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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION



INTRODUCTION;

1.1

S&LDII

The government of Egypt (GOE) has undertaken a major effort to address local necds,
particularly those of low income populations. As a result of these activitics, new policies and
programs to decentralize authority and responsibility were developed. In accord with the GOE
strategy, the United States Agency For International Development (USAID) in Cairo initiated
a serics of projects to cncourage and assist the decentralization process and improve the
administrative and operational efficicncy in the governorates. Onc of these projects was the
Ncighborhood Urban Service (NUS) program. This was followed by the Local Development
11 Urban Program (LD II).

NUS

The NUS had, as its major objective, the improvement of Egyptian Urban Local Government
capability to provide services to its citizens, with special emphasis upon the needs of low-
income groups and neighborhoods. Over a five and onc half year period (1982-1987) technical
assistance scrvices were provided to USAID/Cairo, targeted governorates and districts to
improve local government management skills to plan, implement and monitor various low

incomc ncighborhood-oricnted projects.

Four governorales, encompassing 23 urban districts were involved in the Project. These were:
Cairo Governorate with its 12 disiricts, Alexandria Governorate with its six districts, Giza
Governorate with its four districts (Giza City) and Qaliubia Governorate with two districts

(Shoubra El Kheima City). District populations ranged from 260,000 to 820,000 persons.

The specific purposc of the Project was to cxpand and strengthen local government institutional
capability in Greater Cairo and Alexandria to undertake thosc actions nceded to put services
and infrastructurc in place and to make them operational. By focussing on improving these,
government would respond more cffectively to community (or neighborhood) nceds in arcas
that were suffering from inadequate services and infrastructure.  Additionally, by making
ncighborhood associations or cooperative socictics into Private Voluntary Organization (PVOs)
cligible for NUS funding and technical assistance, it was expected that some nceds not

ordinarily within the purview of municipal government could be successfully met.



LD Il

The basic services componcnt of the LD 1f program was similar to the NUS, but it was

conducted in six urban governorates of Cairo, Alexandria, Giza, Qaliubia, Sucz, and Por: Said.

The USAID Project paper defined onc of the two explicit purposes of the LD 11 Project as "

to improve and expand the capacity of iocal governmenis to plan, finance, implement and

maintain locally chosen basic services projects”. The term basic services™ encompasses:

1

Nolcs:

Infrastructurc:

Food Sccurity:

Education:

Public Hcalth:

Social Affairs:

Vchiclc Maintcnance:

Road Maintenance:

Building Mainicnance:

Street paving, lighting, sewers and drainage, solid waste
disposal and public WCs; this sector reccived allocations of

approximately 27% of the total funds.

Government outlets and markets; this scctor reccived an

allocation of approximately 2% of the total funds.

Classrooms, laboratorics and other educational facilities; this
sector received an allocation of approximately 27% of the total

funds.

Clinics, hospitals exicnsions and other health facilities; this
sector received an allocation of approximately 16% of the

total funds.

Youth facilitics and social facilitics; this sector reccived an

allocation of approximately 8% of the total funds.

Garages construction and upgrading; this scctor reccived an

allocation of approximately 16% of the total funds.

Road maintenance, construction and upgrading; this sector

reccived an allocation of approximatcly 3% of the total funds,

Includes construction and upgrading of building maintenance;
this sector received an allocation of approximately 1% of the

total funds.

o The total funds expended on the NUS and LD 1l programs until FY 1990
amounted o approximatcly L.E. 190,000,000.

o A numerical comparison of sub projects by scctor is given in Appendix 1.
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Tt may be demonstrated that the specific purposcs of the NUS and LD 11 projects, and the
basic aims targeted for the PVO's, have all been met as the successful implementation of so
many sub projects bears wilness to this fact. The object of the sub project rating excreise was
however not be judge the extent to which targets had been met, but rather to provide a tool

by which managers could finc tunc their efforts.

b Projcct Rating Program

In any large-scale foreign aid or development program involving construction or equipping of
multiple facilities, the managers often strive for some form of numerical indicator to assess or
rate the overall value of the Program. What was the quality of the design and construction?
How docs the level of preseat day usage of a completed facility validate the originally reported
need for this school, hospital, or bakery? Was this constructiun job finished on time and under

budget? Is the facility being adequately maintained?

Such indicators are of vital import 1o the GOE officials as they need the capability to look
back on functioning facilitics and identify both strong points and weaknesses. As a result, these
officials would then be able to focus their encrgics on overcoming the highlighted deficicncies

and, in the process, strengthen future planning, engincering and constructiou cfforts.

Recently, in the LD-11 (Urban) Project, district engincers and the engincering staff of the
consultant completed a major effort by visiting and individually rating approximatcly 3200
construction and cgripment procurement sub projects which were completed during the period
1982-1990. The rating process involved a laree number of categorics, cach of which was
refined over a period of several weeks until all category scores from all ihe engincers were
essentially identical. This report is a summation of all the findings of the LD-1i (Urban) Sub-

Project Rating Program.

Note WSA have alrcady completed individual reports on the sub project rating for projects
commenced during FY 1987 and FY 1988.

The Sub Project Rating Forms

Sub Project Rating Forms have been produced for both implementation (planning, cngincering
and construction) and opcration (degree of usage, adequacy of equipment, staffing and status
of the inside and outside maintenance). The NUS sub projects have, however, only been
evaluated for opcration as the implementation questionnaire relates primiarily to project
construction variables which could not be cvaluated at the time of this study. Conscquently,

implcmentation results for LD II projects have also not been used in this analysis. The
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resultant scores for implcmentation of 1987 and 1988 projects are shown separatcly in the
individual reports which have been prepared for these years. Copics of individual "Operation’

field work shcets are given in the Appendix 8 for reference.

Number of Projects by Scctor;

Table 1.1. gives a summary of the various scctors as they relate to cach governoratc.

Tt may be scen by reference to this table that there have been a total of 3279 sub-projects
undertaken since the start of NUS. The two major sectors have been Infrastructure/Utilities
and Education; with Public Health, Social Affairs and Vchicle Maintenance having seen an
average number of projects constructed and Food Security, Road Maintenance and Building
Maintenance having been given the lcast emphasis. This may not mean that insufficient
emphasis is placed on maintenance however, as there is a separate maintenance plan allocation.
Expenditure under vehicle maintenance was also supplemented by special funds ueder NUS
(the initial NUS allocation for garages was LE 7,272,000, of this, LE 1,975,858 was expended
in NUS and LE 5,296,141 was expcnded during the LD I period).
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N0, OF SUBPROJECTS BY SECTOR
FY 1982 - 1996

GOVERNORATE INF, F00D EDUCATION PUBLIC SOCIAL VEHICLE ROAD BUILDING TOTAL

UTILITIES  SECURITY HEALTH AFFAIRS HAINT, MAINT  NAINT,

5.8 5P.4 56,4 w4 SP.8 5P.0 sP. SP.4
CATRO 153 13 559 ril ri bl 4 20 1335
ALEIANDRTA 260 16 22 133 7 L1 20 5 175
RI1A 229 5 123 o7 19 23 13 8 509
QALTUBIA 47 3 51 I 0 1 3 10 184
PORT GALD 30 3 26 19 10 18 3 2 13t
SUET 38 ] i il 16 29 3 0 143
;6;;; 957 L1} 1043 529 393 209 89 45 3218
1 OF FINANCTAL 28 2 n 16 | 16 3 l 100

ALLOCATION



2

EVALUATION OF DATA

21

General

Having collccted all of the data and entered it into a computer, the task of cvaluating the
resultant numerical printouts began. It was, however, soon realized that in its raw numerical
form the collected data was going to be of little usc in the analysis of problem arcas. Onc
problem was that the scale of the projects was not being accounted for, It was therefore
decided that projccts with large allocations should have greater importance than thosc with
small allocations; weighted averages were used in this analysis. Examples, graphs, histograms,
and pic charts were then gencrated to determine which of these would be of most help in

simplifyiryg. the vast amount of data gencrated.

It was determined that graphical representation was likely Lo be the most beneficial and the

following procedures were tried:

o Comparison of Districts within Governorates - The object of this exercise was to sce if

there was any pattern exhibited between the scores for districts ic. did one district
perform consistently better than another. Reference to Fig. 2.1 shows that this was

inconclusive as few discernable patterns emerged.

o Comparison of Scetars within Governorates - Sector performance was then comipared

in cach governorate by averaging the total operation scores for each scctor. It was
hoped that this methodo'agy would indicate whether or not one sector outperformicd

another, but again the results were generally inconclusive, Ref. Fig. 2.2,

o Comparison of Sub Scctors wilhin Governorates - The next approach was to break the

process down still further by analyzing the sub-scctors:

- Street Paving
- Strect Lighting
- Potable Watcr

- Sewers and Drainage ... ete.

Examples of this cffort arc given in Fig 2.3; (other examples are given in Appendix 4.).
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QALIUBIA
BY SUBSECTOR

4
3.6
3
S 2.6
C
O 2
E 1.5 v
1 o
........... *‘
0.5
0 | | L ] | i
83 B4 86 86 87 ]|
PAVING 2.67 3.06 2.45 2.8 266 ° 23%
ST. LIQHTING 1.48 1.73 2.86 1.36 2.06
POTABLE WAT. 3.4 0.88 0.64 2.38
SEWERS & DR. 3.76 3.62 5.62 2.96 2.82 3.06
—— PAVING —— ST. LIGHTING

~#- POTABLE WAT.

AS OF 12/12/90

-8 SEWERS & DR.

Fig. 2-3




] Comparison of Combined Governorates by Scctor - On the assumption that a broader
base might give more statistically meaningful results, the scores for all governorates

within a particular scctor were totalied. This produced the graphs shown in Fig 2.4; it
did in fact skow some discernible pattcrn in that Infrastructure projects generally scored
well and Focd and Education vied for last place. These results in themselves were,
however, inconclusive but the process of climination did pave the way for the work

described below.

22. Analysis of Construction Sub-Projccts;

221 Individual Questions from Questionnaire

This process of climination outlincd in Scction 2.1 led to three conclusions.

(i)  That analyzing data [rom individual governorutes by Sector or Sub Scctor was not
going to give sufficient data to be statistically valid.

(i) Nor was it going to crasc the crratic nature of the graphs ?

(i) Answers to individual questions [rom (he operations rating sheets would have to
be analyzed if mecaningful results were to be generated e.g. adequacy of
Furnishing/Equipment, ndequacy of Stalling, level of Beneficiary Usage, outside
Grounds/Mairtenance, inside Maintenance, would all have to be considered

scparatcly.

This cffort did in fact result in more usclul indicators  Graphical :csults arc shown in
this Section. Component comparisons within governorates are also given in the
Appendices for use by individual governorates should they wish to compare their scores

to the average.
NOTES

1 Results are shown scparatcly for Construction, Infrastructure and Equipment Sub-
Projects.

2. This analysis ic limited to the sectors which have the greatest number of sub
projects c.g. Education, Public Health, Social Alfair and Utility Sectors. Food
Security, Vehicle Maintcnance, Road Maintcnance and Building Maintenance
sectors have been ignored because there were too few sub-projects implemented
for them to be statistically significant. The Port Said and Sucz Governorates were

also not evaluated in this scction as their sub projects only started in FY 87,
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222 General
Rcl: Fig 2.5; through Fig 7.9

The operation of the sub projects in the Education Sectir is consistently better and more
regular than the others. Scctors such as Social Affairs, etc. are considered weak and

greater efforts arc needed in order to increase the quality of their performance.

Figures 2.6 to 2.9 relate to individual governorates and they show similar resulte to Fig.
2.5, The pattern for Education is similar in cach governorale, with Cairo and Alexandria
scaring particularly well. Qaliubia must, however, start to exercise greater care with its

Education projects as there is a disturbing downturn in their graph.

(i) Cairo it can scen that the operation of their Education projects take

precedence, these are followed by Public Health & Social Alfairs,

(i)  Alexandria as stated previously, Education scores particularly well, Sccond and
third (with the exception of 1988) were Public Health, and Social

Affairs, respectively.

(i) Giza has results in Public Health and Social Affairs which arc difficult to
track. Only Education shows definitc patterns; scoring well and

gencrally improving,
(iv) Qaliubia is unusual in that Public Health consistently got thc worst marks.

Probably thc most disturbing thing shown by the graph is the

consistent downward trend.

14
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2.23 Adequacy of Furnishings and Equipment

Ref: Fig. 2.10

Health -

Education -

Social Affairs -

Scores for the Public Health Sector are generally average to low.
The most disturbing trend is, however, the tendency since 1985
towards lower standards. It has been observed by the rating tecams
that there is an apparent ‘lag’ between completion of construction
and the furnishing and/or cquipping of sub-projects. In the worst
cascs, this lag period can be a matter of years, Morc emphasis
should be placed on planning and project management to ensurc that
the frequency of these incidents is minimized. Public Health planners
must ensure that furnishing /equipment is ordered in atimely manner
to meet anticipatcd construction dates and project managers must

advisc planners when any changes occur in construction schedules.

The Education Scctor scores are both above average and consistent.
(There scems to be policy which allows for annual replacement of

furniture,/equipment that has cxceeded its uscful life).

There is no discernible overall trend 2s the sector scems to rely too
hcaviiv on individual attitudes, preferences and emphasis i.c.
individual managers may lobby more forcefully than others and so
be able to get morc or better furniture/facilitics. This is not to say
that individual effort should not be rewarded, but more reliance
ought to be placed on  standardization of requircments relative to

specific criteria and  circumstances.

20
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224 Adcguacy of Staffin

Ref: Fig. 2.11

Health -

Education -

Sacial Affairs -

Scorcs for staffing arc generally better than (or furnishing/equipment

but the same disturbing ‘lag’ factor scems to be present.

This scctor scores consistently well (there were almost no cascs
where numbers of teachers did not mect minimum requirements).
Ancillary staff levels did not always reflect these high standards
however and one arca of particular concern was the small number
of mainterance stalf available to keep school grounds and buildings
in good order. Some teachers also have to work abnormal hours and

double shifts to cnsure that classes are properly staffed.

Follows a similar pattern, but is not quitc so crratic as that exhibited
for furnishings. It was noted that, in gencral, facilities which had

good furniture scorcs, were also well staffed.
There was some evidence that planning for staffing nceds was

inadequate and theie had been too litte liaison between the end

users (local youths), district stalfs and the ministry officials.

22
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Bencficiarics

Ref: Fig. 2.12

Hcalth -

Education -

Social Affairs -

When facilities are not furnished /equipped and staffed expeditiously,
their usage cannot reach optimum levels. Beneficiary scores have
therefore followed the same downward trend as the two previous
calegorics.  Better planning and a ygreater cmphasis on
standardization of criteria should help 1o alleviate this problem in

the future.

The need in the education sector is so great that efforts to date have
not had much effect on demand. Beneliciary scores are thercfore

high and will remain high for the foresceable future.

Beneficiary scores reflect poor usage of these facilitics. One reason
for this is that usage is sporadic during the day. This is, however,
not the only reason and it was observed that usage was affected by:
o The gencral appearance of the facilities

0 Inappropriate facilities and equipment (the Team observed
layers of dus' that, in somc cascs, indicated weeks or months
of inactivity).

Lack of equipment

Lack of furnishings

Poor paving and landscaping

© O o ©

Facilities built in arcas of low demand.

