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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of the Assessment

The purpose of the Assessment of the Togo and Benin Outreach Grant projects was
to study the effect of the Outreach Grants on enhancing Tit]e II coverage, ef-
fectiveness, and program focus. Specifica]iy, the team was asked to assess-.
the degree to which each of the Grants achieved proJect objectives and how

these achievements affected Title II program effectiveness the abiiity of CRS“
to support the programs; the options for phase-over after Outreach endS°’andx

the roies of and reiationships between AID/N USAID and CRS

1.2 . Methodoiogx
1.2.1 The Field Visit

Before leaving for Togo and Benin, team members met with AID/w and CRS/NY “and
reviewed available documentation. The team was in Togo and Benin for three and
a half weeks, during which time discussions were held with CRS Us AID and the
host Governments. The team travelled to the northern regions of both countries
and visited MCH centers in several areas. A preliminary report was prepared=

and discussed, prior to departure, with USAID CRS, and the Governments of

”“‘Benin and Togo.

1,2,2 The Analysis
}rThere is a detaiied expianation of the methodo]ogy used in the financial analyses

;fof the Togo and Benin programs in Appendix 2.

,1.3},7” Organization of the Report

gThe report 1s organized into four main sections. The first section is a brief
tsummary of the team's major conclusions and recommendations. The second and
?third sections present the description -and ana]ysis of the Benin and Togo pro-
‘grams, respectively. The final section is a discussion of generic issues: phase-

over and coordination between CRS, USAID and the Governments of Togo and Benin..



2. MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
2.1 The Benin Program (see pp;fs-zs);

2.1.1 Conclusions

ine achievements of the 0utreach .Grant have been impressive although recipient
target levels were not met. During the project period the number of centers
increased from 26 to 82 with‘a s]ight redistribution northward and the number
of recipients increased from 8, 561 to 31, 550. This was a more realistic growth
than that which had been projected considering the paucity of the existing in-'
frastructure at the outset of 0utreach the need to introduce an entirely new,
vre1ative1y complex package of services. and the 1imited supervisory capabi]ity
that was avai1ab1e. The logistic support systems were greatly improved: under
Outreach and important ‘gains were. made in upgrading qua]itative aspects of thef
program. However, the new warehouse, which was to have been bui]t with Outreach“v
funding. has been delayed and construction awaits the approval of a project

amendment presently under consideration.

Despite continued uncertainty in- the future of the Tit1e I program infBenin
‘throughout the entire grant period a wel] organized and effective programkhas
been developed which has gained credibi]ity with the Government of Benin and
1is valued by the. recipients. GPRB support to the program is manifested by in-
jcreased cooperation over the last three years.f The Government agreed to a reci-
"pient contribution which was raised from 25 CFA to 50 CFA in 1983.. Government:
personne] staff the nutrition centers, the GPRB has financia1 responsibi]ityk

for port fees and provides half of the centra1 warehousing and approximate]y:

20% of the commodity transport.

At present 0utreach funding ‘covers: approximately two-thirds of the distribu-*
tion costs, CRS covers about 22%, and GPRB about 12%. If the CRS and GPRB
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'participation continue at current levels. there is a potential for the entireqp
program to become self-financing after Outreach ends if the recipient contribu-_f"

tion can be raised to 107 CFA
2.1.2  Recommendations
It 1s recommended that AID/W approve the Outreach project amendment currently

under consideration. extending the completion project date to January'1986 T

releasing remaining project funds, and approving warehouse constructio

It is recommended ‘that CRS continue to negotiate with the GPRB to raise the
recipient contribution adequately to cover operating costs currently financed

by Outreach.

It is recommended that USAID/Benin continue to provide encouragement to CRS/f
Benin in implementing the Title II program, and support CRS"negotiations withf
the GPRB and annual AER submissions.

2.2 The Togg;Program (see PP, 31-52)

2.2.1 Conclusions .

Outreach essentially began with the start-up of a new program as the Title II:
-'program in Togo was completely suspended for a year in mid 1980 after only Z%i
of Outreach monies had been spent. Thus. original project targets ~ to open'T
95 new centers in the three northern regions - had to be revised.~ The revised
receipient target levels also proved to be unrealistic in view of the shortagef
of personnel and local storage facilities. However. the project did achieve:
the original objective to expand the MCH progrmn in the north Fifty-fivef

kpercent of the centers are now located in the three northern regions. compared:

to 15.3% prior,tofOutreach.
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Outreach support of the logistics systems has enabled the program to rationalize
commodity storage and distribution and to improve the efficiency and reliability';
of deliveries.‘ However. the warehouse construction, which was to have been
financed by Outreach and which was planned to further increase efficiency and
reduce indirect transport costs now covered by the GOT, may have to be cance.led
because of funding cutbacks. Programmatic improvement resulted from increased”
supervision of individual centers that was made possib]e by Outreach financing-

of vehicles.

Cooperation between CRS and the Government of Togo has been strengthened as a
result of Outreach support of\logistical program costs that the GOT cou]d not
finance. Thus the GOT commitment is more realistic than previous]y. The GOT has7
financial responsibility for all port fees and indirect transport costs from the
port to the central warehouse, provides center personne] and shares responsi-

bility for site determination and the administration and supervision of centers.

CRS/Togo and USAIO/Togo have cooperated on coordinating the MCH program and the“

AID-funded Rura] Nater and Sanitation Project activities. includinu site ioca-@

tion=and training activitiesg»‘

At present. Outreach finances about two-thirds of the distribution costs, CRS
,about 19%, and the GOT about 14%. If the GOT maintains its contribution,'a
'program with the same number of participants and the same geographic distribution

would be self-financing if the recipient contribution were raised to. 150 CFA-

2.2,2  Recommendations
:Itiis recommended that AID/W approve the Outreach grant amendment currently
under consideration, extending the completicn date to September 1984 and broad-

ening the scope of the Grant to support inland transport and MCH center support



a5~
costs nationwide.: It is suggested that consideration be given to earmarking 1985
Outreach monies or requesting a new Outreach Grant to finance the construction

of a warehouse.~&“

It is recommended that CRS negotiate with the GOT to raise the recipient contri-

bution adequately to cover operating costs currentiy financed by Outreach .

It 1s recommended that USAID/Togo continue to provide encouragement to CRS/Togof
in impiementing the Tit1e Ir program, and support CRS"negotiations with the

GOT and annua1 AER submissions.

2.3 k.Phase-over:§-0ptions.after10utreach (Seg'PP.1$3-55),.

2.3.1  Conclusions
As Outreach is a temporary funding mechanism, p1ans have to be made for trans-vy
ferring the burden of covering the distribution costs financed by Outreach The,;
goal of phase-over is to deveiop a seif-sustaining mechanism that can supportpf
the program at recipient 1eveis that are equal or greater than those achieved%

under Outreach, while maintaining the geographic distribution.

,There are several options. recipient contributions; host government contribu-
'tion5° associated development activities monetization; or a modified follow-
;on Outreach Grant designed to facilitate phase-over. Recipient contributions,',
supplementing host government support, 1s the most viable source. However. it

is not known whether or not increased contributions wou'ld be a prohibitive?

'barrier to;the most needy.

ké 3.2 Recommendations
>It 1s recommended that CRS continue to negotiate with the Government of Benin |
and Togo to raise the recipient contributions to the necessary levels and that.

a study of the effect of recipient contributions on participation of the most

needy be carried out.



‘.-,6-

2.4 COOrdination between CRS USAID and AID/H (see PP 56-57)
2.4, i Conciusions

The re1ationships between CRS in Togo and Benin and USAID have been mutually
supportive. However. there have been uncertainties and de]ays in dispersements
of funds and approva]s of Grant amendments in both countries. Communicationszx
between the fieid and AID/N are slow and cumbersome - there are delays in
getting a]l the requisite documentation to AID/H and 1n AID/N's responses to.‘
the fie]d This inhibits project p]anning and impiementation. |

An overriding prob]em that affects the’ pianning and impiementation of all
0utreach Grants is the uncertainty of conmodity 1eve1s. - Title II s on an
annual cycle and the AER approvais are often deiayed beyond the beginning of
the calendar year. Moreover. the AER is based on a do]iar amount instead of

commodity ceilings, resuiting in fluctuations that depend on" price.

2.,4.2 Recommendations
It is recommended that AID/MW, USAID, and the cooperating sponsors study the
possibility of deiegating to USAID the responsibiiity for administering 0utreach

Grants.

It is recommended that AER leve]s be re-estabiished on the basis of commodityg :

ceilings rather than on doiiar vaiue.
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3, BENIN
3.1 Project Background =

Before the Benin 0utreach Grant support ‘began in 1981 the Benin Titie II Pro-'

gram was sma11. There;were?about 8500 recipients in 26 centers which were

1arge1y concentrate: f? t

growth, The administrative procedures for,managing conmodity distribution aisof

needed improvement.

The Outreach Grant was designed to support the improvement ofvthe iogisticaiiﬂ

and administrative systems so that the program could expand'tolreac;,;;i;if;}

recipients by the end of the three year Grant period.;

3.2 Project Chronologz

3.2.1 Feb 1981. Original Outr”ﬁch”“rantAsigned :

'Dates effective‘iif“"

o ziﬁiliiggg
 $443,569



3.2,

3.2..

3.2,¢

Note:

3.2.5

3.2.6

pril 1981: _ First year funding reféas’fea’;-ﬁ;s'éévi.‘assi-}? £

’Due to uncertainty about the entire Tit]’“

-fMarch 1982'7 Project COmpietion Date for first year amendedito Aprii
”30 1982.,f“

13May 1982 Amendment extended Outreach Grant comp]etion date to March
ﬁ]31 1983 with no further reiease_of funds.,;

II program in Benin forgpoii-~*

.ticai reasons. the U S Embassy did not _approve 'the,ybuilding; of a

warehouse. Thus money which hadwbeen budgeted for warehouse onstruc-z‘

tion was availabie to finance other logisticai support costs over a-

5ionqer period

,M1a-1984 to. early 1983 Aii decisions affecting the future of the

Jutreach Grant were in abeyance.u.'""'

