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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.  MAIN FEATURES OF PAST HOUSING SUBSIDY PROGRAMS IN EGYPT 

In Egypt, housing subsidies are overwhelmingly found in the various government-financed 

and government-implemented housing programs which are ostensibly aimed at lower-

income households.  Over the 1982–2005 period, production totaled 1.26 million units, with 

an annual average production of 54,700 units. These government programs are under 

different authorities, but the housing models and payment conditions have remained 

remarkably similar over decades.   

The serviced land upon which this housing has been built is, almost without exception, 

provided at no cost by the State. Since the 1980s practically all housing programs have been 

for home ownership. 

Although theoretically government housing is aimed at households with limited income, as 

far as is known there have been no attempts to target beneficiaries based on income or 

wealth thresholds or means tests.  In fact, in most government housing programs the 

required qualifications are of the most rudimentary, with available units being distributed by 

lottery if demand exceeds supply.   

State subsidies in housing production are large.  For the typical Mubarak Youth housing unit, 

at least 68 percent of every pound directly invested by the State is never recovered.  There 

is also a loss of potential land revenues, which raises the total subsidy to at least 75 percent 

of full costs per unit.  And the true subsidy element is much higher, since calculations 

assume perfect repayment, no cost overruns, rapid construction and timely allocation. 

Land for government housing must exhibit one key attribute: it must be State land.  The 

result is that almost all government housing is located either in the new towns in remote 

desert locations or on local government desert lands which are also far from existing urban 

agglomerations.  This makes it difficult for beneficiaries, especially those of limited income, 

to pursue normal livelihoods.  It is no wonder that in more recent government housing 

programs vacancy rates exceed 50 percent.  

Given the high subsidy element in past government programs, both the downpayments and 

installment payments could be considered affordable by at least 75 percent of urban 

households.  But are lower income households the main beneficiaries of government 

housing programs?  It is extremely difficult to answer this question because the 

targeting/assignment system is rather random, depending on an “application regime” which 

is executed partly on a lottery basis, and partly rationed by the small size of the unit and 

unattractiveness of certain locations.  There is no information on the incomes of 

beneficiaries, and no attempt to distribute units on an income-means basis. 

2. COMPARING THE NEW NATIONAL HOUSING PROGRAM (NHP) WITH PREVIOUS PROGRAMS  

In 2005 the GOE launched a new housing program which aims to construct 500,000 

subsidized housing units over six years spread throughout the country for those of limited 

income.  The government, and in particular MHUUD and MOI, have made impressive efforts 
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to design modalities and terms for this new program.  Although still in its infancy, the 

program has embarked on a number of welcome improvements over the old approaches, by:   

Actively engaging the private sector in the finance and construction of units. 

Introducing new housing models, particularly systems for core housing and sites and 
services. 

Reducing the direct subsidy element for housing construction and replacing the old unclear 
financial subsidy mechanisms with a straightforward up-front cash subsidy for each unit.  
The rest of the financing comes from beneficiary downpayments and mortgage loans 
made under Law 148 of 2001 and the institutions created under this law. 

Introducing more choice in equity downpayments by beneficiaries, which fits better with 
prevailing behavior in housing markets. 

Re-introducing rental tenure into the product mix. 

Improving financial management of housing projects through greater involvement of banks 
and mortgage institutions. 

However, the housing units produced by the new NHP are likely to be much less affordable 

by those of limited income over older programs, especially for households who are equity-

poor and whose incomes are not buoyant.  In addition, the NHP continues many of the 

drawbacks of previous supply-side subsidized housing systems.  The most serious of these 

are: 

Duplications and inefficiencies resulting from multiplicity of national level agencies which 
produce subsidized housing units. 

Locations of new housing at sites which are remote and unattractive to limited-income 
families. 

High and rising infrastructure costs which are not accounted for in subsidy calculations and 
represent an additional burden on the State budget. 

Persistent cost over-runs and delays in housing production, which further compromise the 
NHP’s financial viability and add to the subsidy burden. 

No explicit attempt to use internal cross-subsidization to reduce overall costs of housing 
estates. 

No attempt at specifically targeting the poor, with units distributed randomly by luck and 
rationed by unattractiveness. 

The phenomenon of unoccupied and vacant units, which will remain and might even 
increase under the NHP.  

3  RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE NHP SUPPLY-SIDE SYSTEM 

Even under the new NHP there remain huge challenges facing government’s ability to 

deliver affordable and well-located housing which prioritizes those really in need, and to do 

so under modalities which rationalize and limit both direct and indirect subsidies.  The 

following are suggested areas where the greatest improvements could be made: 

(1) Cost control and calculating all related costs and subsidies (M&E) 

Real housing construction costs (m2 and unit) based on contractor prices need to be 

maintained and analyzed for individual projects by different authorities.  The same needs to 

be done for each component of infrastructure provision, broken down by on-site, off-site, and 

share of district- or town-wide facilities such as water and wastewater treatment plants.  The 
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results of these tracked costs need to be fed back into planning estimates future projects on 

a bi-annual basis.  

(2) Adoption of more realistic standards 

Planning standards for public housing layouts need to be reduced.  It should be possible to 

reduce the net land per unit to 35m2 or less (not counting space for public facilities such as 

schools etc.)  Finishing standards for housing units could also be reduced.  

(3) Choice:  a much wider mix of products 

It is important to promote core housing and sites and services as part of the product mix, 

since among other benefits the State subsidy and mortgage amount per ultimate unit is 

much lower.  Beit El-Aaila and Ibni Beitak are welcome initiatives, but the standards are 

much too high.  And good locations will be critical for core housing and sites and services 

approaches to work.  

(4)  Choice:  more rental options 

Rental or ownership should be options in all announced schemes.  Let effective demand be 

the judge.  The administration of rental units in a neighborhood could be let to a property 

management company for a percentage fee on collected rents, in return for which basic 

maintenance and policing is provided.  

(5)  Choice:  more varied equity payment options combined with contractual savings 

NHP has made an important advance by allowing choices in downpayment and thus the 

resulting mortgage payments.  These choices could even be widened, allowing, for example, 

further equity contributions and write-down of mortgage loans throughout the payback 

period.  Also, applicants could choose a five or ten year contractual savings scheme which 

would give them first right for units in future projects. 

(6)  Better, more appropriate locations 

There is an imperative need for housing schemes for those of limited income to be located in 

appropriate sites.  However, acquiring such suitable State lands is very problematic, and this 

is the one overriding issue which may jeopardize most housing projects.  Some sites in new 

towns can be found which are along main transport corridors or near town centers.  In 

governorate lands, sites close to existing urban agglomerations or urban corridors should be 

preferred.  All potential sites should be evaluated according to their locational value before 

being allocated for the NHP.  

 (7)  Internal cross subsidies 

Overall costs, and thus the non-budgeted subsidy costs associated with housing units, can 

be dramatically reduced through internal cross-subsidies.  This would apply, most simply, to 

selling ground floor commercial units at market prices.  It would also apply to site planning, 

where prime land parcels are designated to be sold in the future to investors at market 

prices.   

(8)  Promote further private sector involvement 

NHP has targeted 62,000 units of the NHP production total to be financed and built by the 

private sector.  This target could be increased if early modalities prove successful.  
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Incentives, including allowing a small percentage of the land to be developed for market 

sale, could be included.  

(9) Improved targeting mechanisms 

Given the way family incomes are earned in Egypt, it is very difficult to apply means tests or 

other methods which guarantee that housing subsidies go to those in need.  However, a 

number of selection methods should be considered, including social targeting, geographic 

targeting to slums and squatter settlements, targeting families in single rooms, self-selection 

(small units, small plots, few amenities), etc.  NHP should move away from the monolithic 

“application regime.”   

(10) Institutionalization of evaluation and feedback mechanisms 

It is essential that NHP have a pro-active planning capacity which evaluates experiences 

and feeds them back into annual plans.  Experimentation and learning-by-doing is 

imperative.  MHUUD should entertain setting up a unit for such a purpose, and this unit 

should have the capacity to outsource investigations and experimentation.  It must also have 

an outreach capacity to governorate housing departments so they become true partners in 

the NHP.   

4.  CONCLUSION: MOVING AWAY FROM THE SUPPLY-SIDE APPROACH 

The Government of Egypt has maintained a large, supply-side housing subsidy program 

which has been consistent over decades.  Although the new NHP introduces certain long 

needed improvements to this government-production approach, it remains of similar 

character.  Even if the recommendations listed above were to be adopted, it is hard to see 

how GOE can continue to restrict itself to supply side housing policies which, inevitably, will 

face mounting problems, such as (1) higher and higher direct and indirect construction and 

infrastructure costs;  (2) less and less State land which can feasibly be used for public 

housing, and rising servicing costs for this land; (3) the inescapable trade-off between 

affordability and subsidy; (4) the inability to efficiently target those in need; and (5) the high 

vacancy rates for finished housing units. 

Thus the question must be posed: What other subsidy systems might be appropriate and 

effective and reach those in need, especially in the medium and long terms?  In other words, 

how might subsidies be applied to the demand side of the housing equation? And how might 

small subsidies be leveraged to improve the functionality of wider housing markets with a 

bias towards the poor?  Answering these questions cannot be covered under the scope of 

work for this Deliverable.  But they must be addressed, and will be in forthcoming workshops 

and policy papers.   

5.  IMPLICATIONS OF PURSUING THE NHP PRODUCTION TARGETS 

Even though the NHP production targets have been set at the highest political level, any 

technical evaluation of the NHP must address the issue:  Are these targets feasible?  What 

are the implications of rigidly adhering to the time schedule of 500,000 units in six years? 

To meet overall targets, in FY 2006/07 and FY 2007/08 total production will need to almost 

double that of FY 2005/06.  The real crunch will come in FY 2009/10, when 117,400 units 

will need to be constructed, and in FY 2010/11, when a colossal 234,800 units will need to 

be produced.  The consequences of adhering to these production targets will most probably 

lead to negative results: 
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First, it will be impossible to establish and fine tune the welcome financial and institutional 
innovations inherent in the NHP.  These will all require a certain amount of trial and error 
and building up of capacities, and this takes time.  

Second, there will simply be no time to introduce any of the additional corrections and 
innovations suggested above, which are aimed at making the supply side system more 
efficient, less of a burden on the State, and more responsive to housing need. 

Third, the identification and delivery of huge new tracts of unencumbered public lands 
required for the program will perforce be rushed, and even if this is possible, the sites are 
bound to be even more remote and isolated than in past housing programs.   

Fourth, servicing these lands with ready-to-go infrastructure networks will require 
tremendous budgetary allocations and will be probably not be technically feasible within 
the given timeframe, resulting in some areas which will lack water, sewers, or electricity, 
etc. 

Fifth, direct and indirect costs for both unit construction and infrastructure will likely soar, with 
cost-control — let alone cost accounting — being lost in the rush.  

With all respect for the good intentions of the NHP, consideration should be given that the 

production targets be relaxed.  For at least three decades Egypt has maintained a 

remarkably unchanged supply-side subsidized housing program.  Its problems are well 

known, and the innovations of the NHP represent a first attempt to correct them.  But its 

chances of doing so, let alone improving on them, will be virtually nil if the headlong 

production and timeframe of the NHP are maintained.  
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

This report is the second of two deliverables of Phase II of the Egypt Housing Demand 

Study. It has been prepared by BearingPoint Inc. for the Ministry of Investment under the 

USAID-financed TAPRII project.  This report was submitted in draft form in on 12 February 

2007.  On 11 March 2007 the Consultants gave a presentation of the findings to the 

ministers of investment and housing and their senior staff.  Useful comments on the draft 

were obtained from the MHUUD, MOI, the World Bank, and the EFS project, and these have 

been incorporated into the present final version. 

The other deliverable (Deliverable #1) is the Housing Demand Study for Greater Cairo, 

which was submitted in draft form in March 2007.  A final version is expected by the end of 

April 2007. 

This report responds to the Terms of Reference for the overall Phase II work.  The relevant 

part of this TOR which relates to this Deliverable is as follows: 

DELIVERABLE #2: 

EVALUATION OF AND LESSONS LEARNED FROM PAST AND CURRENT HOUSING PROGRAMS 

The purpose is to assess existing housing programs to draw lessons learned to assist 

GOE improve efficiency in designing and managing government housing programs.  The 

emphasis should be on the quality of the analysis (i.e., more definitive estimates and 

numbers) and focused policy recommendations.  The Ministry of Housing seeks policy 

recommendations regarding: (a) subsidy targeting; (b) tailored subsidy schemes; and (c) 

identification of demands/needs from different brackets of low-income groups in terms of, 
for example, home improvements versus land versus new housing. 

The Phase II work of the Egypt Housing Demand Study began in July 2006.  During 

consultations with MOI and MHUUD in November 2006, the consultants were asked to put 

greater emphasis on assessments of the new National Housing Program. 

Phase II was preceded by Phase I — three months of effort (March–June 2006) which 

culminated in a report “Housing Demand Study for the Arab Republic of Egypt.”  Some of the 

findings in that report which are relevant to the present subject have been incorporated. 

In Egypt there is much current interest in housing issues, and the subject of this deliverable 

is timely.  First, in response to one of the President’s 2005 election promises,  a new national 

housing program has been launched by MHUUD with a production target of 500,000 

subsidized housing units for limited income people to be built over six years.  Secondly, 

under the Ministry of Investment, a wide range of actions have been underway for the last 

two years to establish and widen a housing mortgage system in Egypt, including a 

subsidized homeowner mortgage window.  

1.2 OBJECTIVES 

The purpose of this deliverable is to assess past, existing and pipeline housing subsidy 

programs to draw lessons, and thus to assist the Government to better design and manage 

housing programs and make more effective use of subsidies.  In particular, the objective is to 

compare features of the new National Housing Program with previous programs and to 

evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of this new program. 
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1.3 APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

This Deliverable makes an overall assessment of the different features of past and still-

running housing programs with subsidy elements.  It then makes an assessment of the 

recently launched National Housing Program (NHP), which aims to construct 500,000 units 

in 6 years for families of limited income, as far as this new program has been conceived, 

designed, and implemented on a pilot basis.  This allows a technical comparison between 

the past and what is planned to change now and in the future.  Conceptually it attempts to 

answer: “Where are programs now and where are they going?”  In this way a generalized 

picture of the housing subsidy policy and associated issues is constructed.  This shows 

proposed changes, but it also enables identification of issues related to the ways in which 

past subsidized housing have been managed which have not yet been addressed as part of 

the new program and which, if not tackled, will result in a subsidized housing policy and 

programs which contain inherent weaknesses and are thus sub-optimal. 

The issues which the assessment covers are listed as follows: 

1.  ISSUES IN HOUSING PRODUCTION AND DELIVERY 

1.1  Multiplicity of Government Providers and Absence of the Private Sector 

1.2  Location and Matching of Geographic Supply with Demand 

1.3  Land Availability 

1.4  Infrastructure Provision and Costs 

1.5  Construction Costs and Inflation 

1.6  Construction and Delivery Delays 

1.7  Housing Models, Designs and Layouts 

2.  ISSUES IN SUBSIDY ELEMENTS AND THEIR FINANCING 

2.1  Amounts of Direct and Indirect Subsidies in Past Housing Programs 

2.2  Accounting for Indirect Subsidies 

2.3  Sources of Subsidy Financing and Financial Management 

2.4  Internal Cross-Subsidy Strategies 

2.5  Global Burden of Housing Subsidies on the State Budget 

3.  ISSUES IN TARGETING AND BENEFICIARY SELECTION 

3.1  The Universal Use of the “Application Regime” 

3.2 Qualification Criteria 

3.3 Targeting the Poor and Needy 

4.  AFFORDABILITY ISSUES  

4.1  Basic Income Affordability 

4.2  Factors Influencing Income Affordability 

4.3  Issue of Equity Affordability 

4.4  Willingness to Pay 

5.  POST-CONSTRUCTION ISSUES 

5.1  Tenure and Titling 

5.2  Installment Payments 

5.3  Quality of Housing and Operations and Maintenance 

5.4  Vacant Units 

5.5  Livelihoods of Limited-Income Families 
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5.6  Resale to Third Parties 

5.7  Housing Project Monitoring, Follow Up, and Feedback for Improved Design 

Note that information on the National Housing Program, graciously provided to the 

consultants by MHUUD, represents program design as of December 11, 2006.  Readers 

should realize that, as a program which is still being formulated and fine-tuned, it can be 

expected to change subsequent to this date.  In fact, during discussions in March and April 

2007 several modifications of the program have come to light.  As far as possible these 

modifications have been included and discussed in this report.  

Although all past subsidized housing programs are considered in this report, emphasis is on 

more recent programs and those located in and around Greater Cairo.  The emphasis on 

Greater Cairo is due to the fact that the consultants have just completed a representative 

household survey of housing demand in Greater Cairo which sampled over 9,000 

households.  The results of this survey and the conclusions which can be drawn are 

presented in Deliverable #1.   

1.4  SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

The following information sources have been used in preparing this Deliverable: 

Secondary data from a wide number of sources, including government material and the 
local press. 

A recent report prepared by the World Bank, entitled “Arab Republic of Egypt; Analysis of 
Housing Supply Mechanisms,” October 2006.  References to this report are cited as  
“World Bank, 2006.”  Although this report looks at the supply side of housing, it 
contains much material of relevance to the present subject. 

Interviews with officials in agencies of MHUUD and other government agencies and 
banks. 

Primary data collected from a rapid field diagnostic of public housing neighborhoods in 
and around Greater Cairo (presented in Annex B). 

Primary data extracted from early results of the Greater Cairo Housing Demand Survey 
(December 2006 – January 2007).1 

1.5  HOW TO USE THIS REPORT 

This report is divided into distinct sections, as shown in the diagram below.  Readers who 

are already familiar with the history of GOE housing programs may want to begin directly 

with Section 4.  Those who are only concerned with the review of the new National Housing 

Program (NHP) could focus primarily on Sections 9 through 14.  All readers should carefully 

read the conclusions and recommendations found in Section 15. 

 

 

                                                 
1
  The 2007 TAPRII household survey in Greater Cairo was a representative sample household survey which used the 

CAPMAS study frame and its Primary Sampling Units (PSUs).  There were not enough sample households obtained from this 
study frame who were living in public housing in new towns to make their results statistically significant.  Only one Primary 
Sampling Unit was used in each of Sixth of October and New Cairo, and only two in 15th of May, meaning there were fewer 
than 160 samples out of a total of 9,082. Likewise, it was not possible to construct a representative sub-sample out of those 
stated as living in government supplied housing (355 samples only).  
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DIAGRAM 1: 

MAIN DIVISIONS OF THIS REPORT 

Nature and history of subsidized 
government housing programs 

 

Sections 2 and 3 

Main issues and problems of past 
subsidized government housing programs 

Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 

Main issues relating to the new National 
Housing Program 

 

Sections 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

Section 15 
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2.  TYPES OF SUBSIDIES IN EGYPT’S HOUSING SECTOR  

In Egypt, the overwhelmingly predominant forms of housing subsidies are found in the 

various government-financed and government-implemented housing programs which are 

aimed at lower-income households.  The size of government expenditures needed to 

support these subsidies far overshadows any other types of subsidies related to housing 

production.   

Overall, the breakdown of types of subsidies related to housing in Egypt are as follows: 

GOVERNMENT FINANCED AND PRODUCED HOUSING 

These government programs are under different authorities, and housing models and 

payment conditions vary.  Government-provided, subsided public and cooperative housing in 

Egypt has a long history, starting in the early 1950s.  The serviced land upon which this 

housing has been built is, almost without exception, provided at no cost by the State and 

thus represents a subsidy element in addition to the construction cost which is subsidized 

through low rents or low installment payments (often based on subsidized interest rates on 

government bank loans).  

Other forms of housing subsidies in Egypt are not considerable in value or coverage, 

especially compared to those operating within government housing programs.  However, it is 

important to try to identify these other kinds of housing subsidies, as is done in the following 

paragraphs. 

SUBSIDIZED LAND FOR GOVERNMENT-PRODUCED HOUSING   

State land (usually desert land) has been and continues to be allocated to authorities at zero 

cost or at prices which are below the costs of servicing these lands with infrastructure.    

These mechanisms represent a direct financial subsidy, although recently government 

agencies controlling State land have sometimes been imposing acquisition prices which tend 

to cover at least some fraction of the infrastructure costs.  (For example, recently lands have 

also been allocated to private companies under the Free Housing program.) The size and 

extent of subsidies as they relate to servicing land for government housing are included in 

the analyses in this report.  

In addition, if the land in many such subdivision schemes were sold on the open market, it 

would generate returns which are much higher than the “infrastructure m2 price.”  This 

means there is an additional lost “opportunity cost” which should be considered as an 

indirect subsidy.  In the new towns it is said that the lower cost of land for low-cost housing is 

made possible by charging much higher prices for other land, a form of internal cross-

subsidization.   

SUBSIDIZED BUILDING MATERIALS AND CONSTRUCTION METHODS   

In the 1970s and 1980s, key building materials such as cement and steel rebar were sold 

through the building permit regime at official prices, which were considerably lower than 

prices on the open market.  However, this practice has been discontinued for roughly 20 

years.  There are currently no known subsidies operating in housing construction.  

SUBSIDIZED INFRASTRUCTURE AND PUBLIC SERVICES   

Although infrastructure and public services are loaded with direct and indirect subsidies, they 

tend to apply to all consumers and are not specifically targeted at the poor or the 

beneficiaries of housing programs.  The following points should be made: 
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Practically no one in Egypt pays the full cost of water and wastewater services.  The 
sunk capital costs for these systems comes from the central State budget (however, 
connection costs are usually paid by beneficiaries), and the user charges for these 
systems (based on metered or bulk water tariffs) hardly cover operating costs in most 
cases.  The water and wastewater sectors are currently being reformed in Egypt and 
there is movement towards more cost recovery, but the subsidy element still exists.  
However, it tends to be a neutral subsidy, i.e. a subsidy enjoyed by all property 
owners and inhabitants throughout Egypt, and not just by beneficiaries of 
government housing programs.   

The same can be said for roads and public spaces.  All expenditures come out of annual 
State investment allocations and there is no cost recovery. 

Telephone and electricity services, provided by economic authorities, have consumption 
charges which tend to recover both investment and recurrent costs.  However there 
are still some subsidies imbedded in the tariffs.   

Health and education services, as well as other population services such as police, fire, 
youth centers, etc., are heavily subsidized by the State budget.  However, these 
services are extended to all citizens and not particularly to those who benefit from 
housing programs.   

IMPLICIT HOUSING SUBSIDIES IN TAX REGIMES   

In many countries, incentives in the form of tax breaks are given to private enterprises who 

build low-cost housing, such as in Morocco.  However, in Egypt housing production is little 

exposed to tax regimes, and thus tax-break subsidies would have little incentive effect.  The 

following points are in order: 

1. The property tax imposed by the Ministry of Finance is universal on all residential 
properties (even that of squatters!) and thus affects everyone equally, except for the 
fact that it is always behind in evaluation, in collection and in geographical 
application.  In any event, the annual effective property tax rates are extremely low.   

2. Corporate income tax is imposed on housing developer companies as on all private 
commercial enterprises, theoretically on annual book profits but in fact through a 
much more opaque estimation process.  This corporate tax is universal.  Whereas in 
the new towns productive investments (commercial and industrial) enjoy significant 
corporate income tax holidays, it is understood that housing investments do not enjoy 
these benefits.2  

3. Individuals are exposed to straightforward income taxes under the new unified tax 
code.  However, this income tax regime is very new, and the vast majority of 
individuals still pay no income tax.  Rental income from properties should be reported 
in income tax declarations but often is not.  All housing is subject to capital gains 
taxes as part of the unified income tax. 

4. Until recently (2006), there were stiff property registration and transfer fees, but most 
housing is never registered.    

5. The universal sales tax is to be applied to housing production, but government 
housing projects are exempt.  In this sense there is an opportunity cost subsidy on 
government housing activities, since there are forgone revenues which would be 
enjoyed by the State were the private sector to produce similar housing. 

                                                 
2
  There is anecdotal information that some property developers in the new towns enjoy 10-year corporate tax holidays the 

same as industrial investors.  For example, it is reported that an advantage of the recent merger of Palm Hills for Development 
SAE and the Sixth of October Development and Investment Company (SODIC) is that Palm Hills brings its “ten year tax 
holiday” to the merger. (Daily Star Egypt, January 5, 2007, page 2.)  If this is true, then such developers in the new towns, who 
cater mainly to the rich, are enjoying a significant effective tax subsidy.   
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3.  HISTORY OF SUBSIDIZED GOVERNMENT HOUSING SYSTEMS 
IN EGYPT 

3.1  HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

Government-provided housing in Egypt has a considerable history.  The first project to 

address the needs of the lower and working classes was the Workers City (medinet el 

umaal) which began in 1952 in Imbaba, what was then a suburb of Cairo.  Under the 

socialist government during the 1953–1967 period, there was an increasing volume of public 

housing built in the capital and in other main cities.  This housing, almost all of it 3- to 5-floor 

walk-up housing blocks with small flats, was distributed through the governorates, the 

Ministry of Housing, and specific government authorities to the newly wed, government 

employees including the armed forces, and relocation and welfare cases.  In appearance, 

many would say these housing estates displayed “a soviet style.” In all cases nominal rents 

were charged, and the rental contracts gave the tenants and their heirs absolute and 

perpetual rights against eviction as long as rents were paid. 

Medinet Nasr, a large town extension scheme northeast of Cairo’s center in the desert fringe 

which began in 1965, was to be the government’s socialist show case, with thousands of 

government-built apartment units mostly for various government employees, along with large 

government office buildings and monumental recreation complexes. 

In the 1967 through 1973 period, all government-sponsored housing activities were halted 

due to the country’s need to maintain a war economy.  

Starting in 1974, Egypt saw a resurgence of government housing programs throughout 

Egypt but especially in the Suez Canal Zone as part of post-war reconstruction.  Financing 

came mostly from the State budget through the Ministry of Housing and Reconstruction, but 

there were also large housing estates which were funded directly by Gulf donor countries.   

This led to an increasing pace of public housing production, and by 1980 the New Towns 

policy had been firmly launched.  Also in the 1980s, a number of very large public housing 

estates were established (Medinet El-Salam and El-Nahda northeast of Cairo off the Ismailia 

Desert Road, for example). 

Starting in 1981, a major policy shift was introduced which resulted in a conversion of the 

tenure of existing public housing units from rent to monthly installment payments leading to 

eventual ownership (tamlik).  This new policy also began to be applied to new units, and 

currently practically all public housing produced is sold to beneficiaries under monthly 

installments over 30 to 40 years.  An exception to this shift was that certain administrative 

housing for officials in remote areas remained under rental arrangements, as well as 

emergency housing units. 

Throughout the 1990s and into the new millennium the Government has continued to 

support a policy of direct housing provision, with an increasing share of new government 

housing being sited in the new towns. 

It is interesting to note that Egypt has maintained its commitment to and allocation of 

resources to public housing programs throughout the 1980s and 1990s, based on the policy 

that the State must provide housing for those who are unable to house themselves.  This 

policy, while laudable, is increasingly out of sync with the global consensus on “enabling” 
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housing strategies for developing countries, which began to coalesce in the 1980s and 

became enshrined during the 1996 United Nations Habitat Conference in Istanbul.  

“Enabling” means that the proper role of the State is to provide access to land and finance 

and construction technologies (with minimum regulation and easy standards) but to leave 

individuals (owner-builders) and the private sector to produce the housing.   

3.2  SUBSIDIZED PUBLIC HOUSING PRODUCTION VOLUMES AND COSTS BY 
AUTHORITY 

Over the period 1952–1982, MHUUD records show that a total of 1.1 million units of 

government housing were built, at an average annual rate of 37,790 units.  In subsequent 

years the production of public housing by Government authorities has been considerable.  

Detailed information is available from MHUUC on the 1982–2005 period, and most of the 

following discussion relates to this period. 

Data presented in Table A-1 (found in Annex A) shows that total annual production over the 

whole 23 years from 1982 to 2005 was 1.26 million units.  It ranged from 14,000 to 100,000 

units per year, with an annual average production of 54,700 units.3  Most recently, in the 

2001–2005 period, annual production has been far below the average (only 15,000 to 

35,000 units).     

GOVERNORATE HOUSING:  

The largest portion of total government housing was produced by local 

government , i.e. governorates, (44 percent of the total for the 1982–2005 

period).  However, from a high annual production rate of almost 50,000 in 1992–

93 governorate housing production has declined fairly steadily, and in the 2002–

2005 period such production averaged only 12,000 units per year.  

HOUSING COOPERATIVES:  

The second most important type of government housing production was by 

housing cooperatives, with 22 percent of total production over the 1982–2005 

period.  However, from a high rate of production up until 1997, cooperative 

housing has declined dramatically, so that in the 2002–2005 period the annual 

rate was less than 3,000 units. 

HOUSING IN THE NEW TOWNS: 

The third most important type of government housing production was in the new 

towns, with 20 percent over the 1982–2005 period.  In the 1997–2002 Five Year 

Plan period, annual new town housing production averaged 25,000 units or 45 

percent of the Government total, but in the 2002–2005 period production fell 

dramatically to less than 2,000 units annually (9.4 percent of the Government 

total for that period). 

                                                 
3
 Note that Table 1 figures and those presented in Tables 2 and 3 only refer to housing in “urban” areas, although there is 

practically no government housing produced in rural areas (except model villages in land reclamation schemes).  Also, these 
figures do not include housing produced by government or parastatal authorities for their employees (police, army, railways, the 
petroleum sector, etc.), nor housing of the Future Foundation.  Information on such housing production by most of these entities 
is not readily available.  These figures also exclude government “emergency housing.” 
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MISCELLANEOUS:  

Other forms of housing production (by Government housing companies, the joint 

projects agency, the housing fund, the housing bank, and tamiir agencies) 

represent only small contributions to the total production of Government housing 

(less than 14 percent over the whole 1982–2005 period).   

It should be noted, however, that there have been extensive amounts of public housing built 

over the years by the armed forces and Ministry of Interior for their personnel, as well as 

housing built by parastatal agencies such as the Suez Canal Authority.  Unfortunately there 

is no information about this housing. 

Table A-2 presents the amounts of investments expended by the various government 

housing agencies over the 1982-2005 period.  The largest investments were expended by 

the General Organization for Housing Cooperatives, followed by the governorates.  Overall, 

a total of LE 26.4 billion were expended as government housing investments (not counting 

the Ministry of Interior and the Armed Forces). 

3.3  PUBLIC HOUSING PRODUCTION VOLUMES BY TYPE 

Public housing in Egypt is classified into five categories, each with different sizes (m2 of built 

space), amenities and finishing.  Most of these categories have been in place since the 

1960s and defined in Law 106.  The “low cost” category was added in the 1980s.  These are 

as follows (note that the surface areas include the unit’s share of the stairwell): 

Low cost housing (munkhafid el taklifa) — average area 45m2 

Economic housing (iktisadi) — average area 60m2, five sub-types 

Average housing (mutawassit) — average area 90m2 

Above average (foq el mutawassit) — three subtypes, 75m2, 100m2, and 125m2 

Luxurious (fakhr), above 125m2 with larger rooms and much more expensive finishings 

As can be seen from Table A-3, over the 1982–2005 period “low cost” units represented 49 

percent of total government production, and “economic” units represented 32 percent.  

Together these two types, which are very similar, represented 82 percent of all Government 

housing production.  And this proportion has remained fairly constant over the 1982–2005 

period, rising slightly to 84 percent in the most recent period of 2002–2005. 

 “Average” housing units represented 16 percent of total government production over the 

1982–2005 period.  However, its share has declined from a high of 23 percent in the 1982–

87 period to 8 percent in the 2002–2005 period.  “Above average” units represented only 1.7 

percent of government production over the period, and “luxury” housing units represented an 

insignificant 0.2 percent of the total.     

3.4  PUBLIC HOUSING PRODUCTION VOLUMES BY LOCATION 

Table A-4 lists government housing production by governorate over the 1982–2003 period 

as reported by MHUUD.  As would be expected, Cairo Governorate captured the largest 

share, almost one-third of all government housing over the period.  When the Greater Cairo 

governorates of Giza (ranked second with a total of 104,546 units) and Qalubia (with a total 

of 58,462 units) are added to Cairo, it can be concluded that Greater Cairo has benefited 
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from just over 50 percent of all government housing production from 1982 to 2005.4   

Alexandria, Egypt’s second city with a population of 4 million, only received 100,000 units or 

8 percent of the total.  Of secondary towns in Egypt, Port Said and Suez, both in the Canal 

Zone, received higher-than-average shares of government housing.   

Also shown in Table A-4 are the number of urban households in each governorate (from the 

1996 Census), and this allows the construction of a rough indicator of government housing 

coverage as expressed by the number of units built over the period per 1996 household.  For 

urban Egypt as a whole this indicator is 0.21.  Cairo Governorate registered a value of 0.28. 