These obscrvations mean that districts should closely examine their
needs with relation to demand, the actual spor.s or activities to be
catered 1o and the location of the facilitics. An idca worthy of
scrious considcration is that youth centers should be built adjacent
to schools so that the school children can use the facilitizs during
the day. This would alleviate the overcrowding and inadequacy of
schoal yards/playgrounds and, at the same time, increase the

beneficiarics of the youth facilitics.

Vocational training centers were also included in this section and
these showed an unfortunate tendency towards slow implementation
of furnishing/cquipment needs. Bencficiary scores were therefore

low.
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Qutside Maintcnance

Ref: Fig. 2.13

Public Health -

Education -

Social Affairs -

Generally scores very poorly. Districts do not scem to place cnough
emphasis on maintcnance of the arcas around the facilitics and
maintenance stalf directly attached to the clinics do not maintain the
grounds. These problems are exacerbated by the fact that a number
of these facilities are in low income arcas which generally exhibit
unkempt facades (i.e. when the surrounding areas are garbage-
strewn and the streels are unpaved, it is very difficult to encourage
specific maintenance around the facilitics). There is a need for a
major effort in this arca and morc attention ought be given to these

important public buildings.

These facilitics also tend to be constructed in deprived arcas and the
same pattern of scores was exhibited as that for the Public Health
Scctor. An added negative to the Education picture is the slight
downturn in the alrcady poor performance levels. It may be noted
that scores for Education did not reach the 2.5 level in any year
under consideration.

The problem tends to be compounded by the fact that insufficient
attention is paid to landscaping during the design, contract and
construction stages. (i.c. if thc grounds and surrounding arcas arc
not handed over to the uscrs of the building in a complete and clean
fashion, they are less likely to be able 10 satisfactorily maintain them).
There are, of course, exceptions to this rule in all of the sectors
where some of the staff ensure that plants are tended, paving is

repaired when necessary and garbage is removed.

Scores arc gencrally beiter for this sector as the facilities tend Lo be
sited more selectively in better arcas. This may reflect the fact that,
in comparison 1o schools and public health facilitics, fewer sport

facilitics arc nceded.
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Insidc Maint¢cnance

Ref: Fig. 2.14

Public Hcalth -

Education -

Social Affairs -

The score for inside maintenance of Public Health facilitics only
bettered 2.5 in 1988 and this probably reflects the ncwness of the

facilitics rather than good maintenance practices.

Education again figurcd poorly in this cvaluation. This may be
because maintenance budgets for the schools do not reflect the
number of beneficiarics. Conversely, the best sector tends to be
Social Affairs which may reflect the low number of beneficiaries.
The graphs show a general rise in standard for 1988 as may be
expected because the projects had been little used at the time of the
raling.

By observing the low points in the graph it may be scen where
cmphasis should be placed. Each governorate may determine their
own particular casc frem the figures given in the appendices. (c.g.
The Cairo graph indicates that the projects which had been
constructed in 1986 were not in as urgent need of maintenance, as

thosc which were constructed in 1987).

During the rating excrcisc it was observed that deterioration tended
to be rapid once it had started. This indicates that it would probably
be better to have a regular budget for small maintenance items,
rather than continue the practice of expending relatively large sums
when the problems get worse. This is borne out to some extent by
the downward tendency in 1986 and 1987 for Education and Public
Hcalth. This indicates that sufficicnt money is not spent on
maintenance for projects in these sectors when they are less than

three years old.

The scores for this seclor show an overall improvement since 1984,
This may reflect the Jow usage and the age of the facilitics rather

than any specific emphasis or clfort.

Maintenance, in general, docs nol receive the attention it deserves
and, in an attempt to offer further guidance, the tcam prepared
graphs to show the relative attention being paid to carpentry,

electricity, plumbing cte. The results of this cffort were, however,
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inconclusive as poor facilitics generally exhibited poor performance

in all arcas and good facilities exhibited good performance in all

arcas.
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Analysis of Infrastructure Sub Projects

2.3.1 General

Ref: Fig. 2.15

Paving -

Street Lighting -

Potable Water -

Scwerage
and Drainagc -

Overall‘Opcration’ of paving sub-projccts has reflected consistently average
scores and reference to the beneficiary and maintenance analysis is

nccessary before meaningful results can be determined.

‘Operations’ scores for street lighting have been reasonable throughout the
period. An cncouraging upward trend is also noticcable and the efforts of

the various road sections is to be encouraged.

These scores are by far the most erratic for any of the infrastructure sub-
projects shown and this reflects very disturbing tendencics (i.c. some
projects are completed but not utilized because they are either dependent
upon other phases within a multi-stage project or the ‘end user’ is simply

not being connected to the system).

These tend 1o be the best of the sub-projects although there has been a
downturn in their scores over the last two years. This downturn possibly
also reflects a slow connection rate and cfforts must be expended to

improve this situation.
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2.3.2 Bencficiarics
Ref: Fig. 2.16

Beneficiary scores tend to reflect the same pattern as the overall Operation scores; their
numerical valuc is, however, higher than the combined average scores. This indicates that
bencficiary usage is encouraging whereas, by definition, maintenance scores must be lower than

average.

With the exception of Potable Watcr, beneliciary trends are improving. This upturn indicatcs
that planning and projeet sclection are also improving. There are some variations within
governorates but these are not considered significant. (c.g. reference to the Appendices shows
that in Cairo Governorate the highest score is for paving, followed by sewerage and drainagc;

whereas in Alcxandria, the highest score is for street Jighting and the sccond is for paving).
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233 Mainicnance

Ref: Fig. 2.17

These scores show that maintenance, with some exceptions, is generally of poor quality. In

particular:

Paving -

Street Lighting -

Potable Water -

Sewerage
and Drainage -

Reflects very low scores. This situation was predictable as it has been the
subject of extensive reporting by TAC  Improvements should be
forthcoming if, and when, governorates avail themselves of the TAC scrvices
offered under the LD-11 program. In general, it was obscrved that very

little attention was paid to cleaning, sidewatks and landscaping.

Here again, maintenance scores were very poor and additional emphasis
must be placed by districts and governorates if they are to derive all

possible benefits from their street lighting systems.

The poor scores in this sector tend to reflect the high incidence of Icakage
(evidenced by ponding water and low pressure). I was also noticed that

public water taps are generally very poorly maintained.

Shows the highest scores for maintenance. When low scores were given
it was usually as a result of pipe blockage and/or flooding. When the
component parts of the systems were rated, it was noticed th manholes
consisiently gave rise to concern as ‘finishing” work in them tended to be
poor. In an altempt to bzdter understand the problems cffecting this sector,
design, construction and usage factors were cach considered scparately.
The need for carc in pipe sizing and determining ‘slope’ requirements for
sewers and drains are obvious pre-requisites for any system, 1t was
considered that profile drawings should be produced in all cases to reflect
existing topography and the longitudinal scction of the proposed sewer or
drain. During the construction stage, every attempt should be made to
ensure that specifications and contract obligations arc met. Abuse or
misuse of the systems by the end users is, of course, something that is very
difficult to control and a public cducation program may be beneficial in this

regard.
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24  ANALYSIS OF EQUIPMENT SUB-PROJECTS

241 Combined Governorates; Equipment - General Qperation

Ref: Fig. 2.18

Despite some dow ward trends, the general movement secms Lo be towards increased
awareness of, and a stronger emphasis on, equipment. This is particularly true for Education,

Social Affairs and Utilitics.

The tendency should continue as equipment sub-projects nced only be implemented to fulfill

specilic requirements and their implementation will normally have been undertaken as a result

of careful planning.
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242 Effectiveness
Ref: Fig. 2.19

With the cxception of Public Health in 1987, the graphs show that cquipment is being
effectively utilized; Education, in particular, shows a distinct upward trend. Anomalies in these
graphs such as that for 1987, arc the result of under use (or possibly non usc) of cquipment
purchascd in thosc years. Every attempt should be made to minimize the frequency of thesc
instances and purchase nceds should be double checked before orders are placcd.
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2.4.3 Mainicnance
Rel: Fig. 2.20

With the exception of Public Health it is very difficult to draw many accurate conclusions and

inferences from these graphs.

Public Health - Reflects results which arc average and constant, There is obviously a
minimum requircment for serviceability of equipment in the Public Health
sector but there is little indication that conditions arc in any way better than

they absolutcly nced to be.

Education - Even though there is an upsurge in the graph during 1988, the general

picture is one of woclul cquipment maintcnance.
Social Affairs - 1986, 1987 and 1988 rcflect good resulls, but it is difficult to tell whether

this is more a reflection of the relative age or the degree of maintenance

given,
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i

N ATION:!

Education

Consistently high scores in this sector reflect the emphasis placed on it by the GOE staff.

Concerns are however reflected in some areas such as:

®

(i)

(i)

Recreational Facilities - these tend to be generally inadequate and the LD-II program
somctimes exacerbates this situation as already limited space is further reduced when
classrooms and toilets are constructed. It is therefore recommended that dual use
facilities should be coasidered i.c. by constructing youth centers next to schools,
combined sporting facilities can be provided.

Maintenance - there have been 1013 sub-projects constructed in the Education Sector
at a cost of LE 50,556,750.00 (27% of the total allocation). If 2.5% of this cost were
allowed for maintenance in the first year following coastruction, and 5% were allowed
each year thercafter, tke GOE could have anticipated a budget requirement of LE
7,336,100.00 to maintain the projects constructed prior to 1989. The total allocation for
maintenance of projects in the Education Sector during this period was however L.E.
2,988,640.00, of which only L.E. 813,746.00 was speat on NUS/LD-II projects.

With such a low expenditure on maintenance, it may be considered fortunate that the
low standards of maintenance, highlighted by this rating excercise, are not much worse.
Even with the influx of money from the budget for maintenance projects that was
introduced in 1988, it is considered that maintenance expenditures are still inadequate.
It is recommended that a meeting of senior enginecr government officials be convened
to discuss this specific issue; the following items could be considered for inclusion in the

agenda of this meeting:

Evaluation of current expenditure

Evaluation of current procedures

Evaluation of income generation as a source for maintenance finds
Determination of optimum economic and procedural requirements
Determination of optimum maintenance staffing levels

Preparation of report for relevant district chief and governor

0O O © O 0O o

Upgrading Needs - Appendix 9 provides the repair and additional classrooms needs
assessment to:

1. climinate the 2nd and 3rd shifts.

2. achieve standard classrooms densities recommended

3. accommodate annual population increases.

It is recommended that these aceds be considered in multi year programs.
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32 Pyblic The two main problems which scem to beset the Public Health sector are

Health - low beneficiary usage and inadequate maintenance.

() Beneficiarics - usage of the facilities in the early years is low because of
the inadequate attention which is paid to furnishing, equipping and staffing
the facilities. More careful thought must be given during the planning
process to ensure this does not happen in the future.

(i) Maintenance - Here again, inadequate funding seems to be at the heart
of the problems. There have been 529 Public Health sub-projects
constructed to date (16% of the total allocation). By using similar criteria
to Education, it may be seem that expenditure to achieve satisfactory results
should have been LE 4,463,329, The total allocated to Public Health was
however LE 1,117,811. of which only 9.4% was used for NUS/LD-II

projects.

33 Social Affairs -  These projects seem (o reflect a lack of planning and inadequate funding,

We have, however, used relatively arbitrary and subjective criteria to
determine the adequacy of the youth facilities with regard to equipment
and staffing and we recommend that the Ministry of Youth determine
quantitatively the equipment and staffing necessary to properly operate
youth facilities. More emphasis shor !d be placed on canvassing the ideas
of the local people who might use th ; facility to ensure, wherever possible,
that their needs are reflected in the designs.

34 Infgstructurg - The most obvious need in this sector is to minimize the number of cases

where potable water, sewer and drainage system are constructed without
the end users being connected within a reasonable period.

35 General

o)

(ii)

Timing of Disbursements - During the period under study, maintenance allocations were
usually disbursed to districts towards the end of the year or in carly January instead of

on July 1st as they should be (aithough the checks were issued in early October this
year). This delay of up to six months means that Maintenance funds for the year have
to be spent in as little as six months rather than twelve (any unspent funds being
returaed to the Ministry of Finance). The planning for, and regulation of, maintenance

is very difficult under these circumstances.

Mixed Funding - Some problems have arisen when funding for projects comes from -
more than one source. ic. if a particular project cannot be funded totally through the

program, a district may pay for part of it from another ‘pocket’ or they may phase the
work - (cither over two or three years) or they may incorporate it into a larger project.
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™)

In any of these cases, the likelihood that a project will remain only partially finished, or
not equipped, or not furnished, is increased.

Acceptance of Lowest Bid Price - The lowest sum bid for a project is invariably accepted

as the contract price. This has a tendency to encourage the contractor to ‘cut corners’
and minimize standards to make a profit. When awarding a contract, consideration
should be given to other factors such as scheduling, construction guality, financial
stability, etc. A tender cvaluation which examines each of these points may be prepared
by the technical staff for submission to management.

‘Penalties’ for Poor Quality - the existence of poor quality penalties may be counter
productive because they allow the contractor to estimate just how much bad work he
can get away with before it becomes unprofitable. At the moment, the upper limit for
penaltics is so low that some contractors simply undertake a project knowing that they
are going to produce bad work and pay the penalty. If it were not necessary to accept
the lowest bid, this process could be stopped.

It is recommended that either the poor quality penalty limit is raised, or preferably, that
its use be stopped altogether. This would mean that therc would be no question about
sub standard work; the contractor would either produce work to specification or he

would not get paid.

NOTES
o The existing law does not mention poor quality penalties.

o Greater emphasis on pre qualification of contractors could limit acceptance of

sub standard contractors.

Contract Supervision - There is still doubt that district engineers spend sufficient time
on sites to ensure compliance with specification and regulations. A common complaint
being, "We do not have transportation”. This is the subject of a scparate study by the
TAC BSDS team. i.e. The BSDS Team have completed a survey defining the
assignment status of the pick-up vehicles which were procured from the LDII funds for
the use of the sub-project surveillance staff. In Cairo Governorate only 5 out of 33 or
15% of vehicles are being used for sub-project monitoring. In Alexandria, all of the 12
vehicles delivered many months ago are still parked unused in garages because they are
not licensed for official use; while in Gizz, only =0 pick-ure out of the nire rooured

are being used for engineering monitoring.

Public Perception - Education, rather than training, is the key word here as there is an
apparent lack of perception that workmanship is poor and standards are unnecessarily -
low. To change the general perception in people’s minds, however, may take a
generation or two and it is recommended that public awareness be challenged by media
campaigns to show the difference between beforc and after,’ ‘good and bad’
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construction, ‘clean and dirty’ conditions. An obvinus place to start this process is in
the schools where children at the moment are being exposed to exactly the opposite
stimuli.

One way of educating people and showing them a better way, is for all GOE fac*ities
(and their immediate surroundings) to exhibit clean, well kept, well maintained images.
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APPENDIX 2

COMPARISON BY DISTRICTS
WITHIN GOVERNORATES
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2.63




CAIRO
NORTH ZONE
BY DISTRICT

3.6
3 ey e R
L7 Tremnsta- e T *
7’ s . < T ~B
C 2'6 *.* """
E 2
1.6
1 | ! I ! 1 l
83 84 86 86 87 88
ZANIA 2.62
SHOUBRA 2.46 2.45 2.63 3.16 2.96 2.88
ROD EL FAR. 2.63 2.96 2.83 2.9 2.86 2.76
—— ZANIA ~¥-SHOUBRA -8-ROD EL FAR.

