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Housing Repair activity under AID Grant 1539 terminated on, 
\April 30, 1980. 1,062 homeOl,ners successfully completec. the 
'required repairs, restoring at least three rooms - a sleeping 
area, kitchen, and sanitary facilities - to an habitable con­
dition at total cost of ~803,200. These repairs were initia-' 
ted on l:he basis of cash grants, 'issued in voucher form, 
the amount of which was determined by CRS staff and the con-· 
sultant engineer.on the basis of damage incurred and socio- , 
economic need. The average gr~nt was approximately $800. 
This money was issued ,in two or three installments of 
equal amounts. 48 homeowners received only the first payment 
after it had been determined that the payment ,had not been 
pro?erly used: This occurred because the homeowner did not 
find the grants sufficient to initiate repairs (75%), could 
not carry out repairs due to local insecurity (45%), or 
misused the funds (,30%). 

A sub-goal of refugee resettlement was confined largely to, 
the first six months of the project. Project purpose was 
not clearly related to this sub-goal, as resettlement 
appears to be unrealistic after a tvlO year threshold, i. e. , 
resettlement in ci,ties with' new jobs, homes, etc., is per­
manent af,ter such a long period {section 19}. 

Alternatively, encouraging village residents to remain in 
their villages and stem the growing national rural-urban 
migration trend is a more coherent interpretation of the 
sector goal, one which wa's adequately met in the 17 villages 
assisted under this grant. 

A major obstacle to grant implementation was continuing 
insecurity ,throughout the grant period. A major repair 
site {Tarchiche} to which ~ of grant monies were committed, 
had to be deselected due to a renewal of violence in the 
area. , The six-month Extension phase was necessary due to 
the late cancellation of this site for assistance. Frequent 
closure of the Beirut-Tripoli highway, the access route to 
most project sites, also contributed frequent delays. No 
contingency for such insecurity was included in the Project 
Proposal. 
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Goal achievement was not complete as purpose-goal linkage 
was weak in tying housing repair to "socio-economic 
stability". The project did not in itself attempt to res­
tore 'income-generating' sources, but rather to restore a 
part of a given village's infrastructure. The assumption 
that resettling refugees woule. automatically increase 
economic activity without other external assistance is not 
necessarily valid. Taken more broadly, however, an improved 
life-style and more comfortable and sanitary living condi­
tions do contribute to greater social stability and "sel£­
reliance", and together ~Iith external factors (rapid expan­
sion of the Lebanese economy after the war in particular) 
the goal as stated largely reflects the reality in assisted 
villages • 
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14. EVl\LUATION METHODOLOGY 

This evaluation will serv-e as the final evaluation of 
AID Grant 1539. It will establish progress accomplished 
during the one year and eight'month,duration of grant 
activity. Critical analyses of goal assumptions, purpose,' 
goal linkage, and all other phases of grant activity, in­
cluding inputs, outputs, and external factors influencing 
grant activity will be included. 

Per the project Pap~r's reference to an evaluation, 
Village Fact Sheets (Attachment) form the basis of measur~ng 
progress in terms of the project goal of "reestablishinS 
socio-economic stability and self-reliance in rural families 
and their communities." This information has been coalated 
vIi th Application for Grant and Engineering Survey forms 
(Attachments) in selected cases. A sample of 200 benefi­
ciaries has been studied using these forms to verify ~he 
accuracy of the Village Fact Sheets. A selected sample, 
chosen by CRS on the basis of literacy and perceived "typical 
beneficiary" status, were asked to answer a prepared· ques­
tionnaire (Attachment). This questionnaire had the implicit 
goal of assessing "attitudes" towards the repair program. 
Finally, formal and informal interview,S with some 75 bene­
ficiaries were conducted by CRS staff. All sites were 
visited to compile this information during the period March­
June, 1980. 

Sampling was not performed on a random basis. As indicated, 
literacy w,as a requirement for at least those chosen to an­
Svler the questionnaire. Interviews with beneficiaries were 
similarly stilted towards the more "fluent" members of the 
communi ty, usually members of the '''Village Comrni ttees" • These 
requirements produce a less than typical sample set as literacy 
and fluency imply higher educational standards, probably 
higher incomes, etc. Given the closed nature of the social 
structure of rural villages, however, most data based on one 
beneficiary "speaking for" many other is fa:itly reliable. 

The involvement of other agencies was confined to the assis~ 
tance, on several field stud'ies, of the AID Housing Consul­
tant. 
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15. EXTERNAL FACTORS 

Continuing civil strife in Lebanon during project imple­
mentation had a major impact on the program. The largest 
,to,,'l1 selected by CRS and the GOL for assistance, Tarchiche I 
had to be cancelled as a repair site after sporadic local 
conflict continued for over seven months after the initial 
inspection \~as made. As this site comprised about 10 of 
grant allocation, and was not deselected until well inta 
srant activity, the six-month extension phase for Housins 
Repair-Kaura was mandated. 

Further, the majority of housing repair activity was in 
North Lebanon Province; hostility between rival Christian 
factions in the North was especiallY severe in August-October, 
1978, February, April and September, 1979, and Harch 1980. 
This usually resulted in the closure of the Beirut-Tripoli 
highway, the only access route to most project sites. As 
the kind of project requires extensive field activity, con­
siderable delays in implementation were encountered. 

In general, the assumption for achieving goal targets that 
"peaceful conditions in Lebanon \~ill continue" remains 
valid in its broader context that renewed civil war was not 
encountered, and that grant activity was carried out des­
pite delays. A more specific contingency referring to 
localized conflict would be more useful as part of the gene­
ral assumption (sections 19,22,23). 

Despite insecurity, socio-economic conditions in Lebanon 
", improved considerably during the period 1978-80. The 
'banking, commercial and construction and agricultural sec­
tors have seen 'steady growth, marked only by a steadily 
rising inflation rate, now at 37%. The availability of 
bank loans at reasonable interest rates, for example, made 
it easier for some beneficiaries to put more of their own 
resources into reconstruction of their homes. The average 
homeowner contribution to repair activity was reported at 
around $3,500, slightly lower than the amount required to 
complete all repairs 'as the CRS grant averaged 19%(~l,OOO) 
of total damages. 

