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INTRODUCTION

Management's responsibilities include organizational decisions about what
to produce, how much to produce, and when to produce it. Effective management
calls for business practices on the part of the operator to control and manage
the use of resources. This means keeping good records of what has happened and
having a system that provides the information needed for future planning. Public
agency officials who plan policies and programs that affect farmers also require
information from records of farm costs and returns. Analysis of such information
can provide insight into management problems, resource constraints, enterprise
combinations, cash flows, and other items nee.~d to guide farm management advise

and to evaluate the imnact of pclicy changes on the farmer.

SCARCITY OF FARM MANAGEMENT DATA IN AFRICAN COUNTRIES

In most African countries there is very little accurate data available for
econonic analysis; the scarcity of data is a-problem for researchers and policy
makers. The data problem is particularly acute in the agricultural sector which
employs over three-fourths of the labor force in most African countries.

In order to generate accurate data for planning and other purposes, a number

of methods are applied to obtain information about farms and farm systems.

METHODS OF FARM MANAGEMENT AND PRODUCTION ECONOMICS RESEARCH

For collecting micro- level data from farmers we can distinguish four methods:
1. Case farm study.
2. Farm account books.
3. Farm business survey.
4. The cost route method.
These methods have been popular at different times in the history of western

countries. They have all been tried in different parts of Africa with varying

degrees of success.



Applications of some of these methods have been practiced in Egypt over the
last twenty-five years. The Agricultural Economics Department, Ministry of Agri-
culture: Agricultural Economics Departments of Egyptian universities and Agricul-

ture Research Stations have led the way in conducting these studies.

THE MODEL FARM STUDY

In'the model or case farm study the operations of selected progressive
farmers.are studied in detail. This method became popular in the United States
+around the turn of the nineteenth century and continues to be practiced. Farms
are vis{ted for data recording purposes as often as necessary. Collection of
farm management data from demonstration farms or from progressive farmers is
still a common practice today.

The major disadvantage of using such data in economic analysis is that the
farms studied are atypical; their success is often due to many factors, including
unusual managerial ability. Such data cannot be used, therefore, for determining
"what is", but can be of use in Planning "what ought to be". The operational
norm, however, becomes that of what has worked or is working for the successful

farmer; conditions of economic efficiency may or may not hold,

FARM_ACCOUNT BOOKS

The use of farmer kept records as a source of data for management analysis
is a widespread practice today in western countries and the United States where
farmers are literate. Either farmers or their agents may actually maintain the
record Eooks. Generally, these records assist farmers in financial planning and
income tax management. The record systems. have been designed to facilitate these
uses; often such record systems are not directly applicable to developing coun-

tries in which the farming and business operations are much less complex.



In Africa farm account books have rarely been used in collecting data from
traditional farmers. The illiteracy of the farmers means that they cannot keep
records. Literate children have been used in keeping rough notes on their par-
ents activitiés, but they can hardly be relied on to keep the detailed records
needed for farm management and production economic research.

In Egypt the same problem of farmer i1literacy is present as faced by other
African countries; the Egyptian farmers cannot keep records by themselves.

There are some large-size farms as well as the governmental farms which
keep records for their farming business, but the main purpose for these account
books is to control the work and workers; it 1s for administrative business, and
the data recorded is not intended for management analysis.

There have been some attempts to keep farm records of the Egyptian farmer,
To do so requires the development of a record or account book especially designed
to fit the information needs on Egyptian farms. This effort by the Egyppian
watef Use and Management Project (EWUP) is another attempt to keep farm records
for some study cases. Using an account book especially prepared, records are
kept on farms at each of the three sites in which EWUP is involved. The proce-
dures es.ablished for farm record collection will be discussed in detail in the

next pages.

FARM BUSINESS SURVEYS

Economic surveys were first tried in the urban areas of England, continentaT
Europe, in Russia, and in the United States during the first decade of this cen-
tury. In a farm business survey the researchers or his enumerators visit the
farmers once or twice to complete a questionnaire. Farm business surveys usually

cover a large sample of statistically selected farmers.



This technique provides a means of showing the range of conditions found
on the farms in a region or country. Information is collected on the usual use
of inputs by relying on the farmers experiences rather than on his memory of
actual past occurrences. These surveys could also be effectively used in farm
management studies where the aim is solely to generate data for planning pur-

poses. ‘i

THE COST ROUTE METHOD

By:this method the farmers are interviewed for at least one crop season.
The advantage of this method is that events are recorded as they occur and
heavy reliance is not placed on the farmer'- memory.

The cost route method has been widely used in farm management and produb-

tion economics studies carried out in Africa as well as in Eqypt.

EWUP_FARM RECORD SYSTEM

Background

Improvement of the economic and social well-being of Egyptian farmers
throughimprovement in on-farm water management is the primary objective of
EWUP. To accomplish this goal as well as providing rmeasure of goal achievement,
a measure of economic and social well-being is required. A farm record system
provides a good measure of the economic status of farmers. As improvements in
on-farm water management are achieved, the results of those improvements should
be reflected through the record system. EWUP includes experts from four discip-
lines: economics, sociology, agronomy, and engineering, and operates as an in-

terdisciplinary team.



‘To improve the social and economic position of Egyptian farms through the
improved management of irrigation water on farms, it is necessary that project
personnel become intimately acquainted with the complexities of farm management.
Farm records are used to evaluate the relative contributions of alternative
enterprises to farm income, éash flow patterns, to determine the factors which
limit operating decisions and to provide comparisons with other farmers follow-
ing similar practices.

Economists have derived a number of efficiency ratios to be used in these
comparative analyses. For example, output per man, machinery and equipment in-
vestment per unit of land, or operating expense per unit of land may provide
means by which an individual farm can be compared to other farms or a group aver-
age. From such analyses experienced farm management economists can derive useful
prescriptive recommendations for individual farm operators.

Unfortunately, record systems and evaluative efficiency ratios have been
developed and applied to commercial farming systems in developed countries.
Often, these ratios and analytical comparisons are of limited applicability to
. farming systems such as found in developing countries. But, the concepts of
comparative analyses are very relevant to farm management studies in developing

L But the concepts must be revised and uniquely adapted to describe

econcmics.
the agriculture of developing countries and serve the analytical needs for agri-
cultural systems of the country. The purposes of this reportare to (a) present a
farm record system as being applied by economists associated with the EWUP, (b)

provide some comparative analyses of data obtained from these individual farm

lUp’ton, Martin, Farm Management in Africa; the Principles of Production and
Planning, Oxford University Press, London, 1973.




records, (c) suggest some efficiency ratios which are more appropriate to agri-
culture in Egypt and as needed by the goals and objectives of EWUP, (d) provide
some preliminary analyses of the farm records data using the efficiency ratios
suggested and (e) make recommendations to project personnel of required data
measureménts needed to make farm management record keeping analyses of most bene-

fit to the EWUP.

FARMING IN EGYPT

The economics team works with the following background about agriculture
and irrigation in Egypt:

As shown in Table 1, the agriculture area is about 6.]28 million feddan (F)*,
the average cultivated area per person is 0.16 F, and the average farm size is

2.05 F.2

The cultivated area has expanded only gradually over time while popula-
tion growth continues to reduce the amount of land per person. Since the Egyp-
tian farmers cultivate at least two crops per year, the average rotated area per
person in Egypt = 0.37 F and the average rotated area per each holder = 3.82 F.
Because of the declining land base per person, methods are sought to increase
the outpdt per feddan of the existing area and to expand cropping on to newly
reclaimed lands. The efficiency of irrigation must be increased so that the

existingllands remain productive and water is available for irrigation of new

lands.

2Irm’gation improvement plan in Egypt, August 1979, Ministry of Irrigation.

*1 feddan (F) = 4200.8335 sq. meter = 1,038] acre4= 0.4201 hectar



Table 1. Average Cultivated Area Per Person in Egypt Since 1897

Agricultural Area and Average

Per Person

Year Population Total Area Average Area

Millions Million F. Per Person F,
1897 9.717 4.943 0.53 -
1907 11.190 5.374 0.48
1917 12.817 ' 5. 309 0.41
1927 14.178 5. 544 0.39
1937 15.921 5.312 0.3
1947 18.967 5.761 0.31
1960 26. 085 5.900 0.23
1966 30.075 6.000 0.20
1970 33.200 6.000 0.18
1976 38.228 6.128 0.16

Source: liaistry of Irrication.



Most Egyptian farms are less than 5 feddans fn size (Table 2). -Significant
improvements in irrigation efficiencies can be made only by working with a Targe
number of farmers. This complicates the task of EWUP and other projects; techni-
cal, economic and social problems must be solved and means to disseminate that
information to a large number of independent producers must be estab]i;hed.

Almost all of the Egyptian farmers are illiterate, so they cannot keep any
data or records by themselves. Egyptian farmers have a suspicion of Governmental
officials; this problem has to be overcome. Once they knew of the aim and goals
of EWUP, study case farmers cooperated with EWUP professionals by giving the in-
formation needed.

A]most all the farmers are members in the Government's agricultural cooper-
atives Which are scattered among Egyptian villages. Farmers get their supplies
(seeds, fertilizers, insecticides and their herbicides, . . .) from cooperatives

by credit.

No taxes are levied on farmers who own less than 3 feddans; for those who
own more, the tax is based on the area which they hold and is not adjusted to
their net farm income.

Irrigation in Egypt began about 6,000 years ﬁdo.b The annual flood, occur-
ring from August to October, led the inhabitants of Egypt to practice both river
training and irrigation to improve their existence. Towards this objective a
series of control works such as the Delta Barrage (1840) and Aswan Dam (1902)

were built. The works were mainly for irrigation purposes but were also for

flood control (see Figure 1).

.3Moha E1 Kady, Wayne Clyma and Mahmoud Abu-Zeid, 0ctober. 1979, on Farm
Irrigatign Practices. Technical Report No. 4.



Table 2. Agricultural Land Holding by Size of Farm
Census of 1965
Farm Size Hol&ers Total Area - Average |
Farm Sizn
Feddan Number % Feddan % Feddar,
<5 3,033,000 94.5 3, 690,000 57.1 1,22
5-10 78,000 2.4 613, 000 9.5 7.87
10.1-20 61, 000 1.9 671,000 8.2 11.00
20.1-50 29, 000 0.9 814, 000 12.6 28.10
50.1-99.9 6, 000 0.2 394, 000 6.1 65.30
>100 4,000 100.0 6,582,000 | 100.0 2.05




Suez Canal

Delta Barrage

24,000 F. Mansouria

64,000 F. Abu Korkas @&

Asyut Barrage
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Figure 1. Location Map for Dams, Barrages, and Study Areas
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The oldest known irrigation practiced in Egypt was basin (flooding) corres-
ponding to the annual flooding of the Nile. Basin irrigation consisted of pond-
ing wateri on areas flooded by the Nile and growing crops on residual soil moisture
after the water receded. Since the construction of the Delta Barrage, perennial
irrigation has been practiced in 1ower Egypt. Before the High Aswan Dam, the
cultivated areca was decided by the annual storage in Aswan Reservoir (5 billion
m3/year) and Bagal Aelia {2 billion m3/ year), the base flow of the Nile and some
use from ground water. This area averaged about 4 million feddans under perennial
irrigation and 1 million feddans under basin irrigation of which about 0.6 m11]1on
feddans were served by wells in the summer,

After the completion of the High Aswan Dam in 1970 the entire cultivated
area in Egypt was placed under perenriial irrigation. The amount of water avail-
able for irrigation expanded to 55.5 billion m3/year. This volume allowed the
conversion of all basin into perennial irrigation as well as the irrigation of
additional lands. Perennial irrigation presently encompasses about 6.1 million
feddans, of which about 1 million feddans are new lands. The cropping intensity
in Egypt in 1978 is close to 2.0 or an average of two crops per year are grown
o each field.

Present perennial irrigation receives water from storage behind the High
Aswan Dam through scheduled releases of flow of the Nile. Barrages divert water
to major canals at selected points and deliver water to supply canals administered
by Governates and then to Irrigation Districts. The districts range in area from
20 to 100 thousand feddans. The volume of water diverted into major canals is
based on the water requirements of the area served as determined by (1) the ckops

grown, (2) soil type, (3) the size of the area, and (4) the expected distribution
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and farm area bases. District supply canals serve branch and subbranch canals
which provide water to private farm supply channels (meskas).4
Water is supplied to a district on interval rotations of two or three kinds.
The lenéth of the interval depends on the Crops grown. Intervals are typically
‘four and seven days. On the three-day interval rotation, for example, the upper,
middle and lower reaches of the canal receive water for an interval in turn. For
the four-day and three-day interval rotation a branch canal would receive water

for four days and then for eight days it receives no water.

Regulation of the flow to a branch canal is related to the avai]abie f]o&'
in the district supply canal. Water is supplied based primarily on the water
surface elevation on the downstream side of the inlet gate. Usually there is no
determination or allocation of a specific flow rate at any point within the dis-
trict. Thus, the more water a group of farmers use on a branch canal the lower

the water surface elevation and the more water supplied to that branch canal.

On a branch canal water is conveyed to farmers through an outlet which sup-
plies a meska that serves individual farms. An outlet may serve only one farm
supply point .or several supply points. One farmer or a small group of farmers
may take water at one supply point. Flow through the outlet that serves each
meska is regulated hydraulically by the size of the outlet and the specific water
surface elevation. The top of the pipe outlet is located 25 cm below the design
water sdrface elevation. This elevation is located dp to 50 cm below thevsurface

of the shrrounding land. Actually, because of variations in supply rate, use

4wo]fe, Shahin and Issa, 1979



rate, local topography and the installation by farmers of additional (unauthor-
ized) outlets, flow rates through each meska outlet vary widely. Each farmer or
group of farmers must 1ift the water from the supply channel to the field.

Costs of 1ifting water for irrigation in Egypt.

As a general rule, irrigation distribution systems in Egypt are designed
to supply water to farmers below the surface level of the fie]ds.5 Consequently,
farmers are obliged to 1ift the water up to 1.5 meters from the delivery canals.
There are exceptions; some farmers are able to irrigate by gravity. Studies
conducted by the Ministry of Irrigation show that "free flow irrigation has
caused an extravagance in the use of irrigation water" and there is a more or
less active governmert policy to place all delivery systems on a 1ift basis.
EWUP is greatly interested in the efficiency of water use and application. E1
Kady et al found that the present system of requiring farmers to 1ift their water
from canals below field level also contributes to excessive use of water.6 Wolfe
etal indicated that the problem may be one of the distribution of available water
among farmers rather than general over-use of water.7 They found that farmers
located at the lower reaches of canals receive only as little as one-fourth as
much water as farmers nearer the water source. EI Shinnawi et al studied the

water distribution problem and its effect on farming practices.aﬂ They found

5Technica] report by Economic Team. Egypt Water Use and Management, Cairo
on June 30, 1979, prepared by G. Quenemoen and Gamal Ayaad.

6E1 Kady, Mona, Wayne Clyma, and M. Abu-Zeid. "On-Farm Irrigation Practices
in Mansouria District Eqypt". Egyptian Water Use and Management Project, EWUP
Technical Report No. 4. 1980.

"Wolfe, John W., Farouk Shahin, and M. Saif Issa, "Preliminary Evaluation of
Mansouria Canal System, Giza Governate, Egypt". EWUP Technical Report No. 3. 1979,

8E] Shinnawi, Abdel Atty, Melvin D. Skold, and M. Lotfi Nasr, "Economic Costs
of Water Shortage Along Branch Canals," EWUP Technical Report No. 5, 1980.
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farmers near the lower end of branch canals receive lower yields, exhibit dif-
ferent cropping patterns, and farm less inténsive]y than their counterparts
near the upper end of branch canals.

Several methods of 1ifting water are used in Egypt which involve human,
animal, electric and diesel power. Human power is used to operate the shadouf*
and the :tambour**, The shadouf, now virtually obsolete, is used only by a few
very small farmers; only the tambour is important in commercial agriculture.
Animal power is used to operate various types of sakias***, Electric and diesel
motors are most frequently attached to various types of centrifugal and axial
flow pumps. In the lcwer delta some large sakias are powered by stationary die-
sel motors and sometimes tractors.

The cost of lifting water with a tambour, the only human powered system
considered here, primarily depends on the value of human labor. The initia]l
capital investment is low, about LE 35.0%***, as are repairs and maintenance. A
sakia, which has a maximum 1ift of 1.2 meters, has an initial investment cost of
LE 500, including installation. The cost of using a cow for turning a sakia’
varies. If cows are used sparingly, the work may provide only normal exercise
and have little effect on milk and meat production. Heavy use will require extra
feed in addition to causing a reduction in meat and milk production. Typically

-farmers pay LE 0.35 per hour to rent a cow for turning the sakia. This includes
a boy to handle and drive the cow. The useful life of a sakia is estimated to be

25,000 hours with LE 6.0 per year allocated for annual repairs.

4

*shadouf - bucket and counter balance weight on a pole
**tambcur - archimedes screw
***sakia - water wheels usually operated by cows
****E - Egyptian pound 1 LE = $1.43 (U.S. dollars)
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Analyses of three systems of 1ifting water, assuming each system is used

to the limit of its practical capacity, are summarized below (see Figure 2).