~Dec. 1982'> Request for time extension and reiease of Year 11 funds sub- ‘

' ‘fmitted to AID/H

3.2.7

3.2.8

;Mid 1983"

The RFFPO suggesnea consideration of an Outreach amendmentif
which wouid include a time extension to Jan. 14 1985 a reiease of aii”f

remaining Project funds ($206 204), and authorization of warehouse

fconstruction., AID/N responded that no decision on the amendment would

Tbe made untii USAID approvai of the warehouse construction component

was confirmed.,c_

lJan. 1984 A request for the new amendment was submitted to AID/N toi

_extend the project compietion date to Jan. 198‘ and to reiease remainingf

Gr_nt fun., of $206 204.« The request inciuded USAID concurrence on thet

decision to buiid a warehouse (500 MT)



3.3

3.4

'Project 4Vjectives

| ing nutritionay_

p(S) To upgrade the Title I f°°d package to address the extreme causes’

f,of malnutrition. nameiy Kwashiorkor. Marasmus and vitamin\deficiencies;

< p‘,:a’jecf Components-

'(1) To increase the number of recipients by 50% in the first year, by

75% in the second year. and\bywanother 50% in the third year, i.e.,;tos,

'i'hn fn11nu'l na 'Inmﬂc- ‘

--——;-hii*rYear 3
Mothers 8 . Jini fff21 000’
Chi 1 dren 16,000 “28.000 . 42.000°

(2) To improve existing iogistical ‘and administrative systens in-

country to enabie the expansio

‘of ﬁthe 'foodw distribution program.
(3) - To_increasethe :number ' of M Hcenters 1n all stx. proskins:es;;'f;of;

Benin: -

f(4) To disseminate nutritional information$in conJunction with monitor-

'igains from the food suppiements using the growth”sur-,

vei ] ] aﬂce,-;,S.YStem- )

g;jjimprovement of the efficiency of administration”of/c0mmod1ty move- t
”.?jment with the purchase of a vehicie fortﬁnd-use acking. the hipdnc

-“b'of administrative’ staff, and the financing ofﬂin-country'transport'ﬁj"

a transport subsidy to"enable the program ton'xpand‘intojnew centers,

.fparticuiarly in the northern and moreAremote,reg‘ons;not‘being served

by the existing program° ;f;

17=}‘the construction of a new central warehouse (1000 MT) and the upn eg

grading of existing warehouse facilities°5




e

introduction of the growth surveillance system into ail program“,
centers. (Hhiie 'this component was an integral part of Outreachii

objectives. it was not funded by the Outreach Grant )

3.5 Achievement of Objectives
3.5.1 Recipient Level

Nhi]e the program did not achieve tne total number of . beneficiaries targete' by{

the end of the third year of the 0utreach Grant the Year I totai Hwhich~was toii
have inciuded mothers and chidren) was reached over the three year period inf
which Year 1 monies were expended. (See Tab]e 3. 5.-1) Moreover. the program v
does not inciude mothers SO the number of chiidren actua]]y surpasses the numberf«
of under-five recipients projected for Year II Approximateiy 3 3% of the under-{i
five popu]ation of Benin are being reached,,compared with approximateiy 1. 5%,;
Prior to Outreach. Attendance never reached aPProved ieveis during the Outreachf;

period. Program growth was siowed down by the iimited CRS supervisory capabi-“i

1ity to- introduce what was. at the time Outreach began‘“:_effectively a new‘:{,

program package 1nc1uding nutritional surveillancT

at participating centers f]uctuated especialiy during the early quarterszofff
the Grant period because of irregular food deliveries and less enforcement of“f

regular attendance requirements.

If the Outreach Grant Amendment 1s approved. recipient ]eve]s wil] undoubtedlyf”

*increase over the life of the Grant.

,3 5 2 Logistic and Administrative Systems
?Logistic and administrative systems have been greatly improved and can ade-

quately support the current program.‘ The administrationfof,commodity storagef

and distribution hai;‘een‘rationaiized hy the introduction;of new inventoryi
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e Table 3 5 -1 B
,eéhin-‘ MCH Recipient ‘Levels and Approved AERs,, FY- 1981 - FY 1984

IIEE_Esﬁugi lgu; AAER Approved Levels MCH Recipients?. :,
FY 1982 »ﬁii e B ,;27?99932£ix?;1l T ooo;_}=a-;3'i’v 70

Oct.- Dec. 1981 e :

Jan.- Mar. 1982

Apr.- June 1982

Juiy-Sept n1982

29,500

Oct}e Dec

Jan.- Mar

Apr.- June 1983? }3377§§§

Ju]y-Sept 1983

FY. 1984 i
Oct.- Dec. 1983? 120,797 5%

33,000

contro] and deiivery*Vouchering p”"“xdures.ﬂ End-use“‘hecking, madh'possibie by;v

the purchase of two eh ies *'has‘improve accountabiiity and:local ‘stoc co;f?

trol. Outreach funding of a]l of the in-]and transport beyond what srcarriedg

by two MLSA trucks, has greatiy increased;th and eliability:off

commodity distribution. However, there have bee de]ays n moving ‘__f

out of the port because of GPRB de]ays in the payment ‘of ‘Dort fees.~~\m

* The purchase of a. second vehic]e was approved duringsthe first year'o::thet
project. o
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'Although the quality of warehousing was upgraded by Outreach funding, it is still;
not optimal. Because the new warehouse construction was not approved Outreach
monies were used to repair the two central warehouses in Cotonou that are owned
by the MLSA Outreach is also financing the rental of additional space, approxi-
mately equal to that provided by the MLSA However, the rented warehousing is
inefficient.ﬁ The new warehouse proposed in the Grant amendment would be more
secure. and more efficient to administer than the rented Space.‘ It would also

save recurrent rental costs.

Outreach also financed the provision of materials to improve 8 local storage

facilities.

3.5.3 Distribution’
The number of MCH centers increased from 26 to 82 during the project period.
Most of the new centers are. government operated. (See Table 3 5.-2) There was

a proportionately greater increase in the northern provinces. (See Section 3 6 )

3. 5 4 Nutritional Monitoring and Education

,.‘Although there was a system of nutritional monitoring prior to Outreach the
,ﬂfgrowth surveillance system (GSS) had not been introduced in any “centers. The;7'
;f?most recent quarterly report indicated that the GSS had been introduced in all“'
fﬁ69 functioning centers and that 58 had submitted master charts (of which all*
'f?but 1 had completed them correctly)

Considerable progress has- also been made in the general functioning of thea
centers. including the dissemination of nutritional information. On the basis'
of a classification system that graded adherence to the establ{shed center
guidelines, 71% of operational centers are at'least following the basic princi-

ples, 41% were found to be above average, and over one-third were outstanding.
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Table 35,2

‘Benin: CRS Program Centers in 1980 and 1984, by, Controlling Agency -

‘CRS Program _CRS Program
Controlling_Agency Centers 1980 "Centers 1984‘
Ministry of Soc1al Affairs ; ill: (42. 3%) | (69.5%)
Ministry of Rural Developmen 3 ‘(11.5%)
Ministry of Hea]th 0 ( 0.0%)
Mission 12 (46.2%)

2 (1008)

3.5.5 The Ratfon
The Title I1 food package was upgraded at the'time Outreach began to-a uniform -

5 kilogram ration,

3.6 Financial Analysis

3.6.1 Distribution of the Program

In 1980 CRS' s Ben1n program operated 1n 26 centers. servtng an average of 8 561

children a month., The northern regions were relativelygpnderserved. Atacora
represented only 8% of the program s rec1p1ents. a]though 1t “had 15 5% of the
nation's population. However. Ben1n 3 major achievement with Outreach was. not
geographic‘redistribution. but program expansion. Author1zed rec1p1ent 1eve1s
for 1984 cover 31 550 children. nearly quadrupling the size of the MCH program.
(See Chart 3 6.-1) Centers increased. to 82 and the percentage of effort 1n
the, north 1ncreased slightly. (See Chart 3. 6.-2 and Tab]e A2.-1)
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'Although the geographic distribution or the program did _not. change markedly,

nonetheless Benin s centroid* increased by an impressive 37 1%‘5

159,3 kilometers in 1980 'to 218 4 kilometers in 1984. (See Chart 3 6.-3);

It moved from,

3.6. 2 Costs of the Program in 1980 and 1984
(a) Total Program Costs
Table 3 6 -1 and Chart 3 6.-4 show the total value of the»program.k However.

the value of the in-kind inputs is not necessarily equal

considering budgetary alternatives.t For instance. the value :of commoditiesf
and ocean transport of 493 million CFA does not mean that reducing tonnage
would free up USG funds for use elsewhere in the program budget.‘ Similarly.f
the 28 7 million CFA value of the 82 agents‘ salaries provided by the GPRB%
does not mean using only 81 agents ‘would leave 350 000 CFA to cover other
costs. Therefore, as we examine the budgetary effect of Outreach we have to;

remember that Outreach s contribution cannot be covered by shifting CFA from_

the value of other government contributions. In fact the fixed distrib!ti

costs of storage and administration._and the variable distribution costsgof‘

inland transport. are the only relevant categories to consider.

(b) Distribution Costs | S
Under the agreements negotiated in 1958, the GPRB bore a significantsportion!of»
the program costs before Outreach. Specifically. the GPRB covered all port
fees, i1nland transport and storage. CRS financed administrative costs of super-
visors, travel and related office expenses. while the USG provided commodities

and ocean transport.

* See Appendix 2 for an explénafl°05°fJfﬁefcéﬂfteiﬁ?ébﬁééﬁf?f
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fable 3.6.-1

Benin:  Pro Forma Program Comparisons, 1980 and 1984

. 1980 Program Levels
PROGRAM STATISTICS

I1,

'C. Tonnage

A. Recipieﬁtéff':5;j ‘ uaf;i1.8l561f'Chinren

B. Centers

;jg!igzs;;;

IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS*

4idgzngfnn,_:f;f“jAj
22 374 800 USG

A. Commodity Value

- Ocean Transport;fﬁé

M. Local Storage i ,620A2207’GP§35§]

. €. Port Costs - ° ;.;?; - 973 ooo“;éﬁﬁs,f’
E

111,

“;7 Local Adm1n1stratlo|;ili'

18 800 000 GPRB

DISTRIBUTION COSTS* _

A. Inland Transport

* In CFA; 1980.prices adjusted to 1984,

"2’119'800fi

38 540 000
287700 000

9 840 000

22 320 600

17 856 480

4 464 120
3 393 825

2 193 825

1 200 000

21 486 375
11 237625
10 248 750

1984 Program Levels

Children

USG/0G
GPRB .