Shifts in GOL priorities affected the program in two ways: 

The Council for the South received considerable funding from 
foreign and other sources, reducing the perceived need for 
assistance to villages in that area byeRS, which operated 
in only two Southern villages (Roum, Azour) in the early 
stages of grant implementation. Secondly, the GOL low-
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interest loan program for housing repair, ,'hich became 
highly visible only in early 1979, conflicted with grant 
activity, particularly in regard to establishing need. 
That is, some qUestion was raised as to whether a home­
(it-mer with extensive damages who had received a loan shol;ld 
be considered as "needy" as another with similar damage£ 
and no loan and how this consideration should affect gran-c 
levels (sections 13,23). Neither of these GOL activit~es 
could have been anticipated at the time of OPG request in 
1978. 

16. INPUTS 

Food commodities under the Food for Work Program were 
prOjected as a necessary input for approximately 3,DDO of 
the poorest recipients. After initial inspection of pro­
ject sites following grant approval, this inpu't was deleted. 
Field staff determined that this input was unnecessary and 
that in-coming commodities would more appropriately be di­
verted towards emergency relief for refugees in the South. 
No detraction from project success was noted as a result of 
this deletion. 

Technical services included the assistance of a consultant 
engineering firm. Such services consisted of reports to 
CRS on the cost of necessary repairs to houses to assist,as 
one basis for determining grant levels, but also included 
advice to the homeowner on how he may best use the grant 
issued, and to help v,ith specific construction-related pro­
blems that may have arisen. Such consultancy was an invalu­
able and integral part of project activity, providing an in­
put not available from other staff personnel. Sites visits 
by an engineer were at regular intervals (prior to each cash 
disbursement and at project termination - total of 3-4). 

Cash grants to homeowners, at a total of $803,200 _(avg.!.$JllLO_­
per homeowner) were adequate. Project-wide, grants averaged 
19% of the total damage to a given house, higher than the 
15% assistance level originally projected. 

Personnel and other projected expenditures (office expenses, 
travel, etc.) were fully adequate for project administration. 
Projected line items did not differ from actual expenditures 
during the grant period 1978-79. 
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Ag" ... nSL I? V"oj e<;);l1ad ",1c.,istance to 1,107 homes, 1,062 homes 
:·;·:;n. success·ful iy' repaired within grant parameters. The 
en:; g:.n",l pro j e.cU.C-Il, however, \'las based on a total grant 
-rOY 'homC'o'~ners (,f $l-,041,750, which was revised prior to 
-1ran~' :l(JprGv.,l to $1\50,.000. Therefore 1,062 .homes repaired 
.c:;' pCQf'"rr·J:.j .,)llatell' higher than projected. 

l\L'2:':<:;'c. grant Slze ~la" slightly lO\'ler than projected, at 
,~B00.frmn a projected $975. This is largely due to a 
s1.'J".i.f i cant nt:'r,l,er ("round 200) of beneficiaries who re­
Ci" i Vl'<~ ,1 111: (lirrm;;4 STan:: 0 E $ 60 0 for repainting and minor 
r"'pa i. rs . 

tl{ost di spurse~ents 0 r :c11rn:c1 i n ~wo, rather than three 
L·Ftal.Jril~n\;s; as the. col'IslJHant fmgineer determined that 
an ave.<f"a>A:e ff.rs~ payrllen-c .:,[ $275 (1/3 of the total average 
payr,·'"::.tl vi",g -Coo JOV'i '-IS ·'.n incentive to begin repairs. 
'17his sys-teo\ p .... l:N~ci 1::0 have ,\ n,orc posi ti ve effect, as the 
\'lork was c:.o"'pl.;a.\;:e.il, <'l\o~ ~ij\,i.ckl.'l' Three-payment grants \'lere 
confined 1-a:-m·e..ly -ro. G\VilTV".c:; of +-O+a lly destroyed homes when! 
the poss i,;)11 j t.y {;I'\5t- eVpn a mrl),:imum grant might not provide 
adequate .ine.e.nbve foy. ·I:hg,.. homeo~mer to begin repairs waf'.. 
strongest. If snch a htJr'1eovlDer demonstrated intent by at 
least clearing rubble, for example, subsequent payments 
could then be issued. 

FQrmg,tion and act,ivity of village committees proce~ded as 
planned, with the average size ·at 4-5 members. These com­
mittees generated a v.ital interest in community affairs 
and became a focal point for cooperation and community dave-­
lopment projects by providing leadership. Socio-economic 
data on the village and its residents'\'las generated by the 
committee in order to implement the housing project, provi-· 
ding important information for later reference. 

Prior to the implementation of the Extension Phase (sept. ';.<)79 
February, 1980) a number of management policies were revi.5~ 
in order to bring activity m01:"(,' closely into line with the 
original project d<"sign. 'l'hi:: "as necessary as one aspf3·.!'!:; 
of the project pUl'pasl:', "tQ f,;.:i·'itate community particil;."l­
tion in the reestabU<;:.~w\o\€;r.1l$ '1f Socio-economic conditions it· 
the target area." 1(J<Ja$ ',. ptX'Ce.i.'Iec! as being adequately l11""t .. 

'---v-----' 
004 ~ 



Page 7 

Assessment of damages and identification of beneficiaries 
had largely been performed by.eRS staff and the engineer 
and prepared lists were then submitted to the committee 
for its approval. The alternative approach used to involve 
the committees more closely was to make avai·lable blank 
application forms and ask the committee to locate recipients 
and estimate the extent of damages on a general basis (i.e. 
minimum-medium-maximum damage). eRS staff and the engineer 
would then conduct their own inspections using this infor­
mation and add or subtract identified recipients as neces­
sary according to eligibility etc. Revised lists would be 
reviewed with tfle committee and perhaps altered again. This 
procedure occurred before each payment. In this manner, the 
committee ,of ne~essity would interact with the community 
which they represent to a higher degree; similarly, inter­
action between eRS and the villages committees increased. 
Although this procedure was more time-consuming, the result 
was an assistance program which was perceived to meet the 
needs of these communities more accurately, and more closely 
link management outputs with this important aspect of the 
project purpose. 
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" 1. 'To make essential repairs on 1,107 homes in 13 rural ' 
communities in Lebanon thereby facilitating the return of 
d1splaced fam111es, and ensuring a healthy living environ­
ment for the normalization of family activities to a pre­
war level". 