Table 3. Cost of Lifting Water by Alternative Methods by Practice Pump Capacity

Practical Cost when used to practical capacity

Power. Lifting Capacity per hour per feddan per md
Supply System Feddan LE LE LE
human tambour 7.00 0.40 51.71 . 0081
animal sakia 17.50 0.44 22.53 .0035
diesel pump 20.75 0.32 13.82 .0022

There 1is interest by the Government and amcng the farmers in 1ifting water
with diesel and electric pumps to replace human and animal power. Increasing
costs of labor and rising prices for meat cause farmers to feel economic pressure
to consider alternative methods of 1if.ing water to their fields. Some farmers

are installing water wheels to replace increasingly scarce and expensive human

labor while others are shifting away from wheels to diese] and electrically
driven pumps.

The need to improve water use efficiency in Egypt is great. The declining
land base per capita and the large number of small farmers add to the urgency
and complexity of diffusing knowledge and technology. Egyptian farmers are
highly interdependent; they must share water provided by a common Government
canal. The multiple cropping patterns made possible by perennial irrigation
also lead to a number of interdependencies between enterprises on farms; changes
cannot be made in one crop without effecting a number of other farming operations.
Egyptian farmers receive their water at a very high cost. Most farmers must

either 1ift water to their fields by human or animal power. The volume of water
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that can be lifted by these methods often contributes to inefficient use.9
Changes in timing and methods of water delivery and methods of application to
crops aré being studied by EWUP. The feasibility of improved practices can
only be known by understunding the decision making environment of farmers.' A
farm record system adds to tk2 understanding of the constraints and potentials
faced by farm operators. The record system presented and analyzed here was
developed to enhance the understanding of Egyptian farm management decisions.
In that way, EWUP seeks to improve the income and social well-being of farmers

through improved management of water and associated inputs on farms.

PROCEDURE

EWUP operates in three areas. The initial area selected was in Mansouria
District of the Giza Governate near Cairo. A second site is near the AbusRaia |
village in the Kafr E1 Sheikh Governate. The third site is up river from Cairo
at Abu Korkas village, E1 Minia Governate (see the location map Figure 1), |

At each of the three areas of the project some farms were selected for in-
tensive study by the economics team. The farms were selected based on the fol-
lowing criteria:

1. 'Location with respect to source of water.
Irrigation system and methods.

S0i1 types.

S W

Ownership and other social aspects.

Crops.

o

6. 'Shape and ]eve]ind of the fields.

gAbu-Zeid, Mahmoud, op. cit.
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7. Conditions of water delivery.

.FARM RECORDS DESIGN

A record was to be kept on a select number of farms. First, 1t was nec-
essary to design a simple farm record book which could provide the information
needed for future planning. The main reasons for having our record system are:

1. To measure financial success and progress of the business over time.

2. To aid in planning for the future.

3. To determine the constraints under which the farmer operates.

4. To know the more beneficial enterprises.

Farm record keeping was initiated at the Mansouria site and the Abu Raia
site during 1978 and 1979.

Since most cooperating farmers are illiterate, study case farmers were
visited at least once every two weeks by EWUP economists to accurately record
the data needed. The accounting period was from November 1, 1978, to October
31, 1979. Appendix I at the end of this paper presents the main chapters in
our farm record and its summary. |

Efficiency Ratios. Comparative analyses of farm record data involves the

direct comparisons of resources and resource use, incomes and expenses between
farms. It is aleo useful to calculate ratios to evaluate the efficiency of
‘resource use and make between-farm comparisons of these ratios. These ratios
have been developed in farm management literature and, as a consequence, are
biased towards comparisons which are most useful to analysis of highly commer-
cialized farming systems such as found in western countries. Meaningful ratios

must be developed for Egyptian agricultural conditions.
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Efficiency ratios permit a number of comparisons. The relative contribu-
tion of crops versus livestock to gross and net farm income is one sucii compar-
ison. Given the mixed crop-livestock farming systems in Egypt, this ratio
would seem useful for analytical purposes. But, 1ivestock contribute value
other than through direct sales to farms in Egypt. They are multi-purpose,
serving as transportation, power for tillage and irrigation pumping, providing'
milk and meat for home consumption, and contributing manures which are valued
for fertilizer. Values must be assigned to these non-market uses of livestock
S0 that their role on Egyptian farms can be more adequately appraised.

In Egypt it is important to consider the intensity of land use. Farmers
grow more than one crop on a given piece of land during a year; the national
average is about two crops per year. Intercropping is also practiced. Mea-
sures of land use efficiency must be developed to consider both the number of
feddans of crops harvested relative to the number of feddans of land in the
farm and the value of harvested crops per feddan of land.

A variety of income ratios are used. One such ratio is that of gross re-
turns relative to total capital managed. On owner operated farms this ratio
will provide comparison of the efficiency of capital use. Farmers with greater
land use intensities and producing higher-valued crops would be expected to
have larger ratios of gross returns per amount of capital managed. Renters
would be expected to have greater gross return-capital managed ratios than own-
ers since they avoid the sizable investments in land.

Gross returns per unit of expense also measure income efficiency as do in-
come per unit of cropland and income per farm laborer. These appear relevant

to the analysis of Egyptian farmers as well. Because EWUP is concerned with
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‘on-farm water management, gross returns per unit of water applied would also be
an important efficiency ratio for analysis of Egyptian farms. However, measures
of water applied per farm are not available. As the work on EWUP progresses,
such water measurement data may become available so that between farm compari-
sons of gross returns per unit of water applied would be possible.

The efficiency at which crops are produced on farms are also useful compafi-
sons. Crop yields are an obvious measure but the distribution of crops grown
may also relate to farm income. Similar to the ratio of gross returns to total
expenses, the ratio of gross returns from crops to crop expenses can provide a
comparison of efficiency in crop production among farms.

Measures of livestock efficiency can be constructed in a manner similar to
those for crops. Livestock returns per unit cost of feed is a common measure;
however, when much of the feed is produced on the farms values must be assigned
to the feed.

Farm management analyses often consider machinery and equipment efficiency.
In highly commercialized agricultural systems machinery efficiency measures are
used to indicate possible over-investments or under-investments in machinery |
and equipment. Value of output relative to the amount of machinery and equip-
ment investment and machinery and equipment investment per unit of land or per
laborer are commonly used efficiency measures. In Eqypt, relatively small ma-
chinery and equipment investments are made by farmers. Even so, substantial
differences in the extent of such investments occur between farms. It will be
useful to explore possible associations between machinery and equipment fnvest-

ments and farm income.
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I.  FARM RECORDS SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS AT MANSOURIA SITE
Mansouria District is irrigated by Mansouria Canal which has a length of
37 Km. Two distinct research areas are being studied at the Mansouria sife;
one is an area of clay-loam soils irrigated by the Bani-Magdoul branch canal
and the other area has sandy soils which are irrigated by the E1 Hammami branch
canal (see Figure 3). The total rotated area at Mansouria District is 24,745 F;
60 percent is occupied by orchards and 40 percent is cultivated with vegetables

and other crops like berseem, wheat, flax and maize.

Land in this district slopes from south to north and from west to east.
In general, 50 percent of the land has a water table of more than 150 cm,
45 percent has a water table from 80 cm to 150 cm, and 5 percent has a water
table less than 80 cm. The depth to water in the project area ranges from
60 to 150 cm. The water table fluctuates during the season; it rises immedi-
ately after each irrigation and declines between irrigations, but usually a
gradual build up occurs during the season. During the season the rate of
decline of the water table between irrigation is greatest during the period of
highest consumptive use suggesting that declines occur both from lateral out-
flow and from water use by plants from the greundwater.

The soil moisture extractions are from 4 to 8 Mho. and some areas with
salinity problems aie from 8 to 16 Mho. ’

Farmers in the Mansouria District irrigate .as- if their f1e]ds have zero
grade level. 10 Water is introduced into a bonded unit until the area is
covered and is allowed to stand and infiltrate into the soil. This practice

is followed in both the sandy soil of E1 Hammami and the clay loam.of Bani-

Magdoul.

loEl Kady, op. cit.
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I. (A) FARM RECORDS SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS
AT BANI-MAGDOUL SITE
MANSOURIA DISTRICT
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Representative sites on two branch canals (E1 Hammami and Bani-Magdoul)
were selected for the study (see location map Figure 3). The selection of
These sites were based on agronomic, engineering, and socio-economic criteria.
A1l fields on a selected site were monitored at every irrigation. In addition,
socio-economic, crop production, and soils data were collected. Since the
twec sites (E1 Hammami and Bani-Magdoul) have different soil types, their farm
records summary are shown separately.

Included in Table 4 is the number of persons in the farmers family. Eqyp-
tian farm family members all become involved in the farming operation. The
father works in the field with the assistance of his sons, even those who are
in school. Scheoi-age sons assist their father after the school day and during
their vacations especially in critical times 1ike planting, insecticide appli-
cations, and harvesting operations. The mother, in addition to her daily home

-work, takes care of poultry, converts milk into cheese, butter, and non-fat
milk, and helps in some 1ight farm work (planting or transplanting and harvest-

ing) and does some marketing at the village local market....

Land values at the Mansouria site are high because of its location near
Giza City. The values vary according to the location; Bani-Magdoul land is
more highly valued than that at E1 Hammammi. The land which is located by the
main roads is very high in value; one feddan located along the Mansouria main
road is valued at 30,000 L.E. and one feddan located at Bani-Magdeoul road is
valued at 15,000 L.E. The land values given in Table 4 are estimated by the

farmers as are livestock values.



Table 4

Land, Labor and Livestock on Study Cases Farmers at

Bani-Magdoul Site - Farm Records (1978-1979)

J::%g?; Area " Livestock )
© ST > Land and
== Total sl el 28l<|al5 Total Livestock Area
el S Value slel =] 2153 Value Total Value Feddan
Farm No. vl IR B K* L.E. S|al S[818|8|& L.E. L.E. 00.00
) Only
17 2171 3 6 Rented |1 |1|-{2]-1-]- 620 620 3.25
~ Land
-2 317 1 8 16,000 T{11-111-1- 144 652 16,652 1.33
Oniy
3 3]8 1 12 Rented =111 =-111-4-1- 320 320 1.50
Land
Only
. 4 ﬁ 4137 2 18 Rented 1111 -11]-1315 717 717 2.75
. Land
-5 61411 1 18 12,000 -2} -11}-~-§-133 680 12,680 1.75
6 313]6] 1 22 25,000 |-13]-{1]-1-12 680 25,680 1.92

* 1 Feddan = 24 K. (Kerat)

Ge
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Table 5. Value of Investments in Land and Livestock per Feddan, Bani-Magdoul

Value of:
Farm No. Land/feddan Livestock/feddan
(L.E.)

T n.a. 191

2 12,930 490

3 n.a. 213

4 n.a. 261

5 6,857 -389

6 13,321 354
Average : 10,736 316

Differences occur between owned and rented farms in the amount of Tlivestock
investments per feddan. Owner-operated farms tend to have greater amounts of
livestock per feddan than rented farms. This may be due to the fact that renters
must meet fixed cash rent payments and do so by emphasizing cash crops rather
than using land to grow crops for livestock feed. Subsequent analyses of crop-
ping patterns will be examined to see if this pattern holds.

Table 6 illustrates the crop mix for the study case farms. Berseem repre-
sents 74‘percent of the winter crops total area because berseem is the main
livestock feed in winter. Almost ali summer crops are vegetables which are sold
as cash crops. The farmers at Mansouria site prefer to cultivate these cash
crops since they supply the central market at Cairo and Giza City.

Differences in cropping intensities are seen in Table 7. Two farms, both
of which are rehted, have cropping'iﬁtensities of less thar two. Farm Number
2 has a cropping intensity of over 3 and Farm 4 has a cropping intensity of
2.5. The cropping intensity differences occur in both the winter and summer
cropping systems. If farmS have cropping intensities greater than two, the
additional crops are grown during the summer season; perhaps as short season

vegetables or on an intercropping basis.



Table 6
Crop Mix for the Study Cases at
Bani-Magdoul Site - Farm Records (1978-1979)

Crops Cultivated Area F.
< QD
3] on
E o) o] ® o | > 3 5
Total g - o o ] = D o e —_ - GEJ \§
i |51 El5 22|85 2|55 =15(8]2]s
Farm_No. Feddangé:ﬁsgafssssas%gé
1 | 325 .92]o.94 - | - b.so| - |o.25 0.580.75( - | - | - | -] - o.soLOAz
2 1.33 pa33f- - [ - -} - -] 2t . 0.670 - - | -1 - h.33]o.8.
3 1.50 0.8f- |- | -]-1}|-1.]. 0.34/0.29] - o.so, -l - Ho.zso.n
4 2.75 R.0510.3|c.4) - Jo.1 lo.3] - | - -#0.3 1.3 - -1 - lo.9 h3o
5 1.75 Nn.371038] - | - loa3] - -30.38 171 ] - [e-38] - jo.630.25
6 1.92 |1.7Z0.20 - } - | - | - -‘0.21 -1 - p.29] - -‘0.940.29 o.2i

L2
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Table 7. Cropping Intensity; Crops Cultivated per Feddan of Land, Total and by

Season
Feddans of
Farm Crops Cultivated Winter Crops Summer Crops
No. feddan of land feddan feddan
1.8 .9 .9
; 3.1 1.0 2.1
3 1.6 .6 1.0
4 2.5 1.0 1.5
5 2.0 1.0 1.0
6 2.0 1.0 1.0
Averag 1.9 .9 1.0

In Table 8 it is seen that important amounts of crops are used for home
consumption and livestock feed. However, except fdr one case sales exceed 50
percent of the total value of crops produced. Livestock also contribute to
home consumption. In fact, in many instances the value of home consumption
of Tivestock products exceeds the value of sales. These figures cannot be
given direct interpretation in any one year, however, as inventory increases
and decreases in a year may cause distortions in the value of home use versus
value of livestock product sales accounts.

The values of home produced versus purchased feeds for livestock are also
shown in Table 8. Most farmers rely heavily on home produced feeds for live-
stock although all study farms purchase some feed.

Table 9 represents the summary of crop and livestock production. From
this table the relative contribution which crops and livestock make to the
total value of farm production can be computed. On the average 70 percent of
total production value comes from crops and 30 percent from livestock. The
production value is actual price which the farmers receive from selling their

production at the market. For the products which are used at home, values are



Table 8

Summary of Crop and Livestock Production at
Bani-Magdoul Site - Farm Records (1978-1979)

Production and Disposition of Crops Production and Disposition of Livestock
l Purchased
Production Non and Non Gain Over*
Fed to Home Total Home Total| Purchased Purckased Purchased A1l Feed
Farm | Livestock Use Sales Value Use |} Sales]value Feed Feed Feed Cost
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. JL.E. JL.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E.
1 171 - 921 1092 171.51182.71 354.2 171 113 284 70.20
2 401 136.3 370 907.3 136.6] 65.9§202.5 401 144 545 -342.5
3 ] 58.5 - 572 630.5 183.6| 87.3}27¢ 3 58.5 86 144.5 126.4
4 285 17 846.1 1148.1 154.3] 98.6253.4 285 188 473 -219.6
5 249 38.5 336.1 623.6 116.7]392.71{509.4 249 141 390 119.4
6 54 36 - 571.8 661.8 77.3]492.3]569.5 54 235 293 276.5

* Gain over all feed costs is negative in Farm #2 and #4.

farm operations in this table.

He did not compute the animal power value which is used in

62



Value of

- Relative Contribution of Cro

Table 9
Ps and Livestock to Total Production Values,

Crops to Livestock Production and Value of Home Consumption of Crops and Livestock
Crop Livestock Total
Production | Production | Production Percent of Crops: Percent of
Farm Value Value Value Crops Livestock Fed To Consumed | Livestock Products
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. Percent Percent Livestock | At Home Consunied at Home
1 1092 354.2 1446.2 76 24 16 0 48
2 907.3 202.5 1109.8 82 18 44 15 67
3 630.5 370.9 901.4 70 30 9 0 68
4 1148.1 253.4 1401.5 82 18 25 1 61
5 623.6. 509.4 1133 55 45 40 6 23
6 661.8 569.5 1231.3 54 46 8 5 14
TOTAL 5063.3 2159.9 7223.2 70 30
AVERAGE 24 4 39

0€
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determined according to the market price minus transportation and marketing
cost.

Livestock consume important amounts of the value of crop production. On
the average, 24 percent of the value of crops is consumed by livestock on the
farm. This percentage ranges from 8 to 44. Only relatively small amounts of
crops are consumed at home; on the three rented farms, very little home con-
sumption of crops took place. Livestock do contribute importantly to home
consumption. About 39 percent of the value of livestock production is for
home coiisumption. |

Tables 10, 11, and 12 present the ratios of livestock production divided
by livestock feed expenses with and without 1ivestock work value. The work
values are estimated according to their opportunity cost taken as the rental
payment for livestock for the work option in question. The value of 1ivestock
production relative to the total value of feed shown in Table 10 shows the
differences which may occur due to changes in inventories of livestock and the
value of work done by livestock. On two farms the value of livestock sales 1is
about 50 percent or less than the value of livestock feed used. Table 11
places a value on the work done by livestock. The value of work done by live-
stock renges from 13 to 42 percent of the total value of livestocks contribu-
tion. On Furms 5 and 6, which had sizable 1ivestock sales, the value of work
contributed by 1ivestock is relatively less than on the other farms. On each
of the first four farms, the value of livestock for home consumption and work
performed exceeds the value of sales of livestock products. On the average,
over half of the value of livestock is in their value for home consumption
and work contribution; this 1s about equally divided between home consumption

and work.



