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BREAD WHEAT MARKETING MARGINS UNDER LIBERALIZATION: 

A cost-benefit analysis 

Objective of the model 

A subsector which is administratively directed may contain pricing distortions at 
various stages of the subsector. Many of the real costs of production may be hidden from 
the consumer, either because of a subsidy paid to the consumer, or due to other charges in 
the system being borne directl. by the government budget. 

The Moroccan bread wheat subsector is a classic example of such a subsector. All 
along the fili~re, from prodicer and importer to collection agent to storage agent to miller 
to consumer, there are interventions which distort the real cost of delivering bread wheat 
flour to consumers. The government determines margins (costs) and prices (to producers and 
consumers) as well as quantities (imported and distributed around the subsector). The result 
is a real cost to the Moroccan economy of bread wheat flour well in excess of the actual 
official consumer price. 

The model developed here quantifies all margins which currently exist between the 
price paid to producers and the price paid by consumers, including government transfers, and 
calculates the total cost to the Moroccan economy of delivering bread wheat to market. The 
analysis is presented at both an aggregate, sectoral level (unit costs times the quantity of 
wheat/ flour entering the industrial flour system) and a unit (costs per quintal) level. This 
actual cost is compared with I) what it would cosmo deliver that same quintal to market, 
assuming that the price to producers does not change, under a scenari. where ONICL no 
longer controls the subsector, and 2) under the same liberaliztion scenario, what it would cost 
if border protection were reduced, and thus the price to producers fell. 

Other CMRP activities are examining the effect of government intervention at 
particular points in the subsector. This cost/benefit exercise summarizes the costs of the 
current system. Howeve,, many of the costs can only be approximated now. Further 
refinement of the data aw ,its completion of the milling group study, the storage consultancy, 
the two LP analyses on transport cost minimization, and the international trade policy mcdel 
which will examine the effect of border price policy on domestic prices, given domestic 
storage costs. 

The following graph compares the cost of delivering a quintal of bread wheat FNBT 
to consumers under four different scenarios. The first is the current base case: farmers 
receive 240 DH/ql (or 300 DH/ql = 240180%), which yields an implicit cost of 530 DH/ql 
of FNBT. 2 The second assumes that farmers still receive 240, but margins are compressed 
by 5%,and the credit subsidy (warrantage), compensation, and consumer rent are eliminated. 

Margins normally paid in DH/ql wheat are converted into FNBT equivalent by dividing by 80%. 

2 The actual economic cost figures iiresented here are preliminary, and subject to change after discussion on 

the inciusion of" th individuai iine i teis''ith Sason, at Purduej. 

I 



This yields a cost of 367 DH/ql FNBT. The third scenario pays farmers the border price 
(CAF * (1 + droits de douane andpr~l~vement fiscal)), and retains all current margins, for 
an FNBq cost of 397 DH/ql. Finally, elimination of producer protection and the reduction 
in margins results in an FNBT price of 233 DH/ql. 

COMPARAISONS DES MARGES
 
Scenarios de base et de !;beralisafion 
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ANALYSE DES MARGES PAR QUINTAL 

Cas le Compression ELimin E'imin prot + 

(DH/qL FNBT) base des Marges prot cowroress.marges 

Prix au producteur 7,1 300 300 167 167 

Marges dans la fiti6re FNBT 
En amont de La minoterie 

Taxe ae commercia isatinn BT 2 2 2 2 

Warrantage ST 4 4 
Trensp.rt BT 6 6 6 6 

Stockage BT 11 10 11 10 
Marge A L'importation BT 13 12 13 12 
Marge ae r6tro * Frais d'approche 9 11 11 11 11 

