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PREFACE

This annual evaluation of the Basic Village Services program

was conducted by a joint team of USAID and USDA personnel.

Several representatives from ORDEV-Cairo and USAlD-Cairo partci­

pated in all project site visits. The opinions expressed in

this report, however, are solely those of the authors.

Dr. George Gardner, USAID/NE/TECH-Washington, served as team

leader. Dr. David Kunkel, USDA/FAS-Washington, and Ms. Elizabeth

Berry, USDA/OlC -Washington, were the other writing members of

the evaluation team.

Background research on the BVS projects commenced during

January 1981 in Washington and Cairo. The evaluation team

departed Washington on February 23 and arrived in Cairo on

February 24. Field visits and interviews in six governorates

w~re conducted during February 25 - March 15. Analysis and

write-up was completed in Cairo by March 20.

Invaluable assistance and logistic support were ,provided by

Mr.Magdi Sidarous and Mr.Remah Talaat of USAID/DRPS/LAD in

Cairo. Without their assistance this report wourd not have

been possible. This report was typed and proof~read by Ms. Julie

Anne Rudge.

Special appreciation is also extended to the three ORDEV

officials who accompanied the evaluation team on the various

field trips: Mr.Mahmoud Hassan M.Hassan, Mr.Maged El Sheibini

and Mr.Fm.lZY Ali E1 Ahwal.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. History of the Project

The Basic Village Services (BVS) Program was formally

initiated on March 20, 1979 as a PL 480 Title III (Food for

Development) agreement between the Government of Egypt (GOE)

and the United States Government (USG). The stated goal of the

program i.s to reinforce and strengthen local government in

Egypt so that it more effectively supports agricultural and

rural development. This goal is consistent with GOE rural

development policy (primarily articulated in Public Laws 52,

and 43), which emphasizes governmental decentralization as a

means of promoting rural development.

More specifically, popularly elected village councils are to

be utilized as the principal institutions for identifying local

needs, and planning and implementing projects on the basis of

these needs. The projects funded through the BVS program must

be public projects, accessible to almost all people residing

within the territory of the public unit that owns or supplies

such services.

These projects have mainly been oriented to the provision

of potable water, feeder roads, small canals and drainage sys­

tems. Other types of public projects are eligible, providing
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they are widely desired, widely accessible and cost effective

with respect to number of beneficiaries.

Thus, the BVS program actually has a dual emphasis: to

support the GOE's decentralization policies and to upgrade

Egypt's rural infrastructure. It is anticipated that improved

local governmental capacity to implement BVS projects will

result in continu~d rural development progress aft~r the pro~

gram's completion in 1985.

The stated objectives of the Title III agreement are as

follows:-

1. Public Law 52 will be implemented in such a way that the

physical, social, and economic components of a rural

development strategy will be effectively supported among

all levels of government.

2. Government inter-ministerial coordination will effectively

ensure that all policy, technical, and management inputs

mesh in support of village council Ba~ic Village Services

needs.

3. Popular participation in local economic development and the

provision/distribution/operation of services ~nd infra­

structure will be effectively promoted through the village

councils.
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4. The Organization for Reconstructio~ and Development of the

Egyptian Village (ORDEV) will be organized and operated in

a manner that will effectively support the operations of

the Title III supported Basi.c Vill.age Services program.

5. Basic Village Services projects will be defined, designed

and implemented in ways which most expeditiousiy meet

village needs using available Egyptirtn technical advice and

locally obtainable materials.

6. GOE will develop opportunities during the various stages

of the Title III Program so that World Bank foreign exchange

inputs and USG-funded special technical assistance can be

programmed into the operations, where appropriate.

7. The GOE will continue to provide financing of Basic Village

Services activities during the period of the Title III

program and thereafter.

The Inter-Agency Committee for Basi.c Village Services is

responsible for formulating BVS planning and implementation

procedures. It is chai~ed by a representative of ORDEV, and

includes representatives from the Ministries of Local Governments,

Finance, Planning, Economy and Agriculture. ORDEV bas been

charged with the program's administration at the central govern­

ment level.
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The Title III Agreement provides fo~ program support valued

at $15 million per year for five years, through the shipment of

wheat and wheat flour. The proceeds generated from the sale of

the agricultural commodities provided under this agreement are

utilized to finance program activities. Loan forgiveness (for

the commodities) occurs when Title III currencies are disbursed

to the participating villages.

The BVS program was significantly expanded by AID through an

additional agreement dated August 31, 1980. This agreement,

which has been integrated with the Title III agreement, has the

following stated purpose:

"to improve and expand a continuing capacity in local

units to plan, organize, finance, implement, and main­

tain locally chosen infrastructure projects."

As with the Title III agreement, the program is intended to

support GOE policy objectives in economic and administrative

decentralization. The desired project outputs are as follows:

1. Institute a management system for BVS and other projects in

governorates/villages.

2. Completed rural infrastructure projects serving needs of

village people, especially the poor.
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3. Training of governorate/village staff in the entire system

of project conception, implementation and management.
I

4. Production of a series of working manuals for training and

operations.

In brief , the 1980 AID agreement is consisten~ with the

Title III agreement and supplements it in the following areas:

1. An additional $70 million grant is provided, bringing the

total cost of the. project to $145 million.

2. The GOE is required to provide the equivalent of 10% of

project construction costs (approximately $6 million) for

maintenance of these projects.

3. The Egyptian pound equivalent of $15 million dollars is to

be borne on an "in-kind" basis by GOE (for indirect sub-

project costs such as land acquisition, engineering design,

contract administration, in-country training and staffing

support) .

4. The capacity-building dimension of this program is further

emphasized and additional resources are directed to this

capacity-building component.

5. Funding is provided for long-term technical advisory services,

participant training, research, and evaluation.
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B. Present Status of the Proje~t

The team found that among the three governorates receiving

the first disbursement of BVS funding -- Sharkia, Fayoum, and

Sohag -- progress in project implementation varied. In Fayouffi,

many projects are complete or nearing completion. In Sharkia,
.

many projects are nearing completion, with shortages of certain

critical materials delaying progress. In Sohag, work on many

subprojects is just beginning with some delay attributable to

contractors' timetables, and materials not having arrived.

The types of projects being undertaken are nearly all rural

roads or water-related projects. A breakdown of project type by

governorate is as follows:-

Road

Water

Other

TOTAL

Fayoum*

51

4

69

. 124

Sharkia**

16

55

71

Sohag*

28

45

73

Total

95

104

69

268

* as of 12/31/80

** as of 9/30/80
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In actuality, it is difficult to specify the exact number of

BVS projects because a single project title often encompasses

several closely-related subprojects. Therefore, the above figures

under-represent the number of BVS projects funded by the first

year's allocation. It is estimated that the total number of

discreet construction activities may actually total 500 to 600.

Also, at the time of this writing, the team fofind that the

BVS program was in the early stages of implementation in the six

other governorates participating in the program -- Giza, Minufia,

Qalyubiyah, Behiera, EI Minya, and Qena. In Giza, for example,

the projects have been proposed by the village councils and

approved by the governorates, but the villages have not yet

received their allocations, although they expect them shortly.

Technical advisory services are to be provided by United

States and Egyptian advisors in management, planning, local

finance, training, engineering design and environmental analysis.

While the Egyptian governorates and markazes have, in some cases,

provided extensive technical assistance to nany of the parti­

cipating villages, the United States has not begun to provide

technical advisory services on an ongoing basis. This can be

attributed to the fact that AID monies have not y£t been made

available, and the Title III agreement does not require that

funding be set aside for training and technical assistance.
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AID has commissioned a number of studies in order to

ascertain how to utilize these supplementary training and

technical assistance monies most effectively. The studies are

listed in Appendix Table 1.

ORDEV has been charged with the responsibility for developing

and staff a training program for the purpose of strengthening

BVS implementation capability at the village and governorate

level. Progress in this area has been slow.

c. Methodology of the Annual Evaluation

Because the BVS program is subject to evaluation by both

USAID and USDA, it was decided to conduct a joint team review

of the program's 1980 achievements. However, this joint

approach presented the challenge of attempting a review that

would meet the evaluation requirements of both agencies.

Furthermore, because the BVS program has multiple objectives

of both Ehysical outputs (i.e. construction of rural infra-

structure) and process (i.e. decentralization), the evaluation

process must address both types of objectives. The assessment

of a complicated process such as decentralization is best suited

by the case study approach. However, the review.of physical

outputs such as rural roads and water systems is better suited

to the sampling approach.
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The methodology used in this eval'la-tion is a combination of

several approaches. A stratified random sample of 10% of the

268 projects listed by ORDEV was selected for visitation and

review. Information was gathered on these specific projects by

site inspections and structured interviews. The sampling process

was stratified by both governorate and type of project,-such

that 10% of each type of project in each of the three governorates

Were inspected.

Structured interviews were then conducted with personnel at

the local unit, "markaz" (district), and governorate level to

review the projects initiated in 1980. Additionally, separate

structured interviews were conducted at the governorate level to

aSSess the BVS projects planned for implementation in 1981.

Specific ,information was gathered on the 26 projects randomly

selected, but the evaluation team actually visited about 40 of

the 268 activities funded by BVS.

The random sampling approach was adhered to rigidly by the

evaluation team in order to avoid being shown only the "best,

lnost complete or nearest" project activities. Thus, although

the evaluation team visited only a fraction of the total array

of projects, the information gathered is truly representative of the

entire scope of the BVS program. A listing of the projects

Visited is seen in Appendix Table 2.
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II. REVIEW OF THE 1980 BVS GOVERNORi\TES

A. Sharkia Governorate

Sharkia has a total of 63 BVS projects, of which 56 are water

projects and seven are rural roads. A summary of the projects

is seen in Table 1. The team visited six water projects and one

road project.

Most of the water projects visited involved the refurbishing

of facilities that had been allowed to deteriorate over the past

20 or 30 years. These improvements tended to enhance delivery

of existing services (i.e., make water delivery more reliable)

rather than extend services to neH beneficiaries. In only one

case did we observe a project that brought potable water to a

hamlet previously lacking this service.

One benefit of refurbishing existing systems was that the

improvements made home connections technically feasible.

Typically, homeowners requesting such a service were required to

pay only the cost of pipe and meter -- about L.E. 40 to 50.

Another pattern observed with respect to improvement of

potable water systems was the tendency to replace.diesel pumps

with electric pumps, using the diesel pumps for back-up power.

The electric pumps are expected to cut both energy costs and

maintenance costs in half, although they require a large initial

capital outlay.

'P"Ft. AblM4/ C ; $
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Table 1.

Surrunary of BVS Projects Funded in
Sharkia Governorate, 1980

-- Funding amount in L.E.--Type of
Project

Potable Water

No.of
Projects

56

Appropriated

2,627,710

Disbursed

2,031,922

I
,I
'j

;1

Notes: a) Average approved funding for potable water projects
is L.E. 46,923.

b) Average approved funding for rural roads projects
is L.E~ 186,J85.

c) "Disbursed" banking as percentage of "appropriated"
funding is 65%.

SOURCE: ORDEV annual report on BVS with project data as of
12/31/80.
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Completion time for these water projects ranged from one to

three months when no delays were involved. However, a number of

Sharkia's potable water projects were delayed due to the fact

that an adequate amount of pipe couplings had not been produced.

The sole Egyptian producer of the required pipe fittings*, a

public sector company, had been paid in advance so governorate

officials had little alternative other than to wait. Also, in

several cases, pumps were installed but their operation was

delayed because the required electrical connections had not yet

been made (due to financial constraints rather than technical

constraints) •

With respect to the project selection process, we were told

that for four of the projects observed, the village councils we~e

the initiators, while in three cases, project selection was

primarily a governorate-level decision. (Governorate officials

told us that they did not have time to politically involve the

village councils this year, but they planned to do so next year.)

Project selections were reportedly made by Shar~ia officials

on the basis of population size, coupled with proximity to a

central village (because costs for construction materials are

less for projects in more centrally located hamlets than in

distant hamlets.)

* The BVS project agreement stipulates that construction
materials must be purchased from Egyptian firms, or if not
available, from United States firms.
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The governorate level was also primarily responsible for

project implementation, and utilized contractors for three of

the projects visited. Written records, both financial and

technical, were maintained in governorate offices only. Some

technical input was provided by the markazes, while village-level

participation seemed limited to digging ditches for the pipes.

The villagers provided their labor without pay.

B. Fayourn Governorate

There are 118 BVS projects in the Fayourn governorate -- 47

road projects, 50 retaining wall and .~rainRge projects, and 21

other types of projects (potable water, bio-gas and garbage-to­

fertilizer). The team visited 12 of these projects, finding

that 10 of them had been completed in periods ranging from one

month for a canal improvement to nine months for a sanitary

drainage canal. A summary of the projects is seen in Table 2.

The road projects tended to be road improvements rather

than creation of new roads, facilitating farm-to-market access

but not significantly benefitting new segments of the population.

On the other hand, drainage projects did involve many new bene­

ficiaries as waterlogging is a chronic problem in Fayoum, and

such projects brought relief to farmers and homeowners.
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Table 2

S~~ary of BVS Projects Funded in
Fayoum Governorate, 1980

-- Funding amount in L.E. --Type of
Project

Roads

Retaining Walls
and Drainage

Potable Water

Other

'fota1s

No.of
Projects

47

50

3

18

118

Appropriated

1,150,439

1,301,718

437,000

295,000

3,184,157

Disbursed

711,568

938,448

401,260

95,000

2,146,276

Notes: a) Average approved funidng for potable water projects
is L.E. 24,477.

b) Average approved funidng for rural roads projects
is L.E. 26,034.

c) "Disbursed" funding as percentage of "appropriated"
funding is 67%.

SOURCE: ORDEV annau1 report on BVS with project data as of
12/31/80.
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The garbage-to-fertilizer projects in Fayoum have been

cancelled due to lack of necessary equipment and technical

capability. Monies set aside for such projects will be reallo-

cated for other DVS projects in Fayoum. Bio-gas projects have

been held up by AID due to a determination that they were not,

so far, technically viable. However, they should .be resumed in

several months when technical assistance can be provided by AID.

In almost all cases observed, project initiation, planning

and implementation took place at the village level with technical

assistance from marknz and governorate officials. Financial and

technical information'for each project was housed at the respec-

tive local unit -- a positiv~ indication of effected decentrali-

zation.

An outstanding feature of BVS implementation in Fayoum is

that contractors were rarely used. Local unit officials found

that they could cut construction costs considerably by undertaking

the projects themselves or contracting with markazes rather than

with private firms. (Fayoum's incentive system for' cost reduction

encouraged local unit officials to carry out the projects, them-

selves, as will be discussed below.) Another COqt-cutting

mechanism was the hiring of villagers at "below m~rket" wages.

This can also be viewed as a contribution by the villagers toward

project completion.
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c. Sohag Governorate

The Sohag governorate has 73 BVS projects planned -- 45

potable water and 28 road -- of which four water projects and

three roads were visited by the team. A summary of the projects

is seen in Table

Project implementation in Sohag is progressing'very slowly,

with none of the observed projects nearing completion. Work on

all the projects was contracted to private firms. In response

to our inquiries as to why construction was taking so long,

governorate officials claimed that the delays were due to

scheduling by the large contracting firms they had hired.

(Officials asserted that they could not utilize small local firms

because smaller contractors do not have access to the more

efficient equipment used by the larger firms and are less com-

petent.)