Table 10 X
Numbér of Livestock by Species, Work Done by Livestock and
Ratio of Livestock Production (Not Including Work Value): L.S. Feed Expenses

for the Study Cases at Bani-Magdoul Site (1978-1979)

et

Farm Livestock Working Hours Done by L.S. L.S. Production = L.S. Feed Expenses
* *
[ o *
.o .'U
- <
..E A Purchased
ol, 2| 8 o | 21 2| o and Non Total Value L.S. Production
E v E:S’ Y = — = = Purchased of L.S. :
Farm Area z o< |2 = o 3 2 > < Feed Production L.S. Feed
No. Feddan S|a|81]8 = P At & = L.E., L.E. Expenses
1 3.25 1 1 - 2 700 40 = - 541 284 e 354.2 1.25
2 1.33 1 1 - 1 350 20 - - 194 545 202.5 0.37
3 ] 1.50 - 1 - 1 350 20 - - 319 144.5 270.9 1.87
4 2.75 1 1 - 1 350 30 - - 383 473 253.4 0.54
5 1.75 - 2 | - 1 350 30 - - 310 390 509.4 1.31]
6 1.92 - 3 - 1 350 15 - - 144 293 569.5 1.94
*

**Transportation and loading done by donkey. We assume that the minimum is 350 p. per year for 1 donkey

Cows. huffala amd At Y SPProy I T -——s o



Table 13
Value of Work Done by Livestock and Total Value of Livestock Production
for Bani-Magdoul Study Cases (1978-1979)

X%

No. of L.S. Value of Work Done by Livestock
. Transportation Plowing & Turning Sakia Value of
. Livestock Pro- Total
°l. @ Value* Valuet* cduction, from Value of
cl2le per per Work Home Use Livestock
Farm Area z = 5 Hour | Value Hour Value| Value and Sales Production
No. Feddan O m 0 | a2 | Hours | L.E. L.E. Hours | L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E.
1 3.25 1 1 -1 2 700 0.15 105 691 0.225 155.5] 260.5 354.2 614.70
2 1.33 1 1 - 11 350 0.15 52.5 214 0.225 48 100.5 202.5 303.0
3 1.50 - 1 - 11 350 0.15 52.5 339 0.225 76.31 128.8 270.9 399.7
4 2.75 1 1 - 11 350 0.15 52.5 413 0.225 92.9] 145.4 253.4 398.8
5 1.75 - 2 - 111 350 0.15 52.5 340 0.225 76.5] 129 509.4 638.4
6 1.92 - 2 - 11 350 0.]5. 52.5 159 0.225 36 __88.5 569.5 1 658.0

* The opportunity cost for 1 donkey hour is 0.15 L.E. .
** The opportunity cost for 1 cow or buffalo houris 0.30 L.E. Since the farmers used both donkey.and cow or buffalo in

plowing and turning sakia the opportunity cost = (0.30 + 0.15) = 2 = 0.225 L.E.




Ratio of Livestock Production (Includ
for the Study Cases at Bani

Table 12

ing Work Value) = L.S. Feed Expenses
-Magdoul Site (1978-1979)

Farm Livestock Livestock Production Value
Value of L.S Purchased Ratio of L.S.
o > Value of {Production and non Production
® o | &| 5 |Work Done [Home Use & Total Purchased 3
Farm| Area x|l <=1 2|35 bylL.s. Sales Value Feed L.S. Feed
No. Feddan S|la|8| 818 L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Expenses
1 3.25 1 1 - 21 - 260.5 354.2 614.7 284 2.16
2 1.33 1 1 - 1 44 100.5 202.5 303.0 545 0.56
3 1.50 - 1 - 1 - 128.8 270.9 399.7 144.5 2.77
4 2.75 1 1 - 1 15 145.4 253.4 398.8 473 0.84
5 1.75 - 2 |- 1 33 129 509.4 638.4 390 1.64
6 1.92 - 13- 1 2 - 88.5 569.5 " 658.0 293 2.25

12
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The value of livestock production in relation to the value of farm-produced
and purchased feeds are shown in Table 12. If the ratio of production value to
teed expenses is less than one, as it is in two cases, livestock production
value is not meeting even feed expenses. Because of changes in inventory from
year-to-year, however, it is not meaningful to reach any conclusions from one
year's data. Livestock consuming feed in one year and sold in a subsequent year

could cause the ratio of production value to feed expense to be less than unity.

Table 13 is the summary of net farm income. A1l study farms served by the
Bani-Magdoul canal show a positive net farm income. Notice that inventory
changes are large on Farms 2 and 4 indicating that the low ratios of tota]
Tivestock value to the value of feed is explained by inventory build-up.

Table 14 represents the average value of production per feddan and the
average net farm income per person. The average value of crops produced per
feddan varies considerably between farms. There maybe some tendency towards
a-greater value of crop output per feddan on small farms than on large farm;.
.There are too few observations in this set of study farms to reach any such
conclusion, however. The value of livestock production is more uniform than
for crops; the two larger farms do have smaller livestock values per feddan
than the smaller farms.

Average net farm income per feddan varies considerably between farms ranging
from 146.6 L.E. to 609.9 L.E. The higher ratios of net farm income per feddan
are associated with farms which have the higher values of livestock production
per feddan; again, inventory changes may distort actual relationships.

Table 15 provides some insight into between differences in net income; low

net farm income per person is directly associated with sma]l amounts of land per



Table 13
Summary of Net Farm Income at Bani-Magdoul Site
Farm Records (1978-1979)

Summary of Income Summary of Expenses
Inven- Non
Inventory] Off Total Non tory burchased Total
: Animal Crop Capital | Changes Farm Gross Crop Crop Capital | Changes [livestock| Gross Net
Farm [Products Products| Sales if (+) | Income | Income Expenses |Expenses|Purchases| if (-) Feed [Expenss}| Farm
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Income
1 354.2 1092 00.0 254 00.0 1700 392 313 00.0 00.0 171 876 ** 824
: *4195
2 203 907 00.0 3957 00.0 5067 259 214 00.0 00.0 401 872
** 195
3 2N 747 00.0 00.0 00.0 10i8 276 186 00.0 16 00.0 478 ** 540
4 253 1148 00.0 6899 00.0 8300 225 380 00.0 00.0 285 890 ** 410
*5734
5 509 624 00.0 5120 00.0 6259 135 141 00.0 00.0 249 525
** 934
*2004
6 570 662 00.0 1392 00.0 2624 222 344 00.0 00.0 54 620
**1171

* N.F.I. including land appreciation

** N.F.I. without land appreciation

9¢



Table 14

Average Value Production per Feddan and Average Net
Farm Income per Person at Bani-Magdoul Site
Farm Records (1978-1979)

Average Crop Prod/F. Average Livestock Prod/F.

Crop Livestock*} Net Farm** Average
Total Production Average Production Average Income Average N.F.I.

Farm| Family Area Value Per Feddan Value Per Feddan Value Per Feddan| Per Person

No. Members| Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E.

1 7 3.25 1092 336.0 354.2 109.0 824 253.5 117.7
2 7 1.33 907 681.9 203 152.6 195 146.6 27.9
3 8 1.50 747 498.0 271 180.7 540 360.0 67.5
4 7 2.75 1148 417.5 253 G2.0 410 149.0 58.6
5 10 ].75 624 356.6 509 290.9 934 533.7 93.4
6 6 1.92 662 344.8 570 296.9 117 609.2 195.2

* L.S. production without work done by L.S. value

** N.F.I. without land appreciation

LE



Ratio of N.F.I.
for the Study

Table 15

per Feddan and per Person

Cases at Bani

¢ Average MN.F.I.

-Magdoul Site (1978-1979)

Ratio of NFI/Feddan = Average NFI/Feddan Ratio of NFI/Person = Average NFI/Person

Average Average

N.F.I. N.F.I. N.F.I. N.F.I.
Farm Family Area Per Feddan Per Feddan Ratio Per Person Per Person Ratio

No. Members Feddan L.E. L.E. Col. 1 = Col.?2 L.E. L.E. Col.4 = Col. 5

1 7 3.25 253.5 325.9 0.78 117.7 90.5 1.30
2 7 1.33 146.6 325.9 0.45 27.9 90.5 0.31
3 8 1.50 360.0 325.9 1.10 67.5 90.5 0.75
4 7 2.75 148.0 325.9 0.46 58.6 %0.5 0.65
5 10 1.75 533.7 325.9 1.64 93.4 90.5 1.03
6 6 1.92 609.9 325.9 1.87 195.2 90.5 2.16

8¢
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person; although, some farms exhibit more success with intensification (produc-
ing more per unit of land) than others.

From Table 16 the relationships between working capital assets and the value
of farm production are seen. It does appear that the value of farm production
is positively associated with the value of working capital assets. But, by
examining Tables 16 and 17 together it appears as though additional investments
in working capital per feddan do not necessarily bear fruit in a greater value
of farm production per amount of working capital. That is, capital intensifi-
cation does not appear to be the key to increasing the value of agricultural
production per feddan on this set of study farms.

Farm analysis is the climax of any record-keeping activity. It is important
to use the same measurements from year to year so that the comparison will be
meaningful over time. This was the first time for analyzing the farm study case
data, plans are to use at least some of the same measurements in future years,

Ana]yses.to measure efficiency involve comparative analysis. The compari-
sons can be between farms and/or between years. This year between farm compari-
sons are made for each individual study case net farm income (NFI) with the
average NFI for the total study cases. Table 15 T1lustrates that in future
year's between-year comparisons can be made.

Table 14 presents the ratio of the value of farm production divided by the
value of working capital assets. Since not all of our study cases own the land,
it was necessary to depart from fixed asset ratios to avoid the high apprecia-
tion of land value.

Table 15 shows the ratio of working capital assets divided by number of
feddans and finally Table 16 illustrates the ratio of value of crops divided by

crop expenses.



Ratio of Value of Farm Production = W
for the Study Cases at Bani

Table 16

orking Capital Assets
-Magdoul Site (1978-1979)

Total Assets Value at the Beginning of the Yean
Grain
Equip- | Live- and Total Value Average Farm Ratio of Farm
ment stock Poultry | Forage Total at the End Value Production Production
Farm Area Value Value Value Value Value of the Year of Assets Value
No. Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Capital Assets
! 3.25 70 620 00.0 6.5 696.5 950 823 1446 1.76
2 1.33 300 550 102 22 974 931 952 1110 1.17
3 1.5 00.0 320 00.0 35.5 355.5 340 348 901 2.59
4 2.75 269.5 695 22.5 92.1 1079.7 979 1029 1401 1.36
5 | 1.75 | 8o 640 40 54 814 1139 976 1133 1.16
6 1.92 30 655 15 32 732 1291 1011 1231 1.22

Ov



Ratio of Workin
for the Study Ca

Table 17

g Capital Assets Value : No. Feddans

ses at Bani-Bagdoul Site (1978-1979)

Working Assets
Value at the Working Assets : Ratio of
Beginning of the | -Value at the Average Value Working Assets
Farm Area Year End of the Year fof Working Assets 3
No. Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. Area (Feddan)
1 3.25 696 950 823 253.23
2 1.33 974 931 952 715.79
3 1.5 355 340 348 256.00
4 2.75 1079 979 1029 374.18
5 1.75 814 1139 976 557.7
6 1.92 732 1291 1011 526.56

|87
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Earlier it was shown that on some farms the value of livestock prodhction
is exceeded by the value of livestock feed. Table 18 presents similar data for

crops. The value of crop production relative to the value of crop expenses is

always greater than one.



Table 18

Ratio of Value of Crop Production = Crop Expenses
for the Study Cases at Bani-Magdoul Site (1978-1979)

Value of Crop Production Ratio of
Value of Crop
Livestock Home Total Total Crop Production
Farm Area Feed Use Sales Value Expenses S
No. Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Crop Expenses
1 3.25 17 . 00.0 921 1092 391 2.79
2 1.33 401 136 370 907 257 - 3.53
3 1.5 58 00.0 572 360 251 1.43
4 2.75 285 17 846 1148 225 5.10
5 1.75 249 38 336 623 135 4.61
6 1.92 54 36 572 662 222 2.98

£
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I. (B) FARM RECORDS SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS
AT EL HAMMAMI SITE
MANSOURIA DISTRICT
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Table 19 shows the number 1in the farmers family. As for Bani-Magdoul,
all members become involved in the farming operation. Since E1 Mansouria site
lies near E1 Giza City and Cairo, many farm laborers move to these two big
cities for employment in construction, industrial work, or commercial business.
Even school-age sons often seek jobs at these two big cities.

The land value at E1 Hammami site is lower than Bani-Magdoul site. Likely,
this is because E1 Hammami lies at a slightly greater distance from Cairo. The
land values given in Table 19 are estimated by the farmers as are livestock
values. None of the farms on which records are kept at the E1 Hammami site are
rented. Farms are larger, on the average, than at Bani-Magdoul; but, this is
primarily because of one relatively large farm which is included in the study.

The value of land per feddan is only about one-third of the per feddan land
value in the Bani-Magdoul study site (Table 20). The E1 Hammami study farms
have only one half of the investment in livestock per feddan (L.E. 158/F.) of
the Bani-Magdoul farms.

Table 21 gives the crop mix for the study case farms. Berseem is the ﬁost
important winter crop and majze forage an important summer crop; both are mainly
used for livestock feeding in winter and summer, respectively. Aside from these
two crops it is difficult to identify summer crops and winter crops in this area.
“Orientation of crops towards the Cairo market makes this region rather unique.
Vegetables are the primary cash crop in this area and are capable of producing
a high return,

By comparing Tables 7 and 22 it is seen that land use intensities are less
for the E1 Hammami farms than for the Bani-Magdoul farms. By comparing Tables

20 and 21 it can be seen that using the land to produce forage for livestock



Table 19
. Land, Labor, and Livestock on the Study Cases Farms at
! E1 Hammami Site - Farm Records (1978-1979)

9%

;gﬁ;g{s Area Livestock
o > Land and
2 Total slolol—1uls Total Livestock Area
2HElS Value el ol el =8 N B [ Value Total Value Feddan
S22 Fx K= L.E. SIa|S|8I8|8]|L L.E. L.E. 00.00
2 ] :
5{ 5|10 8166 -1 -1 -11111] -130 358 8524 2.46
- 10 R
71 511e) - 11 2000 - -111-12 5 94 2094 0.46
| 6j12]18] 2 18 13500 1f -1 -t1]-1] 1115 277 13777 2.75
7 6
117114131 53400 51 2] 4121} -| - 1890 55290 13.30
' 6 {414R
- 12
21 11 3 2500 =1 -1 2] 1}]- | 2|25 272 2772 1.38
- 21 R

* 1 F. (feddan) = 24 K. (kerat) R = rented land
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' Table 20
The Value of Investments in Land and

Livestock per Feddan, E1 Hammami

Farm Value of:
No. Land/F. Livestock/F.
] 3,320 146
2 4,348 204
3 4,909 101
4 4,015 142
5 1,812 197
Average 3,681 158




Table 21

Crop Mix fur the Study Cases at E1 Hammami Site
Farm Records (1978-1979)

Crop Cultivated Area per Feddan

) s |
% 8 % W = 03" 17 % °
Total o o - S Y = = = 2 s S = o oo
Farm Area 4 P 3 o o a o S 2 = = p £ a -
No. Feddan o £ S| S 2 8 S A% S a & 2 3 £ 28
1 2.46 0.90 0.46 0.58) 0.54 0.46 §10.54 = - 0.08 = - - - 0.42 0.92
2 0.46 0.46 _ _ - - - 0.20 - - - - - 0.16 - 0.10
3 2.75 0.67 0.50 0.251 0.50 1.58 }0.58 - - - 0.33 0.67 - - 0.25 1.00
4 13.30 3.00 1.70 | 0.50 | 2.50 2.30 - - 0.80 - - - 1.30 - 1.80 }2.50
5 1.38 0.58 | - -4 - Ji3.]| - -] - - - - | - 1o.80 lo.s8 lo.63

8
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Table 22
Cropping Intensity, Crops Cultivated
Per Feddan of Land, Total and by Season

Farm Crops Cultivated/ Winter Crops/ Summer Crops/
No. Feddan Feddan Feddan

1 2.0 1.0 1.0

2 2.0 1.0 1.0

3 2.3 1.0 1.3

4 1.2 .6 .6

5 2.9 1.0 1.9
Average 1.6 .7 .9
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requires a much higher percentage of available land on the small farms than on
larger sized farms.

In Table 23 it is seen that a relatively high proportion of the total
value of crops produced are sold off the farm. For the one small farm (No. 2),
because such a large amount of available land must be used to produce forage
for livestock, sales of Crops represent only about 35 percent of the total val-
ue of crops. On this farm all of the value of livestock is represented in
sales; the donkey is "rented out" to provide income to the small farmer.