Minoteri e 

Marge de mouture BT 21 20 21 20 
Compensation (residuel) 101 101 

Commission Tripartite des Minozerie 0 0 0 0 

En avat de La minoterie 
Transport FNBT 6 6 6 6 

Stockage FIBT 1 0 1 0 

Rente payee par te consommateur 55 55 

Prix economique de la FNBT 530 67 397 233 

The fottowing are -he breakdrons of each component a- a percentage of the toraL economic cost of 
the FNBT for each of the scena.ios: 
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ANALYSE DES MARGES PAR QUINTAL 

Cas de Compression Etimin Etimin prot + 
base des Mar~ge prot comoress.marges 

Rdsurn6 (DH/qt FNBT)
 
Prix au producteur RT 300 300 167 167
 
En arnont de La minoterie 47 41 47 41
 
Minoterie 122 20 122 20
 
En avat de ta minoterie 61 6 61 6
 

Prix 6conomique de La FNST 	 530 367 397 233
 

(en %)
 
Prix au producteur BT 56.6 81.8 42.0 71.5
 
En amont de La minoterie 8.9 11.2 11.9 17.6
 
Minoterie 22.9 5.3 30.6 8.4
 
En aval de ta minoterie 11.6 1.6 15.4 2.6
 

Pri:x economique de ta FNBT 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

The implications of the model are striking. While the official consumer price of 
200 DH/ql FNBT is no longer observed in the market, with levels of 230-275 DH/qi 
FNBT obtaining in most markets, the price aprks-lib6ralisation (and assuming a constant 
price to producers) of 367 DII/qi FNBT is at least a 33% increase over current market 
levels. 

For the political job of convincing consumers to accept a higher p ;,.e for this critical 
staple commodity, it seems cucial to this author that a public discussior of the 530 figure 
be included, so that the net savins of moving from 530 to 367 (or something lower, if the 
border protection levci is adjusted downward) can be,,stressed. Whiie this author recognizes 
that public discussion of such elements in Morocco has nan, a precedent, it may be 
interesting to some cf Morocco's more sophisticated polic vmakers to consider such a strategy 
of "selling the public" by extending more, rather than less, information to the consumers 
directly concerned in order to orchestrate consensus before the policy change is announced. 

Model structure and assumptions 

The model from which the above calculations are taken compares a base case (no 
change) scenario, projected out over 5 years, to an alternative case (FNBT reform), similarly 
projected, and calculates an NPV for the savings incurred in following the latter. 

The template consists of 5 main parts: 

1) 	 a summary section at the top, where a user-activated macro allows the analyst 
to specify which scenario is :o be analyzed; the NPV result of the calculations 
is also presented here; 

2) 	 a data parameters section, where a nost of assumptions are presenter' ani base 
calculations are made; many of these parameters are currently not used in the 
actual calculations below, but were included here to allow for more complex 
modeling later on: 
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3) 	 a quantity flows section, which projects suprly and demand out over years 1 
through 5, starting with a base year 0; 

4) 	 sectoral cost calculations section, in which unit costs (specified in the data 
parameters section) are applied to the quantity flows to estimate aggregate 
costs at the sectoral level for both the base and alternative scenarios; and 

5) 	 a unit cost margins analysis, which pre~ents the four alternative scenarios as 
shown above. 

A macro in the model allows the user to "freeze" the base case calculation and 
compare it to the alternative scenario. Entering "alt-a" activates the macro. The macro 
first asks the user whether to assume optimistic or conservative revenue growth rates. The 
cost of the base case is calculated, and those values are saved as values, The macro then 
asks the user to define which alternative border policy to consider4 and how to phase out the 
F. For example, current model configuration a "taux d' limination" ofTNB" quota. in the 
90% is :.ntered in all five years, which means that 90% of the FNBT quota is eliminated 
iinmdiately and 10% will still be produced indefinitely. Other phase-out assumptions can 
be tt.:sted. 