Another factor in implementation delays is that governorate

officials did not begin most project implementation until

December 1980, (whereas in Sharkia and Fayoum construction was

well underway by August 1980). There are reports that Sohag

officials deliberately delayed construction in oreer to allow·

BVS aocounts to continue to accrue interest. The Office of the

Inspector General is investigating these reports. This issue

Hill be discussed further in another section of this report.
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'rable 3

Summary of BVS Projects Funded in
Sohag Governorate, 1980

-- Funding amount in L.E. --Type of
Project

Potable Water

Roads

Totals

No.of
Projects

45

28

73

Appropriated

2,288,134

1,192,488

3,480,622

Disbursed

682,716

198,847

881,563

Notes: a) Average approved funding for potable water projects
is L.E. 50,847.

b) Average approved funding for rural roads projects
is L.E. 42,589.

c) "Disbursed" funding as percentage of "appropriated"
funding is 25%.

SOURCE: ORDEV annual report on BVS with project data as of
12/31/80
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Of the projects visited, only two W9uld provide services to

many new beneficiaries, while five were geared toward refurbishing

existing infrastructure. While the team was told that all pro-

jects were intiated at the village council level, there were many

indications that all phases of project'irnplementation (including

initiation) were being carried out at the governorate level.

Contractors were hired by governorate officials; technical and

financial records were housed in governorate facilities.

Governorate officials contend that the local units are not

technically capable of awarding contracts and supervising project

completion. Furthermore, because Sohag governorate only employs

five engineers, they feel that it is not possible to provide

adequate technical support to the 51 local units in order to

allow them to implement the projects themselves.

All 11 markazes in SohQg were scheduled for BVS projects,

with funds purportedly being allocated on the basis of need as

well as population size in the deprived areas. Need was deter-

mined by governorate officials, who evaluated village council

requests.

The governorate has three maintenance centers to provide

training and technical assistance to the markazea, although

funding for BVS project maintenance has not yet been set aside.
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D. Summary of the 1980 Projects

Although the team visited only 10 per cent of the BVS

projects, a number of patterns emerged and it became apparent

that the approach of each governorate to the BVS program was

distinctive.

While the village units are primarily responsible for all

phases of project implementation in Fayoum, these responsibili-

ties are assumed at the governorate level in Sharkia and Sohag.

G0vernorate officials in both Sharkia and Sohag asserted that

they lacked a sufficiently large technical staff to allow pro-

jects to be supervised by the village councils with higher-level

technical support, as is being done in Fayoum.

In Fayouro, virtually all projects were being implemented

directly by the local units without utilization of private

contractors, while Sohag hired contractors in every case examined.

Sharkia fell in between these two extremes.

Interestingly, project completion time appears to be related

to both degree of decentralization and utilization of contractors.

In Fayoum 10 of the 12 projects observed had been completed by

October 1980. In Sharkia three of the seven projects had been

completed by October 1980. In Sohag , none of the projects hac

been completed at the time of this evaluation.

.~ .
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Another indication of degree of project completion is

"disbursed" funding expressed as a percentage of "appropriated"

funding. As of December 31, 1980, Fayoum had disbursed 67% of

its appropriated funding, Sharkia 65%, and Sohag only 25%. (See

Tables 1, 2, and 3.) Although Fayoum and Sharkia had dis-

bursed approximately the same percentage of allocation by the

end of 1980, Fayoum's projects were completed sooner than

Sharkia's. Also the number of projects completed by Fnyoum was

almost twice the number completed by Sharkia. (Most of the

projects not completed in Fayoum were the bio-gas and garbage-

to-fertilizer projects, which were e~perimental.)

Another interesting relationship is that between project

cost and degree of decentralization. In this regard, we have

focused on water projects, which are very similar in nature

among the three governorates (and therefore should be similar

in cost.) The average approved funding for such projects in

Sharkia was L.E. 46,923; in Sohag it was L.E. 50,847; while in

Fayoum it was only L.E. 24,477 or about half the average

approved project cost in the other two governorates.

If, indeed, casual relationships exist betwee.n degree of

decentralization and project co!npletion time as w~ll as between

project costs and decentralization, this would confirm a major

assumption underlying both GOE's decentralization policy and

the BVS program -- that governmental decentralization will
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enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of providing public

services, thereby accelerating the rural development process.

Another difference among governorates is that Sohag had not

made provisions for project maintenance, while the other two

governorates had done so. It should be emphasized, however, that

while the required maintenance accounts had been established in

Sharkia and Fayoum the team did not observe evidence of active

maintenance programs in either of these two governorates.

There are a number of similarities among the three 1980

governorates. The most striking similarity is the tendency to

upgrade older water systems and deteriorating rural roads rather

than building new vater and road projects. Again, this means

that while quality of service seems to have been improved, these

projects generally have only reached a moderate number of new

beneficiaries. The projects are, ho~vever, affecting a large

number of people.

When questioned about the desirability of training -- either

technical or managerial -- almost all village chiefs asserted

that they did not feel a need of such support.

Additionally, almost all village chiefs stated that they did

not need or want technical assistance from outside the governorate

(although governorate level officials in Sohag and Sharkia cited

the lack of technicians as a major constraint to the project

implementation at the village level.) These attitudes have
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definite implications for the role of the proposed AID contractor

which will be discussed later.

Finally, the village chiefs interviewed, when asked what type

of projects they would undertake next if they had additional

money, did not hesitate to enumerate more similar projects --

mainly potable water and roads. The team felt certain that the

villages had the capacity to absorb much higher funding levels

both to rebuild archaic infrastructure and to initiate new projects.

A summary of the 1980 projects in the three governorates is

seen in Table 4.
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Table 4.

Su~nary of BVS Projects Funded in

Sharkia, Fayourn, and Sohog Governorates, 1980

Governorate
no. of
projects -- Funding arnoun~ in L.E. --

Sharkia

Fayoum

Sohog

Totals

63 t

118

73

254

Appropriated

3,935,208

3,184,157

3,480,622

10,599,987

Disbursed

2,579,721

2,146,276

881,563

5,610,139

Notes: a) Equal to U. S " $ 15,051,981 using conversion of
L.E. 1.' 00 == $ 1. 42.

b) Equal to U.S.$ 7,966,397 using conversion of
L.E. 1.00 = $ 1. 42.

c) "Disbursed" as percentage of "appropriated"
funding equals 53 %.

Source: Derived from data in ORDEV annual report on BVS with all
project data as of 12/31/80.
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III.REVIEH OF THE 1981 BVS GOVERNORATES---------------

A. Giza Governorate

At the time the evaluation team visited the Giza governorate,

BVS implementation plans were in place and projects had been

selected but funds had not been disbursed to the governorate.

(Since our visit we understand that Giza has received 1.1 million

in order to begin BVS project construction.)

While both governorate officials and the local ORDEV repre­

sentative consider potable water projects to be of highest

priority for Giza, project pro~osals from the village were

considered in the selection process. In .all, the governorate

approved 143 water projects and 23 road projects. The projects

are listed in Appendix Table 3.

All five markazes in Giza received BVS funding with monies

allocated on a per capita basis. Projects were proposed by the

local units to the respective markazes which then f6rwarded

requests to the governorate. The governorate gave priority to

projects in areas with the highest population density.

Both financial and technical records will originate at the

local unit level. The local units will send copies of these

records to the markazes and governorate. At this time the Giza

governorate will provide most of the technical assistance for
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BVS implementation, as the markazes do not have sufficient

capability to do so. Governorate officials think they might

need more engineering consultants, and stated that they would

prefer Egyptian engineers,

No training programs have been planned for Giza, although

governorate officials realize that such programs should be

established in the near future. Training in project planning is

needed at the local unit and markaz level, while technical

training is required by markaz and governorate-level engineers.

Giza would like to utilize an incentive system, and ORDEV

has requested a BVS participation incentive fund from USAID. At

this time, however, Giza has no incentive system and does not

intend to use BVS monies for this purpose.

A formal evaluation plan has not yet been established for

Giza. Governorate officials plan to adopt the ORDEV evaluation

system developed in Cairo. (ORDEV wants all governorates to use

a uniform evaluation system.)

The only problem Giza officials have experienced so far is

the allocation of funds in cases where a project will benefit

people in more than one local unit. Apparently, .local units are

reluctant to implement projects that will benefit-,other local

units.
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B. Minufia Governorate

Various officials including the ~overnor and executive

secretary were interviewed in Miunfia in order to assess the

status of the 1981 BVS program.

The markaz level officials have been given the lead role in

meeting with all the local councils to choose proj~cts. Because

water projects often involve laying additional pipeline which

damage roads, water prQjects will be completed before road

improvements are undertaken. The projects approved and submitted

to ORDEV-Cairo are summarized below. A complete list of projects

appears in Appendix Table

:rype of Project

Potable Water

Sanitary Drainage

Roads

TOTAL

Amount
Appropriated

2,615,500

190,000

194,000

L.E. 3,000,000

Village entrance roads and sanitary drainage"are to be

scheduled after the water projects are completed.

The water projects represent the usual pattern of refurbishing,

upgrading and extending the system to satellite villages.



- 23 .•

Funding was first allocated on a per capita basis. The second

priority was for those villages without water and having the

largest population.

The markaz chief has been charged with meeting with the

. popular councils in selecting and planning the projects. The

first allocation of L.E. 1.11 million from Title III has been

received and the markaz chiefs have been consolidating equipment

lists in order for the governorate to r~J.ke a consol ida ted pur­

chase of all equipment and pipes. The governorate and markaz

officials are aware of possible problems with delays in pipe

deliveries and are assessing the problem.

The local units will implement the projects and let contracts

with technical assistance from the markaz. Project management

will be jointly run by the local council and the markaz. There

will be an attempt to use, as much as possible, residents from

the respective local units as contractors and laborers. Finan­

cial records will be maintained at the markaz level with copies

at the local unit. Money will be disbursed at the ~arkaz level

after obtaining authorization of chief of the local unit.

Technical and project records will be kept at both the local

unit and markaz level.

~he governorate has formulated a written monitoring and

evaluation program \vhich places principal authority for moni­

toring the program on the local unit. Additionally, two



- 24 -

conuuittees have been formed, one at the'markaz level and one at

the governorate level. The committees will be made up of

representatives from both the popular and executive councils.

The governorate will award bonuses from its own funds, based on

success in completing the projects to local unit and markaz

level personnel. This will not exceed more than one or two

months salary and will be authorized by the Governor.

The main training need indicated was for technicians (not

engineers) at the local unit level. The local unit leaders also

indicated a need for tr~ining in project management. Additionally,

a need for training of technical people at the markaz and govern­

orate level was expressed.

The officials felt there was a need for technical assistance

in determ~ning what type of sanitary drainage systems are most

suited for villages in Minufia. They had already contracted for

these studies from Cairo and Alexandria Universities and said

they would pass on the reports to USAID. They did not feel that

there we~e any other areas in which technical assistance was

necessary.

In sunuuary, Binufia appears well prepared to implement the

BVS program this year. 'Officials have done some advance planning

and considered alternatives before proceeding. They have also

made the conscious decision that the first stage of decentrali­

zation should be directed by the markaz level. They felt that
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after the markaz has worked closely with the popular councils

during the first year, the local units would be prepared to take

on greater responsibilities. It appears that Minufia may serve

as another model for the BVS program if they proceed as well in

the future as they have up to now.

c. Qalyubiyah Governorate

The evaluation team interviewed various officials at the

governorate level in Qalyubiyah in order to assess the govern-

orate's level of prep~redness for participation in the BVS

program in 1981.

TheORDEV officials in Benha have already submitted a list

of approved BVS projects to Or~EV-Cairo. A summary of the

projects appears below, and the con\plete list of projects appears

in Appendix Table 5.

Type of Project

Potable Water

Roads

Sanitary Drainage

TOTAL

Amount Appropriated
in L.E.

1,940,100

1,406,7~4

40,000

3,386,884
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L.E. 100-200 annually based on their rank and performance.

ORDEV officials stressed that the "bC~1US" money will come from

governorate appropriations, not from BVS funding.

All financial and technical documents pertaining to BVS

projects will originate at the governorate level. The ORDEV

officials indicated that the local units are not yet capable of

maintaining financial records despite the existing training

program. Copies of contractor payments, bank balances and other

disbursements will be provided to the respective markaz and

local unit.

During the implementation of the BVS projects, the project

monitoring will be conducted by governorate level officials

from the various departments (e.g. Housing, Waterworks, Roads.)

A final evaluation of BVS projects will be conducted by the

governorate's planning department and ORDEV.·

When questioned about problems encountered in the BVS plan­

ning process and possible technical assistance needs, the ORDEV

and governorate officials in Benha concurred in stating that no

problems have been encountered and that no technical assistance

from outside the governorate is needed. Only the future can

determine if their assessment is accurate.

In sun~ary, Qalyubiyah appears to be adequately prepared to

participate inthe 1981 BVS program. The degree of decentraliza­

tion in the planning process had not been as favorable as the

Fayoum governorate, however.
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IV. GENERALIZATIONS, ISSUES AND H1PLICATIONS POR AID AND USDA

A. On Rebuilding Rural Infrastructure

During 1980, the ORDEV reports indicate that BVS funding was

used to implement about 268 separate projects in the governorates

of Sharkia, Fayoum and Sohog. An inspection of the project list

alone would indicate that the impact of BVS has been widespread.

In actuality, however, the evaluation revealed that the impact

of BVS has been even broader in geographic scope than a mere

reading of the project listing would· imply.

Site visits revealed that many construction activities listed

as a single "project" in the ORDEV reports were actually a

cluster of three to five descreet sub-projects. In the Gerga

markaz of Sohag governorate, for example, there is a rural road

listed as the El Berba project with funding of L.E. 26,000. In

reality, this project consists of three separate road upgrading

activities which will serve a total of eight villages with a

combined population of 60,000 persons. Similar cases exist in

many of the potable water projects as well.

In all three of the governorates on line in 1980, another

pattern held almost uniformly: BVS funding is being used largely

to rebuild existing worn-out rural infrastructure. In other

cases, BVS is funding the upgrading of existing infrastructure
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(e.g. increasing the flow capacity of a water system, or

improving the width of a road.) But in very few cases is BVS

money being used to extend roads or potable water to ~ bene­

ficiaries -- that is, families who are being afforded access to

roads and piped potable water for the first time.

In most of the'water systems and rural roads inspected by the

evaluation team, many years of deferred maintenance and neglect

have taken a heavy toll. The use of BVS funding to refurbish

this existing infrastructure certainly appears to be cost

effective -- the demand for these !'basic village services" is

certainly already in place.

However, the implications of this approach (rebuilding or

upgrading versus extension of services to "new beneficiaries")

are several. Briefly, the following topics deserve mention:

• the "visibility" of these projects is generally low;

o the measurement of their impact is difficult;

• such fragmented projects are difficult to trace;

o baseline data for planning or monitoring such'~rojects is

virtually non-existent; and

• is the BVS program intended to be used largely as a main­

tenance funding source for rural infrastructure?
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Rolative to typical tural development projects (such as the

construction of clinics or schools), the BVS projects have very

low visibility. That is, there is little tangible physical

evidence of their implementation. This is especially true of

the rural water systems, where BVS funds are generally used to:

(a) drill a new well with higher flow capacity; anq

(b) convert the pump from diesel to electric power.