On four of the five farms the value of purchased and non-purchased 1ive-
stock feeds exceeded the value of livestock. Home use of livestock tends to
be a relatively important contribution from livestock in most cases. And, farm
produced feed makes up most of the value of feed fed to livestock.

Table 24 shows the relative contribution that crops and 1jvestock make to
the total value of farm productiqn. On the average, 80 percent of the total
production value comes from crops and 20 percent from livestock. The produc- -
tion values are set by the actual prices which the farmers received from sell-
ing their production in the market, |

Table 24 alsoshows that a slightly smaller percentage of crops are fed to
livestock on E1 Hammami farms than for the Bani-Magdoul study site. On the
other hand, a large percent of the value of livestock products are consumed at
home among the E1 Hammami farms. Livestock values are small on the E] Hammami
farms leaving a smaller marketable surplus after home consumption needs are
met..

Tables 25, 26 and 27 present the ratios of Tivestock production diVided
by Tivestock feed expenses with and without livestock work value. The work

values are estimated according to the opportunity cost--that is, the going rate



Summary of Crop and Livestock Production
E1 Hammami Site - Farm Records (1978-1979)

Table 23

Production and Disposition of Crops

Production and Disposition of Livestock

Purchased
Production Non and Non Gain Over
Fed to Home Total Home Total} Purchased Purchased Purchased A1l Feed
Farm| Livestock Use Sales Value Use | Sales] Value Feed Feed Feed Cost
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. |L.E. |L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E.
1 59.5 16.4 739.4 815.3 189.9 230.4! 420.3 59.5 63 122.5 297.80
2 39 7.4 25 71.4 00.0f 20 20.0 39.0 8 a7 ~27.00
3 253 1.7 489.5 744.2 90 00 20 523 19 542 -452.00
4 554 6.7 3177.9 3738.6 455.51305 [760.5] 554 262 816 -55.50
5 382 79.00 218 679 145.71114 |259.7] 382 126 508 -248.30




Relative Contribution of Crops and Livestock to Total P
Value of Crops to Livestock Production and Value of H

Table 24

roduction Values,
ome Consumption

Crop Livestock Total
Production | Production | Production Percent of Crops: Percent of

Farm Value Value Value Crops Livestock Fed To Consumed | Livestock Products
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. Percent Percent Livestock |At Home Consumed at Home

1 815.3 420.3 1235.6 65 34 7 2 45

2 71.4 20.0 91.4 78 22 55 10 0

3 744.2 90.0 834.2 89 1 34 0 100

4 3738.6 760.0 4498.6 83 17 15 0 60

5 679.0 259.7 938.7 72 23 56 12 56
Total 6048.5 1550.0 7598.5 80 20
Average ) 21 2 57

s



Number of Livestock by
Ratios of Livestock Production (N

for the Study Cases at E1 Ha

Table 25
Species, Work Done by Livestock and

ot Including Work Value) = L.S. Feed Ex
mmami Site (7978-1979)

penses

Farm Livestock

Working Hours Done by L.S.

L.S. Production & L.S. Feed Expenses

L3 x
o x
o .tu
5 x
v ol o v Purchased
° o | > =4 2 £ £ =4 and Non Total Value L.S. Production
& S VRN B 4 z 2! 5 = Purchased of L.S. ¥
Farm{ Area S5 |=|S|E]| ® o 2| 2 5 Feed Production L.S. Feed
No. Feddan O | o lojo - o ~ o - L.E. L.E. Expenses
1 2.46 - - -1 1 - |350 238 122.5 420.3 3.43
2 0.46 - - -1 1 - 1350 94 47.0 20.0 0.43
3 2.75 1 - -1 1 - 1350 433 542 90.0 0.17
4 13.30 5 2 412 | - {700 532 816 760.0 0.93
5 1.38 - - 2 11 - 1350 163 508 259.7 0.51

* Transportat
** Donkey is u

ion and loading done by donkey.
sed for turning sakia except cases #3 and 4,

We assume that the

minimum is 350 h.
Cows and buffalo are use

per year for donkey.

d.

s



Table 26
Value of Work Done by Livestock and Total Value of
Livestock Production for E1 Hammami Study Cases

(1278-1979)

No. of L.S. Value of Work Done by Livestocg
. Value
Transport Turn Sakia of Livestock Total

o Value Value Production, Value of

s | 9| @ per per Work Home Use Livestock

Farm Area = |E | 2 = Hour | Value Hour Value| Value and Sales Production
No. Feddan SI3 ! 8 8| Hours | L.E. | L.E.. Hours| L.E. L.E. | L.E. L.E. L.E.
1 2.46 - -1 - 1 350 0.15 52.5 | 238 0.15 35.7 | 88.2 420.3 508.5
2 0.46 - -1 - 1 350 0.15 52.5 94 0.15 14.1 | 66.6 20.0 86.6
3 2.75 1 -1 - 1 350 0.15 52.5 | 433 0.30 §129.9 |182.4 90.0 272.4
4 13.30 5 214 2 700 0.15 | 105 532 0.30 |159.6 |264,6 760.0 1024.6
5 1.38 - -1 2 1 350 Q.15 52.5 ] 163 0.15 24.5 | 77.0 259.7 336.7

vS



- - Ratio of Livestock Production (I

Table 27 .

for the Study Cases at E1 Hammami Site (1978-1979)

ncluding Work Value) = L.S. Feed Expenses

Farm Livestock

Livestock Production Value

Value of LS| Purchased Ratio of L.S
N B S 2 | Value of {Production and Non Gain Over Production
C 21812 | &2 |Work Done |Home Use & Total Purchased A1l Feed *
Farm | Area S5 =151 5] 813] bylL.s. Sales Value Feed Costs L.S. Feed
No. Feddan Olm JjJo |olo s |la L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Expenses
1 2.46 - - -11 11-130 88 420.3 508.5 122.5 386 4.15
2 0.46 - - -1 1 -] 2 5 66.6 20.0 86.6 47.0 39.6 1.84
3 2.75 1 - =11 -11 +is 182.4 90.0 272.4 542 -269.6 0.50
4 13.30 5 2 412 1] -1- 264.6 760.0 1024.6 816 208.6 1.26
5 1.38 - - 2 11 -12 {25 77.0 259.7 336.7 508 -171.8 0.66

§6
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for hiring such livestock work services are applied. On only one farm does the
value of Tivestock production exceed the value of livestock feed expenses. The
primary work value of livestock is for transportation and turning sakias. This
set of farms reported no 1ivestock use in field operations.

When the work-value of livestock is added to their contribution to home
consumed items and sales values, the rationale for livestock's existence on farms
becomes more apparent. The total value of livestock exceeds the value of 1ive-
stock feed expenses in three of the five cases.

Table 28 is the summary of net farm income. Net farm income (ignoring
land appreciation) is regative for the smallest farmer. Table 29 represents
the average value of production per feddan and the average net farm income per
person. The value of crops produced per feddan varies over a sizable range.
Farm 5 has over three times as much crop value per feddan as does Farm 2.

Only two farms produced a modest amount of income per person in 1978-79, For

the others, income per person was either negative or extremely low, Comparing

the average net farm jncome per feddan and per person from each of the study
cases at E1 Hammami site to the average at Bani-Magdoul site (Table 14), it

is seen that E1 Hammami has much lower income levels.

From Table 31 the relationships between working capital assets and the
value of farm produétion are seen. It again appears that the value of farm
production is positively associated with the value of working capital assets.

Tables 32, 33 show the ratio of working capital assets per feddan and
the ratio of crop production value divided by Crop expenses, respectively. The
value of crop production exceeds the value of crop expenses in all cases. This

ratio also appears to be related to farm size, measured in feddans of land.



Table 28

Summary of Net Farm Income at E1 Hammami Site
Farm Records (1978-1979)

T
Surmary of Income Summary of Expenses
Inven- Non
Inventory] Off Total Non tory |Purchase| Total
Animal Crop Capital| Changes| Farm Gross Crop Crop |Capital [Changes jLivestock] Gross|| Net
Farm | Products |Products] Sales | if (+) | Income | Income ||Expenses Expenses|Purchased if (-) Feed |Expensd| Farm
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. || Income
-*4785
1 420 815 830 3551 - 5616 278 93 400 - 60 831
k*x g5]
* 296
2 20 71 - 343 - 434 63 36 - - 39 138
pe & -4
*2387
3 90 744 182 2160 - 3176 383 19 134 - 253 789
P 87
1]
*11092
4 761 3739 - 9074 = 13574 1446 482 - - 554 2482
P 2292
. * 521
5 260 679 - 497 - 1436 324 209 - - -382 915 |k« 21
“* N.F.I. including land appreciation
** N.F.I. without land appreciation

LS



Average Value Production
Farm Income per Pers

Table 29

Farm Records (1978-1979)

per Feddan and Average Net
on at E1 Hammami Site

Average Crop Prod/F. |Average Livestock Prodf.
Crop Livestock* Net Farm** Avera. 2
| Total Production Average Production| Average Income Average NFI NFI
Farm Family] Area | Vvalue Per Feddan Yalue Per Feddan| Value Per Feddan]Per Person
No. Members| Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E.
1 10 2.46 815 331.3 420 170.7 951 386.6 95.1
2 12 0.46 71 154.3 20 43.5 -4 -8.7 -0.33
3 18 2.75 744 270.5 90 32.7 87 31.6 4.83
4 31 13.30 3937 296 761 57.2 2292 172.3 73.9
5 3 1.38 679 492 260 188.4 21 15.2 7

* L.S. production with
** N.F.I. without land

out work done by L.S. value

appreciation

8s



Table 30

Ratio of N.F.I. per Feddan and per Person : Average N.F.I.
for the Study Cases at E1 Hammami Site (1978-1979)

Ratio of N.F.I. per Feddan + Average N.F.I. Ratio of N.F.I. per Person : Average N.F.I.
Average Average
) N.F.I. N.F.I. N.F.I. N.F.I.
Farm Family Area Per Feddan Per Feddan Ratio Per Person Per Person Ratio
No. Members Feddan L.E. -L.E. Col. 1 = Col. 2 L.E. L.E. Col. 4 = Col. 5
1 10 2.46 386.6 164.5 2.35 95.1 45.2 2.1
2 12 0.46 -8.7 164.5 -0.05 -0.33 45.2 -0.01
3 18 2.75 31.6 164.5 0.19 4.83 45.2 0.1
4 31 13.30 172.3 164.5 1.05 73.9 45.2 1.63
5 3 1.38 15.2 164.5 0.09 7 45.2 0.15
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Table 31
Ratio of Value of Farm Production = Working Capital Assets
for the Study Cases at E1 Hammami Site (1978-1979)

Total Assets Value at the Beginning of the Year
Grain )
Equip- | Live- and Total Value Average Farm Ratio of Farm
ment stock Poultry| Forage | Total at the End Value Production Production
Farm Area Value Value Value | Value Value of the Year of Assets Value s Work
No. Feddan | L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Capital Assets
1 2.46 100 320 38 65 523 240 382 1236 3.24
2 0.46 35 80 14 - 129 172 150 91 0.61
3 2.75 174 247 30 70 521 381 451 834 1.85
4 13.30 1915 1890 - 245 4050 4324 4187 4499 1.07
5 1.38 150 225 47.5 9 431.5 428 430 939 2.18
K

09



Ratio of Working Capital Assets Value : No. of Feddans

Table 32

for the Study Cases of E1 Hammami Site (1978-1979)

Working Assets
Value at the Working Assets Ratio of
Beginning of the Value at the Average Value Working Assets
Farm Area Year End of the Year|of Working Assets :
No. Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. Area/Feddan
1 2.46 523 240 382 155.28
2 0.46 129 172 150 326.09
3 2.75 521 381 451 164.00
4 15.30 4050 4324 4187 314.81
5 1.38 431 428 430 311.59

19



Table 33
katio of Value of Crop Production = Crop Expenses
T e for the Study Cases at E1 Hammami Site (1978-1979)

Vaiue of Crop Production Ratio of
Value of Crop
Livestock Home Total Total Crop Production
Farm Are - Feed Use Sales Value Expenses +
No. Fed: .n L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Crop Expenses
1 2.46 59.5 16.4 739.4 815.3 277.6 2.94
2 0.46 39 7.4 25.0 71.4 63.1 1.13
3 2.75 253 1.7 489.5 744.2 382.5 1.95
4 13.30 554 6.7 3177.9 3738.6 1446.4 2.58
5 7.38 382 1.0 218.0 679 323.7 | 2.10

29
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II. FARM RECORDS SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS
AT ABU-RAIA SITE
KAFR EL SHEIKH GOVERNATE
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Background:

The Abu-Raia area is located in the North Delta and it lies to the South
of E1 Broells Lake. This area is newly reclaimed land; it has been reclaimed
for about fifty years. (See Abu-Raia Area map, Figure 4.)

The soil type is clay on the surface; the soil profile includes a heavy
clay for from 40-60 cm and after that it is a loam soil. The area suffers from
soil salinity and sodicity problems. A highly significant negative relation-
ship exists between soil salinity and yields.

The water in canals is of high quality. The electrical conductivity of
irrigation water averages about 0.54 millimhos for the period of measurement,
with relatively low sodium. The water in drains has the range from 1.06 to
3.26 millimhos. The Gadalla drain is very highly saline and should not be
used for irrigation if there is any other alternative.

The water table varies from 40-160 cm from land surface. The farmers near
Abu-Raia as well as all Egyptian farmers have no modern methods available to
guide their decisions about when to irrigate and how much to apply; modern
techniques could perhaps increase their yields and reduce the water they apply.
Improved water management might also effect a lowering of the water table and
reduce the aunger of excess moisture in the root zone.

Table 34 shows the numbers of individuals in the farmers family at Abu-
Raia site. A1l the family members cooperate in the farming operation, parti-

cularly at critical times 1ike transplanting rice nurseries, applying cotton
.insecticides, rice harvesting, and cotton picking.

The land value at Abu-Raia site ranges between 1500-2000 L.E. per feddan

(Table 35); the land values given are estimated by the farmers as are Tivestock

values.
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Financiael Statement for Study Cases Farmer

Table 34

s at

Abu-Raia Site - Farm Records (1978-1979)
Family Area Livestock
Members
' o > Land and
ol= Iz Total cle|2l=zlals Total Livestock Area
—~|E |2 Value S1SI=I51El=]3 Value Total Value Feddan
Farms No. 2|2 |2 F.* | kx L.E. Slald|a|8|8& L.E. L.E. 00.00
1 6131}9 5 9 11750 =121 1] 2{- |- 1|39 595 12345 6.38
2 21416 6 10 13563 "1 14l 2j-1-1- 898 14481 6.79
3 701 18] 8 8 14800 211 1 21 21-1-1 8 652 15452 8.33
2 0} 12
4 4418 5000 My -114-1-1- 405 5405 4.00
1 R} 12
4 0] 16
.5 416 110 8000 N1 -1 21-1-1- 410 8410 6.67
2 Rl - 1
6 61218} 10 18 21500 412 1 31 21-1- o 1864 23364 10.75
7 3]215] 3 - 6600 R l2{11-]-122 809 7409 3.00
0 = owned R = rented land
* 1 feddan = 4200.8335 Sq. meters = 1.0381 acre = 0.4201 hectar

99
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. : Table 35 ' »
The Value of Investments in Land and
Livestock per Feddan, Abu-Raia

Farm ' Value of:
No. Land/?éddan (L.E.%ivestocklfiaaiﬁ-
1 1,802 93
é . 1,997 132
3 1,777 78
4 1,250 101
5 1,199 61
6 | 2,000 73
7 2,200 " 270
Average 1,752 130
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Land values per feddan are much lower at the Abu-Raia site than the two
Mansouria Governate sites. Likely, the effects of urbanization on land values
is not present at this location which is more distant from a major city. Add-
itionally, the farmers at Abu-Raia are required to grow government established
amounts of certain crops such as cotton, rice and wheat. They have less oppor-
tunity to produce high valued crops which may yield a greater return, thereby
increasing land values.

The value of livestock owned per feddan is also lower at Abu-Raia than at
Bani-Magdoul or E1 Hammami. Again, requirements to produce wheat during the
winter season and cotton and rice during the summer may 1imit the amounts of
berseem production and the size of livestock enterprises.

Table 36 illustrates the crop mix for the study case farmers. Berseem re-
presents 51 percent of the winter crop because it is the main 1ivestock feed
in winter. Cotton represents 32 percent of the summer crops and rice repre-
sents about 50 percent. Cotton, rice and maize are the main summer crops at
Abu-Raia site. Cropping intensities (Table 37) are a rather uniform rate; the
overall intensity is 2.0 divided equally between winter and summer. |

In Table 38 it is seen that farms at Abu-Raia are much more dependent on
crops than on livestock for sources of income than is the case for the two sites
discussed earlier. None of the seven Abu-Raia farms have livestock values which
exceed livestock feed costs. Abu-Raia farms rely on purchased livestock feeds
to a very limited extent.