Page S 

n 2. To facilitate community participation in the reestablish­
ment of socio-economic conditions in the target area". 

EOPS Indicators: Progress Achieved 
homeowners 

1. 1,062/in 17 rural communities had completed essential 
repairs to their homes at project 'termination., Given a 
reauction of approximately '$150,000 in homeowner funds 
from the original OPG budget to actual funding, this 
number is higher than the forecast 1,107 homes, and in­
cludes more communities. 

2. Project-wide~ an estimated increase of 37% of the popu-
lation of the villages had returned during project imple­
mentation. 63% had been resident in their villages, living 
in variously safe or habitable conditions prior to project 
implementation. The first eight to ten sites assisted during 
the period Sept., 1978 - March 1979 account for the bulk of 
this 37%,as encouraging refugees to return became more proble­
matic in the latter period of grant implementation (sectio? 19). 

3. Number of family membe:r:s resident in home not noticeably 
different after project termination (below). 

4. Village Fact Sheets indicate that for all sites, four schools, 
two social centers, two churches, and one dispensary were re­
established during ,project implementation. Note that almost 
all of these facilities were reestablished with outside assis­
tance (eg., CRS, Caritas, GOL, etc.). 

5. Evaluation Field 'Study showed that homeovmers in all sites 
had continued to improve their homes after grant activity had 
terminated. A sampling of 75 engineering forms confict'med this 
(62 continuing repairs). 

6. Local craftsmen were employed to conduct repairs in all sites. 

7. Increased population and safer, more sanitary living conditions 
led to observable improvement in family life, particularly home 
hygiene and child care, and increased manpower for use in agri­
culture. 

. .. / ... 



EOPS indicators, except i~ems 3 and 4, are a good description 
of "'hat exists to the extent tha~ project purpose has been 
achieved. Adequate repairs have been carried out in 1,062 
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homes' and population of villages overall has increased. Aside 
from the relatively brief employment of local craftsmen (item 6), 
however, the project does not by nature attempt to assist income -
generating activities, i.e., the repair of a house refers only 
to an improvement of the village superstructure. Therefore the 
"promotion of socio-economic development of the community" is 
not clearly linked to project outputs, i.e., repaired homes. 
External intervention, by a volag or the GOL, was necessary in 
almost all cases to achieve this purpose. 

Not included in Project Purpose or subsequently addressed by 
EOPS indicators is the promotion of socio-political stability in 
these villages (External Factor), a tacit aim of improving infra­
structure and encouraging cooperation among residents (output). 
A description of the improvement in the security situation of 
anY given village would have been an important EOPS indicator. 

19. GOAL!SUBGOAL 

Program or Sector Goal: "To reestablish socio-economic stability 
and self-reliance in rural families and their communities,' severely 
affected by the civil war." 

Totals for all sites indicate a population increase of 37%, 
varying throughout 17 villages. The return of displaced villagers 
is the seminal,indicator of renewed social stability. 1ncreased 
economic activity is a natural result of population influx, as 
manpower for agriculture and small industry is generated. 6 sites 
able to report such statistics show an increase of 20% in 'agri­
cultural production (lower than anticipated due to the 1978-79 
drought which severely affected agricultural acitivity). One 
site (Tel Abbas) reports an increase to 70% of pre-war levels, 
from close to 5% pefore project initiation. 

Data on small industries and shops does not show significant 
change during project implementation. This can be traced to 
(l) The fact that most ventures of this nature which were poten­
tially operational had commenced already given the two to three 
year gap between the civil war and the onset of assistance. 
Housing Repair in itself does not generate income, only interest, 
for the establishment of new shops or small industry. (2) That 
during this several year hiatus, most refugee villagers - those 
not involved in agriculture - were forced to locate jobs in 
nearby cities (Tripoli, Chekka and Beirutr for their temporary 
support and did not wish to forego reasonably well-paid positions 
in civil service or the army, for exampleL:-r.f-:>srbeneficiaries in 
this category returned to their villages and became "commuters" 
to the city. . . leaving their families to tend to small-scale 
family agricultural activity. 
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It should be noted that the Lebanese economy expanded con­
siderably in the period 1978-80, as a general trend tOvlards 
post-war recovery (Sect-ion 15). The impact of this expansior, 
is not,iceable even in the most remote rural site, often deri.-' 
ving from income earned in traditional urban sectors (banki>19 
etc) which is returned to the indigent rural family (a nevI 
car, home improvements etc.). Therefore while economic acti,~~y 
did increase at project sites, the causal link between purpose and 
goal fails to fully account for thi1s phenomenon., 

Similarly, restoration of public services, such as schools, 
roads, electricity, and water supply can be traced largely to 
GOL efforts expedited by a higher national income and improved 
security conditions. In two sites (Barghoun, Kifraya) local 
roads were resurfaced by villagers themselves by funds from 
local "social committees" or donations. 

Purpose achievement accounts for progress towards the stated 
goal in that restoration of a significant aspect of the villages 
infrastructure (houses) and an increase in population - usually 
involving the return of large families - contributes signi­

-ficantly to social stability, and to a lesser degree, economic 
stability. The less tangible and harder to measure "self-reliance" 
aspect of the goal would follow logically, however, from greater 
social stability and more decent living conditions. 