Typically, the final impact of such a project is that a village

which in the past had piped water available only six to eight

hours daily will now have tap water available at all hours.

Measurement of the impact of typical BVS potable water or

road projects will be difficult, if not impossible. Most con­

ventional imp~ct methodologies attempt to define new benefits

bestowed on new beneficiaries. But attaching of a value to

increased hours of water availability, or the levelling of an

existing earthen road, will be a demanding task.

The typical BVS project is fragmented and will be difficult

to trace. Indeed, the end-of-project status of many of the

projects is questionable. This observation is not meant to

detract from the basic worthiness of the projects.but merely to

raise a point of consideration for auditors and future evaluators.

Baseline data against which to measure the end-of-project

status and viability of the diffuse and fragmented BVS projects
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is virtually non-existent. Typical of all infrastructural

projects, the BVS activities create a public good, and the

benefits are reaped by a large number of persons scattered over

a large geographic area. The beneficiaries are often arrayed

over several different local units ~nd markazes. The gathering

of meaningful data .for monitoring nne impact evaluation would

be a very expensive task.

The final topic which deserves some discussion is the ques­

tion of maintenance. This potential pitfall is addressed in the

program agreement which requires the set-aside of governorate

or local funds for maintenance equal to 10% of the cost of the

given BVS project(s). When questioned by the evaluation team,

officials at all levels -- local unit, markaz and governorate -­

almost uniformally replied that the BUS projects will be main­

tained by the use of existing government appropriations.

However, the reality of the generally poor conditions of

Egyptian rural infrastructure leads to a certain amount of

skepticism. In effect, the current BVS projects are being used

to compensate for the neglected or deferred maintenance of pre­

viously existing project~. Given the reality of population

growth and the competing budgetary demands from otner sectors,

there is little evidence on which to base optimism for the future

maintenance of BVS-funded projects.
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B. BVS Impact on Rural Population

Because BVS has multiple objectives of building rural infra-

structure while fostering the process of decentralization in

the Egyptian government, different yardsticks must be used to

gauge the success of the program.* The decentralization objec­

tives have been addressed in other sections; the qppropriateness

of the rural infrastructure projects implemented to date as

outputs of the overall project purpose now deserves brief dis-

cussion.

There are many positive aspects of the BVS projects and

their impact on the rural population.. Most inunediately observable

is the fact that all of the projects inspected are clearly

creating public goods, and the benefits of these goods are.

accruing more or less evenly to rural, low-income persons.

Indeed, all of the projects visited are intended to provide

services so "basic" that there is little opportunity -- if any

for a particular portion of the beneficiaries to take unfair

advantage of the situation.

In the case of potable water projects, public taps are pro-

vided in all hamlets served by a given system. ~ndividual home
."

hook-ups are usually available at a cost of L.E. 40-50 -- admit-

* The st~ted objectives of both the USAID and PL 480 - Title III
emphasize the decentraJ.ization process. However, the Title III
funding also carries the additional purpose of providing rural
infrastructure to support agricultural development.
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tedly a lot of money by village standards, but not an absolute

necessity anyhow.

All of the roads inspected are earthen-based with a gravel

toplayer and appear to be appropriate for the given useage. Most

of the roads projects are merely the upgrading of poor roads or

trails, thus allowing the access of four-wheel vehicles (e.g.

taxis, ambulances, produce trucks) for the first time.

The sanitary drainage projects in Fayoum, where excessive

ground water is a ubiquitous problem, are especially appropriate.

In all cases observed, the construction techniques -- whether

roads, ditches, or water wells/pipelines -- are very labor inten-

sive in nature. In most cases, local village labor is hired for

the construction phase. Thus, in addition to decentralization

training and infrastructure construction, the BVS is generating

local -- although temporary -- income in hundreds of villages.

Perhaps the most impressive feature of BVS projects is the

factor of local contributions. In 15 of the 26 cases observed

(8 of 12 cases in Fayoum), villagers contributed either labor or

land to the BVS projects. Labor contributions occurred in two

forms. In some cases, labor was provided without wages; in other
.

projects, villagers worked under the supervision ?f local unit

technicians (not contractors) for wages lower than prevailing

wage rates. These contributions prov~de an important indication

that the BVS projects are meeting the felt needs of rural residents.
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In no cases did the evaluation team observe the use of inap­

propriate (or capital intensive) technology. Also, no cases of

harmful environmental impact were observed. In the few cases

where new roads were being constructed, care was being taken to

avoid the use of agriculturally productive land.

In summary, the BVS projects observed appear t~ be meeting

both the requirements of the USAID congressional mandate, and the

intermediate objectives of the BVS program agreement.

C. Decentralization: The Appropriate Level?

While the BVS program's physical outputs are the most obvious

outputs, and the easiest to measure and discuss, these projects

are to be acc9mplished within the context of the program's pur­

pose -- to improve and expand a continuing capacity in the local

units to plan, organize, finance, implement and maintain locally

chosen infrastructure projects. Therefore, the team has been

constantly grappling with the question: What level of decentra­

lization is'appropriate for each stage of project implementation?

The assumption that project selection/initiation responsibi­

lities should lie with the popularly-elected vill?ge councils is

a basic tenet of the BVS program. Silce project planning is to

reflect local choice based on need, finance and future growth,

clearly the popularly elected village units are the appropriate
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institutions for articulating local choice. However, froIn the

assertion that these village units should initiate infrastructural

projects, it does not necessarily follow that the village level

should be responsible for the other stages of project implementa­

tion.

Project planning and design requlres technical and managerial

expertise often not available on the village level. Experience

so far with BVS indicates that most of the technical expertise

r~sides at the markaz and governorate level. However, if planning

and design is accomplished solely at these higher levels of

government there is ~ danger that local needs and choices will be

overshadowed by technical expediency. For example, locating a

new road, a political process requiring individuals to give up

their landholdings should involve active village-level partici­

pation. The engineer at the markaz or governorate level would

tend to plan a road on the basis of entirely technical criteria

such as water table or soil type. Obviously, it is desirable to

include both local needs and sound, cost-effective,design at the

project planning phase. Therefore, we suggest that governorate­

level technicians work with village council officials to assure

that both political and technical components receive proper

consideration in the project planning phase.
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About 57% of the funding was allocated to potable water

projects~ while 42% was marked for roads projects. Only on~ per

cent of the funding was appropriated to sanitary drainage projects.

The proposed projects represent the familiar pattern of being

largely projects to rebuild existing water systems and upgrade

earthen roads. However, some of the water projects will create

new systems to extend potable water to new beneficiaries. And

for many of the road projects, BVS funded i~provements will be

s~pplemented with governorate funds to provide asphalting.

In Qalyubiyah, the funding was allocated to each and every

markaz based on a per.capita formula. All projects originated

at the local unit or markaz level, and the OROEV officials

indicated that every local unit would receive some BVS funding.

There. is an OROEV training program in place in Benhi. For

the past five years, four or five groups of about 30 local

officials each have been brought into Benha for training in the

general area of pUblic administration with particular emphasis

on the planning of roads and potable water systems.- Because of

the existence of this training program, OROEV officials do not

feel that any technical assistance ~ro~ outside the governorate

is necessary.

Unlike Fayoum, there is no formal incentive program planned.

However, the local unit and markaz officials who supervise BVS

funded projects will apparently receive salary incentives of
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Coordination of the many BVS infrastructure projects also

requires a balance between local needs and overall efficient

use of resources. Again using road projects as an example, it

is desirable that local choice of new road projects fit into

the entire network of roads in a geographic area in order to

rnaxmize project benefits. The boundary of a village or markaz

is obviously too small a context in which to plan rbad projects.

Of course the fact that all BVS projects must be approved at the

governorate level should mitigute the danger that roads to no­

where will be built. Again, the point is that it is often

desirable that governorate-level input be integrated with

village-level input at the project pl~nning and design stage.

With respect to project implement~tion and maintenance

issues of efficiency and effectiveness assume great importance.

Economics of scale must be considered as must cost effectiveness,

infrastructural coordination and the capability to implement

programs. That Sohag officials chose to award a numhpr

of road projects to the same contractor may have been a reasonable

choice. This makes it feasible for the contractor to use his

most advanced machinery. If each village were doing a small road

project at a different time, such equipment would_.probably not

be used. So in this case, coordination at the governorate level

may reRult in more cost-effective road construction (although

construction delays can also be attributed to the contractors.)
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Further, with five engineers for 51 viliages, the technical

capability apparently does not exist for decentralized project

implementation in Sohag at this time.

On the other hand, village level participation in the pro-

ject implementation phase increases the likelihood that the

project will be well maintained. If villagers view a project

as the American's project or the governorate's project, they are

more likely to allow the project to d~teriorate than if they

v~ew it as their own project. Perhaps it follows that if pro­

ject implementation takes place at the village level than

project maintenance should take place at the village level; and

if project implementation takes place at the markaz or govern-

orate level (without village involvement) then it would be

realistic·to make markaz or governorate-level maintenance pro~

visions.

To conclude, although it is highly desirable that village

councils initiate projects and actively participate in their

planning and design, it may not be technically effi6ient or

feasible for actual project implementation to take place at the

village level.
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D. Fayoum: Salary Incentives that Work

Before visiting Fayoum, the team received glowing reports

about Fayoum's performance in the BVS program. Our visit con­

firmed that the enthusiasm was well founded. Project initiation,

planning and implementation were primarily in the hands of the

village councils, which received technical assistan"ce from markaz

and governorate-level officials. Projects were being completed

rapidly at costs significantly below projections (and also below

costs for comparable projects in Sharkia and Sohag). Fayoum

could well serve as a model for the other eight governorates.

We asked both Fayoum's Assistant Secretary General, Hosain

Dawood,and ORDEV representative, Amin Mansour, to 'dhat they

attribute Fayoum's success in implementing the BVS program.

Each cited a number of factors, but the one factor the team

thought to be most significant was Fayoum's lIincentive system."

Fayoum has different incentive systems for different types of

projects. Overall, village chiefs can raise their incomes from

L.E. 50 per month to L.E. 80 through effective project implemen­

tation. For BVS projects, the difference between projected

costs and actual project costs is disbursed accord~ngly:

90% goes into the village development fund to be applied

toward expanding the original project or to other develop­

ment projects. Ten per cent of the total is used for
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income incentives. Of this ten per cent, 70 percent

gQes to the village council chief, and the rest is

divided among markaz and governorate-level officials

and technicians.

This type of program has both advantages and disadvantages.

On the positive side, village chiefs are more likely to accept

full responsibility for implementing the BVS projects and expe­

diting their completion. Clearly the system provides a strong

incentive to minimize construction costs. The inc entive to

reduce costs has resulted in the hiring of local labor -- as

private contractors are rarely used; this means more income for

the villagers, at least temporarily.

On the other hand, this system also provides an incentive

for local unit chiefs to overestimate project costs and pay local

labor as little as possible. In practice, these factors do not

seem to have been detrimental. As stated above, Fayoum is com­

pleting its water projects at about half the cost of Sharkia's

and Sohag's water projects. The problematic issue -is one of

legality for AID. The salary supplementation question should be

resolved for BVS and other AID projects.

Other factors to which Fayoum's success is attributed by

Mr.Dawood and Mr.Monsour are as follows:
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G The governorate-level departments cooperate with each

other and support the ORDEV representative.

• At the local level, a team spirit has been promoted among

officials and technicians.

• The decentralization concert is widely understood and

supported by the villagers and their representatives.

• Fayoum follows the rules and keeps its books open.

• The governorate officials closely monitor village-level

operations.

• The Fayoum governorate uses the "management ~)y obj ectives"

strategy.

o The executive council chiefs were screened and selected

very carefully.

• l-lr.Dmwod, himself, was formerly a village chief. He under­

stands their situation and cOffi~unicates with them directly.

E. Village Sanitation

The general sanitation level in most villages visited by the

evaluation team is extremely poor. Both organic and inorganic

waste is abundant in all public areas, including streets, drainage

ditches and public water taps.
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Many of the BVS projects (e.g~ potable water and drainage

projects) are designed to have a direct positive impact on the

sanitation and health conditions of rural villages. A clean

and regular potable water supply will undoubtedly improve the

living conditions of virtually all persons living in a village

with such a system.

However, it must be pointed out that in some ca"ses the

evaluation team observed circumstances where the potable water

projects might have a ~egative impact on village sanitation.

Some of the recently-constructed public water outlets have

become surrounded by 'a zone of mud and human and animal feces.

The villagers who use such outlets -- usually women and small

children must literally wade in their bare feet through this

quagmire in order to fill their water vessels.

Public water outlets in this condition may provide villagers

with piped potable water for the first time but they also

present a new vector for the transmi~:sion of various diseases.

On the balance, the improved access to cleaner water may be off­

set by increased exposure of individuals to contagious diseases.

In the design and installation of public water outlets, proper

drainage for spilled water must be provided in apdition to self­

closing taps. The provision of a sloped zone of cement or clean

gravel around the pUblic outlets is an absolute necessity if

the potable water projects are to have a positive impact on

the sanitary conditions of villages.
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Of the projects reviewed by the evaluation team, the

drainage ditches in Fayoum appeared to have the greatest positive

impact on village sanitation. In several cases, the drainage

projects caused a 12 to 18 inch drop in the ground water level

and areas of the village previously under standing water had

dried up completely. Although the drainage ditches do present

new bodies of stagnant water, the overall area of stagnant water

in the villages was greatly reduced.

According to the project paper, about 10% of overall BVS

funding is to be spent on sanitation projects such as drainage

and sanitary sewers. However, interviews and visits to villages

revealed that the improvement of sanitary conditions in rural

villages is apparently not a high priority item.

F. GOB Expectations and Support

The BVS program was initiated and is being implemented by

the Government of Egypt. In subsidizing this program the USG is,

in effect, supporting the GOE's decentralization policy, which is

set forth in Public Laws 52 (1975) and 43 (1979). These policy

initiatives promote governmental decentralizatio~.as a means by

which to expedite rural development. GOE shows signs of continued

active support for decentralization, and is currently considering

legislation that would result in even greater policy and program

input for elected officials at all levels of government.
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One measure of support for BVS at the governorate level is

illustrated by the case of Qalubiyah. Governorate officials

plan to complete many road projects with BVS funds, then use

governorate monies to provide asphalting to protect the basic

improvements made possible by BVS.

Additionally, United States support for nvs is significant

to the GOE because it allows for the implementation 6£ projects;

some of which could not otherwise have been afforded. Finally,

BVS provides general economic support to GOE in the form of

agricultural commodities valued at $75 million, as well as a

$]0 million grant.

. .
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V. MONITORING AND EVALUATING FOR BVS

A. The P~opDsed System

The study by Development Alternatives, Inc. (DAI) provides

excellent background information on the issues involved in

decentralization in Egypt. The goal of the decentralization

policy is to provide improved rural living standards with con- .

trol over local development programs at the lowest level of

administrative competence. The current state of rural infra­

structure is a result of the con9cious policy at the national

level of extracting resources from agriculture through taxation,

I pricing and other policies to finance industrial and urban devel­

opment as well as defense costs. The centralized administrative

i system has been used as the means for mobilizing resources.