USG/0G
GPRE

USG/OG
CRS

fﬁlf



VALUE OF BENIN MCH PROGRAM
POURCENTAGE FOURNI PAR DONATEUR

PROGRAMME 1980 . g R PROGRAMME 1984
1980 PROGRAMLEVEL L eee program LEVEL
CATHWEL o consmon RC

(1 .8%)

PRB—(16.6%)

USG/OG
(5.7%)
USAID

USG/C&OT
(76.3%)
- USAID
USG/C&OT
(83.5%)

| VALEUR DE PROGRAMME PRE-SCOLAIRE

-02-
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By 1984 relative costs will quadruple with the increase in recipients. While
some of the increased costs can be attributed to higher activity in- the north

which is more expensive to serve, the maJority of - the increase results from'

dramatic change 1" the Program s sizewl
Wil have increased transport costs from 5 5 million CFA in 1980 to 22 3 million
CFA 1n 1984. .(See Chart 3.6.-5 and Table A2.-5)

;gThe combined effect of these factors

In 1984 the responsibility for covering?’he Operating costs will have changed

considerably as- Outreach assume?:half of . the} central warehouse rental an
associated warehousing costs (fumigation, pallets, etc ), 80% of the inland
transport costs, and over halfinf)the CRS administrative expenses for the MCH
program, . In all. 0utreach will(cover approximately two-thirds of the distri-

bution costs in 1984, L(See;Chart 3.6.-6 and Table A2,-6)

3.6.3 0ptions after Outreach for‘a Self-financing Program

There are several options available%”hat singly, or¥in combination wouldfenable

the program to become self-financing without Ou _ ch fundin3° increasef“'

pient Contributions,;~itcreased GPRB,,suppor : reduction of the size and/or]

geographic distribution’of the program- reduction of costs through more effi-:

cient storage. transport;or administrative systems. The implications of these

,options for the Benin program are discussed below.

_Considering the present budget and subtracting the value of - Outreach we can*
calculate the adjustments necessary to operate the same program without Outreach?

but using recipient contributions. (See Table 3.6.-2)

'If Outreach costs were to be entirely covered by recipient contributions, as-

‘suming a continuation of CRS and GPRB commitments at current levels the total:

monthly contribution would have to be 110 CFA.‘ Since 25% of all recipient
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BENIN DISTRIBUTION COSTS

~__ _PERCENTSBYDONOR
POURCENTAGE FOURNI PAR DONATEUR -

. PROGRAMME1980 - . :  PROGRAMME 1984.
1980PROGRAMLEVELS 1984 PROGRAM LEVELS

CATHWEL CRS
(21.7%)

PRB (37.6%) =

-sz-

USAID ™ .. S
USG/OG =
(66.30/0)

CATHWELL
CRS (62.4%)

FRAIS DE DIS TRIBUTION



 Benin: . 1984 Distribution ctpamt

Tota1
3, 393 825;‘,;
{222 320 soof

< Outreach”

Storage*f

Transport 13 5480 4, 120
Administration. 11,237,625 1o ;284‘” 750 21,522 a7
CTOTAL f31 287 930"] 15 948 870 - ,‘:.-;;1;47 ,236,800°

Annua] Cost/Recipient f ) 992 CFA;_ 505 CFAaf‘f , 1 497 CFA%
Month]y Cost/Recipientf,{f | 82 CFRf, " 42 CFAT’“' ‘ 1

monies stay in the centers for,center operationvcosts a totai*ywﬁ?h*"

110 CFA wo 1d vover 2'CFAxneededtto compensateifor Outreach while;providingp§

the necessary‘moneysforwthe centers *

Another a]ternative is reducing costs - in this case through ‘the pr°P°SEdh"are;if
house contribution. ' This warehouse would- save 1 200.0007,CFA g. thé-
monthly CFA deficit per recipient from 82 to 79.‘an_ theyrequireiﬁ&iii?‘ih;;
contribution from 110 to 107. S

Reducing the size of the program is a]so an option. but}determining by how mucht
5

is difficuit since there are few strictly variable cosms. Transport as des-f
:,, )
cribed in Section 3 6 2. operates on a fixed charge per region. so cutting reci-‘

pients in the south would not save as much as: cutting recipients in the north ‘

* At present the recipient contribution 15 50 CFA. 'The portion. remitt'hkﬁﬂwv'7:“‘u
is being he]d in a reserve pending the termination of Outreach R
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'Furthermore, the “fixed“ costs of storage and administration are somewhat
flexible. If entire regions were eliminated fewer supervisors wouid be needed :
If the cuts were “spread throughout aTT centers, then the same supervisors per-'
sonnel. wou]d sti]] be needed despite a Tower TeveT of effort. In the worst
case, on]y a one-region program couid operate. With no increase in recipient_
contributions CRS or government invo]vement the onTy food that couid be moved“
would be equai to the capacity of the two Socia] Affairs trucks. The trucks-
presentiy move Tess than 400 MT a year. are three years on and provide erratic;;

service at best. They are three years o]d and the Ministry is frequent]y short‘L

of funds for: gas.

3.7 Major Outcomes

3.7.1 Relationship with theuGPRB
Despite the uncertainty that has p]agued_this program, hampering p]anning and

making negotiations with the government difficu]t the Outreach project has been

Targeiy successfui. The most important outcome of Outreach has been the devei-

opment of a weii-organized and effective food and nutrition program whichﬁhas
gained the respect and appreciation of the GPRB. Prior to Outreach the Titie

I1 program was very small and concentrated in the regions cTose to Cotonou.

,It was Targeiy operated through missions as a food distribution effort rather
than a nutrition program. As a resuTt of Outreach support the program is NOw
estabiished throughout the country. primari]y in government centers, and has

_piayed an important role in reinforcing the network of maternai ‘and chde heaith

services nationally,

J’The credibiiity of the CRS MCH program with the Government is manifested by theV
fiincreasing cooperation and support "which it has received fk‘mkthe Governmenti

‘over the last three years. Recognizing the: importance of the program to then
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beneficiaries the Government has agreed to authorize a participant contributionk

toward operating costs which increased from 25 CFA during the first year of.,-

Outreach to 50 CFA in 1983 Government personne], primarily from the MLSA |
staff the nutrition centers and’ are responsibie for the package of services that
is integrated with the distribution of commodities. The Government pays porth‘.
fees, provides haif of the centrai warehousing and approximately 20% of the,i‘
commodity transport and has cooperated with CRS in rationaiizing stockic‘ntroiift
and distribution procedures. Ail decisions on the opening of new centersﬁare,

cleared through the Governmeht.~

3.7.2 Growth and Distribution
As a result of Outreach the number of recipients in the programftripied Nhi]e

the recipient ievei objectives of the project were not met the actual;growth wasg

more reaiistic than that projected in the Outreach proposai give the existingﬂ

infrastructure, the need to introduce an'ﬂntireiy new,lreiativeiy compiex pack-:'t

age of services, and the iimited supervisory capability of CRS and the GPRB\j

The growth in the program ievei is reiated to the increase in centers from 26;5
to 82 additiona] inscriptions within centers and more reguiar attendance. Theyi
growth within centers can be attributed to the improved reliabiiity of commoditytf
deiiveries, as weii as to the introduction of a standardized educationai and?

nutrition surveiiiance program which is vaiued by the mothers.,*

The Benin program has been iargeiy successful in achieving the globai objective |
of the Outreach Grant Project to reach the poorest and most remote populations.

and the mainourished Outreach enabled the program to open more centers in thef
northern regions of: the country. Aithough statistics on the indicators of need;

are not avai]ab]e, the northern regions are certainiy more remote, have beenf



27

'relatively under-served are generally poorer. and have suffered more serious'
food deficits.ﬁ However. while the expansion supported by Outreach made it';
possible ‘to open centers more distant from the major urban areas, ' the program |
operates primarily within the networ? of Social Affairs centers that are located
in the towns and major villages and thus do not tend to serve the more rural

and often more disadvantaged populations.v

3.7.3  Logistics

Uutreach played a key role in improving the reliability of commodity distribu-
tion.. Prior to Outreach there were frequent stock ruptures at national and
local level. There were even periods of stock surpluses at central level
because of inefficient distribution. As a result of Outreach the central ware-
housing facilities and administrative procedures were improved so that incoming
stocks can be received and distributed acc%rding to plan. (See Table 3. 7.-1)
Outreach financing of approximately 80% of the in-land transport enabled CRS to‘
establish a reliable system of conmodity movement. Because of the size of the
program, CRS was able to negotiate an excellent rate with private trucking-
firms. Outreach support for end-use checking improved accountability consider-i

ably and helped to ensure better inventory control in the centers.

3.7.4 Programmatic Improvement
Outreach also played a role in programmatic5improvement; By covering some . off
the operational costs other funds were available for pre-service and in-service“
training of center ~personnel. More intensive supervision of the centers was'
made possible gby Outreach as’ the supervisors also ‘do Fthe end-usei;checking'

which was financed by Outreach.

The qualitative objective of the proJect - disseminating nutritional informa-

tion and monitoring nutritional gains - has not been completely realized bnt-
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exceiient progress .was made and good groundwork has’ been iaid in a‘iarge pqu"
portion of centers. The prognosis for the future quaiity of thep;rogram isw:i
good, especially considering the caiibre and dedication of the supervisory stafftf“

and the coordination with iocai MLSA directors.

Fable 3.7.-1
Benin: - MCH Commodity Status Report, 1981-1983

f;:Time”Periodf Commodities (in kig_grams)

" Jan - MaF 81 110,164

~ Apr - Jan 81 96,638
- July - Sept 81 147,932,
FY 81 354,734
~0ct - Dec 81 425,861
s}fdan - Mar 82 . |
1; _'Apr - Jun 821 N
Juiy - sept. 82;;‘ " 293,957

FY 82 1,182,214
Oct - Dec 82 m0,079
fdan”;'Mar 83 i '395;623;:
Apr - Jun 83 182,196
July - Sept 83 285,728

FY 83 1,273,631

“0ct - Dec 83 438,628
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'3.7.5 ﬂeveTopment éﬁcanlrﬁféastbuetd#e‘

As a result of- Outreach. there is now a network of active MCH centers through-
out Benin. These centers provide an infrastructure for the introduction of;
associated development activities.‘ For exampie, the CRS proJect for the pro-?
duction of soya as a. nutritiona] supplement has been introduced into a numberf
of the centers. Some centers distribute anti-maiaria tab]ets.,most encouragei

vaccinations. and some have begun small home gardening projects.

The network of centers is aiso an important infrastructure for the distribution

of emergency reiief commodities.

