacrosanct 
Annual Estimates of Requirements (AXR) form. -Yhile the latter; is 
rigorously adhered to, consisting as it does of simple blanks to  
be filled in with numbers and with no particular narrative, the 
former has been adapted t o  meet each PVOgs practices and needsi 
Given the multiple influences on the P V O r Q l a n n i n g  processes as 
described above, there is a tendency to Piberally quote from the 
previous W O P  and avoid any explicit strategic rethinking. 

Although A-I.D. has, over the years, experimented with a 
number of d i f f eren t  management approaches on an agency-wide 
basis, it periodically returns to the Management Sy Objectives* 
(FIB03 of the  early-1970ts. The Bureau for Latin America and the 
Caribbean (SAC)  has reaffirmed its commitment to MBO in recent; 
years.  This is best reflected in terms of program planning 
through the hierarchy of objectives established in each ~ i s s i u h ~ s  
annual m i o n  Plan. 

The MYOP might be consieered Title 11's answer to the Action 
Plan, although the externalities inherent in the process make it 
less than useful. That is, experience shows that annual corn- 
madity types and levels are changed frequently between the 
original plan and actual receipt by entities other  t h a n  the 
originator of the MYOP ( the  PVO) .  These actions reflect con- 
straints imposed by organizational mandates, bureaucratic 



processes and sheer logistics of t h e  many players involved. 
USDAvs supplies and other recipient countriest 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 s h i p s  be 
diverted. 

Given this context, the incentives for preparation of a 
Title I1 MYQP with carefully developed objectives reflecting 
realistic program components and levels are minimal. Also given ' 

the context, the incentive for USAXD/Maiti to develop a truiy 
strategic plan f o r  use of Title I1 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 planning. These will be discussed in 
Chapter 4 .  

The Situation in Haiti 

Title I= program and USAIO project  reports f o r  the last 
three years attribute numerous program delays to "the political 
situationw. That is, food could not  be distributed, warehouses . 
were pillaged, and certain planned program components were not , 
undertaken. T h i s  recent turmoil has certainly been disruptive . 
and all concerned must recognize the major prablems encountered : 
and i n  many cases overcome. N o  data were available (or a t  least] 
accessible), however, to contrast qtcommodities receivedw versus 
ncommodities distributedw versus nactual recipients servedw pre- 
and post 1986 t o  ascertain  i n  quantifiable t e w s  the level of 
disruption on the standard achievements of the program. 

The lack of data on the ~ l t l e  11 program is due to USAIDss ' 

p r a c t i c e  of archiving after 3 years and to the unfclrtulrate 
l o o t i n g  of the  CARE and CRS warehouses in 1986. Lack of data, 
however, is a generic problem in Haiti and a f f e c t s  the ability to: 
assess demand and establish realistic objectives for Title I1 
programs as well as other programs. For example, population 
dynamics are not well understood, and t h e  validity of extrapolat-: 
ing from such data as school enrollment or urban under-fives from: 
the 1981 census or, worse, the 1978 National Nutrition Survey i"s 
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 : 
(without considering the impact of contraband!). The lack of 
va l id  data seems i n  some cases t o  have created an e t h i c  of rzrely 
trying to collect valid data, thus exacerbating problems in 
planning. 



A second Haiti-specific problem is the lack of experience 
with local level institutions useful in mobilizing resources. 
Given the disparate origins of Haiti" citizenry, there are 
virtually no indigenous instituti~ns beyond the housekold 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 Commit- 
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 a re  
so only in name. Given problems with these relatively straight- 
forward single-function entities, an assessment of realistic pos- 
sibilities for local level management of more than  a school 
canteen is not sanguine. Thus any planning based on thoughtful 
local participation is likely a long way off. 

Finally, the problem of the low level of GOH involvement in 
planning or managenent of the  program is noted, not because of 
short-term constraints but in a longer-tern perspective. I4 is- 
likely that  this constraint is not unique to Haiti in the & m a l s  
of T i t l e  I1 prcgrams, but it is important when considering the 
possibilities for phase-out. It is simply stated as one more - 
externality which is largely beyond the control of the Sponsors. 

3.1.2 Ex~lizit Obiectives. In spite of the externalities 
summarized above, the Haiti Cooperating Sponsors have developed 
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, 

Figure 1 overleaf summarizes the stated or explicit over- 
arching raisons d'etre of each Sponsor's Title I1 food program in 
H a i t i .  Each Sponsor's program nomenclature is slightly dif- 
f erent . CARE discusses its "General Program Ob j ectivetg which 
cross-cuts more specific object ives  relating to each type of 
program, e .g .  SF, MCH, FFW, etc. CRS refers to a "Current 
Operating Strategyw as guiding various components of the program. 
And ADRA, which currently only operates a food program, has no . 
need to develop a separate rationale and simply relies on its 
worldwide wStatement of Missionn. 

It is interesting that all three wstrategiesn discuss 
community development or some variation thereof. In the CARE 
statement, the *formation of cormnunfty institutions" is a higher.  
order means leading to the end of "sustainability of the develop- 
mental processn. Xn the CRS strategy, mcsrmunity development" is 
used in straightforward English as an end in itself (Ndevelaprnent 
of the and not as a process. In the ADRA mandate it 
is again a means, where "community based development includes a 
wide range of activities leading to .,. II 



Figure 1: Overall T i t l e  11 Program S t r a t e g y  of 
Cscperating Sponsors in Haiti 

CARE General Frosram Obi ective:  

To use the food resource as a developmental toof within 
the community by enhancing the distribution link 
between CARE ~ a i t i  and that community to permit better 
comunica t ian  and more participation of the community 
in the project. This link should also facilitate 
transfer/training of management skills and the gradual 
empowerment of the community, Thus the formation 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 pracess beyond the life of the 
project is possible. (CARE Haiti PL 480 T i t l e  I1 Annual 
Progress Report FY 1 9 8 8 )  

CRS Current  O ~ e r a t i n c i  S t r a t e s v :  

To improve the impact of CRSg Title I1 program through 
more efficient delivery of food resources t~ those who 
are most in need along with the integration of program 
components that co~tribute to community development. 
(CRS Haiti MYOP) 

ADRA sumnarv statement of Mission: 

... 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 
ineludea a wide range of activitie+,J d 
health, e c a n ~ i c  and saki al well Bidn - - *i&@p 

self reliance. Through non formal education and 
training, ADRA focuses on developing competence and 
skills in areas appropriate to c~mmunityneeds';'. 
Community needs are also met by the development of 
institutions which deliver essential sentices in areas 
where they are inadequate or non-existent. (ADRA/Inter-  
national Statement of Mission)' 



Figure 2: Title II Program Objeczttves of axprating Sponsors 

CARE - ms Am3 
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Plan: 
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suffer& fm -nd & 
th i rd  degree malnutri- 
tion ard their mothers, , 
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g m w t h t m l d ~ ~ 3 m o s  
of program participation; 
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f r c m ~ m i E k ~  
pc3i?Ave wdght-for-age 
~ ~ w i e ' l i n 3 ~  ' 

of program participation 



These differect emp3ases on community-based action of some 
s o r t  in the overarching strategy statements becomes more inter- 
es t ing  when viewed in the context of t h e  m c r e  specific program 
component objeczives. Figure 2 provides the stated or 
o x p l i c i t  program compone~t objectives of each Sponsor as given in 
its !4WOF jar ZAXE's Annual Progress Report) . Here, although AD= 
speaks of "the stimulation of community actionw as an erid in 
i tself  in FFW programs, all three sponsors focus much aore on t h e  
"standardN Title II objectives relzting to nutrition and school 
attendance. Although the Team did not believe it useFul to .. 
append the entire MYOP of each Sponsor, the attenkion to precise * .  
beneficiary levels :e.g., 23OG children fed) as indicators of 
these more lofty o b j e c t i v e s  is informative. 

The causal relationship between a child eating a school 
lunch and his/her improved school attendance, learning capacity 
and/or nudriti~nzl level has not been conclusively demonstrated . 
in ~ a i t i  (ref.  the Cotten, 1985) or many other places i n  t h e  
world (ref. Levinger, 1985) . The relationship between that 
child's lunch and community action/development is even less well 
documented. Yet go percent of t h e  recipients of t h e  Hait i  FY 89 
Title I1 program will be school children consuming 73 percent  of 
t h e  commodities, in spite of the existence of unrelated hiqher  
order explicit objectives developed by the Sponsors. In s p i t e  of . 
that numerous uncontrollable externalities affecting planning in 
~aiti, A.I.D. asks the Cooperating Sponsors to develop objsc- 
tives and offer l inear plans to achieve the objectives every f e w  . 
years,  and the  PVOfs do so (often with heavy reference to the 
last such plan). These become the explicit objectives that they 
and most informed colleagues know are hyperbols. 

3.1.3 Implicit Objectives. It became quite d i f f i c u 1 . t  f o r  
this Assessment Team to examine the PVO program "e f f i c iency  and 
effectiveness in achieving targeted objectives" when, for the 
most part, the PVO's admitted that what was stated in the formal 
glans as a ntargetedw or explicit objective did not necessarily , 
reflect program realities. Of the three organizations, C F E  is 

rocess of massively reworking its ELYOP addend 
reorgan in ! zfng it% food program ~taf l ! . ,~and wiPF'hot have- & 

formalized until at l e a s t  January, 1989. ADRA has had a D i r e c t o r '  
B _ d  interim ( a . i . )  for over one year, with a new f u l l  time person i 
due to arrive in December. The explicit objectives of these two 
organizations as provided in Figures 1 and 2 are either too 
ambiguous to be useful, in the case of CARE, or so precise'as to ' 

be snevaluable, in the case of ADRA. Neither particularly 
reflects what is being implemented as compared to deployment of , 

resources. 

CRS has t h e  closest match between explicit objectives and ; 
program realities. CRS planners and managers have been concerned 
for some t i m e  that national data indicate that the mast nutri- 
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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 CRSs Title I1 program 
through more efficient delivery of food resources to those who 
are mast in need..." through a thoughtful and professional 
process of internal rsviow and program evaluation to assist in 
more precise targeting. As explicitly stated in its MYOP (not 
reproduced herein), it is reducing its general SF program by 8-10 
percent each year, based on simply not  replacing the schools that 
are normally dropped each year due to non-compliance. A t  the 
same time, it has obtained a state-of-the-art computer software 
package from the 3,s. Centers for Disease Control (CDC) in 
Atlanta in which it is entering all growth manitoring data from 
the MCH centers its supports. Through this exercise, which 
involves a visit to each center by senior staff and numerous 
discussions with CRS and GOK or int~rmediary MCH staff, CRS 
hopes, indeed, to improve its impact (effectiveness) through 
"more efficient delivery ... to those who are most in need." 

As the internal evaluation is implemented, CRS is operating 
with implicit objectives of (I) providing hot lunches to ap- 
proximately 120,000 school children (SF/FSF) ; (2) providing focd 
supplements to 6,000 children under 5 (MCE); and (3) providing 
minimum daily food allowances to orphans and indigent adclts. 
This seemingly non-strategic approach is fully justified by the 
Cotten report, which documents that al-ough composite socioecon-< 
omic indicators revealed an overall deteriorating environment, 
children in an SF program maintained or improved their hea l th  as' 
compared to children not in a program. This "safety netM effect 
of an SF program does not respond to i ssues  of longer term 
sustainability or cost effectiveness, but an the short term it is 
an efficient way to keep children alive, an6 an affective~means 
of mitigating against potential. long term human resource cun- 
straints. It is a rational interim strategy until CRSF internal 
evaluation is complete and mere specific objectives are es- 
tablished. ..&utio;l is offered, however, that it be viewed as 
interim and not become institutionalized. (Note: the concept of1 
Sf as a "safety netn@ is introduced in the Cotten report and a 
more detailed discussion can be found ther 

.-, "3 

CARE and AD= implicit objectives are, as stated earlier, in 
flux, As evidenced in Table 1, until FY 89 CARE has had the 
larqe~t of the three programs by far, has tm the pxsrmt dncludedi 
a management-intensive FHW component, and has explicitly and 
igplicitly tried in recent years to use food as leverage fox 
social change. In its FY 88 Annual Progress Report, its *'Generalt 
Objectiven (ref. Figure 1) and Vurpasesm (ref. F igure  2.) are , 

creatively phrased to imply thls direction without establishing 
any agccl%ic bencharks against which to be judged (except numberc 
of beneficiaries). That is, the nutritional objective is "to 
s~ppleaaent...*~ without qaantificationi the attendance objective 
is nto act as an incentiven w i t h  na means of measurement of 
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competing incentives; and t h e  community development objective is 
"to improve.. ." with na base l i re .  Only in discussions and 
narrative text does one learn that CARE is staffing up f o r  a 
najor  effort in developing Parent Tfacher Committees, w i t h  which 
it has had som? success, as c~mmunity change agents. 