Finally, insecurity in at least three sites significantly 
affected purpose-goal linkage (section 15). The lack of 
clarity in the goal assumption that "peaceful conditions in 
Lebanon will continue" prevents "socio-economic stability" 
from relating directly to improved living standards and com­
m,i't~'" cooperation (although the latter implies stability, inse­
curity deriving from events beyond the immediate concerns of a 
given village are not taken into account). 

(Refer to Attachment: Progress of Barghoun School Repair Project, 
for assessment of the impact of this contr~?utory project) • 

20. BENEFICIARIES 

Direct beneficiaries of this project can be identified under the 
criterion of "return of refugees; increasing rural economic 
production" applies more broadly to both direct and indirect 
beneficiaries. 

Benefits under this grant consist of two or three cash installments 
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to owners of war-damaged houses for, the purpose of restoring 
one room for sleeping, a kitchen and sanitary facilities to 
an habit.able condition,. 1,062 homeowners received 'grants' 
averaging $800. Beneficiaries are rural inhabitants who were 
displaced from their villages during the civil war and their 
houses damaged; they were still displaced from their villages 
at project initia~ion, or lived in substandard conditions in their 
homes. All are in the middle to lower economic brackets of-, 
Lebanese society. Average family income at all sites is, estimated­
at $4,0'40. Most (72%) beneficiaries are small farmers, the 
balance being labo=ers (10%) or small businessmen, company 
employees and civil servants (18%). By religion, beneficiaries 
included Maronite 52%, Sunni Muslim 33%, Greek Orthodox, 8%, 
Shiite Muslim, Druze and others (7%). 

As the average number of children of a rural Lebanese family 
is 6, direct beneficiaries number upwards of 8,000 persons. 
Indirect beneficiaries include craftsmen, tradesmen, shop­
keepers, etc., who received payment for work from these cash 
grants to perform the needed repairs. A conservative estimate 
of these indirect beneficiaries would be 2,000 (total popula­
tio~, all sites, at approx. 25,500 persons). 

At the site at Barghoun, Nor'th Lebanon, 40 lower class students 
benefitted from a $15,000 School Repair Project under this grant 
(Attachment) • 

Other benefits included free technical advice by the CRS 
consultant engineering firm to assist homeowners 'in making, 
necessary repairs. Community participation and cooperation 
in this project resulted in a less tangible but important 
feeling of stability and self-reliance in the villages,. 

As this project was a ,redevelopment scheme aimed at rep~ing 
damage incurred as the result of civil war in an already 
fairly well-developed country, project conclusions are not 
likely to be usefully applied in LDC's. ' 

21. UNPLANNED EFFECTS 

Unprecedented field intervention by a foreign voluntary. 
agency in Lebanon drew a variety of responses which could 
not have been foreseen nor even managed during grant imple­
mentation. The most vocal of these responses at every pro­
ject site was 'the demand for further assistance to the com­
munity. This involved requests either for greater assistance 
in housing repair, or for assistance in meeting other needs 
of the community, such as building or equipping a dispensary, 
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school or social centre, etc. I~s these "community develop­
ment" -projects were outside the scope of the grant, however, 
CRS representatives spent considerable time attempting to 
explain such limitations, i.e., lowering village expectations 
of the program. In several cases, CRS attempted and succeeded 
in locating funds for these projects from CRS internal sources;howeve! 
the demand far exceeded these funding capabilities. Although 
often a time-consuming and frustrating situation to deal with, 
considerable data unrelated ,to housing was gathered in the 
field which served to identify and specify needs in significant 
areas, of tlie country. This information was occasionally re-
ferred to other agencies, such as Caritas, but more signi'fi-
cantly data "unintentionally" gathered on agricultural needs 
in North Lebanon became a basis for a current CRS agriculture 
redevelopment project of some magnitude. This data collection 
and its later use in proje~ts may serve eventually to assist 
these communi ties4 l-a·'l:e-p. 

The permanence of demographic shifts following the war was 
hard to evaluate in 1978. As noted (section 19~ by mid-1979 
it was clear that~couraging refugees to return permanently 
to the:\.r villagesl\as-'r<Oi'fein by that time they had found jobs 
and places in new communities. But the traditional loyalty 
of the Lebanese to their 'home' village should not be under­
estimated. It is significant that at a number of project 
sites, particularly the four Koura sites in the Extension 
phase, villagers were encouraged by CRS activity and returned 
to repair their homes, while keeping jobs in the cities. A 
new "commuter" approach quite clearly developed, with the 
family returning to the village and perhaps re-initiating 
small-scale agriculture or businesses, while the major income 
earner went to and from his job in the city daily. In turn, 
much of this 'outside' income is being invested in the loca­
lity. Of 294 families in the Koura project, twenty out of 
55 interviewed reported this form of lifestyle. 

Also in the Koura region,' where beneficiaries were predominant­
ly (87%) Muslim, there was considerable interest, bordering 
on confusion, that a Catholic agency was provided housing repair, 
or any other kind of assistance, to Muslims. In the mixed town 
of Dedde (25% Haronite, 75% Huslim), an initially hostile 
reaction which led to the formation of two discrete "committees" 

'representing each sect, led to a much broader cooperation. By 
the end of project activity, one ,coordinating committee \ms 
formed. The psychological impact of this cross-confessional 
activity, especially in the fragile Lebanese context, may take 
years to assess, if this is ever possible, but certainly field 
workers reported a highly favorable reactions. 
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On the other hand, field activity particularly in mixed 
villages presented a potentially disruptive influence on 
the conununity. Again in DeCide and Nakhle in Koura and in the 
tovm of Haalaka Zahle in the Bekaa Valley, fragile sectarian 
cease-fires were threatened by outside intervention, especi&l­
ly vlhen money was involved, and when the destruction had been 
vlrought by rival factions :in _ the same corrununity who were si­
multaneously being assisted. In Maalaka Zahle, extensive £ielrl 
intervention was necessary to persuade Christian villagers tv 
include any Muslims (whom they claimed were responsible for 
all the damage) although these comprised only 22 applicants 
of a total of 330. In this type of site, compromise solutions 
had to be located at all costs as mutual recriminations and 
even threats of violence increased. In all cases disruption 
or even violence were eventually averted, but nonetheless 
some periods of tension were evidenced. 