The alternative scenario is currently as defined ov Sasson. 90% of the FNBT quota 
will be eliminated in the first 'ear and the remaining 10% of the quota will remain 
indefinitely, to satisfy political needs relating to the Sanaran province. These percentages 
are made explicit in the model and can be varied. At the moment, this only affects sectoral 

3 the macro text is as follows: 

(HOME) 
(GOTO}f5­

- {GOTO) Macro selects the base case. 
t,8~M?- Macro allows user to define revenue growth scenario. 
{CALC) 
(/Block;Values}) 
base - base - ) Macro saves the base case calculations as values. 
(I BlockErase) f5 ­
(GO'. O) f6 - - Macro asks user to define alternative border policy. 

(GOTO)9- {?­
(GOTO) fl0 -(?)­
(GOTO)fl 1- (?)- ) Macro allows user to define FNBT phase-out rate. 
{GOTO)fI2-{?) ­
(GOTO) f13 - (?) ­
(HOME) 

The analyst can specify one of two border price policies, either a reference price and variable levy or a tariff 

equivalent of the reference being introduced, and decreasing by 5% each year (proposal currently before the GATT). 
The choice of border policy at the moment only affects the model indirectly. Compensation is a function of the prix 
de revient o.FNBT and its prix sortie usine. The prix de revient of FNBT is a function of the prix au producteur 

and margins. The pnx au producreur equals the reference price under the base case and under the reference 

price/variable levy scenario, while under the ad ,alorem tariffscenarto the prix au producteur is equal to an adjusted 
border price. 

4 
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costs in the alternative case by reducing compensation and the cost of the Commission 
Tripartite des Minoteries by 90%. 

It is also assumed that a food security stock equal to one month of Morocco's bld 
tendre requirement (= (purchases + imports)/12 * 1) will be administered by ONICL. 

The data parameters section includes the following (a print-out of the model is 
attached here which gives the actual lines and their values; those blocks which are "redlined" 
indicate which lines currently are not integrated into the model): 

population and population growth,
 
revenue growth,
 
production and production growth,
 
quantities,
 
prices and unit costs,
 
trans'ormation ratios,
 
elasticities, and
 
future investment requirements.
 

Some of the given parameters are then transformed to estimate other values. For example, 
the prix de revicnt of FNBT is calculated, using ONICL's formula, once at the official 
producer price and once at the border price. Compensation is thus calculated tw :e as well. 
This value therefore changes, depending on what one assumes is th2 reigning border policy. 
Under the base case and prix de -. fdrence,,pr-,11vernent variable assumptions, the official 
price to prc lucers is equal to the reference price. Under tne ad valoren, tariff assumption, 
the price to producers is equal to the border price t0rnes the relevant border taxes. 

The basic rules of the stock/utilization section of the model are simple. Demand = 

consumption minus exports minus ending stocks. Supply = demand. Supply minus 
production minus beginning stocks = imiorts. In fact, what we kno, are production, 
stocks, and :mports. vith a lot of?? surrounuir:g consumption figures. The model is static; 
prices do not enter the model as an exogenous variable determining supply/demand; no 
substitution isconsidered between BT ad other cereals on either the demand or supply side. 

Production figures come from DPV. 6 agroecological zones are identified, with area 
and yield st~aring at base levels (average 1985/6-1990/1 figures) and growing at 1986-91 
rates. Area and yield levels in year 5 are compared with DPV-defined constraints. Two 
constraints (area in bour intermddiare and irrigation) are currently binding- Amrani needs to 
talk to Khadija about how those numbers should be modified. 

ONICL purchases in the base year are based on average 1987-91 figures. The same 
ratio of A/total output is assumed to hold in years 1-5. In the alternative case, it is assumed 
that this same ratio represents the amount of domestic BT production going to the MIB 
sector. (This assumption, like many others, can be played with later.) Average beginning 
and ending stocks are taken from ONICL data (1987-91) prepared by Asmaa. It is assumed 
that stocks will increase slightly over time, at the rate of total population growth (2.58% per 
annum). 