3.7.6 Costs
The total value of the Benin program more than tripied since the,inception of

Outreach refiecting ‘the growth of. the program.‘ Distribution costs\alsoiin-‘

creased as a resuit of the greater number of recipients as weil/gs the higher
transport costs due to the northerly shift, However, there is a potential for
the program at current 1eve1s be seif-financing after 0utreach ends if recipient

contributions can be raised to 107 CFA.
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4.1 Project Background

In the late '1970's the need for nutritional assistance in Togo became increas-
ingly apparent, especially the urgency to expand the existing program into thei
three northern and most deficit regions of the country which only had 20% of
program recipients prior to Outreach At the same time, escalating operatingf
costs made it more difficult to finance the MCH program and. in particular. to
plan to service the morn distant and isolated areas in the north Thus an'
Outreach Grant was designed to support the establishment of 95 new centers to-

serve 95 000 recipients in the three northern regions.

The project was initially ‘'scheduled to begin in October 1979.; However, by,
early 1980, it became apparent that certain logistical and managerial problems,'
which stemmed from the limitations of an unworkable and outdated 1958 Country?
Agreement with the GOT had to be rectified., Consequently, CRS suspended thef

Title II activities in mid 1980 until a’revised aglee;fnt,ﬂacceptable to allf

parties, was agreed to and formally approved in July 1981. |

The Outreach Grant was subsequently revised to cover the three year period from},
'October 1, 1980 to September 30, 1983 which was further extended to December 31,
1983. Second year funding and additionalvamendments to extend the proJect;tob
September 30, 1984 are now pendingffinal apprOval and disbursement with AID/W,.,j

,4.2J.3'vPrgject Chronology

1,4}2.1i1ﬂ5eptember 7, 1979: Original Grant agreement signed
| ‘iDates effective: October 11, 1979 - September 30, 1982
~ Approved Grant Budget' Year I $£56 909
Year,Il N‘322,472
" Year 111 529.625
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4.2,:

4.2.4

4.2.5

4.2.6

4.2.7

4,2.8

4.2.9

£.2.10

324"

September 1979 First year funding released - $256 909 :
Dates effective°- 0ctober 11 1979 - September 30 1980

August 1980 PL 480 Title II Program suspended in Togo pending renego-: -
tiation of country agreement with GOT.

September 22 1980 Grant amendment obligated an additional sum of

f$35 930 to Year I funding and extended Year I completion date to Sept.

30. 1981
July 9, 1981: - New country agreement signed by CRS and GOT, -

October cc. 1981._ Grant was‘amended to extend the Year I completion };

date to Sept. 30 1983 with no increase in funding., The‘totalﬁcummu-
lative obligation under the Grant remained $292.839.

September 6, 1983 Grant was amended to extend the Year I completion

Iate to December 31 1983

November 1983: Submissionfof'Year-II-funding“requestlandfproposed;yiif
amendment . x

Total Amount Requested: $338,068

The proposed amendment would extend the completion date to September

30, 1984 and broaden the scope of the Grant to support the program

nationwi

January 1984: Oral approval of Year II funding request and propose

amendmpni' Q.

February 1984: Cutbacks in world wide Outreach funding may necessitate

elimination of funds for warehouse construction in Togo.
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4.3 Pﬁg;gct Objectives

Specific objectives as outlined in the original Grant were-

(I)~ to expand: the:“Maternalfféhildf‘Health ’Program‘;northward:;in;‘the

. (Zif}to enaoie .tne establishment of 95 CRS MCH Centers for 95 000;
'fljmothers and children in the Savanna, Kara, and Central regions*

!vf‘over 3 year period

4.4 Proiggt Components
The original Grant was to fund the following commodity storage and distributioniQV
costs for the three northern regions (Central. Kara. Savanna)
- 1nland transport
- warehouse rental and reconditioning of commodities

- commodity administration and management

The proposed amendment presently under consideration. would extend 0utreachi
support to cover all five regions and include training seminars for center

personnel and the construction of a warehouse/office complex in the port zone.

4,5 Achievement of Objectives

Expansion and redistribution of the program into the three northern regions 1in

Togo has been the main focus during the entire project period. Yet original
project target levels of 95,000 mothers and children has not been attained due

to major program reorganization during the first year of project funding,

The 1958 agreement between CRS and GOT, under which the program was operating
at the time Outreach began, did not clearly delineate supervisory and financial

responsibility resulting in serfous transport and warehousing bottlenecks 1in
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early 1980.. Specifically. the prob]ems stemmed from' (1) the 1ack of indoor,

storage space at the port (2) insufficient centra] warehousing_faciiities ai]o-”
cated by the GOT. and (3) totaliy inadequate port to warehouseitransportation. :
Due to these prob]ems ‘calls forward for the 2nd 3rd and 4th quarters of FY 80
were canceiied and the entire Titie II program was suspended in August 1980.

Only 2% of Year I Outreach monies had been spent when the program was suspended ;

During the next year, CRS concentrated efforts on government negotiations;
Togistical probiem research, and pianning a reorganization of the nutrition
program. Finaiiy, in Juiy 1981. CRS signed a new Country Agreement with the
GOT which provided a more. feasibie system of operating the Titie II program.

Program operations began again in late 1981.J Effectiveiy. a new program was
launched at that time which entai]ed opening centers throughout the country.
Although the origina] Outreach project purpose was maintained by using Outreach
resources to open and support centers in the three northern regions, recipient
target levels for those regions were revised interna]iy, by CRS to reflect a
more realistic expansion pian., Revised objectives (which were never formaliy

amended in the Outreach Grant) were the foiiowing.“

(1) to increase by 30 the number of new centers opened in the northern

regions in each year of the Grant'

[2) to overcome the chronic back-up prob]ems experienced in the move=

ment of PL 480 T'ltTe 18 commoditipq-

N L

Over the next two years, 66 MCH centers were opened through_the.country, in=-
creasing the proportion of centers in the northern regions to 55% compared

with 15.3%}prior to Outreach funding.
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Togo:. New MCH Centers, 1982 - 1983

§§§£h;; North o

Month U SN NO. Centers Rec‘l p'lents

January 1982 '*'f=4?4f*fz,, , ,“;;7{i;f7i13"f? o i*' 15 ooo
February 1982 Py SRR b
March 1982»f

August 1982 :i
September:1§éé
February 1983
March 1983
August 1983 -

ToTAL a0

Rec1p1ent 1eve1s nat1onw1de never reached the targets or approved AER 1eve1s'

due to the s1ower tha projected open1ng of new centers because of the 1ong

process of center se]ection; the 1nsuff1c1ent number of Social Affairs agents,

and 1nadequate 1oca1 storage fac111t1es 5filnd1v1dua1 centers have a]so had,v

d1ff1cu1ty f1111ng rec1p1ent quotas‘due to 1nadequate center staff._ However.7

it is ant1c1pated that the recipient 1eve1 w111 reachw72 000 -.74 ooo by thef
end of . FY 84. with the opening of another 10 - 12 centers, and that 1t wi]f_
reach 93, 000 by FY 85, with an add1t1ona1 16 - 20 centers open1ng 1n that year;@
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Table 4.5.=2
“Togo::- MCH Recipient Levels and Approved AERs, 1981-1983

T1méV§éhiﬁdi*‘*?fAER“ApphdvéanchLéVélS]?gﬁgMCH5Re¢1b1eh£sff, ;j;%idf}AERFS

Jan - Mar 81
Apr = Jun 81

Apr - Jun 82"
July - Sept 8

LB 72,500
Oct - Dec 82 e
Jan - Ma} 83

Apr - Jun 83

July ~ Sept 83

FY 84 93,000
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4.6 Financial Analysis

4.6.1 Distribution of Progn

(a) Recipients
In 1980 CRS operated the MCH program in b/ centers, serving 86 210 mothers and'
children. The bulk of these recipients (53 6%) lived in the Maritime region.
with 16% of those residing within 20 kilometers of Lome. By contrast only one
out of 40 recipients lived in the far northern region of Savanna. Since the"

major variable cost is transport -the 1980 program was relatively inexpensive.

By 1984 the program had changed considerably. Nhile the number of centers stayed
nearly the same (66), the overall recipient level had decreased to 68 000. (Seev
Chart 4, 6.-1) However, costs rose significantly because the program shifted to
higher participation in the north -- both in real terms and percentages. (See
Chart 4.6.-2 and Table A2.-2) Less than a quarter of the 1984 recipients live
| in the Maritime while one out of six live in the Savanna. Although the northern :
regions are proportionately over-represented at the cost of the Maritime region,j'
such an orientation mi rrars the nhiervp of i'hp nui'rmarh rnam-

(b) 'Centroid*:
Calculating the centroid provides another way to visualize the program s geog-
raphic shift. The centroid represents the point where all distribution centers
are concentrated weighted by the recipient levels of each center. }Since we know
the distance to each center. the authorized recipient level and the standardized
ration, we calculated the centroid for an MCH program operatiig at full capacity.
f.In 1980 the centroid was 164.8 kilometers from the Lomé warehouse. (See Chart
4.6.-3) By 1984 1t had moved north to 318.8 kilometers. This increase of 153.8
[pkilometers, or 93.4%, dramatizes the geographic difference before and after

~ Outreach assisted with transport costs.

* See Appendix 2 for an explanation of the centroid concept.
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4.6.2 Costs of the Program in 1980 and 1984

(a) Total program value
Table 4.6.-1" shows the total value of the program in 1980 and 1984 based on all
inputs, both in-kind and actual. including the commodities and the ocean trans-
port. Chart 4. 6 -4 indicates the relative contributions of each of the donors

to the total value,

(b) Distribution Costs
Before Outreach the GOT supported the programmatic costs of port fees central
warehousing. and agents‘ salaries. CRS through project monies. covered onea
half of the inland transport and all warehouse maintenance costs. CRS also
provided all of the central administrative expenses related to the MCH program.'
Recipient contributions picked up the remaining half. of inland transport, all

auxiliaries’ salaries, and the administrative costs at the distribution centers.