Governorates with significantly higher values were mostly frontier governorates, with South 

Sinai far in the lead with an astonishing 1.9 government housing units built per 1996 

household!  Yet also with significantly higher values were the governorates of Port Said and 

Suez.  

Conversely, governorates with values significantly below the national average were mostly 

found in the middle of the Delta (Gharbia had by far the lowest value at 0.039, followed by 

Dakahlia at 0.072).  Upper Egyptian governorates were also all considerably below the 

national average (with values from 0.091 to 0.167).   

What is clear from Table A-4 is that the availability of large amounts of vacant State land 

(mainly desert) within proximity to urban centers is a major factor in explaining the 

concentration of government housing in particular governorates and particular cities.  Prime 

examples of heavy concentrations include the frontier governorates and Port Said and Suez.  

Conversely, the almost total lack of such State land in the inner Delta governorates 

(Gharbia, Dakahlia, and Kafr El-Sheikh for example), goes a long way towards explaining 

why little government housing has been built in these areas.  

3.5  TYPES OF RECENT GOVERNMENT SUBSIDIZED HOUSING PROGRAMS AND 
THEIR HOUSING AUTHORITIES  

Described below are the main types of government housing programs which have been 

recently operating and which have a significantly subsidy element.  These are organized by 

the authority which implements the program:     

HOUSING UNITS BUILT BY THE NEW URBAN COMMUNITIES AUTHORITY (NUCA) 

NUCA is the national organization under MHUUD which is responsible for new town 

development.  Over the last two decades it has also produced and delivered 233,000 

subsidized housing units under varying terms and programs in 17 new towns, as can be 

seen in Table A-5.  In the 1980s these units were mostly constructed through “tamiir 

agencies” and public sector contractors.  In the 1990s NUCA supervised the Mubarak Youth 

Housing Project, which is described in the next paragraphs.  Of all units produced under 

NUCA, the largest share has gone to Sixth of October New Town (18 percent), followed by 

New Cairo (13.7 percent).  Together the new towns around Greater Cairo have received 69 

percent of all government units built in new towns. 

THE MUBARAK YOUTH HOUSING PROJECT  

This is currently the main housing program for new government housing in Egypt.  Since its 

inception in 1995, over 80,000 units have been built by the Agency for Youth Housing (under 

                                                 
4
 It should be noted that the New Towns of New Cairo, Al-Obour, and Sherouk are considered part of Cairo Governorate, and 

that the new towns of Sixth of October and Sheikh Zayed are considered part of Giza Governorate.    
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NUCA), almost all in the new towns.  The program is distinguishable by the “attractive 

façade” treatment and the low monthly installments (LE 73 for all units).  Three types of units 

have been constructed in phases: 100m2 units (Phase I), 70m2 units (Phase II) and 63m2 

units (Phase III).  The MHUUD finances the units through a mix of State grants and 

cooperative housing loans through the National Investment Bank (NIB).  It is understood that 

this program is winding down, that is to say that current construction is being finished and 

units allocated to beneficiaries, but that there are no new schemes and sites being 

prepared.5  According to the head of the Agency for Youth Housing, there are still about 

5,700 units in the program which have not been allocated, mainly due to applications which 

were rejected. 

Details on Mubarak Youth Housing are found in Table A-6. 

COOPERATIVE HOUSING 

There are approximately 4,000 registered housing cooperatives in Egypt which are set up 

under cooperative housing legislation (each cooperative is usually formed among co-

workers, professionals, etc.) and under the supervision and control of the General Authority 

for Housing and Building Cooperative Associations (GAHBCA).  A cooperative wishing to 

build units for its members must acquire a parcel of land (usually by assignment from a 

governorate or new town with minimal payment), prepare designs and drawings, and collect 

down payments from members.  The cooperative then approaches the GAHBCA for a loan, 

which was until recently at a very attractive 4–7 percent simple interest.  GAHBCA also 

directly builds housing estates and allocates them to citizens as part of the Government’s 

housing plan.  In this latter case the process is indistinguishable from governorate housing 

for new households.  Details of the cooperative housing program over the last three decades 

are shown in Table A-7. 

Whereas in the past it was possible for housing cooperatives to construct detached villa 

estates, it is now understood that only multi-story apartment blocks are allowed.  

Only around 1,500 units of cooperative housing are currently being built per year, a 

significant reduction in volume of production from the 1990s, due to lower funding from the 

central government and less attractive terms (interest rates). 

GOVERNORATE HOUSING FOR NEW HOUSEHOLDS 

Governorate housing for new households is funded mainly through the National Investment 

Bank.  MHUUD only supervises technically through housing directorates located in each 

governorate.  In general housing terms are similar to those of Mubarak Youth Housing.  

Table 1 gives examples of recent terms in selected governorates. 

                                                 
5
 According to the MHUUD’s website, the Mubarak Youth Housing Program has a fourth phase called “Enhanced Economic 

Housing” which was launched at the end of 2004.  This program is currently constructing 10,000 units of between 50 and 57 m
2
 

in the New Towns.  Average monthly installment payments are said to be LE 80. (source:  www.urban-comm.gov.eg) 
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Table 1: Governorate Housing Examples 

Governorate 
Area of 
unit (m

2
) 

Total unit  
cost (LE) 

Reservation 

Down- 

Payment 
(LE) 

Monthly 

Install-
ments 

(LE) 

Payment 
on delivery 

(LE) 

Other conditions 

Qalubia 60 – 70 40,000 3 – 4,000 97.5 6,000 10,000 on “assignment” 

Dakahlia 55 – 70 30,000 7,000 88 3,000  

Menoufia 70 38,500 20,000 97.5 0 5,000 over 5 first yrs 

Beni Suef 63 35,000 6,000 85-96  0 8,000 over 3 yrs @bank rate 

Assiut 66 33,000 5,000 105 0  

Fayoum 68 – 70 36,000 6 – 8,000 155-179 0  

Ismailia 63 – 70 50,000 5,000 160 0  

Port Said 52 – 82 39,271 15,000 92.5 0  

Source:  Housing and Utilities Sector, MHUUD, no date. 

The criteria for selection and assignment of units varies from one governorate to another.   

Financing for new and resettlement housing in governorates comes partly from the National 

Investment Bank (bank el qaumi lil istismar, usually nominal loans at LE 20,000 per unit) and 

partly from governorate housing funds (sandouq el iskan).  These governorate funds are in 

turn funded through a number of local sources, including the sale of State land.  In some 

governorates these funds are quite strong but in others very feeble. 

GOVERNORATE HOUSING FOR RESETTLEMENT AND WELFARE 

In addition to producing housing for newly forming households, governorates also build units 

which are allocated to families who need to be resettled either due to urban renewal 

projects, or because their existing dwellings have been declared “liable to collapse,” or 

because of dire family crises (the last is usually at the discretion of the governor).  In the 

major cities this resettlement housing has come to eclipse housing described above for new 

households and in fact is becoming the main role of governorate housing nationwide.  

Units built for such resettlement are in most cases either the classic apartment of 63 to 70m2 

(two bedrooms plus reception) or are smaller at 45–50m2 (one bedroom plus reception).  

Two examples of such resettlement housing can be given: 

In Ismailia, there are small one bedroom units in Medinet El-Mustaqbil which are 
reserved either for: (1) for families living in buildings for which a demolition order has 
been issued, or (2) for head of family widows.  A down payment of LE 2,500 is 
required and installment payments are fixed at LE 90 per month for 30 years. 

In Cairo, a large housing project of 12,000+ units is being constructed in Duweika (part of 
Manshiet Nasr) with funding partly from the Abu Dhabi Fund.  Most units are 63m2 in 
size (two bedrooms plus reception).  Families living in Duweika, which is being 
redeveloped and the existing housing of which is scheduled for demolition, are 
offered new units at LE 1,200 downpayment and LE 73 per month installment 
payments for 40 years.  Units in the project have also been allocated to families from 
various parts of Cairo whose buildings are in danger of collapse or are scheduled for 
removal.   

GOVERNORATE HOUSING:  RENTAL UNITS 

As mentioned above in Section 2, starting in the early 1980s the old system of rented 

government housing was replaced with a home ownership system, both for new housing 

projects and also for the majority of the older public housing stock.  Thus today there are 

very few examples of government rental housing, and this is either for emergency housing 
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(see below) or concentrated in a couple governorates.  For example, Port Said Governorate 

maintains 8,700 rental units and Qalubia Governorate 5,900 units, of which 2,850 units are 

“industrial housing.”  Overall, the stock of governorate rental units totals only 17,200 units 

nationwide. 

GOVERNORATE HOUSING:  EMERGENCY HOUSING 

Emergency housing units are usually one- or two-room units of between 25m2 and 35m2 

surface area, most with toilets and kitchen areas shared among two to four units.  

Emergency housing originated in the late 1960s for war refugees coming from the Suez 

Canal Zone whose cities had been evacuated, and they continued to be built in the 1980s 

and 1990s to accommodate individuals and families whose houses were liable to collapse as 

well as the homeless.  The conditions in emergency housing (e.g. Duweika, Telal Zeinhoum) 

have become deplorable, and since 1992 little emergency housing has been constructed, 

except for some reason in Suez Governorate.  Over the 1992–2005 period over half of all 

emergency housing units have been built in Suez. 

Information on unit production by five year plan and governorate is given in Table A-8.   

HOUSING FINANCE FUND (SANDOUQ TAMWIL EL MASAKIN) 

The Housing Finance Fund is a national agency of MHUUD which has been active for years, 

but with erratic production rates which have, in the last three years, fallen to less than 1,000 

units a year.  Only 62 units were delivered in FY 2004/05.  Over the last 23 years its 

production represented only 1.8 percent of the total volume of government housing.  It 

operates both in governorates (10 percent of total units) and new towns (90 percent of total 

units).  It is said that currently it must purchase land from the State land at a nominal LE 

100/m2.  It has its own product mix, payment schemes, standard contracts, and qualifying 

criteria.   

Among its products currently on offer are 70m2, 75m2, and 105m2 units, with estimated unit 

costs calculated at LE 1,000 per m2, which is high compared to other programs currently on 

offer.6  The required “reservation” downpayments are also very high, ranging from LE 16,000 

to LE 20,000.  In addition, quarterly payments are required during construction, and also a 

payment at the point of occupancy of the unit.  For the 70m2 unit, this means that by the 

time of delivery a beneficiary will have paid LE 44,000 or 63 percent of the cost of the unit.  

After this there are installment payments of LE 97 per month for 40 years to retire the NIB 

soft loan of LE 20,000.  As if this were not enough, there an additional installment payment 

of LE 341 to be paid quarterly for 6 years to retire a “completion” loan from HDB which is 

valued at LE 6,000.  

JOINT PROJECTS AGENCY (GEHAZ EL MASHRUAAT EL MUSHTARAKA) 

The Joint Projects Agency was established in 1979 to carry out an urban development 

project in Helwan, a southern district of Cairo, financed by a USAID grant of USD 80 million.  

The project included the upgrading of seven neighborhoods and the construction of new 

housing for poor households.  Since 1982, the agency — established through the conversion 

of the Project Implementation Unit — has been involved in the construction of 17,652 

housing units, a mere 1.4 percent of total public housing units built between 1982 and 2005.  

                                                 
6
  Since the Housing Finance Fund claims to have to cover all of its costs, including administration, from its operations, perhaps 

this cost of construction is actually more realistic.  (See discussion of housing unit costs below in Section 4.4.) 
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The first generation housing built in Helwan was in the form of “core houses,” which 

households could then progressively expand at their own pace according to their needs and 

means.  These were then replaced with the typical low-cost housing apartment buildings.   

Over half of the housing stock built by the Agency in the period between 1982 and 2005 

(9,344 units or 53 percent of total production) was built in just three years between FY1987-

88 and FY1989-90.  Since then, the Agency has made a negligible contribution to the total 

public housing stock, building an average of 664 units per year.  This is due to the very 

limited budget that the Agency has at its disposal, which over the past five years averaged 

around LE 5 million per year.  The Agency, with grant funding provided from Abu Dhabi said 

to amount to USD 180 million, is currently supervising new low-cost housing units that will 

serve to resettle the squatter households from Manshiet Nasr who were displaced as a result 

of the urban upgrading program currently underway. 

PUBLIC SECTOR HOUSING COMPANY HOUSING — MAADI, MEDINET NASR, ETC.   

Some 40,000 units of public housing have been constructed since 1982 by public sector 

housing companies, most of which are located in Cairo and enjoy concessions on State 

land.  Most prominent among them are the Medinet Nasr, Heliopolis, and Maadi companies.  

In the past these companies could access subsidized housing loans at 7 percent to finance 

construction on their own lands, but now they use their own equity or borrow from banks at 

commercial rates.  Consequently they no longer produce “economic” or “low-cost” units and 

subsidized financing of construction is no longer apparent. 

HOUSING AND DEVELOPMENT BANK (HDB) 

The Housing and Development Bank (bank al tamiir wa al iskan) is a public sector bank 

which was set up in 1979 and was aimed at financing both low-cost and tourist housing 

projects.  HDB gains most of its financing from the State budget.  To date it has constructed 

67,000 housing units throughout Egypt, with 80 percent of such units being either “low-cost” 

or “economic.”  Some economic housing units built by governorates (Sohag, Minya, Qalubia, 

Port Said, Damietta, and Sharkia) have been HDB financed.  Also, some economic units 

built by the MHUUD’s Housing Finance Fund have been financed in part by HDB (for 

example syndicate housing in Qattamia).   

Details of HDB housing production are given in Table A-9. 

An example of a current project of HDB is “Opera City” in Sheikh Zayed New Town, which 

offers a wide range of units with floor areas ranging from 61–78m2, 75–87m2, and 122–

131m2.  This housing is financed through HDB loans at 10 percent and thus is only slightly 

subsidized. 

It should be pointed out that HDB, as a bank, has a better record of management in 

marketing, housing production, subsequent delivery, and repayments than is found in other 

government housing programs.  It is particularly strong in tracking and enforcing payment of 

installments, employing a team of lawyers in its legal affairs department and establishing a 

system of incentive payments for staff who collect repayment arrears. 

FUTURE FOUNDATION HOUSING 

The Future Foundation was set up in 1998 by Egypt’s First Lady with the aim of mobilizing 

contributions to build low-cost housing for the disadvantaged (63m2 per unit).  In its first 

phase 15,000 units were built, mostly in the new towns.  In its second and third phases it 
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aims to build an additional 55,000 units.
7  Housing types tend to be similar to those of the 

Mubarak Youth Program. 

Contributions are sought from prominent private businesses.  In addition, units are 

subsidized by cooperative housing loans of LE 14,000 per unit at 5 percent interest over 40 

years.  It is not clear what payment conditions are for beneficiaries, but they tend to be very 

low. 

TAMIIR AGENCY HOUSING 

Tamiir agencies are affiliated to the MHUUD and have regional responsibilities for the 

implementation of large State projects.  For example, there is a Tamiir Agency for Greater 

Cairo, another for Sinai, another for the North Coast.  These agencies have in the past 24 

years constructed 28,000 units of public housing, mostly in remote areas to lodge 

government officials, although some units have been allocated to citizens at very subsidized 

rates. 

SPECIAL AUTHORITIES EMPLOYEE HOUSING (POLICE, ARMY, ETC.) 

There are a large number of mostly low-cost housing estates built by the Ministry of Interior 

and the Ministry of Defense for its officers and staff.  In addition, certain State economic 

authorities such as the Suez Canal, the railways as well as the petroleum sector construct 

housing for their employees.  Unfortunately, there is no available secondary information on 

the scale and distribution of this housing.  It is understood that purchase or rental conditions 

for this housing is heavily subsidized.  In most cases such housing can easily be transferred 

to third parities at market rates.  (See also Section 13 below.) 

                                                 
7
  However, according to the MHUUC’ website. the Future Foundation Program only aims at a total of 15,636 units. (source:  

www.urban-comm.gov.eg)  
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4.  ISSUES IN HOUSING PRODUCTION AND DELIVERY 

In this section, issues which relate to the production and delivery of past subsidized 

government housing programs are identified and discussed, with an evaluation of strengths 

and weaknesses.   

Before going into individual issues, it should be pointed out that government housing 

production has been and continues to be characterized by various execution problems which 

result in serious shortfalls in actual production over planned production.  For example, Table 

2, which compares planned versus executed public housing production by five year plan, 

shows that over the whole 1982–2005 period the shortfall averaged 38 percent, and that this 

shortfall has been over 65 percent recently.  The underlying causes include unavailability of 

land, infrastructure delays and high costs, construction cost inflation, and tendering and 

construction delays.  These factors are all discussed below. 

Table 2: Comparison Between Planned and Executed Public Housing Units by 
Years 

Year Planned Executed Achieved (%) 

1982-87 238,750 197,647 83% 

1987-92 600,000 386,879 64% 

1992-97 802,431 331,417 41% 

1997-02 229,708 287,957 125% 

2002-03 50,000 21,788 44% 

2003-04 50,000 14,945 30% 

2004-05 50,000 17,440 35% 

Total 1982-2005 2,020,889 1,258,073 62% 

Source: World Bank 2006, p. 94. 

 

4.1  MULTIPLICITY OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDERS AND ABSENCE OF THE PRIVATE 
SECTOR 

There are a number of government agencies at the national level which currently receive 

finance and land for housing programs and build and distribute subsidized public housing 

units, and in addition each of Egypt’s 27 governorates have their own subsidized housing 

programs.  As described in Section 3.5 above, in the new towns alone there are seven 

banks and agencies which are active in providing housing, and some of these also have 

programs in the governorates.   

Are all of these national agencies and their large administrative structures necessary?  If 

each were specialized, aiming at particular segments of demand and offering different 

schemes and product mixes, then their existence could be justified.  But all receive land and 

financing from the same sources, all have roughly the same targeting approach, and most 

produce the same product range.  In addition, there is no real competition among them. In 

particular, there seems to be no value added in maintaining the housing activities of the 

following four agencies: 

1. General Organization for Housing and Building Cooperatives 

2. The Housing Finance Fund 

3. State Housing and Development Companies 
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4. Joint Housing Projects Agency  

The governorates, which provide housing through their Housing Directorates, theoretically 

have an important role to play in subsidized housing provision since they are close to their 

citizens and should be able to tailor their housing programs to respond to demand in 

appropriate locations.  However, their performance varies widely, administration and follow-

up is generally very poor, and most operate under roughly the same supply-side command 

approach as national agencies.  Thus if governorates are to continue to play a major role in 

subsidized housing provision, considerable across-the-board reform of the housing 

directorates will be needed (including for example the creation of independent housing 

agencies/funds to replace directorates). 

Up to now, there has been practically no involvement of private sector developers in 

subsidized housing provision, and even most housing construction is left to public sector 

construction companies.  The problems with reliance on public entities for subsidized 

housing provision are clear, and these mostly relate to: 

1. Serious construction and delivery delays and cost overruns (see Section 4.5 and 4.6 
below). 

2. A mechanistic, wholesale approach to site development and unit/product mix, which 
makes internal cross-subsidization very difficult. 

3. Lack of any overall financial management and accounting of discrete housing 
projects. 

4. Mediocre operations and maintenance of housing projects following unit distribution. 

Theoretically, private developers could vastly improve performance in these areas if there 

were true competition, clear guidelines and transparent control.   

4.2  LAND AVAILABILITY AND LOCATION & MATCHING OF GEOGRAPHIC SUPPLY 
WITH DEMAND 

The reliance on vacant, cost-free public lands for the construction of subsidized housing in 

Egypt has caused and continues to cause serious distortions in attempts to geographically 

match supply with demand.  There are two levels at which these distortions operate: 

MACRO-LEVEL LOCATION PROBLEMS 

There is a clear mismatch at the regional or governorate level between government housing 

supply and housing need.    It is no coincidence that government housing programs have 

been much more concentrated in frontier governorates and in those with ample nearby 

desert areas, as shown in Table A-4.  In land-constrained governorates, forty years of land 

allocations for public housing as well as for schools, health centers, youth clubs, State 

enterprises and the armed forces has left precious little accessible State land, and as a 

result new housing schemes may be located in awkward, remote, or otherwise undesirable 

locations. As can be seen in Table A-4, significantly higher than average concentrations of 

government housing (as expressed in units built per 1996 resident household) are found in 

the frontier governorates and in Port Said, Ismailia, Suez, and Damietta.  Significantly lower 

than average concentrations are found in Alexandria, Kafr El-Sheikh, Gharbia, Dakahlia, 

Fayoum, Minya, Assiut, Sohag, Qena, Luxor, and Aswan.  In the governorates of Minya, 

Sohag, Dakahlia, Gharbia, and Kafr El-Sheikh the number of units built per 1996 resident 

household is less than half the national average.  In Gharbia, which has absolutely no desert 

hinterland, the ratio falls to less than one-fifth the national average. 
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There is also a mismatch between supply of government housing and demand in the new 

towns.  For example, during the 1982–2004 period over 69 percent of subsidized housing 

built in the new towns was concentrated in the six new towns surrounding Greater Cairo 

(10th of Ramadan excluded), even though Greater Cairo contains only 23 percent of the 

national population.  Conversely, Borg El-Arab, the only new town near Alexandria, only 

represented 4.1 percent of the total.   

MICRO- OR METROPOLITAN-LEVEL LOCATION PROBLEMS 

For those governorates which have publicly-owned hinterlands, major land tracts allocated 

for subsidized housing are located mainly in desert sites which are usually far from existing 

densely populated agglomerations.  Decades of urban expansion through supply-side State 

land policies have already used up or locked out those near-fringe desert lands which would 

be best suited for public housing, and there is an ever increasing centripetal search for new 

sites, usually accompanied by stiff competition among different State entities.8  

As pointed out elsewhere,9 within and around Egypt’s urban agglomerations residential 

location is of crucial importance, especially for the poorer segments of urban populations to 

which subsidized housing programs are theoretically targeted.  Distance creates a serious 

direct (and rising) transport cost to all members of a family, and there are a host of indirect 

costs (especially loss of time, hassles, lack of social networks, lack of informal business 

opportunities etc.) associated with living in remote housing estates.  It is no wonder that 

vacancies in these projects exceed 50 percent of all units recently built. There is already a 

serious transport crisis faced by the vast majority of residents in new towns and those in far-

flung housing projects in the governorates who do not own cars.10  In these estates, 

government public transport is practically non-existent and the private micro-bus system 

cannot provide convenient service due to a lack of the necessary critical mass of customers.  

And heavily subsidized fuel prices, which until 2006 have kept micro-bus fares affordable (at 

least for shorter distances) cannot be expected to continue forever.  There are various 

schemes to improve public transportation to the new towns (rapid light rail is being proposed 

to link both 10th of Ramadan and Sixth of October with Cairo proper),11 but either fares will 

be completely unaffordable or the State will have to structure massive subsidies to make 

these new modes attractive.   

Experience has shown that government housing estates which are remote and badly located 

(in terms of access from major towns and transport corridors and in terms of proximity to 

popular and dense urban areas) tend to remain largely vacant and depressed for years, 

regardless of the success in distributing units.  However, as Cairo’s experiences in Medinet 

El-Salam and Medinet El-Nahda show (and also Masakin El-Zilzal in Mokkattam), large 

government housing estates will, over time, fill up and mature, with both government and 

private sector services eventually migrating to or near the area.  In these cases it has been a 

matter of: (1) good location near a major urban corridor and (2) a critical and expanding 

                                                 
8
  For a good discussion of the weak system of public land allocations in Egypt, see World Bank Policy Note – Egypt Public 

Land Management Strategy, Volumes 1 and 2, Finance, Private Sector and Infrastructure Group, MENA, draft, April 2006. 
9
  World Bank, Arab Republic of Egypt Urban Sector Update, David Sims, draft, December 2006.  

10
  In urban Egypt less than 1 family in 10 owns a vehicle of any kind. (See World Bank, 2000, Urban Transport Strategy 

Review: The Case of Cairo, Hubert Metge, Ref. 3018SYS-PLT/CAI/709-00, November 2000.  In Greater Cairo it is reported 
from the TAPRII survey that 14.4 percent of households own a private vehicle (and this includes taxis and trucks). 
11

  Japanese International Cooperation Agency, Cairo Regional Area Transportation Study, Final Report, Vol. 1, December 
2003 (Pacific Consultants International). 
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mass of population which generates its own dynamic, much as occurs in the vast informal 

areas of Egyptian towns. 

Housing projects with the new towns have a particular location problem.  The new towns 

have been planned on gigantic scales,12 and NUCA enforces high development standards 

which lead to low urban densities.  Furthermore, the mechanistic, wholesale approach to 

land assignments has resulted in a scattering of public housing estates throughout these 

vast spaces.  Thus there is rarely any “critical mass” of habitation which would attract private 

transport and services, and the distances between one part of a new town to another can be 

tremendous.13  Perhaps if these new towns had attracted private investments in the manner 

and on the scales planned, they might have developed contiguous densities for logical urban 

systems, but in all new towns there are vast stalled property subdivisions which separate 

one area from another and have isolated public housing estates.  

To put the location issue in perspective, it is clear that people prefer housing solutions which 

are close to home.  Preliminary results of the 2007 Greater Cairo Household Housing Survey 

show that families who have recently acquired housing units or are seeking units much 

prefer short moves to/from nearby locations in the same neighborhood and same district.14   

Also, urban inhabitants are not particularly mobile.  Preliminary results of the Greater Cairo 

Household Housing Survey show that of all household members who make daily trips, 38 

percent of these trips are by foot. (Over 45 percent of these trips are by public transport — 

32 percent by private microbus, 8.6 percent by metro, and 5.2 percent by public bus.  Less 

than 8 percent of daily trips are by private car or taxi.)   And a full 77 percent of all daily trips 

took one half hour or less.  

4.3 INFRASTRUCTURE PROVISION AND COSTS 

Subsidized housing projects built in the new towns are provided, in most cases, with a good 

standard of basic off-site and on-site infrastructure (roads, water, electricity, telephones, and 

reticulated water-borne sewerage), public spaces, and social services.  The same can be 

said for governorate housing, although on average the overall level of quality and operation 

is lower and there are some cases of serious neglect, especially for older projects.   

However, there are a number of problems with infrastructure provision for public housing 

estates.  First of all, infrastructure is expensive.  There are no hard figures on infrastructure 

costs for public housing, and given estimates vary widely.  For example: 

MHUUD has provided data which gives costs for utilities (marafiq) at LE 55 per m2 of 
building land for 1996, rising to LE 95 per m2 in 2006.15   This seems very low, and it 
is not clear whether it applies to on-site infrastructure only or also includes off-site 
costs.   

                                                 
12

   For example, it has been recently estimated that areas designated and committed for new town development around 
Greater Cairo have a combined land mass which is 2.5 times the built-up surface area of all the existing metropolises of over 15 
million persons. (Source: Séjourné and Sims, Understanding Cairo, Dutch & Flemish Institute lecture, Cairo, November 2006). 
13

   For example, from the entrance to Al-Obour New Town to public housing estates in this new town (see sample 
neighborhood Al-Obour 2, Annex B), the distance is 13.0 kilometers.  For comparison, the distance from Midan Ramses in 
central Cairo to Cairo International Airport is 16.3 kilometers.  Similar vast distances over largely undeveloped superblocks are 
found within the new towns of New Cairo, El-Sherouk, Sixth of October, and Sheikh Zayed. 
14

  For example, of those who moved in the last five years, 22 percent moved from the same immediate neighborhood 
(shiakha), 28 percent from the same district (hayy), and 29 percent from the same city.  Similarly, of those actively seeking new 
housing, the preferred locations were as follows: same shiakha 18 percent, same hayy 26 percent, and same city 29.8 percent. 
15

  MHUUD, October 2006. 
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The World Bank housing supply study16 carried out low-cost housing and associated 
infrastructure cost estimates, concluding that currently the cost of servicing land, 
including all associated off-site infrastructure, ranges from LE 266 to LE 333 per m2 
of buildable land. 

In a recent agreement between NUCA and the Alexandria Company for Urban 
Development for a huge new project along the Suez Road in New Cairo called 
Madinati, the cost of offsite infrastructure for the 3,360 hectare site is set at LE 127 
per m2 of serviced land for external infrastructure and LE 110 per m2 for internal 
infrastructure.17  

Which figures on the current costs of infrastructure for public housing are correct?  In the 

analysis of subsidy elements in public housing presented below in Section 5 for recent 

projects, an average of LE 150 per m2 of land for all infrastructure has been used.  This is a 

conservative estimate.  A higher figure of LE 220 per m2 of land has been used in assessing 

the subsidy implications of the new National Housing Program. (See Section 10.4 below.) 

To bring some clarity to the infrastructure cost issue, an attempt has been made to look at 

infrastructure and services costs in the new towns from a global perspective.  Total actual 

infrastructure and services investments in the new towns over the Fourth Five Year Plan 

were used.18  It was assumed that 33 percent of these costs could be attributed to all 

government housing built over the same period, some 143,000 units.19  The results are 

presented in Table 3.   

Table 3: Global Estimates of the Public Housing Share of Expenditures in 
Infrastructure and Services in the New Towns 1998–2002 

Item 

Actual 
Expenditures 

(LE millions) 

Public Housing 
Share @ 33% 

(LE millions) 

Expenditures per 
Public Housing Unit 

Expenditures per M
2
 

of Associated Land 
in LE 

(@ 60m
2
/unit) 

Water and Sanitation 3,676 1,225 LE 8,566 143 

Roads 

 
2,402 801 LE 5,601 93 

Services 

 
2,923 974 LE 6,811 114 

Total 

 
9,001 3,000 LE 20,978 350 

Source: World Bank, 2006, p. 19. 

Calculations yield a cost of LE 14,167 per government housing unit or LE 236 per m2 of 

buildable land for water, sanitation, and roads.  Given that these were investment costs over 

1998–2002, and given that inflation was high over much of this period, at 2006 prices the 

figures would have risen, conservatively, by 35 percent to reach LE 19,125 per unit or LE 

318 per m2 of buildable land.  The assumptions underlying these calculations can and 

should be debated, but there is no escaping the fact that infrastructure costs, in the new 

                                                 
16

  World Bank, Arab Republic of Egypt Analysis of Housing Supply Mechanisms, October 2006, pp 23-24. 
17

  World Bank Housing Supply Study, 2006, p 31. 
18

  Taken from World Bank, 2006, p. 19. The Fourth Five Year Plan (1998-2002) was last period for which complete expenditure 
data is available. 
19

  The other 66 percent is assumed to have been used to serve private housing zones, industrial zones, commercial zones, 
and city-level services in the new towns.  It is worth noting that over the same period only about 45,000 private housing units 
were built in the new towns. 
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towns at least, are extremely high, especially when compared to housing unit construction 

costs (on average 35 percent to 45 percent of unit construction costs).20  

There are two aspects of the high costs associated with infrastructure:  

ON-SITE INFRASTRUCTURE 

On-site infrastructure is costly because of the high planning standards and spacious 

grouping of buildings and the ample open areas between them.  This is particularly true 

of newer projects (Mubarak Youth Housing for example) in the new towns.  The land 

required per unit within a superblock (not counting land for schools and other services) 

in most cases exceeds the housing unit surface area, frequently resulting in Floor Area 

Ratios that can be less than 0.7.
21

 (See also Annex B.)  If the associated land needed 

for population-serving services (schools, playgrounds, etc.) are included, then land-per-
unit ratios will normally exceed 130m

2
/unit.   

OFF-SITE INFRASTRUCTURE 

Trunk water, wastewater, power, and phone lines serving a public housing estate must 

run over considerable distances, due to the remote location of most estates, especially 

in the new towns, as has been noted in Section 4.2 above.  The same is true for main 

roads.  Thus the cost of construction of these lines can be extremely expensive, as are 

the associated recurrent O&M costs.  The expenses associated with off-site 

infrastructure for subsidized housing units can only increase in the future, as more 

distant and remote public lands must be found to allocate for housing programs.  In 

addition, off-site infrastructure is normally funded separately from housing itself through 

the budgets of other agencies and line ministries, and this leads to a recurrent problem 

of mobilizing necessary funds with consequent delays in allocating finished housing 
units.   

The fundamental problem with infrastructure for public housing is that the true associated 

costs are not calculated, let alone budgeted.  MHUUD and some governorates have begun 

applying a nominal off-site infrastructure price per m2 of usable land for projects being built 

by the private sector (e.g. LE 70 and LE 100 per m2 of land), but these are global rates 

which ignore local realities.  The true, local costs of off-site provision are never considered in 

advance of choosing housing sites, nor are the share costs attributable to water and 

sewerage treatment plants, power transmission, and major roads which serve new towns 

and remote governorate locations.  Since these costs are unknown, planners cannot begin 

to design in ways that will minimize such costs, even if they so wished.  The same can be 

said for on-site infrastructure for public housing, where over decades buildings have been 

placed within sites according to geometric proclivities and with little economic rationale. 