The Assessment Team strongly supports the direction in which 
CARE is headed, i . e .  t o  promote empowerment through the fornation 
of cemmunity in s t i tu t i ons .  I t  cautions CARE to nove slowly and: 
to carefully monitor and evaluate variables contributing to both 
achievements and failures. It judges that u n t i l  this effof-t  i s .  . 

fully planned and s t a f f e d  up, C A W  may a l s o  be viewed as operat- 
ing a "safety netk@,  supply driven program. 

ADRAts MYOP includes only numerical targets as objectives,  
which, while honest and direc t ,  are certainly not strategic. The 
narrative justification is found in its Outreach Grant Proposal; 
which is reflected at Figure 2.  The first "Specific Objectiven 
for the Sf program, "increase i n  recipient levelsw, is ,the 
operative or implicit objective. The others axe f o r  the most 
part not evaluable. For exsmple, Eeasurement of "program school 
exhibi t ing higher attendance" requires a current baseline, which 
ADRA has not prepared. "Improved learning capacity among 
selected groups of children. .." is extremely difficult to 
measure, a s  evidenced by the Cotten report and others in the 
literature, and again, ADRA has established no baseline against 
which to measure. 

I 

The absence of even semi-strategic objectives has l e d  to 
implementation problems and l e f t  ADRA vulnerable to major 
ineZficiencies, with no ~xact16aH focus other than increasing 
recipient  Bevels, staff  apparently believed "the more the betterPr 
and, during th ird  quarter FY 8 8 ,  added approximately 60,000 
recipients and over PO0 schoaBs to the SF program and ap- 
proximately 2 0 , 0 0 0  recipients and en unlknown n-r of centers tb 
MCH, They d id  not follow standard ADWA procedures f o r  approval 
of a new center, did not inform the Director a - i .  of these 
actions and have l e f t  A D M  i n  a difficult s i tua t ion .  That is ,  , 

over I00 new centers (SF or M a )  wi# over w rec 
nuw believe +Aay arm part of the 9ragsam;"a F= --. 

ADRA Director a.i., meanwhile, completed the FY 8 9  AER fox the i 
original levels. ADRA s t a f f  is reportedly currently scouring the 
country to reassess recipient Isvela to see what can be done. I 

I 

ADRAvs situation points up the key problem in operating i 
without some sort of focus. Simply, ambiguities w i l l  compound I 
until chaos is reached. Xad more attention been paid to some : 

sor t  of substantive objective, even if it was simply the "safety! 
net* Bat lunch, it is fikehy the emphasis erl qumtity vitb no 
concern f o r  quality or sustainability would not have occurred, 



3.1.4 A.I.D. O b j e c t i v e s .  USAID/RaitiUs explicit overarch-, 
ing program goal is stated in its FY 1989/1990 Action Plan (AP, , 
prepared in A p r i l ,  1988) as " a  wider sharing of the benefits of . 
growth." Within this goal, t h e  Mission has selected the follow-; 
ing LAC o b j e c t i v e s  a s  most relevant to Haitits needs: I 

- LAC Obj. 1/6: Increase Agricultural Production/Preserve : 
and Mansge Natural Resources , - LAC Obj. 2 : Strengthen the Private Sector - LAC O b j  . 5 : Promote Exports - LAC O b j .  8 : Increase Access to Voluntary Family I .  

Planning Services - LAC Ob j . 10 : Reduce Infant and Child Mortality 
- LAC Obj. 12 : Improve Educational Opportunities - LAC Obj. 13 : Increase Participant Training i 

! 

True to the MBO approach, each of these objectives is I 

further defined in the A c t i c n  Plan in terns of Country Develop- , 

ment Trends (CDT) Indicators; A.I.D. Program Performance ;(APP) i 
Indicators; Actual Vs. Planned Accomplishments in FY 1987 and 
early 1988, as Compared to L a s t  Year's Action Plan: Key Pol icy  
Dialogue Actions and Conditionalities Planned fox balance of ' t  
Curren t  FY and Action Plan Period; and Key Project/Program 
Accomplishments Planned for balance of Current FY and Action  lab 
Period. Reporting on t h e  latter is undertaken in the next ~ctiob 
Plan a year later. 

i 

Because the T i t l e  I1 Sponsors have been primarily concerned! 
with feeding children, with no current operative higher order 
objectives, and because the LAC Objectives are established by 
A.I.D./W, USAID/Haiti has had little f l e x i b i l i t j  in establishing, 
a rationale for its food program. In the Action Plan written inj 
April, 1988, for FY 85,  seventy-two ( 7 2 % )  of the Title I1 program 
was programmed f o r  School Feeding, and 70% of its costs :were , 

thus allocated to LAC Objective 12, Improving Educktisnal Oppor-: 
tuni t fes .  Four percent ( 4 % )  of the program w a s  programmed for 
Food for Work, and the remaining 24% for LaCH and tlotherw programs 
affecting at-r isk  children. Thirty percent (30%) of the costs : 
were thus attributed to LAC Objective TO, Reducing Infant and 

.i .C %. em.> r'- .-. - " Child Mortality. - --.-.~* l.. . . .. . 
*s.-, 

I - 

L 

Actual distributions led to much different ratios, as are : .  
presented in Chapter 3.3 and Annex B. 1 1 

i 

There are no CMI or APP or any other indicators remotely 
related t o  T i t l e  XI under t h e  educational objective, focdsing as; 
it dses on teacher training and textbook distribution. The 
infant and child mortality objective actually includes a measura: 
bbe U P  indicator related t o  Title 11, "percent of children in 1 
A.1.D.-financed feeding programs who have weights recorded on ; 
their Road to Health card twice for every six-month period." The 
?VOP s da R O ~  now routinely report this information, all ,  are in i. 



the process of improving MCH management and/or computerizing 
fifes, so it should be accessible in the future. 

The T i t l e  I1 narrative i n  the AP is primarily i n p u t  ariven ' 

and preoccupied w i t h  locai costs (an outstanding Miss ion  issue at 
the time of the AP draft). The following vvtargetstl established . 
by A . I . D .  for T i t l e  I1 may be inferred from the AP: 

- Targeting decisions will 5e based on the cost-effective- 
ness of different delivery systems to ensure, to the extent I 
possible, that those most in need are reached. - Assistance to remote areas in the North and the Northeast ' 
will resume in FY 89 if accountability requirements can be 
satisfied - Development activities initiated in fY 88 ori a p i l o t  basis: 
will focus on increased participation by the program's 
beneficiaries and will be duplicated in other regions. 
- End-use inspectors' roles  a s  community animators will be 
further developed through training, which will also be 
provided to school directors and parent-teacher committees - Csvelapment activities in conjunction with commodity 
distribution will be contingent upon adequate funding 
levels. ! - Sponsors will use the program's resources as additional i components t o  existing AID-funded projects. "For example, 
MCH programs axe implemented in association w i t h  family 

1 

planning and child surrfval project activities; School 
Feeding programs +re a part of the Incentives to Improve 
Basic Education Project: FFW projects are designed to I 

complement agricultural and community development projects: i 
and Pre-Sch~sl Feeding programs sapport the Community I 

Tntegrated Nutrition and Education Centers. This  approach j 
will continue in the caning years." (AP p, 84)  I 

I 

These statements are not particularly strategic.nor objec- 
t ive ,  and may be considered interesting implementation guidance. 
Only the l a s t  can be considered strategic, but Because the PVOsp j 
objectives do not coincide with this t h r u s t  it becomes almost I 
antithetical. FFW is not undertaken b CRS, bas h e n  s f by CARE and f s on hold at AD= (and th 8 *Assessment *wf x 
mend it remain on hold for the next few quarters). The Educa- : 
t i o n  Project is requesting t h a t  CFS and ADRA a schools to their' 
SF programs; CRS is following an explicit objective of reducing 
the number of schools it serves and ADM is, as noted previously, '  
gseatPy over-extended. The relationship between the massive , 
A . P . D .  ChiPd Survival program and HCH feeding can only be 
characterized as totally ad hoe. Thus WSAID/Haft&Ts nstrategyw 
provides na real framework or guidance far the Sponsorsf pro- 
gramns . , 

As discussed in Chapter 2 ,  USAXD/Haiti recognizes that food , 

is an important resource and has periadically attempted ta 



develop a more strategic approach to its use. Chapter 4 will , 

include more specific recommendations in this regard, summar izhg  
the Stratecry prepared a s  a separate part  of t h i s  contract .  

3.1.5 S y n t h e s i s .  None o f  the players involved--the A - 1 . D .  
Mission or the Cooperating Sponsors--is operating on the basis :of 
a strategic plan. That is, where explicit strategies exist 
operations do not support them, U s ~ ~ ~ / H a i t i  and the three 
Sponsors are operating based on an implicit strategy of  meeting 
"targeted object ivesw consisting primarily of levels of benefi!- . 
ciaries to be fed. This quantitative focus is due to the 
externalities involving organizational mandates, Title I1 
planning processes and selected aspects of the situation in 
Haiti; all of which mitigate against more attention to qualita-. 
tive results. The development resource that Title I1 m i g h t  be !is 
certainly not being maximized. 

This supply-driven approach has been mirrored by ail three, 
Sponsors, who express frustration that so much time is devoted go 
simply moving food without any particular end in s ight .  Both ' 

CARE and CRS are now engaged in structured internal reviews whikh 
w i l l  lead with in  the next year to improved planning and target-: 
ing, hopefully meshing explicit and implicit strategies and 
objectives with operations. ADRA must get its program under 
control in terms of sheer quantity prior to undertaking a 
meaningful strategic plannf ng exercise. This  Assessment includes 
a recommendation to he lp  it do so. 

3 - 2  proararn Structures and Functions , 
I 

The organizational structures ot the three Sponsors closely 
reflect their level of strategic awareness and management and are 
discussed in the following gages. 

. * ! 
3.2. Q&& Halt&. CARE H a i t i  is a large and c lass ica l ly :  

structured organization with three Basic d f v i s i & h ~ : - ~ W ~ r a m  L ": 
Plan, Pragram Support, and Field Offices in the north and south; 
Program & Plan comprises the line and/or technical offices, I 

Program Support the staff offices, with that Firld O f f i c e s  a I 

combination of the two. This structure is reflected in the CART 
organizational chart at Figure 3 overleaf, 

The Title If program is viewed as one of five major CARE , 
Program C Plan nprojectsn. With reference to Table 3 ,  during FY 
8s the project moved slightly over 13,000 MT of commodities to i 

almost 360 ,000  beneficiaries. Fifty-seven percent of the 
csmoditles and 7 9  percent of the beneficiaries were in School 
Feeding (including a small portion of pre-schoolers], 15 percene 
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of commodities and 8 percent of beneficiaries in MCH, and 9 
percent of comodities and 4 percent of beneficiaries in Food Fo'r 
Work. A relatively large volume of commodities (19 percent) Eas 
used for Emergencies. 

The plans and approved levels f o r  FY 8 9  (ref. Table.1) are 
similar to t h e  FY 88 activities, except that generic FFW will 
cease beginning in January 1989 .  FFW w i l l  thereafter o n l y  be 
used as a resource in other CARE projects, e,g.  as an incentive . . 

for the construction of comm~nity water systems. 