Abu-Raia farmers feed about the same percentage of value of crops to live-
stock as is the case on farms at the other sites (Table 39). They consume
slightly higher percentages of the value of their crops. It appears that the

size of livestock enterprises is governed largely by the amounts required for



Table 36
Crop Rotation for the Study Cases at Abu-Raia Site

from Their Farm Records (1978-1979)

Winter Crops Summer Crops
s ' Broad | Maize Maize Mellons Cucum-+
Farm {Barseem Wheat Flax Beans Veg. | Forage ||Cotton Rice Maize | Forage Seeds |Tomatoes| ber
No. F. F. F. F. F. F - F. F. F. . F. F. F.
1 4.10 1.60 0.70 - - - 2.90 2.80 0.70 0.3 - - -
2 3.10 | 2.70 1.00 - - - - 4.70 1.00 - - 0.50 } 0.60
3 3.40 2.70 1.50 0.80 - - 2.00 5.20 0.70 0.30 0;20 - -
4 2.00 1.00 1.00 - - - " 1.50 2.50 - - - - -
5 3.30 -1.80 1.30 0.30 - - 2.90 1.80 1.50 0.40 0.10 - -
6 5.30 1.50 3.00 - - 1.00 4.30 5.00 0.50 1.00 - - -
7 | 200 | 1.00 - - - - .00 | 1.00 | 1.00 - - - -
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Table 37
Cropping Intensity, Crops Cultivated
Per Feddan of Land, Total and by Season

Farm Crops Cultivated/ Winter Crops/ Sunmer Crops/
No. Feddan of Land Feddan of Land Feddan of Land

1 2.05 1.0 1.05

2 | 2.0 1.0 1.0

3 2.0 1.0 1.0

4 2.0 1.0 | 1.0

5 2.0 1.0 1.0

6 2.0 1.0 1.0

7 2.0 1.0 1.0
Average 2.0 1.0 1.0




Abu-Raia Site - Farm Records (1978-1979)

Table 38
Summary of Crop and Livestock Production at

Production and Disposition of Crops Prr:::tibn and Disposition of Livestock
. Purchased :
Production Non and Non |Gain Over*
Fed to Home Total Home Total| Purchased { Purchased Purchased Feed -
Farm| Livestock Use Sales Value Use |Sales{Value Feed Feed Feed Cost
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. } L.E. | L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E.
1 376.0 248.0 1072.5 1696.5 231.ﬂ 37.4 ] 269.1 376.0 3.0 379.0 -109.9
2 644.5 213.6 1038.9 1897.0 164.3 33.9} 198.2 644.0 321.0 965.0 -766.8
3 444.5 356.5 1789.4 2590.4 188.4 50.0 | 238.4 444.5 65.0 509.5 -270.9
4 131.0 76.5 419.0 626.5 40.9 00.0| 40.9 131.0 12.0 143.0 -102.10
5 523.5 173.8 1209.4 1898.7 87.Q 36.0 ] 123.@ 523.5 00.0 523.5 -400.5
6 610.5 347.2 3171.5 4129.2 321.d4 00.0 | 321.@ 610.5 47.0 657.5 -336.5
7 308.0 - 197.0 584.5 1 1089.5 '111.1 00.0]111.2 308.0 - 3.8 311.8 -200.6

* Gain over all feed costs is ne
operations in this table.

gative because we did not compute the animal power value which were used in farm
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Tabie 39 .
Relative Contribution of Crops and Livestock to Total Production Values,
Value of Crops Fed to Livestock and Value of Home Consumption

Crop Livestock Total
Production | Production { Production Percent of Crops: Percent of

Farm Value Value Value Crops Livestock Fed To Consumed | Livestock Products
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. Percent Percent Livestock |At Home Consumed at Home

1 1696.5 269 1965 86 14 22 15 86

2 1897.0 198 2095 91 9 34 11 83

3 2590 239 2829 92 8 17 14 79

q 626 4 667 94 6 21 12 100

5 1899 123 2022 94 | 6 28 9 71

6 4129 321 4450 93 7 15 8 100

7 1089 111 1200 91 9 28 18 100
Total | 13926.5 1302 15228 91 9
Averagq 22 12 88

el
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home consumption. On the average 88 percent of the value of livestock is con-
sumed at home.

Livestock also contribute importantly to the farm through the amount of
work they contribute (Table 40). By assigning values to the work contributions
of livestock as in Table 41 and adding that value to the value of livestock for
home use and sales the total value of livestock on farms increases markedly.

In three of the seven cases (Farm 2, Table 42) the value of 1ivestock exceed
the costs of purchased and non-purchased feed. The net farm income for each
farm is positive, however (Table 43).

In Table 44 the average value of crop and Tivestock production per feddan
and the average net farm income per feddan and per person is shown. Net farm
income (excluding land appreciation) averages 223 L.E. per feddan as compared
to 325.9 L.E. and 164.5 L.E. per feddan at Bani-Magdoul and E1 Hamnami, respec-
tively. Table 39 also shows that average net farm income per person is much
greater at Abu-Raia, however. Net farm income per person is 160 L.E. at Abu-
Raia, 90.5 L.E. at Bani-Magdoul and 45.2 L.E. at E1 Hammami.

Table 45 shows the ratio of net farm income per feddan and per person
divided by the average net farm income for all the study cases at Abu- Raia.
Each individual study case is compared to the average of all study cases since
this was the first year for keeping farm records and for analyzing its data.

Table 46 represents the relationships between working capital assets and
the value of farm production.

Tables 47, 48 show the ratio of working capital assets per fedda: and the

ratio of crop production value divided by its expenses.



Number of Livestock by Species, Work Done by Livestock and

Table 40

Ratio of Livestock Production (Not Including Work Value) = L.S. Feed Expenses
for the Study Cases at Abu-Raia Site (1978-1979)

Farm Livestock Working Hours Done by L.S.** L.S. Production : L.S. Feed Expenses
L3
| =
(o] [1-]
o <
*E o o a Purchased
o ] o < c =y and Non Total Value [L.S. Production
| o | 2] 4 = - - = Purchased of L.S. z
Farm| Area x| €1 2] 3 3 > S < | Total Feed Production L.S. Feed
No. Feddan Slal|l818] &£ o 3 & ~ | Hours L.E. L.E. Expenses
1 6.38 - 2 1121700 56 19 11 738 824 379.00 269.10 0.71
2 6.79 1 1 4 1 2 |700 | 235 40 1 7261 1012 965.00 198.20 0.21
3 8.33 2 1 212 {700 92 92 25 11038 1247 509.50 238.60 0.47
4 4.00 1 1 -] 1 135 [ 110 52 8 394 519 143.00 40.90 0.29
5 6.67 1 1 - 12 {700 | 157 95 18 411 681 532.50 123.00 0.23
6 10.75 4 2 312 }|700 7 21 19 751 798 657.5 321.00 0.49
7 3.00 - 2 2 11 1350 20 6 6 182 236 311.80 111.20 0.36

* Transportation and loading done by donkey.
** Working hours done by cows and buffalo only.

We assume that the minimum-is 350 h. per year for one donkey.
These actual hours from record books.
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Table 41
Value of Work Done by Livestock and Total Value of
Livestock Production for Abu-Raia Study Cases
(1978-1979)

Farm Livestock Value of Work Done by Livestock
T Transportation .Irrigation & Draft Total Value

of Livestock Gross Total

2 o | > Value Value Gross Production, Value of

o i per per : Total Home Use Livestock

Farm Area 3:!5 1 <1ls Hour | Value Hour | Value | Value and Sales Production
No. Feddan © | = © 12 |Hours | L.E. L.E. Hours L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E.
1 6.38 - 2 11 2 700 10.150 { 105.00{ 824 | 0.300 247.20 | 352.20 269.10 621.30
2 6.79 1 1 4| 2 700 {0.150 | 105.00{ 1012 ! 0.300 303.60 | 408.60 198.20 606.80
3 8.33 2 1 21 2 700 10.150 | 105.00{ 1247 { 0.300 374.10| 479.10 238.60 717.70
4 | 4.00 1 1 - 11 350 |0.150 52.50] 519 | 0.300 |155.70| 208.20 40.90 249.10
5 6.67 1 1} -12 700 10.150 { 105.00| 681 | 0.300 204.30 } 309.30 123.00 432.30
6 10.75 4 2 312 700 [0.150 | 105.00] 798 | 0.300 239.40 | 344.40 321.00 665.40
7 3.00 - 2 211 350 ]0.150 52.50] 236 | 0.300 | 70.80| 123.30 111.20 234.50
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Table 42
Ratio of Livestock Production {Including Work Value) = L.S. Feed Expenses
for the Study Cases at Abu-Raia Site (1978-1979)

Farm Livestock Livestock Production Value
Valueof LS. Purchased Ratio of L.S.
21w | s ]| 2| Value of |Production and non Gain Over Producticn
S |2 | £] £ | Work Done |Home Use & Total Purchased A1l Feed 3
Farnl  Area 215 |= 15| 3| bylL.s. Sales Value Feed Costs L.S. Feed
No.| Feddan C|l@|e |olo L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Expenses
1 6.38 -1 211 2 | 39 352.20 269.10 621.30 379.00 242.30 1.64
2 6.79 1 114 2 | - 408.60 198.20 606.80 965.00 -358.20 0.63
3 8.33 2 112 2 8 479.10 238.60 717.70 509.50 208.20 1.4
4 4.00 1 11-11 -| 208.20 40.90 249.10 143.00 106.10 1.74
5 6.67 1 T]1-12 -1 309.30 123.00 432.30 532.50 -100.20 0.81
6 10.75 4 2 |13 {2 }10 344.40 321.00 665.40 657.50 7.90 1.01
7 3.00 - 12 211 |22 123.30 111.20 234.50 311.80 - 77.30 0.75
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Table 43
Summary of Net Farm Income at Abu-Raia Site
Farm Records (1978-1979)

Summary of Income Summary of Expenses
Inven- Non
Invertory| Off Total Non tory Purchasg Total
Animal Crop |Capital |Changes Farm Gross Crop Crop |Capital | Changes |LivestocK Gross || Net
Farm|Products|Products| Sales if (+) | Income | Income |{Expenses Expenses|Purchase§ if (-) | Feed |Expense{| Farm
No. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. [{Income
*3621.9
1 269.0 | 1697.0 | 260.0 2421.0 00.0 4647.0 || 444.8 34.3 170.0 00.0 376.0 {1025.1 ||,
*1739. 9
1144.8
2 198.2 | 1897.0 {1837.0 226.5 00.0 4158.7 |l 398.8 355.6 ]1615.0 00.0 644.9 [3013.9 8
569.
6457.0
3 239.0 | 2590.0 | 505.0 5162.0 00.0 8496.0 || 814.0 190.0 590.0 00.0 445.0 12039.0 1857.0
974.8
4 40.9 226.5 | 280.0 595.5 2.0 1544.9 || 161.6 24.5 253.0 00.0 131.0 | 570.1
294.8
: 2859.7
5 123.0 | 1906.5 | 445.0 1601.0 00.0 4075.5 ]} 578.7 26.5 474.6 00.0 136.0 }1215.8
1599.7
4978.0
6 322.0 | 4129.0 | 368.0 2383.0 | 175.0 7377.0 {|863.0 194.0 731.0 00.0 611.0 |2399.0
2373.0
' 2706.0]
7 111.0 | 1090.0 | 670.0 1654.0 00.0 3525.0 {}}215.0 50.0 240.0 00.0 308.0 | 819.0 1806.0

*N.F.I. including land appreciation

. ** N.F.I. without land appreciation
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Table 44

Average Value Production per Feddan and Average Net
Farm Income per Person at Abu-Raia Site
Farm Records (1978-1979)

Average Crop Prod/F.

Average Livestock ProdF.

Average N.F.I./F.

Crop Livestock Net Farm* Average
Total Production| Average |[Production Average Income Average N.F.I.
Farm| Family| Area Value Per Feddan Value Per Feddan Value Per Feddan| Per Person

No. | Members | Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E.
1 9 6.38 1696.5 265.9 269.1 42.2 1739.9 254.7 193.3
2 6 6.79 1897.0 281.5 198.2 29.2 569.8 83.9 95.0
3 18 8.33 2590.4 311.0 238.6 28.6 1857.0 222.9 103.2
4 8 4.00 626.5 156.6 40.9 10.2 224.8 56.2 28.1
5 10 6.67 1898.7 284.7 123.0 18.4 1558.7 223.7 155.9
6 8 10.75 4129.2 384.0 321.0 29.9 1473.0 137.0 184.1
7 5 3.00 1089.5 363.2 111.2 37.9 1806.0 602.0 361.2

* N.F.I. without land appreciation
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Table 45
Ratio of N.F.I. per Feddan and per Person : Average N.F.I.
for the Study Cases at Abu-Raia Site (1978-1979)

Ratioof N.F.I. per Feddan : Average N.F.I.

Ratio of N.F.I. per Person : Average N.F.I.

Average Average
N.F.I. N.F.I. N.F.I. N.F.I.
Farm| Family Hrea Per Feddan | Per Feddan Ratio Per Person Per Person Ratio
No. Members Feddan L.E. L.E. Col. 1 =Col. ? L.E. L.E. Col. 4:Col. 5
1 9 6.38 254.7 223 1.14 193.3 160 1.21
2 6 6.79 83.9 223 0.38 95.0 160 0.59
3 18 8.33 222.9 223 1.00 103.2 160 0.65
4 8 4.00 56.2 223 0.25 28.1 160 0.18
5 10 6.67 223.7 223 1.00 155.9 160 0.97
6 8 10.75 137.0 223 0.61 184.1 160 1.15
7 5 3.0 602.0 223 2.70 361.2 160 2.26
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Table 46

Ratio of Value of Farm Production : Working Capital Assets

for the Study Cases at Abu-Raia Site (1978-1979)

Total Assets Value at the Beginning of the Year

Grain
Equip- | Live- and Total Value Average Farm Ratio of Farm
ment stock |Poultry | Forage | Total at the End Value Production Production
Farm Area Value Value Value Value Value of the Year of Assets Value + Work
No. Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Capital Assets
1 6.38 155.5 570 47 401.5 | 1174.5 1712.5 1443.5 1965.6 1.36
2 6.79 256 798 10 143.5 | 1198.5 2009 1603.7 2095.2 1.31
3 * 8.33 410 590 12 384 1396.0 1957.5 1676.7 2829.0 1.69
4 4.00 34 485 - 84.5 603.5 627.0 615.3 657.4 1.08
5 6.67 169.5 410 34.5 282 896.0 1237 1066.5 2029.7 1.90
6 10.75 455 1850 110 366 2781.0 2559 2670.0 4450.8 1.67
7 3.00 116 890 39 244 1289.0 1642.5 1465.8 1200.7 0.82
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Ratio of Working Capital Assets Value : No. of Feddans

Table 47

for the Study Cases at Abu-Raia Site (1978-1979)

Working Assets
Value at the
Beginning of the

Working Assets
Value at the

Average Vaiue

Ratio of
Working Assets

Farm Area Year End of the Year | of Working Assets s
No. Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. Area/Feddan
1 6.38 1174.5 1712.5 1443.5 226.25
2 6.79 1198.5 2009.0 1603.7 23€.19
3 8.33 1396.0 1957.5 1676.7 201.28
4 4.00 603.5 627.0 615.3 153.83
5 6.67 896.0 1237.0 1066.5 159.90
6 10.75 2781.0 2559.0 2670.0 248.37
7 3.00 1289.0 1642.5 1465.8 488. 60
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Table 48

Ratio of Value of Crop Production = Crop Expenses
for the Study Cases at Abu-Raia Site (1978-1979)

Value of Crop Production Ratio of
Value of Crop
Livestock Home Total Total Crop Production
Farm Area Feed Use Sales Value Expenses :
No. Feddan L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. L.E. Crop Expenses Remarks
1 6.38 376.0 248.0 1072.5 1696.5 444.8 3.81
2 6.79 644.5 213.6 1038.9 1897.0 398.8 4.76
3 8.33 444 .5 356.5 1789.4 2590.4 814.0 3.18
4 4.00 131.0 76.5 419.0 626.5 161.6 3.88
5 6.67 523.5 173.8 1209.4 1906.7 578.7 3.29
6 10.75 610.5 347.2 3171.5 4129.2 862.8 4.79
7 3.00 308.0 197.0 584.5 1089.5 215.2 5.06

28
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We have presented summaries of the Farm Records collected at three EWUP

sites. These records and their analyses are useful to understanding the op-

erations of Egyptian farms. The records reveal the amount of resources avail-
'able and their use. The ralationship between crop and livestock enterprises
are also shown along with the value of livestock for work on the farm.

A number of efficiency ratios were derived and between-farm comparisons
were made. While few reliable between-farm differences can be observed with
the analysis of data from only one year, these summaries will become increas-
ingly useful with the addition of data from subsequent years. More importantly
these records provide a benchmark for analyses of project accomplishments. As
EWUP scientists discover and demonstrate useful improvements in the management
of water and other important farm inputs, the farm records will reflect the
effects of those changes on farm income.

Farm records also furnish the basis for some information necessary to eval-
uate the costs and returns of specific crop enterprises. Enterprise cost and
return budgets completed to date are subsequently presented.