AS OF 12/12/90

o



CAIRO

EAST ZONE
BY DISTRICT

3.6
3
S o
C 2.6 e— ¥ 7
O "*_ ..............
R 2
1.6
1 | | | 1 ! 1
83 84 85 86 87 88
HELIOPOLiS  3.11 3.6 3.23 2.87 272 2.98
NASR CIYT 3.28
WAILY 2.62 2.78 2.34 2.46 3.23 3.06
EL SALAM 2.63
—— HELIOPOLIS —— NASR CIYT
- WAILY -9- EL SALAM

AS OF 12/12/90




ALEXANDRIA
BY DISTRICT

3.6
1.6
1 { | 1 | 1 |
83 84 86 86 87 : 88
GOVER. 3.46 3.46
EAST 2.46 2,48 2.68 2.64 3.18 2.92
MID.T 2.8 2.97 2,73 2,82 341 3.09
WEST 2.76 2,77 1.94 2.66 2.94 2.83

—— QOVER. =+ EAST ~¥%-MID.T -B-WEST

AS OF 12/12/90




ALEXANDRIA
BY DISTRICT

3.6
3
S 2.6
R
1.6
1 ] J ] | ! I
83 84 86 86 87 88
AMREYA 2.96 2.8 3.33 2.28 2,71 3.12
MONTZ 2,73 2.97 3.03 2.48 2.62 2.69
QOMROK 2.88 2.1 3.2¢ 2.89 3.17 3.31

—— AMREYA —HMONTZ ~¥ GQOMROK

AS OF 12/12/90




3.6
3
S 2.6
C
)
R 2
E
1.6
1
GOVERNORATE
EAST
WEST
12/12/1990

QALIUBIA
BY DISTRICT

83 84 86 86 87
3.22

2.7 2.86 2.32 2.64 2,08

2.67 3.06 2.1 2.42 2.44

—— GOVERNORATE =+ EAST ¥ WEST

88

2.64
2.46
2.61




~APPENDIX 3

COMPARISON OF SECTORS
WITHIN GOVERNORATES



ALEXANDRIA
BY SECTOR

3.6

3.—
8 «
E 2

1.6

1 | | 1 1 1 |

83 84 86 86 87 88

P.HEALTH 2.81 2.94 3.03 2.76 2.92 2.61
EDUCATION  2.67 2.73 2.63 2.86 3.1 3.04
INFRA. 2.64 2.86 2.83 2.16 2.88 2.83
FOOD 2.71 2.94 2.83

——P.HEALTH =+ EDUCATION ~%-INFRA. -&- FOOD

AS OF 12/12/80




ALEXANDRIA
BY SECTOR

3.6

g 28 \-\\//\
E 2
1.6
1 1 ! § | | |
83 84 86 86 87 88
S.AFFAIR 2.67 2.61 217 2.73 2.14 2.92
V. MAINT. 2.37 1.71
R. MAINT. 3.14 3.27
B. MAINT. 2.93 2.28
—— 8.AFFAIR = V. MAINT.
=¥ R, MAINT. -8- B, MAINT.

AS OF 12/12/80

W\



3.6
3
2.5
S
C 2
O
R 1.6
E
1
0.6
0
P.HEALTH
EDUCATION
INFRA.
FOOD

AS OF 12/12/90

GIZA

BY SECTOR

83 84
2.03 2.32
2.33 2.66
2.3 2.84
1.43

——P.HEALTH —+ EDUCATION

86 86 87
2.78 3 1.82
2.61 2.97 2.58
2.79 2.8 2.37
1.43 2.18 0.91

~%- INFRA.

88

2,42
2.81
2.27
2.38

-8- FOOD




GIZA
BY SECTOR

3.5
. /T O\
8 2.5 _// ,
E N
/
1.6 = ’
s
7
7
2
u]
i | | ] | )} 1
83 84 86 86 87 88
S. AFFAIRS 2.18 2.33 3.14 3.16 v 1.8
V. MAINT. 1.74 2.86
R. MAINT. 2.88 2.72
B. MAINT. 1.14 2.26
—— 8. AFFAIRS —+— V. MAINT.
~¥%- R, MAINT. -8 B, MAINT.

AS OF 12/12/80




QALIUBIA
BY SECTOR

3.6 *
\
A}
\
A}
1.6 b
1 | I I} 1 1 |
83 84 865 86 87 88
1 .HEALTH 2.22 2.56 1.63 1.89 1.66 1.49
EDUCATION  2.68 3.07 2.66 2.79 2.49 247
INFRA. 3 3.44 2.04 2.2 2.78 2.84
FOO0D 2.46 2.69 1.51

——P.HEALTH —+EDUCATION =% INFRA. -&-FOOD

AS OF 12/12/80




3.6

mIOoOw

S. AFFAIRS
V. MAINT,
R. MAINT.
B. MAINT.

AS OF 12/12/80

QALIUBIA
BY SECTOR

83 84
2.22 2.66
2.68 3.07

3 3.44
2.46 2.69

—— 8. AFFAIRS
~%- R. MAINT.

86 86 87
1.63 1.89 1.66
2.66 2.79 2.49
2.04 2.2 2.78
1.61
~— V. MAINT.
-8 B. MAINT,

88

1.49
217
2.84

¢



APPENDIX 4

COMPARISON OF SUB SECTORS
WITHIN GOVERNORATES



CAIRO
BY SUBSECTOR

3.6
3
8 26
E 2
1.6
1 ] ) ] 1 ] !
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 2.78 2.7 2.61 2.74 1.74 2.73
ST. LIGHTING 2.06 1.83 1.98 3 2.62 2,73
POTABLE WAT. 2.67 2.88 2,32 1.8 2.66 3.22
SEWERS & DR. 2.28 3.24 2.87 3.48 2.81
—— PAVING =+ 8T. LIGHTING
~¥ POTABLE WAT. -8 SEWERS & DR.

AS OF 12/12/90




ALEXANDRIA
BY SUBSECTOR

3.6
3
cS; 26
E 2
1.6
1 | L 1 ] 1 !
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 2.82 2.M 2,61 2.6 2.64 2.99
ST. LIGHTING 2.68 2.1 3.17 2.37 2,66 1.37
POTABLE WAT. 1.84 2,66 3.01 3.13 3.16
SEWERS & DR. 1.1 2.34 3.37 2.32
—— PAVING —— ST. LIGHTING
~%- POTABLE WAT. -8 SEWERS & DR.

AS OF 12/12/80




4.6

3.6

2.6

mIOO®m

1.6

PAVING
ST. LIGHTING
POTABLE WAT.

SEWERS & DR.

AS OF 12/12/80

BY SUBSECTOR

GIZA

1 1 1 1 | |
83 84 86 86 87 88
2.2 2.6 2.68 4.14 2.4 2.67
1.8 2.96 2.18 2.76 2.62 2.6
2.83 2,72 2,78 3.64 2.61 2.14

2.43 2.84 2,78 2.76 2.67 2.04
YEAR

—— PAVING
~¥- POTABLE WAT,

—+— ST. LIGHTING
-8- SEWERS & DR.




PORT SAID
BY SUBSECTOR

3.6
3
+
2.6
C 2
R 1.6
i
0.6
¥
0 | | 1 | 1 |
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 2.67
ST. LIGHTING 2.83
POTABLE WAT, 0.28
——PAVING =+ ST. LIGHTING ¥ POTABLE WAT.

AS OF 12/12/90




SUEZ
BY SUBSECTOR

3.6
a
3
CS3 2.6
E 2
1.6
1 ! ! ! L L '
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 246
ST. LIGHTING 2.86
POTABLE WAT. 2.66
SEWERS & DR. 3.28
—— PAVING —— S8T. LIGHTING
~¥- POTABLE WAT. ¥ SEWERS & DR.

AS OF 12/12/90




APPENDIX 5

COMPARISON OF SUB-PROJECTS WITHIN
GOVERNORATE INDIVIDUAL COMPONENTS
OF THE QUESTIONAIRE

50



CAIRO

CONSTRUCTION SUBPROJECTS
(FURNISHING)

3.6
3 T
4 N
S L* Tl aa- -
2.5 i B N
C ) * \ .
S
R 2
E ) . *
'.*_.' .*”,-
1.6
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.76 3.09 2.66 2.63 2.6 2.16
EDUCATION  2.87 2.76 2.83 2.98 2.8 2.87
S.AFFAIRS 2.24 2.69 1,67 2.34 1.71 1.82
-=-p, HEALTH ——EDUCATION ~%- S AFFAIRS

12/12/90




ALEXANDRIA

CONSTRUCTION SUBPROJECTS
(FURNISHING)

3.6
S .- \
\\/’\
\ e
ETRR—. % AN . N
S 2.6 Tenl Y
C K3 \
O . N ¥
N
\
2 g ¥
E o
1.6
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 3.08 2.86 2.89 2.61 2.72 1.86
EDUCATION 2.82 2.81 3.17 2.73 2.84 2,78
S.AFFAIRS 2.63 2,64 2.4 1.91 2 2.29

-+-p. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~%- S,AFFAIRS

12/12/90




GIZA

CONSTRUCTION SUBPROJECTS
(FURNISHING)

3.6

mIoOw

1.6

1

P. HEALTH

EDUCATION

3.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

83

1.46
1.99
2.46

84

1.77
2.48

86 86
2.99 3.08
1.93 3.18
1.98 3.2
YEAR

-+-p,. HEALTH —+EDUCATION

87 88
1.78 2,16
2,71 2.91
3.61 1.8

~¥- 8,AFFAIRS




QALIUBIA
CONSTRUCTION SUBPROJECTS
(FURNISHING)

3.6

*
3 .
2.6 - -
S
& 2
R 1.6 v
\
E \
\
%
1 e
\
\
\
0.6 S
\
()
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.6 2.97 2 2.51 1.11 0.28
EDUCATION  2.63 2.8 3.01 2.56 2.37 1.81
S.AFFAIRS 2.9 3.4 2.04
-«-p, HEALTH *—+EDUCATION ~%- 8,AFFAIRS
12/12/30

{

\



CAIRO

CONSTRUCTICN SUBPROJECTS

3.6

2.6

mIoOoOOw

1.6

1

P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
8.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

(STAFFING)

b /\ ”, /.\
+_:74 z e Y. P ’ \\
............ el > by . >
......... * SeommoT \
o \
g \
\
\
[T —— *..
2 '-.,*.‘ ?
83 84 86 86 87 88
3.01 3.37 2.9 2.99 3.37 2.44
3.2 3.17 3.14 3.66 3.68 3.66
2.81 2.9 2.22 2.23 1.83 2.38
-+-p, HEALTH ——EDUCATION ~¥- S AFFAIRS




mIoOOw

1

P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

ALEXANDRIA

CONSTRUCTION SUBPROJECTS
(STAFFING)

2.6 |-

*
Frreseete; S
83 84 86 86 87 88
3.27 3.23 3.19 3.37 3.03 2.46
3.37 3.12 3.37 3.75 3.5 3.41
3.06 3.28 2.02 2.69 2 3.13
-+~-p. HEALTH =—HEDUCATION ¥ S AFFAIRS




GIZA
CONSTRUCTION SUBPROJECTS
(STAFFIG)

4
1
83 84 -1 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 1.4 2.26 2.28 2,92 1.86 2.14
EDUCATION 2,39 3.06 2.62 3.27 3.03 3.41
S.AFFAIRS 2.06 2.36 3.4 3.7 2.02

-+-p. HEALTH =—+EDUCATION ~%- S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90




QALUBIA

CONSTRUCTION SUBPROJECGTS
(STAFFING)

3.6
a e
I R
C \
Y
O \
\ N
R \ 7’ N
2 i A} 7 Y
E \ ’ \
\ \
S \
S~ /7 \
. .
1'5 ......
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.71 3.21 1.8 1,66 2.14 1.6
EDUCATION 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.37 2.76 2.9
S.AFFAIRS 2.9 3.4 2.68
-«-p. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~%- S AFFAIRS

12/12/90




CAIRO

CONST. SUBPROJECTS

(BENEFICIARIES)

4
—"".‘
*/\;
3.6 ..... : \va
*’ \\ //\\
| \ / \
\ / \
3 ....................................... _*. ........... ‘\ // N,
S \ /
g \ 7 Ay
C \ 7 \
\ ’ >
O 2.6 o o
R N et
...................... *‘
........... *
1.6
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 3.69 3.77 2.31 2.64 3.4 2.61
EDUCATION  3.567 3.47 3.46 3.7 3.62 3.29
S.AFFAIRS 3.29 3 1.86 1.78 1.69 1.93
-«-pP. HEALTH —+—EDUCATION ~%- S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90




ALEXANDRIA
CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(BENEFICIARIES)

5

4.6 ...................................................

2 e

*
1.6
1
83 84 86 86 87 88

P. HEALTH  3.34 3.69 3.62 2.97 3.7 2.37
EDUCATION  3.16 3.43 3.83 3.67 3.99 3.69
S.AFFAIRS  2.87 2.71 1.87 2.77 2 3.13

12/12/90

-+-p. HEALTH =—+—EDUCATION ~%- S.AFFAIRS




mIOoOw

P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS

GIZA
CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(BENEFICIARIES)

s, \ .
.............. , ‘ - /
7 \ A
/ \ /
/, ‘\ ’ ‘ *
// \‘ /
1.6 ./.... \ //
/ ]
83 84 86 86 87 88
1,31 2.18 3.27 2.92 1.39 2.1
2.73 3.59 2.62 2.93 2.86 3.24
2.43 2.47 2.8 3.09 1.73
-+-p. HEALTH =—HEDUCATION % 8,AFFAIRS

12/12/90




4.6

4

3

MmMITOOW

1.9
1
0.6

0

P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

QALIUBIA
CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(BENEFICIARIES)

2.6}

2 .