The success of decentralization requires changes in the national

'policy of extracting resources if resources are to remain avail­

able for continued investment in refurbishing and upgrading of

rural infrastructure from the rural sector to more balanced growth

as well as changinq the administrative structure. Thus, the

measurement of deceritrali;ntinn should include macro-level indi­

cators that show an increased flow of resources and income going

to the rural sector as well as the mure micro indicators suggested

in the DAI report.



- 45 -

The principal measures of decentrulization proposed by DAI

are the degree of:

1. Control over financial resources,

2. Management of personneli and

3. Administration of government activities.

For each of these measures a number of indicatipns are pro­

posed and illustrated by data collected in selected local units

and governorates. These indicators ure adequate and should serve

aS'a guide in the evaluation process but require extensive data

and analysis to carry out. In the beginning, a simplified system

should be used based on existing data and manpower availability.

B. Toward Appropriate Design for Monitoring

The strategy for developing an appropriate monitoring and

evaluation system should be to s~lect the least number of indi­

cations for which information can be obtained easily and that

will be useful for project management. These can be expanded to

cover more detail as experience is gained. These indicators

should be supplemented by carefully selected more intensive case

studies based on extensive interviews with local unit chiefs,

markaz and governorate officials.
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The monitoring of BVS projects to date has involved monthly

and quarterly reporting from local units and governorate level

officials involved as well as quarterly spot cllecks by an ORDEV

monitoring team in each governorate. The quarterly and other

reports provided to the team were of limited usefulness and not

consistent. Standard reporting fOlma:-s have been devised (see

1980 evaluation report) and there is also a system of reporting

to be followed. While there n~y exist sufficient reports in

Arabic, it was not clear to the team that these were adequate or

sufficient for monitoring the implementation of projects or

overall utilization of funds. The first priority should be the

implelnentation of a standardized financial reporting system.

USAID should be provided with these reports and sufficient trans­

lations made to meet the USG requirement for project management

and monitoring.

Finally, since the thrust of this program is decentralization,

the focus should be on helping the governorates have the capacity

to monitor and evaluate the project -- rather than having the

monitoring and evaluation system centralized in ORDEV.
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C. Appropriate Technology for Financial Record Keeping

Some members of the team have had considerable experience

in the application of automated data processing in other devel­

oping countries. Experience indicates that while it is possible

to develop the capability for computerized systems, their use

requires extensive training and a long gestation period before an

adequate pool of expertise is developed. In addition, once the

technicians have been trained there is a large demand for their

skills from the private sector, which makes retention of staff

difficult. Thus, a caieful evaluation of the existing financial

system and how it could be improved u~ing different methods

should be done.

For e~ample, considerahle improvement in the financial system

might be obtained by providing a larg~ number of easily maintained

calculators together with training in accounting and financial

systems. Even if a computerized system to handle financial record

keeping is developed, it will be necessary to maintain a parallel

manual system until the system is proven reliable.

D. Data Collection and Analysis

The 1980 evaluation recomnended the development of benchmark

data on such indicators as number of villages and percentage of

persons having potable water, kilometers of roads, amount of canals
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currently lined and other basic data for· use as indicators of

progress in the implementation of the projects. This data is

available and was used by Asmon in his reports but has yet to

be organized in a more usable fashion. As the implementation

of the project proceeds, it will be useful to show how and what

the project has accomplished in increasing the access to those

services being provided under the BVS program.

As of now little has been done concerning collection of

other data for use in monitoring and evaluation. As was indi­

cated elsewhere in the report, data collection should be based

on availability, usefulness and avail.lble manpower.

E. Other Observations

Various types of construction activities may be suitable for

implementation at different levels of administration, and even

for discrete projects there may be economies of scale for either

construction or maitenance if combined into a single larger

project. Thus, there is continued need to compare the quality

and design of projects implemented by villages with those

implemented by the governorate.

In the case of Fayoum, where the incentives are based on

savings the initial cost estimates will need to be monitored to

see that they are not inflated and that completed projects are

of acceptable standards.
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While there is a large demand for BVS type projects and the

expertise to carry them out, there are some constraints that are

likely to be reached. The first constraint, which has already

been encountered, is the adequate supply of materials. The water

projects in Sharkia are currently stalled until the pipe couplings

are delivered. This potential problem was identifi~d by Asmon in

1979 and ORDEV was auvised to ask that the asbestos pipe manu­

facturing plant be expanded. With the number of additional water

projects now on line, this is likely to become an even greater

problem unless alternative sources of supply are found. Even then,

there may be delays. The list of prop~sed projects should be

examined carefully to identify other potential problems.

The i~plementation of increased numbers of projects may even­

tually run into an institutional constraint of insufficient

managerial resources. Coordination between ORDEV and the govern­

orates, as well as between AID and ORDEV, will have to increase

as all of the governorates begin to implement the BVS program.

Finally, while there can potentially be a large number of

project types for which BVS funds can be used, in reality by the

time the popular councils act the posslble areas ~ave been con­

siderably limited. Efforts should continue to be made to expand

the eligible areas in which p~ojects can be undertaken.
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VI. BVS TPAINING: PRESENT AND FUTURE

In the Title I I I agreement (as am\.'nded in June 1980), the

USG and GOE agreed that Egypt would develop and staff a training

program for the purpose of strengthening BVS implementation

capability. The team found that such a program has not yet been

developed by ORDEV, although a BVS-oriented component has been

included in another ORDEV training program. This section includes

a description of the current status of ORDEV training with respect

to BVS, as well as a discussion of future BVS-related training.

ORDEV operates training facilities in Fayoum, Minufiya, Assuit,

El Minya and Benisuef. The main training branch is located in

Alexandria, but will be moved to Sakkara when that facility is

completed.

Training curriculum is varied, depending on ORDEVt s clientele.

It includes both technical and administrative courses, although

it appears that the latter type of curriculum is emphasized.

One of ORDEV's programs, which is for village council chiefs,

is geared toward planning, implementing and managing Local Devel­

opment Fund (an AID-funded loan program) projects~ The program

lasts for two months and is held in Alexandria. One third of

Egypt's village council chiefs participate in this program each

year. Hence, ORDL-V of f ic ial s expect to complete the program in

three years. While this program has not been deliberately
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oriented to BVS management, its curriculum appears to be useful

in tl1is regard.

Another ORDEV training course that is closely related to

BVS management is a three-day course for popular and executive

council officials. The purpose of this course is to have parti­

cipants better understand their roles, duties and ~egal ~bliga­

tions. In addition, the course is designed to promote a better

working relationship between elected and appointed village

officials, as there has been some contention between these two

groups. The curriculum emphasizes management, planning and

problem solving (for which a case-study approach is used.)

During our visit to Minufiya the evaluation team had the

opportunity to observe this course in progress. The participants

seemed extrem"elY enthusiastic about the course, al though several

of them expressed a desire for the inclusion of more technical

materiaL

While ORDEV does not yet have a training plan tailored to

BVS, some BVS training had been added to the two-month Alexandria

course the last few times it was offered. The curriculum

included BVS priority identification and project. selection. Also

discussed were the philosophy and benefits of decentralization.

ORDEV is now in the process of considering appropriate curri­

culum for BVS support. ORDEV·s executive director for training

mentioned the following subjects for possible inclusion: planning,
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budgeting, revenue generation, evaluation and follow-up; public

administration, group dynamics and cost-benefit analysis.

Additionally, technical training is needed for engineers and

other technicians. He noted tllat while the appointed village

executive council chiefs tend to be well educated, the elected

popular council officials usually have limited educational back­

grounds and stressed the i~portance of taking this into account

when formulating training plans.

The AID project agreement provides funding for a BVS training

component. A consultant will be hired by AID to work with ORDEV

in developing such a program. Additionally, some training for

ORDEV staff in areas such as finance; management, engineering and

maintenance may be provided by AID.

It should be noted that the majority of village council chiefs

did not perceive a need for BVS-related training. Also, the team

did not observe a need for US training in support of BVS. If such

training is undertaken it should be done on a limited basis for

selected central government and governorate-level o~ficials.

Finally, it is recommended that BVS training be integrated

with other closely-related ORDEV training programs. Not only

would this allow for efficient use of training re~Durces, it

would also promote the utilization of the benefits of BVS-related

training for improving management of all public service projects.

This a?proach would be harmonious with BVS's capacity-building

purpose.
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VII.TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

While not in the original scope of work, USAID-Cairo

requested that the evaluation team give its opinion on technical

assistance needs for BVS. The RFP has been issued and the pro­

posal received. Thus, it was thought that any comments the team

has would be useful in making the final selection.

All governorate and local officials interviewed were asked

what outside technical assistance was needed for BVS project

planning and implementation. In every case except Minufia, no

outside technical assistance was thought to be necessary. In

Minufia, technical assistance was requested to determine what

kinds of sanitary drainage systems are needed. Cairo and

Alexandria Universities were already asked to look into the

problems by governorate officials. There is thus no great felt

need for technical assistance beyond what is available in Egypt.

The team believes that the projects wbich are being undertaken

use known and appropriate technology given the existing conditions.

The one exception is bio-gas which is still in the experimental

stages in Egypt, as in other parts of the world. The team did not

obtain a good feel "for the desire at the ORDEV level for technical

assistance, though officials appeared to expect it.
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In the view of the team, there is a need for technical

assistance of the type ~~ovided by previous consultants such as

I.Asmon, and in the financial, management and training areas.

The team should be limited to a relatively small number of per­

sons who are both technically qualified and are knowledgeable in

Arabic and Egyptian culture. It will be necessary· for the team

to establish good lines of corrmunication with Egyptian officials

at all levels as well as AID so as to be able to provide ass is­

t~nce in a collaborative style. The top priority areas to be

filled first are the financing and budgeting specialist and

someone with both planning and engineering experience. Primary

reliance should be placed on Egyptian staff for any other tech­

nical assistance needs. Furthermore, the technical assistance

staff should be prepared to work in a given governorate for

relatively long periods of time.
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IIX.FINANCIAL STATUS OF BVS

A. Introduction

This program integrates funding from two sources:PL 480

Title III and a direct grant from AID. Once the money is

generated, it becomes a single fund for undertaking the program.

However, the funding in reality is a combination of G03 and USG

funding. The Title III program is st~ll a Title I sales agree-

ment under which the loan is forgiven provided the proceeds from

the "sales of the commodities" are used according to the Food

for Development program i.e. BVS. The funds generated by Title

III are deposited in the special account and thus owned by the

GOE.

A second area in which the funds differ is the point at

which disbursement is supposed to occur. USAID considers dis-

bursement to have occurred when the equivalent amount of Egyptian

pounds have been deposited in the special account. For purposes

of the Title III agreement, disbursement is considered to have

occurred when the money is transferred from the special account

to the v.1J) :'!,..."",'•.eJ.....:·.·.,:·:· .::"
,.. ,

u- account.
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B.The Loan Forgiveness PrOcess

Once the transfer of funds to the village account has been

made the GOE notifies the USG and provides whatever documentation

has been agreed upon. The USG then certifies that the disburse-

ments have been made and notifies t.he Conunodity Credit Corporation

(CCC) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture using the appropriate

form (see Appendix Table 6). The CCC then establishes a

Currency Use Offset (CUD) account. This is an interest-bearing

account from which payments due are offset until the account is

exhausted. When the CCC is notified that an amount equivalent

to CCC value of the commodities shipped has been used for agreed

upon activities the loan is considered to have 'been completely

paid. According to the agreement, the GOE has two years from

the time of the last shipment to complete the program. Any funds

not used would then revert to Title I to be used for self-help

activities.

C. Implementation Actions

The following is a schedule of specific ir:[llementation actions

to date:

March 20 , 1979

May 14 - June 7 , 1979

Title III Agree~ent signed

Arrival of commodities in
5 ships



June - September 1979

November 1979

November - December 1979

December 1979

FAYOUM

SHARKIA

SOHAG

TOTAL

January 1980

June 30, 1980

June 1980

July 8, 1980

July 22, 198(;
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Deposit of the equivalent value
(L.E. 9,858,000) by food
auth0rity in Central Bank

Opening of the special account
in the National Bank and trans­
fer of the funds less 0.28%
service charge by the Central
Bank

Approval of projects totalling
L.E. 9,838,311.20·

Transfer of above to the th~ee

governorates in the following
amounts:

L.E. 2,988,978.70

L.E. 3,368,457.20

L.E. 3,480,895.30

L.B. 9,838,311.20

Transfer of the total to village
or directorate accounts for 268
projects in the villages (Local
units)

First amendment to the March 20,
1979 PL 480 agreement

USAID BVS proposal submitted for
USAID Washington review

PA #EG 7031 for.$15,000,000
(approx. 90,000 ~T) issued

USAID BVS proposal approved NE
Adv,isory Committee



August 2f'l, 1980

August 31, 1980

Sept - October 1980

January 20-25, 1981

January 25, 1981

January 1981

February 1981

March - April 1981

D. Problem Areas
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BVS project authorization signed

Project agreement signed between
GOE and USG

Arrival of 88,465.66 tons of
wheat valued at $14,878,506.51

Deposit of $14,878,506.50 by
Ministry of Supply in National
Egyptian B':l nk

Deposit of above less 5% for
letter of credit on $14,134,581.18

Conditions precedent met and
USAID disbursement process begun
fo~ $20 million grant

Transfer of L.E. 1,110,000 to 9
governorates as first pa}~ent

for BVS program in 1981

Deposit of L.E. equivalent of
$20 million AID grant expected
and subsequent transfer of
governorates.

Because the procedures for handling forgiveness are new, it

has taken some time for both Washington and the country team to

develop and put these procedures into place. Therefore, even

though the GOE had met the disbursement requirements under the

Title III agreement prior to the first interest payment being

due, the country te~m has not yet certified and reported to the

CCC that this has occurred. Thus, the GOE was billed and paid

the first interest payment due on June 6, 1980 of $279,997.61
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The GOE has requested that this payment be reimbursed or applied

to other Title I indebtedness.

The USAID controllers office has been designated as the

responsible unit for maintaining and reporting the financial sta-

tus for Title III. Reporting to the CCC should begin in the next

few weeks. Once the first reports have been comple~ed the issue'

of the GOE first payment will have to be considered.

E. Combining Title III and USAID Funds

While there is no difference in t~e manner in which the funds

from both sources are to be used, there are different accounting

and legal requirements. Funds generated under Title III are

legally owned by theGOE ~nd are subject to GOE budgetary regu-

lations. Funds generated from the OSAID grant, in contrast, are

viewed as U.S. owned until actually spent for project activities

and therefore, are governed by USAID as well as GOE regulations.

Since there has not yet been any USAID money converted to

Egyptian pounds, the accounting does not yet pose any problems.

However, there are some potential problems if the monies are
.

combined and consideration should be given to maintaining
c

separ~te accounting of the funds.
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F. Interest and Unused Funds

There has been some controversy concerning interest that

accrues on the monies held in the village accounts prior to

disbursement. For funds generated under Title III there is no

restriction against interest bearing accounts as long as it is

consistent with project objectives and Egyptian law~ and regu-

lations. USAID regulations, however, state that any interest

earned on USAID monies must be returned to USAID. The question

arose because of the discovery that the interest earned on the

village accounts in Sohag was being transferred to the Govern-

orate Development Fund. It is our understanding that ORDEV has

since issued regulations that all interest earning from Title III

funds will be returned ~nd placed in a special development fund

controlled by the inter-ministerial committee. (Translation of

regs for Annex 2). Interest on grant funds are to be returned

to the USG. A copy of the regulation should be obtained for

confirmation.