All NUCA and governorate raw lands for subsidized housing projects are provided at zero or 

near zero financial costs, which represents a large and direct subsidy element.  But how 

                                                 
20

  Table 3 also brings up the issue of the investment costs for services associated with public housing.  These are mainly 
population-serving services such as schools, clinics, playgrounds, etc. Their cost per housing unit, estimated at LE 6,811, is not 
insubstantial, and represents yet another cost that must be financed from the State budget.   
21

  In Annex B calculations are made for net land area per government housing unit (i.e. excluding schools and other services), 
based on actual neighborhoods around Cairo.  These range from 39m

2
 per unit to 98m

2
 per unit, with most later projects in the 

new towns averaging 70 to 75m
2
.  Interestingly, in the new NHP, land availability is calculated at 72 units per feddan or 58.3 m

2
 

per unit.  
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much is this subsidy in reality?  How can it be minimized, thereby reducing significantly the 

overall subsidy burden of public housing, if the actual cost is unknown?22   

4.4  CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND INFLATION 

Information on real total construction costs per meter squared and per unit is extremely 

important for subsidized government housing programs.  Average dwelling unit costs are 

used throughout the budgeting process (beginning with annual budgets proposed by housing 

authorities to the Ministry of Planning), and they are the basis for calculations of 

downpayments and installment payments by beneficiaries.  Obviously, if unit cost estimates 

do not cover all associated costs or if they are lower than actual construction costs, then 

there will be funding shortfalls which will need to be covered by other budgetary sources, 

which usually means delays in execution and delivery.  Also, without accurate construction 

costs it becomes impossible to maintain the calculated subsidy structure and this will result 

in further shortfalls in repayments over decades, leading to accumulated budgeting problems 

in the future.   

How accurate are estimates of housing construction costs used by government agencies for 

subsidized housing?  Although available data is scarce and inconsistent (itself an indicator 

that the cost issue does not receive adequate attention), a review of a sampling of current 

and recent past cost estimates used in various housing programs shows that: (1) there is a 

lack of clarity over what is covered by unit costs, (2) there are serious underestimations of 

total costs, and (3) inflation in construction costs is steep and rarely included in calculations.  

The following points illustrate these findings: 

LACK OF CLARITY OVER WHAT ESTIMATED UNIT COSTS COVER 

It is generally understood that budgeted dwelling unit costs cover on-site infrastructure (that 

is, the costs of water, power, sanitation, and phone lines from the housing project boundary 

to the building blocks and also roads, landscaping, and parking inside these boundaries).23  

However, there are indications that these costs are excluded from bills of quantities, based 

on which per m2 and unit costs are derived.  For example, a recent analysis made by 

MHUUD compares estimated component costs of the standard “fully finished” 63m2 unit with 

bid component costs provided by Arab Contractors.  The comparison is presented in Table 

A-10.  There is only one item which might refer to on-site infrastructure: “sanitary works — 

external and internal” (component #15), and this is a minor cost item.  Presumably other on-

site infrastructure items are separately budgeted, in which case the derived unit or m2 cost 

does not include them.  Similarly, MHUUD analyzed 44 contractor bid items for the “beit el 

aa’ily” model housing, and none of these items could be considered to refer to on-site 

infrastructure.  This suggests that only actual building construction is considered in 

estimated unit costs.   

Another confusion is the generalized use of m2 costs without clearly stating whether these 

refer to net or gross surface areas and whether balconies and the unit’s share of the 

stairwell, roof and common space are included or not. 

                                                 
22

  As far as is known, neither the agencies of MHUUD nor the governorates keep consistent records of real, contractor costs of 
on- and off-site infrastructure provision related to specific housing projects in ways that allow the calculation of these costs per 
housing unit or m

2
 of land.   

23
  See Table 3.9 in World Bank, 2006. 
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UNDERESTIMATES OF UNIT COSTS COMPARED TO CONTRACTOR PRICES TENDERED 

The recent analysis made by MHUUD and presented in Table A-10 shows that there was a 

serious difference between NUCA estimates of the cost of the standard 63m2 unit and 

contractor prices as expressed by Arab Contractors, the largest public sector construction 

company in Egypt.  The total cost was estimated to be LE 38,800 (or LE 615 per m2), 

whereas the Arab Contractor’s bid was LE 56,992 (or LE 904 per m2).  This represents a 

huge different of 47 percent. 

This difference may not be typical, since Arab Contractors uses subcontractors and has very 

high overhead costs.  (Presumably this bid was a “direct order” and not carried out through 

competitive bidding.)  Even so, it is an indication that estimated costs of housing units are 

frequently seriously underestimated.  Probably the main reason is the long lead time 

between budgeting for projects and actual contracting of works (see Section 4.5 below), 

during which inflation operates to raise prices.  

Cost overruns during execution are also common for public housing projects.  For example, 

in Banha City, the actual construction cost after implementation of economic units exceeded 

the tendered price by 29.9 percent.24   

STEEP INFLATION IN CONSTRUCTION COSTS IN RECENT YEARS 

There is no doubt that construction prices have been increasing at rapid rates over the last 

few years.  Information supplied by MHUUD gives average costs and sale prices per m2 for 

economic housing (i.e. small subsidized units), as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4: Average M2 Costs and Prices for Economic Housing 1996-2006 
Year 1996 1999 2002 2005 2006 

Average Cost 
(LE/m

2
) 

375 400 450 650 650 

Average Sales 
Price  (LE/m

2
) 

450 480 540 780 780 

Source: MHUUD, 2006. 

Over a ten year period this implies an increase of 73 percent, or an annual increase of 5.7 

percent.   However, this implied increase seems very low, given prevailing overall inflation 

rates.  Another set of construction cost figures for Mubarak Youth Housing over the 2003–

2006 period yield an increase of the per m2 building cost for the 63m2 unit of 47 percent in 

three years, or 14 percent per year, as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5: Construction Costs of Mubarak Youth Housing, Excluding 
Infrastructure 

Year Stage 
Unit Area 
(m

2
, net) 

Average 
Construction  

Cost (LE/m
2
) 

Average Net 
Construction 
Cost (LE/unit) 

Monthly 
Installment  

(LE) 

2003 Type I 100 417 41,700 73 

2003 Type II 70 512 35,840 73 

2003 Type III 63 460 28,980 73 

2006 * Type III 63 615  38,745 73 

Source: World Bank 2006, p 27. 

                                                 
24

  World Bank, 2006, pp 24–25. 
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Construction sector input costs have been skyrocketing in the last few years.  The Housing 

and Building Research Center (HBRC) of MHUUD has tracked average reinforcing bar and 

cement prices over the period FY 2001/02 and FY 2005/06 (first quarter only), with the 

results given in Table 6. 

Table 6: Average Prices of Steel Rebar and Cement over 2001–2006 Period 
Year 2001/2002 2002/2003 2003/2004 2004/2005 2005/2006 

Average price of a 
ton of rebar (steel 
#52) 

LE 1010 LE 1400 LE 2400 LE 2800 LE 2600 

Average price of a 
ton of ordinary 
Portland cement 

LE 150  LE 150 LE 200 LE 235 LE 300 

Source: Center for Housing and Building Research (HBRC), 2006. 

Thus cement prices have doubled over four years and rebar prices have increased by a 

factor of 2.6.  Given that these two materials are the most important components of housing 

construction, it can be assumed that construction costs for subsidized housing have been 

increasing at a very rapid rate. 

4.5  CONSTRUCTION AND DELIVERY DELAYS 

The production of and expenditure on government housing programs are not at all 

accomplished in a single year, as summary statistics would have one believe (see for 

example Table A-1).  In fact, the construction of a housing project of several hundreds of 

housing units will take a minimum of two to three years, assuming unencumbered land is 

available and off-site infrastructure can be provided within this period.  Another year or two is 

the minimum time it takes to accept and screen applications and assign units, so overall 

three years can be considered the minimum period that is needed from the commencement 

of fund disbursement to delivery of units to beneficiaries.   

Obviously, the longer this period the more a project’s financial feasibility is negatively 

affected, as investments begin and continue long before downpayments and installment 

payments begin to be received.  Given the high cost of capital in Egypt, financial profiles can 

be seriously affected.  Also, the economic feasibility is negatively effected, since most 

economic costs are incurred before the economic benefits begin.  Thus it is important to 

understand how well past and current housing projects have performed in terms of time 

sensitivity.   

No data have been found which directly address this question.  However, a recent report by 

the Central Accounting Agency (delivered to the Peoples’ Assembly and covering the fiscal 

year 2004/05) is reported to have uncovered serious delays in practically all subsidized 

housing projects (low-cost and economic housing, Mubarak Youth Housing, and Future 

Foundation Housing both in the governorates and the new towns).25  These delays relate 

both to late acquisition and servicing of the land, tendering of construction contracts, 

construction itself, and allocation of units.  As the report points out, the negative results 

                                                 
25

  Article in Al Ahram, December 2006, entitled “Negative Aspects of Youth Housing Projects in FY 2004/2005.”  
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include heavy increases in real construction costs.  Such conclusions are backed up by 

anecdotal information collected by consultants.26  

This delay problem is chronic and applies to all types of public housing schemes.  The 

various causes of delay can be divided into three groupings: 

DELAYS IN PROJECT PREPARATION: 

The demands of political leaders for quick results and the resulting over-optimistic 
planned time schedules for projects. 

Over-optimistic assumptions about public land availability, disputes over this land among 
different government agencies, and the hassles of removing old buildings and 
squatters on the land. 

Tendering through cumbersome government bidding procedures. 

Delays from contract award to mobilization of contractors and bank guarantee hassles.27 

DELAYS IN PROJECT CONSTRUCTION: 

Problems encountered with soils and foundation redesign and subsequent extra costs. 

Funding problems and delays in tranche payments from NIB and other sources. 

Contractor internal cash-flow problems. 

Off-site infrastructure delayed or problems with treatment plants. 

DELAYS IN ALLOCATION OF UNITS: 

Difficulties in assembling applications and payment of reservation downpayment. 

Difficulties in screening applications. 

Difficulties in the lottery procedure. 

Political interference in unit assignment. 

4.6 HOUSING MODELS, DESIGNS AND LAYOUTS 

Typical public housing in Egypt consists of four- to five- story walk-up housing blocks usually 

with between two and four units per floor.  Housing blocks are arranged in geometric 

patterns within the site.  Different layouts and architectural combinations have been tried 

throughout the years, but in all cases an essential design feature is that all light and air for a 

unit comes through windows and balconies in the building facades.  That is, there are no 

internal light and ventilation shafts.  While such a system allows economies in the building 

design (fewer walls and less unusable space in a building), it demands wide spaces between 

buildings which require landscaping and maintenance, and which in turn requires larger land 

per unit ratios.  

In terms of land needed for typical public housing estates, the public housing neighborhood 

diagnostic carried out and presented in Annex B shows that the average land required per 

unit ranged from 39m2 to 115m2, with a clustering around 70-75m2 in the new towns and in 

general lower averages for governorate housing. (Land was the total area bounded by the 

                                                 
26

 For example, from the survey results presented in Annex B, the period extending from start of construction to delivery of units 
ranges from 3–8 years.  Also, for example the Mubarak Youth Housing Agency still has 6,000 unallocated units out of a 
nationwide total of 70,000 units produced, and most of these units were built in the 1997-2001 period. 

27
  The delays under government competitive bidding are well known, and this is one reason for recourse to “direct order” 

contracts with State construction companies.  However, these State companies themselves can cause serious delays, and 
costs almost inevitably soar.  
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perimeter streets which defined the estate.  It does not include recreational open spaces or 

services such as schools.)   These net averages are higher than those used by the MHUUD 

in calculating global land needs.  

Using the above land ratios would yield net residential densities of between 200 and 400 

persons per feddan assuming full unit occupancy by a family of four.  For a large housing 

area, the addition of land for schools, other services, open space, and major roads would 

reduce this residential density considerably. For comparison, mature informal urban areas 

have net residential densities in excess of 1,500 persons per feddan.   

Over the last 25 years there have been remarkably few attempts by planners to introduce 

housing designs which deviate from the “apartment block” norm.  As far as is known there 

have been no core housing schemes, no attached duplex or townhouse units, no purpose-

built infill blocks, and no sites and services.28  However, in the 1980s the concept of “harafi” 

housing was introduced, notably in Medinet El-Salam and El-Duweika (both in Cairo 

Governorate).  Standard apartment blocks were built, but with the ground floors devoted to 

workshops, the owners and workers of which were to live in the apartments above.  This 

concept had only limited success and has not been repeated on a wide scale.    

A prominent characteristic of almost all government housing schemes is their large scale.  

Housing projects are laid out on wide, leveled superblocks containing hundreds if not 

thousands of units.  Attempts are never made to insert smaller groupings of buildings within 

small sites of State land which might exist within existing urban fabrics.   

It should be noted that shops are practically never built on the ground floors of government-

built housing, in spite of the fact that it is extremely common for ground floor residents in 

mature public housing areas to convert part or all of their units for commercial purposes. 

In the last two years, MHUUD has begun to develop new housing types and models.   These 

are discussed in Section 10. 

                                                 
28

 Donor-supported pilot housing schemes have introduced some innovative designs (e.g. the Helwan New Communities 
project of USAID), but these have never been adopted and generalized.  Similarly, sites and services targeted at low income 
households have only been piloted by donor-supported efforts.  By far the largest and most successful of such schemes were 
developed in the late 1970s and 1980s in Ismailia, with UNDP and British Aid support.  Unfortunately such an approach (small 
plots and eventually services, with full cost recovery coming from land sales) has never been applied in government housing 
schemes. 
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5.  ISSUES IN SUBSIDY ELEMENTS AND THEIR FINANCING 

5.1  AMOUNTS OF DIRECT AND INDIRECT SUBSIDIES IN HOUSING PROGRAMS 

In order to estimate the subsidy element in past government housing programs, it has been 

necessary to establish discount rates which allow calculations of the present value of future 

repayment streams.  In Egypt there are a number of alternative rates which could be used.  

To keep the analysis simple, two different rates have been used: 

1. The overnight bank deposit rate, which is close to what would be the central bank’s 
prime rate, is currently at an annualized rate of about 9.0 percent; or 

2. Medium term commercial bank loans backed by collateral are currently lent at 
annualized rates of about 14.0 percent.  This rate coincides with mortgage interest 
rates currently used by private sector mortgage companies. 

The next step in calculating the subsidy element is to take a real program as the base case.  

The 63m2 unit of the recent Mubarak Youth Program has been chosen.  Then base case 

conditions are varied to assess the impact (sensitivity) of different scenarios on the base 

case subsidy element.  This exercise is presented in Table A-11.29 

In the base case it is assumed that all infrastructure costs are LE 150 per m2 of land, that on 

average a housing unit needs 50m2 of land, that the opportunity cost of land is LE 200 per 

m2, and that there are administrative costs at 5 percent of construction costs.  

In Table A-11 the base case is Case A, assuming the discount rate (cost of capital) at 9 

percent per annum, currently the overnight bank lending rate.  As can be seen, the implied 

direct subsidy element is LE 31,520 per unit, representing 68.1 percent of the total direct 

cost (construction cost, overheads, and infrastructure).  The implied direct plus indirect 

subsidy element is LE 43,449 per unit, representing 74.7 percent of the total direct and 

indirect costs (construction cost, overheads, infrastructure costs, plus the opportunity cost of 

land). These results show that the smallest unit in the Mubarak Youth Housing Program has 

an extremely high subsidy cost in terms of the State budget.  In other words, 68 percent of 

every pound directly invested by the State in such housing is never recovered.  And there is 

also a loss of potential land revenues, which raises the total subsidy to almost 75 percent of 

full costs per unit.   

In the other cases from Table A-11, the impact of varying assumptions is set forth:  

For Case B in Table A-11 a discount rate of 14 percent (average mid term bank lending 
rate) is used.  This raises the total subsidy element by 6 percent, to 81 percent of 
total unit costs, with the subsidy element on construction costs alone reaching 71 
percent. 

For Case C in Table A-11, it is assumed there is no opportunity cost for land (i.e. that 
indirect subsidies are not included). This lowers the total subsidy element by 4 
percent, to 71 percent. 

For Case D in Table A-11, it is assumed that real construction costs increase by 30 
percent.  This raises the total subsidy element for the unit by a little over 6 percent to 
80 percent.   

                                                 
29

 Note that in Table A-11 the following have been assumed for all cases:  Size of housing unit is 63m
2
; associated land per unit 

is 50m
2
; infrastructure cost is LE 150 per m

2
 of associated land; and overhead administrative cost is 5 percent of construction 

cost. 
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For Case E in Table A-11, the repayment period is reduced from 30 to 15 years.  This 
raises the total subsidy element by almost 5 percent to 79 percent.   

For Case F in Table A-11, the monthly installment repayment is doubled from LE 73 to 
LE 146 (more in line with current governorate housing repayments).  This lowers the 
total subsidy element by 16 percent to 58 percent.   

For Case G in Table A-11, the downpayment required is doubled from LE 5,000 to LE 
10,000 (as is required in some governorate programs).  This lowers the total subsidy 
element by 8 percent to 66 percent. 

It should be apparent that even with optimistic assumptions, the true subsidies in 

government housing programs are still very high, never descending below 60 percent of 

quantifiable direct and indirect unit costs.   

NON-QUANTIFIABLE SUBSIDY ELEMENTS 

In reality, the true subsidy element is probably even higher than calculated above.  It should 

be pointed out that the scenarios presented in Table A-11 all assume perfect repayment (no 

arrears and no defaults), which is a very unrealistic assumption.   Also, they assume 

perfectly timely allocation, that is, that units are immediately allocated and repayment 

commences upon unit completion.  Given that in Egypt public housing units may stand 

vacant and undistributed for years, such an assumption is also very unrealistic.30 

The following are a list of non-quantifiable but important additional subsidy elements 

attached to government housing schemes, which are outside the formal subsidy envelope: 

Delays in preparation for and construction of units  

Delays in allocation  

Associated cost-overruns due to over-optimistic planning estimates coupled with inflation 

Late repayment and repayment arrears  

Share cost of major (town level) infrastructure 

Operations and maintenance costs (never calculated, but mostly covered by new town 
authorities, governorates/municipalities, or economic authorities)31   

5.2  SOURCES OF SUBSIDY FINANCING AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT OF 
HOUSING PROJECTS 

The authorities which produce and deliver subsidized housing units have been described in 

Section 3.5 above.  These are governorates, the New Urban Communities Authority 

(NUCA), housing cooperatives, etc.  

Authorities prepare annual plans (based loosely on five year plans) which are submitted to 

the Ministry of Planning and the Ministry of Finance as part of the annual budget cycle.  

These typically state the location and area of the housing project(s), the number of units of 

each type to be built, the timeframe, and the estimated cost per unit.  The Ministry of 

Planning then makes allocations which are part of the national annual budget.  Actual budget 

transfers are in tranches (normally quarterly) and depend on successful verified 

                                                 
30

  This last factor may be somewhat mitigated by the fact that down payments to “reserve” units are frequently made well 
ahead of the completion of the unit. 
31

  Partial cost recovery is limited to solid waste collection through monthly cleanliness fees, water consumption tariffs (and the 
added sanitation surcharge).  Only with electricity and phones can it be said that there is anywhere near full cost recovery 
through user charges. 
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disbursement of the previous tranche as well as the overall cash flow situation of the source 

of allocations (Ministry of Finance).  It is common, due to tendering or other delays, that the 

allocated amount is not all spent within the fiscal year.  Pending expenditures then must be 

requested in the next year’s budget under the line item “istiqmal.”32  

Financial management by subsidized housing providers (authorities such as governorate 

economic housing funds, new town agencies, etc.) is always based on annual accounts.  

That is, once a housing project is launched, all associated expenditures and revenues 

(including soft loans, see below) are reconciled at the end of the financial year, as part of the 

overall accounting of the authority.  As far as is known, individual housing projects (e.g. X 

units in location Y) are not separately itemized, but are mixed into overall authority revenues 

and expenditures (usually an account held by one of the public sector banks).  Thus the 

profitability or degree of loss associated with a particular project cannot be 

calculated/monitored, only the overall financial viability of the authority itself.   

Expenditures of housing authorities typically include: 

Annual repayments on soft loans from the NIB (see below) 

Annual repayments on “completion” loans from HDB or other banks (see below) 

Housing construction disbursements 

Associated disbursements for infrastructure (although off-site infrastructure may be 
funded from other budget line items) 

Administrative overheads 

Revenues of housing authorities typically include: 

Downpayments from beneficiaries 

Installment payments from beneficiaries from past housing projects 

New soft loan allocations from NIB 

New “completion” loan allocations from HDB or other banks 

THE NATIONAL INVESTMENT BANK (NIB) 

The NIB is allocated funds as per the annual State budget approved by the Parliament, 

broken down into sectors and governorates.  The largest investment sector is public 

housing.  For example, in the current 2006/07 State budget, total allocations for soft loans to 

the NIB were LE 910 million, of which LE 565 million were earmarked for housing loans.   

The conditions of all housing loans are 5 percent simple interest with a 40-year repayment 

period.  Repayment starts at the next fiscal year.  Annual repayments are calculated as 

follows:   

(Principal + 40 x 5% of principal)/40 

(These repayments are roughly equivalent to repayments on a bank loan which carries 7 

percent compound interest over 40 years.)  

                                                 
32

  Under the economic housing funds found in governorates, a mechanism exists, in theory at least, to retain 
allocations/revenues from one year to the next. 
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The main institutions which receive these loans are currently the NUCA and Governorates.  

NIB’s FY 2006/07 soft loan budget of LE 565 million was allocated as follows:33 

Governorate housing    LE 200 million 

Cooperative housing   LE 135 million 

MHUUD housing (all agencies) LE 230 million 

Loans are earmarked for specific housing projects.  Payments are made in four tranches, 

each related to a stage of construction (and based on a rough cash flow plan).  After the first 

tranche, additional tranches are made on proof of actual expenditure. 

Repayment by the receiver is cumulative.  That is, NIB maintains a single tracking account of 

all previous loans, and annual repayment must meet the total of all these previous loan 

obligations (not a particular housing project).  Thus the receiver must meet its total burden of 

repayments each year.  

Governorates are among the main receivers of housing loans. However, the amounts 

actually loaned usually do not reach the amount allocated in the State budget annually.  The 

situation over the last five years is shown in Table 7. 

Table 7: National Investment Bank Soft Loans for Housing, 2001–2006 
 

Fiscal Year 
Amount allocated to NIB for soft 
housing loans to governorates (LE) 

Amount of loans actually disbursed 
to governorates (LE) 

2001/02 235 million 167 million 

2002/03 219 million 115 million 

2003/04 215 million 115 million 

2004/05 197 million 120 million 

2005/06 171 million 140 million 

Source: interview at NIB. 

Over the last twenty-five years, NIB has been providing soft loans for housing to a wide 

range of housing authorities, as shown in Table A-12.  Allocated amounts have totaled LE 

15.8 billion, of which governorates have been earmarked over one third, and the cooperative 

housing authority just under one third. 

The NIB is concerned that its loans are effectively used.  Thus it maintains tight monitoring of 

disbursements for construction and may inspect the progress of projects to ensure that funds 

spent are not only accounted for but have created the intended physical results.  Follow-up 

continues until the receiver has distributed housing units to end beneficiaries and repayment 

flows commence.  However, after this NIB is only concerned that repayment of the loan by 

the receiver is met annually.  Currently the large majority of governorates are compliant, and 

only three out of 27 are in arrears, due to force majeur.  It is obviously in the receiver’s 

interest to be compliant, since if it is not, NIB can ask for proof that a governorate cannot pay 

(i.e. demand annual statements of the governorate’s economic housing fund and other 

governorate service funds). 

                                                 
33

  Source:, Ministry of Planning, 2006/207 State Investment Budget, p. 129. 
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Overall, NIB performs an important monitoring and tracking function for soft housing loans 

which ensures that funds are properly spent, that repayments are made in a timely manner, 

and that the receiver is not in default on its total loan load.   

HOUSING DEVELOPMENT BANK (AND OTHER PUBLIC SECTOR BANKS) 

The Housing Development Bank (HDB) has been described in Section 3.5.  Although it was 

a major financier of subsidized housing in the past, its role is currently limited to the following 

functions: 

Offers “completion” loans, usually at 10–12 percent. 

May carry out collection of repayments for NUCA and other housing authorities for a 1 
percent fee. 

May carry the housing authority’s account(s) and provide in/out statements. 

GOVERNORATE ECONOMIC HOUSING FUNDS 

These funds are found in each governorate.  By law, certain local taxes and non-tax 

revenues must be deposited in these funds.  All repayments by end beneficiaries who have 

received housing units go into these funds.  However, in many governorates the largest 

single source of revenue is sales of State lands within governorate control.  Also by law the 

funds accumulated must be used to finance economic housing (and associated 

infrastructure).  In effect these funds allow governorates a discretionary source of additional 

funding for housing projects, and are frequently used to fill the shortfalls not covered by 

downpayments and soft loans from NIB. 

The authors of this study were unable to uncover any detailed secondary information about 

these governorate funds or how they are managed.  This is unfortunate, since governorate 

housing funds have an important role to play.   

NEW URBAN COMMUNITIES AUTHORITY (NUCA) OWN-SOURCE FUNDS 

NUCA, as part of MHUUD, receives annual State budget allocations, some of which it 

invested in constructing subsidized housing (see also Table A-5).  Presumably NUCA is also 

able to cross-subsidize public housing construction from surpluses gained from land sales in 

the new towns, although no information has been obtained on how this budgeting might 

work.   

ABSORBING ADDITIONAL COSTS 

Governorates, new town agencies, and other subsidized housing providers must absorb the 

costs which are in excess of their budget plans.  The following are some of the common 

increases over estimated costs per unit and decreases of estimated streams of revenues 

which affect a housing authority’s financial viability: 

Delays in tendering and construction 

Cost overruns 

Delays in distribution and occupation  

Delayed or delinquent installment payments  

These additional costs are somewhat defrayed by receiving down payments (initial 

reservation payments) from beneficiaries for new housing projects, since these may be 

made a year or two (or even three) before delivery of the housing unit and commencement 

of installment payments.  Still, these very common negative deviations from housing budget 
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plans force authorities to scramble to balance their annual accounts, either by creative 

shifting of line items, by reducing the number of units built, or by tapping discretionary funds 

which are outside the housing budget envelope.  The difficulty in mobilizing cash funds to 

keep to housing budget plans is itself another cause of delays in housing provision.  Stalled, 

semi-finished housing projects are the result, with restart depending on the bounty of next 

year’s budget allocations.  
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6.  ISSUES IN TARGETING AND BENEFICIARY SELECTION 

6.1  THE UNIVERSAL USE OF THE “APPLICATION REGIME” 

Over decades the Egyptian government has relied on a standard application process to 

begin the housing unit distribution process.  National level housing authorities and 

governorates announce that there is a housing program and accept filled-in applications 

(istimarat) from citizens.  In the governorates, citizens in need of housing can apply at any 

time at the housing directorates.  These applications are usually very straightforward, and 

require payment of a nominal fee.   

6.2 QUALIFICATION CRITERIA 

Although theoretically new government housing is aimed at households with limited income, 

as far as is known there have been no attempts to target beneficiaries based on income or 

wealth thresholds, or to conduct means tests or social investigations.  In fact, in most 

government housing programs the required qualifications are of the most rudimentary, with 

available units being distributed by lottery if demand exceeds supply.   

A “reservation” downpayment is required either at the time of application or at a future 

announced time.  Under some housing schemes, another downpayment is required upon 

delivery of the unit.  

GOVERNORATE HOUSING (OTHER THAN RESETTLEMENT) 

Although targeting and distribution of units varies from one governorate to another and even 

within a governorate from one year to the next, the following can generally be said to apply:  

Citizens wishing to acquire government housing units purchase applications from the 

Housing Directorate (usually for LE 5–20).  It is usually required that an applicant be living in 

the governorate (as recorded on the ID card) and that he/she be married.  Other criteria 

might apply, such as a statement that the applicant has no residential property.  In any event 

the submitted application is screened and if considered accepted it is put on the waiting list.  

When a number of units (usually a phase of 250 to 1,000 units in a particular site) are 

completed, either: (1) the oldest applications are picked by their date of submittal; or (2) all 

qualifying applications are submitted to a lottery and applicants are picked randomly until the 

required number is reached.   

GOVERNORATE HOUSING (RESETTLEMENT) 

Qualification for resettlement housing is straightforward.  Families in buildings needing 

demolition or those living in renewal zones are inventoried by local government authorities.  

Lists are then drawn up, and once a family pays the usually nominal down payment, they are 

allocated relocation units.  The rule is one independent family per new unit, regardless of the 

size of the family.  Defining “a family” can be problematic, however, and beneficiaries 

logically try to prove that they are split into many nuclear families in order to claim as many 

new subsidized units as possible.  

MHUUD HOUSING PROJECTS IN THE NEW TOWNS 

Applications for units in the new towns are either filed with the particular new town agency or 

at one of MHUUD’s national housing authorities, with new town preference indicated.  As 

with governorate housing, the submitted application is screened and if considered accepted 

it is put on the waiting list.  When a number of housing units near completion, either: (1) the 

oldest applications are picked by their date of submittal; or (2) all qualifying applications are 
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submitted to a lottery and applicants are picked randomly until the required number is 

reached. 

It is interesting to note that in 2001, MHUUD developed a basic point system to be used in 

prioritizing potential beneficiaries.  Table A-13 shows an example of such a point system for 

Mubarak Youth Housing.  The logic behind the point structure seems a bit confused, since 

higher points are given for applicants who are older and have higher education levels.  It 

also puts an emphasis on those who are married and have more than one job, and gives 

considerable weight to those working in new towns.  Whatever the merits of this point 

system, it is understood that it has very rarely been used.   

It should be added that in all programs the allocation of units in a particular housing project is 

random, with valid applicants assigned units through lists.  That is, there is no means for a 

group of families to acquire units in the same building or area, and thus they cannot hope to 

bring with them even a fraction of the social networks and capital embodied in extended 

family or co-worker relationships. (These forms of networks and capital are extremely 

important for those of limited income.)  This stands in stark contrast to how general housing 

markets, including those of the informal sector, work.  In these cases one knows exactly the 

unit being purchased or rented, including the pros and cons of the neighborhood and who 

will be neighbors.  In new, especially informal, residential areas there is thus the ability to re-

produce at least some of the “social glue” upon which livelihoods of the poor depend.  In new 

public housing, by contrast, households will be living with complete strangers.  (It is no 

accident that theft is a common complaint in some new public housing estates.)   
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Note 

The issue of housing 

affordability as it relates to 

different socio-economic groups 

is discussed in Deliverable #1, 

based on the results of the 2007 

TAPRII Greater Cairo 

Household Housing Survey. 

7.  AFFORDABILITY ISSUES  

7.1  BASIC HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND EXPENDITURE DISTRIBUTION 

Affordability of housing depends on a number of factors.  

Perhaps the main determining factor is the reasonable 

amount a household can devote out of its income for 

housing.  Thus information on the amounts and distribution 

of Egypt’s household income are crucial.  TAPRII has two 

sets of data in this regard: 

Preliminary results on urban household expenditure and 
income based on CAPMAS’s Household Income, Expenditure, and Consumption 
Survey (HIECS), which was carried out on a representative random sample of 21,995 
urban households in 2004–05. 

Greater Cairo household expenditure and income based on the 2007 TAPRII Greater 
Cairo Household Housing Survey, carried out on a representative random sample of 
9,082 households in December 2006 and January 2007.  (Greater Cairo represents 
41.3 percent of the national urban total.) 

The computed household and expenditure and income distribution by decile coming from the 

CAPMAS all-urban survey is presented in Table A-14, and a similar distribution by decile for 

Greater Cairo coming from TAPRII is presented in Table A-15.  For comparison, Table A-16 

presents the TAPRII data according to the expenditure and income decile distribution for 

households ranked by their per-capita income. 

Even though the CAPMAS data set is two years old and covers all of urban Egypt, it reports 

slightly higher expenditure and income levels than does TAPRII.  Looking at the median 

values shows that this difference is on the order of 10 percent for expenditures and 20 

percent for income.  Roughly the same differences apply throughout the decile distributions.  

Table 8 Median Household Expenditure and Income Comparisons 
For the Median Household (at the 50

th
 percentile)  

Household Survey Expenditures (LE per month) Income (LE per month) 

CAPMAS all urban 909 1,046 

TAPRII Greater Cairo 794 800 

 

Which of these data sets is more accurate and more relevant?  Since most analyses of 

housing characteristics and housing demand being carried out by the consultants rely on the 

TAPRII Greater Cairo Survey and because it provides considerably more detail than do the 

preliminary results from the CAPMAS HIECS, for consistency the TAPRII data set is being 

used in the affordability discussion presented here.  Even so, where relevant the differing 

conclusions resulting from the discrepancies in the two data sets are noted. 

In both data sets income and expenditures are inclusive.  That is, all sources of income are 

counted, including salaries, business income, rents, pensions, etc. The incomes of all 

members of a family are included (as are expenditures).  Thus income levels as reported in 

the surveys include both formal salaries and incomes as well as those obtained informally or 

casually.   
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It should also be pointed out that many sources of household income are variable and do not 

accrue every month.  The income levels used here are averages over the year, and do not 

imply that such incomes are regular.   