- —it e
Fe \/\
o -~ T
Er
83 84 86 86 87 88
2.46 2.98 1.86 1.14 0.4
4 4 4 3.84 3.87 3
3.8 4 2.32

-+-P. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~%- 8. AFFAIRS

; \\L/



CAIRO
CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(OUTSIDE MAINTENANGCE)

3.6
3
*
S '
C 2.6 .
E 2l
\ _ -
1.6 | *
i
83 84 885 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.37 2,6 2,68 2.61 1,77 1.89
EDUCATION  2.11 1.93 2.36 2.14 1.86 2.04
S.AFFAIRS 2.21 2.26 2.08 2.85 1.62 2.41
-+-P. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~%- S,AFFAIRS
12/12/90




ALEXANDRIA
CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(OUTSIDE MAINTENANCE)

3.6
3
8 2.6 |
E 2 |
1.6
*
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
P.HEALTH 228 134 243 282 213  2.08
EDUCATION  2.31 183 249 228 238 2.2
S.AFFAIRS  2.17 242 136 2.43 2 2.61
--P. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~%- S.AFFAIRS
12/12/80

Q



3.6

2.6

mIOoOOW

1.6

1

P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

GIZA

CONST. SUBPROJECTS

(OUTSIDE MAINTENANCE)

......... *
*_ .......... :
........ &
83 84 €6 €6 87 88
2.37 2.72 2,22 2.88 2.4 2.3
2.3 i.81 2.43 2.97 2.43 1.9
2.8 2.24 3.4 3.61 1.63
-+-p. HEALTH =+ EDUCATION ~%¥- S AFFAIRS

/



QALUBIA
CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(OUTSIDE MAINTENANCE)

3.5
3 k.
2.6
R 1.6 N
E \
1 NN TN
\ ,”
AY ,’
\ e
0.6
0
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 1.86 1,67 2.2 0.56 0.94 1
EDUCATION  1.31 2.2 1.67 1 1.1 0.42
S.AFFAIRS 1.8 1.77 3.04
-+-P, HEALTH ——EDUCATION %~ S AFFAIRS
12/12/90




3.6

2.8

mIoOw

1.6

1

P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

CAIRO

CONST. SUBPROJECTS

(INDSIDE MAINTENANCE)

.‘*
. L}
.7 *‘\ /’
e ] A ,
\ /
4-——__*\| \ //
...... t A /
\\ //
\J
83 84 86 86 87 88
2.34 2.3 2.33 2.56 1,76 2.46
2.1 2.09 2 1.99 1.59 2.32
2.33 2.3 2.23 2.44 2.21 2.86
-=-p. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~¥- S, AFFAIRS

W\



3.6

2.6

mMIOOWm

1.6

1

P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

ALEXANDRIA
CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(INSIDE MAINTENANCE)

*

83 84 86 86 87 88
2,73 2.86 2.23 1.72 2,07 2.64
2.03 2.09 2.68 2.27 1.94 2.47
2.36 1.88 1.98 2.81 3 3.19

-=-pP. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~%- S AFFAIRS




GIZA
CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(INSIDE MAINTENANCE)

*
3.6 4
3 E A S——
FR
C Lo
',.I
O 2.6 g
, M
R ’
!/ :
7/ 1
E 2 :'_J
*
1.6
i
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.09 2.69 2.49 2.26 1,92 2.92
EDUCATION  1.84 1,71 2.73 2.47 2.02 2.02
S.AFFAIRS 2.04 2.06 3 3.84 1.83
*-p. HEALTH ——EDUCATION ~¥- S ,AFFAIRS
12/12/90




3.6
3
S 2.5 -
C
O
R .
E
1.6
1
P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

QALIUBIA

CONST. SUBPROJECTS
(INSIDE MAINTENANCE)

83 84
1.64 1.64
1.36 1.93
1.67 1.1

==-P. HEALTH

86 86 87 88
2.33 1.47 2,37 2,67
1.47 2.27 1.1 2.06

3

YEAR

—— EDUCATION ¥ S.AFFAIRS




CAIRO
INFRASTRUCTURE

3.6
3
cS; 2.8
fé 2
1.5 ...........
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 2.63 2.49 3.01 2.96 2.62 2.37
8. LIGHTING 1.89 1.6 1.74 2.97 2.67 2.71
P. WATER 2.73 2.32 2.69
S. & DRAINAGE  2.31 2.24 3.2 3.48 2.62
—— PAVING —— 8. LIGHTING
~#- P, WATER -B- 8. & DRAINAGE
12/12/90

D)



ALEXANDRIA
INFRASTRUCTURE

3.6
3
g 2.6
E 2
1.6
1 =2
83 84 85 86 87 88
PAVING 2.74 2.5 1.91 2.69 2.9
S. LIGHTING 2.79 3.17 2.34 3.2% 2,81
P. WATER 2.31
S. & DRAINAQGE 1 2.32
—— PAVING — 8, LIGHTING
~d- P, WATER -B- 8, & DRAINAGE
12/12/90




3.6
3
S 261
C
O
R
E
1.6
1
PAVING
S. LIGHTING
P. WATER

8. & DRAINAGE

12/12/90

GIZA

INFRASTRUCTURE

83 84
1.79
3.12
2.94 272
2.44  2.84
—— PAVING
~¥- P, WATER

86 86 87

2.92
3.36 1
2.8 3.3¢ 2.8
2,79 3.1 2.67
YEAR

—— 8. LIGHTING
-B- 8. & DRAINAQGE

88

2.83
2.54
1.07
2.66




QALIUBIA
INFRASTRUCTURE

4
B‘s
. et o B ) \
3.5 g ke .
M -0
3 : eavereven 21 SR ~{3 w bl \
S 2.6
O 2
E 1-5 . '..'
! %
........ -
0.5
0
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 3.64 2.64
S. LIGHTING 3.36
P. WATER 3.41 0.88 0.64
S. & DRAINAGE  3.76 3.52 3.62 2.96 2.92 3.18
——- PAVING —— 8. LIGHTING
~¥- P, WATER -B- 8., & DRAINAGE

12/12/90




CAIRO
INFRASTRUCTURE
(BENEFICIARIES)

4 —
3.6
O 2.6
E 2
1.5
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 2.07 2.99 3.38 3.86 a3.69 3.29
8. LIGHTING 2.43 1.82 2.19 3.77 3.49 3.34
P. WATER 2.83 2.8 3.04
S. & DRAINAGE 2.64 3.6 3.2 3.6 2.64
~—— PAVING ~~ 8. LIGHTING
~#- P WATER -8- 8, & DRAINAGE

12/12/90

\U

hy



ALEXANDRIA
INFRASTRUCTURE
BENEFICIARIES)

6
4.6
4
S 3.5
O 3
R 2.6 -
E %
O
1.6 |-
{b—e
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 3.03 3.31 2.91 3.23 3.64
8. LIGHTING 3.1 3.78 3.24 4 3.36
P. WATER 2.27
S. & DRAINAGE 1 2.8
—- PAVING —— 3. LIGHTING
~¥%- P WATER -8- g, & DRAINAGE
12/12/90




GIZA
INFRASTRUCURE

(BENEFICIARIES)

]
4.6
4
S 3.5
C) 3
E 2.6
2 1
1.6
*
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 2.16 4 3.24
S. LIGHTING a.2 3.47 2.2 2.79
P. WATER 3.18 2.76 2.66 3.68 4 1.26
S. & DRAINAGE  2.76 3.18 3.62 = 2.98 3.45 2.87
—— PAVING — 8. LIGHTING
~¥- P, WATER -B- 8, & DRAINAGE

12/12/90




4.5

3.6

mIOoOw

2.6

1.6

PAVING

8. LIGHTING
P. WATER

8. & DRAINAQGE

12/12/90

QALUBIA

INFRASTRUCTURE
(BENEFICIARIES)

; ” P \
¥* N /s
\ ’
N ’ RN
S.
\ ’
N
8
% %
83 84 86 86 87 88
4 3.6
3.6
3.84 ‘ 1
4 4 4 3.2 4 3.67
—=— PAVING —i= 8. LIGHTING
~¥- P, WATER -B8- 8. & DRAINAGE

\{\,E)



CAIRO
INFRASTRUCTURE
(MAINTENANCE)

3.6 l
3
R 2
1.6
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
PAVING 2.17 216 2.76 2.36 1.82 1.76
S. LIGHTING 1.63 1.46 1.44 2.44 1.86 2.28
P. WATER 2.866 2 2.46
S. & DRAINAGE 2.0¢ 3 3.2 3.4 2.06
—— PAVING —— 8. LIGHTING
~%- P, WATER -B- 8., & DRAINAGE

12/12/90




3.5
S 2.6
C
O
R 2
E

1.6

1

PAVING
S. LIGHTING
P. WATER

8. & DRAINAGE

12/12/90

ALEXANDRIA
INFRASTRUCTURE
(MAINTENANCE)

83 84 86 86 87 88
2.64 1.97 1.24 2.17 2.4
2.68 2.76 174 2.68  2.43
2.33

1 2
—— PAVING —- S. LIGHTING

~#% P, WATER -B- 8, & DRAINAGE

N



3.6
3
2.6
S
C 2
O
R 1.6
E
1
0.6
0
PAVING
8. LIGHTING
P. WATER

S. & DRAINAGE

12/12/90

GIZA

INFRASTRUCTURE
(MAINTENANCE)

83 84
1.66
3.07
2.79 2.7
2.24 2.61
— PAVING
~%- P, WATER

86 86 87
2.2
3.27 0.2
2.96 3.2 2
2.23 3.17 1.98
YEAR

—+— 8, LIGHTING
-B- 8, & DRAINAGE

88
2.66

2.38

0.86
2,28




QALIUBIA

INFRASTRUCTURE
(MAINTENANCE)

4
a
3.5 ~
\‘E ------ a, \ +
3| ":: Ny \\ }] ..........
E e 7
Id
S 2.6 Mg 7N
~ Id
C N4 \
O 2
E 1.6
1
*.
0.5 e
0
83 84 865 86 87 88
PAVING 3.4 2
8. LIGHTING 3.2
P. WATER 3.12 0.8 0.4
8. & DRAINAGE 3.6 a.2 3.2 2.8 2.2 2.93
—— PAVING —— 8. LIGHTING
~¥%- P, WATER -8- 8. & DRAINAGE

12/12/90




CAIRO

EQUIPMENT SUBPROJECTS
(EFFECTIVENESS)

4
3.6
3
S 2.6
O 2
E 1.6
1
0.5 &
0
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.4 269  2.69 3.1 1.61 2.92
EDUCATION  1.86 2.5 2.6 2.74 2.84  3.48
S.AFFAIRS  3.18 0.66 3.61 3.31 2.44

-*-P. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~¥- 8 AFFAIRS

12/12/90




6
4.6
4
S 3.5
C
@) 3
R
E 2.6
2
1.8
1
P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS
12/12/80

ALEXANDRIA
EQUIPMENT SUBPROJECTS

(EFFECTIVENESS)

83 84
2.6 3.2
1.71 2.47
2.67

-~ *-P. HEALTH

86 86 87 88

3.22 3.18 4 2.92

2.76 2.46 4 3.82

3.2 3.3 3.36
YEAR

——EDUCATION ~%- S AFFAIRS




GIZA
EQUIPMENT SUBPROJECTS

(EFFECTIVENESS)

4
3.6 o
/
4
s 7
O 2.6
E 2
1.6
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.67 2.62 3.6 2.66
EDUCATION 1.6 1.2 2.76
S.AFFAIRS 2.7 2.8
-*-P, HEALTH =+ EDUCATION ~%- S AFFAIRS
12/12/80

/
NN



QALIUBIA
EQUIPMENT SUBPROJECTS

(EFFECTIVENESS)

3.6

................... *
K e
3l |
\
\
\
\
\
S \
2.6 |
\
C | ’\
\ \
O | |
\
R |
| \
E \
\
\
\
.
1.6
+
1
83 84 86 86 87 88
coucHTio 3.4 2.2 2.39 1.6 1.19
s 1.2
o 3.2 3.2 3.4

-*-P. HEALTH —+EDUCATION % S,AFFAIRS

12/12/90




CAIRO
EQUIPMENT SUBPROJECTS

(MAINTENANCE)

3.6
3R
2.6 i B
R 1.6
1
0.5
0 %
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.07 2.46 2.68 2.64 2.77 2.06
EDUCATION 2.08 1,88 2.28 1.43 1.86 3.37
S.AFFAIRS 2.93 0.073 2.42 3.26 2.44
-*-P. HEALTH =—+EDUCATION ~¥- S.AFFAIRS
12/12/90

\ \\



ALEXANDRIA
EQUIPMENT SUBPROJECTS

(MAINTENANCE)

6
4.6
1 .
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.4 2 3.02 2.46 4 2.78
EDUCATION  1.49 2.6 1.68 1.61 4 3.31
S.AFFAIRS 2.67 2.6 3.1 3.62
-+-P. HEALTH —+EDUCATION %~ 8 ,AFFAIRS
12712780




GIZA
EQUIPMENT SUBPROJECTS

(MAINTENANGE)

3.6
__________ .
S 2.6 o -
G
O
R |
E
S ———
1.
83 84 86 86 87 88
P. HEALTH 2.6 2.7 3 2.87
EDUCATION 2 1.6 3.19
S.AFFAIRS 2.6 3
YEAR

-*-pP, HEALTH =+ EDUCATION ~%- 8, AFFAIRS

12/12/80




3.6

2.6

mIoOoOOw

1.6

1

P. HEALTH
EDUCATION
S.AFFAIRS

12/12/90

QALIUBIA

EQUIPMENT SUBROJECTS

(MAINTENANCE)

¥ *
--------- \ .
N
A%
.".\
SN
": A
#
N e -
83 84 85 86 87 88
3.2 3.2 2.33 2.4 2.16
2
2.6 3.6 3.6

*-P. HEALTH —+EDUCATION ~¥- S.AFFAIRS




HELWAN
BY SECTOR

4
3.6
s o
O 2.6
2 -
1.6
; ! ! ~_ ! | ' !
83 84 86 86 87 88
INFRA. 2.22 1.82 1.63 3.86 3.01
EDUCATION 2.46 2.9 2.87 2.67 2.54 2.95
P.HEALTH 3.06 2.8 2.63 2.76 3.18 2.94

YEAR

——|INFRA. ~¥-EDUCATION - P.HEALTH

AS OF 12/12/80

\’l/k



HELAN
BY SECTOR

3.6 3

2.6

moOOw»m

1.6 N

83 84 86 86 87

SOC.AFFAIRS 2.63 1.47
ROAD.MAINT. 3.48

YEAR

—— SOC.AFFAIRS ¥ ROAD.MAINT.