A second issue concerns use of funds remaining after a pro-

ject has been completed. In the case of Fayoum any savings

after the project is completed go into the villa~e development

fund or the incentive fund. The village development fund is used

to carry out additional projects or in some cases extensions of

the original project. The question is: Do these additional

activities need to be approved in the same way as the original

projects were?
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As mentioned above, the issue of use,of project funds for

incentives needs to be resolved.

G. ORDEV Accounting System and Village Accounts

ORDEV has supplied information on a quarterly basis for all

approved project concerning initial cost estimates, disbursements

and actual utilization. These reports are handwritten in Arabic

and have essentially been passed on from the governorate level

without consolidation or checking. These reports contain

numerous summation errors. Totals for the governorates often

do not check with summary totals in other reports. This has made

it difficult to assess how much of the funds have been spent.

With an additional six governorates being added this will become

an even greater problem unless the accounting system is improved

and monitored.

Village level accounts, (except in Fayoum) are accounts in

name only with the governorates retai.ling control over their use.

While projects have in general been approved by the Popular

Council (except for Fayoum) the projects are being implemented

at the governorate level and funds are transferr~d to the desig­

nated agency from the village accounts by the gover·norates.

While this procedure technically meets the term~ of the PL 480

Title III agreement and does get projects done at the village

level, the BVS program envisioned more control of use of the

funds at the village level.
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IX. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS---------------------

A. Findings

The Basic Village Services program has continued to make

progress since the ,last evaluation. Progress in Fayoum and

Sharkia governorates has been good with 66% of the projects now

completed. Sohag governorate has been less successful in imple-

menting projects and has only disbursed 25% of the BVS funding

received.

The projects being ireplemented are appropriate to the needs

of the rural population and impact directly on a large number of

People. Virtually all of the projects, however, are merely the

refurbishing, upgrading and extending of existing rural infra-

structure -- mainly roads and potable water systems. Thus, the

,number of hew beneficiaries is relatively small in relation to

the total rural population in the project areas. The technology

being used Is known, suitable for the conditions existing in the

village and quite labor intensive. There is both temporary and

a limited amount of employrllent generation.
.

In terms of the decentralization process, FayDum is an out-

standing example of what. can be accomplished by giving the local

village units responsibility for the management and implementa­

tion of projects. The key factors responsible for Fayoum's per­

formance appear to be good management at the markaz and governorate
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levels, plus an incentive system for the 'chiefs of the local

units and savings for additional projects. Sohag governorate,

on the other hand, while obtaining inputs from the local units,

has retained control of project implementation at the governorate

level. Their justification for this approach was that the lack

of technical people,at the markaz level and limited aapability

at the local 10.vel prevents further decentralization. Thus,

most of the Sohag projects have been consolidated in order to

use larger contractors.

Sharkiya governorate falls somewllcre between the other

governorates with more inputs from the local unit but the use of

governorate resources, smaller contractors and local labor.

For the new (1981) governorates visited, Minufiya has used

the approach of decentralization to the markaz level as the first

step in the pro~ess. Qalyubiyah and Giza are similar to Sharkiya.

Monitoring has been done principally by ORDEV and the govern­

orates on a quarterly basis. Project reporting by the local units

is supposed to be done on a monthly basis. The quarterly and other

reports provided to AID have been of su~nary types along with

more detailed project lists passed on from the governora~es.

These reports have not been adequate nor is the annual report

called for by the project agreement available in English.

The funding of BVS up to this point has been solely from

Title III with the Egyptian pound equivalent of $14.3 dollars

made available to three governorates in 1980, and the Egyptian
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pound equivalent of $14.1 million is disbursed to nine govern-

orates in 1981. An additional $20 mi:lion from the AID grant

will be made available within the next month. mtile disbursements

have been made, the USG has yet to certify any Title III loan

forgiveness because the procedyres have not yet been finalized.

(See Appendix Table 7 for the governorate summaries ..>

B. Recommendations

1. While the decentralization process is the p~incipal focus

of the BVS program, implementation of successful projects is

also crucial for continued success. Thus, continuous moni-

toring of project progress is an absoJ.ute necessity.

Material shortages and other technicnl problems that delay

projects can derail the decentrnlization process. It is

recon~ended that the 1981 proposed project lists be analyzed

for equipment and material needs to identify potential

bottle-necks. Since many of the projects are potable water

systems, an adequate supply of pipes and couplings must be

found or substantial delays may again result. This poten-

tial problem was identified by T. Asmon in 1979 and it is

now a major problem in Sharkia.

2. With the implementation of BVS in nine governorates and

a technical assistance contractor on board, the program

management load will increase greatly. It is recon~ended



- 65 -

that the project monitoring be strengthened. The first

priority is the implementation of a standardized financial

reporting system which will be followed by all governorates.

ORDEV and AID should agree on \vhich reports will be provided,

and provisions must be made for their translation to

English.

3. Because of the complexity of the program and the ever

larger number of projects that will soon be underway, it is

necessary to develop an ongoing evaluat.ion system as soon as

possible. This system should be as simple as possible since

the baseline data are not currently available for the use of

a more complex system such as was proFsed and developed by

Development Alternatives, Inc. This approach should be

supplemented by cnse studies based on face-to-face inter-

views with local unit, markaz and governorate leaders.

4. The technical assistance contract personnel must be

competent in Arabic and knowledgeable of Egyptian rural
. * .

culture if they ar.e to be effe~t~ve. Though there is need

of technical assistance in the financial, management and

planning areas,' it must be delivered in a truly collaborative

style and combined with the BVS training component.
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5. '1l he training program component should be technical for

engineers and technicians, and managerial for administrators.

There is a very limited need for L.S. training. BVS training

should be integrated with other pertinent ORDEV training

courses.

6. Maintenance of rural infrastructure requires more than

the were setting up of a Itmaintenance fund lt
• It requires

tools and equipment, trained technicians, regularly scheduled

inspection for routine maintenance and training in preventive

maintenance by operators. It is reco~mended that a plan be

developed for the use of the established funds.

7. If the BVS program's decentralization objectives are to

be achiev~d, ORDEV and UEAID must stress the role of local

participation in ~ect selection -- rather than merely

implementation.

8. Finally, it is necessary to work continuously to improve

communication and coordination between USAID and OROEV, and

between ORDEV and the. governorates, if the BVS program is to

continue the successes so far achieved.
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Appendix. Table 1

LIST OF BVS PROJECT DOCUMENTS

1 . Asmon, Technical and Economic l'lspects of 'the Egyptian

Basic Village Services Program, Cairo, April 1979.

I. Asmon, Extensi'J' ). ,.",,:: Basic Village Services Program to

Qeny Minya and El Beheira, Cairo, May 1979.

I. Asmon, Initiation of the Basic Village S6rvicc Program in

9alubiyah, Menufiyah and Gizah Governorates, USAID!Cairo,

October 1980.

Development Alternatives Inc., The Basic Village Service Program,

Egypt: Technical and Financial Assessment, Cairo, February 1980.

Mayfield, James B, The Budgetary System in the Arab Republic of

Egypt: Its role in Local Government Development, AID/Washington,

August 1977.

Mayfield, James B, Some Considerations for the Establishment of

a Monitoring and Evaluation System in Rural Egypt, USAID,

April 1980. , , .• , '" _~ .~.,l. • ~

.~. "~:~ \';;,~f:~:·~:'·~~:.~.. ~.".:." ",'
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Newbury, R, and D.E. Kunkel, ~L 480 Title III Evaluation Basic

Village Services Egypt, Cairo, February 1980.

USAID, Request for Proposals.



Appendix Table 2
S~ry of BVS Projects Visited by

the ~laluation Team

,.
I

Governorate Markaz Village
Type of
Project

Funding: Pro j ec t
Budgeted Actual Village Objectives
______(~xl=..l.c..::O:...:O:...:O:...._I&)_~ontr ibu~ion _Accoll1P1 ished

Sharkia Zagazik Bardin Pot. Yater 39 19 None Partially
;) , Bisha Kiyed-BOrdin . Road 103 76 None. Partially,

El 'Aslousy Pot. W~ter 12 ~l 11..'5 . :. , . NOne 'Partlal,ty· '.
b . .' .' '. 'I d ' " " f . . .' '...',... ., . ' .• ...,. 1 7' . . l' '. '. " . ", .' " '. ... Hel eis"', ". AvT:i Sci Pot. water: '.. . .1..1 ~ ." ,'.. • ~; .:..Star- ::l.es '

Chei tah Pot. Water 14,8 141 Labor'" No
Shabra El Nakhla Pot. Yater 32.3 26 None Yes

Miniakank Sennoa Pot. Water 12.4 ' 1•• 5 Labor Yes

, , Fayoum . Ebshewai Kahk Road 259 85 None ' Partially
Abo Y..s ah Cat".al I!np. 45 39 Labor Yes
Karoon Road 9 8.7 None Yes

Etsa Abu Gandir Santo Drainage 57 34 *Labor Yes
Abu Gandir Ro&d 2.1 2.0 *Labor Yes 0'1

Abu Gandir Bio-gas 5 5 *Labor No U)

Heniet el Heit C:lnal Imp. 30 30 *Labor Yes
Kelhanah Road 12 9 1\one Yes

Fayoum El Ed'loJ3h Drainage 12 6 *Labor Yes
Senoures Hetartares Road 3 2 ? No
Fayoum Ellahoun RDad 20 2D *Labor Yes

El Azab Drainage 14.5 14.5 Lar.d Yes

Sohog Sohog Edfa Pot. Water 67.2 6 Labor No
Ra~aiei El f~u6eir Road 25 12 Land Partially
Gerga El Magabrah Pot. Water 22.4 4.5 *L2.bor No

El Berba Road 26 ? . None Parti;. ' '
Sakoultah Seflak Pot. Water 22.4 7.6 None No
El Monshah El Zooak Road 36 ? Land No

Rawaii El Esawya Pot. Water 44.8 4.5 None No

*Vi1lagers worked for lower wages than normsl.
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, . Appendi~ Table 3.

Projects Planned for BVS Funding in
. Giza G::>vemorate, 1981

Markaz

. ' POrABLE WATER

Village Local Unit .Ar'tomt l>pprppriate

------------:--------------:.._------------------

....
El Badra.shein·

E1 Giza

E1 Ayat

E1 Baff

. I:1t'babah

"

Shabranant
El Mana\·;at
an Klxman

E1 Haraziek
Dahshoor

Ba.masht
E1 l'utaria
El Kotiury
El Nasereya

El l'h:as
El Kobabat
Kafr Kandie1
E1 Akhsas

Nahya
Abou R3,\vash
E1 Baragie1
Berkash
Gesiret tobharred
Kafr Begaz
l-mshat E1 Kanater
Portos
Wardan

13,000
8,000

24,000

4,000
8,000

4,000
5,000

17,000
.,
i~

8,000 I

"'.I!
10,000 ~
10,000 r:

8,000
I!
I,

20,000 I:

15,000 I:15,000
I'

3,000 ii
10,000

I:
12,000

Ii
6,000 I.

14,000 I
6,000

28,000

250,000
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: ..' Projects Planned for BVS F\mding is
Giza Govar.norate, 1981

Pal'l....BLE \1ATER

, .

Markaz
' ..

Village IDeal Unit Anount Appropriated

l- El Giza Mani.al Shiba 70,000
.. Sh3bramant 40,000

El lIv.nawat 75,000
em K1.1enan 45,000

2. El Badrushein Sakkarcl1 70,000
r.~t. Rc.:hinah 60,000
El .h:lra..~:i.ek 80,000
nilishoor 70,000

3. Al Ayat.·· Barrlasht 100,000
El Hat.aria 60,000
El Beleidah 40,000
¥.cet El Kairo 35,000
Tahm 40,000
El l:otiury 65,000
El Nasereya 55,000

4. El saff El Shabak El Sharky 50,000
So3.1 70,000

, . El Akvlas 80,000
, . El Bor.-nbel 65,000

Etficb '60,000
Ghamnaza El So;Jhra 45,000
El Kobabat 110,000
!\afr lillndiel 65,000
El JlJJ.:sas 55,000



, ,
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Village Iccal Unit 1mJUnt Appropriated

"

5. Firbabah' ~1a.l1ya 240,000, .
El Baragiel 60,000
Berkash 90,000
El Har$oureyah 35,000
Geziret I>bharred 75,000

, .. Kafr I1Cgazy 45,000:

H:mshat El Kanater 5!:i,00O
, Eortos 55,000

Wardan 85,000
Na.rrak E1 Arab 125,000
Abu Ra>vash 130,000

. Bohorrros 60,000
~ C'naleb 70,000
Kerdasah 100,000

6. BClhareia oasis 5 local tmits no villages 125,000
"

, ,

.
Total).n L.E. 2,900,000

. ',
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Projects P1am¥:..'<1 for BVS rUnding in
. Gi.za Governorate, 1981

Village Local Unit

, "'-~' ' j , ••• ""-' , ••

Arrount Appropriated

E1 Giza. Abou El N:mros 25,000

E1 Ayat;: Tahma 20,000
E1 Kotiury 12,000
E1 Be1eidah 8,000

El Badrashein El Haraziek 12,000

E1 Saff· El Shobak E1 Sharky 12,000..
Soal 12,000

E.1 Bcnnbel 16,000
At.fieh 12,000
Ghar.uaza E1 SOghra 12,000
Kafr Kandie1 12,000
E1 Akhsas 12,000

Dnbabah El Baragie1 25,000
, . Berkash 16,000

Bartos 8,000
Nahya 12,000
Bohorrros 12,000

.. Abou Rawash 12,000
Kerdasah 12,000
El Warrak 16,00

.. KafrHegazy 12,000
, l'bnshat E1 Kanater 14,000

Tota1.·L~ L.E. 300,000
,

Total, :u,11 projects 3,450,000

. ,

i ~
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Appendix Table 4

. " Projects Planned for BVS Funding in
Menoufia Governorate, 1981

POTABLE WATER

Markaz

Kwcisn3

Tala

El Shohada·

. . -,

Shebin ElKom .; ..

..,

Village Local Unit

Om Khenan
Abnaks
Shobra Bakhoum
Tah Shobra
Arab El RamI
Begrum
Meet Berah

Kafr Rabeis
Zawyet Bef1am
Ka fr El Saka reya
Toukh Dalkah
Zorkan
Meet Abcu El Kom
Babel
Saft Gadam

Ashma
Darageel
Zawyet El Bakly
Sahel El Gawaber
Densheway
Zawyet El Naourah

El Meselhah
El May
Shanawan
Estabary

Amount Appropriated

32,000
81,000
33,000
56,000
38,000
6'~, 000
46,000

43,000
48,000
23,000
23,000
53,000
1,000

51,000
49,000

50,000
38,000
36,000
29,000
39,000
65,000

40,000
50,000
44,000
52,000-



Markaz

, ,
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Village Local Unit

Bakhaty
El Batanon

. Melig
Shobra Baas

Amount Appropriated

50,000
109,000
43,000
26,000

El Bagour ~arawan

Bi El Arab
Meet Afi f
Bahnay
Sobk n Dahak
Manawahlak ;
Estanha
Kafr El Khadra
Kafr El Bagour

Berket El Sabae Abou M~shhour

Sentana El Hagar
Ganzour
Kafr Helal
Toukh Tanbasha
I-burein

Menouf Feisha E1 Kobra
Tama1ay
Monshat SolUm
Barhifil
El Hamouly

1~3, 000
23,000
8,600.