The-influence of the program on social structure in the 
villages is hard to assess in the short-run, if any influence 
wa,s felt at all. Two observable dimensions are interesting. 
First, if any such influence were exerted, it acted to rein- -
force the traditional rural class structure. Although income _ 
ceilings built into the grant prevented the inclusion of other 
than lower or middle class beneficiaries, the program by nature 
favored the latter. Grants were awarded with some consideration 
for need, but in general. assistance scales were based on damage 
incurred to any given house found eligible. A middle class 
family with a badly damaged house but with other assets could 
obviously use the maximum-range grant ($1,300) to greater 
advantage than a very poor family with similar damages and 
no other resources. The result was often that the returning 
or indigent poor family lived in habitable, but bare surroun­
dings, while the middle-class family had installed the basic 
facilities of the home but could invest more to make the 
house more attractive or comfortable. "Income redistribution" 
was of course not an aim of the project, but considering the 
heavy losses incurred by almost a·ll Lebanese in the war, the 
poor were the least likely to recoup their losses or use 
outside assistance to its greatest advantage. In short, they 
were usually even poorer after the war, and the program had 
no special accomodation for their plight. 

22. LESSONS LEARNED 

Lebanon provides a highly unique context in which to carry out 
a relief program. By most accepted measures (birth rate, per 
caDital income, etc.) it is not an underdeveloped country. None­
th~less, the devastation incurred during the civil war, particu­
larly to the physical environment, does call for a substantial 
influx of external assistance. 

http:advantage.In
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Continuing insecurity since the "official" war ended in 
1976 poses a significant threat to the implementation and 
management of any relief program. Given that the need exists, 
responsiveness and flexibility in project management assume 
a key priority. A realistic assessment of the extent of in­
security, and appropriate measures to accomodate such poten­
tial difficulties must be accounted for in the planning and 
implementation phases of any rehabilitation effort. Therefore 
s_election of sites to be assisted should always be done "rith 
contingency sites in mind. Deselection of sites due to in­
security ought to contain a decision-making process which 
includes a series of logic steps, a time-frame, and an over­
all rationale. 

In the housing repair project, the site at Tarchiche, accoun­
ting for almost \ of grant monies, was not deselected for 
some eight months. Continuing expectations that peace in the 
area was imminent was compelling enough, given the great need 
for assistance to the community. Project implementation was, 
however, greatly hampered and delayed by the absence of a 
built-in process as described. 

Project monitoring and control is closely related to informed 
decision-making. In_an unstable environment, assessment of 
field conditions is difficult from a headquarters often remote 
from these conditions. Managers assigned or actually resident 
in key field sites could provide more guidance in this regard. 
Such staffing calls by necessity for careful pre-selection, 
or field staff themselves could be threatened by instability, 
and in turn be rendered ineffectual. 

Similarly, identification of sites for assistance should 
follow a pattern informed by an intimate knowledge and under­
standing of a given area's problems and attributes. Logical 
and coherent criteria for site identification is called for 
prior to any field intervention. Aside from the informed 
judgement of field staff, data, experience and impressions 
of counterpart agencies, cooperating voluntary agencies and 
government agencies should play an active and organized role 
in the identification process. 

An Jmplementation strategy, when too narrowly defined, does 
not permit flexibility when dealing with widely diverse sites, 
nor does it permit comparison and experimentation between 
strategies as a learning experience. At most sites, cash 
grants were the most logical and effective assistance tech­
nique; given that the resettlement of refugees became some­
what most towards the end of the project, the inclusion of 
an experimental loan program might have been useful. It has 
already been noted, for example, that a Food for Work program 
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as projected in the original Project Proposal was determined 
as unnecessary following preliminary field study in 1978. 

As a follovl-up to this project, the most obvious and compelJ.i:1'J 
need is for community development projects to provide an adeQua=e 
infrastructure which can accomodate the increased populatiO;l. 
This would include the building or repair and reequipping 0= 
dispensaries, schools and social centres. Further,to encourage 
returned refugees or the -"Wre indigent population, especially -cne 
younger people, to remain,requires projects which are geareo 
tmvards assistance to income-generating. activities. This includes 
agricultural assistance and assistance to small businessmen and 
craftsmen. 

Given the demographic shifts in evidence prior to the war, now 
all the more dramatic, ~ehaJ:>.i-l-i.ta.t.ion and re;g.oJ),s,tJ;'uc;,tion "o,f~ 
'~!?C:rl _ se5i;Qr.s_,shou.ld-.be, .. a.- pr.ior.i,ty __ iILcon_s.ider,iQg future a~­
tance p~an~,,,One of the most salient features of rural life 
tn Lebanon is-simply - the desire among young pe'ople to leave. 
All but the poorest go to school and perhaps University in 
Saida, Tripoli and particularly Beirut; once exposed to 
"city'life," most have no desire to return to traditional occu­
pations such as agriculture. With only 17% of the population 
still permanently resident in rural areas, a reexamination of 
priorities would seem compelling., 

23. SPEC tAL CmmENTS OR REMARKS 

The active introduction by the GOL of'a low-interest loan 
program for war-damaged homes in the spring 1979 perved as 
a potential disincentive for a cash-grant program to continue 
effectively. Particularly in the six-month Extension Phase 
for Koura, the presence of this loan program presented major 
policy problems for CRS staff. Almost half of the villages 
had received a Government loan of between $3000-$9000 and many 
others had pending applications. When applications for assis­
tance were received, villagers with and without loans reporting 
the same original war-damage expected to receive similar cash 
grants. Although many loan recipients had repaired their homes, 
thev considered it their due to receive "reimbursement" to repay 
their loans - it was not their "fault" that they had repaired 
their homes completely and they still had a large debt. 