AS OF 12/12/90




APPENDIX 6

NUS AND LD-li PROGRAMS
SUB-PROJECTS PROFILE

51



YEAR B2

W),  SUB PRO, TOTAL

57, ALLOC. AttOC., 1Y
rareg 17 1018BB20 2442095 &2
ALESANDRA 18 63275 1308543 1
nila 0 0 [
naLtvgra 0 0 [ ]
POAT Sa1D 0 0 [ ]
SUEL 0 9 [
;r.y;;; 65 1282095 3790438 34
t ALLOCATION=CURR ALLOCATION

38

3

0

0

~

TARLE Ab - |

NIIS PROGPANM

A5 OF 12/12/9¢

INFRASTRUCTURE
FY 82 - 86
YEAR 83 YEAR B4 YEAR 83 YEAR BS ToTAL
-;ITIB PRO, TOTAL - NO.  5UB PRO. TOTAL NO. SUB_PRO. TOTAL NO. SUB_PRO, YOTAL NB.  SUB_PRO. TOTAL
ALLOC. ALLOC, 1T SP, ALLOC. AttOC, 1 SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC, 1 SP.  ALLOC, ALLOC. 1 SP.  ALLOC, ALLOC, 1
2205376 4478065 35 15 viT83 3436592 12 1 13193 3834959 lz A7 208955 A4E2N115 9 175 4516107 2065456 22
1070853 3215473 33 { 6914 1729925 0 9 485880  135701p 38 18 740306 2403395 31 B9 2567008 10014152 2%
670695 1509528 A4 30 909435 1482943 81 3 TI360 1512298 5 0 551722 1055585 52 90 2203412 5560354 &0
175000 717245 4 ] 245818 731000 34 3 168182 71847 23 0 67074 1015985 7 12 656074 31828647 21
0 00 e 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 [ ]
161924 11920311 35 50 1353930 7380480 2% 31 1168595 7422690 14 42 1768057 8937690 20 366 9904501 39411809 25



TABLE A6 - 2

LDI1 URBAN PROGRAM

AS OF 12/12/9¢

INFRASTRUCTURE
FY 87 - 90
YEAR 87 YEAR 88 YERR B9 YEAR 99 TNTAL
LU 5B PRO. TOTAL N, SUB PRO. TOTAL N3, SUB PRO. TOTAL NO. SUB fRO:-;a;AL NO. S5UB_PRO. TOTAL
SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, I SP,  ALLOC. ALLOC. T SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC., T SP. AlLOC. ALLOC. - SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. I
CAtRO I 1246301 8230885 15 56 3595541 21954040 1s 56 4835840 18599485 26 50 4452671 21302589 21 178 14130353 70086979 20
ATETANDRIA 11 701643 4079989 17 52 2969552 10492230 28 59 4708720 BS16215 55 19 4270000 9055402 47 171 12649915 32143836 39
6l1A 17 575914 2135454 27 39 2293731 5015883 38 48 3687557  787273p 47 35 3299456 7297199 45 139 9856458 23321272 42
0A1 TUBTA b 188126 988758 19 [} 859450 2789095 31 ? 597308 32946800 18 14 981000 4008441 24 35 2523890 11083094 24
PART SAID i1 577857 2301895 25 0 0 00 7 161735 2881911 & 12 530500 2733575 12 30 1270092 7897382 1%
SUE 19 733499 1589243 4 0 0 090 10 399805 2473324 1% 9 726567 2118372 W4 38 1859871 5180939 30
;;;;[ 80 4023340 19326205 2 153 9718284 41251248 24 189 14390951 43520471 33 169 14260194 44515578 31 591 42392779 150713502 28
' ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION



CAIRO

ALEYANDRIA

GIIA

OALTUBIA

PORT SAID

SUET

TABLE A6 - 3

NUS & LDI1 URBAN PROGRAM

TOTAL ALLOCATION OF

INFRASTRUCTURE
FY 82 - 90
TOTAL

ND.  SUB_PRO. TOTAL
SP.  ALLOC.  ALLOC. 1
353 1B64BAG0 90741435 ]|
260 15216923 47158188 36
229 12060070 28881825 2
&7 3281964 (4265741 B
30 1270097 7897382 16
38 1859871 6180939 30
957 52337380 190125311 28

NOTE  : INFRASTRUCTURE INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING SECTORS

1 - POTABLE WATER

2 - SENERS AND DRAINAGE
3 - PAVING & BRIDGES
4 - STREET LIGHTING

' ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

AS OF 12/12/90



CAIRD

ALETANDRIA

GITA

naLTuate

PORY GALD

SHEr

N

TARLE AL - &

NS PROGRAN
FOOD SECURITY

FY 82 - 8b
YEAR 92 YFAR 83 YEAR B4

LU S8 FRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL

SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, 1 SP. ALLOC. AloC, 1 SP.  ALLOT. ALLOC. 2
4 135924 2442095 & S 221375 478085 3 0 0 2436592 0
{ 66919 1308543 5 & 340000 3215473 11 0 0 1729925 ©
0 0 00 1 70000 1509528 5 0 0 1482943 O
n 0 00 1 80000 717243 8 1 31000 731000 4
0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
0 o 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
8 202043 3730838 9 13 691375 11920311 & 1 31000 7380480 ©

ALLOCATION=CURR ALLOCATION

W0,
SP,

0

AS OF 1271290

YEAR 85 YEAR 85 ToraL
SUB_PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO, TOTAL NO. 5UB PRO, 10TAL
ALLOC. ALLlC. 2 SP.  ALLOC, ALLOC. 1 SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. 1
0 3834759 o ] 40042 442745 1 10 397341 20854436 2
0 1337016 0 4 14000 2403395 | 1 420919 10014352 4
89930 1512298 S 0 82900 1035565 € 3222830 5560354 4
79982 713417 11 i} 0 1015985 o© 3 170982 5182647 9
0 (] 0 0 2.0 0 0 00
0 (] 0 0 [} 0 0 00
149912 7422890 2 3 136942 8937890 2 271212072 39411809 3



v

N

/

TABLE A6 - 5

LDI1 URBAN PROGRAN AS OF 12/12/90
FOOD SECURITY
FY 87 - 90
YEAR 67 YEAR 88 YEAR 89 YEAR 90 TOTAL
LUR Sus PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL ;Bj- SUB_P;&j-;élﬂL NO. ;G; PRO. TOTAL ;ét-_-;aéi;;é:-;;;;; -----
SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, 1 SP, ALLOC. ALLOC, I SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, 1 SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC, 1 5P, ALLOC. ALLOC, X
CAIRO 1 19721 8230845 d 0 0 21958040 o0 2 528000 $B399485 3 0 0 21302589 0 35721 710088979
ALEYANDRIA 1 15237 4079989 0 0 0 10492230 0 3 33512 8518215 & 1 100000 9055402 1 5 M9749 32143836 |
GIIA 1 60000 2135454 3 1 38767 4015883 1 0 0 7872736 O 0 0 7297199 0 ? 98767 23321272 ©
gAL1UB1A 0 0 988758 0 0 0 2789095 0 0 0 3294800 O 0 0 4008441 0 0 0 11083094 ¢
PART SA1D 2 157089 2301898 7 0 0 00 1 40000 2881911 1 0 0 2733575 0 3 197089 7897382 2
SUEI 1 31598 1589243 2 (] 0 00 2 192959 2473324 8 1 119900 7118372 & L] JA67 5180939 &
;é;;[ 6 203645 19328205 | t 38767 41251248 9 8 1095481 43820471 3 2 219900 44515578 0 17 1637793 150713502 1
t ALLOCATTON=CURRENT ALLOCATION



TABLE Ab -

Ni5 & LDII URBAN PROGRAK
TOTAL ALLOCATION OF
FO0D SECURITY

FY 82 - 90

ToraL

NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL
SP.  ALLOC.  ALLOL.

CATRD 13 945062 90741435
ALEIANDRIA 16 870668 42158188
GiA 5 321597 78881826
OALIUBLA 3 170982 14265741
PART SAID 3 197089 7897382
SUEZ 4 344467 5180939
TQTAL Ll 2849865 190125311
] ALLOCATTON=CURRENT ALLOCATION

AS OF 12/712/%90



CALRD

ALELANDRTA

Gl

NALIuUB1A

PORT €AfD

SUE?

TRALE A6 -~ 7

NUS PROGRAN

EQUCATION
FY 82 - 86
YEAR B2 YEAR 83 YEAR B4 YEAR 85 YEAR 85
LUK SUB PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOIAL NO.  SUB PRO, 107AL ND.  SUB PRD. TDIAL ND.  SuB PROD. TOTAL
SP. ALLOC.  AtLOC. 1 SP.  AlLtOC. AttOC, 1 SP. ALLOC. AttOC. 1 SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. 1 SP.  ALLOC, aAtLOC. 1
W 545471 2442095 22 T4 2591434 5478045 40 3B 2083900 3436592 &1 23 1093112 3834959 29 37 2202563 4482745 49
13 292518 1308543 22 L1 991161 3215473 3 20 1097941 1729925 &3 12 359722 1357018 27 13 938343 2403395 39
0 0 00 2 425087 1509528 28 B 305835 1482943 21 11 349344 1512298 23 0 165336 1055565 16
n 0 0 0 3 199923 717245 28 2 59485 731000 8 3 143224 118417 20 0 AB44ss 1015985 4B
0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 ¢ 6 0 0 0 00
0 0 00 4 0 L] 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 [}
50 837989 3750438 22 145 4207605 11920311 35 68 3547142 7380480 48 49 1945002 7422690 26 76 3788708  B937890 42

t ALLOCATION=CURR ALLOCATION

s

AS OF [2/12490

214

113

L

17

188

SuB PRO.

ALLOLC.

8518460

3677685

1245603

887078

14326848

alloc. 1

20654456 44

10014352 37

5560354 22

3182647 28

39411809 36



CAIRD

ALEYANDRIA

GilA

NALIUBIA

PORT SALD

SUET

TADLE A - 8

LDIT URBAN PROGRAN

AS OF 12/12/90

EDUCATION
FY 87 - 90
YEAR 87 YEAR 88 YEAR 89 YEAR 90 T0TAL
LUN SUB PRO. T0TAL ;B: SUB PRO. TOTAL K0.  SuB P;éj-;DIAL ) NO.  SUB PRO. ID;AL NO. SUBi;AB:-;éIAL )
SP, ALLOE. ALLOC. % SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. I SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, % SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC, % SP.  ALLGC., ALLOC. I
58 1831208 8230845 22 108 7127258 21954040 32 79 5754527 18599435 31 102 7400873 2130258% 35 347 22113866 70086979 32
22 889916 4079989 22 AT 2376215 10492230 23 22 1012460 8516215 12 22 1145000 9055402 13 113 5423591 32143836 17
1 351356 2135454 16 27 1300122 6015883 22 24 1345079 7872736 17 14 1137429 7297199 1% 76 4133986 23321272 18
8 272901 988758 28 18 1353621 2789095 49 L] 353283 3296800 11 & 735000 4008441 18 36 2724805 11083094 25
8 141538 2301896 & 0 0 00 10 438532 2881911 15 8 476575 2733575 17 26 1056745 7897382 13
8 134261 1589243 8 0 0 00 T 232912 28334 9 i1 313270 2118372 15 26 5BO44T 5180939 11
115 3521180 19326205 19 200 12157216 41251248 29 146 9146893 43620471 21

t ALLOCATION=CURRERT ALLOCATION

163 11208147

46515578 24

624 36133436 150713502 24



CAIRO

ALEXANDRIA

GIIA

OALIUBIA

PORT SAID

SUEZ

TABLE At - 9

NIS & LDI! URBAN PROGRAM
TOTAL ALLOCATION OF
EBUCATION

FY 82 - 90

TOTAL

ND.  SUB PRD. TOTAL
SP.  ALLOC.  ALLOC.

539 30630346 90741435
226 9101275 42158168
123 5379589 28BA1625
53 3611883 14265741
26 1056745 7887382

26 680443 51B0939

1013 50460282 190125311

t ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

3

22

25

13

i

AS OF 12/12/90



TABLE RS - 10

NUS PROGRANM AS OF 12/12/190
PUBLIC HEALTH
FY 82 - 8b
YEAR B2 YEAR 63 YEAR 84 YEAR B3 YEAR Bb 1o1at
;"-)j-” SUB PRQO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL N0, suB PR, TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL 0-((:1 5uB PRO. T(-);;E ------
SP, ALLOC. awLoc. 1 SP. ALLOC. AULLDC, 1 SP.  ALLOC. AuLGC. @ SP, ALLOC. aALloC. SP. ALLOC. ALLDC. I SP. ALLOC, ALLOC. 1
CAIRO 16 356166 2042095 15 19 17219 5478085 15 11 504540 3435592 18 28 1408062  IB34959 37 16 938473 AAb2145 2 99 4218460 2085445h 21
ALETANDRTA b 412919 1308543 32 19 THASY 3215473 22 8 440397 1729925 77 ? 386718 1357016 27 18 303540 2403395 13 59 2255127 10014352 23
Rila 0 0 00 7 320086 1309528 21 L] 267892 1482963 18 10 514098 1512298 4% 0 210892 1055545 29 4 112758 5560354 23
naL(ugta 0 0 00 3 1682322 717245 23 4 300168 731000 41 3 12113 718A17 20 0 452258 1015985 45 15 1076881 3182547 WA
PNRT SAID 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
SHET 0 0 00 ] 0 [ 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
;r.\;;l- 12 749085 3750638 21 48 2155080 11920311 18 27 1832797 7380480 22 50 2530991 7422590 34 A0 1905253 8937490 21 197 8993216 39411809 23
! ALLOCATION=CURR ALLOCATION



TABLE RS - 11

LDI1 URBAN PROGRAM AS OF 12/12/90
PUBLIC HEALTH
FY 87 - 90
YEAR 87 YEAR B8 YEAR B9 YEAR 90 T0TAL
LU SUB PRO. TOTAL K0,  SUB PRO, TOTAL NO. SUB PRO. TOTAL NO. Su8 PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRD. TOTAL
SP. ALLOC, ALLOC. 1 SP. ALLOC. ALLOC., I SP.  ALLOC. aA'LOC, 1% SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC. I SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. I
CafRo 18 691295 8230845 B 39 3195714 21954040 1S A2 2888718 1B5994R5 14 AS 4390409 21302589 21 148 11166136 70084979 16
ALEYAMDRIA 10 3B54B6 4079989 9 24 1683525 10492230 16 20 1190552 8514215 14 0 1249247 9055402 14 T4 4508810 32143834 1
6114 7 419555 2135454 20 13 1090801 4015883 1B 13 1000698 7872736 13 10 629114 7297199 9 A3 3140166 23321272 1
NALTUBIA 5 258382 988738 26 A 177431 2789095 & 8 558863 3294800 17 2 91000 4008481 2 19 1685876 11083094 10
PORT SAID 10 296330 2301894 13 0 0 00 L] 241927 28619i1 8 S 283500 2733575 10 19 821757 7897382 10
SUET 11 214895 1589243 14 0 0 00 10 508619 2473324 28 8 457564 2118372 22 29 :181078 6180939 19

T0TAL 61 2266143 19326205

—

2 BO 6147471 41251248 15 97 6389377 43620471 15 94 7100834 48515578 15 332 21903825 150713502

—

5

1 ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION



CAIROD

ALEXANDRI

GIIA

NAL1UBIA

PORT SAID

SUET

TABLE As - 12

NUS & LDIT URBAN PROGRAM
TOTAL ALLOCATION OF
PUBLIC HEALTH

FY 82 - 90

ND. SUB PRO. TOTAL
5. ALLOC. ALLoc,

247 15414598 90741435

n 133 6763937 42158188
87 4552936 28881526

3 2162737 14269741

19 821757 7897382

29 1181078 5180939

529 30697C41 190125314

ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

1

17

16

16

15

10

16

AS OF 12712790



TABIE Ab - 13

HUS PROGRAM AS OF 12/12/90
SOCIAL AFFAIRS
FY 82 - 8b
YEAR B2 YEAR 83 YEAR B4 YEAR 85 YEAR 86 TOTAL
ND. SUB PRO. TOTAL KO. SuB PRO. TOTAL HO. SUB PRO. TOTAL HO.  SUB PRO, TOTAL ND.  SUB PRO, TOTAL o NO. SUB _PRD. TOTAL
SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. I SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. 1 SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. % SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC. % SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, 1 SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. 1
CatRO 30 385714 2442095 15 25 478bk) 5478085 7 7T 3A6389 3438592 10 14 850592 3834959 23 30 B72712  M4p2AS 20 99 2974058 20654456 14
ALETANDRIA 18 272912 1308543 21 3 102006 3215473 3 b 164673 1729925 10 b 144916 1357016 11 18 409106 2403395 17 40 1093613 10014352 11
6114 0 0 00 2 23660 1509528 2 0 0 1482943 0 9 407386 1512298 27 0 44715 1055565 & 12 475741 5560334 9
AALTUBTA 0 0 00 2 100000 717245 14 2 94549 731000 13 3 184916 718417 2% 0 12187 1015985 1 8 391452 3182647 12
PORT SAID 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
SUeE? 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
;;;;; 4B 558626 3750438 18 32 704327 11920311 b 14 605611 7380480 B 32 1627790 7422890 22 33 1338720 8937590 15 159 4935074 39411809 13
t ALLOCATION=CURR ALLOCATION



\

YEAR 87
;n. SUB PRO. TOTAL
SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC. 1
CAIRD 11 297924 B230865
ALEYANDRIA 1 15507 4079989 |
G124 3 8011 2135454 4
OALTUBIA 0 0 988758 ©
PORT SAID 3 maAs 230185 12
SUE1 10 359107 1389243 71
;&;;E 28 1054994 19326205 $
' ALLDCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

TABLE A6 - 14

LDIT URBAN PROGRAM

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

FY B7 - 90
YEAR 88 YEAR 89

HO. 5UB PRO. TOTAL NO. ;&é PRO. Té;;[ -----
SP. ALLEC. AulGC. 1 SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. 1

311251219 21954040 6 36 1889255 16599485 |

12 628747 10492230 & 8 837419 8514215

? 375759 4015883 6 330113 787273

2 168917 2789095 & 1 200702 3296800

0 0 00 3 112343 2851911

0 0 00 3 79953 2473324

542022542 41251248 57 3249785 43620471

YEAR 90

NO.  SuB_PRO. TOTAL -

SP. ALLOC. ALlOC, 1
60 2516475 21302589 12
10 354995 9055402 4
9 593650 7297199 B
9 427000 4008441 1)
] 390000 2733575 14
3 66428 2118372 3
93 4358548 44515578 9

AS OF 12/12/90

TOTAL
;U. SUB _PRO. TOTAL
SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC.
138 5954873 70086979
31 1678768 32143838
27 1379633 23321272
12 735619 11083094
10 774588 7897382
16 505488 5180939
234 11087969 150713502

1

1

8

5

b

7

0



!