The Port-au-Prince based Focd Project staff is hezded by a . 
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 f o r  Program & Plan, she ' 

develops the MYOP and AERs and C a l l s  Forward and assures all 
implementation requirements are met, She prepares narrative 
reports and obtains required financial reporting from the Proqram. 
Support - Finance Unit. 

The Food Project Coordinator is currently reorganizing her . 

staff to reflect the evolving emphasis ori formation of local 
institutions. Her plan involves two functional u ~ i t s ,  one in I 
Implementation and one in Administration, The Implementation : 
Unit will include a Runan Resources Officer and a Project I 

Technical Advisor, presumably in community development. It will' 
also include the one Supexvisary Monitoring Officer who is based/- 
in Port-au-Prince. This person directly supervises 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 4 ) ,  1 
Port da Paix (2 )  and Ea Gonaves (2 )  . 

Under the evolving Food Prcject structure, the Food <Ad- 
ministration unit w i l l  comprise office management and logistics : 
(warehouse management in particular) in collaboration w i t h  the : 
Program Support division and the Field Offices, 

The CARE Field Office i n  Gonaives devotes appraximaiely 50 : 
percent of its supervisory resources to food management, : w i t h  its 
food Field Representatives and supemfsory responsibility far the 
Port-de-Paix office. The latter's resources are 100 percent 
attributable to food. The F i e l d  Office on La Gonave is super- ! 
vised directly by Port-au-Prince staff and is devoted 100 percent 
to the food project. All Field Offices have related warehouses : 

and legistic responsibilities, No food is distributed in the 
south except on a carefully monitored basis in conjunction with 1 
CARE'S water supply project, which is discussed below, 

All Food Project staff are Haitian national hires except for 
the Project Coordinator and the Gonaives Field Office Representa- 
t i ve  (who is only 50 percent attributable to the Food Project), 
wha are international hires. 





There are three points of particular i n t e r e s t  in the CARE 
Food Project organization: 1) the absence of any specific units 
relating to the type of food project, i-c. School Feeding, MCH, 
2tc; 2) the multiple function Field Representatives, instead of 
s i n g l e  function Inspectors or Monitors; and 3) tbe structural 
"isolationw 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 
also had a person uevoted to OCF, but has recently decided to 
integrate hin  with the S F  inspectors. None of t h e  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  objective of 
assisting the GOH Ministry of Health with i t s  MCH program (which 
presumably has t h ~  objective of improving health and nutri-  
tion...). CARE'S response t o  the health and nutritional problem 
of children under five years of age and pregnant and l a c t a t i n g  - 
mothers is in the farm of the RICHES project (ref. Figure 3) 
funded under USAID/Haitils Voluntary Agencies for Child Survival. 
(VACS) project- 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 MCW thus constitute a 
food drop with no technical complementaritias and thus no 
attributable impact on behavior and no prospects for sus- 
tainability. 

CARE is clearly putting its management emphasis on the 
School Feeding activities but not  as an end in themselves. A s  
discussed earlier, CARE is focussing on the problem o f  a lack of 
community organization in Haiti, and plans to use the food I 

resource and school canteen as an entry point for f o m a t i o ~  of 
such organizations. Thus the central level technical personal 
must be experienced in organizat - , 
cas, comnunfty development, wtc .  .-$"pi?. " - 

education. 
I 

The second point of interest w i t h  CARE1+-structure flows - ,  
from t h i s  focus. That is, unkil the 1987-88 school year (CARE I 
employed Inspectors just like the other Sponsors. The Inspector$ 
were to v i s i t  schools 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 t o  an end (community organization) 
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 s t a f f  for  this purpose, it 
c?,eoided to r%cycr-le the Inspectors and have them do both j'obs. 



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 t h e  inspection f u n c t i o n  a n d  
the organizational development function. Given the new objec- 
tive, the Latter is c lea r ly  t h e  key t o  program success. G i v e n  
documented extra-program leakage in Haiti, however, the inspec- 
tion function remains critical (ref. Chapter 3.3 on t h e  cost of 
leakage to the program). 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 organizational 
development wauld be last by less rigorous inspection. 

A secand question related to monitoring is one of q u a l i t y  of 
efzcrt. CARE provides food to approximately 1200 schools and 
will have 11 Field Representatives as of January 1989. One F i e l d  
Rep visiting over 300 schoals three times each year is limited 
coverage for inspection purposes. Adding time for organizational 
development efforts while maintaining the s a m e  numbers of schao$s 
and ~ i e l d  Reps will result in limited efforts at organizational 
development. The Team strongly recommends that CARE focus 
efforts on a select ncmbex of communities as trpilot@r efforts w i t h  
a selected n~mber  of well trained Field Reps and resist the 
effart  to undertake ntoo much too s s ~ n . ~  

A final question related to the multi-function workers is 
one of aptitude and skills. The recycling effort underway is an 
admirable axample of CARE'S commitment to employees, but ap- 
titudes for organizational d e v e l o = n t  and commodity inspection , 
(outside of wiliingness to travel) axe very aifferent. CARE 
recognizes this problem and understands that after a certain 
period of time it will have to make same hard decis ions  on the 
success ~f +fie recycling. 

The third point of interest w i t h  regard to CARE'S organiza- 
t i o n  is the structural nisolationw of the Food Project which 
encourages the idea of food as =.end in itself 
to Ff gum 3 ,  m a s  ather curre~t%af 6r f j m j e  
forestry ("XNWn, wiYh partial A . I . D .  funding), education ("PEPH,  , 
as a subcontractor on the A.I.D. Fhsic Education project), child .' 
survival ("3UCIIESa, with VACS funding) and potable vater {ncl?SDn, . 
with A.I.D. funding). The f ~ c u s  of each praject are implied from 
the titles. This unfortunztttly has carried over and heretofore 
made food an equal end in itself. 

fi C A M ' s  planned new strategic emphasis is formalized and 
food indeed becomes a resource leading to formation of cornunity 
organizatfons, the "Food Projectn could be renamed to reflect the 
end rather than ma means, In the longer tern, nFood" as a 
resource would br managed out  ef ehe Program Support Division, at 



the saine level as rfFinancef'. It wocld thus be accessible and 
allocated--based on soundly conceived plans--to a l l  of CARE'S 
projects. Currently, only the potable water project uses this 
resource, as an incentive for water system construction by 
communities. Other possibilities exist. The point is to seek to' 
maximize use of food while minimizing management demands through 
horizontally integrating it into CAREf% existing and strong 
organizational structure. There wauid be no strategic objec- 
t i ves  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 j~zst, manc~eren+; bwelcpment  impact, 
etc. ) . 

3.2.2 m. CRS Haiti has a smaller overall portfolio with 
a larger relative share of P.L. 480  than CARE. With reference t~ 
Figure 4 overleaf, its structure combines l ine  and staf f  func- 
tions on equal footing, with "staffw functions of Planning and 
Evaluation, Administration and Finance, and Food Administration 
and "linev offices of Projects and Nutrition/MCH. One Field 
Office (and warehouse) in Les Cayes is specifically under Food 
Administration. 

The T i t l e  XI program is the largest program of CRSt port- 
f o l i o  in Haiti, with approximately $ 1 million of non-food (and 
non-A.I.D.) resources devoted to other projects. With reference : 
to Table 3 ,  during FY 88 CRS moved almost 5 , 0 0 0  MT of commodities. 
to 145,000 beneficiaries. Eighty-four percent of the commodities' 
and 92 percent of the beneficiaries w e r e  in School and Pre-School. 
Feeding (former CINEC centers, foster Parents Plan). Eight 
percent of the commodities went ta each of MCH and OCF, w i t h  each' 
representing about 4 percent of the beneficiaries. A small 
proportion of commodities went to General Relief. 

The plans and approved levels box FY 89 are slightly higher, 
w i t h  the previously mentioned 8-10 percent decrease in schools 
and compensating in MCH. CRS ceased FFW in F Y  86 ,  Although the . 
CE-supplied schools all theoretically have Parent Teacher 
Committees, these have been described as uphantemm and are not - Xs -..!$ ' -. ' greatly eaphasize4 by management, rr 
strstegic interest is much more on nutritional benefits and the j 
sost at-risk population, that  served by MCH, 

The organizational structure reflects CRSt strategic 
interest by elevating Nutrition/MCH to full division status while i 
ignoring SF structurally. Thus nutrition education programs in 
schools are possible but are motivated by the strategic interest 
i n  nutrition rather than by a supply of food. 
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MYOP9s, AER's and other planning t o o l s  are developed 
collaboratively, with t h e  Food Administrator in the lead role, 
working c l o s e l y  with the Nutritian/MCH in-charge, the Program 
Planning and Evaluation Officer (who recently moved from head of 
the Projects division). Once plans are agreed upon, implements- . 

tion responsibility is divided functionally. The Program 
Planning and Evaluation Officer is currently engaged in the 
massive data collection and analysis effort discussed ear l i er ,  
and will likely maintain an active role in improved program 
monitoring after the first input is complete. The Projects -- 
O f f i c e  assists where plans indicate in provision of mini-proj- 
ects, such as chicken or rabbit raising projects. 

The Nutrition/MCH staff of three develops curriculum and 
v i s i t s  the  2 4  CRS-supported XCH centers frequently. These 
centers are a mix of GOH secular and mixed religious entities. , 

The Nutritian/MCH staff thus basically provides technical 
assistance and organizational 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/~~H staff had plans during FY- 
88 to work more in the schools but political events precluded 
much t r a v e l .  

The Food Administration staff devotes more of its t i m e  to 
the logistics of food movement and accountability. CRS has a 
total of s i x  End-Use Checkers, two of whom are based in Les 
Cayes, and one Food Kanager/Supervisor, who develops weekly 
schedules of inspections and reviews reports for problems. 
~ l t h o u g h  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 U s e  Checkers focus on' 
the schools: the MCH s t a f f  reparks on the MCH centers- , 

The one area that does not seem to receive adequate atten- 
t i o n  is the identification and development of the ancillary or , 
mini-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.-J m~hth.,, 
directors associattd with the prafiictirL-'had 
they would do with the animals once produced. In these cases, I 

i 

the idea for the projects s e a  to have originated with the School! 
Directors and been passed to the Pxogrctls Plansting O f f i c e r  vira'thet 
food Manager or via direct rewest. Although materials and 
animals w e r e  provided, little work on the mini-project manage- ; 
aaent, recurrent costs or end resul t  seems to have been done w i t h  , 

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 
input on the part of CRS, if there are no clear objectives there 
is a question 0% vhy they are undertaken at a l l ,  
v 

.. . 



CRS is well aware of problems with the mini-projects and is 
taking steps  to corrzct them. The last round of small projects 
were identified in collaboration with local school directors, 
community groups and students. CRS has assigned a t r a i n e d  
agronomist and two paid technicians to monitor them. Mindful of 
the  tendericy t o  establish overly optimistic project objectives, 
CRS is now placing emphasis on training and objectives are being 
used as benchmarks for follow-up and assessment. 

CRS is providing financial support to a number of lacal  ,. 
organizations, t h e  diocese-level CARITAS Diocese Development 
Bureaus around the country. CARITAS in Haiti has traditionally 
avoided working with P.L. 480 T i t l e  11, but might be t h e t p e r f e c t  
locus of technical assistance for improved food-related mini- ' 

project identification, development and technical assistance 
should CRS feel they are justified. 

The Food Administration and Program Planning and Evaluation 
officers are international hires, and the rest of the concerned ' 

staff is Haitian national hire. 

The CRS structure is not particularly "standardw in classii 
cal management terms but appears appropriate to the size'and mix 
of the overall program and well suited to the evolving strategy 
of food zs a resource for nutrition. It is suspected t h a t  when , 

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 possibly revised 
and/or increased staffing, As part of this exexise the Team 
reconmends CRS reassess the in tent  and manageme,~t of the mini- 
projects and either develop improved systems fo r  more effective 
use of such resources as drop them. 