At the Bani-Magdou] site, comparative analyses reveal that rented farms
may tend to have less livestock investment per feddan than is the case for owner-
operated farms. -Correspondingly, these farms consume a relatively greater por-
tion of the value of -1ivestock products in the home and tend to feed lower
amounts of the valie of crops produced to 1ivestock.

Oﬁ these rented farms the value of the work contribution relative to the
total value of livestock is higher than fbr owner-operated farms. These dif-

ferences are not translated into differences in net income per feddan or per

person, however. Increased amounts of livestock on farms does not imply an in-

creased percentage or amount of income from 1ivestock products. Significant
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changes in inventory do occur indicating that livestock may be a store of wealth
which can be liquidated as needs arise.

The E1 Hammami site includes three par*tially rented faris. On the average,
'the E1 Hammami farmers included in the records project tend to be smaller than
those in the B:ni-Magdoul area. Likely, because of their size E1 Hammami farms
tend to consume a higher percentage of the value of their 1ivestock products at
home. As before, an important part of the contribution of livestock comes from
the vaiue of the work contribution of livestock.

Among the farms at the Abu-Raia site in the Kafr E1 Sheikh Governate rent-
ing is less common. The farms also tend to be larger than the Mansouria Govern-
ate farms. A striking feature of the Abu-Raia farms is their similarity even
across ot relatively large size range. These farms tend to have fewer livestock
per feddan and 1ivestock make up a rather small percentage of total farm produc-
tion value. Very few livestock products are sold; home consumption of livestock
products is quite important. The work value of 1ivestock are also important;
in all seven cases the work value of livestock exceeds the value of livestock
sales and home use of livestock products.

A number of efficiency ratios were calculated. The discussions above are
based oin some of these ratios. As the farm records project continues through
time, these ratios will become more revealing. Likely, some of these ratios will
be discarded and alternative ratios developed. It should be mentioned that for
the overall EWUP concern about water management, ratios involving water use
efficiency are needed. Such reguires on-farm meashrement of water and it may
be some time before such measures can become available for a large number of -

farms.
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These analyses provide a beginning. It is useful to observe the role of
livestock on Egyptian farms. Since livestock are the power source for lifting
water on most farms and EWUP is considering alternatives to these methods of
1ifting water the role of livestock is of special importance. Livestock also
contribute products for home consumption and provide draft power for farming
operz*ions. As diesel and electric water lifting is applied or if gravity irri-
gation water delivery systems are established, the contributions of 1ivestock

"are important indicators of anticipated adjustments.

If livestock contribute importantly to transportation, draft power, home
consumption, and farm income, reduction of water Tifting by animal power will
likely lead to small adjustments in Tivestock numbers on farms. In such a case,
land would not be freed from providing livestock feed to provide food for human
consumption. Expansion of the land base to produce food for human consumption
will require an integrated program to supplant the other contributions of live-

stock.

ANALYSIS OF INDIVIDUAL ENTERPRISES'!

Much information relating to individual enterprises can be gleaned from the
general set of farm accounts and .2cords if only a small amount of detail is
added. For individual enterprises records to be meaningful general expenses
must be allocated to each of several enterprises as accurately as possible.
Enterprisé records shouid be kept on the accrual basis.

The important details to record relate to the variable cost elements. These

are useful data for management purposes. In Planning for short-time production

]]Farm‘Accounting and Business Analysis. Second edition. Sidney C. James
and Everette Stoneberg. Chapter Eight. Iowa State University Press, 1979.
\
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periods of one year or less, the variable costs are the key considerations rela-
tive to production volume and methods.

Both cash cost and opportunfty cost should be considered in enterprise
analysis. Supplementary enterprises and activities should never be charged for
feeds, laLor, or other resources that have no value (zero opportunity costs)
except when utilized in thé supplementary enterprise or activity.

Enterprise records can be helpful to the manager or decision maker in several
ways. These records can pinpoint the level of profitability and the factors
affecting this profitability during the enterprise accounting period, and if the
records are kept over time, the level of performance from year to year can also
aid the manager in making wise decisions relative to the future.

Crop production analysis would normally be on the basis of one production
cycle or ona calendar year basis. Wherethere is some doubie-cropping, deviation
from this may be feasible. In crop enterprise analysis it must be realized that
land is a fixed cost to the operator. If necessary to include land costs, it
may be on the basis of an interest charge on the land if it is owned, cash rent
if it is rented or a share of Lhe crop if under a crop-share lease. The deci-

sions on crop production may be on an annual basis in some instances and on a

length of rotation basis in others. Two conceptual problems arice when construct-
ing enterprise costs and returns.lg/One is an allocation problem; it is concerned
with how general purpose equipment and general farm overhead items are allocated
among alternative enterprises. The second is a distribution problem. It is
concerned with how the total costs of producing a given enterprise are partitioned

or divided between the various items used in the production process.

]2M1]|er, Thomas H. and Melvin Skold, "Uses and Users of Costs and Returns
Data." A needs analysis proceedings. Great Plains Committee on Frm Management
and Production Economics, GPC-10. Lincoin, Nebraska. 1980.
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Economists differ as to how the allocation and distribution problems are
handled.

En developing these enterprise budgets of Egyptian crops, thése problems
were faced in our discussions of the budgets, we shall attempt to be as explicit

as possible in describing how the allocation and distribution issues were met.

COST ENTERPRISE DATA AT EGYPT

Cost enterprise data has been prepared for the following crops:

1. Berseem —_—

2. Wheat

3. Cotton at Abu-Raia site
4, Rice

5. Maize e

6. Flax —_—

7. Squash

| 8. Artichoke at Mansouria site

9. Tomatoes
10. Cabbage
11. Eggplant —_—

These enterprise cost studies are shown in the AppendixV. These cost studies
are based upon data from five study cases; the budgets represent an average of
the five cases. Cash and opportunity costs are computed for both variable aﬁd
fixed costs.

In the future,data needed for enterprise costs will be obtained from farm
records.

Table 49 summarizes the costs and returns for the enterprise budgets deve-

loped to date.



Tabie 49

Summary for 11 Crop Enterprise Cost Study
(each operation cost inciudes labor cost)

Variable Costs L.E.
=
2
=] 5| 2| 5| s 3 g | =
o = o S leN s ol o 5 Grand | Return
_ | Total s S5 | ez wa | 2% g 2EBl 9 > Total| Fixed| Total }Above ali
Period Income | 2 8 St oS5 | §® C P z s Variabld Costs| Costs Costs
Crop Month| L.E. = 5 | &2 SE | s2 = LLe & = Cost | L.E. L.E. L.E.
kneat 7 100.00 3.75 8.70 6.6 8.3 110.20 1.20f 17.55 | 3.60 | 59.90 | 36.00| 95.90 4.10
Berseem 5 145.00 -- -- 12.30} 5 29.89 3 11.6 3.60 } 65.39 | 42.00] 107.39 | 37.61
Cotton 7 190.00 | 13 12 4.02| 14.2 | 34.20 | 23.22| 25.20 | 4.5 [130.34 | 54.00| 184.00 5.66
Rice 6 168.50 6.5 13.70] 11.6 | 12.2 | 91.06 2.4 1 14.2 8 157.66 | 48.00 | 205.66 [|-37.16
Maize 4 115.00 | 10.82 | 20.4 1.88! 16.68} 14.28 3.60] 10.56 | 5.60 | 83.82 | 24.00, 107.82 7.19
Flax 6 220.00 9 -- 14 6.8 | 19.04 9 13.5 9 80.34 | 42.00{ 122.34 | 97.66
Squash 3 374.00 § 34.20 | 26 9.60| 30.15}123.10 | 41.84}13.5 |15 193.39 | 25.13 ] 218.51 |156.07
_ Artichoke| 3 759.00 | 15 80.02; 75 61.5 | 42 85.4 | 46.8 |36 441.72 | 77.00 | 518.72 [240.28
Tomatoes 4 455.00 | 15 -~ 22.5 1 42.5 |48.96 | 89.5 | 48 -- 266.46 |136.00 | 402.46 | 52.54
Cabbage 6 720.00 | 90 33 31.5 } 37.5 | 32.64 | 46 36 30 336.64 | 32.00 | 368.64 |[351.36
Eggplant 6 706.00 | 67.5 27 25 59.6 | 65.28 | 43.5 | 49.5 |45 382.38 | 96.00 | 478.38 F27.62

88
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The total income was calculated by knowing the yield and the price of
each unit which the farmer received. Most prices are determined in a free
market but for some crops like cotton and rice the government set the prices
received. Farmers who raise cotton must deliver their production to govern-
mental companies with fixed prices; for rice, the farmers have to deliver two-
thirds of their rice yield to the Agricnltural Cooperative and receive a fixed
price; they keep one-third for their home consumption or sale on the free mar-
ket.

For land plowing and smoothing the actual costs for operations such as
hiring tractors are applied. If the farmer used his own equipment, the oppor-
tunity cost for his equipment, animals, and his family labors is used in the
budget estimates.

Organic fertilizer cnsts are computed according to its opportunity cost;
one donkey load of organic fertilizer costs 0.050 L.E.

The seeds and nursery plant costs are computed according to their market
value, even if it was raised on the farm.

Chemical fertilizers, insecticides, and herbicides costs are computed
according to the actual prices which the farmers pay for the item. For the
rest of the variable costs 1ike irrigation, hoeing, weeding, harvesting,
thrashing, transportation, and storing, actual estimated costs of operations
are computed when possible. Otherwise, opportunity costs are applied.

Fixed costs contain land rent and a management charge. Land rent is
computed on the basis of the actual rent which the farmers pay to the land
owner, evenif it is not the legal fixed rent. (It is almost twice or more than
the legal rent.) .

The management charge was estimated by our economists. Their estimates
take into consideration the period of each individual crop, the complexity of

the agriculture operations, and the required expertise of the farmer.
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INVENTORY OF LIVE STOGK
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DESCRIPT:| OF YEAR |TIE YEPR
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INVENTORY OF POULTRY

FEGLIING | END OF S |
KIND OF YEAR | THE YEAR REIIARK S

NO.| LE | NO. LE
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INVENTORY OF GRAIN, FORAGE AND SUPPLIES.

-

]
KIND| EEGINING END OF
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INVENTORY OF LAND,CASH,LIAEILITIES AND KEAL ESTATE

"IMPROVEIENTS
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LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION RECORD
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CROP PRODUCTION RECORD

sea juod 1z jyomd ror| 1= 4 - | s=ps
KIMD OF or | . 7R 1. Aamot mEn e U= .
PR, =D, |YIzIn — REMARKS
cop e K' . .. ALTT, LE Hﬂ. "1E AMT . 1E AT, 1E AL ‘- ’
A
TOTAL -
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ANIMAL FEED RECORD

COST
DATE OR KIND Ir
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WORK DOME BY ANIMALS. .
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DESCRIPTION OF OTiER EXPENSES
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1 CROP ENTEIRMPIRLSGE COHT STUDY X
TOMATOES AT HANE MAGDOUWL., aREEsa <4 )

Prepared bz: LDTFIYNASR&FARDUK ALDLLAL ECYPT WATER USE & MANAGEMENT PROJECT
ldentafer Lude; Tk-4,Trk-0,f-3
Date Prepured: Dacenmber \476
lten Unit Nupber of Frace or Valua Totql incoma
. Unaits per unat LJE, ar Losts L.E.
' "(ln'.()g_i
Tumatoes fruits KG. 13u00,0 0.0350 455,00
Total Inceme 459,00
Yagraahte fosts
Pluw by tructor Tractor hour 4.0 14,9000 6.00
Labar to balance furrows Man hour 36.0 0,2500 2,00
Nursary plants Thousand 12.0 1,5000 18,00
Lavor for transplanting han hous 13,0 0.3500 4,S(
Chamical fertilizer 0.0 0.%000 0. {
Super phosphate (u=15.5-0) KG., s00.,0 0.10270 13,
AMnonivm nitrate (33-0-0) H 00,0 0.0500 20.
Lavor to spreagd chem. fert, Girl hour 70,0 0.5000 9.
Hoaing ue:dtng (S Times) Han houp 142.0 0.2%00 33.
lrrxqufnun: 2) 0.0 0. 0000 .
ow or Lulrflo rent C.or B, hour 72.0 n,3300 23.7
Sakia rent . Sakia hour 22,0 0,500 3.4
Hoy to uwbserve the sakia aox hour 72,0 8.0.08 .ﬁ
Labor to spread wuater an hour 73.0 250 18,
Ingecticides: 0.0 0n.0000 0.0¢
Flaxen & Halathion Liter 10.0 1,4500 14,50
Sprayer rennt Spruger haur 60,0 b, 0500 3.00
Labor to spray . Han hour 60,0 0.2500 15,00
Fungicide Can 3.0 5.0000 15,00
Labor to spread fungicide “ Han hour 36.0 0.&500 9.00
Harvesting (3) ) 0.0 J.6000 8.08
Labgr for harvesting Man hoauit 1722.,0 0.2500 48.0
Toral Variable Costs 266,46
Return Above Variahle Costs 188,54
Firxed Costs
Land rent Honth 8.0 15,0000 120,00
Hangement charge Month 8.0 2.0000 16,00
Total Fixed Costs 136,00
Grand Total Costs 402.46
Return Above All Cosis 52,54
FOUOTNOTES :
% This study for an arva of one feddun. .
(4) Tomato is grown in almost equal areas during the tvhree cropping season
but the yields are higer In the suvmmer and nili crops than wintercrop
(2) Tomutoees nead rum 7 ty B irrjyutions one before planting for 8 hours
the others fur & hour irrigatrion each i dayes .,
ifest irrigation befor planting 8 hours
2end irrigation after S dayes 4 hours
then one lppiqguyion each 12 dayes, (5x32 hours) &0 ho
Tutal time for irrigation R 72 h .
(3) one labor (nan,weman,boey or girl) can harvest 2 loads ..¢ KG.)
LABROR DISTRIBUTION WATER DIGTRIDUTION, CU METERS .
Han Woman Poy/Girl First ' Sacond Third Fourth
Hours Hours Hours Irrig, Irrig. Irriy, Irrig.
Ociober 73 U e oA e 1] 0 T
November : 20 0 18 240 240 0 0
December 1 0 12 240 240 1] 0
Janyury 42 0 & 0 0 0 0
Faobruary [} Q 0 0 0 Q 1]
flarch ] 0 0 1] 0 0 0
Apral 0 0 0 0 0 0 [}
hay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
June 40 0 12 ] 0 0 0
July : &l 0 36 320 160 0 0
AUyusT -1 0 36 240 240 0 1
September 70 0 3u 249 240 0 [1}
Tothl S46 0 162 Total Water Applieds 2880 cu naters
FUGINOTES :

Fuutnotes for water requiremants and labor |
- Water requiraments bused on Enginering uffice paper dated on 7,15.1978
- ) manday = & hoors

Dest Av'crllablo Documaz:t
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ELINCTEDIR 12 IR 1§56
G2 N L3 X8 e G513
ELSHINNANY&?A%OUK ABDELAL

[ S

ST HSTUONY Kk

HAMMAMIL AREA 4

EGYPT WATER USE & MANAGEMENT PROJECT

Itenm Unit Number of Price or Value Total income
Units par unit L.E, or Costs L.E
Incang
Cabbage One cabbaye 12000.0 0,0600 720,00
fotal Income 730,00
varinble Costs !
Urg. Fert., trannsportation Camal load 100.0 0.,3000 30.00
Labur tv spreud orq. fert, Man tiour 12.0 0,2500 3.00
tapor for digqing . Mann hour 240,10 0,2500 bl "9
Labur for land leveling Man hour 60,0 0,2500 15..4
Ladur for making ferruws Han hour 60.0 0.2500 15,00
Nursary plants Thousand 18.0 11,3500 22,50
Labor tor transplanting Man hour 36,0 0,2500 ?.00
tggor $°; huﬂénq (2 timas) ﬂun Rour b6, 0,2500 13.50
or for _weedin . . '3 8-
cReRTcAl FERTIL13erR an hout 33.§ 9:5808 §:80
AMmontium nitrate (33-0-0) KG., 00,0 0,0500 30.00
Labor to sgraad chem, fert, Man hour 30,0 0.2500 ?2.50
IRRIGATION (2) 0.8 L0000 .
Cow or Bufrlo rent C.or B, hour 48, 3.3300 12.32
Sakia rent . Sakla hour 48,0 0.0500 2.40
Boy or Girl to obseprve sakia B, or G.hour 18,0 0,0500 2.48
Labor to spread water Man hour 48.10 0.2500 12,0
INSETISIDES 0,0 0.0000 0.00
Dimnethuweat Liter 4,0 4,2500 17.00
Epruy motor rent ﬂotor hour 1§.0 g.gg 8 §.00
abar ta spra an houe 2, .2 .
HARVESTING 7 ¥ 5.9 0.0800 5.0
Labor tor harvesrving Man houp 72,0 0.2500 18,00
Laber for t1aking ﬁlnnts oft an hor 72.0 0.2500 18.00
Transportntion to the RMaerket Wagon loud 10,0 J. 0000 30.00
Totnl Variable Costs 336,64
Return Abave Variable Custs 383,36
Fixed Costs
Land rent Honth - 4,0 6.0000 24,00
Hanagement charge Honth 4.0 2.0000 8.00
Tota] Fixud Costs - 32,00
Grand Tutal Costs . 368.64
Return Above All Costs 351.36
FOOTINOTES:
4 This study for an area of opne feddan, '
(1) The bestypdriud for transplanting cubbage is during JULY and AUGUST,
(2) Cnbbuge neuvds about 8 Irrigntions ,iF., neads about 2800 cu meters
fest ipprigation before transplanting hours
dend irrigation atfter 3 dayes of 1rnnnnlnnt‘1n2 4 hours
Then one Six hour irrigativon each 1S duyes (6x6) 36 hours
Total tlme for irrigation 48 hours
LAEOR DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTION, CU METERS
Man Woman Boy/Girl Flrst Sacond Third Fourth
Hours Hours Hours Irrig., Irriyg, Irrig, Irrig,
October 70 ) T2 Ty 360 1 T '
flavenber 20 0 13 60 360 0 0
Decembear 120 0 12 280 0 0 0
January 0 0 0 0 0 0 4}
February 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
March 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0
April 1 0 0 0 0 0 [
Hny Y 0 0 0 )] g 0
June 0 0 0 0 0 0
July 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
August 372 0 4 4480 0 0 \]
Saptenber 78 0 B 240 3560 0 0
Tatal 738 0 18 Total Water Applicda 2800 cvu muters
FUUTINOTES:

- Warter raqurements bused on Enginering office paper dated on 7,15,1974,
-+ Une werking day = 4 hours,

Best Avrailable Document
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CIROIP ENTERPIREGE Qs SHTUDY XK
EGOGPR LGANT S A Ll HAMMAaMEl AREA CL D

P~epared by: L1 UHLHNAWIAFAROUK nABDELAL ECYPT WATER USE & MANALLMENT PROJECT
ldaentifer tode: 1=, irk=0,f-1
bate Preparea: Vebruary 2L,1979

lten Unit Numbear of Price or Value Totql incume

Units pur unit L.E, or Costs L.E,

Ingcanme
Eagplant KG. 10000.0 0.0700 700.00
Straw Camel louad 3.0 2,00390 .
Toial Incume 706.00

VUnrinple Costs

—_—— 2

Transpurtation for org. fert, Donkey luud 300.,0 .0800 24,00
Labur to spread ora. rert, Han hour 12.0 2500 3.00
f.abor vor land digging Man hour 244.0 2500 60,00
l.abur te make ferrows man hour 30,0 2500 7.50
Euasur: plants N ghousunu §2.0 .qqgg 16,00
abor for transplantin an hour ' -3 Qi
Lagbor tur hoetng (4 llﬂuﬁ) ifan hour 90.8 .5355 ag.g
Lubur t'or weeding Han hour 18,0 ,2500 4,50
Chemical fertilizer 0.0 .0000 0,00
Ammuniun nitrate (33-0-0) KG. 1000.0 0.0500 ¥9.00
Labor to spread chem. fert, Girl hour 94.0 0.4000 V.60
Irpigation () ) 0, 0.0000 0.00
Qo:_or bufflo rent c.gp Lk, hour 96, .23?3 35.@&
akiag rent akia hour . .
oy or Girl to ohsuerve sakia eyor G.howr 32. . EJo 4.83
Labor to spread water han hour 06, ,2500 24,00
Inggc(foUeﬁ Lit g.% ' 800 0.00
ime thuwea er 2, . .
Ssulphear KG. 100.0 d. 788 ;.gg
Sprayer motor rent Hotaor hovur S, 0.4000 2,00
LLabor to ﬁgruy Man hour 12, 0,250 3.00
Harvesting (3 . . 0. 0.008 2.62
Labor rar harvesting Han hour 180, 0,3% 45,
Labor tor taking rlunts of £ Man hour 18,0 1.2500 4.50
Transportation to the marketv Wagon loauy 3.0 15.0000 45.00
. 0.0 0.0000 9.00
Total Variable Costs 3682.38 ,
Return Above Variable Costs 323,62
Fixeg Losts
Land rent Month 12,0 5.0000 . 72,00
Management charge honth 12.0 2.0000 24,00
Total Fixed Costs 94,00
Grand Total Cests 478.38
Return Above All Costs 227,62

FOOTNOTES:

x This study for an area of ane fedgun. )
(1) Eqgplant is grown in almost equal areas during the summ r and wintur
cropgan 5eqsont nrevious crop may be maize forage or b rseem
P r

(2) Eqgplant neaeds om L& to 18 irrigations
fest irriqgation hatere transplanting . 8 hours
3end irriqgation after 3 dayes uf transplonting 4 hours
then 44 six hour irrigation uxcepy flowering time 84 hours
Total time for 1rr1?qtzon 96 hours

(3) Harvesxing beging a

ter 3 nonthes sf lanting the farmar can
Harvest 14 times during tha rest o 0N

1
tThe 5¢duo .

LABOR DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTION, CuU METERS
W Boy/Girl irgt s ' Th
Sirs flours Holégir Crrts. §5008,  TMEfig. POt

gctober 330 U ¥4 207 T U T
November S4 0 1§ 120 0 g g
Decenmber 59 0 12 150 ]

January 30 0 6 0 0 0 0
;abr:nrv Sg 0 %g 153 150 0 0
arc

Bari 8 8 A3 130 taf § 4
fay 36 0 24 1Si) 0 0 0
1une gﬁ 0 1% ibﬁ i%ﬂ 0 8
Juli 24

Fuguat iy 8 {8 188 } § 0
Leptenuer 18 0 0 0 0 9 0
Tetal 732 0 192 Total Water Applieds= 2400 cv natars

FOUINUTES!
N

- Wuter requireMents based on Englnering offlce paper da¢ed on 7.4S.1970
- Unyg working day = 6 haours
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COST

BTWDY

ARTRCHOKE AT XENDL MG L.,
Prepared by: MOHAMED LOTFI NASR EGYPT WATER UBE & MANAGEMENT PROJECT .
ldentlfier Codet TP-1,Trk-o,F
Date Frepared; DECEHBER 1§ 1979
Tten Unit Number of Price or Value Total incaome
Unlts par unlit L,E, or Costs L,E,
Incomy
Ears Eapr 25300,0 0,030 759,00
Total (neans 759.00
Varlable Gopis
Ploulny ug Tractor Hour 4,0 .S00 6,0
Labdgr Yo Suuuth Ferrows Man Houe 36,0 250 9.0
SN ) 0,0 ,000 0.0
Engll Flun} FronlNurpery nlnnﬁ 6028.8 .gég ?0.8
abor For fans antin @ rrwe i 1 110 oye - YN W bes G I R o T ‘N VAT W maw e ¢
ORG Fertilizer " ¢ Donkay. Load” 3000 Y A ~42408-
Transportation Org Fart Cart Lot 5.0 3.000 15,00
l.aboer lu Spre2ad Org Fart Man loune 48, . 2590 12,00
Laboir Yo _Ypread Org_Fart Girl Houe 46, 4627 g.O’
Chemica! Fertilizer 31-0~0 Ko 750, .07 52.5
Labor Ta Snread Chme Fart Han Hour 36, 25 9.0
Hiedjn? And Huoeing Man Houe 204, 29 84,0
!gr:qn ku" kia H 68'8 .80 g.o
akiq Dt a . . .
COQ‘UP sbnkuv Rent E-D ﬂou#ur 60,0 .BQ 15.3
Bog Or Girl Yo Drive C Or D k-G Hour 0, , 084 4,08
Labor To Distribute Water Man Hour 60, 0.25 i5.,0
Innecicade Nalthyan=Flaxon ter b, '.1§ 18.;
Labur Tuv Spread [nsactclde Man Haur s0. 2 12,
Spruver 1o Spread Isectcide Sprayer Houpr S0.0 060 3.0
Mamor ' [oYp king E Man H 144, 20 2
r [ 1C n ars al aup . . .
Lgn:r 1 Picknng Lars B—a Hour 144, .57& ?0.8
Trunsporictian Cart Load 12,0 3,000 36,00
;5538 Varinhle Costy 441,72
Raturn gvi:e Guriuble Costs 317:Z8
Fixgd Cupts ] :
Land Rxznt Month 10.0 6,200 62,00
nunqgn:ent Charge Manth 10.0 1,500 . 15,00
Total Fixud Casts 77,00
Grand futn! voats 468,72
Return Ahove A1) Costs 240,28

FOOTNOTFS .

& Thiuv wtucy fur an area of ona feddan,

Plantiny Dure Start Agust 1S
Hrart A A
dr?unjg Fert Added After 3-4 Mont
& Invecicade

Hurviutiny

lmes F ot

To Septambaer 15
t The End Of Septambupr

Prévious Crop huy He Maize Or Malze Fourge

Usuglly Farner Ta Plant Artlchoke On T
AFTIChoke Horimiing 18 About 13512 Timme b1gHn,

h 0 Land
TR n0-2500 Ears Par dar,

s Of The Planting Data

200
. ——— -—— - L4 2 .
LABOR DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTIQN, CU HETERS
Man Woman Boy/Glrl Flrst Sacond Third Fourth
Hours Hours Hours Irrlg. Irrig, Irrlg, Irrig.,
gcY¥ober — . 74 12 U hE'
Novémber 100 36 0
December 108 18 0
Janvary 70 38 . 0
Fabruary 68 a4 0 0
March 40 A0 ) 0
April RIS 23 0 0
Hny 0 0 0 0 0
June 0 0 D 0
Aval 110 ¥ ) ‘ g
vguet [~ -
ﬁcgtaAUur 46 0 12 ] 0 3 0 0
Total 630 0 282 Toval Water Applleds 0 cv maters
FOOTNOTES) \

Irrigetion Before Planting 8 Haurs

Nuxt Ipri
8 _1RRIGAT

NS Do iy Crantaner ] eurs For E rrlgation
< Ty U v ur e¢er Eac Q
den uch Yoo Irn "Tons rn gunner Ann é lnqwlntur

1S Dbuys Between Lach Two Irrlygat

¢
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CROP  ENTERIPRIGE COHBT STUD Y %

i O BRUASH e

urved sObAamMLD LOFI: NASK

Lo leanMMaMY

EGYPT WATEK USE & MANAGEWENT PROJECT

rapur
Idtgtlrldﬂ Coda: 1, trk <0,¢
Date Prepured: JANUARY 10’ 1980
Ttem iy Nupbher of Prica ur Yulpu Tota ngom
Unlrs per unlrv L,E, or C%séﬂ‘L.E.
umn .
Fruls KG 4162.0 0.090 394,58
Total tucoad ' 374,58
Yariably Cupls T
PFlowing And Ferrowing Hour 9.0 S.gDO . yfgt
abor to smooth ferrows Man Hooe 4.0 0,300 . 7.8f
EED Ku 2.0 3.000 6.0
t.abor 1o nlupt Man houye . 1200 0.390 -
ORG Fertilizer Dunkay load 320,04 0.070 «REA
Labor 10 spread org_fapt Nan houe 12,0 g.300 1Y)
Chemical)l fertilizer 31-0-0 Kt 32%.0 0,090 29.a
Labor te wuread chem fart Man hoye 3.0 D, 300 0,90
Weedingy Ant Hoeing Man heue 48.0 0,300 14,4
Irrigal con 0.0 ).020 a,a
sakla Rent Sakiu hour 30.,u 1,080 1,5
Donkey to turn sakla D=hour 30.0 3907 3&;5
Bog to Wriva donkay B-houp 30,0 070 N
Labor t ditribute watsp Man hour Jo.0 300 ,'3,8
Inbhec ti e . 0,0 000 ..g.
Lanngte Grun 4460, 0 ~0gY BT84
Hayfolun o gag.u .Uég 1,
Naaroau cm 40.0 0 '
Labor 1v -peard Insecteclids Man hour 18.0 . 300 S,40
Spraye: tu spread Insetclde wpraycer houp ga.o 400 7.20
Feul ' {or wprayer Liter 22,4 .0;0 1. g
Fungic 1 G 15.0 070 '
Harvisting 0.0 000 0,00
Labor '« picking frult Man hour 45,0 .gou 1;.58
Transpo: 1tion Cart Load 6.0 2,500 15,60
Total Vur.able Cuaty P 193.33
Return Abuve Variable Costs ’ 184,4
Fixgd Cuwy: o
Land runt Month 2.5 8 0 a0,
Hnnaqq::nv Charge Naonth 58 1:3%0 4.53
tal Fixad sts 29, ,
qugu 1u:al 0518 213.%?
Keturn Alove All Costs 156,07
FOOTNOTES ¢ ‘
3 Th v tur an _area of o feddan, _ ..
Plonxizghéxxg atart Seprember First %0 L5 :
Harvistinu wtart aftdr 40 days of plantlng and continue 40 days mors
Harvistine <¢ach 2 and, the ayerge for the frist four harv-80 kg .

qugu

Plowing vusty ta hig

Organic rvert. lizer spreaded frlst fa

Pravious Lrur nay be malzd or sunflowupr
)

bacavse of dneglplouan

owed by an lrrlgatlon

Fdrrows wedth was 25 cm
LABOR DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTION, CU HETERS
Man Woman Boy/Glrl Firat acond Third Fourth
Hours Hours Hours Irrig., rrig., Irprlg, Irrlg,
OcYobar TTTRY ) 19 - U 1 ] '3
Naovenber 3 0 0 0 ( 0
December 0 0 0 0 )
January 1y D 0 0 ‘
Februury 0 0 1] 0
Harch )] 0 0 ' 0
Aprll 2 8 g g
M
jits A B :
v
ﬁugzst 3 o g
Sep tamnbar 108 0 b ¥4
Total 192 0 30 Totul Water Applied= 0 cv netars

t OOTNOTES

Total Number hour of

i rlgotlon uar 30 ho
The averaqge numher aof how L+

uls
per lerigatlon 5 hours

-
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CROP ENTERPRILGE 0 BT S runDyY ok
WHEAT AT AR ATO AERA 1)

repared b STUDENTSAFARQUK AEDE 51 JEMENT® PROJECT
;E‘ggigferyéod" ?E"‘ Erk-t,fﬁgu ABDELAL EGYPT WATER UL & MANAGEMENT PROJECT
Date Prapared) AUGUST 20,'19%79 :
Itan Unit Number of Pricd pr Vnly fotql inco
Units per un?t LtE.‘ or 305!: L?E.
Insgn‘ .. .
Wheat grains Ardab 8.0 8,010 44,00
Wheat straw Camdl load 6.0 6,000 36,00
Total Income . 100,00
.Uogigb)e g&ﬁ:s ) ° e : °
Drg. Fart, transportation Donkey laad 150, 0,n%0 7.
bn or to spread orq. tert. an ‘houp 5. .ﬁg é.
louing .ractor hour ' vy '
Land smoothing Tractor houpr i, 'S [
Saads kaila . ol &,
aaging® SPread seeds B3y Bour 1$' g {:5
CHERICAL FERTILIZER Y 9. 0 0.0
Ammonium nitrgte (31,5-0-0) Kq. 150, , 08 7.9
Labar _to epread chem.fart, Han hour 9, 20 3.
IRRIGATION (2) 0, .00 ' .
Sakia rent Sakia hour 15.( .08 1,
Cow or Eufflo rent C.or B, haour 15, 3 4,
Elslror Bgy :odobs::va sakla ﬁ.grhc. hour }g. .L a.
abao ] req wa r ] » XH ’
HARVESTING P an howr : v :
Labor for harvestling HMan hour 36,0 0,0 7.20
Thrashing Hachine hour 6.0 "lg . g
Ulnnouxnz . Machine hour 3.0 ., §.4
TRANSPORTATION 0,0 0,00 00
Labor for londing Man hour 3.0 0,20 0.460
Transport grains by camel Camel load 3.0 1,000 3.00
Total Variable Costs 59.90
Return Above Variablae Costs 40,190
Eixed Costg
Land rant ont 6. 0o 39.
Hgnachcnt charge nontn 6.8 ?.008 2.83
Total Flixed Costs 356,00
Grand Total Costs 95,90
Return Above All Costs ' : 4,10
FOOTNOTES:
¥ This study for an araa of one feddan.
) Th data wa legted _from 4 stud ases _at ABU-RAIA sjte IBRAIIIM
) RERBNRALY, "AanaasseEred Snon ABDEL AL IR B R B i RT ang RARAHEBTERQIN !
Students from FACULTI OF AGRICULTURE AT KAFR ELSHEIKH-ECONOMICS DEP/HTMENT : .
(2) Wheat needs about S rrigations , 1F, needs aboutr 1400 cv, niters ,
LABOR DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTION, Cii METERS
Man Woman Hey/Glrl Flrst ?ccxnd tird fourth
Hours Hours Hours Irrig, rrig. rrlg, rerig,
gctober U R U 7 U [ ] )
November 12 0 3 180 0 ] 0
Decenber 3 0 3 A00 g ] )
Janvary [1] 0 i3 0 1]
Febrvary ? 0 K] 345 0 0 0
Harch 3 0 3 348 0 [T 0
Ayt 3% 3 r ; 0 8
s g 3 : ¢ 4 :
v
August 0 0 0 0 0 0 .
Sagtunber 0 0 0 0 0 8 0
Total 67 0 27 Total Water Appliede 1600 cu nuters
FOOTNOTES:
Water requirements based on our project research stations’ data , ,