As the program was aimed at assisting those actually living in 
substandard conditions, and given limited grant funds, the un­
popular decision that loan recipients who had completely re­
paired their homes wou~d be excluded, and that those with loans 
and partially repaired homes would receive a 'minimum grant($500) I 
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vIaS made. Village comInittees and residents were persuaded 
finally of the logic of this'decision, but considerable re­
sentmen~ and in-fighting did occur during the early stages 
of implementat~on. Five villagers with loans in Dedde refused 
assistance on the basis that their grants were unfairly small. 

Future projects of this kind ought to be more closely ,coordina­
ted with GOL policies, if indeed a cash-grant project is now 
feasible given the country-wide availability of these loans. 
Policy could be adjusted to include loans to supplement the GOL 
contribution, or to actively reimburse loan recipients, although 
the latter would seem to be counter-productive. 
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CATHOLIC RELIEF SERVICES / CARITAS 

ATTACHMENT A 

BEIRUT - LEBANON 

VILLAGE FACT SHEET 

0amc of the village Main road (s) .... 

DisH ict Nearest main town 

Province Distance from main town:. . ..... . j:m 

PART A SITUATION BEFORE EVENTS 

I RELIGIONS (expressed in percentage) I 
I POPULATION GROUI'S TOTAL ---I 

NUMBER ! , , . .. ... .. .... .... .. . .. • I 

1. - Registered population: I 
I a) - families 

I .. 

b) - pcrSOllS ...... , 

I 
2. - Actual population: 

a) - families .. 
b) - persons 

3. - ).[alll acti\IllCS: 

a) - Agriculture: 

h) ~ Small industries: 

c j - Handicraft: 

c1.l - Others 

HOUSing Repair Form No. (1) 

1 



PART B PRESENT SITUATION 

RELIGIONS (expressed ill percelltage) 
, 
i 

TOTAL I NUMBER 

4. - Remained population : F I p , 

5. - Returned population : I 
I , 

.. ........ - F i 
(date of retul'll) P i , 

1 
F ! .. - - ! 

(date of return) P I 
• , 

6. - Displaced popUlation to 

F 

(present location) P 

- - F 

(present location) P 
• 

7. - Disp!' "'foreigners" from 

- - F 

(village of oi-igin) P 

-- - - F 

I (village of origin) P 

8. - Return to the \'ilbgc of origin 

.1 ) • Attitude towards return 

b) - Condi lions to return : 

c) . Reasons for not returning 

d) . Alternalive resettlement solution .. 



PART E: SITUATION AT PROGRAH TERHINATION 

Total Religion 
Number (by percentage) 

I 14. Current Population ? 

I ? 

I 15. Population returned F I during grant activit;y .~ . 
1 

I 
, 

1 

, 
\date of return) ! I 

i -
! I 16. Displaced Population r 

I ! 
To P I 

(Present Location) ! 
I 

(Present Location) 

I 17. Non-indigenous Population F 
I 
I From , 

(Y;illage of Origin) 

I 
18. Returned Refugees: 

i a) Conditions under which 
I return \\.·as possible 

b) Return is permanent or 
te>mporary 

I c) If' temporary, ,,'hy? 

! 
19. Continuing Refugees 

! a) Conditions to return: 
-

I b) Alternative resettlement ! sjtuation, if any 



· . 

20. Total number of houses occupied arter proGram activity: 

or which: 

a) Received assistance 

b) Received assistance but are unrepaired 

which were totally destroyed 

which were partially damaged 

c) Ileceived assistance and are repaired 

WhlCh were totally destroyed 

which were part:Lally damaged 

d) Did not receive assistance 

and are totally destroyed 

- and Bre partially damaged 

e) Were not damaged 

21. Assistance «ranted to other buildinrrs!services!institutions. 
Speciry nature of assistance and pro.ject: 

22. Continuing need for assistance for other buildings!services! 
ins ti tub ons. 
Specify nature of' assistance required and amounts: 

23. N",,· blllldlngs!servicBs!institutions from local or other sources: 

Spl)cify source 

Spl)cify naLure or now Iltulding!servlce!illsL I lilLian 



PART C ASSISTANCE REQUIRED 

9. - Total number of houses occupied before evenls 

or which : - totally destroyed : 

- damaged or partly destroyed,: 

- liot (or slightly) damaged : 

10, - Otht'r buildilll" 

I Si tuation Required 

I TYPES before' 
Present 

events Si tuatioll Assistance 
I 
I 

a'i - S<llOol 

bl - Dispensary 

I I 

c'; - Soci,al cell lr(' I 
I 

I ,I i - Small industries 

\ 

-
(' - Handieraft workshops 

r) - Worship places 
I 
I ~l - ~[lInici pal it,! I 
I h; Post omcc • -! 
I 
I 

i " - Warehouses I 

I j : - Othen 
• 
I 

:!. - Public Services 

, 
SilU,ttion I Present Required I TYPf;S before , 

situation Assistance I 

! event, 
I 
I 
i elj 
• - Wate,' 
I b) - Elcetrici ty , ri - Sallitatioll 

(" Post! telephone I " -
" - Feeder roads 

I r - Others 
( 

5 



Ii. - .·\griculture 

. Situation Presen t Required 
TYPES before 

events Situation Assistance 

a) - Seeds 

b) - Tools 

c) - Equipm~nts 

0) - Fertilizers 

e) - Insecticides 

f) - Others 

PART D : EXISTING INSTITUTiONS 

13. - Description of available institutions which may act as executing agencies for the return and 
rehabi!i tat ion of displaced persons as well as reconstruction work on the village 

a) - Municipality: 

b) - Office of Social Development 

c) - Cooperatives 

d) - Inter-disciplinary teams 

c) - Local commi ttee 

f) - Others 

Date: 1978 Name: 

Completed by: Title : 

(signature) 
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ATTACHMENT B 

CATHDlIC RELIEF SERVICES / CARITAS 
Family Name ............................. ____ ................... . 

BEIRUT - LEBANON 

APPLICATION FOR HOUSING REPAIR ASSISTANCE 

Project 1'<0. 