3.3.3 m. &DM Haiti is the newest entry to the H a i t i  
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 

' 

c a m d i t i e n  and an almost 700 parxcsnt incr~.s,'%#SbheT&!SW3ts 
from the base year levels. This growth averages out to 60 
percent per year over 10 years. 

! 
The program forms the primary ADRA activity in Haiti, with a 

small A.X.D. centrally-funded Child Survival grant the only other 
activity in the portfolio. In previous years ADRA also had an 
A.L.D. Matching Grant to work intensively witR hO MCH/Mutrition : 

centesra, work which continues on a more modest scale without the 
core funding. AD- has its main office and warehouse in the 
~brt-au-Prince metropolitan area and currently has no regional 
of %ices. 

33 





The ADRA Title I1 program is currently the most diverse of 
all the Sponsors, including a larger proportional share of MCH 
and a continuing interest in FEW. With reference to Table 3,  i n  
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 SF, 33 percent of t h e  
commodities and 27 percent of the beneficiaries in MCH, and 2 0  
percen t  of commodities and 11 percent of beneficiaries in FFW. A 
modest level of OCF and other activities were undertaken. 

The plans and approved levels for FY 89 are significantly . 
higher, representing the addition at the request of U S A I D  of a 
group of nine local organizations that had been receiving food 
under the discontinued Section 416 s ~ r p l u s  food program, increas-, 
ing beneficiary levels by almost 100,000 and almost doubling the 
commodities. These nine local organizations also plan food in 
terns of SF, MCH, OCF and General R e l i e f .  

The organizational structure to manage this rapidly growing 
program is reflected i n  Figure 5 .  It must be pointed out that 
this organizational chart was developed in Septerbes 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 m o r e  as a full Deputy, involved in 
program affairs as well. 

What is particularly interesting in the new organizational 
chart is the explicit depiction of the Country Director as 
directly responsible to an Administrative Committee, an ADRA 
Board, and the ~ranco-IIaitian Union committee. The Admfnistra- 
t ive  Committee and the ADRA Board are Sath locally formed. The 
~ranco-Waitian Union is a div i s ion  of the worldwide General 
Conference of Seventh Day Adventists, i . e .  the church structure, 
and includes church representatives from Haiti, Hartinique, 
Guadeloupe, etc. .  ADRA International, a separate organization 
that derives its Mission from the Church but maintains a secular, 
profile, is not represented an the organizational chart. 

A new ADRA International InterAmexi 
Miami 1s not represented an the chart; tBe* t 
too would become involved in supervision although this is 
believed to be only financial and lagist ic .  

- -  -I --."- . ". 

The Country ~ i r e c t o r ,  hence the country program, is thus 
supervised by two related but definitely separate entities, the 
Adventist Church and ADRA International. The ADRA Haiti 
~dministrative committee and the Board represent a combination aE 
the two, with local AD= s t a f f  and Adventists in Haiti comprising 
the membership, and the Committee simply being a sub-group of th+ 
Board. The Board, as is standard practice in Haiti, is closely . 
involved in the program, and has functions as far reaching as 



personnel recruitment and hiring. This unique supervisory 
structure presents two distinct difficulties: 

1) As most ADRA employees are Adventists, the dual s t r u c t u r e  
shoul3 theoretically pose no conflicts of interest .  
Unfortunately, not all ~dventists understand development and 
ADRAVs capabilities to influence development, and this is 
where problems can crop up. The only specific problem 
mentioned to t h e  Team was the occasional tendency of the 
Board to recommend employment of persons who are not 
professionally qualified for a specific position. While 
this is not an insurmountable problem and is certainly 
common to many board structures, it means that the Director 
must undertake development education of his board in 
addition to a l l  his other respsasibilities. 

2) Mcre importantly, the fact that employees serve on the 
Board is most unusual. While the Team is m o s t  impressed 
w i t h  the general ethic of ADRA to promote employee par- 
ticipation and leadership skills, it is unclear what the 
criteria are fo r  nominating employees lo the board. , 

Currently, the Child Survival Project Director (who is 
actually only a part-time employee), the  Business kd- 
ministrator ,an? 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 f i n a l  authority in given matters was not entirely ' 

clear to the Team. 

These "externalw anomalies aside, the internal ADRA H a i t i  
structure is evolving to m e e t  its rapidly growing mandate. The  
structure provides four basic divisions reporting to the Sirec- 
tor: O t h e r  Programs, Inspection, Food Programs, and Business 
Administration, thus two "line" offices and two "staff off ices .  
Their furnetions are as f c r l l s w s :  

.- her Proaxams: This stmctural unit was created in 
I 

anticipation of the t ine  when ADRA has a more diverse' I 

pr$folio,  and the Assistant Director posi 
vacant. As mentll0ne.d aBove ,''%9W26ri%~zbthe 
Child Survival grant, which is handled quite separately from 
other act ivi t ies .  The Child Survivai personnel include paid; 
Heal- Agents and a C l i n i c  Supnrfsar, among o?Aers, who are; 
not reflected on the &DRA organizational chart. The 
Project Director reports most directly to a technical 
backstop at A D M  International in Washington, D.C., and t 

since the Project Director is on the local ADRA Baard,there 1 

are- wo questions of mixed supervision. The Child Suwival  
.prajoct issvta~ food as an Pnceantfve t o  mothere, The 
gtrojectis use of food is thus reported to one USAID/HRO 
employee (the P.L. 480 Manager) and its inpact on children I 
ts another (the Child Survival Coordinator), one of the more ' 

9c 



classic examples  of non-strategic planning and implements- , 
tion found in this Assessment. 

- Food Pro~rarns: The Assistant Director f o r  Food Programs 
position is also currently vacant, with recruitment ongoing., 
The unit theoretically covers all food related activities , 

except inspection but in the absence of the Assistant 
Director, the C h i e f  Inspector (another divis ion)  appears to j 
be the operational in-charge of the food program. School I 
Feeding, FFW and OCF programming would theoretically be - I I i 
handled by the Assistant Director in the future. The MCH I 

u n i t  is s i m i l a r  in func t ion  to its counterpart at CRS, in ; 
terms of providing technical assistance and training'tw MCH t 

personnel. Whereas 3 persons at CRS work w i t h  24 MCH 
I 
I 

centers, however, at ADRA 7 (4 Supemisors, 1 Training 
[ 

Cfffcer, 1 Nutritionist under recruitment and 1 Program 
Director) assist 137 centers. The (new) MCH Program 

? Director (who was on extended leave during the Team's v i s i t ) ,  
is evaluating the HCH portfol io and eliminating those i 

centers that are not responding to reporting requirements, i 
in the hopes of bringing it down to a more manageable level-., 
The Commodities Manager has primarily logistic respon- i 
s ibf l i t ies ,  with port clearing and forwarding being handled 
by a contractor ,  Emballage Adventiste. I 

I 
I - JJts~ectioq: The Inspectors form a separate division and j 

the Team assumes this was SO placed to constitute a s o r t  of 
independent audit function. ~ i v e n  the as yet non-operation-; 
al nature of the Food Programs divisian, the Chief Inspectorj 
is substantively involved in maSor programming decisions. 
Far example, it was he who made the decision to add over 100: 
centers and about 80 ,000  beneficiaries to the distribution I 
roles in the third quarter last year, bypassing all standard: 
procedures in an effort to meet beneficiariesv needs. This ; 
mere substantive role does not appear to have left hih much I 

time fo r  the basic supervisory functions of reviewing i 
inspection reports; in a random sample of 10 percent sf  the  ; 
total ADRA SF files, for example, only one dossier had an ! 
i - ~ e c t i o n  more recent than -the a~r ing  oth'4Bq&a%TpS2hdai G 3  j 
inspectors are theoretical P y2'buPPose& to v 'i 
t i m e s  per year. 

! 
, ~ 

The USAID/HRO comments to a draft of this report notah that 
=ADRA indicated that  more recent inspections took place but ' 

! that reports were not filedew The Team has no doubt that ; 
this is true. The lack of a systematic method of reviewing 
and maintaining files, however, implies less rigor in! i . 

scheduling v i s i t s  where needed, and to the Team underscores ! 
the excessive work burden placed on the C h i e f  Inspector. 

. . - s -tM: The Business Administrator . I 
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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 
in addition to  those noted. For example, the Team suggests that 
vehicle management is being made more difficult than it should be . 

by having Truck Drivers report to the Assistant Commodity ~ a n a g e r  
i n  the Food Programs Division while Vehicle Assignment is made by 
a separate functional u n i t  i n  the same division and Garage 
Vehicle Maintenance is totally separate in the Business Ad- - ' 

ministration Division. More importantly, in the absence of a 
functioning Food Programs division, the whole question of . i 

strategic and operational planning is in question. The Director 
a . i .  has maintained the organization to date, but with the 
doubling of the program this FY and the arrival of a new ~irector 
momentarily the future is very much uncertain. 

Actual program effectiveness was d i f f i c u l t  to measure in 
that ADRA1s first quarter Call Forward was sent in late and, 
given the extraordinary distributions last year, it had no food 
at the time of the Teamys v i s i t  and had distr ibuted n o n e ' o n  a n y -  
scale since June 1488. A t  the time of the Team's v i s i t  fn 
November, the Director expected both the first and second quaxtqr 
C a l l s  Forward in Eecember, which would have exceeded ADRA's 1 - 
ability to store the food. The USAID/HRO December comments to ; 
the Team's draft stated that the Calls Forward were no longer due 
in December, and stated that ample space waul6 be available to 
store food, particularly w i t h  the use of the Section 416 or- 
ganization~~ warehouses. As stated in Chapter %, the  Team 
recommends that USAID work closely with ABRA on scheduling the j 
food movement. 

3.2.4 USAID/Haiti. The U S A I D j H a i t i  P.L. 480 T i t l e  XI 
I 

program is managed by the Health and Nutrition functional unit I 
(HN) of the Human Resources office (HRO),  one of USAID's.three j 
technical or line offices. USAID/HRQ has a total of 16 profes- I 
sionals, 6 of whom are in HN and 2 of whom work full time on ! .  

Title IX.  he t ~ o  positions are the P e t .  480 Pggif-; 
the P.L. 480 Program Monitor. The Team believes bat 
constitute an adequate level and s k i l l s  mix for  the needs. . ! 

The P.L. 480 Program Monitor reports to the Program ~ a n a ~ e ' r j  
which is a logical and functional relationship. The Program 
Manager, however, reports to the HRO/HN Chief some of the time 1 
and to the overall HR8 Deputy others. While this division I , 
theoretically is based on regular program and relief program ; 
food, it in fact  overlaps and can create mixed messages, As  the, ~ 

m u  organizational structure is reXatfvely new, however, :it is 
assumed these lines of authority will eventiaally straighten out .  j. 



The problem w i t h  USAIDBs management and monitoring of the 
T i t l e  I1 program is beyond the scope of the two Title 11 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 juggling of commodity 
quantities and monitoring more careful counting of sacks. While 
the two employees, particularly t h e  manager, should certainly be 
involved in revising and finalizing the strategy, it is important 
t h a t  other parts of t h e  ~ission--notably PPS and the Director's 
office--also become involved. The Stratew drafted as a corn-.. 
panion to this Assessment will be no more useful  than the Deaton 
and Siaway Strateuv of April 1988 unless it is reviewed, ac- 
cepted, shared and discussed with Sponsors and internalized as , 

guidance by and for  USAID. 

Recammendations f o r  USAID actions are found at Chapter 4. 

3.3 Proqram Costs 

3.3.1 Internal Cost Analvsis. The purpose of cost analysis! 
in this Assessment is to determine how well program objectives : 

axe supported by program cost structures, and to investigate 
comparative levels of internal efficiency. Chapter 3.1 documentq 
a high degree of goal ambiguity and a split between skated and I 

implicit objectives, By analyzing Cooperating Sponsor budgets 
and expenditures it is possible to  determine the relationship 
between stated and implicit objectives and cost patterns. 