5 



Consumption was originally based on 1991 population times 1985 urban and rural ble 
tendre consumption per capita (source: Group D, 1985 survey data). These per cap 
consumption figures are, however, very approximate, equal to total cereals consumption in 
kg/capita in all forms (grain, flour, bread, couscous, etc.) multiplied times approximate 
breakdowns by cereal (BT, BD, OR, MS). A 12% per capita consumption increase factor 
was then estimated iteratively in order to "solve" the model for known import levels. 

Alternatively, I've estimated total BT availability per capita (= imports plus 
prodt-ction divided by population), and applied an 85-9! average to both urban and rural 
consumption. This calculation in year 0 "yields" an import figure within 10% of what was 
actually imported in 86-9 1. Both methods for determining actual consumption levels are very 
imprecise. Better data could be solicited from ENNV, and entered once we know what 
we're talking about. We'd want to know total BT (and BD, OR, MS, for that matter) 
consumption per capita (kg/t.te) in rural and urban areas, broken down by form (grain, 
FNBT, farines libres, bread (type?), couscous, pd.te...). 

Gaowth in consumption over time is equal to (I plus the rate of (rural, urban) 
population growth plus the rate of (rural, urban) revenue growth (comparison of 70-71. 84­
85, and 90-91 expenditure surveys: one :an enter either an optimistic or a conservaive 
income growth assi mption) times the (rural, urban) expenditure elasticity for BT) (84-85, 
Strvker estimates). The choice of optimistic or conservative icome .rn'.vth determines 1) 
whether BT imports increase or decrease in absolute numbers over time. ano obviously 2) 
how much farine libre is actually produced (FNBT being fixed over itrre). 

In the base case, 10 million qx of FNBT are produced and the rest of the wheat 
bought ov ONICL ieither local purchase, A, or iMpoits. M) goes into the production of 
"farines libres" (at 72% extraction rate). (NB: ONICL assumes 70% for FL.) I'm ignoring 
the production of PS-5, a kind of farine currently miiled exclusivelv for the Saharan province 
and sold at a different price than FNBT. It is considered by ONICL to be parT of the 10 mill 
qx, and amounts to just 3% or so of the total quota. 

The current focus of the model is partial. It only considers margins actually incurred 
by ONICL or consumers in the BTiFNBT sector between the producer and consumer. It 
ignores transport and storage costs of BT and farines libres not covered by ONICL, and the 
milling costs of farines libres. As for transport and storage costs currently assumed by 
ONICL, the model assumes efficiency gains (currently set at 5%) wiil occur when the private 
sector takes over, not that the prime will be eliminated completely. 

Costs in the base case are identified at several levels: 

Upstream from mills 
Taxe de commercialisation - 1.3 DH/ql, applied to both A+M. 
Warrantage - credit subsidy, available to SCAMs, applied to the 40% of A which 

they control and to all of M. Originally estimated at 3.5 DH/ql by Groupe 
b, this figure needs to be revised downward to take account of more recent 
changes in interest rate policy (taux de warrantage now at II%). 

Prime de transport, BT - ONTCL's total expenditure is divided bv (A+M) to yield 
aA per qI transport cost. from 1936/87 to 1990/91; the most recent value of 
5.0 DH/ql is applied in the model. 
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Prime de stockage, BT - ONICL's total "prime de servie sur stockage BT" is divided 

by (A+M) and then by the prime de magasinage in DH/ql/mois in order to 

derive an average period of storage, which is then multiplied by the current 

prime de magasinage (3.8 DH/ql/mois) * (A+M). 
Marges 5 l'importation - 10.39 DH/ql paid by ONICL to importers on all M. 

(Source: Houmy & Amrani). 
Marge de rdtrocession - 7 DH/ql BT, paid by ONICL on 12.5 mill qx of BT and on 

all M. 
- 2 DH/ql BT, paid by ONICL on all domestic BT purchases (A).Frais d'approche 

At mill level 
Marge de mouture - 16.5 DH/ql BT, paid by ONICL on 12.5 mill qx of BT. 