3
\

' (:b

TABLE A% - 15

NUS & LDII URBAN PROGRAM AS OF 12/12/90
TOTAL ALLOCATION OF
SOCIAL AFFAIRS

FY 82 - 90

T0TAL

LIt SUB PRO. TOTAL

SP. ALLoc. ALLOC. 1

CATRO iy 8928941 20741435 10
ALETANDRIA n" 2770381 42158188 7
6114 39 1855374 288B1426 &
OALIUBIA 20 1186271 1426574} 8
PORT SAID 10 774588 7877382 10
SUEZ 16 505488  $1B0939 8
T0TAL 333 16023043 190125311 8
L ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION



TABLE Ab - 14

KUS PROGRAM
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

AS OF 12/12/90

FY 82 - 85
YEAR B3 YEAR B4 YEAR B85 YEAR 85 TOTAL

;0. SUB PRO. TOTAL SUB PRO. TOTAL ;6. SUBt;;&t-TUTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB_PRO. TOTAL NO.  UTILITY TOTAL

SP. ALLOC.  ALLOC. 5P, aLLoc. 1 SP. ALLOC. aALlOC. 2 SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, % SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. I SP, ALLOC. ALLOC., 1
CAIRD 0 0 2442095 0 0 0 54878085 0 0 3438592 o© 0 3834959 o 0 0 4452785 0O 0 0 20654856 0
ALETANDRIA 0 0 1308543 0 0 0 3215473 0 0 1729925 0 0 1357016 0 0 0 2403395 0 0 0 1004352 0
6174 0 ] 00 0 0 1509528 0 0 1482983 0 v 1512298 0 0 0 1055565 0 0 0 5560354 0O
NALTUBIA 0 0 [ 0 0 717245 0 0 731000 0 0 718417 o0 0 0 1015985 0 0 0 3182687 0
PORT SAID 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
SUE? 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00
;;;;[ 0 0 3750438 0 0 0 11920311 0 0 7380480 O 0 7422690 0 0 0 8937590 O 0 0 39411809 0
srexa
' ALLOCATION=CURR ALLOCATION



CAIRD

ALEYANDRIA

611a

0ALIUBIA

PORT SAID

SUET

YEAR 87

12

41

5UB_PRO.

ALLOC.

2873901

1881132

180000

78155

856837

113883

3985908

101AL
ALLOC. 1

8230865 35

4079589 4p

2135454 8

968758 8

230189 37

1589243 7

19326205 31

ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

SUB PRG. TOTAL

TABLE Ab - 17
LOI! URBAN PROGRAM
VEHCILE MAINENANCE
FY 87 - 90

YEAR BY

NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL
SP, ALLOC. ALLOC. 1

T 2255657 18599485 12
[ 385282  B516215 5
9 1248007 7872738 14
I 1452000 3294800 44

20 1744702 2861911 &1

—

8 981973 2473324 40

63 BO97621 43520471 19

YEAR 90

SUB PRO. TOTAL

ALLoc.

2126700

1834150

1527550

177444}

836000

406643

8707494

ALLOC. 1

21302569 11

9035402 20
12971199 21
1008441 04
2733575 )

2118372 19

46513578 19

KD,
SP.

b1

"

23

18

29

ALLoc.

12841974

6217589

3147953

3544262

3437539

1504499

209 30893796

AS OF 12712790

SUB_PRO,

AlLec. 1

70086979 18

32143836 19

2337212712 13

11687994 32

7897382 44

6180939 24

150713502 20



TABLE A4 - 18

NUS & LDIT URBAN PROGRAM
TOTAL ALLOCATION OF
VEHCILE MAINTENANCE

FY 82 - 90

TOTAL

NO. SUB PRD. TOTAL

SP. ALLOC. ALLee. 1

CAIRD b1 12041974 90741435 14
ALEXANDRIA L1} 6217569 42158188 15
S11A 0 3147953 28881426 11
OALIUBIA 14 3544262 14285741 25
PORT SAID 38 3437539 1897382 L1}
SUET 29 1504499 5180939 2%
ToTAL 209 30693796 190125311 186
: ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

AS OF 12/12/90



TABLE A6 - 19

NUS PROGRAM
ROAD MAINTENANCE

FY 82 - 86
YEAR 82 YEAR 83 YEAR 84 YEAR 85

LUB SUB _PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL ) NO.  SUB PRO. TOVAL

SP., ALLOC.  ALLOC. ¥ SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. 1 SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC. 1 SP. ALLOC. aALOC, 2
CAIRD 0 0 2442095 o 0 0 6478065 0 0 3435592 o 0 0 3834959 ¢
ALEIANDRIA 0 0 1308543 0 0 0 32573 0 0 1729925 o 0 0 1357016 0
RIlA 0 0 00 ¢ 0 1509528 0 0 1482983 0 0 0 1512298 0
NAL1UBTA 0 0 [ 0 6 717245 0 0 73t000 o0 0 0 718417 0
PORT SA1D 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 00
SUE? 0 0 (N 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 00
;;;;E 0 0 3750638 0 9 0 11920311 0 0 7380480 0 0 0 7422690 0
t ALLOCATION=CURR ALLOCATION

YEAR 85

NO.  SUB PRD. TOTAL

SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. 1
0 0 4462145 0
0 0 2403395 0
0 0 1055565 0
0 0 1015985 0
0 0 00
0 0 00
0 0 8937690 ©

AS or 12/12/90

NO.
SP.

0

0

TOTAL

SUB_PRO.

ALLOC.

0

0

0

0

ToTAL
ALLOC. 1

205654454

10014352

5350354

3182¢47

0

0

39411809



TABLE A - 20

LDI1 URBAN PROGRAM
ROAD MAINTENANCE

AS OF 12/12/90

FY 87 - 90
YEAR 87 YEAR B8 YEAR B9 YEAR 90 ToTAL

LR SUB PRO, TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL KO. ;G;i;;ﬂ. 10TAL ND.  SuB PRO. TOTAL ND.  SUB_PRO. TOTAL

SP. ALLoc. AwLoc. z SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, 1 SP. ALLOC. ALLDC. 2 SP. ALLDC.  ALLOC. SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. X
CAIRD 14 1226473 8230865 15 9 1155877 21954040 5 19 331007 18599485 2 3 85200 21302589 A5 2798557 70086979
ALEXANDRIA 6 150018 4079989 4 5 620622 10492230 & T 247270 BS18215 3 2 90000 9055402 20 1107910 32143834
611A 5 294748 2135454 14 T 650555 5015883 11 3 198462 7872734 3 0 0 7297199 15 1143783 23321272
naLIuBIA 2 170910 988758 17 0 0 2789095 © 1 0 3296800 0 0 0 4008441 3 170910 11083094
PORT SAID 0 0 2301898 0 0 0 00 1 1225712 2861911 &4 2 162000 2733575 3 2845712 7897382
SUE? 0 0 1589243 0 0 0 00 2 77093 2473324 3 1 28000 2118372 3 105093 5180939
;6;;[ 21 1842149 19326205 10 21 2427054 41251248 & I3 976404 4352047) 2 8 365200 45515578 B9 5610807 150713502
t ALLOCAT!ON=CURRENT ALLOCATION

4



TABLE Ab - 21

NS & LDII URBAN PROGRAN
TOTAL ALLOCATION OF
ROAD MAINTENACE

FY 82 - 90

ToTAL

N0.  SUB PRO. TOTAL

SP. AtLocC. ALLOC. 1

CAIRD 43 2798557 90741435 3
A EYANDRIA 20 1107910 42138588 3
GIIA 13 1143765 28881628 1
OALTUBIA 3 170910 1428574) 1
PORT SAID 3 204572 7897382 1
SUE? 3 105093 5180939 2
TOTAL 89 5610807 190125311 3
' ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

AS OF 12/12/90



TABLE A6 - 22

NUS PROGRAN AS OF 12/12/%0
BUILDING NAINTENAKCE
FY 82 - 86
YEAR 82 YEAR B3 YEAR 84 YEAR BS YEAR 88 nraL
LI SUB PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRD, TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB_PRD. TOTAL NO.  SUB_PRO. TOTAL
SP, ALLOC.  ALLOC. 1 SP. ALLOC. ALLOC. 1 SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC. 12 SP. ALLOC. AUlOC. 1 SP.  ALLOC. AtlOC. 1 SP.  ALLOC. ALLOC. 1
CAIRD 0 0 2442095 o0 0 0 5478065 O 0 0 3438592 0 0 0 3B34959 0 0 0 4452745 0 0 0 20658458
ALEYANDRIA 0 0 1308543 0 0 0 3215473 0 0 0 1729925 o0 0 0 1357018 0O 0 0 2403395 o 0 0 10014352
GIIA 0 0 (L1 0 0 1509528 o 0 0 1482983 0 0 0 1512298 © 0 0 1055585 0 0 0 5550354
QALIUBIA 0 0 00 0 0 717245 0 0 0 731000 0 0 0 718417 0 0 0 1015985 o0 0 0 3182847
PORT SATD 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 0
SUET -0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 0
nTAL 0 0 3750638 0 0 0 11920311 o0 0 0 7380480 © 0 0 7422690 0 0 0 8937690 0 0 0 39411809
[ | ALLOCATION=CURR ALLOCATION
/7
- "

(



YEAR 87 YEAR 88

;;t-- Sue PRO. TOTAL NO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL

SP. ALLOC. ALLOC, 1 SP. ALLEC. ALLOC.
CAIRE 12 44042 8230865 1 5 2715 21954040
At EXANDRIA 2 10950 4079989 0 3 98574 10492230
() 3 173770 2135454 8 3 93752 60135883
fALIUBIA [ 20084 986758 2 ] 0 2783095
PORT SA{D ] 0 230189 0 0 0 0
SUEL 0 0 1589243 0 0 0 0
;&;;; 23 248846 19326205 1 11 435041 41251248
H ALLOCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

TABLE #5 - 23

LDTi URBAN PROGRAM
BUILDING MAINTENANCE
FY 87 - 90

YEAR B9

YEAR 90

KO.  SUB PRO. TOTAL
SP. ALLEC. ALLOC.

1 116481 1B599485
0 0 B516215
1 12820 78727%
L] 114648 3296800
0 0 2851911

0 0 17134

b 273949 43620471

1

ND.
SP.

2

1

2

SUB_PRO. TOTAL
ALLOC,  ALLOC. 1

130261 21302589
0 5055402
110000 7297199
0 40vudd]
55000 2733575

0 2118372

5 2957261 44515578

1

AS OF 12/12/90

TotAL
" SUB_PRO.
SP.  ALLOL.
20 5399
5 109524
8 420342
10 134732
2 55000
0 0
45 1253097

TOTAL
ALLOE.

70085979

32143834

23321212

11083094

7897382

6180939

150713502



W

CAIRD

ALEYANDRIA

:130]

OALIUBIA

PORT SAID

SUez

TABLE A6 - 24

NUS & LDIT URBAN PROGRAN
TOTAL ALLOCATION OF
BUILDING MAINTENANCE

FY 82 - 90

K. SUB PRO. TOTAL

SP, ALLOC. ALLOC. 1
20 533499 90741435 I
5 109524 42158188 0
8 420342 28881626 1
10 134732 14265741 I
2 55000 7897382 I
0 0 6180939 0

H 1253097 190125311 1

ALLCCATION=CURRENT ALLOCATION

AS OF 12712790



APPENDIX 7

MAINTENANCE PLANS
AND PROPOSED NEEDS

52



INFRASTRUCTURE/UTILITIES
FOOD SECURITY

E0UCATON

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

ROAD MAINTENANCE
BUTLDING MAINTENANCE

10741

FY 87

ToTAL SPY  FINAL

FUND cost
1,223,275 33 273.52%
1,223,215 2 5,488
1,223,275 B 55,508
1,223,215 3 12,681
1.223.215 0 0
1,223,275 1 143,89
1,223.215 0 0
1,223,215 o 0
47 430,872

TABLE A7 - ¢

FUND

1,645,699
1,645,699
1,645,499
1,645,499
1,645,699
1.645,699
1,645,699
1,645,699

Fy 88
SPE  FINAL
cost
59 505,314
5 17,348
19 143,345
1 122,534
1 502
11 307,134
1 0
0 0

107 1,098,177

91
3
01
191
01
01

1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,297

STATUS OF THE MAINTENANCE FUNDS FOR THE 6.0.E SUB_PROJECTS

Bl 998,193
3 30.542
23 129,813
9 26,409
L] 15,283
10 345,718
0 0
0 0

130 1,545,756

FY 90
TOTAL SP8  FINAL TOTAL TOTAL ToTAL
FUND cost 1 FUND SP8 FIN, COST 1

6,428,187 74 1,340,576 211 11,080,458 247 3,137,804 28
6,428,187 1 23,758 01 11,080.458 11 19,136 1
6,428,187 125 1,572,888  24% 11,080,456 175 1,901,35¢ 17
6,428,187 29 575,493 91 11,080,456 S5t 737,097

6,428,187 25 207,172 3t 11,080,458 30 222,957 2
£,428,187 51 2,101,548 331 11,080,458 73 2,898,094 25

6,478,187 1 0 o0 11,080,458 2 0 ¢
6,428,187 1 0 0 11,080,458 ! 0 0
306 5,843,435 590 8,975,242



INFRASTRUCTURE/UTILITIES
FOOD SECURITY

EDUCATION

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

ROAD MAIKTENRANCE
BUILDING MAINTENANCE

ToraL

\
fr™
\Y

TABLE A7 - 2

FY 87 FY 88

TOTAL SP  FINAL TOTAL SP®  FINAL Totat

FUND cosrt 1 FUND Cost 1 FUND
1,223,275 56 339,448 281 1,645,699 13 90,193 2 1,783,297
1,223,275 6 20,237 pa i 1,645,699 0 0 A 1,783,297
1,223,275 56 248,548 201 1,645,699 52 299,794 181 1,783,297
1,223,215 18 93,999 81 1,645,699 16 139,442 81 1,783,297
1,223,215 13 30,171 21 1,645,699 10 2,000 11 1,783,297
1,223,215 0 0 01 1,645,495 2 11,093 i1 1,783,297
1.223,275 0 0 0 1,645,699 i ¢ or 1,783,297
1,223,275 0 [} 4 1,645,699 0 0 01 1,783,297