7.2  PORTION OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME AVAILABLE FOR HOUSING 

What is the reasonable portion of income which a household should be able to devote to 

housing?  International practices usually choose between 20 and 40 percent of income for all 

housing related expenditures, depending on what households are targeted.  Lower income 

households, which spend greater portions of their income on food and other basics, have 

less discretion in the amounts they can devote to housing.  Also, all households must pay for 

utilities (particularly water and electricity), housing related repairs and maintenance, and 

some households are exposed to property and other taxes and fees associated with 

housing. 

Given these factors, in the analysis presented here it is assumed that 25 percent of annual 

or monthly household income can be mobilized for either rents or for home ownership 

payments in subsidized government programs.  Where relevant, this assumption is varied to 

assess the sensitivity of income affordability if higher or lower portions of income are 

available for housing rent or home ownership. 

Table 9 presents the monthly amounts different income group deciles could afford for renting 

or ownership of a government housing unit, based on the 25 percent assumption (with 

higher and lower assumptions included for comparison). 

Table 9 :Amounts of Average Income a Household in Greater Cairo Can Devote 
to Unit Rent or Home Ownership by Decile (in LE per month) 

Income Decile At 20% of Income At 25% of Income At 40% of Income 

First 61.6 77.2 123.6 

Second 93.2 116.7 186.6 

Third 113.1 141.3 226.12 

Fourth 131.2 164.o 262.4 

Fifth 153.0 191.3 306.0 

Median Household 160.0 200.0 320.0 

Sixth 180.6 225.7 361.1 

Seventh 206.2 257.8 412.4 

Eighth 262.4 328.0 524.7 

Ninth 355.7 444.7 711.4 

Tenth 854.8 1068.5 1709.6 

 

7.3  INCOME AFFORDABILITY FOR GOVERNMENT HOUSING PROGRAMS 

Assuming for a moment that households will be able to mobilize the amounts required for 

downpayments by government housing programs, what percentages of households in 

Greater Cairo can afford to meet installment payments for government housing unit 

acquisition?34  The most recent and prominent program is the Mubarak Youth Program, 

which requires fixed installment payments of LE 73 per month over 30 years.  According to 

                                                 

34
  Other than a few holdovers from the 1980s, there are no government housing programs which are on a rental 

basis. 
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Table 9, virtually all Greater Cairo households will be able to cover this amount at 25 percent 

of income.  Of course, the Mubarak Youth Program began in 1996 when household incomes 

were lower than they are now, and affordability then would not have been so positive.   

Past and current governorate programs are also very affordable.  As can be seen from Table 

1, of the eight governorate examples given, five require monthly payments in the LE 85 to LE 

97.5 range, which are affordable at 25 percent of income by all but the lowest household 

income decile, i.e. by 90 percent of households in Greater Cairo.35  Other governorate 

examples given in Table 1 call for repayments of LE 105 and LE 160 (Port Said 

Governorate), which are affordable at 25 percent of income down to the second and fourth 

household deciles respectively.  From examples of 17 government housing neighborhoods 

around Greater Cairo presented in Annex B, virtually all reported installment payments are 

LE 73.5 or below, which also makes these schemes very affordable. 

It should be clear that the repayments required by past and current government home owner 

programs are very affordable, at least in present day terms.   

However, the income affordability picture becomes much less positive when analyzing the 

new National Housing Program, as is discussed in Section 13 below. 

7.4  THE ISSUE OF EQUITY AFFORDABILITY 

Having sufficient income to support installment payments for home ownership is only one 

aspect of affordability.  The other is having the means to save or otherwise mobilize funds 

necessary to pay the downpayment or “reservation” payment for government housing units. 

Virtually all past and current housing programs ask for an up-front payment (and some 

require a first payment to reserve the unit and a second upon possession of the unit).   

Downpayments are required even for families being assigned housing units due to 

compulsory resettlement due to urban renewal or building collapse.  However, these tend to 

be small.  For example, in a major resettlement effort in Duweika/Manshiet Nasr which 

started in 1999, affected families were obliged to pay LE 1,200 as downpayment for a unit, 

although due to the claims of destitution by many very poor households, Cairo Governorate 

reduced the amount to LE 450. 

In most recent government housing programs for new households, the required 

downpayment is LE 5,000 for a unit of 45m2 to 70m2.36  Evidently this has not caused an 

undue burden on most applicants, although there is no way under the application regime to 

know the numbers of potential applicants who simply chose not to participate because they 

could not marshal the required sum.  

Traditionally, Egyptian families must mobilize significant amounts for such events as 

marriage, the pilgrimage, major illnesses, and upfront rents.37 which for moderate income 

households might range from LE 5,000 to LE 20,000.  The means are savings, borrowing 

                                                 
35

  If the CAPMAS all-urban data set were used, affordability would be even better and most of even the lowest decile could 
afford installment payments. 
36

  As can be seen from Table 1, in some governorates higher downpayments have been required, but these are usually for 
larger units. 
37

  It is common even in informal areas for an upfront payment for apartment rentals.  According to a survey in three informal 
areas of Greater Cairo, rental downpayments ranged from LE 3,000 to LE 15,000 and even higher in exceptional cases. 
(Source: World Bank 2006, p. 62.) 
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from friends and neighbors, revolving credit groups (gamaaiat), conversion of other assets, 

etc.   
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8.  POST-CONSTRUCTION ISSUES 

8.1  TENURE AND TITLING 

Since the 1980s, practically all subsidized government housing has been allocated to 

beneficiaries under a system of “hire-purchase” with eventual full ownership.  Units allocated 

under rental tenure are mainly restricted to emergency housing, and emergency housing 

projects are rarely built anymore. In some governorates, there remain a significant stock of 

public housing units which are rented, mostly at extremely low and fixed rents.38 

Under the prevalent ownership system for government units, the beneficiary is given a 

formal preliminary contract “aqd ibtida’i.”  This specifies the period and amount of repayment 

for the unit, and puts conditions and penalties for non-payment.  It states that, upon 

completion of installment payments (in 30 or 40 years) a final ownership contract will be 

issued.  A prominent part of most contracts is the stipulation that the beneficiary cannot sell, 

sub-let or otherwise transfer the unit to a third party without approval of the first party until 

the final contract is issued, usually requiring the payment of a transfer fee (5 percent of the 

nominal value of the unit is common).  As will be seen in Section 8.5 below, such stipulations 

are frequently ignored. 

Given the 30–40 year lead time there are few original owners (second party of the 

preliminary contract) of government housing units who have obtained the right to be issued 

the final contract.  In fact, it is extremely rare that such contracts exist.   

Since practically all government housing is built on State land through administrative 

assignment (takhsis), the land remains nominally in the State domain and is not registered 

under the property registration system (shahr el aqari of the Ministry of Justice), either as a 

single project or as individual housing units.39  Thus it is safe to say that practically all of the 

government housing stock of over two million units is unregistered and thus cannot be used 

as collateral for loans or become objects in the new mortgage finance system.   

Even so, the security of tenure of beneficiaries in government housing units is very solid.  

Evictions are almost unknown, and where government agencies wish to enforce contract 

stipulations (for example the illegal resale or renting of units) and evict residents, the 

cumbersome process of administrative removal (ikhla’ idari) must be applied.  As far as is 

known, only in the Mubarak Youth Program does MHUUD rigorously enforce contracts 

through investigation committees which can initiate removal procedures. 

8.2  INSTALLMENT PAYMENTS 

In government housing programs there are sometimes problems with regular repayment by 

beneficiaries of their installment payments.  In the new towns, HDB, which has a branch in 

each town, collects monthly or quarterly repayments.  For governorate housing, either State 

banks or hayy housing offices are designated as collectors of repayments. 

Although MHUUD claims that late/delinquent payments only represent on average 10 

percent of the total and average only 2–3 months in arrears, anecdotal information from HDB 

(as collector agent) indicates the problem is more serious.  Unfortunately, the consultants 

                                                 
38

  Port Said Governorate maintains 8,700 rental units and Qalubia Governorate 5,900 units, of which 2,850 units are “industrial 
housing.”  Overall, the stock of governorate rental units totals 17,200 units nationwide. 
39

  It is understood that in some rare cases housing cooperatives have been successful in registering their land and properties. 
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have been unable to obtain documentary substantiation on the frequency and extent of the 

problem.  In the Mubarak Youth program attempts have been made from time to time to 

encourage better payment by waiving fines for payment of arrears and through public 

awareness campaigns.  Also there is the threat of administrative eviction (ikhla idari). But 

repayment remains a problem, and this further jeopardizes financial viability of housing 

programs and effectively increases the total amount of subsidy.   

8.3  QUALITY OF GOVERNMENT HOUSING AND OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

Most observers would agree that Government housing is, in general, of good structural 

quality.  Of course, there are the embarrassing cases of soil problems and bad foundations 

and cheating contractors, but these are exceptions.40   

Finishing of units in governorate housing is usually quite basic (cement wall rendering, 

cement tiles, basic internal water and power lines, simple wood doors and windows).  Under 

the Mubarak Youth Housing Program, finishing quality improved noticeably, but then so did 

the comparable cost per unit.  The same approach could be said to apply to on-site services 

and landscaping in housing estates.  Some sidewalks and curbs, some paved parking, and 

street lighting have normally been provided.  But under the Mubarak Youth Housing Program 

and with some recent governorate examples much greater effort is made to landscape the 

estate areas. 

The main problem with the quality of government housing is not in the finished product but in 

the level of operations and maintenance which follow.  Civic responsibility and pride is rare, 

and O&M is perceived to be the responsibility of the local authorities. The rapid 

neighborhood diagnostic carried by the consultants in 17 government housing 

neighborhoods in and around Greater Cairo shed light on the operations and maintenance 

problems associated with government housing (see Annex B).  The overall cleanliness, 

functioning of utilities, and state of roads and landscaping, was judged by residents as 

shown in Table 10 (broken down by new town versus governorate housing projects): 

                                                 
40

  Cairo Governorate’s Mokkattam housing estate, constructed in the late 1980s, is a case in point.  A couple of thousand units 
built on the middle plateau were found to be structurally unsound due to soil problems. and have remained abandoned until the 
present. 
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Note 

Vacant units in the Greater Cairo 
housing stock are estimated in 
Deliverable #1.  The methodology 
used is different and thus the 
results are not comparable with 
results found here for selected 
public housing neighbourhoods. 

Table 10  Quality of Government Housing Neighborhoods 
  Good Fair Bad 

Cleanliness inside buildings 5 7 0 

Cleanliness outside buildings 6 6 0 

Landscaping 6 5 1 

Surrounding street paving 8 4 0 

Surrounding street lighting 10 2 0 

Water 10 2 0 

Electricity 12 0 0 

Telephones 8 3 1 

 

 

Housing 
projects in 
new towns 

(12 neigh-
borhoods) 

Sewerage 9 3 0 

Cleanliness inside buildings 0 3 2 

Cleanliness outside buildings 0 2 3 

Landscaping 0 1 4 

Surrounding street paving 0 3 2 

Surrounding street lighting 3 1 1 

Water 2 3 0 

Electricity 5 0 0 

Telephones 4 1 0 

 

 

Housing 
projects in 

Govern-
orates 

(5 neigh-
borhoods) 

Sewerage 3 2 0 

 

As can be seen, standards in the new town neighborhoods were generally good/fair, 

whereas the general quality in governorate housing was judged to be significantly worse. 

Surprisingly, utilities (water, electricity, sewerage, and telephones) were assessed as being 

of reasonably good or fair standard in all 17 neighborhoods. 

8.4 VACANT UNITS  

In subsidized government housing projects in the new towns it 

is well known that closed units are a large and embarrassing 

problem, to the extent that this has received a certain amount 

of coverage in the press. For example, see the recent 

investigative article summarized in Box 1 below.   

In order to gain a rough idea of the extent of vacancies, the 

rapid neighborhood diagnostic carried out by the consultants 

included estimates of the percentage of units which were uninhabited (see Annex B).  The 

results are shown in Table 11. 

Table 11 Estimated % of Uninhabited Housing Units in Selected Public 
Housing Estates 

Location of neighborhood 0 to 25% 26 to 50% 51 to 75% 76 to 100% 

New towns (12 neighborhoods) 1 4 3 4 

Governorates (5 neighborhoods) 5 0 0 0 

Whereas in governorate housing vacancies do not appear to be serious, it is no 

exaggeration to say that the high rate of vacancies in new town housing projects is 

astounding, and that these very high rates compromise the whole justification for building 

such heavily subsidized units.  A number of trends and their underlying causes can be 

inferred: 
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Mubarak Youth housing (all in new towns) had the highest vacancy rates, over 70 
percent for all five samples, mainly because rent and resale to third parties is strictly 
prohibited.  Most other kinds of projects, where control is less strict, had lower rates. 

The more remote or isolated the housing estate, the higher were vacancy rates. 

Governorate housing, where there is no effective prohibition of resale or renting, had low 
vacancy rates. 

The older the housing project, the lower the vacancy rates.  This is partly due to the 
progressive reduction in unsold/unallocated units, but also probably because in older 
estates any prohibitions about resale have long been ignored.  

Why should units be left unoccupied?  Practically all such units have been sold and thus 

belong to beneficiaries who pay their installment payments.41  However, they prefer not to, or 

simply cannot, live in them.  For the poorer families, it may be that life in these new town 

neighborhoods simply is too difficult or too expensive (see the discussion in Section 8.6 

below).  For others, it may be that they have been acquired for sons to be married or for 

other family members.  One reason for vacancies that has been advanced is that in some 

cases the young beneficiary must continue to live with parents in old rent controlled units to 

be able to inherit the rental contract (a particular distortion of the rent control regime). 

                                                 
41

   Informants in the survey mentioned that the owners of some vacant units might occasionally come out to check on their 
properties or even to pass the odd weekend there, but that the majority are never visited.  
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Box 1: Investigative Article in Youth Magazine 
 

“Who Says We Have a Housing Crisis” 

(Youth Magazine, 1 August 2006, No. 349) 

http://shabab.ahram.org.eg  

Eight young investigative reporters visited five new towns around Greater Cairo and prepared an 

extensive report which included comments on living conditions from 21 residents of government 
housing projects and informal property agents.  The highlights of the article were as follows: 

Residents reported high levels of vacancies in their buildings, especially those of the Mubarak Youth 

Program: 70 percent, 90 percent, 85 percent, 60 percent, 50 percent, and 30 percent.   

Owners of closed units come from time to time to check on them, some even stay a weekend or a 

week during school holidays. In Mubarak Youth housing, if agency inspectors make visits, owners are 
alerted by neighbors to be present.   

Reasons for not living in units centered on the difficult living conditions, with the inconvenient and high 

cost of public transport most often mentioned.  Two respondents mentioned transport costs of LE 

5/day and LE 150/month to get to work.  The word “torture” was used once to describe the transport 

dilemma. Other reasons were high shopping costs, lack of services, and the high “stability” of life in 
their neighborhoods in Cairo proper.    

One owner stated he obtained a unit in Al-Obour in the name of his brother, and he is holding it empty 

until his son, now aged 13, gets married.  When asked doesn’t this mean that another youth is 
deprived of a unit, he responded: “But my son is a youth too!” 

Security is a recurring problem.  One empty flat had been broken into twice in a month.  In another 
even the pipes and bathroom fixtures were stolen. 

Renting or sale of units to third parties is very common.  Informal agents report supply greatly 

exceeds demand.  Various means of rent or sale “out of the eye of the government” are possible.  

Although forbidden, it seems inspections and control are haphazard and easy to circumvent, even in 
Mubarak Youth housing.   

It is illegal to use units for commercial purposes, but this is common.  

A common complaint was the long period waiting for a flat after applying and the opaque and unjust 
system of assignment of units.  

 

 

8.5  RESALE AND RENTING TO THIRD PARTIES 

The renting out or resale of government housing units to third parties is very widespread, as 

the rapid survey presented in Annex B confirms.  Except in Mubarak Youth Housing42 and 

other recently built housing estates in the new towns, between 30 and 50 percent of units 

are estimated to have either been sold or rented.  (In general, more of these units have been 

sold than rented.)  Also, the survey showed that in most areas there was no lack of units 

either for rent or sale through informal property agents (simsars), and detailed information 

                                                 
42

   Informants in the survey mentioned that there has been a ruling for Mubarak Youth Housing that resale of units will be 
allowed after 10 years of possession have passed, which may explain the very high vacancy rates found in units under this 
housing program. 
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was available about asking sale and rental prices, arrangements for contracts, and 

obligations to carry the government installment payments associated with units.  (For details 

of the offering prices, see Annex B.)   

The phenomenon of resale and renting to third parties has both a positive and negative 

aspect.  On the one hand, the practice leads to a considerable reduction in unit vacancies, 

but on the other it means that the original beneficiary was either not in need of the unit or 

that his/her acquisition of the unit was for speculative purposes and eventual windfall profit.  

8.6  LIVELIHOODS OF LIMITED-INCOME FAMILIES 

Subsidized government housing is aimed at benefiting limited-income families.  Thus it 

would seem to be important for policy makers to gain feedback from past housing projects to 

assess how these beneficiaries cope in their new living environments.  However, it is 

remarkable that studies of the physical, economic, and social environments of completed 

government housing projects are almost never undertaken, either in the new towns or in 

governorates.  The consultants, in their survey of 17 public housing neighborhoods in 

Greater Cairo (see Annex B) have touched upon this, but only in a cursory manner.   

Inability of low-income beneficiaries to make a livelihood in many public housing 

neighborhoods is evident from the very high vacancies and the common practice of resale or 

renting to third parties, as mentioned above.  While much more in the way of social 

investigations needs to be done, it is worth speculating on why those of limited income may 

find it difficult to live and prosper in housing estates, especially those estates which are 

remote or otherwise badly located. 

First of all, living in remote housing estates imposes a significant additional direct and 

indirect transport cost on inhabitants, as has been pointed out in Section 4.2 above.   Also, 

results from the rapid neighborhood survey (Annex B) shows that in government housing 

estates local shopping is poor and goods are considered expensive.  But the issue is much 

more profound. 

Families of limited income must struggle to make ends meet.  If a head of household is a 

lower level government employee or works in a factory, he will have a salary of between LE 

180 to LE 350 per month.  Practically no family can live on this, and it is extremely common 

for the wage earner to also have a second casual job or a small business or both.  Also, 

other members of the family will contribute to the total income.  The main sources of such 

secondary income are to be found in the huge urban informal economy.  If one lives in a 

remote government housing project, especially one in the new towns, informal job and 

business opportunities are virtually nil.  As many studies have shown, casual and informal 

economic activities rely heavily on personal contacts and geographically-specific markets.  

For someone living in a new town or isolated governorate housing estate, to access the 

informal economy will require such a daily transport bill as to nullify the income gained.   

To illustrate, in an extensive analysis of Manshiet Nasr, a large and very poor informal area 

of Cairo with a current population of over 500,000 inhabitants, household surveys confirm 

that over 55 percent of employed inhabitants gain their livelihoods within the area, which 

teems with small businesses, workshops, and petty traders.43 

                                                 
43

   Governorate of Cairo and MHUUD, Manshiet Nasr Guide Plan, Vol. 1, Analysis of the Existing Situation, GTZ, June 2001, p. 
64. 
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8.7  HOUSING PROJECT MONITORING, FOLLOW UP, AND FEEDBACK FOR 
IMPROVED DESIGN 

In general, it seems that neither central or local authorities responsible for government 

housing take much interest in a housing estate and its financial viability once it is built and 

the units are distributed.  It is extremely rare to find year-by-year consolidated or detailed 

accounting of repayments, attempts to enforce the ban on transfer to third parties, or any 

serious monitoring or evaluation of individual housing project success, let alone efforts to 

generate “lessons learned.”44   

In investigations carried out by the consultants, virtually no reports or studies could be 

uncovered which looked at aspects of government housing projects after they were 

completed, whether in terms of project finances, physical conditions, or the social and 

economic well-being of inhabitants.  For more on post-construction housing project 

assessments, see Annex B. 

                                                 
44

  There is the impression that post-project monitoring of government housing in the new towns and under HDB is slightly 
better than that developed by the governorates. 





 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II 49 

9.  DIMENSIONS OF THE PRESIDENT’S NATIONAL HOUSING 
PROGRAM (NHP) 

9.1  INTRODUCTION 

In 2005 the Government announced a new National Housing Program (NHP) which aims at 

building and distributing 500,000 affordable housing units over six years, to be located in the 

new towns and governorates and administered by MHUUD.  It is also referred to as the 

“President’s election program.” The aim of this section is to review the new national program 

to assess the extent to which it improves upon past subsidized housing programs and to 

identify remaining issues which need to be addressed.  To achieve this assessment, the 

various issues covered in this section are the same as those discussed above in Sections 4 

through 8 and follow roughly the same sequence. 

The National Housing Program is still a “work in progress” and its dimensions and modalities 

are still being refined.  The Consultants have gained an understanding of the program as far 

as it has been defined, largely based on a dossier of information graciously provided by 

MHUUD on December 11, 2006.45  The reader should note that the discussion here is based 

on such information and should be aware that there may have been subsequent changes to 

the NHP.   

9.2  NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE NHP 

First, it must be emphasized that the NHP follows the previous supply-side approach to 

housing subsidies.  That is, the NHP is a government-managed and financed program which 

builds and delivers new housing units to beneficiaries under an “application regime.”  It does 

not attempt to operate on the demand side, nor does it attempt to influence the wider urban 

housing market.  But as a supply-side housing construction program, the NHP represents a 

significant departure from previous programs in a number of ways: 

Upfront cash subsidy from State budget rather than distortionary interest rate subsidies on 
soft loans for housing. 

Recourse will be made by beneficiaries to mortgage finance under new laws and institutions 
set up since 2001. 

Beneficiaries seeking housing units will be able to choose among different amounts of 
downpayment and among repayment schedules, one of which will include an annual 
escalator clause on monthly installments. 

There is a explicit intention to include the private sector in the finance and construction of 
units. 

Inclusion of rental housing in the mix of units produced (as yet undefined, except in Suez 
and Bahr El-Ahmar governorates). 

Inclusion of expandable core housing schemes and sites and services schemes (as yet only 
partly defined). 

Many different products and their financing structure are being considered.  The most 

prominent or “base case” scheme is 63m2 per unit, LE 5,000 deposit, and monthly 

installment payments of LE 160 which rise by 7.5 percent each year for 20 years.  The 

                                                 
45

  Meeting between the consultants and MHUUD officials and their consultants on11 December 2006 in the Ministry’s offices. 
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stated cash subsidy from the Government is up to LE 15,000 per unit.46  However, 

consideration is being given to a rent option. 

The NHP will be operating under a number of arrangements and protocols.  The MHUUD 

has provided the consultants with model contracts/protocols which cover the following: 

NHP general enabling protocol between MHUUD (first party), the Central 

Bank of Egypt (second party) and three government banks (Bank Al Ahli, 

Bank Misr, and HDB, the third party):  Signed on August 24, 2006, this 

protocol sets out the main features of the NHP, including who qualifies, the 

cash subsidy per unit, required downpayment, etc.  It specifies that CBE will 

make available LE 2 billion to the three participating banks to finance the 

NHP.  It sets the mortgage repayment period at a maximum of 20 years, but 

the interest rate of the mortgage is left blank (Article 10).  It states that the 

mortgage repayment cannot exceed 25 percent of the beneficiary’s income, 

and that the beneficiary cannot exceed the age of 60 upon completion of 

repayments.  It holds MHUUD responsible for all extra costs and cost 

overruns (Articles 18 and 19).  It also sets the conditions for the tripartite 

mortgage arrangement (see below).   

Tripartite agreement for mortgage financing of a unit: This agreement is 

specified under the NHP enabling protocol.  It is between: (1) the owner of the 

project, i.e. NUCA or governorate; (2) the beneficiary “investor”; and (3) the 

bank providing the mortgage (in this case HDB).  Article 14 allows the 

beneficiary to rent or sell the unit after written approval of the bank.    

Protocol between MHUUD and individual governorates for financing NHP 

units:  Units are not to exceed 63m2, and the cash subsidy is paid in two 

tranches to the governorate after submittal of all necessary documents (but 

not a map of the area of the housing project!). 

Sample protocol between MHUUD and Suez / Red Sea Governorates for 

NHP units for rental:  Units are not to exceed 63m2, and are rented at LE 100 

per month, increasing by 7.5 percent per year.  The governorates receive the 

cash subsidy for building, but of course there are no mortgage arrangements 

nor are banks involved as third parties.  Financial responsibility for the project, 

including shortfalls, lies entirely with the governorates. 

Memorandum of understanding on facilitating property registration in the new 

towns between MHUUD, the General Authority for Property Finance Affairs, 

and the Ministry of Investment:  This MoU obligates MHUUD to prepare all 

documentation to allow the official registration of land in the new towns with 

the shahr el aqari, as well as the subdivision of this land into parcels and into 

housing units for registration purposes.  This is to facilitate all mortgage 

financing of property and is not specific to the NHP. 

Sample contracts with private developers to participate in the NHP, either 

building 50 percent or 100 percent of the units in a project under NHP 

stipulations. 
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9.3  PRODUCTION TARGETS AND EARLY ACHIEVEMENTS 

As announced during the President’s election campaign in 2005, the aim is to build 500,000 

housing units for those of limited income within six years, i.e. over the six fiscal years 

2005/06 through 2011/12.  As can be seen from Table A-17 (1) and (2), as of November 

2006 a total of 22,906 units had been built and delivered to beneficiaries in the governorates 

and 4,432 units in the new towns.  The bulk of governorate housing was executed through 

governorate housing directorates, with small contributions from the Cooperative Authority 

and the Housing Finance Fund.  In the new towns most units were executed by the 

Cooperative Authority and a small number by NUCA.   

As can be seen from Table A-18, a total of 16,479 units are under execution in the new 

towns, the majority of which are being constructed by NUCA but with significant contributions 

from the Cooperative Authority and a small number by the Housing Finance Fund and the 

Joint Housing Projects Agency.   As can be seen from Table A-19, a total of 43,872 units are 

being constructed in the governorates (a quarter of which are in Cairo Governorate). 

A majority of all units delivered and under construction under NHP have been carryovers 

from the old systems of housing provision.  However, as can be seen from Tables A-18 and 

A-19, a total of 2,124 units in new towns and 9,370 units in the governorates are being 

executed under new protocols of the NHP which include mortgage financing.  Thus the new 

system of NHP institutional and financing arrangements is still very much in its infancy, 

accounting for only 13.1 percent of the 87,699 units built or under construction which are 

nominally part of the NHP.  And, it must be noted, none of the units under new protocols 

have yet been delivered to beneficiaries who will be the borrowers under the tripartite 

mortgage finance system. 

9.4  PARALLEL NEW AND OLD SYSTEMS 

The NHP is intended to encompass all subsidized government housing production efforts 

under a single national program.  However, as shown in the previous section, there are very 

significant holdovers from the old systems, and thus over the coming few years subsidized 

housing delivery under the old systems and their housing authorities will continue.  In 

particular, central government funds for subsidized housing will continue to flow through the 

NIB to governorates and housing agencies.  In fact, the NIB housing allocation for soft loans 

under the FY 2006/07 State budget is LE 565 million, which is higher than the LE 525 million 

allocated in FY 2005/06.  

For example, Cairo Governorate has recently announced a new housing program of 15,000 

units in Mokkattam and Medinet El-Salam.  These will be for youth wishing to marry as well 

as resettlement of families due to demolitions and urban renewal.47  Similarly, Giza 

Governorate announced in September 2006 a program of 5,000 units to be built in Sixth of 

October.  The conditions are similar to those of the NHP: 63m2 units, LE 5,000 

downpayment, and installment payments of LE 160 per month.  However, there is no 

mention of the escalator clause on installment payments.48 

Although presently the NHP is well into the second of its stated six-year period, housing 

production under the older systems appears alive and well, especially in the governorates. If 
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 Al Ahram, September 24, 2006. 
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 Al Ahram, September 20, 2006. 
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the existence of substantial housing production under the old systems alongside the NHP 

continues for any further period, this could cause problems, detract from the holistic 

approach embodied in NHP, and nullify its many advantages.  

9.5  PARALLEL MORTGAGE FINANCE UNDER THE GUARANTEE AND SUBSIDY 
FUND (GSF) 

Further possible confusion could result from the launching of the Ministry of Investment’s 

Guarantee and Subsidy Fund in 2005.  This fund offers up to LE 10,000 in up-front cash 

subsidies (at a maximum of 15 percent of the cost of the unit) for households who, after 

paying downpayments of 10 percent of the cost of a housing unit, must take out a mortgage 

for the remaining outstanding unit value.  It is said that up to 4,000 housing units are being 

financed under the GSF.  The main difference between this fund and the NHP is that it is not 

a government housing supply program, but is available for any person or family who needs 

financial assistance to acquire a housing unit from the private sector.  The unit can be newly 

constructed or old, on condition that it is registered (or “capable of being registered”) through 

the property registration system maintained by the Ministry of Justice. 

Although the GSF has a somewhat different client base, confusions and distortions could 

arise from having both NHP and GSF operating under the new and rapidly evolving 

mortgage finance structure, unless subsidy elements and interest rates are harmonized. 

Besides the cash subsidy differential per unit, mortgage finance companies and banks 

operating under Law 148/2001 and wishing to participate are accessing funds from capital 

markets and on-lending them as mortgages at between 12 and 14 percent annual interest, 

whereas under NHP the repayments on mortgages are calculated at 10.5 percent annual 

interest as set by the Central Bank of Egypt (CBE).  This issue is further discussed below in 

Section 11.  
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10  HOUSING PRODUCTION AND DELIVERY UNDER THE NHP:  
IMPROVEMENTS OVER PAST SYSTEMS AND REMAINING ISSUES 

10.1  MULTIPLICITY OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDERS  

Past subsidized housing programs were run by a number of national agencies as well as 

governorates.  MHUUD has a policy of allowing any of the existing national housing 

agencies and authorities to participate in the NHP program as long as they comply with its 

conditions.  The 27 governorates can participate, as well as such national agencies as 

General Authority for Housing and Building Cooperatives Associations, the Housing Finance 

Fund, State Housing and Development Companies, and the Joint Housing Projects Agency.  

As pointed out in Section 4.1 above, there seems little reason for such a plethora of national 

agencies to be part of the new program, as most only operate on small scales and represent 

a duplication of efforts. If each were specialized, aiming at particular segments of demand 

and offering different schemes and product mixes, then their existence could be justified.  

But all receive land and financing from the same sources, all have roughly the same 

targeting approach, and most produce the same product range.  For these efficiency 

reasons, consideration should be given to closing down the following agencies:   

The General Authority for Housing and Building Cooperatives Associations 

The Housing Finance Fund 

State Housing and Development Companies 

Joint Housing Projects Agency  

The staff of these agencies could be absorbed by MHUUD’s central offices and NUCA 

and/or transferred to housing directorates in the governorates.  It is, after all, in the 

governorates where experienced staff are needed to run the large NHP activities scheduled 

there.   

10.2  ROLE OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR 

The NHP intends to attract private sector developers to finance and build subsidized units, 

and this represents a great improvement over past systems, in which the private sector was 

virtually excluded except for isolated instances. The NHP aims to provide land and off-site 

infrastructure at no cost in the new towns, and developers49 are to construct units according 

to the standards of the NHP (units must be of 63m2 or less).  There are two options: either 

50 percent of the built area of the project must be devoted to subsidized units or all the built 

area must be so dedicated.  Upon completion of the NHP units within a maximum permitted 

period of three years, the developer will either:  

1. Market these units to families which have met the criteria of the NHP; or 

2. Sell the unit to NUCA for distribution to beneficiaries at a preset price.    

In both cases the up-front subsidy of up to LE 15,000 per unit is NUCA’s contribution 

towards the purchase price.   

As shown in Table A-20, MHUUD records that 27 private companies have submitted 

applications for land assignments under this NHP private sector window, and that a total of 

1127 feddans have so far been earmarked in the new towns (over half of this land is in Sixth 
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of October New Town).  A total of 62,000 units of NHP housing can be built on this land.  

Sixteen of the 27 developers who have registered for the program have chosen to build 100 

percent of units as NHP units, and the rest have chosen the 50 percent option. 

It is still too soon to assess if this new approach will succeed.  It is certainly a promising 

initiative, since under private sector profit motives it is hoped that a number of weaknesses 

of State produced housing can be corrected, in particular: 

Construction cost overruns 

Delays in construction and in assigning units to beneficiaries 

Quality of construction and subsequent operations and maintenance 

Inability to vary product mix and use internal cross-subsidies 

Lack of project accounting. 

However, the other ills characteristic of government public housing, particularly the location 

and targeting problems, will remain. 