Rest of compensation - 315-182=133 - (7+2+16.5)/.8, or 32 = 101 DH/ql FNBT, 

paid by ONICL on 10 mill qx of FNBT. 
= 1000 DH/mois * 12 mois * 3 pers/millCommission Tripartite des Minoteries 

84 mills = 3.024 million DH 

Downstream from mill 
10 rmiill 	 qx FNBT; ONICL's mostPrime de transport, FNBT - paid by ONICL on 

recent (1990/91) DH/ql expenditure of 5.8 DH/ql FNBT is applied. 
10 mill qx FNBT: again. ONICL'sPrime de stockage, FNBT - paid by ONICL on 

most recent DH/ql expenditure of 0.5 DH/ql FNBT is applied. 

Rent paid by consumers = Actual market price for FNBT minus official consumer 

price = 255 - 200 = 55 * 10 mill qx 

These 	costs are added up and compared to uosts-incurred in an alternaive scenario. 

I million qx in year I (orIn the alternative scenario, FNBT production is reduced to 
at which level it remains until year 5. An additional 1.9 million qx are1.25 mill qx of BT), 

--	 Warrantzage and consumer 

"controlled" bv ONICL as a food security stock (SSA). Differences with the base scenario 

are as follows: 

rent are eliminated in year 1. 

--	 Compensation is reduced by 90% in year I and then maintained at a 10% 

level through until year 5. 
An additional storage charge is applied to 1.9 million qx of a food security 

stock. 
An efficiency gain of 5% is assumed become effective in year 2 for all other 

line items. 

Other costs might include: 

the cost of a domestic campaign to improve quality and classification of domestic 

production 
the cost of investing in transport, storage, and milling infrastructure 

the cost of closing down the SCAM/CMA, some mills (employment cost and well as 

possible compensatory payments to "losers") 

Other benefits might include: 
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sale of SCAM/CMA, mills assets 
improved consumer welfare due to greater end product diversification 

.Again, these costs are added up. Costs under the base case are subtracted from costs 
under the alternative case (- = savings). 

An NPV of ner gains over five years is estimated, at a discount rate of 14%. Results 
indicate that the Moroccan economy could save over 4 billion DH over 5 years by 
liberalizing the FNBT subsector. 

Remaining issues
 

Identification of investment costs in the fiture?
 

Quartify increase in consumer surplus? 

What about the producer subsidy Pprod - Pw? 

How to distinguish between costs associated local production versus those associated 
with imports? At the moment, it's all lumped together. 
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This is a print-out of the general data parameters section of the model. 

COUTS/BENEFICES D'UNE REFORME DU MARCHE DU BLE TENDRE: ANALYSE DES MARGES
 

Choix de scenario Mettez 1
 
................. ........
 

Scenario de base 1
 
Prix de reference + eLim de la FNBT
 
Tarif ad vatorem + etim do La FNBT
 
Croissance de revenues - si optimiste, mettez 1 1
 
Tx eLimination, QFNBT, annie I txeLiml 90%
 
Tx WLimination, QFNBT, annie 2 txeLim2 90%
 
Tx eLimination, QFNBT, annie 3 txelim3 90%
 
Tx elimination, QFNBT, annee 4 txetim4 90%
 
Tx elimination, QFNBT, annee 5 txelim5 90%
 

ResuLtat du module
 
NPV 4.6 milLiards OH 6pargne
 

sur cinq ans 14%
 
Parametres donnL'es Base= % CROISSANCE
 
(*:calcuL6) Nom du champ Unites 1986-91 ANNUEL
 
.................. ............ ...... ....... ............
 