In 1984 the overall transport costs for the program will be 30.5% higher than
in 1980, despitefa 21.1% reduction 1in the recipient level; Current per ton_
transport cost averages six times greater for the Savanna than the Maritime'h
therefore the shift to the north resulted in increased costs. Chart 4, 6.-5?
shows the breakdown by region and year for the transport costs of a fullyf‘;?f?

operational program in 1980 and 1984 (in constant CFA)

By 1984, several financial responsibilities have shifted. The GOT.no longer
provides warehousing -~ Outreach, recipient ‘contributions and increased CRS
support make up the difference. The GOT does continue to be responsible for the
payment of port fees. However, due to'delays in these payments, CRS has had
to advance money fromkthe operating reserve. Inland transport costs, formerly

covered by CRS project monies and recipient contributions, are entirely covered



Table 4.6,.-1

Togo: Pro Forma Program Comparis:ns, 1980 and 1984

1980 Program Levels

I. PROGRAM STATISTICS

A. Recipients 86 210
B. Centers 67
C. Tonnage -5.172.6
II. IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS*
A. Commodity Value 1037 164 800"
B. Ocean Transport 255’136 800
C. Port Costs 31 656 312
D. Local Storage 1 608 000
E.. Local Administration: 31 490 000
B 23 450 000
L 8 040 000
III.”*DISTRIBUTION COSTS* -
iA In]and Transport 21 170 187
o T0 585 093
10 585 N94
B. - Central Warehousing 15 342 500
13 195 500
2 147 000
C. Central Administration.: 41 649 900

*In CFAR; 1980 prices adjusted ‘to:1984)

Mothers &

Children

MT

Use

GOT
60T

GOT
RC

RC
CRS

GOT
CRS

CRS

1984 Program Levels

68 000
66
4 080

817 953 400
{177 551 sao
24 969 600"
1 584 000

31 020 000
23 100 000

7 920 000

27 339 238

15 342 500

11 827 500

2 546 000
969 000

41 649 Q00

15 336 420
9 254 520

Mothers ‘&
Children

MT

UsG
UsG

GOT.
60T

GOTR
RC

USG/0G

USG/0G
CRS ~
RC -

USG/0G
RC
CRS
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by CRS Outreach.* Outreach has also assumed 60% of the central administrative
costs (those covering the three northern regions) while CRS and recipient
contributions cover ‘the other 40%. (See Chart ‘a, 6.-6) In all Outreach_has;
an anticipated value exceeding 56 million CFA in 1984. | ”

4.6.3 Options After Out reach for a Self-financing Program

If Outreach ended and program costs remained the same. approximately 56 million
CFA would have to be raised to cover the difference. Therefore. if the program,
were to be self-financing at the same level. i.e. 68 000 recipients with the
current geographic distribution, an additional 69 CFA per recipient per month;

would have to be devoted toward distribution costs.

The MCH program currently receives a recipient contribution of 100 CFA of which
80 CFA goes to CRS and 20 CFA stay in the center. From Table 4 6 -2 it can be
seen that currently 20 CFA of the 80 CFA remitted to CRS are being used toward
financing distribution costs.‘ (The remaining 60 CFIIH go into the operating‘
reserve,) If the program were to be totally self-finahcing then the recipient
contribution would have to be raised to 150 CFA. Thus 30 CFA (20% of the
contribution) would stay at the center and 120 would be remitted to CRS. Thej
120 would cover the 20 CFA currently being used toward!distribution costs the
69 CFA needed to compensate for Outreach the 14 CFA to 11 1n for CRS project(
monies, and would leave 27 CFA for the operating resérve. The recipient con-”

tribution toward the operating reserve would then be 22,4 5% of the remittance7

(27/120) which is close to CRS' target of 25%.

* In actuality, until Outreach amendments are approved An AID/N Outreach only;
authorizes transport: costs in the northern regions ( 65
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Table 4.6.-2
Togo:: 1984 Distribution Costs per Recipfent

~Outreach: “CRS . tgﬁglgbzgions _ Total
Storage 11,827,500 2,546,000 969,000 15,342,500
Transport 27,339,238 i - 27,339,238
Adninistration ’17.058.960 9,254,520 15,336,520 41,649,900
TOTAL ;56wzés”598; 11,800,520 16,305,420 84,331,638
Annual Cost/Recipfent 827 CFA 173 CFA MO CFA 1,240 CFA
Monthly Cost/Recipient 69 CFA 14 CFA 20 CFA 103 cFA

If the CRS monfes continued to be available. then the recipient contribution

would only need to be 130 CFA. This would generate‘26 CFA for the centers and
104 CFA to cover operating costs.; Of this‘104 CFAW\69;CFA would cover the

Outreach contribution. 20 CFA wou]d maintain the current recipient contribution.

and 25 CFAtwould_go‘to,the,operating;reserve.~

Without an increase in contributions. the program wou]d ‘have to. be curtailed

but not necessari]y terminated. At present 60 CFA of the 80 CFAvremitte'”to

CRS go into the operating reserve. 1f this were to be reducedito"ZO:CFA‘(or

25% of the remittance) the remaining 40 CFA could be used oward operating

costs. Nhi]e this is substantia]. it wou]d only cover about 60% of the Outreach

contribution, with nothing to fill in for CRS proJect onies. Consequent]y.

operating costs wouldihave to be reduced. Since serving people in the north
costs more per recipient than serving people in th:‘south it is safe to assume
that a greater proportion of recipients in the north would have to be eliminated.:
The program might then revért- to the vgeographic'distribution~,which,‘existed;

before Outreach.
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4,7 Major Outcomes:

4.7.1 Grouth 'and' Distribution

Outreach essent1a11y began with® the  start-up of a new program. Therefore,
Outreach monies were used as a cata]yst for the development of a new, more
equitably d1str1buted program, rather than to expand an exist1ng program. as
planned when Outreach was: approved At present. approx1mate1y 57% of the‘
'rec1p1ents are 1n the three northern reg1ons wh11e Tess than 15% of the reci-

pients were 1n the north prior to to. 0utreach.

The Togo program was successful under Outreach 1n ach1ev1ng its obJective of re-
-d1str1but1on and 1n reach1ng the gTobaT object1ve of the ProJect to expand to the

poorest and most remote reg1ons“. However. program expans1on 1s constra1ned
by the Tocation of Soc1a1 Affa1rs centers that are pr1mar11y Tocated 1n the‘

towns and major vﬂlages and are generaHy Tess accessible to the more ruraTj

and, in some areas. need1est popuTat1ons., Moreover. whﬂe the nat1ona1’;:utr1-‘i
tion surve_y of the Tate 1970 s found the most ser1ous maTnutr1t1on 1n the
northern reg1ons. 1t has recent]y become apparent that ma]nutr1t1on 1s qu1teﬁ
prevalent in the southern regions as weH. Thus. it is pTanned that a propor-'

tion of the centers to be opened over ‘the next few years, will be in the south.f

Original Outreach recipient"»target *’Te'veTs were unrea11st1c fn view of'the
ex1st1ng situation at the t1me of 1ncept1on. particularly cons1der1ng the
Togist1c probTems and the 1nab111t_y of the GOT to fu]fﬂ] its commitment for
:warehous1ng and 1nTand transport. Rev1sed rec1p1ent targets. based on the re-;
organ1zat1on of the program, were more rea11st1c but not quy reached due to‘
ithe lack of sufficient GOT personnel and local storage fac111t1es. , At present
‘there are 68,000 recipients -- mothers and children. Approx1mate1y 5 6% of the"f

vpopuTation under five years old is being reached.
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4.7.2 Logistics =~

Under Outreach CRS/Togo was ab]e to solve the critical ‘warehousing 1ssue by
leasing two warehouses 1n Lome with a tota] capacity of 1 800 MT. Warehouse
leasing has e]iminated bott]enecks at the port which occurred previous]y because

there was 1nadequate storage at the centrai warehouse.

The construction of a warehouse in the port zone under Year II funding of Out-*
reach would have reduced recurrent costs. Commodities cou]d have been trans-
ported directiy from the vesse1 to the warehouse, e]iminating 1nd1rect costs to

the centrai warehouse for the Government of Togo., Although the present decision

not to build a warehouse w111 nottkamper the efficiency of the present 1ogist1-
cal system, costs Wil continue to escalate and may affect the feasibi]ity of

financial se]f-sufficiency of the program in the long term.

Commodity management and accountabiiity have been greatly 1mproved under 0ut-’

reach with the hiring of additiona1 supervisory and administrative,staff_and

with the leasing of centra]ized warehouse space.\

A revised transport system has overcome previous difficuities in the handiing
and de]ivery of Titie II commodities from the port to recipients.A After examin-
ing various options CRS/Togo began 1easing trucks 1nstead of purchasing a truck
as original]y proposed in the Outreach grant. Nith government control]ed trans-:
port costs, the de1ivery of commodities by trucks is a relative]y inexpensive:
and reiiabie aiternative. Table 4 7 1 shows the reguiarity of food de]iveries,

attained on a quarteriy basis over the project period.

4 7 3 PrOgrammatic Improvement
'Under 0utreach two vehicles were purchased for supervisory visits to MCH;

centers., There s presently a full team of five Food and Nutrition Supervisors
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with one supervisor for: each region.% Every. center is visited monthiy to monitor

program impiementation and tofprovideron-site training of renter personnei,

Four seminars, sponsored’thCRSMiwertheid in 1983 to introduce new centerf

A portion of Outreach monies earmarked for Year II;

personnel to the program;g

funding will cover in-service training;ﬁeminars, if the amendment is approved .

4.7.4  Relationship with the GOT

Cooperation between CRS and the GOT has been strengthened as a resuit of Out-

reach. Outreachm upports iogisticai program costs that the GOT had notﬁbeenl

of GOT objectives. Aiiio: t_e centers:are GOT centers. thus the program is'

compieteiy integrate with a'governmentai network‘offcommunity-based services,

There 1s shared responsibiiity&lfor site';determination, adninstration and

supervision‘of,centers and active CRS' suooort‘of uovernment init1ated deve]op-‘

ment activities;

"financing aiii

indirect transport costs escaiate, the Government may have increasing;difficuity;

in meeting its obiigations which couid threaten the financiai stabiiityﬁof the;

program.



s
Table 4.7.-1"

Togo:  MCH Commodity Status Report, 1981 - 1983

Time Perfod  Commodities (in Kilograns) -

Apr = dun 81 o

July - sépt 18 -0.-
FY 81 =0

Oct - Dec 81 234,051
an-Mer sz 560,270
L

735,069

2,272,863

0ct - Dec'83 968,708



wh2w

4.7.5 Relationship with USAID.

There has been preliminary co]iaboration on coordinating the MCH program -and the
AID-funded Rura] water and Sanitation Project." As the responsibi]ity of Sociai‘

Affairs. Agents in the proJect area is divided between CRS and AID-supported?
program activities continued coordination is essentia] for the effective impie-'

mentation of both programs and to avoid dupiication or possibie conf]ict for

the avai]ab]e cadre of Sociai Affairs Agents. The introduction of 0rai Rehy—s

dration Therapy training is- another important area for future co]]aboratinn.%

4.7.6 Costs

The average cost per recipient in tne Togo program has increased significant]y{
under Outreach due to the dramatic redistribution of the program. Nonethe]ess,;
the program cou]d be se]f-financing after Outreach ends if the recipient contri-i
butions were raised to the 1eve1 currentiy under negotiation between the CRSQ

and the GOT.u (100 CFA to 150 CFA)
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5. GENERIC ISSUES

5.1 Phase-over" Options after Outreach

Outreach is only a temporary funding mechanism for Title II programs. Therefore,
plans have to be made for transferring the burden of financing after an Outreach
Grant ends. Clearly. one of -the options is to reduce variable program costs,
however that is likely to affect most seriously recipients in remote areas
that are more expensive to serve. The goal of phase-over is to maintain the
program levels and distribution achieved under Outreach and to develop.a;selfé

sustaining mechanism for continuing the program.. Each of the options as”drawg

precipient contributions, if viable at the level

backs. - However

finance distribution costs. have. e;most potential as a long-tenn solution.