It should be added that there are other initiatives to involve private sector and other entities 

in the supply of subsidized housing.  At least one company, the Oriental Weavers Group, 

recently obtained 35 feddans in 10th of Ramadan City from MHUUD to build 3,000 housing 

units of 63m2 per unit.  These units are intended to house workers in the Group, whose 

factories are mostly in 10th of Ramadan.  Presumably this project will enjoy the NHP upfront 

subsidy.50  Also, there is an initiative of the National Democratic Party to explore how labor 

unions (specifically members of the Skilled Workers Syndicate) could benefit from 

subsidized housing in the new towns under NHP.51   

10.3  MATCHING OF GEOGRAPHIC SUPPLY WITH DEMAND AND LOCATION 

Table A-21 presents MHUUD’s inventory of available land for NHP in the new towns and 

Table A-22 for available land in the governorates.  A total of 3,167 feddans of land are 

available for the NHP in the new towns and 7,171 feddans in the governorates.  This means 

that respectively 105,763 units and 320,376 units can be accommodated on these lands.  

This produces a national total of 426,139 units, which means that, on paper at least, there is 

just enough land to meet the NHP target of 500,000 units in six years (when FY 2005/06 and 

FY 2006/07 projects underway are included.)  These areas programmed for the NHP are 

truly massive, especially in the governorates.  Given that land availability has bedeviled past 

housing programs, it must be questioned whether all these lands can be made available free 

and clear of encumbrances, and can be provided with trunk, off-site, and on-site 

infrastructure within the various planned budget lines and timeframes.  

The total reliance for housing programs on State (mostly desert) lands, a serious weakness 

of past programs, continues under NHP.  As pointed out in Section 4.2 above, this has led in 

the past to poor matching of geographic supply with demand on the macro level and very 

serious location problems at the micro or metropolitan level.  
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  From an advertisement for an architectural competition for the project, Al Ahram, September 4, 2006. 
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  Article in Al Ahram, September 2, 2006. 
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MACRO-LEVEL LOCATION PROBLEMS 

As in past housing programs, those regions with large State-owned desert hinterlands 

are scheduled to receive the bulk of housing projects whereas heavily populated Delta 

governorates such as Qalubia, Sharkia, Dakahlia, and Menoufia,  — which have few or 

no desert hinterlands — are practically ignored.  In contrast, the single governorate of 

South Sinai, with a population under 200,000 inhabitants, is to provide 3,215 feddans or 

45 percent of all governorate lands scheduled for NHP! (See Table A-22.)  And NHP 

land availability in the new towns is heavily skewed towards just two towns west of 

Greater Cairo, — Sixth of October and Sheikh Zayed – where 62 percent of NHP units 

in the new towns are scheduled to be built.
52

  (See Table A-21.)  

MICRO- OR METROPOLITAN-LEVEL LOCATION PROBLEMS 

As has been described in Section 4.2 above, a fundamental problem with all subsidized 

government housing is the total reliance on State land and the resulting remote and 

isolated locations far from existing urban agglomerations.  For this issue the NHP has 

not at all deviated from the flawed approach of past programs.  In fact, it is inevitable 

that the problem will become worse.  Although the NHP claims to have sufficient land 

available for its five-year production targets, such massive amounts of land can only be 

found in the furthest and most remote expansion areas of new towns and in governorate 

desert sites, which, to be unencumbered and free of previous land assignments to 
sectoral agencies, can only be located far from existing towns.   

10.4  INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE NHP 

As described in Section 4.3 above, there are very significant off-site and on-site 

infrastructure costs associated with government housing provision which represent full off-

budget subsidies absorbed by the governorates and NUCA and other national agencies of 

MHUUD under very opaque arrangements.  The NHP will continue these arrangements, with 

land and infrastructure being offered to executing agencies as well as private sector 

companies at no cost.  Thus the many ills resulting from the previous arrangements 

concerning infrastructure will continue under NHP.   

In fact, it can be expected that the costs and therefore the effective additional subsidies 

carried by the State for housing infrastructure under NHP will increase in real terms over 

time.  This is because both governorates and NUCA will be scrambling to identify and rapidly 

service vast new areas in remote desert sites to meet the NHP targets.53  The larger 

distances that will need to be covered for off-site infrastructure as well as the need to 

construct or expand system elements such as treatment plants, booster stations, etc. can 

only mean that costs expressed in m2 of usable land will increase, meaning that tremendous 

amounts of additional State funds will need to be tapped.  

It should be added that all new housing areas under NHP will need the complete package of 

public facilities such as schools, youth centers, public parks, clinics, fire and police stations, 

etc.  The costs of these many facilities are unknown but substantial, and will require huge 

investments by NUCA in the new towns and line ministries in the governorates.   
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  The percentage rises to over 80 percent if all new towns around Greater Cairo are counted including 10
th
 of Ramadan.  
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  The NHP calls for the servicing of over 10,000 feddans, which equates to a price tag at 2006 prices of at least LE 8.6 billion, 

assuming historic m
2
 costs. 
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10.5  CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND INFLATION 

As discussed in Section 4.4 above, there have been several problems with the ways 

government housing projects have been planned and budgeted in the past, and planned 

capital costs for unit construction are always exceeded, sometimes by a factor of 1.5 or even 

2.  The nominal unit construction costs under the NHP are planned in the same way, and the 

resulting underestimates can only be repeated.  Who will make up the differences between 

planned and actual unit costs?  Under previous programs, the shortfalls were obscured by a 

lack of project accounting and made up from subsequent annual allocations.  But under 

NHP, mortgage financing will apply, so how will cost overruns be handled?  Presumably it 

will be up to the housing authority itself (NUCA and governorates mainly) to make up the 

shortfall. 

Inflation is currently running at an annual rate of 12 percent in Egypt,54 and it can be 

assumed that construction costs will be rising by at least this rate if not more (given the high 

energy costs in basic building materials production).  Thus any delays in construction (see 

next section) will seriously exacerbate the problem of cost overruns.   

10.6  CONSTRUCTION AND DELIVERY DELAYS 

As discussed in Section 4.5 above, serious delays are experienced in the creation of 

subsidized government housing projects.  These delays are caused by problems at all 

stages of a project: in project preparation, project construction, and distribution of units to 

beneficiaries.  These delays in turn lead to higher costs and extended periods before 

revenues are generated, which in turn compromise project viability and significantly raise 

effective subsidy levels.   

Under the NHP, interest during construction will be attached to the value of the mortgage 

which beneficiaries will be required to take out.  (See Section 14.3 below and specifically 

Table 14.)  This represents a very important innovation over previous programs, since for the 

first time there is a means to recoup the real financial costs associated with construction and 

delivery of units.    

However, according to NHP payment options presented in Table 12, it can be inferred that 

the period from beginning of construction to beginning of mortgage installment payments is 

assumed to be two years.55 But is this assumption enough?  Given past experiences with 

government housing projects, a more reasonable period upon which to base the addition to 

the mortgage principle would be five to six years.  However, this would seriously 

compromise the affordability of mortgage repayments, which are already very steep.  

10.7  HOUSING MODELS, DESIGNS AND LAYOUTS 

In the last two years MHUUD has begun to promote housing models which depart from the 

classic 60-75m2 unit in walk-up housing blocks.  This represents a welcome move towards a 

greater mix of affordable housing products.  The following are the main innovative 

approaches in this regard: 
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  CAPMAS estimated inflation at an annual rate of 12.4 percent during the month of December 2006.  For comparison, annual 
inflation was 4.2 percent in FY 2005/06 and 11.7 percent in FY 2004/05.  
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  The amount of interest during construction given in Table 12 equals 10.5 percent of the mortgage base value.  This is the 
interest rate used for the mortgage itself.  This means that interest will be operating for one year before unit delivery which, 
assuming linear expenditures during construction, implies that the construction/delivery period will not exceed two years. 
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BEIT EL-AAILA (“FAMILY HOUSING”) PROGRAM:
56

 

• This is basically a core housing program 
Announced by MHUUD in May 2006 

20,000 plots of land in 18 new towns 

Plots are between 100-120m2 

A basic core unit of one bedroom, salon, kitchen and bath are constructed on 40m2 of 
the plot.  Depending on the plot size, beneficiaries can themselves construct one or 
two additional rooms using their own financing, resulting in built areas of 52m2 and 
64m2 (plot coverage of 50 percent including stairs) 

One additional floor can be constructed in the future 

LE 15,000 upfront subsidy 

Payments of LE 80 per month for the 40m2 model 

Construction must follow standard plans provided by MHUUD. 

IBNI BEITAK (“BUILD YOUR HOUSE”) PROGRAM
57

 

This is basically a sites and services scheme 

MHUUD announced the program in November 2006 

150m2 per plot 

Allowed to build on 63m2 (plus 12m2 for stairs, resulting in 50 percent plot coverage) 

2nd and 3rd floors possible in the future 

Must build 63m2 in one year 

50,000 land parcels allocated in most new towns of Upper Egypt, and some around 
Greater Cairo, also Sadat and Borg El-Arab new towns 

Price of land LE 70 per m2 including utilities 

Pay for land 10 percent down and 7 years installments without interest 

LE 15,000 subsidy in 3 stages, tied to construction progress 

Building design and plans provided by MHUUD 

SMALLER UNITS IN CLASSIC HOUSING BLOCKS
58

 

Units of 30m2 to 40m2 for rent to “citizens in need of priority care” in governorate housing 
projects 

Units of 40m2 to 50m2 for rent or ownership in NUCA housing in the new towns 

These new programs are just starting and it will be important to monitor their popularity and 

take-up, particular for pilot stages of the Beit El-Aaila core housing and Ibni Beitak sites and 

services schemes.  Recent information suggests that the Ibni Beitak program is proving to 

be very popular, as over 100,000 applications have been received for the programmed 

20,000 units.  As they stand now there are two factors which could jeopardize their success: 

1. The main problem is that these schemes are to be located in the new towns, and that 
allocated areas within the new towns will tend to be in the furthest, most remote sites 

                                                 
56

  Source: Al Ahram, May 25, 2006. 

57
  Source: Al Ahram, November 4, 2006. 
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where land is available.  Both the Beit El-Aaila core housing and Ibni Beitak sites and 
services schemes are attempting to attract the same kinds of household investors 
who currently are so prominent in informal urban areas.  This aim of transporting the 
informal housing dynamic to new planned and serviced areas is a laudable one 
which is long overdue.  However, it remains to be seen if the target groups will want 
to transplant their livelihoods to these remote areas.  As has been explained at some 
length in Sections 4.2 and 10.3 above, unattractive and isolated locations within the 
new towns is the main reason for the inability of past government housing schemes 
to attract the intended limited-income families.  It would seem even more difficult to 
attract the household investor (sometimes called the “owner-builder”) whose means 
of investing and building as well as the underpinning of their livelihoods are rooted in 
well-located, dense informal areas where social networks are extensive and the 
informal economy is vibrant.  

2. Another problem with the schemes is that they stipulate very high standards (low plot 
coverage and low exploitation ratios) which in turn mean low densities and high on-
site infrastructure costs as well as high off-site infrastructure costs typical to new 
towns.  This means either that affordability for these schemes will be problematic or 
that the indirect subsidies will be very costly.  This also means that the resulting 
neighborhoods will be difficult to serve with convenient transport and other services. 
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11.  SUBSIDY ELEMENTS AND THEIR FINANCING UNDER THE 
NHP: IMPROVEMENTS OVER PAST SYSTEMS AND REMAINING 
ISSUES 

11.1  AMOUNTS OF BASE SUBSIDY ON THE NHP HOUSING UNIT 

The standard or base case of housing on offer under the NHP is a 63m2 unit which has been 

nominally assigned a construction cost of LE 50,000 and which is reduced by an up-front 

cash subsidy of LE 15,000.  The beneficiary pays a downpayment of LE 5,000, resulting in 

an outstanding LE 30,000 which is covered through mortgage financing at market rates.  

Thus the subsidy element on the unit is simply a straight 30 percent of the LE 50,000 

construction cost.  This represents a considerable improvement over most previous 

government housing programs, where the subsidy element on nominal unit costs such as in 

the Mubarak Youth Program can run as high as 67 percent, not counting infrastructure or 

land opportunity costs.   

Of course, this 30 percent subsidy on nominal unit costs will only apply if the following 

assumptions are met: 

1. Real expenditures on construction remain the same as nominal costs. 

2. Construction costs are all expended in year zero. 

3. Down payments are made in year zero. 

4. No mortgage repayments over the life of the mortgage (usually 20 years) are in 
arrears. 

5. The mortgage interest rate charged is equal to the market cost of capital plus all 
associated expenses. 

It should be clear that assumption (1) is not realistic, given the common cost overruns of 

government housing projects.  If it were assumed that cost overruns were 46 percent of 

nominal costs, as was the case in one recent investigation (see Table A-10), and that these 

extra costs were not passed onto the beneficiary through a higher mortgage principal, then 

the total construction cost of the standard 63m2 unit would be LE 73,500 and the effective 

subsidy would increase from 30 percent to 76 percent. 

Assumption (2) is also unrealistic.  However, the NHP intends to apply interest during 

construction and add this to the value of the mortgage, which helps address this issue and 

represents an important innovation.  According to the NHP payment schedule provided to 

the consultants (see Table 10 below), interest during construction is charged at 10.5 percent 

of the mortgage principal.  Since this equals the annual mortgage interest rate, one can infer 

that construction is assumed to take on average two years (with construction expenditures 

linear over the period).  Given past problems with delays in all aspects of construction and 

delivery, two years is a very optimistic assumption.  Four to six years would be a better 

estimate, but this would double or triple interest payments during construction, either a 

considerable addition to beneficiary installment payments or, if absorbed by MHUUD, a 

further subsidy.  If it were absorbed by MHUUD, the construction and delivery period took 

four years, expenditures were linear over the period, and interest rates were 10.5 percent, 

then the cost of interest during construction would be LE 7,957.  This would increase the 

effective subsidy element from 30 percent to 45.9 percent.  
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As regards assumption (3), if downpayments are made before construction starts, then the 

overall subsidy would be reduced.  For example, if the standard downpayment of LE 5,000 is 

collected on average two years before construction starts, then the effective subsidy is 

reduced by LE 1,105 to equal 27.8 percent of the nominal unit cost of LE 50,000.  

As regards assumption (4), it is assumed that installment payments will not be in arrears by 

more than 3 months on average, which would not significantly affect the subsidy element.  

Of course, if these repayment delays turn out to be longer, then this will significantly raise 

the subsidy element. 

As regards assumption (5), MHUUD is currently applying a 10.5 percent interest on the 

mortgage loan to calculate fixed monthly installment payments which are shown in Table 12 

below.  Market interest rates today for commercial bank loans are at least 14 percent, so one 

could say that there is an additional subsidy embedded in the interest rate.  The worth in 

present value terms of the MHUUD rate for a loan of 20 years is 19.5 percent less than that 

of a commercial loan at 14 percent.  So, a mortgage of LE 30,000 would require an effective 

additional cash subsidy of LE 5,850, which would raise the State subsidy to LE 20,850 on a 

unit whose nominal cost is LE 50,000, equaling 41.7 percent of the nominal cost, a 

significant rise over the straight 30 percent cash subsidy provided by the State under the 

NHP. 

11.2  SUBSIDIES IN ESCALATED MORTGAGE REPAYMENT RATES   

Besides establishing fixed mortgage repayments schedules for differing downpayment 

options (see Table 14 in Section 13.4 below), NHP has announced that for the standard 

63m2 unit and a downpayment of LE 5,000, the beneficiary can choose terms of LE 160 per 

month for the first year of the mortgage, rising by 7.5 percent per year throughout the 

mortgage period (either 10 or 20 years). Is there a further subsidy element in this 

arrangement? 

Table 12 shows calculations of inferred discount rate of future repayment streams based on 

variations of this escalator scenario, using net present value formulas.  If the standard 

payback of LE 160 in the first year runs for 10 years, the effective discount rate is below 

zero.  Even if the first year payment is increased to LE 200/month under a 10 year payback, 

the discount rate remains well below the cost of capital, at 2.25 percent.  Under a 20 year 

payback, the standard repayment of LE 160/month in the first year yields a discount rate of 

9.35 percent, which is just below the NHP mortgage rate of 10.5 percent.  If the first year 

repayment were increased to LE 200/month, then the discount rate improves to 11.9 

percent.  However, for the discount rate to reach the current cost of capital (14 percent), 

either the first year payments must be increased to LE 240/month or the escalator rate 

applied to first year payments of LE 160/month must be increased to 12.6 percent. 
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Table 12  Discount Rates for Escalated NHP Mortgage Repayments (on 
Principal of LE 30,000) 

Mortgage Period 
Monthly Installment 
Payment in 1

st
 Year 

Annual Escalator 

For Installment Payments 
Effective Discount Rate 

10 Years LE 160 7.5% -1.6% 

10 Years LE 200 7.5% 2.25% 

20 Years LE 160 7.5% 9.35% 

20 Years LE 200 7.5% 11.9% 

20 Years LE 240 7.5% 14.35% 

20 Years LE 160 12.6% 14.0% 

For the standard 20 year payback with a first year installment payment of LE 160/month 

escalated at 7.5 percent, there is obviously an additional subsidy since its discount rate is 

9.35 percent, significantly below the cost of capital of 14 percent.  In present value terms this 

represents an additional subsidy of 25.6 percent or LE 7,680 for the standard unit with a 

mortgage of LE 30,000. Given that this unit already enjoys a LE 15,000 upfront cash 

subsidy, the total subsidy rises to LE 22,680 or 45 percent of the total nominal unit cost of LE 

50,000.  

11.3 OTHER CASH SUBSIDIES: INFRASTRUCTURE AND ADMINISTRATION COSTS 

Until now the discussion on subsidies has focused solely on the subsidies inherent in the 

construction of the housing unit itself.  What are other costs associated with the housing unit 

which must be covered from the State budget?  The main such cash subsidy relates to 

infrastructure, both on-site and off-site.  In the estimates of subsidies in previous government 

housing programs, carried out in Section 5 above, it was assumed that infrastructure for one 

m2 of land cost LE 150 and that on average there were 50m2 of land for each housing unit 

built, meaning that there would be an infrastructure cash subsidy of LE 7,500 per unit.    

However, as discussed in Section 10.4, it appears that current infrastructure costs per m2 

are much higher than had been assumed, especially since on-site as well as off-site 

infrastructure costs must be included as well as interest during construction.  A best estimate 

of current infrastructure costs is LE 220 per m2 of land within a housing superblock, not 

counting land for services.   Also, it is more common that new housing projects have a ratio 

of at least 70m2 of land per housing unit.  Together, these more reasonable assumptions 

translate into a total infrastructure bill of LE 15,400 per housing unit built.  If this amount 

were added to the nominal construction cost of LE 50,000 for a 63m2 unit, the resulting 

effective subsidy would rise from 30 percent to 46.5 percent.   

What about administrative costs associated with the NHP?  These relate to the staff and 

other administrative expenses for managing the NHP both in MHUUD, its affiliated housing 

authorities, and in the governorates.  Another administrative cost is design and supervision 

related to both housing construction and infrastructure.  Neither of these two administrative 

charges are calculated as part of the NHP and represent another cash subsidy.  

Unfortunately there is no way to estimate the cost implications.  Another administrative cost, 

managing the mortgage loan portfolios, is assumed to be covered within the mortgage loan 

rates. 



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II 62 

11.4  OPPORTUNITY COST SUBSIDIES 

There are two types of opportunity cost subsidies: 

OPPORTUNITY COST OF LAND: 

State land used for government housing under the NHP could be serviced and subdivided 

and sold on the market.  This represents a huge opportunity cost subsidy, especially in 

locations which have or will have high land values.  Given current land prices, a value of LE 

200 per m
2
 of such land above the infrastructure cost is a reasonable estimate.  This implies 

that the lost revenues to the State for every NHP housing unit built will be around LE 14,000. 

FOREGONE TAX AND FEE REVENUES:  

While there is no hard information about the amount of taxes and fees which should apply to 

land and property development in Egypt and how much is actually collected, this opportunity 

cost must also be considered.  Such foregone revenues might include sales tax, corporate 

tax, capital gains taxes, building license and registration fees, etc. These would apply were 
the private sector to develop the land instead of government agencies.  

11.5  SOURCES OF SUBSIDY FINANCING 

The upfront cash subsidy of LE 15,000 under the NHP comes from a budget line in the 

annual State budget.  The subsidy element inherent in soft loans for housing projects 

managed through the NIB also comes directly from a budget line in the annual State budget.  

However, the difference between the cost of capital and mortgage rates represents 

subsidies which must be absorbed by the relevant housing authorities or their partner banks. 

The additional cash subsidies related to construction cost overruns and delays are absorbed 

by the relevant housing authorities and are not accounted for.  Similarly, the cash subsidies 

which are required for infrastructure provision associated with government housing projects 

come from various ministerial and governorate budget lines and are not accounted for.  

Some of these subsidies may derive from land sales by the governorates or by NUCA and 

thus do not come from the central budget, but there is no information available on such land 

sales financing mechanisms. 

11.6   ESTIMATING TOTAL COSTS AND TOTAL SUBSIDIES OF THE NHP STANDARD 
UNIT 

Table 13 presents best estimates of the total cost and subsidy implications of the standard 

NHP housing unit (63m2 unit with nominal construction cost LE 50000, downpayment LE 

5000, mortgage via monthly installment LE 160 rising 7.5% per year for 20 years).  All costs 

are in 2007 current prices, based on prevailing market prices.  

The nominal or announced cost of the unit is LE 50,000 and there is a LE 15,000 up-front 

subsidy, therefore in these terms the total subsidy element is only 30%.  However, the reality 

is much different.  Total construction costs increase significantly to an estimated LE 70,595 

due to delays in construction and distribution, construction cost inflation, and the interest rate 

differential on the mortgage payments.59  And when indirect budget costs are added (on and 

off site infrastructure costs and administration costs), the total direct cost of the unit rises to 

LE 88,575.  Since all of these additional costs are effectively subsidies, the subsidy element 

of total direct costs rises from 30% to 50.4%.  And if the indirect (opportunity) costs 

                                                 
59

  The Minister of Housing recognized that real construction costs are higher than LE 50,000 for the standard unit, saying that 
they are more like LE 60,000.  (Statement during workshop of 11 March 2007.) 
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associated with the unit are added, then the total direct and indirect cost of the unit rises to 

LE 102,575, of which LE 67,575 or 65.9% is the subsidy element or burden on the State. 

 

Table 13 Calculating Total Capital Costs and Subsidies Related to the 
Typical NHP Unit 

 

 

Item 

Item Cost 
(LE) 

Item Subsidy 
(LE) 

Subsidy Element 
as % of total direct 
& indirect costs 

Who Carries the 
Subsidy? 

Construction Costs     

Nominal Cost 50,000 15,000 14.6% State budget 

Difference in lending   rate 
(14% instead of 9.35%) 

6,658 6,658 6.5% 
Mortgage company 
or bank 

Interest during construction 
for delays (4 years instead 
of 2 years)  

3,937 3,937 3.8% 
Housing authority 
(MHUUD or 
governorate) ? 

Construction cost inflation 
(LE 952/m2 instead of LE 
793/m2) 

10,000 10,000 9.7% 
Housing authority 
(MHUUD or 
governorate) 

Total Construction Costs 70,595 35,595 34.7%  

Other Direct Costs     

     Off-site and on-site 

      Infrastructure (LE 

      220/m2 for 70 m2) 

15,400 15,400 15.0% 
Housing authority 
(MHUUD or 
governorate) 

     Administrative costs 

     @3% of all direct 

     costs 

2,580 2,580 2.5% 
Housing authority 
(MHUUD or 
governorate) 

    All Direct Costs  

 
88,575 53,575 52.2%  

 Indirect Costs     

     Opportunity Cost of     
Land (LE 200/m2 for 

     70m2) 

14,000 14,000 13.6% 
Housing authority 
(MHUUD or 
governorate) 

     Foregone taxes &     fees ??? ??? ??? State budget 

    All Indirect Costs 14,000 14,000 13.6%  

Total Costs & Total 
Subsidies 

 

102,575 

 

67,575 

 

65.9% 
 

 

11.7  GLOBAL BURDEN OF HOUSING SUBSIDIES ON THE STATE BUDGET 

In previous years it would have been very difficult to make any estimate of the burden of 

housing subsidies on the State budget since, except for allocations to the NIB for soft loans 

for housing, there were no specific budget items which clearly represent housing subsidies. 

However, for FY 2006/07 it is possible to make a rough estimate of the global burden of 

direct cash subsidies related to housing on the State budget.  The estimates are presented 

in Table 14.   
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Table 14 Estimated Burden of Housing Subsidies on the State Budget for FY 
2006/07 

 

Budget Item 

Budget Allocations 
Associated with 
Government Housing 

1 Grant in the FY 2006/07 State budget for NHP subsidies
60

 
LE 1,000 million 

 

2 

The loss associated with NIB soft loans for housing (calculated by comparing the 
present value of repayments under NIB conditions versus those for a Bank loan 
at 14% interest).  The NIB allocation for FY 2006/07 for housing is LE 565 million 
and the loss is estimated at 47%. 

LE 265.5 million 

3 
Investments in infrastructure associated with the 66,666 housing units which 
Item 1 can finance, at LE 15,400 per unit. 

LE 1027 million 

4 
Investments in infrastructure associated with the 18,334 housing units 
presumably financed by Item 2 soft loans to reach the NHP target of 85,000 
units, at LE 15400 per unit. 

LE 282.3 million 

Total LE 2,594.8 million 

 

The total of LE 2.6 billion is only a rough estimate.  It is certainly a substantial sum, but 

compared to other State subsidies, such as on fuel and foodstuffs, it is still small.  

11.8  OPPORTUNITIES FOR INTERNAL CROSS-SUBSIDIES 

There are many opportunities for housing authorities and private sector companies 

participating in the NHP to develop housing projects with an eye to recouping some of the 

subsidies inherent in housing units by profiting from other aspects of the project.  For 

example, units on the ground floors could be sold at market prices (which can reach over 

five times their costs).  Some units could be larger and sold at market prices.  And by clever 

land use planning, enormous profits could be made by the sale of well located parcels on the 

open market.  Such arrangements, which can significantly reduce overall housing subsidies, 

have never been attempted at any scale in past and current government housing programs, 

and to date the NHP has not articulated such a strategy. 

                                                 
60

  The allocation in the FY 2006/07 State budget for the Guarantee and Subsidy Fund (GSF) was only LE 1 million.  
Presumably its lending capital is coming from other sources. 
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12.  TARGETING AND BENEFICIARY SELECTION UNDER THE NHP: 
IMPROVEMENTS OVER PAST SYSTEMS AND REMAINING ISSUES 

12.1  THE UNIVERSAL USE OF THE “APPLICATION REGIME” 

The NHP relies on the straightforward application regime just as previous programs had.  

Those wishing to apply fill out a one-page application which requires the following basic 

information: 

Where applying (new town or governorate and city) 

Name/national identity number 

Age, family status, occupation 

Address, telephone number 

Name of wife and national identity number, number of non-adult children 

Name, address, and telephone number of the closest relative 

Statement of the monthly income of each member of the family 

Statement that the applicant allows the bank/mortgage company to undertake 
investigations to confirm the information in the application 

This is a very simple form and will probably evolve with time. 

12.2  QUALIFICATION CRITERIA 

MHUUD has prepared a list of criteria to ascertain who qualifies for the NHP.  These are: 

1. Neither the applicant nor any of the member of his family should have independent 
control of a housing unit. 

2. The applicant must be twenty years old or over.  There is no maximum age. 

3. The applicant must comply with all conditions as set forth in the Mortgage Law 
148/2001.  (Primarily that his personal income does not exceed LE 1,000 per month 
and that the family income does not exceed LE 1,500 per month.  Also, the applicant 
will not have reached his 60th birthday by the end of the mortgage period. 

4. The applicant must present an endorsed statement from his workplace which 
includes all basic information including his monthly salary, or any other 
documentation which proves his income and its increases or decreases. 

5. The applicant must present an official certificate of his social condition and number of 
members of his family, such as marriage license and birth certificates. 

6. The applicant must state that he, his wife, and his children are only applying for a 
single housing unit. 

7. The applicant must state that he does not own a housing unit or property and that he 
does not have a contract subject to rent control (old, unlimited-time rental contract).  

It is apparent that this criteria list is an early draft, as it is weak in a number of aspects.  But it 

allows a general understanding of who is the target of the NHP:  basically, the NHP is open 

to any adult who does not already have full control over his existing housing unit, has not or 

is not seeking other subsidized housing, and whose income is not above a certain limit.  The 

limit for income, as discussed in Section 13 below, will hardly exclude anyone but the very 

rich, given prevailing income distribution in Egypt (and especially since the income limit is 

based on proven salaries).  In other words, the potential pool of those who can participate in 



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II 66 

the program is truly vast.  And given the difficulties of verifying certain stipulations (especially 

#1, #7, and even #6 above), it could be said that the majority of Egyptians will qualify. 

No ideas have been stated as to what system will be applied to select among those who 

meet the above criteria.  Assuming more applicants than housing units, some points or 

weights would be used (i.e. married over bachelors, those with children over those without, 

residence or work near to the town where the unit is being applied for, the amount of 

downpayment which can be mobilized, etc.).  Or it may be that qualifying applicants will be 

prioritized by random draws.  (Or even, in some areas, simply “first past the post.”)  

Does this NHP approach effectively target those in crucial need of housing? Is this an 

appropriate system for distributing a heavily subsidized good?  The answer is no.  Its 

targeting does not differ in any substantial way over previous subsidized housing systems, 

which were also open-ended, with actual allocation rationed by luck of the draw.  Thus, 

unless there is considerable improvement to the whole targeting and allocation process, the 

same ills of previous programs (vacancies, speculation, underhand resale, etc.) will 

continue.  
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13.  AFFORDABILITY UNDER THE NHP: IMPROVEMENTS OVER 
PAST SYSTEMS AND REMAINING ISSUES 

13.1  HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION IN EGYPT AND AMOUNTS TO BE 
DEVOTED TO HOUSING 

In Section 7.1 above the most recent data on household income distribution in Egypt and 

Greater Cairo were presented and discussed.  Household expenditure and income 

distribution tables for household deciles are to be found in Table A-15.  Also, the portions of 

income which a household might devote to housing unit rental or home ownership 

installment payments were discussed in Section 7.2.  These data and their underlying 

assumptions are used in this section.  

13.2  BASIC INCOME AFFORDABILITY FOR HOUSING 

Under the NHP, the standard 63m2 unit requires a LE 5,000 downpayment and monthly 

installment payments for 20 years.  In the first year these payments are LE 160 per month, 

rising by 7.5 percent per year.  The first year payments are affordable to most families in 

Greater Cairo.  As can be seen from Table 9 above, only the three lowest deciles (the 

poorest 30 percent of households) cannot devote 25 percent of total household income to 

repayments.61  Although only 30 percent of households, this means that over a million 

families in Greater Cairo (and by extension, over 2.5 million families in urban Egypt) will find 

great difficulty in affording the NHP, even in the first year.  

How does income affordability for housing behave in subsequent years as the 7.5 percent 

escalator is applied?  This is very difficult to answer, since there is no solid data about rates 

of domestic income increase in Egypt broken down by income bands.  Do median incomes 

increase at the inflation rate?  Which families have fixed incomes, and which have incomes 

which are buoyant?62   

If a family has more or less fixed and un-buoyant income, the NHP standard package quickly 

becomes unaffordable.  For example, the median Greater Cairo household (i.e. half of all 

households) will not be able to afford the monthly payments required in Year Three, and by 

Year Ten only the richest 10 percent of households will be able to meet installment 

payments.  Families which choose the escalator option will have to think hard about their 

future income prospects. 

13.3  ABILITY TO PROVE INCOME LEVELS AND NHP INCOME QUALIFICATIONS 

The only income stipulation in the NHP program is that, to qualify, an applicant must prove 

that he/she does not earn over LE 1,000 per month as an individual, and that the whole 

family does not earn over LE 1,500 per month.  This stipulation will exclude hardly anyone.  

Based on the income distribution for Greater Cairo (Table A-15), only households in the two 

highest deciles have total monthly incomes of LE 1,500 or over.  And it must be stressed that 

this refers to total, all-sources income.   

                                                 
61

  If the slightly better CAPMAS all-urban household income data is used, only the two lowest deciles, or the poorest 20 
percent of urban households, would be unable to afford the LE 160 monthly installment payments.   
62

  CAPMAS carries out a periodic wages and salaries survey, and over the 1999–2004 period it reported that average weekly 
wages in the public sector increased by an annual rate of 8.0 percent and those in the private sector by an annual rate of 7.8 
percent.  However, these are national averages of formal wages and the question of rates of increase in household incomes by 
income band and type of household remain to be answered. See www.capmas.gov.eg/sdds/SDDS2.htm  
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The 2007 TAPRII Housing Survey in Greater Cairo includes information on what incomes 

can be proven in writing.  Overall, 40.9 percent of the sampled households stated that they 

could not prove any income (i.e. the self-employed and informal sector workers).  And 

proven income as a percent of total household income ranges from 46.7 percent for the 

lowest income decile, rising to 50.2 percent for the median income family and to 75.4 

percent for the highest income decile.  In other words, the income stipulation for qualifying 

for the NHP will hardly exclude anyone, but it may well exclude all those with no way to 

prove what their salaries are. 