14y “2.401 94 549,522

FY 89
SPE  FINAL
cosrt

3

0

2 140,158
0 58,884
2 1,897
9 0
0 0
0 0

37 237,54t

FY 90

TOTAL SPE  FINAL

FUND cost
6,428,187 15 285,807 {1
b,426,187 0 48,148 134
4,428,187 3 125,248 21
6,420,187 2,334 01
6,428,187 I 719,913 17
6,428,187 1 3,100 o1
5,428,187 i o 0
6,428,187 1 ¢ 0

2B 543,530

TOTAL  TOTAL TOTAL
FUND SP§ FIN. €OST 1
11,080,458 87 747,088 71
11,080,458 & 89,385 |1
11,080,458 133 13,745 71
11,080,458 S0 294,661 31
11,080,458 26 126,981 (I
11,080,458 3 14,193 01
11,080,458 2 0 o1
11,080,458 1 0 o1

JoB 2,085,014



INFRASTRUCTURE/UTILITIES
FO0D SECURITY

EDUCATION

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

ROAD MAINTENANCE
BUTLBING MAINTENANCE

ToTAL

HA I
FUND

fr 8
SPE FINAL
€ost

1.223,21%
1,223,215
1,223,275
1,223,275
1,223,273
1,223,275
2.223,205
1,223,275

89 512,987
825,028
4 308,058
ToT06.680
3 onan
1 143,695
’ 9
0 0

196 1,223,275

TARLE A7 - 3

STATUS OF THE MAINTENANCE FUNDS FOR THE 6.0.E AND LDIT SUB PROJECT

ToTaL
FUND

1 98
SP1 FINAL
£osT

1,645,899
1,645,699
1,645,499
1,645,499
1,645,499
1,645,499
1,645,699
1,645,699

17595,307
5 17,148
Wy, 1%
7 21,974
fl 7,502
13 318,227
| 0
0 0

200 1,845,499

ToTAL
FUND

1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,297
1,783,207
1,783,297
1,783,797
1,783,297

F1 89
SP1 FINAL
cos1
841,028,795
330,542
29,049
19 85,295
& 38
10 M6
0 0
0 0

167 1,783,297

192

0

f
ToTaL
FUND

§,428,187
5,428,187
5,428,127
4,428,187
5,428,197
6,428,187
§,428,187
6,428,187

190
SP1 FINAL
€051

89 1,647,383
T 93,908
128 1,478,134
% men
287,085
52 2,100,448
1 0
i ¢

132 4,408,985

mn

0

T01aL 10TAL  TOTAL

FUND SPE FIN. LOST 2
11,080,458 334 3,884,652 352
11,080,458 17 141,50
11,080,458 308 2,715,100 25%
11,580,458 101 1,081,758 92
11,080,458 58 19,938 Nt
11,080,458 76 2,912,287 242
11,080,458 2 0 0
11,080,458 1 0 N

935 11,061,258



INFRASTRUCTURE /UTILITIES
FOOD SECURITY

EOQUCATION

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

ROAD MAINTENANCE
BUILDING MAINTENANCE

T0TAL

TABLE A7 - 4

STSATUS OF MAINTENANCE FUNDS FOR NUS AND 6.0.€ SUR PROJECTS

721.198
721,198
721.198
721.198
721,198
121,198
721,196
721,198

OO D O N O O W

wm

FINAL
cost

54,979
0
0
10.135
0

(-2 — =

87,114

1

81
01
01
17
0%
01

-0

[

ToTAL
FUND

121,198
121,198
721,198
721,198
121,198
721,198
121,198
721,198

SPR

81
89

20
3

218

FINAL
cost

165,284
33,378
273,540
15,918
61.970
0

0

0

616,090

P33

38
1
91
0%
01
01

1,442,39
1,442,3%
1,442,3%
1,442,39
1,442,39%
1,442,39%
1,442,3%
1,442,396

64
89

22
pas

23

222,263
33,378
273,540
85,053
61,970
0

0

0

677,204

151
n
191
.13
L1
0
0%
0%



INFRASTRUCTUREZUTILITIES
FOOD SECURITY

EDUCATION

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

ROAD MATNTENANCE
BUILDING MATHTENANCE

107AL

NUS PROGRAM 82 - 86

TABLE A7 - 5

STATUS OF MAINTENANCE FOR 6.0.E SUB_PRDJECTS

LD11 PROGRAM 87 - 90

T0TAL
FUND

121,198
721,198
721,198
721,198
721,198
121,198
721,198
721,198

SPE

81
5
a9
20
23
0
0
0

2

—

FINAL
cosT

185,204
13,378
273,540
75.918
61,970
0

0

0

610,090

1

231
51
R{:}4
Hi
91
01
01
0

11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458

247 3,137,604

1 7913
175 1,901,354
51 737,097
30 222,957
73 2,898,094

2 0

i 0

390 8,976,242

281
17
171
n
2
261
01
01

TOTAL PROGRAM 82 - 90

11,801,558
11,801,556
11,801,656
11,801,656
11,801,656
11,801,585
11,801,555
11,801,558

328 3,302,808

15 112,514
264 2,178,894
71 B13,015
30 284,927
73 2,898,094

2 0

1 0

185 9,586,332

281
17
181
n
1
251
01
01



INFRASTRUCTURE/ZUTILITIES
FOOD SECURITY

EDUCATION

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

ROAD HAINTENANCE
BUTLDING MAINTENANCE

ToTAL

TABLE A7 - &

STSATUS OF MATNTENANCE FUNOS FOR NUS AND LDII SUB_PROJECTS

LD11 PROGRAM 87 - 90

ToTAL
FUND

721,198
721,198
721.198
721,198
721.198
721,198
721,198
721,198

SPY

OO0 0O O N O O WL

FINAL
cast

36.979
0
0
10,135
0

[~ — I =

67,114

1

81

-
~

01
17
01
01
01
01

TOTAL
FUND

11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458
11,080,458

SPE  FINAL
cosT
87 747,048
b 88,385
133 813,748
50 294,661
26 126,981
IO14,193
2 0
1 0

3o8 2,085,014

1

n
17
n
i
11
74
4
0L

TOTAL PROGRAM 82 - 90

T0TAL
FUND

11,801,656
11,801,556
11,801,556
11,801,656
11,801,556
11,801,558
11,801,556
11,801,558

SP0 FINAL
cost
90 804,027
6 88,38
133 813,748
32 304,794
26 126,981
3 14,193
2 0
i 0

313 2,152,128

1

n
184
7
n
134
0%
74
01



<

V)

INFRASTRUCTURE/UTILITIES
FOOB SECURITY

EDUCATION

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHICLE HAINTENANCE

ROAD MAINTENANCE
BUILDING MAINTENANCE

TOTAL

TOTAL NUS & LDIT B2 - 90

STATUS OF MAINTENANCE FUNDS FOR 6.0.E.

TABLE A7 - 7

« NUS AND LDIT SUB PRO.ECTS

T07AL
FUND

11.801,656
11,801,858
11,801,658
11,801,656
11,801,658
11,801,656
11,801,656
11,801,656

SPE  FINAL
CostY
90 804,027
[ 86.385
133 813,748
52 304,798
26 126,981
3 14,193
2 0
1 0

313 2,152,128

1

n
11
n
3z
17
0%
0%
0%

181

11,801,656
11,801,85¢
11,801,836
11,801,656
11,801,656
11,801,858
11,801,856
11,801,858

328 3,302,988

16 117,514

264 2,174,894
71 813,015
30 284,927
73 2,898,094
2 0

1 0

785 9,586,332

1

281
11
182
n
21
251
0%
0%

104

TOTAL PROGRAM 8. - 90

TOTAL
FUND

11,801,458
11,801,654
11,801,454
11,801,656
11,801,656
11,801,656
11,801,654
11,801,836

5Py

418
”
397
123
5%
T8
4

2

1,098

FINAL
Cos%y

4,106,915
200,899
2,988,640
1,117,811
411,908
2,912,287
0

0

11,738,450

1

351
21
251
9
n
251
0%
0%



INFRASTRUCTURE/UTILITIES
FOOD SECURITY

EDUCATION

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE

ROAD MAINTENANCE
BUILDING MAINTENANCE

T0TAL

TABLE A7 - 8

PRUIPOSED MAINTENANCE FUNDS FOR NUS AND LD1] SUB _PROJECTS

NAINT,

35,258
5,578
23,045
21,150
18,112
0

0

0

FY 82 FY 83

SPE  ALLOC.  MAINT. SPY  Attoc,
65 1,282,095 0 179 4,161,924
8 202,843 0 13 691,375
50 837,989 0 145 4,207,405
32 749,085 0 48 2,155,080
48 638,826 0 32 104,327
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
203 3,750,438 0 416 11,920,311

103,143

50 1,543,930
1 31,000

68 3,547,142
27 1,632,197
14 05,611
0 0
0 0
0 0

160 7,380,480

MAINT.

192,020
31,285
166,407
105,794
59,214
0

0

0

554,722

31 1,148,595
1 149,912
19 1,945,402
50 2,530,991
32 1,827,790

0 0
0 0
0 0

HAINT,

380,120
55,180
107,875
226,487
103,098
0

0

0

164 7,422,690 1,173,747

PAGE 1
FY 85

SPE  ALLOC.  MAINT.
421,768,057 497,584
3136,942 66,85
76 3,788,708 609,462
40 1,905,263 348,108
33 1,338,720 176,491
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

194 8,937,690 1,718,505



INFRASTRUCTURE/UTILITIES
FOOD SECURITY

EDLCATION

PUBLIC HEALTH

SOCIAL AFFAIRS

VEHTTLE MAINTENANCE

ROAD MAINTERANCE
BUILDING MAINTENANCE

TOTAL

NOTE ¢

{1} NO MAINTENANCE IN THE FIRST INPLEMENTATION YEAR

TABLE A7 - 8

PROPOSED MAINTENANCE FUNDS

FY 87 FY 88

SP3  ALLOC MAINT. SPY  ALLOC. MAINT.
80 4,023,340 31,314 133 9,732,068 958,573

b 283,585  B],845 i 38,767 101,972
115 3,821,180 833,446 200 12,151,411 1,130,981
b1 2,266,143 533,876 80 6,214,869 707,217
28 1,054.994 280,195 S8 2,424,208 377,14
41 5,985,908 0 18 7,902,773 164,612
27 1,842,149 0 212,427,054 50,659
23 240,845 0 11 435,001 5,843

381 19,326,205 2,340,679

SUM ALLOCATED FOR MAINTENANCE ASSUMES

538 41,326,187 3,398,562

SPY ALLOC.  MAINT,
185 14,298,812 1,333,748
8 1,095,481 121,815
146 4,198,489 1,687,784
97 6,406,620 1,017,398

57 3,250,377 514,076
63 8,102,793 579,474
32 1,000,903 178,194
b 3,949 27,019

594 43,527,420 5,459,528

{ii) 2.51 OF THE CAPITAL COST ALLOCATED FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE FIKST YEAR AFTER CONSTRUCTION

(NOTE - THE CONSTRUCTION 1S LIABLE FOR CONSTRUCTION DEFFECTS FOR THE FIRS! YEAR

(iii) S OF THE CAPITAL COST ALLOCATED PER ANNUAL FOR EACH SUB_PROJECT FOR MAINTENANCE
{ivl INFLATION HAS ALLONED FOR AT 107 PER YEAR

SP§  ALLOC. MAINT,
165 14,132,396 2,154,758
2 219,900 145,296
162 11,225,739 2,477,101
94 6,858,261 1,483,320
95 4,284,058 728,201
90 8,919,953 1,099,307
8 365,200 296,957
5 295,000 50,414

621 45,299,467 8,455,352

PAGE 2

949
L1}
1,011
529
393
212
88
45

3,2n

ALLOC.

92,131,173
2,849,845
50,523,465
30,739,109
15,948,711
30,910,427
9,635,306
1,252,836

187,991,092

MAINT,

6,083,405
630,829
7,336,100
4,463,329
2,257,114
1,843,393
925,810
84,276

23,224,258



Table A 7-9

STATUS OF THE MAINTENANCE FUNDS

82 -8 87 - 90
TOTAL

(e AID TOTAL GOE AlD TOTAL
Infrastructure 165,284 56,979 222,263 3,137,604 747,048 3,884,652 4,106,915
Food Security 33,378 0 33,378 79,136 88,385 167,521 200,899
Education 273,540 0 273,540 1,901,354 813,746 2,715,100 2,988,640
Public Health 75,918 10,135 85,053 737,097 294,661 1,031,758 1,117,811
Social Affair 61,970 0 61,970 222,957 126,981 349,938 411,908
Vehicle Maintenance 0 0 0 2,898,004 14,193 2,912,287 2,912,287
Road Maintenance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Building Maintenance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

610,090 67,114 677,204 8,976,242 2,085,014 | 11,061,256 11,738,460

nm/STATUS



Tably A 7-10

STATUS OF THE MAINTENANCE FUNDS

ACTUAL MAINTENANCE FUNDS

PROPCSED FUNDS

X OF THE NUS & LDII
MA[NTENRNCE COMPQSED

COE NUS-LOIT TQTAL WITH PROPGSAL
Infrastructure 3,302,888 804,027 4,106,915 6,083,406 13%
Food Security 112,514 88,385 200,899 630,829 14X
Education 2,174,694 813,747 2,988,641 7,335,100 1x
Pwlic Health 813,015 304,796 1,117,811 4,463,329 I3
Social Affair 284, ve7 126,981 411,908 2,257,114 X
vehicle Maintenance 2,898,094 14,193 2,912,287 1,843,393 0.7%
Road Maintenance - . - 525,810 0.0%
Bui lding Maintenance - - - 84,267 0.0%
9,586,332 2,152,128 11,738,460 23,224,251

nm/STATUS-A

A
>



APPENDIX 8
SUB-PROJECT RATING FORMS

53



DESCKIPTION OF THE RATING FORMS (FIELD SHEETS)

I General

For each individual sub-project the investigator has to fill out two separate field sheets,
the first one covers the evaluation of the major implementation items which should be
considered during the planning and design and construction phases of the sub-project.
The second one covers the evaluation of the major items to be considered for successful

operation of the facility.

The LD II program Sub-projects are classified into three major categories (construction,
utilities and cquipment). Sheets (C-I) (C-O) rate the LD II buildings, (U-I) (U-O)
rate LD II utilities and sheet (E) rates the LD II equipment.

I Scoring Procedures

2,

Most of the major rating items were broken down into sub items, each one has a

maximum score which reflects its relative importance.

All the rating implementation and operation items should be rated in the ficld except
the following items which should be rated in the office against the project documents:

Needs Assessment - Health, Education and Youth sub-proje :s arc to be checked against
the latest N.A. report as follows:

a. For renovation sub-projects; E2, H2 and Y2 form: arc checked to determine

priority.

b. For horizontal or vertical extensions in schools; 52 and E1 are used to cvaluate
the need for additional classrooms (they could be to reducc the cxisting classroom
density, climinatc the third shift or to accommodatc the future population

increasc).

c For Heallh and Youth extensions or additional equipment; the reported

department requircments are reviewed.

Adherence to Schedule - The project file has to be reviewed to find out the date of
turnover, scheduled completion period and the actual completion date according to the

tracking system,



3. Adherence to Cost - The project file has to be reviewed to find out the original project
allocation and final cost according to the tracking system.