Population
 
Rurate (191) poprir ('000) 13692 1.62',
 
Urnaine (1991) popuro ('000) 12222 4.16%
 
Totale 2.58%
 

Revenues
 
Ruraie %revrur 4.1%
 

Urbaine revurb 5.0%
 
Producvion myre, 1986-91 20872
 
1)Suoerficie .n bour favorable sutbfav (000 ha) 2.2%
 
Rendedont en bour tavorauLe renabfav (Ox/ha) 18.o 2.2% 

2)Superficie en nour incermed SUDbint (OCO ha) I80 1 5% 
Rendement en bour intermed renobint (Ox/ha) 14.5 5.Z% 

3)Superficie en bour defav sud supDds (000 ha) 195 9.5% 
Renaement en hour cefav su" renabds (Ox/ha) 6.9 13.3% 

4)Sucerficie en hour o6fav oriental supbdo (000 ha) 50 23.4% 
Rencement en tour cerav oriental renobao (Ox/ha) 8.5 1.3% 

5)Suoerilcle .n zone montagnEuse suomont (040 ha) .0 0.0%
 
Renoement en zone montagneuse rencomnt (Ox/ha) i2..8 1.8%
 

6)Superficie en irrigue suoirr (000 ha) 400 o.3%
 
Rencement ei irrigue rendirr (Ox/ha) 18.. 2.0%
 

Quantites
 
Ote imoortee ST mbt (000 qx) 151Z8
 
Ote exporee 3T xbt (000 qx) 0
 

Qte acnetee CNICL BT aot (000 qx) 2017
 
;.Qte achetee SCAM/CMA ST ".scam (%) 4.
 
Qte stocKee BT (debut) scbt (000 Cx) 1506
 
Ote stockee BT (final) sfbt (000 qx) 1739
 
Ote stock securite atim 3T ssrot (000 :.x) 1900
 

Nombre de mois d'approvisionnement 1
 

Qte consoema-e BT/capita (urbain) curbbt (qx/cap) 1.02 en 1985
 
t consomnee BT/capita (rural) crurbt (qx/cap) 1.45 en 1985
 

% augm. C/t6te depuis 1985 %ctete k%; 12%
 
ote aisponibLe BT/capita (QOM)/poo dispbt (qx/cao) 1.44
 
Ote prcluite FNBT qfnbt (000 qx) 10000
 

Prix
 
Prix officiet BT popot (DH/qt BT) 240
 

Prix para(LWte ST ppbt (DH/ql BT) 20
 
Marge ce rtrocession ST mretrobt (DH/qt BT) 7
 
Frais dl'acprocne BT frappbt (OH/ql BT) 2
 
Marge de mouture 3T (officielte) mmt (DH/q( BT) 16.5
 
Taxe de comerciatisation ONICL txcommt (DH/qL BT) 1.3
 
Prime to ransport ST transbt (DH/qt ST) 5.0
 
Prime at transport FNBT transfnbt (DH/qL FNBT) 5.8
 
Prime de stockag FBT shbt (OH/qi BT) 8.7
 

Prime de szockage FNBT sdhfnbt (OH/q( FNBT) 0.5
 
Trimspmatut, farines Libres transft (OH/q1 FL) ??
 

Stockage, farines tibrese sdht (DH/qii FL) ??
 
Cot du warrantage BsT warrant (OH/ql BT) 3.5
 
Prix de revint FNBT (prod) prrvpinbt (H/qL FNBT) 315
 

Prix sortie usino FNBT psufnbt (OH/qL FNBT) 182
 
Prix officiet au consomateur FNBT pscfnbt (OH/qt FNBT) 200
 
Prix per lue FnsT ppfrbt.*(Dfl/ql FNBT) 255
 
Prix parattle FL ppfL (DH/q FL) 340
 
Prix indactif du son pl (OH/qt son) 115
 

Comoensation F48T (prod) cosfnbt (DH/oL FNBT) 133
 
;onte FNBT rentrnot (OH/at FNBT) 55
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PriK r ial FOB: 8T ;($) 
Rdr"u h L'exportation 
Assurarne, frit BT 
marge .(,imprtation BT 

"Prix momdkil. CAF ST (D) 
" Prix CAF ST "(P)0 .jc descD/FFT 
" Prix de revi ent FNBT (M. 
* Coqens-ation.FWBT (H) 

Oroit de douane aTB 
Pr I venentfiscsl h Vi'portation 
Prix de rfirtence BT 

":PritL6evseit 	 variable 
EquivaLent.:tarifci re. Pref: 
Tarifd:a vatorem ST 
R~duction ann. de [a prot. tarif. 