= Worklng day = & hours
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LIRQI EINCTEDIR B PR S QST STUD Y K
BAELR GEIEINM Y mitd RAELAS AREN <1 5
Frapared by CENE YUSEF |, cAannl AYAD ECYFT WATER USE & MANAGEMENT PROJECT
tdentitses Couet FP-1 . Tru=1,F=3
Ditve rPrueparca; Leptenbuer {5,197U
Litve Unit Number of Price or Vuluu Total Income
Units per vt LLE, or Coste L.E,.
Incoane
3 cuts sold standing Kerat cut() 72.0 1,500 fot.00
XZ4 kerats, . ) . 4.0 0,000 0,00
1 cut tor secod. Kailu (3) 8.0 4,000 32.00
Steaw, Luad 4.0 1.250 S.00
lutal Incone 145,00
Vupinble Costs :
Sevds, Kaila 1.5 8.00n 12,00
Labor to spread seeds, Man hour 2.0 JASU 0.30
Chenmical rertilizers: 0.0 000 0.06
Svper phasphute (0-15,5-0), Kq 100.,0 032 2.20
< Anmonium nitrate (3t1-yu-0), * S0.0 . 050 2,590
Labor te spread chen. fert, Han haur 2.0 150 0.30
Cleaning deavn (LE U.Ui/7M), san o uw 12.0 .258 '.28
Harverting «th cut (), nuno wu 18,0 20 '
Transpoerving by cumel. Camel load 6.0 0,500 3,00
Lubor to lead cancl, Han hour 3.0 0,200 0.60
Threshing bﬁ Tractor., Tractoer hour 2.0 1,750 3.50
Labor tor threshing. Han hovur 6.0 0.250 1.5
Winnuwing, L 12.0 .258 3.80
lrpigation: (%) 0.0 +00 0.00
Cow or buffale rent. GC.or B, hour 49.0 + 330 16,17
Sakid rent, Sakia hour 49.0 . 080 3.92
Labur to spread water., Han hovur 49,0 200 9.80
Tetal variuble Costy 65,39
Return Above Variable Custs 79.61
Eixea Casts
Land rent, Honth 7,0 S.000 35.00
hanagement charge. e 7.0 1.000 7.00
Tutal Fixed Costs 42.00
Grand Total Costs 107.39%
Return Above All Costs 37.64
FOOTNULTES:
¥ Tnis study for an area of conhe faddan, ) o
(1) Planting date is Uctueber 20 to Novaember 1S5.The immadlate praceeding .
cirop nay be rice,nnize.Cotyon 18 not an alvarnative faelloewlng crop
$anCe 1t must be plunted by marcn 10,
On vhe average 4 kerat cut of green berswem weighs 320 Kg,

)

) The price of sevds at planting
) The tinal harvest is before Nay
’,

tine is higher thun price at harvest time,

.,

jrriguation at planting time 4 hours

Second srrigntion aftar 1 month S hours

Third irrigatvion afier 25 days S huurs

Fuurth irragation after winter closure 7 hours

Then 1 irriqurtion cach 41 days (?X4 hrs.) &8 hours

101AL time tor irrigation 49 hours

LADOR DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTION, CU METERS
an Woman Boy/Girl fir?t econd Ihlrd eurth
Hours Hours Hours rrig. reriqg. rrig. rrig.

Octobuer 0 U [
Novenber & iy 1]
Decenbur & 227 0 D
January 6 317 0
Fehrvary 9 0 101 184 ig8 D
march 18 181 i64 18&
fApril 2 i 0
nay 9 0 0 )
June KE 0 0
July 1] ? 0 0
Avgust J 0 0
Septlenber 0 0 0 0 0
Total 104 0 0 .. Total UWarar Applied= 1992 cu matars
FOUTNOTES:

.
--Water distribution vstimation base
~-0ne working day= & hours, * .

PR,

d on ELTOBGY’S book,
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CREO ENTEIRE IR GE COET STUDY XK

COTTON AT AL RALA AREAS <A )
l*repared by GENY , YULEF A CAMNAL ATAD ECYPT WAILK ULE A MANAUEMLENT PROJECT
tdentsfaer Lude: IF-1,irkh-1 ,F-1
Lave Preparea: Avguse 20,1978
tten Unit Humbier of Price ur Value Totnl income
Units per unat L.E. or Costs L.E.
1ncong
lhgunned catton Kentar () g.n 35,000 17%.03
Sitalks, Lamel lund W0 J.uo00 15.0
lutal Income ' 170,00
vuptahle Costs
Orgyanic fertailizer, Cubic meter, 30.0 0.600 £2.00
Plow with tracvor,(3 times). Feuddun 3.0 2,000 6,00
Smooth with cows and drang. Faddan 1.0 2,000 2.00
Furrow ** eo"er plow, Feaudan . 0 2.000 2.00
Clean ditch, Man heur 10.0 0.283 ?.00
M00Th with cuws and drang. Feddun 1.0 1.0 .00
Seuds, Knilu (3$) 7. 0,300 2.40
Plant seeds hy hand. Woman hour 24, 0,080 1.92
thymical fertilizers: | 0. 0.000 9.40
Super phasphate (u-145.5-0), Kqg. 100, n.022 2,290
Amnonium Nitrate (33.3-0-0), Kg. 200, 0,050 10.00
Spread chem. fertv.by hand. fMan hour 10, 0.200 2.00
Irriqation; , 2. 3.000 0.00
first irrigatiun, Man hour . 200 1,20
Second irrigation, nheaoww 4, 0.200 0.80
Third 1rrigatiun, moae ww 4, g, 200 0.80
Fp*rth irrtqurian, humoan 4, 0,200 .80
Fifth arrigution nesouw 4, 0,200 0.80
Sixth irrivation, nanown 4, 0,200 0.80
égv:ngn.arrxg?tnun. ::: .. 4, U.g?ﬂ 0.810
ighth irriya . u. . . f
ngeth er:ZOI:gg. numo ww 2. 8.5&8 8.58
Pung;na witer wita d.punp., Punp huur 36,0 0,710 256.60
Thin by hanu, Boy hour 18.0 0,05¢ 0.90
Hoeing (two fimuzau). Han hour 14, 0,200 2.80
Weeding (three times). Boy hour 36,0 n,070 2,53
Pick insect eqqs us needed, Feddan i, 9.000 92.00
Chenmical contrcl of indects, whw 1. 8.000 8.00
The first cavton pick. (4) . Wonan hour 120. 0,040 9.68
The second cuttun pick. (S) huw bl ao, 0.0680 9.6
Transport ung.nned cottun, Feddan i, 1.000 1.00
?ut stalks. " Eon ?orr o 30, 0 200 Q.OO
ranspory stalks, ane [T , . .
Luborpto load stalks. Han hour §. 3.388 I.Ea
Total Variable Costs 130,34
Katurn ABove Variablae Costs 59.66
Fixed Costs
Land rent. (&) Month 9.0 S.000 45,00
Management charge., wow 9.0 1,000 9.00
foial Fixed Cost.s S4.00
Grand Total Costs 1B4.34
Ko turn Above All Custs 5.66

FUOTNOTES:

% Tnis studg tor an area of ona feddan.

(1) Cotton planted during the perlod Feh, 20 to March 10, the previous
crop is berseen o? ,very rerely, o fallow,Host faprmers qrow berseen
a5 a Winter crop,lhe previous su;nar crop is usualy rlice or Maize,

(2) 1 kentar of vnginnud cotton = 157,5 Kg.

(3) § knila ot coston seads = {0 Kg.

(4) The first pick of cotrton = 3,5 kentar,

(%) the secand pick of cotton = ils keantar,

{6) Cutton requirus unly B months growing season,but there is much pra-

paration required to shape the land ond irrigation ditches,Thia re-

quirds ulmost one addational month making a tetal of nine months,

LALUOR DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTION, CU METERS

Man Woman Boy/Girl Firat Second Third §ourth

Hours Hours liours Irrig. Irrig. Irrig, rrig,
[sI-a g} 1 ST  ¥<4Y) 0 S3g 0 ) i
November 1] 1] - 0 0 [} 0
Quccnbar g 0 0 0 0 8 8

q, D) -

Fuebroary 40 e i a6l 8 0 0
tarch 14 24 i9 645 0 0 1]
ﬁpr:l {g 0 12 5368 0 0 0
i, : P i : s !
Juiy 13 0 0 534 0 0 0
fluuat & 0 0 s3an 0 0 0
Ceptenber [ 120 20 %38 q 0 0
Total 158 264 74 Total Water Appliade  SE74 cu nctars

FOOINOIES:

~=0ne warking day = & hours,
~=Wntdr distrabution estimatiaon based on ELTOBGY’S bouk,
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CROP  ENTERP RS BEOCOST S$TUDY K
RECE a-v AT~ R A0 A CAD KA R Bl S ME R GUT,

b Studentsd FAROUK ABDELAL EGYPT WATER USE & HANAGEMENT PROJECT
QE:R?? geryéode: ?P«f‘f?u-o Fii .
Date Preparad: AUGUST 20,‘979
Iten . Unit Number of Price or Value Total income
Units per unit L.E, or Costs L.E.
locome
*Rice Qrains Ton 2.9 65.000 162,50
Rice Sirom Camel load i 1.500 6:30
Total Income . 168,50
Yariahle Costs
Orq. fert, trans ortatioen | Donkey load . ' e
chnr t¢ spread grg. fart, Man hgur 252.8 8.&88 15.?9
Plowing . Tractor houp 2.0 1,250 .
Buddling Buddling/F 1.0 4,000 4.0
Nursary planting seeds Kila 6.0 0.800 4,8
Labor to spread seeds Han hour 1.0 0.200 0,2
Nursur{ plants pulling ‘lan houp i8.0 0,200 3.6
Transp anting Boy houpr 30,0 0,400 3.0
Ueedxna . B.orG. hour 24,0 0.10 2.4
CHEMICAL FERTILIZER 0.0 0.00 0,0
Anmonlun Sulpharte Ky, o 150.0 ¢.0S 2.5
Super Trible q. Su0.0 0.07 3.5
Labar_t1o spread cham, fert, Man hour &,0 0.20 1.2
IRRIGATION (2) 9.8 0, g g.g
Sakia rent Sakia houp 157, d, 12.56
Cow or Bufflo rent C.or B, rent 1S7.0 0.30 47.4
Lnbgr 10 spread watep Han hour 157.0 0,20 31.4
HARVESTING (3) 0.0 0.20 2.0
Labor for harvesting tan hour 30.0 0.20 0
Labor for bundlling Han hour 8.0 0.20 1.6
abor for.lougan N ecn gogr d 3.8 0.50 0.6
Q ort came amM oa . . '
Tgrgzg;ng‘nq y . Hucﬁxnc hour g.ﬂ t.gg 3.8
Winnouing Hachine hour 2.0 1,500 3.0
Total Variable Costs 157,66
Return Above Varjable Costs iv.84
Eixed Costs
Land rant Month 6.0 ’ 7.000 42,00
Management chargu Month 6.0 1,000 6,00
Total Fixed Costs : . 48,00
Grand Total Costs 205,66
Return Above All Costs ~37.16.
FOOQTNOTES: : .
X This study for an area of one feddan.
) ¥3§2§1ﬂ°éﬂsﬁgﬁuﬁﬂ$lecﬁﬁﬂaﬁﬁﬁnsfczi¥gﬁ CREDELHALTE ELaniREine by Had. SALAMA
an ad.
Students from faculty of AGRICULTURE 4+ KAFR ELSHE%KH, ECONOAIC DEPARTHENG

(2) Rlcg Eetas 2ddinq “ater day after day and soma times avrey day.iF.needs aboy
U. meters ,
(3) Rice Is the second mMOSt important export crop of EGYPT after Cotton .
Rice nursaries are Planted in late APRIL and in early MAY, Young plants
transplanted to the fields ene month later , ysvall during JUNE ., :
Harvesting of rice starts in DC?DBhR and continues rn NOUEHBER .

LABUK DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTION, CU METENS

Man Womun Boy/Girl First Second Third Fourth
Hours Hours Hours Irrig, Irrig, Irrig, Irrig,

g

gcYober
November
eCember
January
February
Marc
Apri
tay
June
July
Avgust
Septenmber

E- |
-~
[~

0 T

Neotoocooocoo o
ocooccooocooco [-

NN ODsocc oo

oooococooocooco
[t ']

chthvoooococooe

&L oy
Wran o

G
rn
0
=
wn
>

Total Total Watar Appliedm= 8800 cuv mavtars

FOOTNOTES:

=~ Water reqairament based on our pro SCt researcch stavioen

= The quqngltv o; water which ig Srlétcn under firast i;:l
aunntlty vsed In tnis month ,

= Working day = & hours .

% data
9ation represents the
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CROP
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fdentifier Code:
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Dute Prepared:

1 -
Guptémber 1S, 1vvy
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BEINCTER 1R 12 R 5B
(2
GENE ,YUSEF ASGAHAL AYAD

AL R AL A AREA

(COSGT STUDY X
L B

EGYPI WATER UGE & MANAGEMENT PROJECT

lten Unit Number of Price or Valud Total income
Units per univ L.k, or Costs L.E.
Incong ~
HuLze qQratin fArdeb (&) 13.0 a.000 104,400
Creen resslus for 0,0 0,000 0.00
animnl feued, Estimataed 1.0 5.000 S.00
Ntraw Came!l load 6.0 1.000 6.00
lotul Incoume 115,00
Vapigble Lioyts
Oryanic rertilizer includas 0.0 0.000 0.0
transportation. donkey load 300.0 0.060 18.0
Labor to spread manure, Man hour 12.0 0.203 2.9
Land prepuration: 0.0 0.00 0,0
rent of two Cows, Cow hour 24.0 0.180 4,32
kubtr }u bu{unce plow. p?n n%ur 1%.8 8.%98 %.40
ent of a oW, ow da 2, 2
Seeds, P Kaila ($) 1.8 1.58) y:88
Lancr for making ditches, Man hour 46,0 0,200 1.2
Laovr for cleaning dirches, - " . .0 0,200 1.2
Luuor for tYhinniugd. " we .8 g.aqo &.“
Anmoniun nitrate (34-0-0) Kilogran 300, . 0%0 16.0
Labor tv dpread fervilizer , 0.0 000 0.08
W l:u tTimes, ﬁlr!hhour gg.o .gzg 1.6
eeding, an hour . . '
Irraqu?xunx (4) 0.8 cGuu 3.88
Rent of ouws Cuw hour 28.0 . 4180 5.04
Eenr of uheel.d ) :hené hour gg.g .ggo °.§§
abor to read water, an -hour 28, o2 '
bBoy to drige aninal,for wheal Boy hour 28,0 .058 ?.4
Harvesting: 0.0 ,000 0.00
Cut_stalks. . Man huour 18.0 .gos .
Byll cobs,tie straw in bundle " he 18,0 20 .
Carry straw to villaye by 0.0 Boa .
hired camel, Camel hour 6.0 . 350 2,10
Carry cobs to village by dan- 0.0 . 000 0.00
ey, donkay hour 10,0 100 1,09
Labor to load donkey. Maon hour 0.0 200 2,00
koy to drive donkey. Boy haur 10.0 0,050 0.50
Tnresh corn by hand. Wonan hoor 48,0 0.070 3.36
Total Variable Costs 63.82
Haturn Above Variable Costs 31,19

Fiend Costy

ent of land.
anaqemeny charge.

Hpogh

i 7.008 23:8

fotal Fixed Couts 24,00
Grand Total Costs 107.82
Re:urn Above All Costs 7.9

FOOTNOTES:

¥ lhis study for an area of one feddan,

(1) Planting date is Many § to Ma

34 .Harvesting tima is Bep,

1 to Sep. 30,

Previous crop is wheat,flax,barseun or broad heans.Pravinous summar

\rrop iS5 corten or rice,

() One ar?eb of maize qrain = 14 kl{oqrun.
’J) One kallu = L/12 argeb s 11,67 kilogranm.,
4) lrrxqatxon before planving 4 hours
uun after ane month 3 hours
N after i month + i1 days 3 hours
punun ~each 12 days x3 hours) 18 hoursg
10TAL irrigation hours 28 haurs
LABOR DISTRIBUTION WATER DISTRIBUTION, CU METERS
M Aan Boy/Glrl lrgt econd hipd urth
H:Srs Pgurs Hggrs ngrq. rrgq. Irrlq. grlq.
October U D /] [1] U '] 1]
Novenbuer ] .
D:zc:bar 8 8 8 0 8 8 8
Janvary 0 0 4 0 0 0 0
Faitauy ° 3 ° : : : 3
Adr;l 8 0 8 . 8 0 8 0
My 54 0 Q4 éSO o g 1] g
780y 17 g 19 a%e a%8 2 g
fivqust 17 0 9 548 579 5h 0
Suptenmbaer 44 48 10 [} 0 [} 0
Total 134 48 62 Total Water Appliad= 2550 cu matars

FUOTNOTES:
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