31,000
15,000
42,000
41,000
37,000
28,000

40,000
44,000
30,000
15,000
69,000
46,000

39,000
49,000
84,000
33,000
50,000

Ashmoon Talia
Shamm3
Greis
Sobk El Ahad
Sakyet Abou Shaarah
DarViah
Sanshour
Samadon
Ramlet El Angab

. '.

KOIUS

Shatanof

TOTJ\.G. in LE

, .
\

. ',

81,000
33,000
47,000
53,000
61,500
36,000
31,000
23,000
13,000
47,000.
38,000
31,000
41,400

2,615,500



Markaz

El Bagour

Ashmoon
, "

, .
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ROADS

Village Local Unit

Meet Afif
Mesheiref

Zawyet Razein
Feisha El Kobra
Barhim

Talia
Sakyet Abou Shaarah
Samadon
Ramlet El Angab
Shatanof

Amount Appr6priated

12,400
30,000

79,000
21,000
30,000

7,000
500

2,000
4,000
8,600

TOTAL in LE

"

. / . "

194,500
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Appendix Table

: . 'projects Planned for BVS Funding in
Menoufia Governorate, 1981

.. SANITARY DRAINAGE

Markaz Village Local Unit Amount Appropriated

Keweisna Om Khenan 30,000
Arab El RamI 16,000

Tala Toukh Dalkah 14,000
Zorkan 14,000
Meet Abou El Kom 8,000
Saft Gadam 8,000

Shebin El Kam. El Meselhah 8,000
Melig 16,000 IEl Bagour Sobk El Oahak 16,000

"

Kafr El Khadra 8,000
11

~~cnouf Feisha El Kobra 4,000 I
Barkim 7,000

I:

Ashmoon
,

Samadon 29,000
tRamlet El Angab 8,000

Shatanaf 4,000 ~

TOTAL.hi LE 190,000 I
TOTAL, All Pro'je~ts 3,000,000 r

I
l.

. I
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Appendix Table 5
..
,Projects Planned ~or BVS Funding in

Qua1youbeya Governorate, 1981

ROADS

Markaz -Village local
'. unit

Banha'Betaneida
',Sendanhour
.Massafa
'rrah1a
,Kaffr e1 Gazzar

ToukhAghour e1 Kobra
~ '.Be1 tan

'Meet Kenana
E1 Ammar e1 Kobra

..Akyad De9"Tei

"Qua1youbSendeyon
Sanafier

Shebin e1 ' ','Kafr Shebein
Kanater '~ahouria

E1 Khanka E1 Manaye1
, !\bou Zaba1

E1 Kanater .E1Moneira

TOTAL

*

Amount
Appropriated

80,000
153,035
143,035

33,000
21,300

93,524
81,010
33,719

137,700
130,970

60,000
55,750

42,000
177,050

55,000
9,871

100,200

1,406,784

Additional
fandr> allocated
to project by
Governorate

35,000
85,000
75,000
18,000
33,000

51,000
44,750
10,000
71,250
57,000

43,500
30,000

39,000
80,000

52,000
16,000

50,000

790,500*

From Goverhorate owned funds on roads
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.. '

ApP'3ndix Table

'... projects Planned ·for BVS Funding in
Qualyoubeya Governorate, 1981

POTABLE WATER

Markaz

Qualyoub

Shebin el
Kanater

Toukh

Banha

..,

Shebin el <
Kanater

E1 Khanka

Village LoCal Unit

Belkas
Banafeir
Tanan
Nay
Sendeyon

El Gaafra
Kafr Shebein

El Deir
Aghour el Kobra
Beltan
Tersa
Meet Kenana
E1 An~ar e1 Kobra
Eky & Degwei
l1oushtohor

Betemeida
Sheblanga
Gamgara
Sendanhour
Marsafa
'I'ah1a
Kaffr el Gazza

Tahanoub
. Tahouria

E1 Ahraz

El Alag
Abou Zabal
E1 !:-~anayel

Seryakos

Amount Appropriated

88,000
22,000
50,000
25,400
61,000

53,000
74,00.0

57,000
62,000
82,000
50,000
41,500
42,000'
34,000
82,000

47,000
67,000 .
26,000
,40,000
60,000
67,000
71,200

82,000
38,000
64,000

72,000
92,000
33,000
40,000
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.. '

POTABLE vIA'rEP - QUALYOUBEYA GOVERNORATE

Markaz

E1 Kanater' &
El Khaireya.

Kafr Shokr

TOTAL

Village Local U~it

Sendsbeis
E1 mon.eira
Abou e1 Ghe.i,t
Salakan

E1 Monshah e1 Kobra
Karf Tesfa
El Shokr
Asneit

Amount Appropriated

67,000
47,000
46,000
48,000

23,000
38,000
36,000
33,000

1,940,100

S1'.NI'l'ARY DRAIN1\GE - QUALYOUBEYA GOVERNORATE

---------------------------
Markaz '. Village Local Unit A.'l\ount Appropriated

Shebien El Kanater El Ahraz

Kafr Shokr El Monshah
El Shokr

El KUFlater &
El Khaireyah Sendabeis

TOTAL

16,000

8,000
8,000

8,000

40,000
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Appendix Tabl~ 6

Subject

Ref

Reporting Format for Title III, PL 480 Currency
Use Offset

AfA-484 12/2/78 B) A-467 8/24/76 C) A-313 6/3/76

1. Annex ]i._, I,tern IIIB for Food Development Prog,ram (PFP)

agreements ~eq~ire that the government of the importing

country repor~ quarterly on deposits of local currencies

generated and disbursed in connection with the FFD program

incorporat~d·intheagreement. It is necessary for the USG to

to revie\", the disbursements of the importing country and

certify tha~they are eligible for application against

'ritle I payments. The Ambassador should delegate this

authority to·the proper office. Disbursements in turn must

be reported quarterly by the Embassy to USAD 1 s Commodity

Credit Corporation.

2. In order:to receive full forgiveness for all Title I debt

under a FFD ~greement it is necessary for the full dollar

value of l~cal currency, in an amount equivalent to the CCC

Credit furnished, to have been disbursed. The complete debt

will be deemed to be offset when there is full disbursement

of local currencies which were deposited in the special

account, in.&,n amount equal to the dollar value of the CCC

Credit, regardless of fluctuations of exchange rates that may

, .

. i ,
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. .

occur during the life of the program. Full forgiveness

does not apply', 'in the case of RLDC I s which elect to utilize

disbursements from the special account to offset other

Title I obj~ctions during the fiscal year. The Embassy

should certify when the full dollar value of locai currency
. .

generations ha~ "been disbursed, otherwise only the dollar

value at the 'time of disbursement will be applied against

the earliest installment coming due.

3. The ~bassyis to work with the government of the

importing country on a mutually acceptable format to use in

reporting deposits and disbursements for eligible uses to

the Embassy.' r.f such a format has now been developed, your

transmission, of copies to Washington would be appreciated.

4. Attachedt6 this message is a reporting format for use

by the E'Jnbassy:in reporting disbursements to the C0!1'Jnodity

Credit Corporation.

Following are instructions for its use:

,,' "
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' ..

a. Reports.'sho~ld be submitted under cover of a transmittal
, ,

airgram, ~a!ked for the attention of the Chief, Fiscal

Operati?n~ ~ranch, Financial Management Division,

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service,

USDA/FOB!ASCS/USDA.
, ..

, '.

b. Items l'th~ongh 3 of the form arc self-explanatory.

c. In Item 4;' insert the current cumulative value of

disbursements reported to the Embassy by CCC through

Form 331',' Advice of Payment.

d. In Item ;;, insert the cumulative value of deposits made

to the special account.

e. In Item 6/ report the figure from Item 8 of the report

of the previous quarter. For the initial report this

will be zero.

f. In Item .7,',,' indicate all disbursements reported by the,

Governme~t' of the importing country for approved eligible
. .

uses duri~g the quarter covered by the report, by date

of disbursement/amount of disbursement and exchange rate

in effect .on the date of disbursement, and insert their

total U.S; dollar equivaJ,ent on the indicated line.
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If the nu'mber of disbursel.1ents is voluminous, they may be

detailed on a seaparte sheet using the indicated format,

and thei~:totals inserted in this time.

g. Add Item,6 and 7.

- .,

h. Subtract';tem 8 from Item 5 .

. i. In addition to the statistical information to be reported

on the attached formnt, the Embassy should also provide

a brief narrative progress report on the status of each

of the projects for which disbursements were made during

the repo:x;ting quarter. No more than a short pa!'agraph

on 'each pJ:'oject is contemplated for the narrative section.

j. Specific time deadlines have not been established for

submission of the subject report. However, reports

should'be submitted as soon after the close or the

reportirig quarter as possible.

Drafted. by D,,~·Itunkel 4/25/80 FAS/EC/PDD/AA
..
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Appendix Table 7

"E~timated Costs of BVS Projects in the
9 Selected Governorates, 1981*

Governorate
,'Potable
, Water. Roads

Sewerage &
Drainage Others'* Total

1,383,350 30,750 3,450,000Shc1.rkia

Qaluibia

Menoufia

Beheira

Giza

Payoum

Minia

Sohag

Qena

,
'1 ,OCO, 000

1,940~100

1,,7~2,050

1~051,437

'2 j:900, 000

1,0,00,000

2,,126,500

.2 ,'129,000

2,~,OO,500

1,035,900

1,406,784

1,029,950

2,189,449

300,000

1,017,900

1,653,700

1,321,000

1,016,900

40,(1(10

873,000

209,114

1,301,350 30,750

3,386,884

3,635,000

3,450,000

3,200,000

3,350,000

3,780,200

3,450,000

3,317,400

---....._-----------------------------
Total 16:, 1 7 9 , 5 B7 10 , 8 81 , 58 3 3,806,814 61,500 31,109,284

* ' .All amounts expr.essed in Egyptian pounds

**,'Inc1udes slaughter houses for Sharkia & Fayoum
governorates

SOURCE: ORDEV'

.' .

,"
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Appendix Table 8

A. 'Backgr~und ,on Evaluation Team Men~bers

Team Leader:

George R. Gardner (Ph.d., Rural Sociology & Agricultural

Economics,Cornell University). Currently a Development

Officer wit~ the Social Analysis Division of ~he Near East

Bureau, Alri('Washington. Dr. Gardner previously worked with

development'projects in Chile, Nicaragua, Mexico, Guatemala

and El Sal·~ador.

His international development e~perience dates from 1966.

He has taught and conducted research at three u.s. land-

grant universities.

Team Hember s : '

Elizabeth BO. Ber.EX. is currently employed by the Office of

Internati?nal Cooperation (OICD) Development Planning and

Analysis Staff, U.S.D.A., Washington. She rece~ved a B.A.

from the Uh,iversity of Michigan and an M.A. from the

Universi~}~ of Hinnesota' s Hubert Humphrey Institute of

rublic Affa).rs. Her graduate work in public administration

emphasized development administration, international policy. .

and technology planning. In 1979, Mrs Berry was Eelected

as a Presidential Manageffient Intern.
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David E. ~tirikel (B.S. Agronomy, University of Idaho,

M.S. Agric~ltural Economics, Colorado State University

and Ph.D. U~iversity of Wisconsi~

His current ,'pasi tion is as an i\gricul tural Eco'nomist with

the Foreign,~griculturalService responsible for PL 480

Title III Fo'cd for Development Program in Asia and the

Near East.' ,~

Previous experience includes six years in the Philippines

working on ,a'gricultural policy analysis and modelling, dis·-

sertation resea=ch in Turkey on the turkish cotton and

cotton textile industry, Peach Corp volunteer in Turkey,

Soil £cienti.st with t.he Bureau of Reclamation and raised on a

irrigation Farm in Idaho.
, ..

"

..,
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Appendix Table 9

Parti.al List of. Persons IntervieVled ~y the Evaluation Team
.

Name

. "J

Mr Mahmoud EIKl1aly
Mr Mohamed Rashnd
Mr Henry Fahmy .
l·lr l-lahrnoud Askar
Mr Hoharned ~·1et\olo11y

Mr Mohamed Kamal·

Mr Mohamed Hassan
Eng. Heneky Ftlhrr~y

Title/Agency

SID\RKIA GOVERNORATE

Sec. General
ORDEV Rep. Sharkia
Director of Housing
Abbassa Water Works
Chief of local unit in
Shobra e1 Nak1a
Chief of Lo6a1 unit in
Gheitah'
ORDEV, Cairo
Directory of Housing

FAYOUM GOVE&~ORATE

Date Intervie\ved

2/28/1981
2/28/1981
2/28/1981
2/28/1981

2/28/1981

2/28/1981
3/1/1981
3/1/1981

Mr Hosain Da\vood Assistant Sec. General 3/2/1981
l-lr Amin Mansou!;' ORDEV Representative ,3/2/1981
Mr Gomaa Nahmb~ld Saleh Chief of Local Unit in

E1 Azab 3/2/1981
Mr Saied Hassan' .B1 Sahmh Chicf of Local unit in

E11ahoun 3/2/1981
l1r Hosny Ahmiad' ,Mady Chief of Local Unit in

E1 Edwah 3/2/1981
Mr Mohamed Arafa Chief of Local Unit in

Metartares 3/2/1981
Mr Hussein El ·D{n ORDEV Representative 3/3/1981
Mr Mohamed samit Chief of Local unit in

Ka1 Hana 3/3/1981
Mr Sayed Kassem '.. Chief of Local unit in

l-linnieyet E1 Heit 3/3/1981
Mr Salah Abu El'E11a Chief of Local Unit in Abu 3/3/1981

Gandir

0,' •
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'£i tJ.e/Agency

FAYOUN GOVERNORll.TE (cant.)

Date Interviewed

)
,~

I,
I

J.1r Mahmoud Hassan'
Mr Amin Mansour.
Mr Abda1ah Hafez

!I.r Abde1 Said Abde1 Aziz

Mr Hassan Rabea':. .

Mr Samir Zaki Seif

Mr Saleh Abde1.Tawab

ORDEV, Cairo
ORDEV, Fayoum
Chief of the Local Unit
of Abou Kosah Village
of Ebshway Markaz
Chief of the Popular
Council Ebshway -
Abou Kosah
Chief of the Local Unit
of karoun village at
Ebshvlay l1arkaz
Chief of the popular
Council of Karoun ­
Ebshvlay
Chief of the Local Unit
of Kahk village of
Ebshway Narkaz

3/3/1981
3/3/1981

3/3/1981

3/3/1981

3/3/1981

3/3/1981

SORAG GOVERNORATE

Mr ~'ehya e1 Sherif ORDEV Representative 3/9/1981
Mr Rateeb Shehatah Chief of the Local unit

in Edfa 3/9/1981
Mr Abd e1 Aziz ·Ahmed Chief of the Local Unit
Hassan in Ra\vafi e1 Kouseir 3/9/1981
Mr Anwar Mahmoud.'el .Chief of the Loca.1 Unit
Saied in Sef1ak 3/10/1981
Mr Latif Noseir'Ebaid Chief of the l.oca1 Unit

in Rawafi e1 Esaweya 3/10/1981
Hr Said Taycb Aba.. el Chief of the Local Unit
Aziz " in EJ. Berba 3/10/1981
Mr. Hanna Yousef.'" Chief of the Local Unit,

3/10/1981in El Magabra
l>1r Hossain Nab'il Chairman of Gerga City

Council 3/10/1981
Mr Ahmed Radwan Road Engineer 3/10/1981
Mr Mahmoud Ta1at' ~'~ater Engineer 3/10/1981
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Name

Mr Maged e1 Sheabini
Mr Fathi Nofal
Mr Fouad Seoudi'
Mr Saad Mahrnoud·:
Mr Said Fouad . '
Mr Mahmoud A1y ld)med
Eng. Samuel Medha~l

Title/Agency

QALUBIYAH GOVERNORATE

ORDEV, CRiro
Secretary General
ORDEV, Qalubiyah
Road's Project Chief
ORDEV, Qa1ubiyah
Secretary General Assist.
Directory of Housing Rep.