As well, by analyzing cost data, an understanding of 
I 

internal efficiencies can be gained. fntemal efficiencies are j 
cost measured outcomes related directly to inplementation. of an 
activity itself. In this case, the question becomes how well, or 
efficiently, is food delivered to program baneticiaries. Fox the 1 

Haiti Title XI program, this question is a l l  the more critical in! 
light of implicit goals of food aid delivery as an end in i tself ,* 

I 

What follows,then, is a description of tot 
the f w d  program. While C A M ,  CRS and ADSlA'%%% 
systems of accounts, it is poss ible  to analyze t h e i r  c o s t k ' i n  
common terms and arrive at'an overall program cost estimate f o r  ' 
each Sponsor, as well as a comparison of cwtr ef each typa of - : 
feeding program. To do this aPI program direct costs are broken / 
into seven cast components as shown in Table 4 overleaf. Cost I 
data has been aggregated directly from each organization's FY 88 
expenditures or derived from USAIDIHaiti and/or Sponsor infoma- ] 
t ion .  The mere detailed analyses are found at  Annex 3. 
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The data i n  Table 4 should be i n t e r p r e t e d  careful ly .  While 
the differences i n  cost  between types of programs axe absolute, 
the bottom liiie per  tcn costs for each Sponsor are relative. 
That is, these totals are extremely sensitive to the mix of 
program types and the dollar value of complementary inputs that 
each Sponsor employs. Particularly, i f  the percentage of school 
feeding is high i n  per ton terms relative t o  other program types, 
the Sponsor's per ton costs are apt to be high. It would be 
somewhat of a red herr ing  to directly impute absolute levels of 
efficiency f o r  each Sponsor from reading t h e  bottom l i n e  of this 
table. More careful a n a l y s i s  is required, , . 

Xn performing this analysis the common denominators are per  ' 

ton and per beneficiary costs. A word is deserved on how each . 
was derived. Comodities are quite clear. Each Sponsor submits 
a Commodity Status Report/Recipient Status Report (CSR/RSR) that 
details the  number of kilograms that l e f t  the warehouse and 
arrived at the distribution site. Thus the number of tons being 
used is the amount distributed for F Y  88, and not t h e  number of 
tons Called Forward or projected in the AER.  his gives a much 
more accurate picture of events. 

Recipients, though, are more complex to estimate. Each RSR 
s t a t e s  how many recipients there were fox the quarter, but does , 

not imply how long the ration was meant to last. Thus, one c a n n o t '  
simply add the total of beneficiaries as one can commodities. I 

Rather, an appropriate d iv i sor  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, 
which is the most accurate number to use. 

The first cost component in each program is P.L. 480 
Commodities. Some variation exists between each Sponsor and 
each program, ranging from $ ~ Y Y  per ton for CARE'S school 
feeding to $ 239 for CRS1s MCH. In theory, rations are standar- . 
dized f o r  each program type and are generally adhered t o  by each: 
Sponsor. The cost variation, therefore, can be attributed to t w o ,  
factors. First, there is some actual difference between the 
value of each ration per program type.  Secondly, this-.difference; 
tends to vary further when commodities are tmaWk%'1@i14 i~~%~~-; '  
time needed for distribution, which seems to be a frequent 
occurrence. Each Sponsor may subst i tute  or borrow commodities 
for those unavailable. Thus, the cash value of the rations I 

actually distributed can vary f r ~ m  the prescribed norms. Table 5 ,  
shows the 2888 cozaodity cash value of rations by Sponsor f o r  
three types of programs on an annualized basis:  



CARE 

ADRA 

CRS 

Table 5: Annualized Cash Value of Rations 
Haiti P . L .  480 Title I1 Program, 1988 

(U. S . Dollars) 

FFW MCH 

The Table confirms that to a general degree the Sponsors are 
adhering to their agreement on standard rations, 

The second cost component in P.L. 480 programs is Ocean - 
Freiaht and Port Clearance Fees. Ocean freight rates are 
negotiated by the USDA-related Comodity Credit  Corporation [CCC) 
and Sponsors have no impact on these prices. The standard cost 
is roughly $ 100 per MT from Gulf parts, However, CAFE'S cost 
per ton is significantly higher than the other Sponsors. T h i s  
difference is due to the fact  that roughly 65 percent of CARE'S 1 
cczzadities a r e  booked on a through bill of lading, to deliver , 

t h e m  to areas other than Port-au-Prince. The cost of this 
s e ~ r i c e  is an additional $ 40  per ton, 

Although a rigorous transpert analysis might show savings i f .  
CARE performed the onward transport itself,  the savings to CARE 

' 

in management time are considerable. Any losses are marine 
claims rather than inland losses, Thus CARE i s  not respnaible  
for collection, and payment to the U.S. Treasury is much more 
l i k e l y  from a major freight forwarder. Additionally, CARE saves - 
itself management time and r i s k ,  

The on1 y other d i i f  orenco b e t m i ? ? & h s ~ ~ % * &  
clearance. Both CRS and CARE have staff employees to handle 
customs clearance. ADRA has elected to hire a transport agent at! 
$20.154 for F'Y 88. Naturallv. there are no differences in cost 1 
£or- different program types under ocean freight. 

The third cost component is Administration. It 
includes the administrative, program, and monitoring costs each ' 
Sponsor incurs in managing P.L. 480 programs, The admfnistration~ 
component in T a b l e  4 comprises camodity storage, salaries and 
benefits, office costs, supervisory travel, vehicle purchase, 
miscellaneous and home office overhead. 



The dollar costs in this com~onent are prorated per ton by 
program type, since no Sponsor keeps separate accounts  for sac5 
food aid activity. At a strategic level the Sponsorsr accounting 
practices t h u s  give credence t o  tke 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 project, 
prorating per ton should give an accurate reading. The p r i n c i p l e  
administration activities for each Sponsor are commodity manage- 
ment, reporting, logistics and monitoring. In general, these 
costs increase in a proportional manner with the number of tons 
of commodities utilized. 

Per ton costs of administration are a good indicator of 
management depth. Here there is an extremely wide range., CARE, 
which has the largest overall program, is on the thin side, at $ 
6 0  per ton. By contrast CRS, which has a program less than half 
the s i z e  of CARE, has administration costs of $ 90 per ton.  AD^ 
has the highest percentage of total budget devoted to administra- 
L .   ion, at 11.7 percent, b* .~ t  a low $ 67 per tan. This would seen 
to indicate that ADRA is stretched thin at all l i n e  items. If 
administration is proportionately high and yet absolutely l o w ,  , 
all other line i t e m s  must have fewer funds to compensate for the-  
extra percentage points in administration. 

The fourth cost component is In-Countrv Trans~ort .  Here 
varying philosophies are in play. CRS uses commercial main- 
tenance facilities and does not maintain a garage: CARE and ADILA . 
both maintain their  own vehicles. Cost structures between each 
organization are highly similar. As a percentage of t o t a l  costs, 
each is paying between 2 . 6  and 3.2 percent.   gain CRS is the 
cost leader, paying $ 2 5  per ton versus CARE and ADRA paying $ 15 
and $ 19 respectively. 

It sh~uld be noted, however, that several factors come into 
play in assessing transport, mcause there ar@''W &&&iBng 
sy s t ems  for types of projects, it is difficult to analyze real 
costs. Cost per ton is a close proxy, but does not rake into . 
consideratfon difficult logistics or relatively longer hauls, 
which would require analysis in terms of cost/ton/kilometer, 
This fatter analysis is not possible due to the aggregate nature 
of the data, 

CRS transported the f evest tons of the three ~r~anizdtions, 
using s ix  ten-ton t a c k s .  ADRA, using five ten-ton t ~ ~ c k s  hauled 
over 1000 KT more. Since both organizations rarely rely on t r u c k '  
rental, a possible explanation is that CRS has same over-capacity. 
for which it is paying. CRS explains this as due to its con- 
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centrat ion on S F  programs and subsequent overclse during the 
school year and under use during vacations. 

The fifth cost component, Emsty Sack Fees, plays a small 
role in the overall project. CARE consistently recuperates i t s  
empty sacks and containers from delivery sites and CRS charges 
recipient centers 20 cents per container, both as a means of 
accountability and to resell them in the market. ADRA is now in 
the process  of instituting its own similar system. CARE received 
in FY 88 $ 8,230 from this exercise, using the funds as a 
f l e x i b l e  expenditure account both fox internal and food project  . 
needs. The CRS figure in Table 4 is not contaified i n  its working 
budgets and w a s  calculated f o r  these purposes based on CARE'S 
experience. CRS has been collecting t h e s e  funds for many years, 
and plac ing  them i n  an account. They are used primarily f o r  
bridge funding, and rarely irretrievably spent. To date ap- 
proximately $ 100,000 exists in the CRS account. 

The sixth cost component is Com~lernentarv Inputs and 
Development Projects. Until this point 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 a n d .  
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 projects. 

Complementary inputs are generally spent for MCH materials, . 
or more rarely FFW. EWrchases can include scales, tools, and 
medicines. Development Project funas! are oriented toward,the 
repair or equipping of school canteens, or else are disbursed 
Ber small projects, such as rabbit raising ar schaol gardens 
Generally, development projects take place with Parent-Teacher 
Committees and are related to school canteens. 

ADRA marginally leads the way in this category, spending 
almost 3.9 percent of its total expenditures on -~hese items, , - 
fsllowed by CRS at 3.7 percent and CARE at 1.3 percent. ADRA 
actually had only one development project at a modest $ 430. ' '>Al'i'. 
its other similar expenses are listed under Complementary Inputs,, 
and involve either FFW tools, MCH materials or h f r a s t r u c t u r e  
support for school canteens. 

CRS divides its resources almost equally between Complemen- , 

tary Inputs and Development Projects, w i t h  90 percent going 
through schools. CARE, although in absolute terms spending as 
much as the others, maintains a very m o d e s t  share of its overall 
budget far this aspect. It is primarily focused on Developmen? 
Projects, :?ith 90 percent going through schoo l s .  Again, CRS is 
the cost leader in absolute terms, spending $ 148,705 over the 
year. 



The last cos t  component is Local Contributions, which are 
locally generated and accounted f o r ,  outside of direct Sponsor 
control. The primary source of these funds is t h e  SF program, 
although MCK 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. Condiments, spices and enrichment--frequently beans--are 
also purchased. The funds are collected and managed in theory  
by the Parent Teacher ~ommittee 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 year). A t  a school of 2 0 0  students where 7 5  
percent bring in their money, the year's sum is $ 2250. The MCH , 

figare is estimated at $ - 2 5  per month per beneficiary. 

3.3.2 Internal Efficiencies. With this description 
finished, the next issue is to analyze internal efficiency. The 
question becomes, which program and type  of program is the most 
cost efficient, and why? 

In examining the bottom lines of Table 4 ,  it is readily 
%;parent that there is often an inverse relationship between cost 
per ton and cost per beneficiary. T h i s  is most pronounced in the 
School Feeding program. Upon reflection, this appears quite 
reasonable. In effect, the ration for SF is the smallest 2nd 
therefore a given amount of commodities will serve proportianate- 
fy more people than any other program. Thus the cost of deliver- 
ing commodities to this population will be the lowest per person. 
Inversely, s ince the amount of commodities used will be low in 
relation to other programs the cost per ton will appear hfgh- 

In evaluating internal efficiencies the objective is to move, 
commodities as cost effectively as possible. Types of projects 
become, in this view, channels of delivery and targeting mechan- , 

isms. Given the goal displacement of all three Sponsors dis- 
cussed in Chapter 3.1, cost effective delivery becomes an 
implicit goal by default. 

Table 6 overleaf demonstrates the per ton and pex,benefi- 
ciary costs 2f the program. 
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Table 6 categorizes the costs of line items I-IV in Table 4 
as operational casts, and items V-VI as external c3sts.  Cost 
structures change dramatically, and School Feeding is seen to be 
clearly the lowest cost both per beneficiary an3 per ton, 
compared to other projects. Sponsors costs appear similar 
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  

P e r  beneficiary 13 13 15 

- 

In can be concluded from these data that the CARE SF programe 
is operating the m o s t  efficiently, reaching the most people fo r  
the fewest dollars. A possible explanation for CARE'S relative 
efficiency in SF might be its overall program size. The Food 
Project Manager hzs several peers substantially involved in 
various aspects of the program. The combined experience and 
support can allow fox a synergistic management effect, where each 
manager brings about improvement in every ather. By cont ras t ,  
ADRA, w i t h  a high per ton cost, is staffed very th in ly  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 nsoftvg facets of organiza-, 
t ional  structure. 