13.4  FACTORS INFLUENCING INCOME AFFORDABILITY AND SENSITIVITY  

On the supply side, the main determinants of required monthly installments, thus income 

affordability, are: 

THE OVERALL VALUE OF THE UNIT, 

 which is in turn dependent on the size of the unit and the per m
2
 cost of construction.  As 

mentioned in Section 10.7 above, MHUUD is beginning to propose unit models in the 30m
2
 to 

40m
2
 range, which should bring down the total value.  However, with construction costs rising, 

it is hard to see how this will greatly improve the income affordability profiles presented 

above, unless it is assumed that the target population’s incomes are rising at a rate at least 
equal to inflation in construction costs.   

THE AMOUNT OF DOWN PAYMENT,  

which as it increases will reduce the outstanding mortgage loan value and thus the required 
monthly repayments.  This is discussed in the following section. 

THE INTEREST RATES OF THE MORTGAGE LOAN AND LOAN PERIOD;   

Interest rates at the present annualized 12 to 14 percent makes the repayments very high, 

representing cumulative payments which reach over three times the mortgage value over 20 

years.  (Given the high interest rates, extending mortgage periods to 30 or 40 years does not 

improve affordability significantly.) There is much discussion about rates being reduced over 

time as more institutions enter the mortgage market and competition increases, as well as 

eventual reduction of the risk premium.
63

  However, interest rates depend on the overall cost 

of capital in Egypt, thus they are tied to macroeconomic realities and government monetary 

policy.  Perhaps a small reduction might occur over time, once the mortgage system has 

become well established and the as-yet-untried repossession/foreclosure measures become 

routine.  But it is anyone’s guess whether the cost of capital in Egypt will decrease or increase 
in the short, medium and long run. 

ASSOCIATED FEES AND EXPENSES:  

Insurance, extra risk premiums, and other recurrent expenses associated with holding a 

mortgage will all increase monthly installments.  Presumably these are included in mortgage 

terms now under offer as part of NHP, but affordability could be further compromised if 

additional carrying charges are added in the future.  This may become necessary, for 
example, if foreclosure and repossession becomes burdensome for the lending agency. 

13.5  ISSUE OF EQUITY AFFORDABILITY 

MHUUD has constructed a table of alternatives to the standard package described above.  It 

suggests fixed monthly mortgage installment payments over either ten or twenty years under 

varying amounts of downpayment.  This is shown in Table 15 for the standard 63m2 unit 

costing LE 50,000.  

                                                 
63

  See for example “Egypt Seeks to Make Mortgage a Key Economic Driver,” Al Mal, September 10, 2006, p. 15. 
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Table 15 Alternatives for Fixed Monthly Installments Depending on 
Downpayment Amount 

(The State subsidy is LE 15,000 in all cases) 

 

Down- 

Payment 

(LE) 

Base 

Mortgage 
Amount 

(LE) 

Interest 

During 

Construction 

(LE) 

Total 
Mortgage 
Amount 

(LE) 

Years of 
mortgage 
repayment 

Fixed  

Monthly  

Repayment  

(LE) 

1 5,000 10 450.02 

2 5,000 
30,000 3,150 33,150 

20 334.22 

3 7,500 10 412.52 

4 7,500 
27,500 2,888 30,388 

20 306.37 

5 10,000 10 375.02 

6 10,000 
25,000 2,625 27,625 

20 278.51 

7 15,000 10 300.01 

8 15,000 
20,000 2,100 22,100 

20 222.81 

9 20,000 10 225.01 

10 20,000 
15,000 1,575 16,575 

20 167.11 

11 25,000 10 150.01 

12 25,000 
10,000 1050 11,050 

20 111.41 

Source: MHUUD, December 2006. 

It should be noted that these repayment rates are calculated on the basis of a mortgage 

interest of 10.44 percent per annum, which is significantly below the 12 to 14 percent market 

rates prevalent today and thus represents a subsidy which is, from the point of view of the 

banks or mortgage companies, is unsustainable.  

Even so, these alternatives, which allow an applicant to choose among different 

downpayment amounts and different repayment periods, represent an important innovative 

feature of the NHP which was not present in earlier programs.  It recognizes that equity 

payments for home ownership in Egypt is the norm, and that many Egyptian families, even 

the poor, are used to mobilizing equity payments for housing and for other big expenditures 

such as weddings and the pilgrimage to Mecca.  More fundamentally, it introduces the 

concept of choice, something long overdue in Egypt’s approach to subsidized housing. 

Table 16 investigates the income affordability of these different choices, assuming 25 

percent of income can be devoted to repayments.64   

                                                 
64

  Of course, were interest during construction calculated for longer, more realistic periods, this affordability would be 
compromised, as discussed in Section 10.6 above. 
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Table 16  Percentage of Greater Cairo Households Which Can Afford Fixed 
Installment Payments Under Varying Downpayment Assumptions 

Downpayment Required (LE) 
Under 10 Year  

Mortgage 

Under 20 Year  

Mortgage 

1 5,000 14% 24% 

2 7,500 18% 27% 

3 10,000 20% 29% 

4 15,000 28% 46% 

5 20,000 44% 74% 

6 25,000 70% 85 percent 

 

Income affordability does not improve greatly unless downpayments are heavily increased 

and the 20-year option is chosen.  For example, only 46 percent of families that can mobilize 

LE 15,000 as downpayment can afford the scheme.  This rises to 74 percent of families 

when LE 25,000 can be paid as downpayment.  But how many families, especially the newly 

married, can accumulate this amount (not mentioning the other expenses associated with 

marriage)?    

Obviously, the alternative payment arrangements presented in Table 16 will completely 

exclude the equity-poor family.  And someone looking at downpayments such as LE 20,000 

and LE 25,000 might as well go for an outright purchase costing LE 38,150 and avoid the 

hassles associated with meeting mortgage payments (assuming the upfront subsidy of LE 

15,000 is still applied). 

In some previous governorate housing programs and in earlier announcements of the 

NHP,65 in addition to the “reservation” downpayment at the time of registration, an additional 

“payment on acquisition” was to be required.  Such a system raises the beneficiary’s total 

equity contribution and thus lowers monthly repayments.  And it makes the amount required 

to be paid up front appear to be less onerous since it is split and is paid at different times.  

Yet it doesn’t alter the fact that accumulating equity payments is a tremendous burden on 

many families.   

13.6  WILLINGNESS TO PAY 

How willing will a prospective beneficiary be to accept the terms offered under the NHP, 

even assuming he can afford both the downpayments and installment payments?  This is an 

open question.  Certainly the beneficiary will look at associated costs, particularly those of 

living in remote housing estates and the added transport bill.   

Besides the high repayment rates, willingness may be compromised since prospective 

beneficiaries will compare NHP rates with those which were much more favorable in past 

programs for government housing of similar types (especially Mubarak Youth Housing).  

He/she may well perceive that NHP is not such a good deal.66  And to the extent that much 

                                                 
65

  National Housing Project Advertisement: “President Mubarak’s Project for Providing Suitable Housing to Low Income 
Brackets,” in Al Ahram and Al Akhbar newspapers, December 9-10, 2005. 
66

  In fact, according to MHUUD officials, only 120,000 applications in total (all Egypt) have been received by MHUUD for 
purchase of NHP units, indicating that applicants do not see the NHP package as very attractive. (Communication with Mr. 
Demerdash by S. Merrill on 11 April 2007.)  
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easier terms continue for parallel housing programs under the NIB soft loan regime, he will 

certainly question what the NHP offers.
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14.  POST-CONSTRUCTION UNDER THE NHP: IMPROVEMENTS 
OVER PAST SYSTEMS AND REMAINING ISSUES  

14.1  TENURE AND TITLING 

Although rental tenure is being considered as an option for NHP housing units, until now 

most focus and preparations have been on ownership tamlik tenure, as has been the 

practice for past government housing programs.  As a pilot, NHP upfront subsidies are being 

given to the governorates of the Red Sea and Suez for the construction of over 5,000 units 

to be rented at LE 100 per month with an annual escalator of 7.5 percent.67   

It appears that the emphasis on home ownership in the NHP program runs against current 

trends which show that rental accommodation dominates housing markets.  According to the 

2007 TAPRII household survey in Greater Cairo, of all housing units acquired on the market 

over the last five years over 82 percent were rentals and less than 18 percent were 

purchased.  Similarly, of those currently seeking housing units, 65.6 percent expressed 

preference for rental over ownership. 

Concerning ownership tenure, the difference from past government housing systems is that 

the mortgage system is to be used to finance purchase, which means that the mortgage 

lender will hold first call over the property rights until mortgage payments are completed in 

15 or 20 years.  It should be noted, however, that to date almost units built and under 

construction as part of NHP follow the older system of tamlik. (See also Section 10.4.) 

The NHP Tripartite Agreement requires that the unit in question is registered by the 

beneficiary in his name at the public property office (shar el aqari).  This represents a solid 

innovation over previous government housing systems.  However, it will require that first the 

housing project block be entered into the title or deed register, then that each building and 

unit be fragmented into individual titles, something which has not been done in the past.  In 

the new towns an agreement is being implemented between MHUUD and the Ministry of 

Investment to support such a registration process. Yet the success of what is quite new and 

complicated remains to be seen.  Also, in the case of NHP projects being executed by 

private companies, the land title transfer to the developer can only occur after all land 

payments are made, usually after 10 years.   

14.2  INSTALLMENT PAYMENTS 

Under the NHP Tripartite Mortgage Agreement, the legal responsibility of the beneficiary to 

pay mortgage installments is clear, with set penalties including administrative repossession.  

Presumably this will ensure that repayments are made on time, especially since it will be 

banks which enforce repayment conditions.   However, virtually no units have yet been 

inhabited by beneficiaries under the mortgage system, so the evidence is still to come.  

14.3  QUALITY OF HOUSING AND OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

Under the NHP, a condition is put on the beneficiary that he join the “owners’ union” of the 

building, should one be established, and pay all maintenance costs requested of him.68  This 

                                                 
67

 In an early NHP scheme aimed at the private sector, it was proposed that private companies would be supplied with serviced 
land for the construction of small units, on the condition that they be rented to qualifying households for 10 years at affordable 
rents.  After this period, the companies would be free to sell or otherwise dispose of these units on the open market.  It is 
unclear whether this scheme is still being considered.  
68

 Article Six of Tripartite Agreement. 
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represents a welcome innovation over previous programs, but in Egypt owners’ unions have 

not proven very successful in private buildings, and it remains to be seen whether these 

stipulations will result in better maintained buildings.  

The operations and maintenance of the neighborhood’s services and infrastructure and open 

spaces remains the responsibility of the project owner — that is NUCA, governorates, or 

other housing agencies.  In this there is no change from previous programs, and the costs of 

such O&M must be covered by them and remain another form of subsidy. 

14.4  VACANT UNITS AND THE LIVELIHOODS OF LIMITED-INCOME FAMILIES 

Since the housing units to be built under the NHP are to be located mostly in remote desert 

sites exactly as in previous programs, all of the reasons for massive unit vacancies will 

continue to apply or even be exacerbated. (See Section 8.4 above.)  The situation might be 

ameliorated somewhat by the NHP Tripartite Mortgage Agreement which allows rental or 

resale of units after five years, thus allowing the market to operate and attracting others to 

move into vacant units, but the underlying causes of vacancies — bad locations and the un-

sustainablity of livelihoods of those of limited income — will remain.   

14.5  RESALE OR RENT TO THIRD PARTIES 

The NHP Tripartite Mortgage Agreement gives the beneficiary the right to dispose of the unit 

after the passage of five years from the time of the Agreement, under the following 

conditions: 

The beneficiary must apply for the change to the mortgage bank and obtain its written 
permission. 

In the case of sale or transfer of ownership, the beneficiary must first pay the amount of 
upfront subsidy plus interest to the project owner, plus any other associated costs.  It 
is not clear if this includes the associated infrastructure costs.  Also, the mortgaging 
bank may impose any conditions it wishes. 

In the case of rental, the mortgaging bank may impose whatever conditions it sees will 
protect its rights.   

As can be seen, under the new NHP system the rent or sale of units after five years will be 

contractually possible.  This is welcome in the sense that it should reduce vacancies (at least 

after five years) and allow the unit to re-circulate in the wider market.  However, it remains to 

be seen if contractual conditions will be enforced.  Given the widespread abuses under past 

government housing programs, this is an open question.  However, it is the mortgaging bank 

which will impose contract stipulations, and it is likely that it will be more efficient than 

government agencies. 

14.6  HOUSING PROJECT MONITORING, FOLLOW UP, AND FEEDBACK FOR 
IMPROVED DESIGN 

It is much too early for NHP to have begun post-construction project monitoring and follow-

up.  Hopefully, because banks and mortgage institutions will be holding the mortgages, there 

will be much better accounting and financial management than in past programs.  But since 

it will be the housing project owner (NUCA, governorates, etc.) who will be the initiator of 

housing projects and also the entity which will have to absorb associated subsidies, it is 

imperative that full cost and subsidy accounting be applied to every project.  Otherwise the 

same “financially blind” situation as has dominated old programs will apply, and the housing 

authority will never be able to gain feedback to improve subsequent project financial profiles. 
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The same could be said for other aspects of any housing project.  Based on feedback from 

projects, will the responsible housing authority begin to assess true demand for different 

types of units and different financing terms?  Will it monitor vacancies and resale and aim to 

correct the causes in future projects?  Or will it, as in the past, simply roll out more and more 

of the same product, hoping for future budget allocations to cover accumulated subsidies 

and refusing to assess the utility of the product created?  
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15.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

15.1  MAIN FEATURES OF PAST HOUSING SUBSIDY PROGRAMS IN EGYPT 

In Egypt, the overwhelmingly predominant forms of housing subsidies are found in the 

various government-financed and government-implemented housing programs which are 

ostensibly aimed at lower-income households.  These government programs are under 

different authorities; however, the housing models and payment conditions have remained 

remarkably similar.  Government-provided, subsided public housing in Egypt has a long 

history, starting in the early 1950s.  The serviced land upon which this housing has been 

built is, almost without exception, provided at no cost by the State and thus represents a 

subsidy element in addition to the construction cost which is subsidized mainly through low 

installment payments and the infrastructure cost which comes from various State budget 

lines. Since the 1980s, practically all housing programs have been for home ownership. 

Over the period 1952–1982 MHUUD records show that a total of 1,118,000 units of 

government housing were built, at an average annual rate of 37,790 units.  Over the 1982– 

2005 period, production totaled 1.26 million units, ranging from 14,000 to 100,000 units per 

year, with an annual average production of 54,700 units.  Most recently, in the 2001–2005 

period, annual production has been far below the average (only 15,000 to 35,000 units 

annually). 

Although theoretically government housing is aimed at households with limited income, as 

far as is known there have been no attempts to target beneficiaries based on income or 

wealth thresholds or means tests.  In fact, in most government housing programs the 

required qualifications are of the most rudimentary, with available units being distributed by 

lottery if demand exceeds supply.   

What is the subsidy element in past government housing programs?  Taking the 63m2 unit of 

the recent Mubarak Youth Program as the base case and assuming a discount rate of only 9 

percent, results show that the smallest unit in the Mubarak Youth Housing Program has an 

extremely high subsidy cost in terms of the State budget.  At least 68 percent of every pound 

directly invested by the State in such housing is never recovered.  There is also a loss of 

potential land revenues, which raises the total subsidy to at least 75 percent of full costs per 

unit.  And the true subsidy element is much higher, since calculations assume perfect 

repayment, no cost overruns, rapid construction and timely allocation. 

Land for government housing must exhibit one key attribute: it must be State land.  There is 

no budgeting for land acquisition in government housing.  Thus planners of any government 

housing scheme must seek locations where the land is owned by the State and whose 

acquisition is costless.  The result is that almost all government housing is located either in 

the new towns in remote desert locations or on local government desert lands which are also 

far from existing urban agglomerations.  This results in a mismatch between geographical 

supply and demand and makes it difficult for beneficiaries, especially those of limited 

income, to pursue normal livelihoods.  It is no wonder that in more recent government 

housing programs vacancy rates always exceed 50 percent.  

Most observers would agree that Government housing is, in general, of good structural 

quality.  Of course, there are the embarrassing cases of soil problems and bad foundations 

and cheating contractors, but these are exceptions. Under the Mubarak Youth Housing 
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Program, finishing quality improved noticeably (but then so did the comparable cost per 

unit).   

What is the overall coverage of public housing in terms of need? In volume terms, 

government housing production does not begin to address the housing needs of lower 

income families.  In the last 25 years the government has been producing an average of 

50,000 subsidized units per year.  And recent trends show that this volume is decreasing.  

Compared to the annual national need for new low-cost housing units, such direct provision 

of housing can at best only meet a fraction of gross need.  And, whereas the annual need for 

low income housing is increasing every year, historically the supply of subsidized housing 

units is decreasing. 

Given the high subsidy element in past government programs, both the downpayments and 

installment payments could be considered affordable by over 80 percent of urban 

households.  But are lower income households the main beneficiaries of government 

housing programs?  It is extremely difficult to answer this question because the 

targeting/assignment system is rather random, depending on an “application regime” which 

is executed partly on a lottery basis, and partly “rationed” by the small size of the unit and 

unattractiveness of certain locations.  Certainly a portion of those gaining new government 

units will turn around and sell them, thus enjoying a one-off windfall financial gain, which if 

they are truly poor could be seen as a kind of unintended income transfer.  There is no 

information on the incomes of beneficiaries (and no attempt to distribute units on an income-

means basis).   

15.2  COMPARING THE NEW NATIONAL HOUSING PROGRAM (NHP) WITH PREVIOUS 
PROGRAMS  

In 2005, the GOE launched a new housing program which aims to construct 500,000 

subsidized housing units over six years spread throughout the country for those of limited 

income.  A key feature is to replace old financial subsidy mechanisms with a clear, up-front 

subsidy per unit, with the rest of the financing coming from beneficiary downpayments and 

mortgage loans made under Law 148 of 2001 and the institutions created under this law.  

The government, and in particular MHUUD and MOI, have made impressive efforts to design 

modalities and terms for this new program.  Based on information made available MHUUD, 

the consultants have been able to make a preliminary assessment of this new program in 

comparison with previous approaches.  The results are summarized in Table 16 below. 
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Table 17 Summary Evaluation of Past Housing Programs and the NHP 
1.  ISSUES IN HOUSING PRODUCTION AND DELIVERY 

Issues Assessment of Past Programs 
Assessment of New National 
Housing Program 

1.1 
Multiplicity of government 
providers 

Too many duplicating national-
level agencies 

No change, same problem. 

Having parallel old and new 
programs running together 
increases duplication and 
confusion. 

1.2 Absence of the private sector Private sector non-existent 
Private sector actively 
encouraged 

1.3 
Matching of geographic supply 
with demand 

Imbalance at governorate and 
regional level 

No change, same problem 

1.4 Land availability and location 

Total reliance on State land 
supply; remote sites un-
attractive to limited-income 
families 

No change, problem will 
become even worse 

1.5 
Infrastructure provision and 
costs 

High costs not specifically 
budgeted for housing 

No change, same problem 

1.6 Construction costs and inflation 
High and rising costs, poorly 
planned for 

No change, same problem, 
except private sector and 
individual construction should 
bring costs down 

1.7 
Construction and delivery 
delays 

Very lengthy delays which 
increase costs and reduce 
financial viability 

No change, same problem, 
except private sector and 
individual construction should 
reduce delays 

1.8 
Housing models, designs and 
layouts 

Virtually no mix of product 
types or innovations 

Mostly same models as in past.  
But introduction of new products 
could be promising. 

 

2.  ISSUES IN SUBSIDY ELEMENTS AND THEIR FINANCING 

Issues Assessment of Past Programs 
Assessment of New National 
Housing Program 

2.1 
Amount of direct subsidy 
element 

Very high and not clear and 
off-budget 

Still very high but somewhat 
clearer.  

2.2 
Amount of and accounting for 
indirect subsidies 

Very high (especially 
infrastructure) and not 
accounted 

 

Opportunity cost of land never 
considered 

Very high (especially 
infrastructure), but beginnings of 
accounting for it 

Opportunity cost of land never 
considered 

2.3 
Sources of direct subsidy 
financing and financial 
management 

From NIB soft loans and other 
sources; total project financing 
never accounted for 

From up-front cash subsidy, 
much clearer.  But total project 
financing never accounted for 

2.4 Internal cross subsidies 
No attempts at internal cross 
subsidies, except possibly at 
NUCA level 

No change, same problem, 
except perhaps through private 
sector 
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3.  ISSUES IN TARGETING AND BENEFICIARY SELECTION 

Issues Assessment of Past Programs 
Assessment of new National 
Housing Program 

3.1 
Universal use of mechanistic 
“application regime”  

Various application systems, 
no other approaches 

Unified application system in 
theory, no other approaches 
(except possibly by private 
sector) 

3.2 Qualification criteria 
Very simple with no coherent 
logic, almost all can qualify 

Still not clear, but probably no 
change; same problem 

3.3 Targeting the poor and needy 

No attempt at specific targeting 
except in governorate 
resettlement; random 
distribution by luck prevails 

No change, same problem, 
except by self-selection for very 
small units 

 

4.  AFFORDABILITY ISSUES 

Issues Assessment of Past Programs 
Assessment of New National 
Housing Program 

4.1 Basic income affordability 

For most programs, affordable 
down to the 15

th
 percentile of 

family income distribution 
(Mubarak Youth Housing was 
particularly affordable) 

Use of mortgage financing and 
prevailing high interest rates 
makes repayment unaffordable 
below the 75

th
 percentile of 

family income distribution at LE 
5,000 downpayment; repayment  
escalator and greater 
downpayment help but raise 
questions 

4.2 Issue of equity affordability 
No encouragement of greater 
equity contributions through 
downpayment  

Very wide choice of equity 
contribution schemes; vast 
improvement 

4.3 Willingness to pay 
High willingness to pay for well 
known and affordable systems  

Questionable willingness to pay 
for untried and less affordable 
systems; also comparison 
problem with past programs 
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5.  POST-CONSTRUCTION ISSUES 

Issues Assessment of Past Programs 
Assessment of new National 
Housing Program 

5.1 Tenure and titling 
Restricted to ownership tenure, titling 
without registration 

Aims to include rental products, 
active support for unit registration.  
Thus considerable improvement. 

5.2 Installment payments 
Significant delays in collection, poor 
records 

Too early to tell, but greater 
involvement of banks should improve 
repayment & accounting 

5.3 
Quality of housing 
and operations and 
maintenance 

Overall good quality but O&M 
variable (up to individual town 
agency or municipality) and with 
minimal cost recovery 

To early to tell; setting up “owner’s 
unions” might help 

5.4 Vacant units 
Extremely high, especially in new 
towns and when disposal to third 
parties prohibited 

Will probably remain a very serious 
problem, except that rental/resale to 
third parties should be possible 

5.5 
Livelihoods of 
limited-income 
families 

Made very difficult by remote 
locations and lack of integration with 
urban economies 

No change; problem may become 
more acute 

5.6 
Resale/renting to 
third parties 

Incidence very high and represents 
windfall profit to beneficiary not to 
State 

Will probably continue to be very 
high, perhaps with some gain to the 
State 

5.7 

Housing project 
monitoring, follow up, 
and feedback for 
improved design 

Very poor monitoring & follow up, no 
feedback or lessons learned 

No way to judge if NHP will perform 
better 

 

15.3  NHP SCORE CARD 

Taking the above assessment of the NHP as compared to previous government subsidized 

housing supply programs, it is possible to produce a kind of score card on how far the NHP 

can be expected to improve subsidized housing delivery over the problems found in older 

systems. This is presented in Table 17.  

Table 18 NHP Score Card:  Housing Program Problems and Extent of NHP 
Improvements 

Issue/Problem 

 Group 

 

NHP 
improvements 
over past 
systems 

No NHP 
improvements 
over past 
systems 

NHP system 
aggravates 
problem 

 

Too early to 
tell 

Housing Production and Delivery (8 items) 2 6 - - 

Subsidy Elements and their Financing (4 
items) 

1 3 - - 

Targeting and Beneficiary Selection (3 items) - 3 - - 

Affordability (3 items) 

 
1 - 2 - 

Post-Construction Problems (7 items) 2 3 - 2 

Total (25) 

 
6 15 2 2 

 

This score card shows that the NHP as currently designed will continue to reproduce many 

of the weaknesses of former programs, and that it introduces only a few improvements, 

however welcome.  The NHP also makes its products less affordable than past programs in 

income terms.  Such a “score card” approach is obviously very mechanistic, and it does not 
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give weight to issues which represent major or fundamental problems.  In the following 

section a number of recommendations are advanced that hopefully direct the focus to such 

fundamental issues. 

15.4  RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE NHP SUPPLY-SIDE SYSTEM AND 
BETTER USE OF SUBSIDIES  

It should be apparent from the above discussion that, even under the new NHP, there 

remain huge challenges facing government’s ability to deliver affordable and well-located 

housing which prioritizes those really in need, and to do so under modalities which 

rationalize and limit both direct and indirect subsidies.  The NHP has made a number of 

initial moves in the right direction, but it repeats many of the weaknesses of past programs.  

The following are suggested areas where the most improvements could be made, some of 

which have already been initiated by the NHP.  Obviously, these are only sketches of what 

could be introduced.  But as can be seen, a fundamental principle which runs throughout 

most of these recommendations is that of widening the choices available to beneficiaries: 

 (1)  COST CONTROL AND CALCULATING ALL RELATED COSTS AND SUBSIDIES (M&E) 

Real housing construction costs (m2 and unit) based on contractor prices need to be 

maintained and analyzed for individual projects by different authorities.  The same needs to 

be done for each component of infrastructure provision, broken down by on-site, off-site, and 

share of district- or town-wide facilities such as water and wastewater treatment plants.  The 

results of these tracked costs need to be fed back into planning estimates future projects on 

a bi-annual basis.  The cost data so assembled, at least in summary form, should also be 

made publicly available.  

 (2)  ADOPTION OF MORE REALISTIC STANDARDS 

Planning standards for public housing layouts need to be reduced.  It should be possible to 

reduce the net land per unit to 35m2 or less (not counting spaced for public facilities such as 

schools etc.)  Finishing standards for housing units could also be reduced.  See also (3) 

below. 

 (3)  CHOICE:  A MUCH WIDER MIX OF PRODUCTS 

It is extremely important to promote core housing and sites and services as part of the 

product mix, since among other benefits the State subsidy and mortgage amount per 

ultimate unit is much lower.  NHP’s Beit El-Aaila and Ibni Beitak are welcome initiatives, but 

the standards are much too high.  For example, more relaxed standards would included 

plots sizes which average 80–100m2 and plot coverage of 80 percent with no side setbacks.  

Ultimately G+4 floors should be allowed.  Also, a mix of plot sizes within a single 

neighborhood should be tried and non-nuisance commercial use allowed on the ground 

floor.  However, good locations will be critical for core and sites-and-services approaches to 

work. See also (7) below. 

Also, within public housing blocks there should be a range of unit sizes.  The units in a single 

building need not be all the same size.  The introduction by NHP of 30m2 to 40m2 is 

welcome.  But “large family” units of 90-110m2 should also be added.  

Different housing block designs should be tried, including integrating ground floor shops, 

development of terrace or narrow row housing, etc.  The range of models used in different 

countries is very wide.  
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(4)  CHOICE:  MORE RENTAL OPTIONS 

Rental or ownership should be options in all announced schemes.69  Let effective demand 

be the judge.  Rentals would normally be for 5 or 10 years under the 1996 Law, although 15 

and 20 year periods should also be offered with significant advance payments (e.g. LE 2,500 

to LE 10,000).  The administration of rental units in a neighborhood could be outsourced to a 

property management company for a percentage fee on collected rents, in return for which 

basic maintenance and policing is provided.  Or, if built by the private sector, the developer 

would undertake the management.  See (9) below.   

(5)  CHOICE:  MORE VARIED EQUITY PAYMENT OPTIONS COMBINED WITH CONTRACTUAL SAVINGS 

NHP has made an important advance by allowing choices in down payment and thus the 

resulting mortgage payments.  These choices could even be widened, allowing for example 

further equity contributions and write-down of mortgage loans throughout the payback 

period.  Also, applicants could choose a five or ten year contractual savings scheme which 

would give them first right in future projects. 

(6)  CHOICE:  GROUP APPLICATIONS 

Applicants for whatever models of housing should be allowed to file group applications 

which, once screened, will allow qualified families to live together in the same housing block 

or scheme.  

 (7)  BETTER, MORE APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS 

There is an imperative need for housing schemes for those of limited income to be located in 

appropriate sites.  However, acquiring such suitable State lands is very problematic, and this 

is the one overriding issue which may jeopardize most housing projects.  Some sites in new 

towns can be found which are along main transport corridors or near town centers.  In 

governorate lands, sites close to existing urban agglomerations or urban corridors should be 

preferred.  Perhaps agricultural land reform and religious trust (awqaf) lands could be used. 

All potential sites should be evaluated according to their locational value before being 

allocated for the NHP.  

(8)  INTERNAL CROSS-SUBSIDIES 

Overall costs, and thus the non-budgeted subsidy costs associated with housing units, can 

be dramatically reduced through internal cross-subsidies.  This would apply, most simply, to 

selling ground floor commercial units at market prices.  It would also apply to site planning, 

where prime land parcels are designated to be sold in the future to investors at market 

prices.  Such an approach would apply to housing estates as well as core and sites-and-

services schemes. 

(9)  PROMOTE FURTHER PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 

NHP has targeted 62,000 units of the NHP production total to be financed and built by the 

private sector.  This target could be increased if early modalities prove successful.  

Incentives, including allowing a small percentage of the land to be developed for market 

sale, could be included.  

                                                 
69

   Recent information from MHUUD suggests that rental housing is going to be a significant part of the NHP.  It is now 
scheduled that 100,000 units of 40m2 each will be built by the governorates for rent at LE 80-100 per month with a 7.5% annual 
escalator.  However, it is not clear what form of rental contract will be offered.  And it appears that such housing projects will be 
100% for rental, with no mix of products within a particular housing estate.  
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(10) IMPROVED TARGETING MECHANISMS 

Given the way family incomes are earned in Egypt, it is very difficult to apply means tests or 

other methods which guarantee that housing subsidies go to those in need.  However, a 

number of selection methods should be considered, including social targeting through the 

Ministry of Social Solidarity and partner NGOs, geographic targeting to slums and squatter 

settlements, targeting families in single rooms, self-selection (small units, small plots, few 

amenities), etc.  NHP should move away from the monolithic “application regime.”   

 (11) INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK MECHANISMS 

It is essential that NHP have a proactive and responsive planning capacity which evaluates 

experiences and feeds them back into annual plans.  Experimentation and learning-by-doing 

are imperative.  MHUUD should entertain setting up a unit for such purposes, and this unit 

should have the capacity to outsource investigations and experimentation to consulting 

firms.  It must also have an outreach capacity to governorate housing departments so they 

become true partners in the NHP.  This unit would publish housing data periodically that 

would be publicly available. 

15.5  CONCLUSION: MOVING AWAY FROM THE SUPPLY-SIDE APPROACH 

The Government of Egypt has maintained a large, supply-side housing subsidy program 

which has been surprisingly consistent over decades.  Although the new NHP introduces 

certain improvements and modifications to this government-production approach, it remains 

of similar character.  Even if the many recommendations listed above were to be adopted, it 

is hard to see how GOE can continue to restrict itself to supply side housing policies which, 

inevitably, will face the following mounting problems: 

Higher and higher direct and indirect construction and infrastructure costs. 

Less and less State land which can feasibly be used for public housing, and rising 
servicing costs for this land. 

The inescapable trade off between affordability and subsidy. 

The inability to efficiently target those in need. 

The high vacancy problem for finished housing units. 

Thus the question must be posed: what other subsidy systems might be appropriate and 

effective and reach those in need?  In other words, how might subsidies be applied to the 

demand side of the housing equation? And how might small subsidies be leveraged to 

improve the functionality of wider housing markets with a bias towards the poor?  Answering 

these questions cannot be covered under the scope of work for this Deliverable.  But they 

must be addressed and will be in forthcoming workshops and policy papers.  Exposure to 

international experience relevant to the Egyptian situation will help inform this process.  

15.6  IMPLICATIONS OF PURSUING THE NHP PRODUCTION TARGETS 

Even though the NHP production targets have been set at the highest political level, any 

technical evaluation of the NHP must address the issue: Are these targets feasible?  Can the 

500,000 new housing units be constructed and delivered within the six-year time frame, and 

what are the implications of rigidly adhering to this time schedule? 