NOTE;

Other items on the forms are self explanatory and thesc are visually rated in the feld.



SUB-PROJECT [KPLEMENTATION RATING (Field Work Sheet)

Governarate Sub-preject No.
pistrics Sup-Project Title
program Year Type: Inspection Date:
ANALYSIS PRCCSTURE MAX REPCRTED TQTAL SCORE REMARKS
1 MATCHES NEZ2S ASSESSMENT: (Give 2 af Campliance)
. For Zcucation, Health and Youth sup-projecss,
cnecx with Nescs Assessment (NA) reports
. for Garage ecuipment, check with CIM NA reporis
. For other SLD-Crojects, use your own judgement
put atways slacing Tajor emonasis on the Cype
ang nuroer of ceneficisries,
100
2 MESTS LO-i1 CRITIRIAL
. Serving lew {ncame areas 25
. §uz-grajesss ertner priority 1or !l 15
- lncome sereratiin 15
- Suz-orojest Tyoe: 5
3. mors seresicial: Health, Ecucation, Youl
arc uctlities;
=. less serericial: office syilaings,
garcens, ceremony halis
. USAID slacue irsialled 20
100
3 FUNCTICNAL CESISN SLALITY:
1. Recuire functizrat areas orovided 20
2. Acecuacy of
13 m2 2-oe¢ ncsoital room, for examote) 20
3, Acequacy of cirzulation 20
L. Acecuacy of venttlation 20
5. Aczessaciiity 20
100
4 CINSTAUCTICN SLALYY
. Camiiance wizh ssecifications
(review fencer Zocuments) 30
- Guality of materials (with respect tO appeararce,
curaoi!ity, anc mincainaoility) 35
- Worxranship fSy ocservation) 35
| 100
5 ADHERENCE 7O SCHEIULE
Date of | Final | Actual |Planned |%0verrun | see
Furnover| Accent.| Const.Period|Constr.Period Notes
| | |
I I | |
/
-] ADHERENCS TO COST
Orig | Actual | X see
Alloc. | Final | Overrun Notes
| Cest |
| !
! f
| -
Toral Sup-groject Score | / / /




SUB-PROJECT CPERATIONS RATING (Field Work Sheet)

Sup-pruject No.:

Governorate:

Sw-project Title:

piserict ¢

Inspection Date:

Programn Year: Type:
ANALYS[S PRCCEDURE MAX REPORTED TCTAL SCORE REMARKS
1 ADESUACY OF FURNISHINGS/ECUIPMENT:
(Rating =ill be given only to the ones in use, not the
ones in starage)
- Quantity: 30
- Quality: 30
- Function: 40
100
2 ADEQUACY OF STAFFING:
- NutDer: 30
- Cualifications: 30
- Atrzencance:! 40
100
3 LEVE. CF 3ENEFICIARY USAGE:
. Check the facilizy or equigment operation recorss for
the precszing 3 monmhs, if neecea.
FCR GUIDANCE:
. Clesec sacilities or equipment not in use for more
=nan T0% af :ne vear sive (C) rating
. For Misceiianes.s suc-grajects, give % acsording o
the cegres Sf pcoutation density in served area
- for schools, 3jive & for furnisnings/ecuigment in use
. For nospitals, 3ive rating acsorcing o patients/cay
or cegree of cczwpancy (average No. of becs ocssied/
sotat No. of oecs for in-patients
- For ycuth centers, accarsing To participation records
100
4 CUTSIDE,/GROUNCS MAINTINANCE
- Strest zaving %0
- Cieanliness of grauxis/sizte 30
- Cutsice lanaszacing 30
100
5 INSIDE MAINTENANCE
- Cleanliness 40
- Corrsctive Main:snance - Degree of Performance
Carpentry, paincing, floors, roofs, windows 20
Sanizary (water taps, WCs, risers, fixtures) 20
Elecsrical (pamels, inter wiring, lignting, outlets) 20
100
Total Score

Notes: Rating will be 0-4 ard will be precisely quantified in accordance with the reported percentage

a. Suw-preject molementation, [tems 5:6

0- more than &) 3- 100 20

1- 36 12 &0 4- less than 10
2- 21 to 35
b. The following zoeffizients will be useq to emphasize that certain {tems have greater importanc e:
ITEN CIEFFICIENT [TEM COEFFICIENT
Impiementaticn 2 2.50 Operatioms 3 2.00
Implementaticn & 2.00 Operations 5 1.50
MAXTMUM SCZRE [M2LSMENTATION 20 ACTUAL SCIRE ; WEIGHTED AVERAGE
MAX{MUM SCCRE CeE3aTICNS P ACTUAL STTRE —_ WEIGHTED AVERAGZ

.......... ¢-°\v;\



= UTILITY SUB-PROUSST [MPLEMENTATION RATING (Field Work Sheet)

Sub-groject No.:

Governorate & P
piscrice : Sup-project Title:
Program Year: Type: Inspection Date: _____
AKALYS!S PROCIZURE MAX % REPORTED TQTAL SCORE REMARKS
1 MEETS LO-11 CRITER!A:
. Serving low income areas 85
- sub-projects eitner Priority [ or 1l 20
+ [ncome generaticn 15
100
2 FUNCTIONAL DETIGN SUALITY:
- For roacs, checx acderpjacy of paved roadway,
crairage, anc siocewitks
. For sewer i~ w=aler sub-orojects, check the
acecuacy of pipes ara apourtenances
. For stre=at lignting, cnecx spacing of poles, size
of luminaires anc sffectiveness af illumination
100
3 CONSTAUCTICN SUALITY:
- compiiance Wit specifications 40
(review Tercer socuments)
. Zuaiity of matarials (with resoect 10 aopearance,
curaotiity, anc maintainacility) 10
- Worxmansnip (Sy ocservacion, it possible. [f 30
wOrX i§ coversc 1D as with uncersrounc caoies
ana zipes, sctit 30 points cetween two other
jzams. 13 zaving lo2k at such as parameters as
jeins witn existing savement, arainage, riding
Quatizy set:ing 3r I0CS OF new MH cavers and
valves ooxes IJ jrace ... etc.)
100
4 ACHERENCET TC SCHEZULSS
Date of | Final Aczual Plarmed 2
Turnover | Aczent. | Const.Period | Const.Period | Overrun | See
Notes
/
5 ADHERENCZ TO C2SV
Orig Actual = See
Alloc. Final Overruns Notes
Cast
/
Total Sub-project Score / / /

novUtilimed

W-T



* yTILITY SUB-AROJELT JPERATIONS RATING (Field work Sheet)

Sup-project Noo:

Gavernorace @

piscrice

Program Year: Type:

subeproject Title:

{nspection Date:

ANALYSIS PRCCEDURE

REPORTED < TOTAL SCCRE

REMARKS

1 LEVEL OF 3ENEFICIARY USAGE:

as necced

Cbserved usage backed w by afficial records,

2 ZOND[TICN/STATUS OF MAINTINANCS:
Zar==czive maintenance has bean <
glimrace

a) sotholas ana savement failures

5) teaky =ater pipes and fixtures

2) mon-coerational or defective s

2) =logged sewers and missing mamole covers

aken to

treet lights

Total Score

100

Notes:
A. Utilizy trolementation, ltems 4,3

3-10ta 20
4+ less than 10

0 more tman 50
1- 36 1040
2- 21 %335

Rating will Se 0-6 and will be precisely quantified in accordance with the reported percentage

8. The following cosfficients will be used to etphasize that certain items have greater importance:

TEM CCEFFICIENT
Implementation 1 1.5
2.0

Implementacion 3

MAXIMM SCCRE [MPLEMENTATICH 25

MAXIMUN SCTRE CPERATICNS 20

n/Utilimca

1TEM COEFFICIENT
Operaticns 1 2.0
Operations 2 3.0

ACTUAL SCORE ______; WEIGHTED AVERAGE

ACTUAL SCORE ______; WEIGHTED AVERMAGE

W-~o \L’JV



GOVERNCRATE :

DISTRICT ¢

SUB-PRCLECT FEUIZWWT FATING (Field Work Sheet;

SUB-PRCJECT wn.:

SUB-PRCJECT TITLE:

[NSPECTION DATE: —_—

ANALYS(S PROCZDURE MAX REPCRTED TOTAL SCIRE REMARXS
1 | MgETS LO-LI CRITERIA
o Serving low income areas 20
o Supb-project Priority I or {1 20
o Incame generation 10
o Source & origin - either 50
ggypt or U.S.
100
2 | AGBRUALY OF SCUIPHMENT
o Size (procuction caoapility) 30
3 Cuaiity (curacility of
materials, ets...) 3o
o Ecuip is neeoec &)
100
3 | CPERATICNAL
o Trainec ooerators 4]
o Sucoorting ecuigment in place 20
s Lavet af usage (check recarcs) 4
100
& | MAINTENANCE
o Cleanliness 20
o Current coerational efficiency &0
o Scare parts availaole 20
100

Tatal Score

Notes: Rating will be 0-4 and will be precisely quantified as fol lows:

0

1.
2-
3.
4-

less than 10
10 0 35
35 to 50
51 to &9
7C <o 100

MAXIMUM SCIRE 16 ACTUAL SCORE

Jo/egiprate

ENCLCSURE 1-5

AVERAGE

\‘a/\



APPENDIX 9

NEEDS ASSESSMENT FOR EDUCATION



Cairo Governorate

Table A 9-1

EDUCATION SECTOR

(SUMMARY OF NEEDS)

ADDITIONAL CLASSROOMS

RENOVATION

DISTRICT Total # of Total Urgent TOTAL NEEDS COST
No. Cost Schools Renovation Total Cost

Helwan 1573 22,022,000 92 4 41,750 22,063,750
Heliopolis 152 2,128,000 18 1 16,500 2,144,500
West nz 1,638,000 42 12 130,500 1,815,500
Abdeen 35 490,000 36 8 85,500 575,500
Central 195 2,730,000 76 7 173,500 2,903,500
Waily 483 6,762,000 R 8 130,500 6,892,500
East 2710 37,940,000 &4 7 115,250 38,055,250
Zeitoun 2278 31,892,000 105 2 94,250 31,986,250
South 654 9,156,000 98 12 220,750 9,376,750
Misr El-Kadima 951 13,314,000 60 7 128,500 13,442,500
Rod-El-Farag 384 5,376,000 55 24 313,500 5,689,500
Shoubra 116 1,624,000 2% 4 88,500 1,712,500
Nasr City 124 1,736,000 17 .- 18,000 1,754,000
El-Sharabia 1876 26,624,000 59 3 100,500 26,364,500
El-Salam 643 9,002,000 35 1 25,500 9,027,500
Maadi 32 448,000 39 9 144,250 592,250
El-Sahel 682 9,548,000 78 7 83,500 9,631,500

TOTAL 13005 182,070,000 970 16 1,910,750 184,000,00C

bsds \NEEDS-2/sy




Alexandria Governorate

Table A 9-2

EDUCATION SECTOR

(SUIMARY OF NEEDS)

ADDITIONAL CLASSROCMS B RENOVATION
DISTRICT Total # of Total Urgent TOTAL NEEDS COST
No. Cost Schools Renovation** Total Cost
Eastern 2608 36,512,000 115 37 447,000 36,959,000
Midtown 1517 21,238,000 m 9 100,250 21,338,250
West 1231 17,234,000 65 1 29,500 17,253,500
Anreya 662 9,268,000 54 9 116,000 9,384,000
Montaza 2045 28,430,000 51 9 83,500 28,713,500
£1-Gomrok 356 5,012,000 “% 5 55,500 5,067,500
TOTAL 8521 117,894,000 (27 70 831,750 118,725,750

bsds \NEEDS-3/sY



Table A 9-3

EDUCATION SECTOR

(SUMMARY OF NEEDS)

Giza Governcrate

ADDITIONAL CLASSROOMS RENOVATION
DISTRICY Total # of Total Urgent TOTAL KEEDS COST
Mo, Cost Schools Renovation** Total Cost
North 1641 22,974,000 41 8 163,250 23,137,250
South 855 12,110,000 3 4 72,500 12,182,500
West 1940 27,160,000 45 3 46,000 27,206,000
Central 823 11,522,000 49 4 108,500 11,630,500
TOTAL 5269 73,766,000 166 19 1,366,750 75,132,750

bsds\NEEDS-4 /5y



Table A 9-4

EDUCAT1O0¥ SECTOR

(SUMMARY OF NEEDS)

Qaliubia Covernorate

ADDITIONAL CLASSROOMS RENOVATION
DISTRICT Total # of Total Urgent TOTAL NEEDS COST
No. Cost Schools Renovation** Total Cost
East 1482 20,748,000 31 4 62,500 20,810,500
West 1583 22,162,000 46 1 40,000 22,202,000
TOTAL 3065 42,910,000 7 5 102,500 43,012,500

bsds\NEEDS-5/sy



Table A 9-5

EDUCATION SECTOR

(SUMMARY OF NEEDS)

Port Said Governorste

ADDITIONAL CLASSROOMS RENOVATION
DISTRICT Total # of Total Urgent TOTAL NEEDS COST
No. Cost Schools Renovation Total Cost
Port Fouad 35 490, C00 12 1 9,500 499,500
El-Arab 62 858, 000 16 1 17,000 885, 000
Cast 89 1,246,000 10 1 30,500 1,276,500
El-Manakh 366 5,124,000 4 2 47,000 5,171,000
El-Dawahi 110 1,540,000 17 2 30,750 1,570,750
TOTAL 662 9,268,000 96 7 134,75° 9,602,750

bsds\NEEDS-6/sy



Table A 9-6

EDUCATION SECTOR

(SUMMARY OF NEEDS)

Suez Governorate

ADDITIONAL CLASSROCMS REROVATION
DISTRICT Total # of Total Urgent TOTAL NEEDS COST
No. Cost Schools Renovation Total Cost
suez 124 1,736,000 2 1 28,000 1,764,000
EL-Arbaeen 542 7,588,000 28 3 36,250 7,624,250
Attaka 261 3,654,000 19 2 6,000 3,660,000
Ganayen 104 1,456,000 14 2 16,750 1,472,750
TOTAL 1031 14,434,000 a3 7 87,000 14,521,000

bsds\NEEDS-7/sy




Teble A 9-7

EDUCATION SECTOR

(SUMMARY OF NEEDS)

ADDITIONAL CLASSROQMS* RENOVATION
GOVERNORATE Total # of Total Urgent TOTAL NEEDS COST
No. Cost Schools Renovation** Total Cost
Cairo 13005 182,070,000 70 116 1,910,750 184,000,000
Alexandria 8421 IR Trteys R 1] 442 70 831,750 118,725,750
Giza 5269 73,766,030 166 19 1,366,750 75,132,750
Qaliubia 3065 42,910,000 7 5 102,500 43,012,500
Port Said &2 9,268,000 96 7 134,750 9,402,750
Suez 1031 14,434,000 a3 7 87,000 14,521,000
TOTAL 31453 440,342,000 1834 224 4,433,500 444,794,750

* Classrooms added to:

1. Eleminate the 2nd and 3rd shifts

increese

2. Achieve the standard classrooms density

3. Accommodate one year population

v yumber of facilities which are having any of the cunstruction fteme in need of urgent repair (structure, W.C.'s
Lighting). It could be any of these items or them all.

bsds\NEEDS-1/5y