GIZA GOVERNORATE

3/15/1981
3/15/1981

'3/15/1981
3/15/1981

03/15/1981
3/15/1981
3/15/1981

_______________0 • _

"

Nr Ahmed Abd e1 !v!onem
Eng. ,. l1rs Nazecj .
Hr Ahmed Gaber, "

Secretary General
ormEV Representative
Director of Projects

3/4/1981
3/4/1981
3/4/1981

MINUFIA GOVERNOFATE

Major General Mahmoud
Moh. I'1akrous Abu· Hussein
Hr Hohamed Farok,
Hasanein ..'
Mr Samir Abd e1', I~ahnk1.n

Abou E1 Nasr
Mr Moh. Abd E1 ~aby

Governor

Assis. Sec. General

Chief of Local Council
in Shebin e1 Kom
Deputy Rep. at Peoples
J1.ssembly for Minufia
Governorate

3/15/1981

3/15/1981

3/15/1981

3/15/1981

I
[
t
1

, ' I,
I
i
!

'0 .•' i
~
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Appendix Table 10

Projects ~unded by BVS in Sharkia Governorate, 1980

ROADS

Markaz
, ,

.. Village local -~ Funding amount in L.E. --

---_._--"------, -
Appropriated Disbursed

'<';.. r'I,}l ' ,
Minia Hamb . Azizia 296,300 144,690

;Telleen
Fakous' Sawa1eh

Be1bes ' ·... l<afr Ayoub Soliman 250,920 74,450
Abo Hamad -He1mea
Zaka~~ik ·Zanka1on.

Fakous ,', Sa1hia 243,700 31,750
Abo Hamad A1karid

- .
l.bo Harr,ad ' " A0dea 220,300 114,500
Fakous : :Akiad el Bahria

..
Be1bes .' Gheta 145,958 72,489

:', Shobra el Makh1a

Zakazik ' :Bisha Fayed 103,400 87,400
: Bardin

Herenia 'San e1 Hagar 46,920 22,520
'. Sahafa

..._--
Total 1,307,498 547,799

', .. '
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Project.s'.J:unded by BVS in Sharkia Governorate, 1980

POTJl.BLE '\'-lATER

El Hosaneyah . "San el Hagar 32,025
, . Sammakein el Gharg 389,225

: ' . E1 Akhaivm 7,000

Aboll Hammad El Abassah
. ·'El Aseidiah

, :El Sowah

29,089
10,503
21,016

385

41,010
26,267
19,250

Disbursed

7,000
329,843

21,016
12,250

8,568
35,016

24,513

32,025
374,829

7,000

163,226
15,463

1,,748

1,748
5,250

140,625

14,002
171,887

5,250

53,000
27,450
19,250

56,650
12,100
23,000

385

15,600
176,300

5,250

1,750
5,250

148,350

191,000
19,900

1,750

7,000
342,500
222,000
12,250
26,750
37,400

100,000
25,300

-- Funding amount in L.E.

Appropriated

: 'El Mahmoudeya
'Mebasher
'El Hahlat

· \7il1age local
unit

'Bordein
· ':El Aslougy

, ',El Zankalon
,'6m-el Zein

, Awlad Seif
" tafr Ayoub Soliman

.. :Gheitah

Zakazik

Belbeis

Hehya

· ,
Aboll Kebir ',Honshat Rad\oJ'an

.. ,El Ha.swah
: .El. Rahmaneyah

Fakous ,'.El Sarnaamah
, ~l Darydamon
. Ekiad el Bahreyah

· . El Sa''1aleh
in Ghazaly

.' . :£1 Soufeva
: . l1anout -

.Kahboumah

Markaz

, ,
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SHhRKIA DIRECTORY OF HOUSING - POTABLE WATER

, Markaz , , 'Village loca.l
, " unit

Funding amount in L.E. --

Appropriated Disbursed

47,200 34,345
42,500 33,000
39,000 25,000
20 .. 800 17,100
12/500 2,500
10,000 1,338

10,000 1,328

59,200 35,786
36,000 13,860
32,500 20/538
29/300 30,320
10,500 9/360

53,800 32,433
35/500 26,833
30,500 13,833
29,200 14m733
27,400 15,466
24/000 10,500
19/300 9,433
12/400 12/133
12,000 9,000

37,100 25/700
37,100 30/843
32,300 26/029
30/900 17,943
22,500 19,143
10,000 5,0000

7,000 9,500
4/500 4.143

2,627/710 2/031,922

~ ",.l\nshas e1 Rarnl
" ", 'A1 Sahafa
" '.' Shobra e1 Nakhla

. Ba1ashan
, '; Ad1ea

. ,A",,1ad Youssef
, ,'Kafr Abrash
" .. A1zwame1

Be1bes

Minia Kanh' , ,Ha1arnes
, :. Sha1sha1arnan

'Tc1een
'·Sanhaut

" ',Prezeya
: ,'Beni He1a1
'.' Gadida

. Senhoa Sinnahwa
, , A1 Sanafish

Zakazik .. ~las1ogi
,Shenbar Mayrnona
'Bardin
"sheba Makaria

, ' .' Om e1 Zein
,: , 'Mabasker

Hehia " ',.' Mahmodia

Darb Negro '"Haft Razek
. Gemiza beni arnr
" Safonr
': ~armaut Hahbara
"A1 Asayd

. TOT,AL

----------;-----------------------------

, .
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Appendix Table 11
..

Project~ Funded by'BVS in Sohog Governorate, 1980

POTABLE WATER
. u_,_. _

-- Funding amount in L.E. --Markaz ", Village local
, unit

Appropriated Disbursed

El Monshah ~l zook e1 Gharbeyah
',: '. A\-llad Hanzah

:' :El Dewierat
. ~Rawafii e1 Eisaweyah

Geheinah ,':El To1i~1nt

Gerga 'EI Berba
,Bei.t Dawood

·'E1 Awmner Bahary
,':Beyet Allam

, ' ,.'El Magabrah

. l.khmeen ' :E1 Ha'Vlavliesh
'Kolah
,'Niedah

Dar e1 Sa1am·Aw1ad Salam Bahary
; E1 Khayc.ln

" :E1 Keshh
:. Aw1ad Yehya

J

El Babyanah ',' Arrabet JI.bidous
• ,. 1, •

, Barry Gam!.1
. .. ,A~..,lad E1aie\v

:Bardies

E1 Haragah ', .. Shenda,,'ee1
::E1 betakh

El Aziziat
'.Awlad Ismail

. 'Banaweit

134,400
67,200
44,800
44,800

89,600

112,000
67,200
44,800
22,400
22,400

22,400
22,400
22,400

67,200
67,200
44,800
44,800

89,600
89,600
44,800
44,800

89,600
44,800
25,734
22,400
22,400

35,783
16,718
19,117

9,366

29,264

32,728
22,782
12,309
4,687
4,687

7,731
7,726
7,133

19,296
16,570

9,366
9,366

18,722
18,722
15,385
9,366

32, '623
9,366
8,224
7,842
8,324



~,,,,, ,~ ...- -.~-~~:':.

94 -

POTABLE WATER

-- Funding amount in L.E. --Markaz 'Village local
unit

Appropriated Disbursed

Sakoultah r. aweyah
L•.L S..... '..dmaah Shark

... ' Sef1ak

Sohag

Tahta

Tema

.. Edfa
,"Aw1ad Azzaz

':·Arrabet Abou e1 Zahab
· Tunas

'....Rawafei e1 Kouseir
. E1. Kawame1 e1 Bahary
:'Geziret Shandawei1

E1 Safiehah
· :Banga
· .Naz1et e1 Kady
:E1 Sawamah Gharib

.E1 Madmar
.', ,'E1 Raiinah el Moa1akah
. : "Salamon

Om Doma
· Me~hta

44,800
22,400
22,400

67,200
44,800
44,800
44,800
44,800
22,400
22,400

89,600
67,200
67,200
22,400

67,200
67,200
44,800
44,800
22,400

16,384
7,137
7,625

24,074
9,366

11,917
12,669
15,361

7,148
8,102

25,999
24,196
20,868
11,758

23,248
21,010
16,026
11,703

9,089

TOTAL

", .~

"

.'< ,<,.:-
. ""

2,288,134 682,716
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Appendix Table

Projects.Funded by BVS in Sohog Governorate, 1980

ROADS

-- Funding amount in L.E. --Harkaz :\<.5 .;'t local
un'l:t

Appropriated Disbursed

Tcrna & Tahta··.· Om Doma
,'Naz1et e1 Kady

E1 Maragah,. .:Aw1ad Ismaii1
Sohag & .' Edfa
E1 Monshah '.' 'E1 zook e1 Gharbeyah

:·.Banaweet
:Geziret Shandawei1
:Arrabet Abou e1 Zahag

- 'E1 Dewierat
"Rawafei e1 Kouseir
.' Aw1ad Hanzah

112,180
110,052

83,120
47,580
36,000
26,960
26,312
25,806
12,000

3,036
2,000

102,227

Gerga ,,' . ,E1 Keshh
I .

El Babya11ah &.. Bardies
Dar e1 Salam E1 Berba

... ' Beit Da\'lood
J·E1 Mayabrah

'OPl Kh"yam
.. ' '. -~ .;..'~ ... ~:.. ~'-Jnil

. ,A.rra.u~t Abidous
'" . " 'Beyet Allam

~,.~~', .. 'Awlad Elaiw

Geheinah

Akhmeem &
Sakou1tc:.h

TOTAL

··.E1 To1ihat
.~ ·Gehienah e1 Sharkia
:Eineibes

',: E1 Ge11aw"eyah
. :Neidah
. :E1 Ha\'lawiesh

:Sef1ak

66,982
23,456
23,200

141,278
79,060
49,248
38,690

92,410
67,312
26,000
22,000
22,000
20,420
17,022

8,000
6,000
4,024

1,192,488

96,620

198,847
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Appendix Table 12

Projec~s:Funded by BVS in Fayoum Governorate, 1980

ROADS

Funding amount in L.E .
Markaz 'y,

. ,Village local
. unit

Appropriated Disbursed

Fayown Z'a\;iet e1 Karadsa
Zawiet e1 Karadsa
Zawiet e1 Karadsa
besia
E1iahoun
Ell:ahoun
EL-Azab
Sil'a
S:l:La
E1·.Edwah
Ta1at.
Talat
Talat

Senoures Metartares
Metartares
'Sanhour
Tersa
Menshat Bany Etman
Menshat Bany Etman

..
Etsa Abou Gandir

1\b.QU Gandir
El', Hagar
Kelhanah
Kelhanah
Kalamshah
Kl?-lamshah

,Tatnf".';. ""
Om Etb~ '····M~uy t.' ":~ ;'leit

Tamia Sersena
Sensena

'Monshat el Gammal
Mo'nshat e1 Gamma1
Monshat el Gamma1

.' El: Rodah

,
,

, ,

" I .

4,200
7,000

79,800
12,700
40,800
20,000
1~,000

22,000
9,000

, 3,500
13,500

9,000
3,500

37,500
3,000

31,000
37,500
62,000
49,700

9,000
2,100

21,000
12,000
14,900

4,500
12,000
13,500

9,000

11,500
28,900
34,960
7,665
6,400

13,500

1,360
0,022

191,395
12,700
37,965
20,000
14.,000
14,900

9,000

11,400

1,544

36,000
2,200

30,000
37,500
62,000
49,700

9,000
2,100

21,000
8,352

14,900
4,500

12,000
13,500

9,000

13,500
28,900
26,598
7,665

13,500

cont ..•••
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FAYOUM
"

ROADS

Funding amo~nt in L.E. --
Markaz

V~r1age local
, :' unit

Appropriated Disbursed

Ebshewai 'Aboksah ~6,000

Ab6ksah 6,514
'BI' Hamou1y 9,000 9,000
'EI Hamou1y 9,000 5.,000
El Hamou1y 21,000 11,140

, EJ: ,~az1ah 28,900 16,000
El Shawashmah 43,500 20,400

~ E1', Shawashmah 36,400 36,400
E.l, ,Age..-rnien 7,000 21
'El Agemien 43-,500 761
Kahk 9,000 9,000
Ka,hk 259,000 52,870
Karoon 9,000 8,775

TOTAL 1,150,439 738,166

,"

, '.
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, ,,

, ,,

,"" Projec.ts' Funded by BVS in FayoUm Governorate, 1980

RETAINING WALLS & DRAINAGE

-- Funding amount in L.E., "

MarkCl."::
::.~i~<~ :'lge local

, unit

, . Appropriated Disbursed

Fayoum Zawiet e1 Karadsa 6,000
Desia 5,000 3,000
El, Azab 14,500 14,500
El:'Adwah 12,000 12,000
Ta1at 9,000 7,490

..-.".
Fidemin' ;,)cJ'..Uu.L'es 92,000 89,929

,Fidemin 50,750 42,000
Fidemin 2,000 2,000
Me'tahtares ,35,500 35,500

, Metahtares 2,500 2,000,
Hetahtares 78,500 55,000
Metahtares 2,400 2,200
Metahtares 3,000 2,200
Bishmou 12,000 17,000
·Tersa 10,000 9,976
Tersa 45,000 11,250

,
Etsa Abou Gandir 8,000 8,000

Abou Gandir 85,000 85,000
'Abou Gandir 57,000 57,000
, Kelhanah 4,000 4,000
,Meriiet e1 Heit 30,000 2B,554
,Meniet e1 Heit 5,000 85
',Ga~dou 22,228 22,228

Tamia , Kas'r Rashwan 14,225 14,225
',Kasr Rashwan 3,500 3,500

DaY" .,: Salam 55,000 50,965
",:~.l:.&'··.',a 8,000 7,696
,sersena 5,050 5,000
E1",Rodah 8,000 8,000
El: Rodah 2,800 2,800
Ii,l Rodah 2,550 2,550

. , , ... , .. . ...... ,

cont •••
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:¥AYOUM - RETAINING NALLS·& DRAINAGE

..