Elasticit S
 

ELajticite-oepense rurale 

ELasticite-d6pense urnaine 

Etasricltr-prix ruraLe 

Etasticite-prix urbine 


Facteurs de conversion
 
Taux de change 

FNBT/BT 

FL/ ST 

Son/BT (FNBT) 

Son/BT (FL) 


Minoteries
 
Industriels 

Artisanates 


Coits g6neraux
 
[nvesr ssements
 

Infra minoteries 

Infra stockages
 
a ta ferme 

a La minoterie 

au port 


Infra transoort 


pmfobbtI (sit at) 
bontrn (S/t BY) 
afbt (S/t BT) 

mimbrt (D/qtB)
pwafbt (O.(/qt STI 


t

pscaf bt: (DIuql :B) 

prevmfnbt (OD/qt FNBT) 
coa~fnbt (DRf/q PNOT) 

ddbt X 
-pf ibt 
prefbr . (DH/qt BT) 

pratvar (Ol/qi BT) 
equvtar % 
advalbt % 
%advaLbt % 

edrur 
edurD 7 
eprur 
epurb . 

tc (OHIS) 

%fnbt/bt % 


YfL/bt % 

son/br 


%sfl/bt 


#tib nobre
 
#;nab nombre
 

inframin (millions DH)
 

infrasterm (mlitLons JH)
 
infrasmin (millions OH) 

infrasport (millions OH) 
infratrans (millions DH) 

130
 
35
 
22
 

10.39
 
110
 
126
 
152
 
-30
 
2.5%
 

12.5%
 
240
 
114
 

1.03 
1.03
 

5%
 

0.534
 
0.381
 
-
-1.911
 
-1.274
 

8.50
 
0.80
 
0.72
 
G.:0
 
0.28
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The following is a print-out, of the quantity flows section of the model: 

'LUX DES QUANTITES ('000 qx) 


Production BT 
1)Superficie en bour favorable 

rendement en bour favorable 


2)Superficie en bour interm6d 

Rendement en bour intermod 


3)Superficie en bour d~fav sud 

Rendement en bour d6fav sud 


4)Superficei en bour dfav oriental 

Rendement en bour d6fav oriental 


5)Superficie en zone montagneuse 

Rendement en zone montagneuse 


6)Superficie en irrigue 

Rendemert en irrigue 


Pr~oduction locale (Q) 

Achat productian locale ST (A) 


Importations BT (M) 

Taux d'autosuffisance 


Stockage d6but ST 

OFFRE TOTAL ST 


Consonmation BT
 
Milieu urbain 

Milieu rural 


Exportations BT 

Stockage final ST 


DEMANDE TOTALE 3T 


Annie 0 


440 

19 


180 

15 


195 

7 


50 

9 


40 

13 


400 

18 


20437 

8017 

13542 


58% 

1508 


35486 


17557 

19668 


0 

1739 


35486 


Annie 1 


452 

19 


185 

15 


200 

7 


51 

9 


41 

13 


425 

19 


21712 

8517 

13997 


58% 

1547 


37256 


18621 

20418 


0 

1783 


37256 


Annie 2 


465 

19 


190 

15 


206 

7 


53 

9 


42 

13 


452 

19 


23071 

9051 

14458 


59% 

1587 


39117 


19751 

21195 


0 

' 1829 


39117 


Annie 3 Annie 4 Annie 5
 

478 491 505
 
20 20 21
 
195 201 206
 
15 16 16
 

212 218 224
 
7 8 8
 

54 56 57
 
9 9 9
 

43 45 46
 
14 14 14
 

480 510 542
 
20 20 20
 

24522 26069 27720
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The following is a print-out of the sectoral cost scenarios (base case and alternative): 