Town 

Name of Beneficiary 

ID No .... _ .. 

Occupation ... 

Owner of the house 

House ownership document No. I or .. 

Renting contract 

Family ,tatus 

"li m bel' of room, 

List of all needed repairs in the house, and total cost . 

Repairs 

S~gllalllic of'tiH' home owner 

Date 

Housing Repair Form No. (2) 
1 

No. of Application.. ........... ... ... .......... .............. ! 

Date ......................................... . 

Costs 

Signature of village committee 
Represen La ti vc 

Date 



, 
'CATHiJlIC RELIEF SERVICES I CARlTAS 

Family Name ................................................................ . 

BEIRUT - LEBANON 

No. of Application ............. . 

Date ..................................................... .. 

ENGINEERING SURVEY 

PrOject No. 

'Town _ .. ... 'l 

BellCflciary 

Application No. 

Allocated Amount . 

Repairs to be made with C.R.S. Assistance. .. 

REPAIRS COSTS 

! ~ , 

3) 

5) 

-. 

Home owner Enginc{'r 

Dale Dale 



, 

t 

D.llC of first Inspection 

D:-\ tc of Second Il1spcction 

INSPECTION FORM 

lll'ipcctor's Comments: \\That work has been cOlnplctcd ? 

REPAIRS ESTIMATED REPAIR COST 

Technical assistance provided 

lin" many f.lInil), ml'mhels lived here before the de'tJ"llction? 

1 Itl\\' mallY family members have now returned? 

If ,ome ramily ml'mbers have not returned 'Why, when ;vill they return? 

the 

1llSlalimclll (1f 

En~illccr Signature 

Dale 

Housing Repair Form No. (3) 

inspected thc house and verified that. 

has/has not been utilized properly. 

C.R.S. Representative Signature 

Dale 

q 
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eATHOLIC R[LIEF SERVICES - LEBANON 
HOU51NG REPAIR LEBANON 
l:SAID GRANT NE-G-lS 39 

I - PROrILE 

PROJECT 

TOWN 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

PART 1 

ATTACHMENT D 

NO: .................. . 

........................... 

1. Name ........................................................... 

2. ID.No. . ................................................... . 

3. Religion 

~..wl 

• •••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

4. Occupation and usual income I ............................... . 

<l.,:j , . ,II 0 ,.!SJ J, J>.l.ll J ~ 

5. Number of persons iJl your family 
a 1< W I .:II) I .:I ~ 

• ... t .... I ..................... . 

6. Number of rooms in your house · ................................. . 

7. CRS Granc'received .. .. • • .. • .. . .. . .. . ... L. L .. 

r).l,,){J, ~ I ......" L.. tl"" 

8. Repairs performeri (with cost) , •••••••.••••...•..••• L • L • 

I a '3 11'J (; ~I o.::"f.:,..).l" ";II 
~"""""" .. ".""'."."." .L.L. 

• .......................... L .. L. 

· ................................ L .. L .. 

10 · .. .. . . ........................ L . L .. 

............................ L . L • 
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II - BOGRAH ACTIVITY: PROFILE 

1. Hhen were you first aware of the 
CRS Program? .•.....•...•.•..... (Date) 

. WI C'J 

2. How many CRS staff talked with you? .....•..••..... 

3. Did the CRS Engineer talk to you?YES/NO ....••••...•..... 

4 • 

5. 

~ :; '; 10 'j J ~ U" ~ ~ J.,a:; I J<,. i'""" / >15' 

How many times did you meet CRS staff? 

~;; 1.!6 II ~J.llo~I Or rs 
Did other persons,· such as committee 
members, local religious officials, 
Caritas Representative,etc.,speak to 
you about the·CRS Program? YES/NO 

'k,'1 J;i. 1Y-j..1t.f' l: ..... J ~ J..A; I J<,. i'""" / >15' 
, " . ,-,.llo I· . ~ ". 1 I O,;,;,.JJ I <y·o J ~ <..To>-'JJ= J . 

~ 0;) t 'j J 1:;' J.; Y-U" ~ U" h"J II 

. .......... . 

............ 

G. Did you visit the CRS Office in Beir'ut?YES/NO: .......•.•. 

7 • 

~ u.9.J:. ! .) OJ ~ 'J I ~ ~ OJ i-.j-! eu,.S J<,. i'""" / >Is 

\.Jhen did you receive your first payment? 

~ ')J 'JI dW..)~ r..? 
-DATE- ......... . 

. WI C'J 

3. (,hen did you receive your second payment?-DATE- ......... . 

9. OTher pay~ents? 

10. How long did it take to complete repairs 

. WI C'J 

-DATE- ......... . 

. WI C'J 

of your home? -DATE- .....•.... 

~ <!Llj-lc F i J.:; I u.S"J I ()-O J~ I rS' t'J W I 

11 

r 

.' 
" 



• 
III - INDICATORS , 

1. Were you resident in your village 
when CRS began its Program?YES/NO · ................. . 
'I ~I ~ ii,>..}J I tj I ~J'?"J" ~ J.a, F/ >IS 

1~l:'.I1~ ~ 
2. Are you currently resident In 

'your village? YES/NO · .................. . 

3. If No ~o No.1 and Yes to No.2,give 
date-of return to your village · ................. . 

(Date) 

. WI lj.J 

4. Which of the following conditions, if any, were true 
at your village when CRS began the program (check as 
applicable) , 
~ '::;'r~ 1. -= ;; ~J'?"J" ~ IS. ~ ~J UI '.~ WI ~ '.IWI o .i.a. ()A <.S I 

;;., "I . I; IJ 
.'.,F' tj' <::" J-;-' i.!9;-;~J.;'.I1 

Insecurity-Occupying Forces .... ~ ......•.•.....••..... 
, 

u ,I)'p--II_~ 

Badly damaged houses .......................... 
• . J) ;, Ij ~ ;;,.,.~ J !ra I 

No work . " ....................... . 

5. Does all of·your family live in your village?YES/NO ..••. 

If No, where do they live and how are they related 
to you? , . 