5.1.1 Recipient Contribution
It is already accepted in- Togo and Benin that recipient contributions will

Finance a substantial share of the operatinilcosts. : k,,” contributions are an

Indication of the value to the participants; “the‘program and the commodities.

Nonetheless, there is a question in bot'

:'countries as o’whether the ees can;

be raised adequately to completely compensate for Outreach }:iwu°f‘“"

bility that recipient contributions5at present or higher levels. exclude or will;

eliminate the poorest beneficiaries.,?ln fact it is ironic that the Outreach
Grant by enabling the programs to expand to more needy areas increased average'
operating costs which necessitated higher recipient fees that ultimately may -

become a barrier to participation among the most needy.

AIn so e areas the ration has a very high value. and the mothe s can pay the con-

tribution.< However. there is always a risk that the very poorest will have to;
.sell at least part of the ration.i,In others in which the local substitutes forf

fthe ration have little or no monetary value. or where families are primarily;

Aoutside of the money economy. the fee may be prohibitive.
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It would be usefu] to study the effect of an increase in the contributions by
having center staff fo]low up on. participants who drop out. if there are any,

and attempt to estimate the number cf famiiies in the community who are not

inscribed for financia] reasons. Perhaps these fami'ies couid be invited to

\

participate in center initiated micro-proJects S0 they cou1d earn enough to

join the nutrition program. ,

5.1.2 Government :Contributions

Prior to Outreach the GPRB in-kind and monetary contributions covered970% of ail

in-country costs in Benin._ In 1984 the proportionate contribution
about 43%, although the absoiute va1ue of the contribution increase Lby about

one-third.v In Togo, the tota1 contribution of the GOT to in-country costs was

about 48% before Outreach and about 34% after 0utreach Nhi]e 0utreach repiaced

some of the distribution costs in both countries, these were costs the govern-?

ments cou1d no Ionger sustain.

At present, government contributions in both Togo and Benin are significant and
are essentia1 to the continuation of both the programs. Moreover. they are In-
portant indicators of the commitment of the government to the Titie 11 program.
However, 1n neither case w111 the government be able to increase their partici-
pation. In fact, their financia1 contributions at present Tevels could be in

Jeopardy over . the Iong-term in view of the. serious economic prob1ems in both

countries.

5,1.3" Associated Deveiopment Activities

Although micro-projects are a high priority of the GOT and are considered by'
the GOT to have potential for supporting some operating costs, very few have
actua]ly been started and those are in a nascent stage. The soya project in

Benin is fairly well developed although 1t has only been introduced in a small

proportion of the nutrition centers.



The primary objectives of the associated deveiopment activities are to encourage
communities to contribute toward self—sufficiency in food by improving agricui-
tural practices, to produce food that has an important nutritionai vaiue, and
to initiate income generating activities. It is hoped that these activities
will increase the food supply and economic level of the community. The uitimate3
goal fs to obviate the need for food aid. Over the near term any profits thatf
result wiii be returned to participating famiiies or reinvested into these orv
other community deveiopment activities. It is uniikeiy, that they wiii be abiei
to contribute to Titie II operations.~ |

5.1.4 Monetization

Partial monetization 13 a potential source for providing‘compiementary.inputs_
to Title Il regular feeding programs. This option shouidibe investigated'mOre“
fully as a possible supplement to or replacement for Outreach‘support for pro-
grams that cannot be self-financing. Nonetheiess. from the point of view of

Togo and Benin, there are certain issues that need to be considered.

It has taken a iong time to convince thes scountries that the commodities aref'

not to be soid It has aiso taken a major"effort to instiii the concept that}

Title II will uitimateiy have to be seif-financing and that “the governmentsﬂ
and the beneficiaries must take on that responsibiiity. In a year in which;k
the prices of commodities were very high, a commitment to monetization cou]df.
necessitate a reduction 1in the"regu]ar“program. The management burden__of;l
monetization may be more than USAiD and/or'CRS could handle and the accountiﬁf
abiiity couid be difficult to controL. Finaliy. monetization 1s only a tem-y

porary measure that would also have to be "phased over" over the iong term.f
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5.1.5 Outreach

It is hoped that the Outreach Grant mechanism wiTT not have to be used for
financing routine operating costs after the present Grants end Succeeding
Outreach Grants shou]d only be used, if necessary. to facilitate subsequent
phase-over. or discrete activities that would enhance the program but not in-f_
crease recurrent costs. Future Outreach Grant requests for either Togo or Benin

might be considered for cost-effective capitaT investments that would reducei

operating expenditures, such as a new central warehouse for Togo or partial“

financing of local warehousing in either country.

Outreach, or another funding mechanism. such as Operationai Program Grants,
might be appropriate for "enrichment" activities.'vw These might incTude. for
example: training in nutrition. micro-projects. or orai rehydration therapy;
the deveTopment of educationaT materiaTs-‘ or casefinding of non-participating
needy famiiies within the catchment areas of existing centers., ATternativel,y.

block grants to CRS. and other impiementing agencies could be an effective

mechanism for the deveiopment of generic :"enrichment;» ac':ivities. such as‘j

nutrition education improvement or associated development activities.f

5.2 Coordination between CRS, USAID and AID/W

The relationship between CRS in Togo and Benin and USAID is mutually supnortive.
Outreach Grant objectives defined by CRS in both countries were agreed upon by
USAID and USAID has strongly supported the Grant amendment requests to AID/W.

CRS has collaborated with USAID on the wells project in Togo by trying to coordi-‘
nate the. Tocation of centers with the viTTages in which the weTTs are heina‘

introduced and by participati ng i n USAID-sponsored traini ng programs.



The primary problems have occurred because ~of communications difficulties

between AID/N and the field. There have been unavoidably

,fdelays on decisions
for both programs. Second year funding of the Outreach Grant in Benin was held

up because of uncertainty in the future of the entire orooram.

These problems are inevitable as long as 0utreach continues to be administered

entirely by AID/N Communications are slow. especially as, they mus:;yﬁhjihfd
through CRS/NY., There are’ bound to be misunderstandings and missingxlink 'Ti
the documentation that cause further delays. Moreover. AID/W is unders affed
which has inhibited the timely processing of Outreach Grant proposals.,amend-

ments and disbursements.

Consideration should be given to, having Outreach Grants administered by USAID ol

Thus the ceilings and individual proposals would be approved in washington but

the grant would be monitored in the field and'annual dispersements made by
USAID. Implementation of the grant would be more efficient because more timely
and responsive decisions could be made. It would simp1ify reporting and improve

the coordination between USAID and the cooperating sponsor,

A further issue is that there is not enough dialogue between AID/W and USAID
on ABS planning levels, This limits the coordination between USAID and CRS in
Togo and Benin on program planning although AID/W has been urging USAIDs to

-work more closely with volags in the field. &

An overriding problem 'that affects the planning and implementation of allf

Outreach Grants is the uncertainty of commodity levels. As long as Title II is;

‘% CRS believes that this ";é,s'i’b,"s‘bl‘lty'Shdula remainmthAm/w
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on an annual cycie. pianning for a reiated muiti-year., Outreach Grant wi]i be
probiematic.v If Outreach is synchronized with the AER, as pianned it will
simplify annuai planning. However, approvai of the AER is often delayed beyond
the beginning of the caiendar year.; Moreover, with the introduction of basing

the AER on a doiiar amount instead of commodity ieveis Title II and Outreach

programming in the field have become considerabiy more uncertain. Unanticipated

changes in commodity ieveis couid have an extremely deiiterious effectyon3the,

credibility of these field programs.
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~Appendix 1
LIST:OF .INTERVIEWS

January 1 --31, 1984
AID/W

Nancy McKay, Program Analyst Program Op' at1on{Staff, PPE/FVA

Hope Sukin, Nutr1t1on Advisor, Program«Operations)anduEyatuation Staff, :PPE/FVA
Martin Hewitt Consultant FFP/FVA

Ronald U11r1ch Branch Chief Near East/Afr1ca, Title II, FFP/FVA

Louis Stamberg, Deputy Director PPE/FVAfo

Lowell Lynch Ch1ef Policy Analysis Division, FFP/FVA

Catherine Gordon. Program 0ff1cer. Africa. Title II ;FFP/FVA

CRS/NY

Kenneth Hackett Senior Director for Africa

Ann Duggan, Projects Coordinator, Afric Region

John Donnelly, Deputy Director,fo’nts Administration

Grace Hauck, Contracts Officer. Grants Administration:

February 6 - March 2, 1984
USAID/Togo and Benin

Paul Guild, Program Officer

Myron Golden, Mission Directo

U.S. Department of State/Benin:

George Moose, Ambassador

U.S. Department of State/Togo

Howard Walker, Ambassador



'CRS/Togo
Jack Connolly, D1rector

Paulene w1lson, ‘Program Assistant’

Government of Tog_"

Mme Cheff1 MEATCHI Secretary of State for Soc1a1 and’ Nomen s Affairs
Kokou ABOLO-SEHOVI D1rector of the Cab1net MSA

Do 'Koff{ DOGBEAVOU, Nat1ona1 De1egate, MSA

Yao KETOGLO Reg1ona1 Director of Soc1a1 Affa1rs, P]ateau Region
TodJalla M! BAO Regiona] D1rector of Soc1a1 Affa1rs. Central:Reaion-
Tchalo KOTA-MAMAH Deputy Prefect' Dapek_ ;