The narrow range of figures between each Sponsor is a 
positive management s ign .  fn general, if t t i f ferent  organltzations. 
have similar cost structures, it can be inferred that each is i n  
the middle ground of managerial performance, and neither under 
nor over-performing in refatien to its peers. That is to say--at 
least  in terns of cost management--all three sponsors are in sync - 
with the realities of food distribution in Haiti. 

I t  should be noted that this data set cannot readily provide ' 

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 
%ban MCH. Conversely, MCH provided more food per beneficiary, 
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although to do this t h e  cos t  w a s  greater. U n t i l  a decision i s  
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 projec t ,  a 
different set of n u m b e r s  needs to be considered. External costs - '  , . 

are those that cannot be placed in a budget meaningfully, y e t  
still impact upon t h e  cost and implzmentation of a project. The 
principle external costs of the P.L 480 program are in lost 
commodities--in port, and in country leakages--and losses t h rough  
ineffective targeting and weak monitoring. 

The two kinds of leakage have similar programmatic effect.  
Both port  losses and ex-Sponsor warehouse lasses deprive benefi- 
ciaries of their rations, and incur costs upon the projects. In 
FY 8 8 ,  port losses ran above $700,000. In dollar terms, this 
represents 13.5 percent of the commodities distributed in the 
year .  Lf lost commodities are assumed to be divided equally 
among beneficiaries, this loss translates i n t o  the  elimination of 
over 7 5 , 0 0 0  children from the program. 

A secondary effect of p o r t  losses is to create slack 
resources in the program, increasing unit costs. Budgets, . , -  

material and personnel are procured in advance of the landing of 
commodities. When there are shortages, the entire administrative , 
function is working at less that capacity. Admittedly, the FY 88 ' 

port losses were abnormally high and are under investigation. 
This level is not expected to recur in FY 89. 

A second type of lass axe ex-sponsor warehause losses, i - e .  
in transit to the recipient sits warehonse or while at the 
recipient site. USAXD/HRO believes that ex-sponsor warehouse 
losses are npractically insignificantn and mostly due to infesta- 
t i o n  and sporadic truck attacks (USAPD/HFtO 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 ta buy other cannnadbtiea: In Hc$f,~f!X&j?&-v~? 
might sell the milk they receive as an incentive for  t h e i r  baby's ' 

enrollment in the program; FFW rations are based on 1 worker and 
3 family mewers and no one expects the recipient to consume the 
entire ration without bartering some for  local products or other 
needed 

Ex-sponsor warehouse lasses are only rarely reported on 
CSR/RSR f~rms so the forrnal system suggests that indeed these 
Posses are quite low. In that it was asked to unaertaks an 
assessment and not an audit, the Team did not trace the a r i q i n s  
of the P.L. 480 food found in local markets to determine if it 
was a port ~ Q S S  or an ex-Sponsor warehouse loss. Because the 



Team encountered such a widespread belief among local per sons  
that food is stolen or sold, hawever, and because such losses are 
important to overall project effectiveness and cost  efficiencies, 
it attempted to quantify these  losses. Using the  Delphi nethod, 
the Assessment Team arrived a t  the following estimates for ex- 
warehouse loss by program type: School Feeding 25 percent; MCX 
18 percent; OCF 2 5  percent and FFW 60 percent.  These a r e  
relatively consistent with what C o t t e n  found in h i s  statistically 
correct 1981-82 data gathering, i . e .  17 percent f o r  extra-progran 
usage. 

A s  a complement to t h e s e  types of losses are those due to 
targeting error. Two types of errors may occur. One is provid- 
ing commodities to those who do not have need; the lother,,nat 
providing commodities to those whc do have nutritional deficiea- 
cies. During t h e  Assessment Team's f i e l d  trip, there w a s  wide ' 

variation in the apparent resources available to the schools and 
thus i n  the v i s i b l e  well-being of the children. One school fed 
150 "children" in secondary and vocational school, ranfiag up to. 
age 2 0 .  The Team was unable to estimate the extent of targeting 
error. In essence, however, the cost ef fect  i s  sirnilsr to 
diversion, since all costs are incurred, and no iixpact received, 

The tie in to much of this 1oss.i~ the monitoring function 
in each cooperating Sponsor. active monitoring, and dossier 
v s ~ i f i c a l f o n  is an integral* part sf the management process. Table 
8 reflects the different levels of monitoring activi$&es that 
take place in each organization. It demonstrates the con- 
siderable workload on a per tcn, per Beneficiary and par institu- 
tion basis. 

Table 8 :  Activity Levels peg Monitor per Sponsor 
Haiti P.L, 480 TieBe  Xf Prwra 

er sf Tans/ Benefiefasias/ Centers/ 
Hsnitsrs Hanitor Monitor Haari tu~  

XI 3.988 pp *q.@@-*< '1- 

ADRk 7 883 18,531 106, D 
CRS 9 548 16,154 70.3 

Bats::  Levels of Monitors, Tons, Beglef icfaries and 
Centers ares for  SF and M a  grqrams snly.. 

It is clear that to cover this mariy tons, Benafbciasfes and . 
distribution canters, cursory monitoring (of quantity but Eore 
particularly of quality) nust be engaged fa at all three Spon- 
S O P S  . 
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External costs come to bear on external efficiencies. ~ h e s k  
are issues and cost related outcomes that axe outside the direct, 
context of the program. In t h i s  case external efficiencies deal: 
w i t h  the attempts to  achieve developmental impacts and to use j 
food as a developmental resource. Table 4 w e l l  demonstrates t h a t  
the primzry T i t l e  I1 program expenditure far resources f o r  I 

development is in the schools, both i n  terms of recipient J 

con t r i bu t i on  and direct expenditure. It is however somewhat I 

incorrect to judge the external efficiency, the development -. i 
impact, on a cost per ton or beneficiary basis. Less or more . 

expenditure does not imply better in any way. 

From a financial and managerial point  of view, however I 

questions a r i s e  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 Monitors are f x l  / 
charge of helping develop projects. At the same t ime,  cast per, 
project is usually low, implying more rather than fewer sites to! 
visit. Thus it would appear that most projects will be on theiri 
own for both development and implementation. FFW, generally 
perceived as unsuccessful in H a i t i ,  seems to be the model of 

t 
development f o r  smaller projects: rapid examination, resource , 
delivery, and little evaluation, CARE, as w e l l ,  in emphasizing : 
Parent Teacher Committees seems to be using too few resources to: 
garner a significant response, based on monikoring levels ! 
described above. 

! 
I 

3.3.4 Synthesis. Expenditure and cost patterns echo I 

clearPy the strategic disarray of P.L. 480 food activities in 
H a i t i .  Without a clear goal, implicit goals become operational I , 

and the  driving farce behind program decisions. Efficiency 
I .  becomes a goal in and of itself, and the question of "why foodu ; 

gets lost in the transport bills. What this analysis presents is 
that even when e f f i c i ency  is posited as an implicit--and w i t h  i 
some an explicft--goal, external costs go a long way toward 
making efficiency some what of a eream. 

, 

The analysis presented here lend8 further ti2%he--' 
idea that the external goal, the attempt at development im"pacts,i ' 
is grafted on to the internal goal. The budgets of each :Sponsor! 
are to a large axtent lsgdstical, and there ere no reel cost i 

! 

linkages between the delivery of food and the establishmcht of j 
developmental projects. In fact,  without the food, the externali 
goal might well be more achievable. There would simply be less; 



3 . 4  Proaram Results 

The preceding analyses demonstrate t h a t  the T i t l e  I1 program 
is implemented without strategic or operational deveiopnental 
objectives. The effectiveness of the program can thus only be 
judged in terms of what does, as opposed to what it s e e k s  to doi  
Table 3 demonstrates the quantifiable achievements in terms of : 
number of beneficiaries per each delivery mechanism f o r  1988 and 
Table 1 provides rough indicative levels of overall programs f o g  
the last several years. These may be considered program ac- 
complishments in the most basic terms. 

The preceding analyses indicate that none of the three 
Sponsors' programs can claim results in terms of nutrition or 
school attendance, the '#st %iiSardt' Title XI objectives, because 
they are either not s tnccdred  to do so or they have no data to 
support such claims. Where both program structure and monitoriqg 
are geared towards a specific objective, as in the CRS NCH 
program, data were not available to the Tzam but may in fact soqn 
yield interesting results. In the SF programs, however, resour-" 
ces axe not particularly geared to specific nutritional needs afid 
no data exist with which to measure impact. 

i 
what the progran: does is provide supplemental food tc 

children throughout Haiti, through the mechanism of MCH :for t h e :  
under-5's and through SF for the 5-15 age range. In PY 88, it j 
provided food to approximately 500,000 children, or roughly 20 , 

percent of all Haitian children for at least 9 nonths oP the 
year. Following the Cotten study, it is likely that this I 
supplemental food serves as a "safety netw for the children and . 

possibly their families, a small constant in a rapidly deteriora- 
ting environment. while this achievement in tens  of child 
survival and welfare is significant, na broader development 
impact can objectively be claimed, (Readers who have m o r e  I 
interest in discussion of the "safety n e t 1  impact are urged to 
review the Cottsn report from whence it is drawn; it is an 
excellent compendium of extremely useful information andcdiscus{ 
s ion  on the impact of the Title XI School Peeding pacogram.) I 

! 

What is interestin9 in tenns of the effectiveness of this i safety net is that the most at-risk group in Haiti, according to, 
all literature, fs the children under five, who in the HB 88 I I 

Title 31 program comprised only 11 percent of the beneficiaries ; 
(and consumed 18 percent of the commodities). The far greater i 
share went to the older children attending school'who are less I 
at-risk a8 a group and who may, by the mere fact  that they atten@ 
school, be assumed to be marginally better off than those who dw 
not have access t~ o r  cannot afford to go to school. The 
question of why the Title II program has ended up with an FY 89 1 
target of 80 percent of beneficiaries in +he SF program was of 
considerable interest to the Team, particularly in light of the , 



major funding being provided by A.I.D. for children under five 
through its child 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 I1 program is the most cost efficient, CARE, provides food 
and no supporting inputs through its MCH program and supporting 
inputs but nu food through its RICHES project (which is also .. 
possibly cost efficient). The three or four child survival 
grantees under A.I.D19s VACS project that also receive food are1 < 

not particularly monitored. Thus even though the explicit 
objective is the same, in child survival many view the food as a 
management headache that detracts from the program. 

In assessing the Title I1 program's effectiveness in terms. 
of providing a safety net, then, it cannot claim to be targeted 
towards the population w i t h  greatest need. Although comparative 
data with other  count ry  programs are not available, it can claim . 
that  in serving the needs of the population it has targeted it gs 
relatively cost efficient. The key area which the Sponsors can, 
affect in which efficiency could be improved is in the reduction 
of ex-Sponsor losses through improved inspection systems:. 

The analyses also demonstrate only moderate variation in i 
terms of the relative efficiency and effectiveness of the three : 
Sponsors. None have strategic objectives although CRS is close,' 
and all are i n  dynamic states whish should lead to much tighter 
programming- The organizational structure of each reflects its 
implic i t  objectives, with CRS currently having the most and ADW 
the least focus. In costs, CARE is the most cost e f f i c i e n t ,  I although margins are very s l i m .  All Sponsors need to improve , 
monitoring systems not only for efficiency but in order "Lo judge: 
effectiveness as they move towards their new foci* 

i 

4 .  RECOMMENDATIONS I 

! 

-*\.&. s . ~ ~ - ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ :  +- 
I 

The Assessment Team wishes to underscore its general suppo* 
for the conclusions and recommendations of numerous previous 
reports as summarized in Chapter 2.2  at pages 9-12. It also 
wishes to acknowledge that in several areas Sponsors and/or ; 

USAID/fIRQ are fully aware of problems and working toward.resolu-: 
tion. In other words, the Team makes no claims to particularly I ' 

new or starthing bindings. The items discussed below sihply nee9 
to be carried out. 1 

. 