~Jl;.JI tj lylS UIJ ii,>,}J1 tj O~ QjjWI ~l"sl~ 0 1 J.a, ~/>Is 

1 ~ dJ.5 ~"- ':!'" 1. J' r'" ()-:! [g 

•• 4~ ••••• ~ ............................................. . 

••• ~ •• r •••••• " •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 

.e •• ~Q ••••• ~ ............................ a •••••••••••••••• 



,_, IV - OTHER PROJECT INPUTS 

1. Hhat was the total cost of repairing your home? ..... ,.L.L. 

2. Did you receive 
~c,! 0> JA. 

a) A government Loan 
• 

ur--.... ·,s....d-.J ( I 
YES/NO 

~/>1f 

YES/NO 

r-'-'/>1f 

................................. 

b) A Bank Loan .............................. 

,If yes to (a) or' Cb), how much? .............. L.L. 

~J>.J.lI~~f' u:.:JWI~l.a. <:t 'J'J 

3. Did you receive any 
Agencies" Religious 

other assistance from Voluntary 
Authorities, etc? 

YES/NO .................................... .. 

F/>1f 

If yes from which Agency? ....................•.•..• 

In what amount? ..................... :.L.L. 

4., HOI, much of your own money did you use 
to repair your home? •....•.•.•.. L. L. 

Did this money: Come from your regular income? .... L. L '. 

~ cS.:.WI dJy...:.. : 0oul~1 I,ia, J.a, • J. J 

From your savings? ................. L.L. 

~) .;,.:.)'1 0 • .J.J 

From Selling your assets? ......•... L.L. 

OTherCDescribel ..................... L.L . 
• 

~JI" dJ~ft ~ ... , ................ :.J. J 

........................... 
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ATTACHMENT E 

BARGHOUN SCHOOL REPAIR PROJECT 

PROGRESS MARCH 1 - JULY 1, 1980 

In January,1980, prior to the final disbursement of payments under 
")1e Housing Repair Grant 1539 7 CRS staff determined that a balance 
of approximately $15,000 would be unused from the monies alloca~ed. 
=or assistance to homeowners. CRS/New York and the local AID m~ss~on 
were subsequently contacted to determine if these funds could be 
used for a community development project not strictly related to 
housing repair. After a visit by the USAID representative together 
"Iith CRS staff, a small project to assist the village school in 
Barghoun was submitted for inclusion in grant activity. Effective 
February 29, 1980, Grant 1539 was extended until April 30, 1980 for 
School Repair activity. On March 25,1980, an ammendment to the 
qrant stating that " ••. any AID funds remaining in this grant, may 
be used for the repair of elementary schools, which will further 
Lhe grant purpose of providing an incentive for refugee families 
to resettle ~n their villages •.... " These funds were designated 
for repair/reconstruction of school buildings, and for the purchase 
of basic school/supplies, i.e. books, desks, etc. 

The school in Barghoun is a primary school serving 40 students from 
Lhe village and the neighboring village of Badbhoum(also a Housing 
Repair site). These 40 students are taught in th~ee small classrooms. 
During the 'dar, the roof of the building was destroyed, and although 
it was repaired by funds donated by a charitable committee is nearby 
Chekka, the reconstruction was primitive, the bare cement walls and 
ceiling are exposed in the classrooms, which also remain without elec­
tricity or plumbing. 8 families (total of 40) have reported their 
unwillingness to return to the villages due to .the inadequacy of the 
school. 

Upon receipt of this ammendment, a check in the Lebanese currency 
equivalent of $15,000 was issued to the legal representatives of the 
government-chartered Barghoun Social Committee and deposited in a 
separate book account in their name in Tripoli. It was arranged that, 
the village representatives would withdraw funds from this account on 
p'resentation of vouchers for items related to the repair/reequipment 
of the school. Three site visits were subsequently conducted by 
CRS in April, May, June to ensure adequate progress (see photos). 
By June 1, all project monies were reportedly spent on construction 
activity for a new room for the school and a sanitary bloc. Although 
it had been antiCipated that some funds could be'used for the purchase 
of badly needed equipment, the continuing increase in the price of 
construction activity limited the project to these two additions. This 
also included $2,000 donated by villagers and the Chekka Charitable 
Committee.$lO,OOO was used for the construction of the classroom and 

1 
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ATTACHEMENT E CONTINUED . . 
and $6,000 for the san.itary bloc. $1,000 was used to buy plaster 
and paint for the unfinished interior. 

BV July 1, basic construction was completed, but it was estimated that 
six weeks more would' be necessary to finish the project. This delay is 
due to the 'fact that construction activity until the end of June was 
limi,ted to. the daylight available after 4 p.m. when the· school was , 
closed. Obviously, it would have been self-defeating to disrupt normal 
classes to conduct such construction during class hours. 

Despite the fact that activity is not complete, the eight famil'ies still 
~n Tripoli were interviewed when they returned to the· village for the 
summer, and four have indicated thac they will send their children (6 in 
all) to the school in the Fall term, rather than to Tripoli. This is a 
substantial measure of project success. 

Finally, it is anticipated that before the books on this gr·,mt are closed 
by the auditors in late July, a small balance of about $1,000 will re­
,main. As, the ammendment refers to any unused grant monies, this small 
balance will be added to project funds for the purchase of School' equip­
ment ~ mainly .. - books and stationary - upon the approval of CRS/New 
York. 

l\ short Final Progress. ,Report on this project will be submitted to 
CRS/New York and USAID to close out project 'activity on September 1,1980. 

RT/zn 

" 
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BEST 
AVAILABLE 

Inspection of May 6. 

Digging the foundation 

for the classroom extension ... 

.... and for the sanitary bloc. 



Inspection of June 2. Foundation 

and columns of the new class-

room are prepared. The villager 

are awaiting delivery that 

afternoon of cement for the roof 

The foundation, columns and 

septic tanks for the sanitary 

bloc are completed. Cinder 

blocks for the walls have been 

delivered. 