Bioua Soum1 PENNARECH, Prefect ‘Tc aoudio-
M. AYASOU, Prefect, Tchamba - o

Atakpame Social Cente
Gadjagan School

Pya Soc1a1'Center~
Kande Soc1a1 Center
Biankouri Mission
Bougou Soc1a1 Center
Tchamba Soc1a1 Center

Kambole Soc1a1 Center

Wassarabo Soc1a1 Center



CRS/Benin
William McLaurin, Directo N )
Theordore Rectenwaid Program Assistant

Hyacinthe DEGLA, Food and Nutrition Superviso

Government of Benin

George TIMANTY, Director. American Section, Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ &
: ~ Cooperation

Theophile AHOYO Director Genera] MFA

Veronique AHOYO Directrice.‘Ministry of Labor and ‘Social Affairs
Virgiie COURLAN Director of Financia] Affairs & Administration, MLSA -
Leandre LOKO Deputy Director General MLSA

Eugene OUOBA Director of P]anning, MLSA

Francois SAMPANGOU Chief Office of Coordination of Aid, MLSA
Celine AKELE, Chief, Office of Social Assistance, MLSA

Bertin DANVIDE, Chief, Sociai‘Affairs Servioes, Atacore_

Seidou ADAMOU Provincia] Director. MLSA Atacora

Quenum SABBAS Secretary Generai Atacora Province

Toucountouna 5oc1al center
Natitingou Sociai Cen o
DJougou Sociai Center

DJougou Mission
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Appendix 2
FINANCIAL. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The quantitative ana]ysis reiies on several caicu]ations comparing program,

levels in 1980 (before 0utreach) and in 1984 (current year, with 0utreachf'

These comparisons show the changes in recipient 1eveis and geographic redis-;
tribution of the program, and the concurrent cost increases from serving more*
people and/or costiier regions.r The anaiysis aiso iooks at the costs¢of the;
current programs with and without 0utreach in order to deveiop options for the:

programs after,Outreach ends.

Given the nature of the available data, certain assumptions had to be made to
carry out the analysis. In reviewing Sections 3 6 and 4 6 --'the financial
ana]ysis of the Benin and Togo programs - it is important to note the follow-

ing methodoiogy caveats'i

(a)' ComParative costS“beforeﬂand wichOUtreaCh?

Pro-forma program comparisons were devised based on the best availab]e inform-ﬁ

ation.. The “1934 Program leveis" use 1984 authorized 1eveis, projected prices,f
'and an exchange rate of 400 CFA to the do]]ar. The "1980 program 1evels“ usek
the 1980 recipient 1eve1s, adjusted to 1984 prices. Therefore, wn can compared
»'what it would cost to operate a program of 1980 levels at 1984 prices with what;
'it costs to run the 1984 program. The differences that appear are due to (l)w
Outreach or (2) the redistribution of program costs between the program s spon-j
ffsors (USG, CRS host governments, and recipient contributions) Consequentiy,;
'nwe see that without Outreach the program- was significantly different. Theseb
~ differences are reflected in the different niumber and geographic distribution{

of the recipients. (See Tables A2,-1 and A2.-2)
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Table A2.=1: .

-senin: Proport1on of: PopuTation: Compared- to. Participation
‘ “1n MCH'Program-in 1980 and 1984 by Reoion

529122‘ ff% Pop - CBMCH ‘80 diff from Pop % MCH. '84 d1ff from Pop

Oueme 203 137 66 “rug -24

Mlantiqe  22.2 12 8l -«9 4i {1Q,4 1#11—85

Zou” 3. 2 s 7; {31 4 2.9

6. oi - 20 R

‘Atacora o 8, 0;_, JﬁfiISf ;lg;g
oA 1000 0000 100.0

'26Q;if

;Borgou :

“*’75b1é"A2.;2

-Togo: Proportion.of. the Population Compared to Participation
R 1n MCH Program in 1980 and 1984 by Region o

Reglon % Pop. CBMCH'BC Giff.fromPop %MW 'S4  diffufrom Pop
Varitie 3.7 5.6+ 13.9 22.4 17.3
20 s o+ 229 - 0.l
138 0.5
o7

,Plateaux

ECentral

Kara,'?ia

‘Savanna

oML 10007 1000 100.0°"

(b) “Program years'ahd’warehoUSes

11980 was chosen as the "before Outreach® year- because program suspen" ns - an

‘project extensions made it the last operational year before Outreach.;

ﬁchosen not only because it is the current year of Outreach funding but a1so{be-

;cause it was to be. the year of major capital expenditure 1n both Togo and#Benin;

lCRS 1n each country. had p1anned to build centra1 wareho es withu0utreach5

monies. However. the unava11ab111ty of funds will postpko,_ ,construction;?



however, of their fmpact on'program costs and- recipient contributions.’

(c) Recipient%Levels?

Insuring a reasonable level of comparability requires using consistent figures -

either act ""attendance level f ::

;'ll‘years, or programmed levels for all

years, - Sincexwe cannot project whatfactual attendance will be for 1984, using

authorized,;ecipient levels srappropriate. ,As we are concerned primarily withv

increases in capacity providedhb;;Outreach authorized levels are most valid

Using the- authorized levelsfi”“th”fBe‘i”*"

'”’poses a problems, however.

Disruptionsﬂin}198 Nleft attendancetfa J"f?:’Several centersA

were suspended. stockgdisruptions meant erratic commodity movements andﬁrecordi

keeping was limited.} Consequently, the most reliable data available?isfthe;

average monthly attendance figure of 8 561 recipients in 26 function

This is used in lieu of the 1980 authorized level for Benin,;gf*“l~~»

(d) Transport

Transport" costs pose a particularly difficult problem: .in" the Togo,and*Benin;

programs as. neither coun

rate.} Togo relies instead on a varyi

the region or the center., CRS/Benin has egotiated a'cost‘per ton per region,i

regardless of the kilometers travelled. Consequently, we had to calculate the
cost of transport to each center, based on the actual kilometer distance from

"Adding all .

the warehouse, and the specific transport rate for that;i‘,e,_‘

centers' costs together provides an accurate total t sport - cost*‘for theg

country. Worksheets A2.-1, A2.-2 A2.-3 and A2.-4 indicateehow;the calculations:

were completed.



-65-

Calculations like these, while very accurate, do have their shortcomings.' Since‘
transport costs are no longer represented by a nice. continuous function. the:
analysis is limited Concepts like the "break-even distance" become difficult‘
to deal with if the transport cost is not directly related to the distance
travelled.. Ne would like to be able to say that for every X kilometers travel-g
led, it costs Y amount. Then. if you have.,ess than Y amount of money (i.e..\
if Outreach did not exist). you could only go so far (a distance obviously less:

than X)

However. given the transport pricing systems in Togo and Benin. we cannot sayv
this. since a greater distance does not necessarily cost more. For instance.
moving a ton from Cotonou to Porto-Novo (31 kilometers) costs 8 200 CFA as does

moving a tone from Cotonou to Ketou (140 kilometers). since both are in the third

transport zone. At the same time. moving a ton Just 106 kilometers from Cotonou

to Ounhi costs 11, 200° CFA because Ounhi falls in the second transport zone.

worldwide 0utreach Grant ProJect Evaluation (January 1983). we can still calcu-

late those items which depend only on totals' total tons. total ton-kiloneters.

and,total costs.

'The most relevant of these analytical concepts is the centroid. Calculated by

dividing the total ton-kilometers of food transported by 'the total'*

transported the centroid represents the point where all distribution efforts
are concentrated. It is measured in kilometers. In evaluations where the maJor.

emphasis is on geographic redistribution of the program. it is a very valuable

-analytic CONCEPtQL A discussion of the centroid is found in Section 3. 6. ﬁ.ﬁf

the Benin program and Section 4 6 1 for Togo.,



Table A2.-3
Benin: . Total Value of MCH Program;in‘lgqq.end;1984,\by,Doho;Q;

1980 Program Levels 1984 Program Levels : .

usvéovébﬁméﬁtii 125 666 800 - CFA 76.3% 493 263 530 CFA:. 8. 2%:

Co: od1f1es and 0T - 125 sse aoo 461 975 600 '83 5)
Outreach | =315287;930 "8.7)

(Government of Benin” 277409652 - . 16.6% - 39 852020 1,21

Catholic: Relief Services 11661375 7y

Rec1p1ent Contrlbutlons e e e e e m——

1,82
(exc]udlng reserve) s

-99-

TOTAL 164737°827  100.0%" 553°204°300 100



Table A2.-4

 Togo:_Total Value of MCH Progran in-1980 and 1984, by Nonor

”1980 Prograﬁffe9e1§5<

uUs Government 1 292 295 600 CFA

Coi‘od t1es & 0verseas Transport 1 292 295 600-1_
Ohtreach

Government of Togo 69 909°812
Catholic Relief Servi ces 154381 994

Recipient Contr1but1ons f1185625f09
(exc]udlng reserve) TR e

.81

TOTAL ’ 1435212499 monz

1984"Program Levels |

1051 745 698 CFA 92,57

156 225 698 ( 5.0y

49 653 600 a4y

11 800 520 - S 10%

- 24:225 420" 2%

1137407238 - .100.0%

=l9-



Table A2.-5

Benin: Transport Costs in 1980 and 1084

REGION"

| MONOL‘?Ciif o

0u

BORGOU
ATACORA

1980 Program Levels

(prices adj

usted to 1984)

1984 Program Levels .

;Rééipients

Tons

Ton-kms .

CFA Cost

Recipients

Tons

Ton-kms . -

P Cost

Ol 1an
ATLAﬁIiQOﬁf -

3,014
sl

- 70.3
66.0

4.4

1246 |
| 180.8

4,009.3
2,164.1
11,059.4
27.474.3
15,897.3

21,205.5 |

576,460
541,200

1,021,720 |
2,024,960 |

794,880 |

5,650

3,300
5,100

”9,950” ‘
. 3;@565;

. 306

4,550 |

339
198

594
183

" 16,831.2

4,734

31,650 |
107,0m |
e |
143,60?.

- 2,779,800

3,513,600 |

1,623,600
2,509,200
6,652,800

5,241,600 |

| 5137

- 81,849.9

5,546,740

CENTROID Drstnncé;jf159;33qkms'

413,500.2

e - e e
2 1

22,320,600 |

© CENTROID DISTANCE: 218.44 Kms




1980 PROGRAM LEVEL*

us Government/OdtréaEﬁ ,
Government of Benin
Catholic Relief Service:

Recipient Contributions

TOTAL

1984 PROGRAM LEVEL .~

us Government/Outreachff;

Government of Benin

Catholic Relief Services

Recipient Contributiph;’v

_TOTAL .