Figure 1 sets out the annual production implications of meeting the NHP target of 500,000 

units over FY 2005/06 to FY 2010/11.  Completed and committed production in FY 2005/06 
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and FY 2006/07 is included in the calculations.  Also, it is assumed that both new public and 

private sector production will be able to double each year.70 

**The results show that in FY 2006/07 and FY 2007/08 total production will need to almost 

double that of FY 2005/2006 (and triple that of FY 2004/2005).  It also shows that the real 

crunch will come in FY 2009/10, when 117,400 units will need to be constructed, and in FY 

2010/11, when a colossal 234,800 units will need to be produced.  To put this in perspective, 

historically government housing production has never reached 100,000 units.  (The highest 

level was in FY 1992/93 when 99,450 units were produced, at a time when ample land was 

available and costs were stable.) 

 

Is such a high rhythm of annual production, especially in 2009-2011, physically possible?  If 

the NHP is given absolute national priority, on a Marshall Plan scale of mobilization, 

possibly.  But the consequences of adhering to pure production targets will most probably 

lead to negative results: 

First, it will be impossible to establish and fine-tune the welcome financial and 
institutional innovations inherent in the NHP.  Using mortgage financing, engaging 
the private sector, promoting new products, allowing choice in equity contributions by 
beneficiaries, etc., all require a certain amount of trial and error and building up of 
capacities, and this takes time.  

 

Figure 1:  Annual Production Implications of NHP Targets 
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Second, there will simply be no time to introduce any of the additional corrections and 
innovations suggested in Section 5.4 above, which are aimed at making the supply 
side system more efficient, less of a burden on the State, and more responsive to 
housing need. 

Third, the identification and delivery of huge new tracts of unencumbered public lands 
required for the program will perforce be rushed, and even if this is possible, the sites 

                                                 
70

  Private sector production is assumed to total 62,000 units over the NHP period, based on Table A-20. 
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are bound to be even more remote and isolated than in past housing programs.  
Their unattractiveness for habitation by those of limited income will result in unit 
vacancy rates which approach 100 percent, even assuming such units are built and 
delivered. 

Fourth, servicing these lands with ready-to-go infrastructure networks will require 
tremendous budgetary allocations and will be frankly technically unfeasible within the 
given timeframe, resulting in some areas which will lack water, sewers, or electricity, 
etc. 

Fifth, direct and indirect costs for both unit construction and infrastructure will sky-rocket, 
with cost-control —let alone cost accounting —being lost in the rush.  

With all respect for the good intentions of the NHP, it is recommended that the production 

targets be relaxed.  As pointed out repeatedly in this report, over at least three decades 

Egypt has maintained a remarkably unchanged supply-side subsidized housing program.  Its 

problems are well known, and the innovations of the NHP represent a first attempt to correct 

them.  But its chances of doing so, let alone improving on them, will be virtually nil if the 

headlong production and timeframe of the NHP are maintained.  

Instead, it should be possible to generate a level of affordable “housing gain” which is 

equivalent to the unit targets of the NHP, roughly within the same timeframe, by a 

determined effort to intervene and influence both the demand and supply side of existing 

housing markets.  Subsidies on both the supply and demand side have a role, but probably 

more important is reform of what are now largely dysfunctional housing systems.  If needed 

reforms, plus targeted small subsidies, are rapidly put in place, it should be easily possible to 

put 150,000 affordable units on the market from the some 2 million existing units in Egypt 

which are presently closed and vacant.  And supply side support should allow the completion 

of another 150,000 affordable units which are currently in various stages of construction.  

This would reduce the need for new unit construction to a pace of 35,000 units a year, which 

is a reasonable level to allow innovations and improvements in government supply-side 

operations to take effect.  
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ANNEX A:  ATTACHED TABLES  

 

Table A-1 Government Housing Production in Units 1982–2005 by Executing Agency 

Table A-2 Investments in Housing by Government Agency (1982–2005) 

Table A-3 Government Housing Production by Type 1982–2005 

Table A-4 Government Housing Production in Units by Governorate 1982–2003 

Table A-5 Public Housing Units Built by New Urban Communities Authority (NUCA) 

Table A-6 Mubarak Youth Housing Program Since 1996 

Table A-7 Evolution of Housing Cooperatives Soft Loan Terms and Conditions 

Table A-8 Emergency Housing Units by Governorate and Five-Year Plan, 1982–2005 

Table A-9 Housing Units Built by HDB by Governorate as of 2005 
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Table A-1 Government Housing Production in Units 1982–2005 by Executing 
Agency 

Fiscal 

Year 

Govern- 

orates 

Housing 

Companies 

Joint 

Projects 

Co-op 

Housing 

Housing  

Fund 

Housing 

Bank 

Tamiir 

Agen–
cies 

New 

Towns 

TOTAL 

  

Total 
by 

5yr 
Plan 

1982/83 20,428 987 238 3,140 0 1,018 3,882 2,952 32,645   

1983/84 22,660 350 0 2,561 0 696 2,091 4,633 32,991   

1984/85 22,536 2146 0 14,533 0 0 2,432 2,410 44,057 197,64
7 

1985/86 21,258 1,876 0 8,942 0 0 1,652 4,624 38,352   

1986/87 17,563 2,283 0 21,818 0 0 1,824 6,114 49,602   

1987/88 29,807 2,745 3,500 5,540 0 7,270 2,041 11,922 62,825   

1988/89 35,953 1,569 4,105 9,271 0 6,156 1,884 8,369 67,307   

1989/90 46,221 4,104 1,739 8,012 5,970 1,312 752 8,370 76,480 386,88
0 

1990/91 47,812 5,433 0 21,779 1,313 6,767 1,243 11,527 95,874   

1991/92 42,972 3,469 0 24,603 327 5,034 410 7,579 84,394   

1992/93 49,228 3,067 0 30,659 406 2,142 198 13,750 99,450   

1993/94 23,938 2,184 1,289 16,037 458 6,556 1,602 12,369 64,433   

1994/95 17,599 3,528 277 21,865 0 3,589 3,994 7,174 58,026 331,41
7 

1995/96 25,467 1,852 856 19,888 360 2,899 1,104 3,471 55,897   

1996/97 21,507 399 601 20,104 304 1,602 0 9,094 53,611   

1997/98 12,109 639 339 12,250 4,136 8,209 0 20,852 58,534   

1998/99 16,854 1,154 441 12,741 2,240 950 0 31,545 65,925   

1999/2000 14,882 540 1,176 6,364 5,192 2,613 804 38,804 70,375 288,15
7 

2000/01 14,424 416 1,186 6,151 0 2,022 1,892 31,886 57,977   

2001/02 15,279 652 304 7,747 480 1,878 299 8,707 35,346   

2002/03 12,719 1,448 364 1,477 750 2,213 12 2,805 21,788   

2003/04 11,165 1,245 432 0 160 647 113 1,183 14,945 54,173 

2004/05 11,397 1,032 805 2,795 72 100 118 1,121 17,440 [90,28
8] 

TOTAL 553,778 43,118 17,652 278,277 22,168 63,673 28,347 251,261 1,258,27
4 

 

% share 44.01% 3.43% 1.40% 22.12% 1.76% 5.06% 2.25% 19.97% 100.0%  

of total                    
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Fiscal 

Year 

Governor- 

ates 

Housing 

Companies 

Joint 

Projects 

Coop 

Housing 

Housing  

Fund 

Housing 

Bank 

Tamiir 

Agencies 

New 

Towns 

TOTAL 

  

1982/87 104,445 7,642 238 50,994 0 1,714 11,881 20,733 197,647 

% share 52.8% 3.9% 0.1% 25.8% 0.0% 0.9% 6.0% 10.5% 100.0% 

87/92 202,765 17,320 9,344 69,205 7,610 26,539 6,330 47,767 386,880 

% share 52.4% 4.5% 2.4% 17.9% 2.0% 6.9% 1.6% 12.3% 100.0% 

1992/97 137,739 11,030 3,023 108,553 1528 16,788 6,898 45,858 331,417 

% share 41.6% 3.3% 0.9% 32.8% 0.5% 5.1% 2.1% 13.8% 100.0% 

1997/02 73,548 3,401 3,446 45,253 12,048 15,672 2,995 131,794 288,157 

% share 25.5% 1.2% 1.2% 15.7% 4.2% 5.4% 1.0% 45.7% 100.0% 

2002/05 35,281 3,725 1601 4272 982 2,960 243 5,109 54,173 

% share 65.1% 6.9% 3.0% 7.9% 1.8% 5.5% 0.4% 9.4% 100.0% 

Source:  General Administration for Planning and Follow Up, Housing and Utilities Sector, MHUUD, no date 
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Table A-2 Investments in Housing by Government Agency (1982–2005) 
(in LE millions) 

Year Governor- 

ates 

Housing & 
Develop- 

ment 
Companies 

Joint 
Projects 
Agency 

Gen. Org. 

for 
Housing  

Coops  

Housing 
Finance 
Fund 

HDB  Tamiir  

Agencies 

NUCA Total 

1982/ 83 180,904 35,512   153,000   24,369     393,785 

1983/ 84 179,170 32,947   160,282   25,698     398,097 

1984/ 85 203,175 43,356   201,579         448,110 

1985/ 86 247,578 76,424   224,424         542,426 

1986/ 87 233,128 90,229   213,323         536,680 

1987/ 88 234,906 83,346   220,977         539,229 

1988/ 89 639,740 115,328   426,056   38,507 30,483 142,286 1,392,400 

1989/ 90  830,583 129,160   418,235 25,283 46,380 19,143 152,071 1,620,855 

1990/ 91 380,299 142,477   278,909 24,512 73,534 8,203 201,442 1,109,376 

1991/ 92 469,199 153,132   291,194 21,705 80,200 4,422 167,191 1,187,043 

1992/ 93 398,135 140,582   299,931 21,256 53,094 955 129,976 1,043,929 

1993/ 94 398,025 146,043   292,319 20,516 62,459 26,000 89,449 1,034,811 

1994/95 456,829 142,953   225,148 35,450 112,095 55,922 109,931 1,138,328 

1995/ 96 395,793 111,110   1,309,169 30,799 125,981 5,287 20,521 2,183,160 

1996/ 97 366,568 99,233   967,567 18,033 96,623   298,927 1,846,951 

1997/ 98 579,243 83,606   1,174,925 36,758 61,396   1,068,266 3,004,194 

1998/ 99 407,521 119,913   261,421 27,229 141,061   1,156,442 2,113,587 

1999/ 00  348,481 64,307 4,174 203,065 14,293 124,191 47,344 516,122 1,321,977 

2000/ 01 268,637 63,144   43,496 12,361 109,180 41,505 277,644 815,967 

2001/ 02 355,745 97,699 3,661 466,046 7,110 69,549 17,579 267,112 1,284,501 

2002/ 03 274,141 33,595 2,640 590,580 6,311 38,051 4,700 21,914 971,932 

2003/ 04 389,968 69,343 7,432 254,533 3,468 3,830 4,639 33,108 766,321 

2004/ 2005 291,355 97,922 10,408 200,739   16,790 321 59,449 676,984 

Total 8,529,123 2,171,361 28,315 8,876,918 305,084 1,302,988 266,503 4,711,851 26,370,643 

Source: MHUUD (World Bank 2006, p.91). 
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Table A-3: Government Housing Production by Type 1982–2005 
  Period   

Classification of Unit 1982-1987 1987-1992 1992-1997 1997-2002 2002-2005 Total 

          (to end 05)   

            

Low-cost & economic total * 145,791 317,991 273,927 245,879 48,968 1,032,556 

Low-cost & economic annual rate 29,158 63,598 54,785 49,176 9,794 206,511 

Low-cost & economic % share of  total 73.8% 82.2% 82.7% 85.4% 84.1% 81.8% 

            

Average total 44,615 64,224 55,493 37,469 4,826 206,627 

Average annual rate 8,923 12,845 11,099 7,494 965 41,325 

Average % share of total 22.6% 16.6% 16.7% 13.0% 8.3% 16.4% 

            

Above Average total 6,016 4,284 1,684 4,609 4,371 20,964 

Above Average Annual Rate 1,203 857 337 922 874 4,193 

Above Average % share of total 3.0% 1.1% 0.5% 1.6% 7.5% 1.7% 

            

Luxurious total 1,225 380 313 0 94 2,012 

Luxurious annual rate 245 76 63 0 19 402 

Luxurious % share of total 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 

            

TOTAL 197,647 386,879 331,417 287,957 58,259 1,262,159 

Total annual rate 39,529 77,376 66,283 57,591 11,652 - 

Total % share of total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

              

* Over the total period 621624 "low-cost" units and 410932 "economic" units were produced. 

Source:  General Administration for Planning and Follow Up, Housing and Utilities Sector, MHUUD, no date. 
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Table A-4: Government Housing Production in Units by Governorate 1982–
2003 

* Households living in housing units (excludes population living in public institutions in urban areas). 

Source:  (for housing units) General Administration for Planning and Follow Up, Housing and Utilities Sector, 
MHUUD, no date.  Source (for population): CAPMAS Census of Population 1996. 

  Period   Urban Units built 

Governorate 1982-1987 1987-1992 1992-1997 1997-2002 2002-2003 Total HH 1996 * per HH 

Cairo 90,456 134,561 128,278 106,267 3,680 463,242 1,657,081 0.280 

Alexandria 10,886 50,319 26,192 12,884 531 100,812 799,755 0.126 

Port Said 5,295 22,299 22,567 15,925 4,256 70,342 112,348 0.626 

Ismailia 7,783 10,109 6,196 5,587 174 29,849 82,352 0.362 

Suez 8,060 13,518 21,148 14,216 1,520 58,462 97,101 0.602 

Qalubia 5,862 10,582 17,227 19,924 202 53,797 298,222 0.180 

Sharkia 7,912 18,651 14,701 10,397 713 52,374 219,408 0.239 

Dakahlia 5,090 10,476 3,330 952 0 19,848 277,578 0.072 

Damietta 2,276 9,357 1,669 10,919 120 24,341 61,376 0.397 

Menoufia 4,891 6,625 2,442 6,844 30 20,832 119,759 0.174 

Gharbia 1,455 3,235 3,584 1,011 321 9,606 248,921 0.039 

Kafr El-Sheikh 2,970 6,231 1895 1,492 204 12,792 111,459 0.115 

Beihera 2,090 15,652 8,469 3,719 713 30,643 195,467 0.157 

Giza 8,445 16,722 35,483 41,130 2,766 104,546 613,245 0.170 

Fayoum 3,416 5,148 2,458 1,682 50 12,754 95,390 0.134 

Beni Suef 1,950 6,352 3,504 3,750 40 15,596 93,371 0.167 

Minya 2,952 4,219 336 5,073 224 12,804 140,282 0.091 

Assiut 2,343 7,716 4,599 4,852 288 19,798 155,583 0.127 

Sohag 3,301 7,894 1,618 1,480 18 14,311 140,022 0.102 

Qena + Luxor 1,308 5,044 3,850 5,632 412 16,246 142,259 0.114 

Aswan 2,097 3,652 3,946 1,951 831 12,477 85,159 0.147 

Red Sea 2,026 2,536 6,783 5,260 192 16,797 22,590 0.744 

New Valley 1,312 2,873 1,805 1,249 32 7,271 13,154 0.553 

Matrouh 1,990 2,724 1,961 802 0 7,477 22,844 0.327 

North Sinai 9,885 7,295 4,634 3,032 800 25,646 30,034 0.854 

South Sinai 1,596 3,089 2,742 1,928 608 9,963 5,117 1.947 

TOTAL 197,647 386,879 331,417 287,958 18,725 1,222,626 5,839,877 0.209 



 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II 93 

Table A-5 Public Housing Units Built by New Urban Communities Authority 
(NUCA) 

 Housing units built Housing units 
underway 

Total housing 
units 

Percent of total 
housing units 

New Beni Suef 5,157 586 5,743 2.4% 

New Noubaria 1,894 0 1,894 0.8% 

New Assiut 2,930 200 3,130 1.3% 

Teba 1,579 200 1,779 0.7% 

New Cairo 32,657 0 32,657 13.7% 

El-Sherouk 25,078 390 25,468 10.7% 

El-Sheikh Zayed 11,045 20 11,065 4.7% 

New Minya 3,848 0 3,848 1.6% 

Badr 15,476 765 16,241 6.8% 

Al-Obour 19,467 407 19,874 8.4% 

New Damietta 11,140 378 11,518 4.8% 

New Salehiya 626 0 626 0.3% 

Borg Al-Arab 8,941 840 9,781 4.1% 

Sadat 8,384 430 8,814 3.7% 

15
th

 of May 16,410 0 16,410 6.9% 

10
th

 of Ramadan 25,944 0 25,944 10.9% 

Sixth of October 42,845 0 42,845 18.0% 

Total 233,421 4,216 237,637 100.0% 

Source: MHUUD, 2005 (World Bank 2006, p. 19). 
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Table A-6 Mubarak Youth Housing Program Since 1996 
New Community Phase I  

100 m
2
 

Phase II  

70 m
2
 

Phase III 

63 m
2
 

Total 

10
th

 of Ramadan 848 0 2,046 2,894 

El-Sherouk 3,516 4,665 2,063 10,244 

Al-Obour 4,088 3,083 2,073 9,244 

New Cairo 3,788 14,961 0 18,749 

15
th

 of May 692 0 0 692 

Sixth of October 2,896 2,949 4,081 9,926 

El-Sheikh Zayed 0 5,199 0 5,199 

El-Sadat 0 140 0 140 

New Damietta 0 3,449 2,496 5,945 

New Beni Suef 0 60 1,085 1,145 

New Minya 0 220 1,700 1,920 

New Assiut 0 0 1,869 1,869 

Teba 0 0 492 492 

Total 15,828 34,626 17,905 68,359 

Source: Ministry of Housing, 2005 (World Bank 2006, p. 26). 
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Table A-7 Evolution of Housing Cooperatives Soft Loan Terms and Conditions 
Year Soft Loan Value Interest Rate Payment Period 

1976 Cooperative Housing Project: (i) LE 1,500 for unit 
and LE. 100 for foundation (economic unit); (ii) LE 
3,000 for unit and LE 200 for foundation (middle 
unit) 

Non-Cooperative Project: (i) LE 5,600 for 
economic unit; (ii) LE 7,500 for middle unit 

 

 

3% 

 

 

30 years  

1976 Value of loan then raised to LE 5,000 per unit 3% 30 years 

1977 Cooperative Housing Project: (i) LE 5,000 for 
economic unit; (ii) LE 6,000 for middle unit 

Individuals/non-Cooperative: (i) LE 3,000 for 
economic unit; (ii) LE. 4,000 for middle unit 

 

 

3% 

 

 

30 years 

1980 Cooperative Housing Project: (i) LE 4,000 for 
economic unit; (ii) LE 6,000 for middle unit 

For Individuals: (i) LE 3,000 for economic unit; (ii) 
LE 5,000 for middle unit 

 

3% to be increased to 
5% for loans above LE 
5,000 

 

30 years  

1982 LE 8,000 in existing old cities  

LE 9,000 for cooperative housing in new 
communities 

LE 6,500 for all borrowing cases 

3% to be increased to 
5% for loans above LE 
5,000 

30 years 

1984 Same value of previous loan of 1982 4% 30 years 

1989 LE 8,000 in existing old cities  

LE 10,000 in new communities 

LE 8,000 for all borrowing cases  

 

5% 

 

30 years 

1990 LE 10,000 for low-cost housing units in South 
Sinai, North Sinai, New Valley, Red Sea and 
Matrouh governorates   

 

6% 

 

30 years 

1991 LE 10,000 for three Suez Canal governorates  6% 30 years 

1992 LE 12,000 for three Suez Canal governorates  6% 30 years 

1992 LE 15,000 for Sadat, Borg Al-Arab and El-Salhia 
cities  

6% 30 years 

1992 LE 12,500 in new urban communities  6% 30 years 

1994 Soft loan increased up to LE 14,000 for all 
borrowers for units with area 90 m

2
 or less. 

6% 30 years 

1996 Soft loan increased up to LE 15,000 for units with 
area of 70 m

2
 or less 

5% for new projects 

6% for old projects with 
unit's area more than 70 
m

2
 

40 years 

30 years 

2005 Unit area benefiting from soft loan increased from 
70 m

2
 to 77 m

2
  

5% for new projects 

6% for old projects with 
unit's area more than 70 
m

2
 

40 years 

30 years 

Source: General Organization for Construction and Housing Cooperatives, 2005 (World Bank 2006, p.40). 
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Table A-8 Emergency Housing Units by Governorate and Five-Year Plan, 1982–
2005 

Governorate  FY 1982-
87 

FY 1987-
92 

FY 1992-
97 

FY 1997-
2002 

2002-05 Total 

1982-2005 

% of 
total 

Cairo 7,515 4,330       11,845 25.5% 

Alexandria 186 63 510 305 108 1,172 2.5% 

Port Said  125 744 384     1,253 2.7% 

Ismailia 224 90 240 368 384 1,306 2.8% 

Suez 7,848 6,800 3,200 3,924 1,460 23,232 50.1% 

Qalubia 48   48 48 96 240 0.5% 

Sharkia 50     20   70 0.2% 

Dakahlia 435         435 0.9% 

Damietta      20 90 126 236 0.5% 

Menoufia 280   21 12 16 329 0.7% 

Gharbia 24 196   48 144 412 0.9% 

Kafr El-Sheikh   20 40     60 0.1% 

Beihera   20 20 70 504 614 1.3% 

Giza     215 209 65 489 1.1% 

Fayoum   80 340 130 130 680 1.5% 

Beni Suef 274 80 80 85 77 596 1.3% 

Minya 720 264 312 216 288 1,800 3.9% 

Assiut   460   76   536 1.2% 

Sohag       95   95 0.2% 

Qena             0.0% 

Luxor city       50   50 0.1% 

Aswan   360 64 35 57 516 1.1% 

Red Sea     72     72 0.2% 

New Valley 24 64       88 0.2% 

Matrouh       60   60 0.1% 

North Sinai             0.0% 

South Sinai       180   180 0.4% 

Total 17,813 13,571 5,566 6,021 3,455 46,366 100% 

Source: Ministry of Housing, 2005 (World Bank 2006, p.30). 
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Table A-9 Housing Units Built by HDB by Governorate as of 2005 
Governorate Number of 

Units 
Percent of 
total 

Governorate Number of 
Units 

Percent of 
total 

Cairo 3,420 4.6% Fayoum 1,084 1.4% 

Giza 1,509 2.0% Sohag 1,776 2.4% 

Alexandria 14,491 19.4% Qena 592 0.8% 

Qalubia 1,020 1.4% Aswan 1,764 2.4% 

Dakahlia 5,184 6.9% North Sinai 2,984 4.0% 

Sharkia 1,231 1.6% Port Said 2,059 2.8% 

Gharbia 624 0.8% Marsa Matrouh 581 0.8% 

Kafr El-Sheikh 1,746 2.3% Red Sea 1,620 2.2% 

Beihera 2,888 3.9% New Communities 27,911 37.3% 

Ismailia 2,292 3.1% TOTAL 74,776 100.0% 

Source: Development and Housing Bank, 2005 (World Bank 2006, p.21). 
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Table A-10 Cost Comparisons for Standard 63m2 Unit 
 Statement of  Fully finished from the 

standpoint of the 
Authority 

Fully finished from the 
standpoint of the Arab 
contractors 

1 Excavation/Backfilling  2,225 3,535 

2 Plain concrete  1,621 2,951 

3 Reinforced concrete 2,752 3,903 

4 Reinforced concrete preformed ceilings 6,139 7,914 

5 Bricks Work 6,694 10,425 

6 Isolation 187 306 

7 Coating internal-outdoor 3,324 3,678 

8 Flooring-Ceramic 2,184 2,756 

9 WC Walls-Ceramic 382 494 

10 Paints 1,824 4,197 

11 Carpentry-units door 883 512 

12 Carpentry –internal doors-internal 1,647 2,353 

13 Aluminum Work 3,440 4,660 

14 Metal Work 928 1,917 

15 Sanitary Facilities (outdoor-internal 
connections) 

1,447 2,828 

16 Sanitary Facilities (Sanitary devices) 1,623 1,595 

17 Electricity-(distribution boxes-ducts-wires) 1,200 2,767 

18 Electricity- (switches and outlets) 300 201 

Total 38,800 56,992 

 Average cost per m
2
 615.9/m

2
 904.6/m

2
 

Source: MHUUD 2006. 
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Table A-11Subsidy Estimates and Sensitivity 
                              Case 

   A B C D E F G 

1 Unit Area (m
2
) 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 

2 M
2
 Construction Cost (LE) 615 615 615 800 615 615 615 

3 Total Construction Cost (LE)  (1x2) 38,745 38,745 38,745 50,369 38,745 38,745 38,745 

4 Associated Land Area (m
2
) 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 

5 Infrastructure Cost per m
2
 of land (LE) 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 

6 Opportunity Cost per m
2
 of land (LE) 200 200 0 200 200 200 200 

7 Total Associated Land Cost (LE)  (4x5 + 
4x6) 

17,500 17,500 7,500 17,500 17,500 17,500 17,500 

8 Overhead Costs per Unit (LE)  (5% of 3) 1,937 1,937 1,937 2,518 1,937 1,937 1,937 

9 Total Direct Cost of Unit (3+4x5+8) 46,253 46,253 46,253 57,877 46,253 46,253 46,253 

1
0 

Total Direct Plus Indirect Cost per Unit (LE)   
(3+7+8) 

58,182 58,182 48,182 70,387 58,182 58,182 58,182 

1
1 

Down payment (LE) 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 10,000 

1
2 

Annual Repayment (LE)  (monthly x 12) 876 876 876 876 876 1,752 876 

1
3 

Years of Repayment (years) 30 30 30 30 15 30 30 

1
4 

Discount Rate (%) 9% 14% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 

1
5 

Present Value of Installments (LE)  (PV of 12 
at 14 for period 13) 

9,733  6,134  9,000  9,000  7,061  19,467  9,733  

1
6 

Real Beneficiary Contribution to Cost (LE) 
(11+15)  

14,733  11,134  14,000  14,000  12,061  24,467  19,733  

1
7 

Inferred Direct Subsidy Element per Unit 
(LE) (9-16) 

31,520  35,119  32,253  43,877  34,192  21,786  26,520  

1
8 

Inferred Direct Plus Indirect Subsidy Element 
per Unit (LE)  (10-16) 

43,449 47,048 34,183 56,387 46,121 33,716 38,449 

1
9 

Percentage Direct Subsidy Element per 
Unit (%) 

68.1% 75.9% 69.7% 75.8% 73.9% 47.1% 57.3% 

2
0 

Percentage Direct Plus Indirect Subsidy 
Element per Unit (%) 

74.7% 80.9% 70.9% 80.1% 79.3% 57.9% 66.1% 
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Table A-12Government Soft Loans Allocated through NIB to Different Entities 1982–2006 (in LE millions) 
3 Govern-

orates 
Coop 
Housing 
Auth.  

Housing and 
Development 
Companies 

HDB Housing 
Finance 
Fund  

NUCA Egyptian 
Real Estate 
Bank 

Arab Real 
Estate Bank 

Emergency 
Housing   

Housing 
Reserve 

Total Renewal & 
replacement in 
Governorates 

General 
Reserve 

1982 / 83 171 150 15 64 25 25     450 50 80 

1983 / 84 171 150 15 50 20 20     426 40 49 

1984 / 85 170 150 15 50 20 20     425 20 70 

1985 / 86 171.5 150 15 40 20 10   10 18.5 435 20 120 

1986 / 87 170 200 15 40 20 20   10  475 20 30 

1987 / 88 170 200 10 40 20 20 10  5  475 10 40 

1988 / 89 460 350 50 50 30 50 5  5 100 1,100  20 

89/1990  460 350 50 50 30 50 10 5 5 90 1,100  15 

1990 / 91 450 350 50 50 30 50 10 5 5 100 1,100  15 

1991 / 92 400 295 40 40 20 40 5 5 5 45 895   

1992 / 93 380 290 40 25 20 30 5 5 5 200 1,000   

1993 / 94 325 300 20 40 20 50 10 5 5 30 805   

1994 / 95 230 225 20 20 10 30 5 5 5 25 575   

1995 / 96 250 225 15 20 10 30 5 5 5 40 605   

1996 / 97 220 155 15 10 10 90   5 25 530  35 

1997 / 98 225 150 5   155   5 20 560  25 

1998 / 99 190 150 5  10 245   5 5 610  25 

 99/ 2000  190 150 5  10 245   5 5 610  35 

2000 / 2001 190 150   10 245   5 15 615  30 

2001 / 2002 200 145  33 10 212   5 20 625  20 

2002 / 2003 212 145  20 10 225   13  625  20 

2003 / 2004 206 145  20 20 215   9 10 625  20 

2004 / 2005 187 133  3.75 10 206.25   8 20 568  20 

2005 / 2006 170 130  8.7 15 176.3   8 17 525  20 

Total 5,968.5 4838 400 674.45 400 2,459.55 65 35 133 785.5 15,759 160 689 

Source: Ministry of Housing, 2005 (World Bank 2006, p.92). 
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Table A-13 Point System for Phase II of Mubarak Youth Housing Program 
(Maximum 100 points) 

Category Applicant’s situation Assigned points 

 

Civil and work status 

Married with two or more jobs 

Married with one job 

Married and no job 

Bachelor 

20 

15 

10 

5 

 

Age 

From 36 to 40 years age 

From 32 to 36 years age 

From 28 to 32 years age 

From 25 to 28 years age 

15 

12 

8 

4 

 

Length of marriage 

7 years or more 

5 to 7 years 

Less than 7 years 

5 

20 

10 

Employment in new towns Working in new towns 

Not working in new towns 

30 

0 

Education qualifications University level 

Above middle level 

Middle level 

None 

15 

12 

10 

5 

Source: instructions from the Youth Housing Agency, dated April 24, 2001  (TAPRII Housing Demand Study 
2006, p.123, 124. 
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Table A-14 Urban Household Income and Expenditure Distribution by Decile 
2004–2005 

(in LE per month) 

Household Income Household Expenditures Decile 

Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum 

First 0 533 0 487 

Second 533 678 487 598 

Third 678 797 598 702 

Fourth 797 908 702 800 

Fifth 908 1,046 800 909 

Sixth 1,046 1,199 909 1,037 

Seventh 1,199 1,397 1,037 1,205 

Eighth 1,397 1,699 1,205 1,451 

Ninth 1,699 2,371 1,451 1,988 

Tenth 2,371 - 1,988 - 

Source: Calculated from annual urban household expenditure and income by 20 bands, from CAPMAS 
Household Income Expenditure and Consumption Survey, preliminary results. 
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Table A-15 Greater Cairo Household Income and Expenditure Distribution by 
Decile, 2004–2005 

        Household monthly income  

Household income 
deciles 

Number of 
Households 

Total 
number of 
household 
members 

Average 
number of 
household 
members 

Max Min  Average 

>= 10% 909 2,360 2.6 400 0 308.9 

10%+ - 909 3,127 3.4 500 400 466.6 

20%+ - 908 3,485 3.8 600 500 565.3 

30%+ - 908 3,606 4.0 700 600 656.1 

40%+ - 908 3,801 4.2 800 700 765.1 

50%+ - 908 3,850 4.2 1,000 800 902.8 

60%+ - 908 3,961 4.4 1,130 1,000 1,031.0 

70%+ - 908 3,970 4.4 1,500 1,130 1,311.8 

80%+ - 908 4,033 4.4 2,200 1,500 1,778.6 

90%+ - 100% 908 3,773 4.2 54,670 2,200 4,274.0 

Total greater Cairo 9,082 35,966 4.0 54,670 0 1,205.8 

Source: TAPRII Greater Cairo Household Survey 2007. 

 

        Household monthly expenditure 

Household expenditure 
deciles 

Count of 
Household 

Total 
number of 
household 
members 

Average 
number of 
household 
members 

Max Min  Average 

>= 10% 909 2,129 2.3 409.7 0.0 312.0 

10%+ - 909 3,036 3.3 521.7 410.0 471.3 

20%+ - 908 3,426 3.8 607.5 521.7 569.0 

30%+ - 908 3,691 4.1 697.0 607.5 653.3 

40%+ - 908 3,791 4.2 794.0 697.0 743.3 

50%+ - 908 3,929 4.3 908.3 794.2 847.8 

60%+ - 908 3,992 4.4 1,058.7 908.3 981.4 

70%+ - 908 4,117 4.5 1,300.0 1,058.7 1,166.7 

80%+ - 908 4,033 4.4 1,841.7 1,300.5 1,534.6 

90%+ - 100% 908 3,822 4.2 13,814.7 1,841.7 3,085.0 

Total greater Cairo 9,082 35,966 4.0 13,814.7 0 1,036.3 

Source: TAPRII Greater Cairo Household Survey 2007. 