4 . 1  Internal Orsanizational Structures and Functions 

4.1.1 USAID/Haiti. USAID should be prepared to provide 
resources to assist the Sponsors in improved strategic planni~g, 
monitoring and evaluation. Specifically: 

a USAID should immediately work w i t h  ADRA t o  develop a 
Scope of Work far an accountability and management audit by 
a local auditing firm experienced in P.L. 480 work. Funding 
should be provided by PD&S or available local currency. If . , 

a t  a l l  possible the audit should be undertaken as t h e  F i r s t  
Quarter Call Forward is arriving and being distributed. The 
audi t  should at a minimun reverify the existence of the 
recipient schools and MCH centers and up-date their benefi- 
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 o f  needed management focus. ADRA should be encouraged 
to maintain its moratorium on FFW until the audit is 
complete. 

o USAIB/Haiti should develop strategic and operational 
objectives for its Title 11 program and internalize them in 
its programming documents and its management structure. The 
companion Strateav (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 t h e  
office of the  Director, a t  a minimum, to assure that the 
Strateav is accepted and approved and can be acted upon, 

o USAID/HFtO should be prepared to provide modest technical 1 I 

assistance to the Sponsors, under VACS project funding, to 
develop means of more effectively coordinating resources I 

under the T i t l e  I1 and Child Survival efforts. For example, 2 1  

the CRS Progrars Planning and Evaluation Officer should~be 
invited to give a presentation ef the methadology snd * I 

results of the  computerized data on MCH when it is finished. ! 

If resul ts  appear interesting, USAID should assist the  other ; 
W O B s ,  if they are interested, in procuring the same 
software and entering data from centers they support. ' This ; 
effort might invclve a local contractor i n  that the  ADRA and 
CARE programs are much larger than that of CFCS. 

I 

a USAID/HR6 should internally work to improve its ~ i t l e  I1 ; I 

program monitoring and evaluation. Communication and 
coordination in particular should be strengthened: within 
HM, for child survival and urban health efforts; between HN 
and Education and Training, for the fncreasfng Incentives 



project; and between HRO and other U S A I D  offices (par-  
t i cu lar ly  Agriculture and PPS) far strategic planning and 
monitoring. While Title If will by its nature remain 
supply-driven, it constitutes a large enough share of the 
Mission's budget t h a t  it must be better integrated into the- 
program. 

o USAID/HRO should also work towards computerizing basic 
Sponsor reporting format, i n  order to more rapidly and 
easi ly  analyze CSR/RSR1s (at a minimum) when they come i n .  . 
USAID,/HRO might enquire of FVA/FFP if any other Missions - 

have developed software for the Wang or IBM system. (see 
below). 

4 . 1 . 2  The S~onsors. All three Sponsors must work to 
develop clear goa!.s and objectives far their food programs that 
are compatible with organizational mandates and capabilities. 

o CARE and CRS are moving in positive directions and are 
encouraged to continue refining evolving goals. As objec- 
t i ve s  are defined, so monitoring indicators and systems 
should be established. The PVOns may wish to ask USAID/HRO: 
for technical assistance in this regard. 

o ADRA must get the sheer size of its program under control 
prior to focussing on improving quality. When its audit is 
finished and the new Director well settled, ADRA should 
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 
maintain a moratorium on FFW and any new initiatives until 
such time as management systems and staff to carry them out, 
are in place, 

0 The Cooperating Sponsors should participate in reviews of 
the USAID/Haiti T i t l e  I1 Strategy to ensure that USAIDts a 

strategic objectives can be made operational. It must be 
amphasized that Sponsors be encouraged to develop their own, 
objectives w n  the USAID framework which reflect the 
different mandates and experience of each Sponsor. A 
tighter operational focus on different  strategic objectives: 
w i l l  serve as an on-gaing sort of Hoperations research" in 
food aid programming in Haiti. 

Once operational objectives are defined, all three Sponsors, 
should work to establish realistic and @valuable indicators of 
achievement of the objectives. As suggested above, CARE and ADRA 
should consider adoption of the CDC program used b;t CRS for MCH 
monitoring. 



All three Sponsors and U S A I D / H a i t i  should consider adopting 
a uniform computerized (Lotus  123 or d-Base) CSR/RSR form. 
Sponsors could provide diskettes to U S A I D  (on loan) to transfer 
data which woald be automatically tabulated and analyzed. This 
would enable Sponsors to individually rapidly assess quantitative 
achievements against plans on a quarterly basis, and enable USAID 
to do so on a sponsor-specific znd an aggregate basis. The 
Computer specialist at ~ s A I D / H a i t i  could e a s i l y  develop the 
format in consultation with the P.L. 480 Program Manager. CARE - 
and CRS already have IBM-compatible capability and ADRA was in 
the process of procuring its computer during the Team's visit. 

Given the volatile situation of funding sources for program 
management, all three Sponsors should consider implementing 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. 
A t  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 regionalization. 

Although data collection is often viewed as onerous it is I 
important that USAID and the Sponsors begin to generate more 
detailed data that can be analyzed over time. As reflected i n  ' 

Table 1 of this report, accurate and comparable data over time : 

(even two years) do not currently exist simply for comaodities 
(1) approved; (2 )  called forward; and (3) actually distributed, , 

so that  comparison of "plannedn versus "actualn achievements are, 
difficult to make on more than an ad hoc basis .  This infoma- 
tian shauld be maintained by quarter by Sponsor at USAID- 
Without this information fo r  commodities and better h i s t o r i c a l  
data for costs future planning and budgeting will likely remain a 
slightly inflated version of last year's plan. 

Better cost centered accounting and records that can be 
stored over a few years and relatively easily retrieved would 
provide data t o  answer such questions as whether geographic 
regionalization has provide3 any cast or management af f iciancies ; 
which type of program is more cast efficient; etc. With no data, 
decisions on such issues as regionalization and cost effective 
programing become extremely subjective. Cost projections for ' 
outlying years become virtually impossible. 

4.2 Proaram Mix and Choices 

As stated above, g g U S A I D / H a i t i  should develop strategic and , 

operational objectives for its Title 11 program and internalize 
them in its programming documents and its management struct~re.~ 
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The Cooperating Sponsors' operational objectives should build on 
each organizations* strengths but fall within the USAID/Haiti 
strategy. The accompanying draf t  Stratesv summary prepared for 
U S A I D / H a i t i  in conjunction with this report recommends a shift 
towards a child survival emphasis (as opposed to the current 
child survival and education). The strategy and objectives 
established by USAID and the Sponsars should guide all subsequent 
choice of types of activities. 

If USAID/Haiti adopts the Action Plan objective of decreas- 
ing infant and child mortality as the overarching goal of its 
Title I1 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 t o  be more carefully 
justified than has been done in the past. Although it is 
recognized the categories such as "SFw,  glMCH* and "FFWW are 
standard T i t l e  I1 parlance and required in M R s ,  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 object ive  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 a 

training from CRSq ~ u t r i t i o n / ~ ~ ~  Division and food rations 
provided through its Food Administration Division's HCH mechan- 
ism. A second means of achieving this, also on-going, is through 
pre-school programs such as  those of Foster Parents Plan (2000-' 
plus beneficiaries in Jacmel), which are sexviced through the CRS 
SF mechanism with TA and training from Plan. O t h e r  m e a n s  include 
well-planned school gardens in conjunction w i t h  MCH centers, etc;. 
Achievement of the objective is thus predicated on several 
mechanisms, none of which is an end in themselves. 

As stated earlier, 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  fok 
formation of such organizations. CARE has started with single- 
function Parent Teacher Committees to improve management of the 
school canteen. With the Title ZI P o d  for the SCIKWP at " .  
leverage, in at least one case CARE has helped the single- 
function group expand j t s  activities into improving the water , 
system, vegetable gardening and other community actions centering 
on health and nutrition. Thus the SF delivery mechanism in fact: 
has achieved fax more than simply feeding of hungry children and: 
in a possibly more sustainable manner. In this case ltSFtV and 
community organization are also leading towards child survival, 
and if CAW carefully targets the activities to scliools of 
greater need and undertakes some weight and/or growth monitoring 
in those schaols (as a school or community activity), SF nay be 
shown to have a measurable impact on child sumival in the com- 
munity. 



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 t h e  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 learning. This is t h e  sort p f  I1FFW" 
that should be undertaken. Any generic FFW without a more 
substantive overall objective objective (community organization, 
health, sanitation) should be strongly discouraged by USAID/HRO. 

The Assessment Team thus makes no particular recommendations 
regarding Igcap the SF programw or ttincrease the MCH program" but 
rather recommends, a s  stated throughout the report, that atten- 
tion be focussed on establishing operational objectives and 
working to achieve them, through whichever mechanism seems to 
work best  for the specific sponsor. 

In t h i s  vein, the Assessment Team makes no particular 
reconmiendations regarding ancillary activities. Activities such 
as providing roofing or other materials fox school canteen 
construction and/or equipment for the canteens are seen as a 
necessary part of the feeding program and not particularly 
l lancillary". If money is  available, such a c t i v i t i e s  should 
continue i n  order to more closely meet the facility requirements : 
of the Title 11 program as stated in Handbook 9. , 

The Team, in Chapter 3.2, has discussed the apparent lack of' 
direction of soma other w a n c i l l a ~ i  a c t i ~ i t i e s ~ ~  ( i .e .  rabbit and 
chicken raising). Again, if operational objectives are es- 
tablished and such types of projects are m o r e  carefully s t ruc -  
tured to meet objectives, then within limits of fundinq they 
might be pursued. These, too, should not becczs ends in them- 
selves reported as "X number of mini-projects undertaken.'? They 
must be viewed as means leading towards achievement of other 
objectives. For example, "X school gardens maintained aver full . 
school year produced X varieties of vegetables to supplement 
diets,n might be one of many indicators of acitivities if a 
Sponsor were trying to really achieve a measusrable nutritional 
impact through SF. For another example, "X Parent Teacher , 

committees move from single-function canteen management t o  a t  
least one additional community health activityw right indicate 
organizational development. : 

USAID/Halti and the Cooperating Sponsors should resist any : 

tendencies to become too flexible-and r i s k  overextending their 1 
management capabilities. Cost and management efficiencies among 
Sponsors 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 



above, more focused cost-centered accounting, particularly for 
transport, is recommended so that analysis of possible benefits 
of xegionalization can be made in the future. 

USAID/HRO should consider providing technical assistance to 
CARE and/or the Child Health Institute (CHI) in developing 
operations research efforts in using food and non-food approaches 
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 nut 
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 an Mformation of local institutions." Of par- 
ticular interest would be developing indicators to measure 
optimal size of committees, desired membership of committees, 
t y p e  and scope of responsibility and authority of committees 
(single-function, multi-function, etc), etc. M6nitor i r .g  the new 
objective in quantitative terms alone ( i - e . ,  number of committees 
formed) must be strongly discouraged. 



ANNEX A 

ANNOTATED STATEMENT OF WORK 

ARTICLE I - TITLE 

PD&S (Health) Examination of PL 4 8 0  Title I1 Food Donation 
Program (Project NQ 521-000.3) 

ARTICLE IS - OBJECTIVE 

The purpose of this assessment is to examine the organizational, 
financial, and managerial aspects of the PL 480 T i t l e  I1 Food 
Donation Programs to determine how efficiently and effectively a 

targeted objectives are being met. This will be accomplished 
through (1) an examination of the T i t l e  If organizational 
structures, operational functions, acd objectives of USAID and 
the Cooperating Sponsors (CAR, ADRA, and CRS), (2) an analysis of 
these ex i s t ing  structures, systems, and program activities to 
determine reiative comparative efficiency and effectiveness, and 
(3) determination of internal and external constrains to program 
implementation and meeting the needs af the target population the 
assessment will also determine what modifications would be 
necessary t o  improve the efficiency and e f f ec t ivenes s  of the 
T i t l e  I1 Program. 