SCENARIO DE BASE (milLions OH) 

MARGES DU SYSTEME ACTUEL (coCits) 
En amont de La minoterie 

Taxe de ,ommerciaLisation ST (A+M) 28 29 31 32 33 35 
Warrantage 8T (Ad) 59 61 63 66 68 71 

Prime de transport BT (A+M) 108 113 118 123 128 134 

Prime de stockage BT (A+M) 188 197 205 215 224 234 

Marges h l'iimportation (M) 
Marge de retrocession BT (A+M) 

141 
151 

145 
158 

150 
165 

155 
172 

160 
179 

165 
187 

Frais d'approche BT (A) 16 17 18 19 20 22 

Au niveau de (a minoterie 
Marge de mcuture ST (FNBT) 206 206 206 206 206 206 
Compensation (rdsidueL) FNBT 1008 1008 1008 1008 1008 1008 

Commission Tripartite des Minoteries 3 3 3 3 3 3 
En avat de La minoterie 

Prime de transport FNBT 58 58 58 58 58 58 

Prime de stockage FNBT 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Rente payee par le consoemateur T'BT 550 350 550 550 550 55) 

COUTS TOTAUX (millions DH) 2520 2549 2580 2611 2643 2677 

SCENARIO ALTENATIF % GAINS 
..........................-

TAUX D'ELIMINATION DE LA FNBT 10% 1Ox 10% 10% I0% 
TAUX DE GAIN D'EFFICIENCE SUPPOSE 5% 

MARGES DU SYSTEME ALTERNATIF (c:6ts) 
En amont de La minorerie 

,axe e cc cerclaiisa'cn sT (A-m) 28 29 31 3 5 

arrantage ST (A-M) 59 
Prime de transcort 3T (A*M) 5% 108 113 112 117 122 127 
Prime de stOcKage BT (A H) 5% 188 197 195 204 213 222 

Marges a ('importation (M) 5% 141 145 143 147 152 157 

Marge de rerrocesslcn 8T (A-M) 5% 151 158 156 163 170 178 

Frais o'aporccne 3T (A) 
Frais de gestion, SSA 

5% 16 17 
17 

17 
17 

18 
17 

19 
17 

21 
17 

Au nive3u cle', minoterie 
Ma, .e de mouture 3T (FN8T) 5% 206 206 196 196 196 196 

Comoensation (resioueL) F4BT 1008 101 101 101 101 101 

Commission Tripartite ces Minoteries 3 0 0 0 0 0 

E; avat de [a minoterie 
Prime de transcor: FNBT 5% 58 58 55 55 55 55 
Prime oe stccKage FNBT 5% 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Rente payee oar te consornateur FNBT 550 
7CUITS SUPPLEMFNTAIRES 

Fermeture des minoteries ?? ?? 7? ?? ?? 7? 

Augmentation du cncmage ?? 7? ?? 7? ?? 

INVESTISSEMIrTS SUPPLEMENTAIRES 
Infrastructure des minoteries 0 
Infrastructure du systeme stockage 

a La ferme 0 
a La minoterie 0 
au port 0 

Infrastructure transport 0 

GAINS DU SYSTEME ALTERNATIF 
Vente des biens des SCAM/CMA 7? 7? 77 ?7 7? 

Vente des biens des minoteries ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? 

COUTS TOTAUX (millions DH) 2520 1046 1027 1055 1083 1112 

GAINS TOTAUX (miltions OH) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Co~ts nets totaux (miLlions OH) 2520 1046 1027 1055 1083 1112 

CoCits marginaux (milLions DH) 0 -1504 -1552 -1556 -1560 -1564 

NPV @ 14% -4649 dpargn6 

12
 