“* Pricesiadjusted to 1984

- Inland Transport

f,5,545“7405;

17 4m0°a0
samin

Table A2.-6
_Benin: "Distribution Costs in 1980 and 1984 (CFA), by Donor:

Warehousing ; 'AdmfnistfatiOhf

100.0% 1 469 692 100.0% -

11661 375° 100.0%

9,692 100.0%

5546 740 100.0%

2 193 825  64.6%

1200 000 - 35.

22 320 600

10005 3393825 100.0% 21 486°375 100.0%

O TOTAL

11 ":"?ﬁﬁ‘l B3

7016 432

éfi3iféi)
(6zan)
(0.0m)

/47 235 800

31287 930
5 644 120
10 284 750

"o

(66.3%).
1(12.oi)5
(21.70)
Co.on

(1008)



Table A2,-7

Togo: Transport Costs in;19801ahd 1984

B 1980 Program Levels ] 1984 Program Levels'
REGION " : (prices adjusted to 1984) —
£ -‘ :ﬁécipients Tons Ton-kms CFA Cost Recipients  'Toh§?i ','Toﬁ;kﬁﬁu;~;féék?ég;fii
MARITIME | 46,210 | 2,772.6 | 147,888.6 | 6,061,052 | 15,200 012 | 53,616 5°i;§?€i153;
PLATEAUX | 22,350 1,341 | 207,525 4,773,075 15,600 936 162,900  f3;745:}boj
CENTRALE | 4,450 | 267 | 104,613 | 2,092,260 9,400 | 564 | 195,432 | 3,908,640
aRA - | 11,100 | s00 | 313,480 | 6,268,800 16,800 | 1,008 | 458,940 | 9,178,800
SAVANNA 2,000 | 126 | 78,750 | 1,575,000 1,000 | e60 | 420,088 | 8,580,960 |
ToTAL _[..86,210 | 5,172.6 | 852,216.6 | 21,170,187 | 68,000 | 4,080 | 1,299,936 | 27,339,238
- CENTROID DiSTANCE: 164:76 Kms 'CENTROID DISTANCE: 318.61 Kms




1980 PROGRAM LEVEL*

US Government/Qutreach

Government of Togo

Catholic Relief Services

Recipient Contributions

TOTAL

1984 PROGRAM LEVEL

Government of Togo
Catholic Relief Services

Recipient Contributions

TOTAL

* Prices adjustg@@;ofl?Bﬁ

Table A2

-8

Togo: Distribution Costs in 1980 and 1984 (CFA), by Donor

Inland Transport:

10 585
10 585

094
093

~ Warehousing -

| 13195500 86.0%
50.060 2147 006 14.0%

’50;017‘  J‘ , b.--élf‘f?

Admini

stration

41 649

900 100.0%

-

om
B T -?5 (fb;Qi)i
(16.9%)
(69.61)
(13.52)

13 195 500

54 381 994

10 585 093

21 170

us Government/Outreachffffig'}27 339

187

100.0% 15 342 500

100.0%

100,08 011827 500 77.1%

2546000
~ 969 000

o166
e

a1 649

17 058

9 254

15 336

9n0  100.0%

960 41.0%.

520 22.2%
00 - 36.8%

78 162 587

56 225 698

16 305 420 -

(1008)

_(14.0%)
(19.32)

(66.7%)
(0.09)
11 800 520

27 339 ;

3 100.0% 15 342 500

10008

41 649°

000 100.0%

84 -330.748

~ (100%)

Cepe



=72
o Worksheet A2-1

'TRANSPORTATION ZONES -

I. 19,200 CFA/MT;
II. 11,200 CFA/MT'
III. 8,200 CFA/MT.
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BENIN QUTREACH
Transport Figures
1980 Recipient Levels

REGION - RECIPIENTS CUkMSE s ToN-
Center . (Avg. Monthly) TONS (to:Warehouse). KILOMETERS

OUEME
Adjarra 228
Azowlisse 266

+:39, ©534.3
65 -1040.0

N S )
(=N =N
o
U

ot b

Ad johoun 576 _ 65 12249.0°.
Porto Novo 1 101 6.0 31 '186.0
TOTAL TI7T 70.3; Fte

~J
=
\C

—
O\\IPO\CD
nENNO L

W

W

w093

ATLANTIQUE
Piacondji 300
Ouidah 103
Kpe 303
Toffo 118
Cotonou - 275
TOTAL 1099

MONO SR
Lekossa 731
Adohoun 356
Come 327
Athieme I 504 - . 3322.0
Athieme II 159 : . - 1045.0°
TOTAL 2077 1246 - F 11059.4

40 - 720.0
41 - 254,2
33 600.6
.83 589.3

e

3

3512.0
11926.0
1254.4

CHERE
VN OVE L

Z0U ; o :

Abomey 209 12,4 142: 1760.8
Bohicon 1295 77.7 132" 10256.4
Abomey 815 48,9 -142: 6943.8
Abomey 409 24,5 142 3479.0
Bante 288 - 17.3 291 5034.3
TOTAL 3014 180.8 e 274743

BORGOU s
Parakou 234 14.0 425. 5950.0
Nikki 112 6.7 ‘539 3611.3
Kandi 164 9.9 640 6336.0
TOTAL i) 30.9 S 15897.3

ATACORA D _
Natitingou 311 18.7 552 10322.4
B jougou 172 10.3 - 473 4871.9
Pabegou 142 8.5 488 .- 4148.0
Alfakfara _66 3.9 488 1903.2
TOTAL 690 414 21745,5



 BENIN QUTREACH
. Transport Flgures
1984 Recipient Levels
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- REGION 'RECIPIENTS A o KMSL e TON=

Center (Auth, Level) TONS - Warehouse) . KILOMETERS

OUEME o R
Porto Novo II - 500 30 -3l 930.0
Pobe 600 36 102 '367.2
Adjarra 400 .24 .39 . 936.0
Azowlisse 400 ‘24 .65 1560.0
Ad johoun 650 -39 65 -2535.0
Ouando 500 :30 31 930.0
Avrankou 300 -18 42 756.0
Porto-Novo 1 - 300 18 31 -558.0
Porto-Novo II 300 ‘18 31 558.0
Ad johoun 400 24 ‘65 1560.0
Ketou 200 12 140 1680.0
Bonou 350 21 86 1806.0
Dangbou 150 9 51 459.0
Dangbou 200 12 51 612.0
Sakete 200 w12 66 792.0
Sakete 200 12 66 792.0
TOTAL 5650 I33§v [6831.2

ATLANTIQUE - .
Ouidan 200 12 4] 492
Toffo 400 24. 83 1992
Cotonou V 400 24 - f -
Cotonou II 300 18 - -
Cotonou VI 600 36’ - -
Zinvie 300 18, 53 954
Cotonou IV 200 12° S -
Allada 300 18" 56 -1008
Cotonou III 300 18 il -
Abomey-Calavi 300 18 16 288
TOTAL 3300 198 4734
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REGION ‘ "RECIPIENTS ) . .. KMS. . TON=-
Center __ (Avg. Monthly) JONS ;- . (to Warehouse) * ' KILOMETERS

MONO : .
Lokossa 1200 7z € 5760
Kpinnou-Kondji 200 12 - 8 1068
Come 450 27 6 1728
Athieme 550 33 11 3630
Aplahoue 200 12 11 1404
Agoue 150 -9 -28 2529
Lalo 250 15 12 1815
Bopa 200 12 8 1068
Dogbo 300 18 10 1800
Dogbo 200 12 101 1200
Come 200 12 & 768
Kondo 400 24 -9 2184
Lonkly 400 24 16: 3888
D jakotome - 400 o4 11 2808
TOTAL 5100 06 ' 31650

Z0u ' o L
Abomey 400 24 142 3408
Dassa-Zoume 300 18 . 209 3762
Bohicon 2000 120 132 15840
Abomey 2000 120+ 142 17040
Abomey 1300 78 . 142 11076
Pira 500 30 - 313 9390
Bohicon 400 24 132 3168
Bante 400 24 291 6984
Ouesse 400 24, 342 8208
Savalou 300 18+ 239 4302
Ouinhi 200 12 106 1272
Cove 150 9=~ 168 1512
Save 700 42 265 11130
Akpassi 300 18~ 295 5310
Gbaffo 150 9 220 . 1980
Afbangninzou 200 127 154 1848
Abomey 200 12 142 1704

TOTAL 3500 9% 16755
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REGION . .- RECIPIENTS " , . KMS. - TON=
Center (Avg. Monthly) . TONS: . (to Warehoust KILOMETERS =

BORGOU ;
Parakou I 300 18 425 7650
N'Dali 400 24 484 11616
Nikki 250 15 539 8085
Kandi 300 18 640 11520
Bembereke 250 15 530 7950
Parakou II 300 18 425 7650
Segbana 200 12 735 8820
Tchaourou 250 15 370 5550
Banikoara 300 18- 706 12708
Malanville 500 - 30 740 22200
TOTAL 3050 183 103749

ATACORA ~
Natitingou 600 36 552 19872
D jougou 500 30. 473 14190
Pabegou 150 9 488 4392
Alfakpara 200 12 488 5856
Quake 300 18 - 508 9144
Tanquieta 300 18 601 10818
Kerou 300 18 619 11142
Kouande 300 18 555 9990
Bassila 200 12 388 4656
Maferi 300 18 632 11376
Boukoumbe 350 21 560 11760
Toukountouna 300 18 580 10440
Cobli 400 24 603 14472
Foyo 150 9 502 4518
Paratago 200 12 498 5976
TOTAL 4550 273 148602



II.
III,

20 CFA/TN-KM
23 CFA/TN-KM
Varies-different rates

negotiated for each center
(range 26-120 CFA/TN-KMS)

I1I

ITI

Worksheet A2-3



Region/Cefiter

fhe&ipients e e
(Auth Level). " Tons Kms:. .

278-

Worksheet A2-4

‘TOGO OUTREACH: -

Transport Figures

;1984 ‘Recipient Levels

A

8 c o E



Region/Center

L79-

Togo outkeach

~Transport Figures

1980 Recipient:Levels’

Recipients -

_(Auth Level) . Tons. .. . .Kms

A

B -C ‘D

i

. .Kilometers.

E
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