-- Funding amount in L.E. --
Markaz

Village local
'unit

Appropriated Disbursed

E1 Sha\..;rai . Aboksah 39,163 39,163
AbO'ksah 11,243 5_,837
El lIamou1y 15,000 15,000
EJ: '·Naz1ah 7,100 6,000
E1', Naz1ah 15,900 15,900
Ei'Shawashnah 24,000 24,000
E1:' Shawashnah 5,000 5,000
E1:, Agemien 7,000

,E1.Agemien 17,920 17,920
E1,'!\.gemien 9,000 8,770
El:Agemien 23,580 23,580
'El Agemien 65,750 44,462
El Agemien 16,500 8,000
Tabhar 29,400 29,190
T~bhar 17,000 15,680
Tabhar 600 300

. Kahk 40,000 17,000
·Karoon 40,000 40,000
Karoon 27,000 22,000

TOTAL 1,098,159 950,919
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. - .

projects:Funded by- BVS in Fayoum Governorate, 1980

OTHER PROJECTS
",.1·

-- Funding amount in L.E. --~
I
'i Markaz

Village local
" unit

,. ~ .... "
Appropriated Disbursed

--'..~. " ..,------------------------

Tamia Monshat el Gammal
El Rodah

Senoures Metartares
'Sanhour
~~nshat Barry Etman

Etsa Abou Gandir
Kalamshah
-Kalamshah
!I'atoon

Fayoum

Elshewai

TOTAL

',".

~awi~t el Karadsa
Desia
De'mou
Eliahoun
El Azab
,Sila
Sila
E1: Edwah
Talat

. HaWwaret el Haktaa

El' Shawashna
KCiroon

< I',·

27,800
27,800
27,800
27,800
27,600
27,800

5,000
27,800
27,800
27,800

1,500
5,000
5,000

5,000
30,000

5,000
5,000

5,000
405,500

5,000
5,000

732,200

25,000

25,000

5,000

1,500
5,000
5,000

5,000
25,760
5,000
5,OQO

5,000
374,000

5,000
5,000

496,260



Appendi~ Table 13.
SHARKIA GOVEP~ORATE - 1981 P~.NS

Projects Planned for BVS Funding

PRO .r E C T S

MARKAZ LOCAL

UNIT P.Water
Soil Retaining

Roads Stabiliz. Walls
Stand
Pipes

Fire
Taps

Road Slaughter Road
Sanitation Shades houses Signs

Sakr

Fakous

Alhamarsa
Alkodah
Shanout
Awlad Sakr'
Sofia
Abeu ShefouI<

Ghazali
Brimin
Akiad Bahra
Sa\,'ari
Salhea
Sawaleh
Samaana
Didamon

18,004
15,843
46,400
30,000
28,507
41,000

51,375
20,000
35,750
19,657
15,786
25,000
10,413
29,100

14,000

24,500
5,624

11,379
2,000
2,025

11,250
6,379

15,000
7,431

600

5,000
10,000

10,000
3,000

2,000

150

2,000

1,200

2,000
3,000

1,400
830

2,000

2,200

800

300

100

3,OOrJ

18,040
44,299

4,500

2,100

3,000

24,000

2;100
1,500

2,100

1,500

300
600

3,000
7,000
1,800

7,000

10,000

7,000
2,120
3,120
7,000
3,000

340

e.---.

Mashtoul Ibrash
. Sahafa

29,919 1,900
23,570

200
400

500 5,000
2,500

600
1,800

3,000
300

7,000

l:1eni~~~.. Ben~.·H!?~al_.,.20.,94~, ..... 5,.000 .' -" " .- _. . '.~'" ..- '., . ...3 / 500 1,200" .. 7.,·~.0.Q:
"Ka'nh .'. Malam~'S...·. '19,911' .. 5; 000" 1;000": '.' :,1; 444" ... ·2,600·... -.' .... -', " .. , 1,·5·00··" 3 ';0'0'0.', > 3; 000·

Azizea23"036 "15,700 1,000 -' ., 1,000 1~200-'" '1,004' ..,.
Gadida . 19,041 7,500 2,000 6,000 1,0001,500 - 2,7007,000
Sanafin 14,845 1,800 - - 200 - 2,000 2,100 7,000
Sh1shlon 41,900 - 2,013 - - - 750 300
Snehwa 14,029 10,000 1,400 - 600 500 6,000 523
Te1in 32,450 1,500 1,089 - - - 2,500
Senhout 27,997 - - - 679 - 12,000

. 848.
, 200
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SHARKIA GOVERNORATE - 1981 PLANS (cont.)

PRO J E C T S

MARKAZ LOCAL
UNIT Potable

Water
Soil Retaining

Roads Stabiliz. Walls
Stand
Pipes

Fire
Taps

Road Slaughter
Sanitation Shades Houses

Road
Signs

Abo Hamad Koren 51,213
Abasa 53,149
Helmea 27,500 6,000 - - - - 4,802
Soa 39,631 .,. - - - 700 1,400
Tokir 23,085
Amirea 30,000 - - - - - 3,160

Diabr Negro Sanour 25,493 - - - 1,000 2,200 15,000 1,800
Karmout 34,000 16,046 - - 2,800 600
Gemezet beni
Ornar 21,200 - - - - - 11,248
Saft Rozik 47,865 1,000 - - 2,000 3,000 2,000
E1 Assayed 28,888 - - - - 2,000

Abou Kebir Harbit 17,500 8,784
Beni Ayad 18,643
Mansha.et .' ." - ........... 'Radwan',· .: _,' ,'2 S', 9'5'7... " " .. '..: ., .. . . ,;,.. ., • ~ w· - . .-.'. "" .. -.' .. - •• _ 0•• .. .,.

~ ." ..., . . . . . .
E·l Rahluania '51,042 - _. - -. .. - . .' -.- ..

' ..
. El Hossoun 28,162 - - - 3,000 - - 2,.400

....

El Ibrahimia El Halayat 18,101 - - 1,000 - - 1,000
Kofour Negro 27,007 - - - 600 900
Mobasher 14,418 - 4,500 - - 3,500 1,000



Sr~KIA GOVERNORATE - 1981 PLANS (cont.)

PRO J E C T S
MARKAZ LOCAL

UNIT
Potable

tvater
Soil Retaining

,Roads Stabiliz. Walls
Stand
Pipe

Fire
Taps

Road Slaughter Road
- Sanitation Shades Houses Signs

_ . ~ ,. -' ...
. ., ····232 .

'7,000'1,200
-

'5';.0'00,'1" 000
4,000

-- ... ~ .. ~.. ' .. ~.' .' .'

3,515

..
, ,

28,000
18,000

Hesenea Monshaa
, , , Aboll Omar",: ,4'9 , 617 '

'... ".. .....".. , '. San, 'd.. Eagar ' ,78',90'4
G~zi~a Seod 19~150
Alakhoa 35,000
Kahouna 27,752
Samakin 46,550

Belbis Shbra el
Nakhla
Ghita
ZO\V'amel
Anshas RamI
Adlia
Awlad Seif
Ayoud Solim
Ba1ashof

24,000

25,200
25,400
25,131
33,324

6,501
20,000

17,474
4,951

2,800

5,001
2,000

3,020

5,000 1,000

700
2,550
6,000

10,000
14,000

20,340
14,432

955
500
300

3,300

7,000

823

200

193
2,800

Rehia

El Zakazik

El Zar2amon 38,500
El Mahdia 5,496
El'Ala~~a 26,250
El Mahmoudia 10,000
Bardine 53,000
Bishet Fayed 40,000
Sh.El Maouna 50,000
El Asloughi 20,000
Beni Amer 35,000
El Zinkalon 35,418
Shobak Basta 8,275
Sh.e1 Bakaria30,000
om e1 zein 30,000

12,298

7,500

1,000
1,700

12,400

268
437
800

686
601

400

1,000
500

4,000
1,000

300
1,400

400
800

1,800

600
2,600

2,000
100

400

2,000
100

1,200

300

10,000

15,000
12,000

9,000
9,055

25,000
13,500

6,000

290
600

1,500
1,500
2,000

600
1,200
2,400

600

244

2,400

1,000

7,000

7,000

439

407

TOTAL 2,000,316 1,716,930 16,202 58,314 46,009 20,900 379,376 57,916 102,240 3,789
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Markaz

Fayoum

Senoures ..

Ebshawai· ' .

Etsa

Tamia

.. '

"
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. Appendi.x Table 14

Projects Planned for BVS Funding in
Fayoum Governorate, 1981

SANITARY DRAINAGE

Village Local Unit

El Azab
Ellahoun
Sila
Desia
Zawyet El Karadsa
Demou
Ha'W'olaret £1 Haktaa
Ta.lat
El Edwah

Metartares
Tersa
Fide.n:in
Biahmou
Sanhour El Quebleya

El Shawashnah
El Nazlah
El Hamouly
Abouksah
Tobhar
Karoon
El Agamain
Kahk

Tatoon
El Gharak
El Hagar
Kalamshah
Menyet El Heit
Abou Gandir
!'Iatool
Cardou

Dar El Salum
E1 Rodah
Sersena
Monshat El Gmmnal
Kasr Rashwan

Total in 1.. E.

Amount Appropriated

39,000
23,400
34,000
5,000

34,200
14,800
lt1,OOO
11,400
45,000

4,000
15,000
80,400
55,000
95,000

20,000
23,250
25,000
25,000
35,000
65,000
53.000
39,000

42,800
51,400
23,000
37,250
71,900
55,000
54,000
42,000

35,000
35,000
24.800
58,250
17,500

,"...

I
"j
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MarkelZ

I;ayoum .

Senoures .. ;

Ebshewai .'.

Etsa

Tamia .
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Appendix Table

Projects Plannea for BVS Funding in
Fayoum Governorate, 1981

ROADS

Village Local Unit

El Azab
E1 Lahoun
Sila
Desia
Demou
Hawwaret El Maktaa
Ta1at
El Edwah

Metartares
Tersa
Fidemin
Biahmou

E1 Shawashnah
E1 Naz1ah
E1 Hamou1y
Abouksah
Tobhar
E1 Agamien

Kalamshah
E1 Gharak
E1 Hagar
Ka1amshah
Menyet El Heit
Abu Gandir

Dar E1 Salam
El Rodah
Sersena
Monshat E1 Gammal
Kasr Rashwan

Total in L.E.

Amount Appropriated

28,000
15,000
13,000
48,000
1,0,000
20,700
73,000
20,000

57,000
45,000
15,000
10,000

45,000
43,500
47,000
21,000
27,550
38,45q

66,000
37,400
14,400
13,800
47,500
48,600

25,000
15,500
29,000
38,400
47,500

(1

1, 017 ,900
. '

.'~
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Appendix Table

Projects Planned for BVS Funding in
Fayoum Governorate, 1981

POTABLE \o!ATER

,.

Markaz

Fayoum

Senoures'

Ebsheway

Etsa

Tanda

, '

Vi.llage Local Unit

SHa

Monshat Bani Etman
Senhour E1 Queb1eya

E1 Hamouly
Abouksah
Karoun

E1 Gharak
E1 Hagar
Menyet E1 Heit

Kasr Rash""an

Total in' 1. E.

Amount Appropriated

35,000

375,000
35,000

150,000
20,000
35,000

175,000
35,000

105,000

35,000

1,000,000

I.
I
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Appendix Table

Projects Planned for BVS Funding in
Fayoum Governorate, 1981

OTHER

Village Local Unit

Ellahoun

Tersa
Abouksah

tIDount Appropriated

10,000

10,750
10.000

.. "

. .
"

..

Total in L.E. 30,750

."
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Appendix Table 15

Projects Planned for BVS Funding in

Sohag Governorate, 1981

ParABlE WNl'ER

M:n:kaz • Village I..cx::a1 Unit hIDunt Appropriated

~

Terna ~hta 21,000
E1 Ma&tar 63,000

, E1 Raiinah El .M:lalakah 63,000
. , Salarron 42,000

Qn J:anah 42,000

Tahta E1 Safiehah 84,000
Banga 63,000
E1 Sawanuh Garb 21,000
Naz1et E1 Kady 63,000

,) .

Geheinab· EineiJ:es 42,000
E1 To1ihat 42,000

E1 l-1aragah.. E1 Aziziat ).8,000
Aw1ad Isrnaii1 21,000

, . E1 Betakh 42,000
Shandaw-ee1 84,000
Banaweet 21,000

Sohag Arral:et Atou E1 zahab 42,000
E1 Kawarre1 Bahary 21,000

.. Ba1saforah 30,000
.' Geziret Shandawei1 21,000

'I\mos 42,000
Rawafi E1 Kouseir 42,000
Edfa 33,000
Aw1ad Azzaz 42,000

" n :
E1 M:tnshak ;' E1 Dewierat 42,000

E1 zooak E1 Gharbeyah 116,000
Aw1ad Haza1 63,000
Rawafaie E1 Eisaweyah 42,000

" 1<-7.;-.. ,...,
, ,
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.-~- _......,-" "~- ... "'"."",'" ",

!'1cirkaz Village Lcx:::al Unit AmJunt Appropriated [,'

a'
~J

",
!
~i

Gerga Biet Dawex::d 63,000 !:
i

E1 Awarrer Bahary 42,000 !

I'E1 Magabrah 21,000 IBiet Allam 21,000
E1 Berba ios,OOO III

E1 Ba1yanah Bardies· 42,000
'! Aw1ad E1aiew 42,000

Arrabet Abidous 84,000
Beni Herrei1 84,000

Dar E1 s<iia'U E1 Khayarn 63,000
E1 Keshh 42,000
Aw1ad Salem 63,000
Aw1ad Yel1Ya 42,000

Al<hr.eem E1 Ko1ah 21,000
E1 Hao,vawiesh 21,000
Niedah 42,000

Sakoultah Sef1ak 21,000
E1 Ge11aweYah 42,000

'1'otal in L.E • 2,129,000

. .

: ......
\ ·r"." ~-

..,
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Tahta

Geheinab
, 'r:

El Maragab

Sohag·

El l<bnsha.h.

Gerga

" .
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Appendix Table'

Projects Phumed for BVS funds in

Sohag Governorate, 1981

ROADS

Village IDeal Unit Arrount Appropriated

}Eshta 60,000
E1 Hadmar 55,000
Salarron 15,000
an Doumah 20,000

El Safiehah 20,000
Banga 56,000
El Sa.wamah Garb 50,000
Nazlet El Kady 70,000
Shtourah 60,000

rl

Geheirw.b El Sharkeyah 26,pOOO

El Aziziat 25,000
El Betakh 32,000
ShandaWL'"'el 29,000
Banat.-k'€t 28,000

Bendar El Kannaniah 24,000
C:.eziret Shandav.'eel 40,000
El Salaa .2,000
Rawafl.?i El Kouseir 22,000
Edfa 35,000
Awlaad Azzaz 30,000

El Dewierat 5,000
El zooak El Gharbeyah 30,000
Awlaad Salanuh 7,000

. Rawafaie El Eisaweyah 15,000

Biet Dav.o<:xl 33,000
El A\\'aner Bahary 52,000
El Magabra 40,000 ..', ..

"
./

~-
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, ,

,
Markaz

" Village Lex:;al Unit Arrotmt Appropriated,

Gerga Beit Allam 10,000
El Berba 68,000

El BalYc3!1ah' Bardies 45,000
" k.,lad Elaie'", 45,000,

m:Ta.l:x:;t Ahidous 28,000

Dar El Salam E1 KhayaTfl 30,000
El Kesh,'.( 40,000

~'!
Awlaad Yehya 30,000 ,

Akhrreem : E1 Kolah 31,000
El Hawawi.esh 28,000 j'

Nied<:lh 30,000

Shakoultall Seflak . 27,000
El GellCl\',"2yah 28,000 ,

..

" Total. in L.E.

Total a1~ projects 3,450,000

",

1,321,000