ARTICLE I T 1  - STATEMENT OF WORK 

A- The Contractor will perform the following tasks: 

Task 1: The Contractor will examine the organizational struc- 
tures and operational functions established by USAID and the  
cooperating Sponsors to implement the Title XI Program. Specifi- 
cally, th is  examination will cover the following: 

1) The adequacy, effectiveness, and efficiency of structures, 
functions, and systems to implement the overall program and 
achieve objectives. What are the differences between approaches 
used by the Cooperating Sponsors and vhich are the most suf f i -  
cient and effective? Are objectives mutually understood and 
agreed upon? 

Cooperating Sponsors' organizational structures and . 
operational functions are discussed in Chapter 3 .2 .  
Cooperating Sponsors' objectives are discussed in 
Chapter 3.1. The degree of mutual understanding and' 
agreement is covered in the sub-sections on explicit 
and imp1 icit ob j ect ives . 

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



f ive  years,  the reasons for t h e  cost incxeases/decreases, and the 
projected costs for the  next two years if the beneficiary level 
remains unchanged. 

The cost per beneficiary per program is covered i n  
Chapter 3 . 3  and specifically provided i n  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 
tews without using co5t centered accounting, many 
hours of i n t e r v i e w  are necessary to create a common 
cost structure, such as provided in Table 4 .  It is 
doubtful t h a t  this could be accomplished f o r  any year 
other than the current fiscal year with reliability. 

To extrapolate future costs from Table 4 is also not a 
fruitful venture for several reasons. First, Commodity cost 
(and availability) and Ocean Transport cannot be predicted 
from data sets available in Haiti. This ranges f r o m  40-50 
percent of total cost. 

Secondly, data sets in H a i t i  provide no evidence of,econ- 
omies or diseconomies of scale. This would be the primary . 
tool to analyze cost controlled by Sponsors. Without this ' 

evidence, it is not possible to determine whether a larger 
program is more or less costly than a smaller one per 
beneficiary. In fact, some support could be given to the 
idea that in most cost categories, scale is irrelevant, t h a t  
is, costs are the s a m e  per ton no matter the quantity. only 
for administration (cost category Iff in Table 4 )  might t h i ~  
assertion be questionable. 

Also, it is difficult to determine whether marginal expendi- 
tures are in support of greater efficiency or greater 
effectiveness over a series of years. Effectiveness 
expenditures (more monitors or administration, for example). 
raise costs absolutely. Efficiency expenditures (invest- ' 

ments in cost savings procedures or equipment, or negative I 

expenditures in the form of cost savings) ultimately lower I 
cost. Without an approved strategy in place for the n e x t  2 
years, it is not possible to estimate which direction each 
Sponsor will be heading. 

As stated in Chapter 3 . 3  and in Chapter 4 ,  it it strongly : 
reconmended that each Sponsor begin keeping data on costs  so 
that these types of analyses may be made, I .  

Inf la t ion ,  however, may have a pronounced impact on costs in 
H a i t i .  Inflation would impact on local administration costs 

- > 
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and in country transport. A 5 percent compound inflation 
rate would raise cost per t o n  as folfows: 

s~onsor Cost Year 1 Cost Year 2 

CARE 
CRS 
ADRA 

fNote: The Contract Statement of Work contained no number 3 )  
under Task 1, presumably due to a typo] 

4 1  What would be the advantages and disadvantages of eliminating , 

supplemental activit ies? Could these resources be put to better  ~ 

uses? 

Supplemental ac t iv i t ies  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 Cooperating Sponsors and 
why? 

The explicit and implicit objectives of the Sponsors 
are discussed in Chapter 3.1. 

Do supplemental a c t i v i t i e s  support the U S A I D  activit ies? 

The relationship of supplemental activities of the 
Sponsors to USAID activities is assumed to relate to 
the USAID food strategy, which is discussed in Chapter 

I 

3.1, 

5 )  A r e  there A I D  or Cooperating Sponsor policies which are 
impediment to program implementation? 

Program externalities, including the organizational 
mandates of the groups involved and the Title XI 
bureaucratic processes, are discussed in Chapter 3-1.1. 

How would the Cooperating Sponsors change t h e i r  programs if they , 

were tatally free of A I D  policy and regulations? 

Responses to this question ranged from rimy organization 
would be a lot stricterw to @*we'd sell the food in the I 

U.S. and use U.S.  dollar^.^ The Assessment Team found 
such a possibility so remote #at it did not pursue 
either option in depth. 



Task 2: Examine the different T i t l e  II activities of each 
Cooperating Sponsor to deternine the following: 

1) What are the comparative per beneficiary cost f o r  each PvO? 
This is to inc lude  beneficiary costs for each type of T i t l e  1 
assistance--Food f o r  Work, Mother and Child Health, School 
Feeding, Pre-School Feeding, O t h e r  Child Feeding, and General 
R e l i e f .  What are the reasons f o r  the differences between t h e  
Cooperating Sponsors? 

- 

The per beneficiary cost for each PVO and each type of 
T i t l e  11 Delivery Mechanism are found in Chapter 3 . 3 .  
Reasons for differences are discussed therein. 

2 )  In terms of relative cost, need, and impact, where should 
USAID and Cooperating Sponsors concentrate their rescurces, 
particularly if there are budgetary restrictions? 

Chapters 1-4 all highlight the need for improved 
strategic planning on the part of USAID/Haiti and the 
Cooperating Sponsors. Chapter 3.1 discusses evolving 
objectives. Chapter 4 . 2  provides the recommendation 
that  concentration be towards child survival as opposed 
to education. 

3)  Describe the different prqrams being implemented by each a 

Cooperating Sponsor and evaluate the relative performance of eakh 
in carrying aut a c t i v i t i e s .  What are the reasons f o r  d i f f e r encbs  
in efficiency and effectiveness and why da these differences 
exist? 

All of Chapter 3 is devoted to these questians. 

4 )  How effective are food aid projects (income generating 
activities, parent teacher associations, and similar programs) 
and to what extent do they promote a better understanding/use of 
food aid? 

F w d  aid projects, including rabbit and chicken 
production and Parent Teacher Commit tees ,  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 ~eacher  
Committees and one, CRS, is more cautious. 
Chapter 4 . 2  suggests that canteen roofing and equipment be1 
viewad as part of food distribution and continued., 

A r e  these  activities promoting community development and solidar- 
i t y  and are they self-sustained? 



As stated in Chapter 3.2.1, CW believes its Parent 
Teacher @6z%ittees can be mcbilized $0 promake con- 
=unity developmtent and, given adequ te  technical an6 
organixational i n p u t s  provided by the Team 
believes t h i s  possible and desirable. 

CXS and ADP-4 have not Escussed as aucb on c~rswunity 
developneat per see Q t k e r  ancillary activities that 
are not designed to promale som~uriity development, such 
as chicken or rabbit raising, achieve other objeckives 
(nutrition, inccnxe) and may indeed be oas%ained i.2 
properly managed* The prajcces visited by kha 
were too new (3-4 months] ts draw any ca~cEusioxrs. 

Should WSSalD have a stronger role 1s faad a i d  praject SF~IOVSI, 
~onitoring, and evaluation? 

"Food aid praZecksm are called adni-pro3cctsfE arid 
NarnciLlary projectsD' in the text  and %SBZ d ~ e s  not 
believe USAID should have more invslvement in themI 
particularly since they are generally not carried out . , 
w i t h  Galfar funding. 

Task 3: The Contractor will exploqe the f sXj lawing  programmatic 
issues : 

9 : -~ ,< + 7 :  .< :t=T -" ".r% 
I .  m o  tho l ~ i ~ o i o n  need a m * r a ' - i ~ u i 3 ~ i ? ~  a r i W  ei 

rec ip ient  to more quickly and effectively respond to needs? 
r 

Chapter 4.2 recommends that USAID 

2 )  The T i t l e  XI Program currently focuses sn rural areas. 
Si$s~zPd  are srapkasfs be placed on urban areas and, if so, how I 

1. WCIUJ& t b P ~  @ g f + ? ~ t  me :'&be - 
adduessinq meads of the m 

.. . - .<. - " "" .- - .' 
a3apt4tr 3 . 3  notes that c o s t = e a ? = * Z  I 

Chapte 
an a& 
gar%$&. Chapter 2.2 note 

I 
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subsequent distribution. What are the possibilities for  and ; 
ramifications of delivering food to cooperatives, indigenous or 
foreign W O B s ,  or other institutions which would then service a s  
regional centers for further distribution? 

Chapter 3.2 nates that (1) CARE is increasing focus, on 
working w i t h  the local institution of Parent Teacher 
Committees; (2 )  CRS has a relationship outside of food I 

delivery with local CARITAS organizations, which ?nay 
I 

ass i s t  in ancillary activities, as well as selected, *. , 
other groups ( i . e .  Foster Parents Plan); and ' (3 )  AD- , I 

is working with 9 former Section 416 organizations- 
The Team believes each Sponsor to be addressing this 
concern in a manner appropriate to its mandate and i 
management style and does not recommend major struc- 
tural real igments , I 

I 

i 

4 )  Due to the lack of better organizations, food is occasionall& 
delivered, by necessity, to relatively less effective and 
efficient inst i tut ions for distribution. Should more emphasis be 
placed on providing food to those organizations which have a .  ; 
recognized institutional capacity to distribute food even if it; 
means that the needy segments of ,:he population in s o m e  areas may ' 

not be .served? 1 

It the objective fs faa&aag~s , .&&g~  1 

-- :*.,- &2 . .. - 
uhould not ba a major issue and I u s  ef 
ganizations, as long as they can effect ! 

4 
i 

food, may be approprirt;e, 5f tB* -abjm2u~z~59. . -. .... r . 
recommended by the Assessment Team, becomes more ! 

i 

5 )  f g  .Okl 8 f . - a a v -  
from the T i t l e  II Program, what would be the l i k d y  effects on i 
the program? .Would tbe etb;rr -&-. + .+&. .. . I 

capacity or desire to absorb the additional r e = l r  ' e  f -.' 

what its objectives- were f n ciinparison- wi 
the e e r  1polmQr8, urt: typ- at 

1' the lack 03 w i d e n  



6 What different and innovative approaches have been used in 
other countries that could be used in H a i t i  to enhance Title I1 ' 

Program? For example, could food be sold to cover the costs of ' 

on-going development activities or to initiate income generating . 

projects . 
USAID/Waiti has a copy of a Monetization proposal 
prepared by CARE in collaboration with FVA/FFP s t a f f '  
For CARE and ADRAis. The Assessment Team was t o l d  t h a t  . 

1 -  

the GOH was considering the proposal but that it likely , _  
wouldn't be implemented in the near future, Food can 
be sold to cover c o s t s ,  but such sales must be approved ! 

by the GQH. : 
i 

Other '*innovativew agproaches will 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 s o m e  new del ivery  
mechanisms, i.e. CARE through the Parent Teacher I 

Committees and CRS possibly through modified form w i t h  
3CH. 

I 

Chapter 4.2 recommends two types of operations research 1 
in innovative programming should the child survival 
objective be chosen. I 

1 

7) When do the Cooperating Sponsors feel a phasing out of the 1 
Title I1 Program w i l l  be possible? 

I 

Given the limited nature of GOH participation in the I 

program it is unlikely that phase out would take place I 

in the next 5-30 years. I 

! 
Task 4: The Contractor will formulate a series of recornmen- I - > 

dations, based upon the above tasks and other observations:, on I 

ways to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the T i t l e  I1 
Program. I I 

Reeonmendations based on the tasks undertaken above are 
found in Chapter 4 . 2 .  , . 

Task a: The Contractor will prepare a 15-20 page strategy; paper ; 
for  the T i t l e  I1 Program for the period December 1988 through I 

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

will be summarized by the Contractor into a three-page document i 
far submission to AfD/W as part of its global strategy, 

I 

The strategy gaper has been submitted separately. I 

I 

I 
; 

I 

I .  
lo' i L  
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