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II 104 

Table A-16 Greater Cairo Per Capita Household Income and Expenditure 
Distribution by Decile 2004–2005 

       Per capita estimated monthly 
income 

Household income deciles Number of 
Households 

Total 
number of 
household 
members 

Average 
number of 
household 
members 

Max Min Average 

>= 10% 909 2360 2.6 400.0 0.0 169.4 

10%+ - 909 3127 3.4 500.0 50.0 184.2 

20%+ - 908 3485 3.8 600.0 50.0 191.6 

30%+ - 908 3606 4.0 700.0 60.0 213.1 

40%+ - 908 3801 4.2 800.0 83.3 229.5 

50%+ - 908 3850 4.2 1000.0 85.0 265.3 

60%+ - 908 3961 4.4 1100.0 95.5 294.4 

70%+ - 908 3970 4.4 1500.0 88.5 360.9 

80%+ - 908 4033 4.4 2166.7 125.0 489.0 

90%+ - 100% 908 3773 4.2 13667.5 250.0 1210.2 

Total greater Cairo 9082 35966 4.0 13667.5 0.0 360.7 

Source: TAPRII Greater Cairo Household Survey 2007. 

 

       Per capita monthly expenditure 

Household expenditure 
deciles 

Count of 
Household 

Total 
number of 
household 
members 

Average 
number of 
household 
members 

Max Min Average 

>= 10% 909 2,129 2.3 409.5 0.0 187.2 

10%+ - 909 3,036 3.3 520.8 45.8 191.6 

20%+ - 908 3,426 3.8 603.5 66.4 190.5 

30%+ - 908 3,691 4.1 691.7 55.3 200.9 

40%+ - 908 3,791 4.2 793.2 72.3 219.8 

50%+ - 908 3,929 4.3 908.3 80.8 244.6 

60%+ - 908 3,992 4.4 1,053.0 95.5 269.3 

70%+ - 908 4,117 4.5 1,296.7 80.1 306.7 

80%+ - 908 4,033 4.4 1,841.0 120.3 412.2 

90%+ - 100% 908 3,822 4.2 8,582.5 221.1 859.2 

Total greater Cairo 9,082 35,966 4.0 8,582.5 0.0 308.2 

Source: TAPRII Greater Cairo Household Survey 2007. 
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Table A-17 (1) NHP Housing Units Delivered in Governorates 
 Governorates Total number of 

units completed & 
delivered 

Delivered during 
first year 

Delivered during 
second year 

1 Cairo 3,445 3,192 253 

2 Alexandria 393 393 - 

3 Port Said  5,424 5,328 96 

4 Ismailia 176 176 - 

5 Suez 200 200 - 

6 Qalubia 679 542 137 

7 Sharkia 110 110 - 

8 Dakahlia 420 380 40 

9 Menoufia 480 384 96 

10 Damietta 26 26 - 

11 Kafr El-Sheikh 572 572 - 

12 Gharbia 430 86 344 

13 Beihera - - - 

14 Giza 2,500 2,500 - 

15 Fayoum 926 782 144 

16 Beni Suef 120 60 60 

17 Minya 513 513 - 

18 Assiut 168 168 - 

19 Sohag 664 664 - 

20 Qena 260 260 - 

21 Luxor city - - - 

22 Aswan 1,008 912 96 

23 Red Sea 1,780 1,780 - 

24 New Valley - - - 

25 Matrouh - - - 

26 North Sinai 652 652 - 

27 South Sinai - - - 

Total Housing Directorate 20,946 19,680 1,266 

Cooperative Authority in Governorates 1,960 1,042 918 

Governorates Housing Finance Fund - - - 

Total units in Governorates 22,906 20,722 2,184 

Total units in Governorates 22,906 

Source: MHUUD December 2006. 
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Table A-17 (2) NHP Housing Units Delivered in New Towns 
 

 New Towns Total number of 
units completed & 
delivered 

Delivered during 
first year 

Delivered during 
second year 

1 Sixth of October    

2 Kahira El-Gadida    

3 Sheikh Zayed    

4 Obour    

5 Sherouk 160 151 9 

6 10th of Ramadan    

7 Badr    

8 15
th

 of May    

9 Noubaria El-Gadida    

10 Sadat    

11 Borg El-Arab El-Gadida    

12 Domiat El-Gadida 175 175 - 

13 Beni Suef El-Gadida    

14 Minya El-Gadida 200 - 200 

15 Assiut El-Gadida 59 59 - 

16 Teba El-Gadida    

17 Salhyia El-Gadida    

18 Fayoum El-Gadida    

19 Sohag El-Gadida    

20 Qena El-Gadida    

21 Aswan El-Gadida    

Total Urban Communities Authority 594 385 209 

Cooperative Authority in Towns 3,838 3,046 792 

Towns Housing Finance Fund - - - 

Total in New Towns 4,432 3,431 1,001 

Total in New Towns 4,432 

Source: MHUUD December 2006. 



 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II  107 

Table A-18 NHP Housing Units Under Preparation and Construction in New 
Towns 

 New Towns Number of units currently under construction 

  Assigned 
According to new 
agreements 

Number of units under 
construction from 
previous projects 

Total number of units 
under preparation & 
construction 

1 Obour  576 1,798 2,374 

2 Sheikh Zayed - 924 924 

3 Sixth of October 1080 1,004 2,084 

4 Domiat El-Gadida      

5 Sherouk   - 420 420 

6 15
th

 of May   324 344 668 

7 Sohag El-Gadida - 200 200 

8 Minya El-Gadida - 650 650 

9 Assiut El-Gadida - 240 240 

10 10th of Ramadan  144 - 144 

11 Teba El-Gadida - 456 456 

12 Beni Suef El-Gadida - 80 80 

13 Borg El-Arab El-Gadida - 560 560 

14 Badr    

15 Noubaria El-Gadida      

16 Sadat  - 140 140 

17 Kahira El-Gadida  - 500 500 

18 Salhyia El-Gadida    

19 Fayoum El-Gadida    

20 Aswan El-Gadida - 280 280 

Total Urban Communities Authority 2,124 7,596 9,720 

Cooperative Authority in Towns - 4,699 4,699 

Real Estate Financing - 1,140 1,140 

Joint Housing Projects - 930 930 

Total in New Towns 2,124 14,365 16,489 

Source: MHUUD December 2006 
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Table A-19 NHP Housing Units Under Preparation and Construction in 
Governorates 

Number of units currently under construction  Governorates 

Assigned according 
to new agreements 

Number of units 
under construction 
from previous 
projects 

Total number of 
units under 
preparation & 
construction 

1 Cairo - 11,697 11,697 

2 Alexandria 728 560 1,288 

3 Port Said  - 4,368 4,368 

4 Ismailia 5,240 1,376 6,616 

5 Suez - 1,620 1,620 

6 Qalubia - 447 447 

7 Sharkia - 846 846 

8 Dakahlia 184 944 1,128 

9 Menoufia - 144 144 

10 Damietta - 320 320 

11 Kafr El-Sheikh - 648 648 

12 Gharbia - 251 251 

13 Beihera 140 1,558 1,698 

14 Giza    

15 Fayoum - 560 560 

16 Beni Suef - 190 190 

17 Minya - 528 528 

18 Assiut 360 732 1,092 

19 Sohag 462 430 892 

20 Qena - 1,850 1,850 

21 Luxor city - 500 500 

22 Aswan 2,256 672 2,928 

23 Red Sea - 1,286 1,286 

24 Matrouh    

25 North Sinai - 520 520 

26 South Sinai    

Total Housing Directorate 9,370 32,547 41,917 

Cooperative Authority in 
Governorates 

- 1,685 1,685 

Governorates Housing 
Finance Fund 

- 270 270 

Total units in Governorates 9,370 34,502 43,872 

Source: MHUUD December 2006. 
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Table A-20 NHP Land Allocations to Private Sector Entities 
Company 
Requirements 

Town  Company Name Approved 
Area in 
feddans 

Units to be 
built for 
the project 

Required 
Percentage 

Repayment 
Status for 10% 
Down 
payment  

1 Comex Industrial Company 10 720 100% Repaid 

2 Gulf Corporation for Manufacturing  2 144 100% Repaid 

3 Degla Group for Real Estate Investment  100 7,200 100% Repaid 

4 Sixth of October Investors Quarter 60 4,320 100% Repaid 

5 Forsan Company for Real Estate Investment  

& Development 

21 1,512 100% Repaid 

6 Era Company for Urban Development 51.5 3,708 100% Repaid 

7 Beta Egypt Company for Urban Development 40 1,440 50% Repaid 

8 Egypt Express For Urban Development  36 1,296 50% Repaid 

9 Orascom 200 7,200 50%  

10 Lotus Company for Investment  60 2,160 50%  

11 Egyptian Engineering for Real Estate Investment 
& Development 

30 1,080 50%  

12 Multi-media Foaad for Investment  

& Development 

35 1,260 50%  

13 Arab-French Company for Investment  

& Development 

14 504 50%  

14 Egypt International Co. (Mohamed Ilhamy 
Hussein) 

13.5 972 100%  

 

Sixth of 
October 

15 Urban Development Co. (Seoudi & Co.) 25 900 50%  

Allocation Status of Sixth of October  698 34,416  

 

1 Mac Corporation 35 3,000 100% Repaid 

2 Masr EL-Hegaz Companies Group 25 2,000 100% Repaid 

 

10
th
 of 

Ramadan 
3 Mansoura Company for Industry 7.4 533 100% Repaid 

Allocation Status of 10
th

 of Ramadan  67.4 5,533  

 

1 Amoun Company  16.75 1,000 100% Repaid  

Sherouk 2 Abad El Rahman Co. for Services & Real Estate 
Marketing 

19.5 1,404 100% Repaid 

Allocation Status of Sherouk  36.25 2,404  

 

1 El-Badr for Investment & Commercial Markets 40.17 2,892 100% Repaid 

2 Badr El-Deen for Real Estate Projects  88.74 6,389 100% Repaid 

3 Dorra Companies Group 89.5 6,444 100% Repaid 

 

Sheikh 
Zayed 

4 Al-Ofok for Real Estate & Urban Development   82.5 2,970 50% Repaid 

Allocation Status of Sheikh Zayed 300.91 18,696  

 



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II 110 

 

Obour 1 United Brothers for Urban Development 2.33 84 50% Repaid 

Allocation Status of Obour 2.33 84  

 

Badr 1 Arab Real Estate Investment Corporation (Allico) 20.3 731 50%  

Allocation Status of Badr 20.3 731  

Minya El-
Gadida 

1 El-Forsan for Commerce & Real Estate 
Investment  

2.02 145 100% Repaid 

Allocation Status of Minya El-Gadida 2.02 145  

Total Allocation Status 1127.21 62,008 

Source: MHUUD December 2006. 
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Table A-21 NHP Land Availability in New Towns 
 New Towns Number of targeted 

units according to 
the six-year plan 

Required land 
area in feddans 

Approved 
land area in 
feddans 

Units 
buildable on 
available 
land 

Number of Years of 
NHP Covered 

1 Sixth of October 47,854 664.64 981.54 42,124 5 

2 Kahira El-Gadida     Excluded 

3 Sheikh Zayed 72,973 1,013.52 401.21 24,128 2 

4 Obour 62,232 864.33 160.77 7,826 1 

5 Sherouk 11,511 159.88 61.52 3,693 2 

6 10th of Ramadan 3,714 51.58 273.81 6,990 6 

7 Badr 2,485 34.52 62.91 1,287 6 

8 15
th

 of May 7,552 104.88 77.57 2,034 2 

9 Noubaria El-Gadida - - 40 496 6 

10 Sadat 444 6.17 135.75 1,810 6 

11 Borg El-Arab El-Gadida 100 1.38 204.37 2,223 6 

12 Domiat El-Gadida 28,262 392.53 45.78 1,793 1 

13 Beni Suef El-Gadida 1,636 22.72 181.1 2,260 6 

14 Minya El-Gadida 3,770 52.36 50.54 1,456 3 

15 Assiut El-Gadida 5,306 73.69 161.92 2,460 3 

16 Teba El-Gadida 1,935 26.87 10.35 528 2 

17 Salhyia El-Gadida - - 11.1 205 6 

18 Fayoum El-Gadida - - 57 750 6 

19 Sohag El-Gadida 5,226 72.58 85 1,596 2 

20 Qena El-Gadida - - 90 1,043 6 

21 Aswan El-Gadida - - 75.49 1,061 6 

Total in New Towns 255,000 3,541.65 3,167.73 105,763  
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Table A-22 NHP Land Availability in Governorates 
 Governorates Number of Targeted  

units according to the 
six-year plan 

Required 
Land area in 
feddans 

Available Land 
area in 
feddans 

Units buildable 
on available 
land 

Number of Years of 
NHP Covered 

1 Cairo 38904 540.33 612.87 38904 6 

2 Alexandria 10806 150.08 356 25632 6 

3 Port Said  15258 211.92 425.7 27696 6 

4 Ismailia 5880 81.67 255.62 13096 6 

5 Suez 9654 134.08 214.24 16336 6 

6 Qalubia 10524 146.17 5.94 2029 1 

7 Sharkia 13620 189.17 43.72 2289 1 

8 Dakahlia 13932 193.5 23.661 2040 1 

9 Menoufia 8580 119.17 6.213 1256 1 

10 Damietta 2820 39.17 19.51 3900 6 

11 Kafr El-Sheikh 7446 103.42 21.05 3612 3 

12 Gharbia 10152 141 28.18 3663 2 

13 Beihera 12948 179.83 100.87 13113 6 

14 Giza 14496 201.33 50 5040 2 

15 Fayoum 8868 123.17 296.25 7000 4 

16 Beni Suef 6150 85.42 49.24 3940 4 

17 Minya 10422 144.75 38.39 1200 1 

18 Assiut 10950 152.08 119.8 11979 6 

19 Sohag 10260 142.5 251.8 48346 6 

20 Qena 9102 126.42 117.47 9000 6 

21 Luxor city 1080 15 50 2000 6 

22 Aswan 5442 75.58 261.12 33945 6 

23 Red Sea 2202 30.58 422.5 22368 6 

24 New Valley 3438 47.75 33.33 2800 5 

25 Matrouh 696 9.67 57.1 4111 6 

26 North Sinai 4158 57.75 95.24 7000 6 

27 South Sinai 7212 100.17 3215.6 8081 6 

Total in Governorates 255000 3541.68 7171.41 320376  

Source: MHUUD December 2006. 
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ANNEX B:  RAPID FIELD DIAGNOSTIC OF PUBLIC HOUSING 
NEIGHBORHOODS IN GREATER CAIRO 

1.  INTRODUCTION 

This rapid field diagnostic of subsidized government housing neighborhoods in and around 

Greater Cairo was carried out to supplement secondary information on housing programs 

provided to the TAPRII consultants by government agencies.  There was a need for more 

“on the ground” information about past housing projects and the livelihoods of current 

inhabitants, since there is almost a total lack of such data either from government or 

academia.  

The information gap is particularly acute concerning current conditions of past housing 

projects and the resulting quality of life following their construction and the distribution of 

units.  Post-construction studies and data on the some 2.4 million government housing units 

built since the 1952 Revolution throughout Egypt are practically non-existent.  As far as is 

known, no such studies have been carried out by government agencies, and independent 

studies are very rare.71  Also, from time to time there have been local press articles on 

aspects of living conditions in public housing, and these provide anecdotal glimpses of 

conditions. (See for example Box 1 in Section 8 of the main report.)   

The rapid field diagnostic described in this annex was undertaken to begin to correct this 

information gap.  The geographical focus was limited to Greater Cairo, including the 

surrounding new towns.  Due to time and resource constraints, only 17 public housing 

neighborhoods were investigated, and the approach was restricted to rapid field observation 

and informant interviews.  Thus the results given here cannot be considered scientific or at 

all representative of the “universe” of government housing units, and they can only be 

considered individual case studies.  Yet as case studies they provide insights and 

preliminary conclusions, and it is hoped that in the future government agencies responsible 

for subsidized public housing will replicate and deepen the research which has been initiated 

here.  

2.  SURVEY DESIGN 

The survey was based purely on field observation and interviews with local informants 

(residents, shop-owners, and informal property agents, samasira). Two engineers with 

backgrounds in housing and urban upgrading were given orientation and supervised by the 

TAPRII Consultant.  Maps (based on satellite images) were provided and a short information 

sheet was also supplied to be filled out for each neighborhood (see below).  Two full days 

was devoted to visiting sites and testing the information sheet in the field.  Following this the 

two engineers made extensive visits to the 17 neighborhoods over the period November 15 

to December 20, 2006.  Throughout this period survey progress and issues were monitored 

by the TAPRII consultant. 

The coverage of the field diagnostic was a selection of discrete and easily identified housing 

neighborhoods in major new town developments around Greater Cairo and within the 

governorates of Cairo and Giza.  A total of 17 neighborhoods were selected, of which 12 

                                                 
71

  Early investigations on public housing neighborhoods is limited to case studies of Medinet El- Salam (Dina Shuheib, 1982) 
and Telal Zeinhoum (1981).  More recent work related to public housing in Egypt has been carried out by French researchers, 
and most of this looks at the experiences of relocated families in the new towns around Cairo (not newly formed households).  
See for example: Bénédicte Florin, “Vivre en parallele ou a l’écart?: L’évolution des ville nouvelles du grand Caire” (Les annales 
de la recherché urbaine, No. 98, 2005) and “Urban Policies in Cairo: From Speeches on New Cities to the Adjustment Practices 
of Ordinary City Dwellers” (in Simone and Abouhani, Urban Africa: Changing Contours of Survival in the City, London, Zed 
Books, 2005.)  Also see Sabine Jossifort, “Villes nouvelles et new settlements: l’amenagement due desert égyptien en 
question?” (Les cahiers d’Urbama, No. 10, 1995).  Also see Farha Ghannam, Remaking the Modern: Space, Relocation, and 
the Politics of Identity in a Global Cairo (Berkeley, University of California Press, 2002). 
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were in new towns and 5 were in governorates.  The size of the selected neighborhoods 

ranged from 4.8 to 43.9 feddans and contained from 460 to 1,584 dwelling units. 

Public Housing Neighborhood Case Studies 
Neighborhood Code Type of Housing Approximate 

no. of units 
Year of unit 
distribution 

Sheikh Zayed 1 Mubarak Youth 1,440 2001/02 

Sheikh Zayed 2 Gehaz Sheikh Zayed 550 1997/98 

Badr 1 Cooperative Housing Authority 1,300 2000 

Sixth of October 1 HDB and Tamiir Sixth of October 946 1985 

Sixth of October 2 Mubarak Youth 960 2000 

Sixth of October 3 Future Foundation 940 2000/01 

New Cairo 1 Gehaz Tugama El-Khamis 695 1993 

New Cairo 2 Mubarak Youth 960 2000 

El-Sherouk 1 Gehaz El-Sherouk 888 1995 

El-Sherouk 2 Mubarak Youth 1,000 2002 

Al-Obour 1 Gehaz Medinet Al-Obour 1,080 1996 

Al-Obour 2 Mubarak Youth 735 1999 

Giza 1 Giza Governorate 460 1970 

Giza 2 Giza Governorate 1,284 1990 

Cairo 1 Cairo Governorate 960 1993 

Cairo 2 Cairo Governorate 1,584 1992 

Cairo 3 Cairo Governorate  1998 

 

The neighborhoods were selected based on satellite images obtained from Google Earth.  

These images provided good resolution coverage of all the built-up areas of Greater Cairo 

including all associated new towns.72  The dates of these Google images ranged from 

February 2003 to November 2005.  The criteria for selection of case study neighborhoods 

were straightforward:  Neighborhoods must appear to contain only public housing blocks 

(which are quite easy to identify on the satellite images) and the limits of the neighborhood 

must be bounded by streets or other clearly identifiable features.  Two to three 

neighborhoods were selected in each new town and governorate randomly, but with as wide 

a geographic representation as possible.  The 17 neighborhoods so selected were then 

demarcated both on small scale prints of the general area and on a large scale print of each 

neighborhood itself.  Small reprints of these satellite images are presented at the end of this 

annex. 

The two researchers were provided with supplied with survey sheets.  The survey sheets 

were of the following format: 

                                                 
72

  Such good resolution images of all of Greater Cairo have been provided on the Google Earth website only since the 
beginning of 2006.   
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________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Neighborhood Code:  ________ 

Common name of area: ___________ 

Date of start of construction:  ___________ 

Date of start of unit distribution:___________ 

 

Building & Unit Inventory 

 Type A Type B 

Number of Buildings   

No of Floors per Building   

No of Units per Building   

Area of Unit (m2)   

 

Units distributed under what system?  _________________________________________ 

 Total cost of Unit (if announced) ___________ (mention type and m
2
 area) 

Downpayment  ______________ 

 Monthly installment___________ 

 No. of years  ___________ 

 

Are any units still unsold?  ___________________ (rough %) 

Are any units used for offices?    _____________ (rough %) 

Are any units converted to shops?  ____________ (rough %) 

 

Estimates of “closed” and un-occupied units 

 

Randomly pick 5 buildings in area where there is an informant (long term resident). Check how many 
years informants have been in area.   

Ask what number of units are closed (  ����  ). 

Perform a visual check. 

Sum up no. of closed units for 5 buildings, and divide by total no. of units in 5 buildings to yield 
occupancy rate:    ___________%. 

Also count no. of private vehicles parked at five buildings at night;  total no.: ______. 

 

Estimates of transfer to 3
rd

 party 

(using same informants in same 5 buildings) 

No. of units rented to other than original resident   ____________ 

No. of units sold to other than original resident  ____________ 

 

Rapid Neighborhood Appraisal: 

1=good; 2=fair; 3=bad;  

Cleanliness inside stairwells 
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Cleanliness around building 

Landscaping 

Condition of surrounding streets paving 

Condition of surrounding streets lighting 

Condition of surrounding streets water leakage 

 

Living Conditions: 

(Based on interview with 3 long term residents) 

1=good; 2=fair; 3=bad; 4=none 

 Resident 1 Resident 2 Resident 3 

Public Transport    

Security (theft)    

Water    

Electricity    

Telephone    

Sewerage    

Local shopping    

Prices for local shopping     

Overall satisfaction with 
area and housing 

   

Extra comments: 

 

   

 

Real offers for sale/rent (from informed resident or simsar) 

Unit area    

 

    

    Sale price 

Cash?     

    Monthly rental? 

Rental period 

Deposit/advance? 

    

 

___________________________________________________________________
______ 
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3.  LIMITATIONS 

All information resulting from this survey comes from (1) what can be interpreted from 

satellite images; (2) field observation on the ground; and (3) what is expressed by local 

residents and other informants.  No information has come from government agencies.  Thus 

what is presented in the attached information sheets is based solely on observation and 

local knowledge.73 

The results of this survey cannot be considered a statistical representation of the “universe” 

of public housing in Greater Cairo.  However, sample neighborhoods were chosen in a 

random manner, and enough sample neighborhoods were chosen to allow certain 

conclusions, especially when results were overwhelmingly consistent.  Readers should look 

at the survey design carefully to decide to what extent the results can be generalized. 

4.  RESULTS 

Summary results of the field diagnostic are found in the following tables for all 17 selected 

neighborhoods.   

Interpretation of results and the insights they provide are to be found in the relevant sections 

of the main report.   

 

                                                 
73

  This approach contrasts with that used in Deliverable #1 to estimate housing unit vacancies, which has been based on proxy 
information on water connections gathered from new town agencies.  Thus the results here cannot be directly compared with 
results in Deliverable #1. 
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Neighborhood Code & Common Name 

 

Sheikh Zayed 1 Sheikh Zayed 2 Badr 1 

Type of Housing Program Mubarak Youth Gehaz Sheikh 
Zayed 

Cooperative 
Housing Authority 

Total Area (feddan) 11.9 17.6 27.1 

Date of Start of Construction 1996-7 1989 n.a. 

Date of Completion/Unit Distribution 2001-2002 1997-98 2000 

Total no. of Buildings 67 31 65 

Approx Total No. of Units 660 550 1300 

Unsold units (rough %) 25% 30% 0% 

Units used as offices (rough %) 5% 5% 0% 

Units used as shops (rough %) 0% 10% 1% 

Rough % of "closed" or vacant units 70% 50% 80% 

Cars parked per building 2 n.a. 0.67 

Rough % of units rented to 3rd party 10% 10% 5% 

General 
Housing 
Para-
meters 

Rough % of units sold to 3rd party 0% 15% 5% 

     

  Area of unit type A  70m
2
 65m

2
 70m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type A (if announced)   30,000(tanazil) 

  Downpayment (LE)   15,000 

  Monthly Installment  (LE)   72 

Unit Type 
A 

  No. of Years   27 

  Area of unit type B  84m
2
 84m

2
, 105m

2
  

  Cost of Unit Type B (if announced)    

  Downpayment (LE)    

  Monthly Installment  (LE)    

Unit Type 
B 

  No. of Years    

     

Units for sale:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) 70/62000 65/50,000 70/30,000 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) 84/70,000 105/70,000  

Units for rent:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) 70/200 65/175-200 70/350 

Examples 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) 84/250-300 105/250-300  

     

Cleanliness inside buildings Fair Fair Fair 

Cleanliness outside buildings Fair Fair Fair 

Landscaping Fair Good Bad 

Surrounding street paving Good Good Fair-good 

Surround street lighting Fair Good Good 

Public Transport Bad Bad Bad 

Security Bad Bad Good 

Water Good Fair Good 

Electricity Good Good Good 

Telephone Fair-good Fair Good 

Sewerage Fair-good Good Fair 

Local Shopping Bad Bad Bad 

Prices for Local Shopping Bad Bad Bad 

Quality of 
Buildings 
and Neigh- 

borhood 

Overall Satisfaction n.a. n.a.  
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Public Housing Neighborhood Case Studies 
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Neighborhood Code & Common Name 

 

Sixth of October 1 

El-Hay El-Siini 

Sixth of October 2 

(part of El-Hay El-
Ashur) 

Sixth of October 3 

Medinet El- 
Mustaqbil 

Type of Housing Program HDB and Tamiir 
Sixth of October 

Mubarak Youth 
Housing 

Future Foundation 

Total Area (feddan) 16.2 16.9 22.0 

Date of Start of Construction 1982 n.a. 1999? 

Date of Completion/Unit Distribution 1985 2000 2000-2001 

Total no. of Buildings 43 48 47 

Approx Total No. of Units 946 960 940 

Unsold units (rough %) 0% 0% 20% 

Units used as offices (rough %) 8% 0% 0% 

Units used as shops (rough %) 10% 0% 0% 

Rough % of "closed" or vacant units 0% 60% 65-70% 

Cars parked per building 1 2 .5 

Rough % of units rented to 3rd party 20% 0% 5% 

General 
Housing 
Para-
meters 

Rough % of units sold to 3rd party 25% 0% 5% 

     

  Area of unit type A  54m
2
 70m

2
 (tanazil) 66m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type A (if announced)  45000  

  Downpayment (LE)  15000 2800 

  Monthly Installment  (LE)  70 70 

Unit Type 
A 

  No. of Years  20  

  Area of unit type B  62m
2
 100m

2
  

  Cost of Unit Type B (if announced)    

  Downpayment (LE)    

  Monthly Installment  (LE)    

Unit Type 
B 

  No. of Years    

     

Units for sale:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) 54/35000 65/50,000 66/33,000 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE)  105/70,000  

Units for rent:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) 54/250 65/175-200 66/250 

Examples 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month)  105/250-300  

 

 

    

Cleanliness inside buildings Fair Fair Good 

Cleanliness outside buildings Good Fair Good 

Landscaping Good Fair Good 

Surrounding street paving Fair-good Good Good 

Surround street lighting Good Good Good 

Public Transport Fair Fair Bad (none) 

Security Good Good Good 

Water Good Good  Good 

Electricity Good Good Good 

Telephone Good Good Bad 

Sewerage Good Good Good 

Local Shopping Bad Bad Bad 

Prices for Local Shopping Fair Bad Bad 

Quality of 
Buildings 
and Neigh- 

borhood 

Overall Satisfaction n.a. n.a. n.a. 
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Public Housing Neighborhood Case Studies 
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Neighborhood Code & Common Name 

 

New Cairo 1 

Hay El-Zilzal 

New Cairo 2 El-Sherouk 1 

Maskin shirket Bahr 
El-Ahmar 

Type of Housing Program Gehaz Tugama El-
Khamis 

Mubarak Youth Gehaz El-Sherouk 

Total Area (feddan) 9.3 15.3 15.2 

Date of Start of Construction 1985 n.a. n.a. 

Date of Completion/Unit Distribution 1993 2000 1995 

Total no. of Buildings 67 48 37 

Approx Total No. of Units 695 960 888 

Unsold units (rough %) 25% 0% 0% 

Units used as offices (rough %) 5% 0% 10% 

Units used as shops (rough %) 0% 1% 15% 

Rough % of "closed" or vacant units 30% 90% 40% 

Cars parked per building 2 2 2 

Rough % of units rented to 3rd party 10% <5% 10% 

General 
Housing 
Para-
meters 

Rough % of units sold to 3rd party 0% <5% 20% 

     

  Area of unit type A  68m
2
 70m

2
 65-67m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type A (if announced) LE 30,000 (tanazil)  n.a 

  Downpayment (LE) -  2,800 

  Monthly Installment  (LE) 73.50  70 

Unit Type 
A 

  No. of Years 25  20 

  Area of unit type B     

  Cost of Unit Type B (if announced)    

  Downpayment (LE)    

  Monthly Installment  (LE)    

Unit Type 
B 

  No. of Years    

     

Units for sale:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) 68/30,000 70/40,000 67/35,000 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE)    

Units for rent:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) 68/200-250 70/250-350 67/450 (furnished) 

Examples 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month)   67/200 

     

Cleanliness inside buildings Fair Good Fair 

Cleanliness outside buildings Fair Good Fair 

Landscaping Fair Good Fair 

Surrounding street paving Fair-Good Good Good 

Surround street lighting Good Good Fair 

Public Transport Bad Fair Fair 

Security Bad Fair Good 

Water Fair Good Good 

Electricity Good Good Good 

Telephone Fair Good Good 

Sewerage Good Good Fair 

Local Shopping Bad Fair Good 

Prices for Local Shopping Bad Fair Good 

Quality of 
Buildings 
and Neigh- 

borhood 

Overall Satisfaction n.a. n.a.  
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Neighborhood Code & Common Name 

 

El-Sherouk 2  

 

Al-Obour 1 Al-Obour 2 

Type of Housing Program Mubarak Youth Gehaz Medinet Al-
Obour 

Mubarak Youth 

Total Area (feddan) 27.5 8.6 17.1 

Date of Start of Construction n.a. n.a. n.a. 

Date of Completion/Unit Distribution 2002 1996 1999 

Total no. of Buildings 50 54 38 

Approx Total No. of Units 1,000 1,080 660+75 

Unsold units (rough %) 0% 0% n.a. 

Units used as offices (rough %) 0% 5% 0% 

Units used as shops (rough %) 0% 0% 2% 

Rough % of "closed" or vacant units 80-90% 50% 80% 

Cars parked per building 0 0 1 

Rough % of units rented to 3rd party 0% 20% 1% 

General 
Housing 
Para-
meters 

Rough % of units sold to 3rd party 0% 15% 0% 

     

  Area of unit type A  70m
2
 64m

2
 70m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type A (if announced) (tanazil)   

  Downpayment (LE) 15000-   

  Monthly Installment  (LE) 70   

Unit Type 
A 

  No. of Years 20   

  Area of unit type B  100m
2
  100m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type B (if announced)   60,000(tanazil) 

  Downpayment (LE)   12000 

  Monthly Installment  (LE)   80 

Unit Type 
B 

  No. of Years   20 

     

Units for sale:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) None 64/33000 None 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE)    

Units for rent:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) None 64/175-200 70/400 

Examples 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month)   100/450 

     

Cleanliness inside buildings Good Good Good 

Cleanliness outside buildings Good Good Good 

Landscaping Good Fair Good 

Surrounding street paving Good Fair-good Good 

Surround street lighting Good Good Good 

Public Transport Good Fair Good 

Security Good Fair Fair 

Water Good Good Good 

Electricity Good Good Good 

Telephone Good Good Good 

Sewerage Good Good Good 

Local Shopping Good Fair Fair 

Prices for Local Shopping Bad Fair Fair 

Quality of 
Buildings 
and Neigh- 

borhood 

Overall Satisfaction n.a. n.a. n.a. 

 



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II 122 

Public Housing Neighborhood Case Studies 
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Neighborhood Code & Common Name 

 

Giza 1 

El Magzar El-Aali 
(Munib) 

Giza 2 

Kafr El-Gebel 

Cairo 1 

El-Nahda 

Type of Housing Program Giza Governorate Giza Governorate Cairo 

Governorate 

Total Area (feddan) 4.8 13.0 18.2 

Date of Start of Construction 1965 1986 1986 

Date of Completion/Unit Distribution 1970 1990 1993 

Total no. of Buildings 23 52+3 48 

Approx Total No. of Units 460 1248+36 960 

Unsold units (rough %) 0% 10% n.a. 

Units used as offices (rough %) 5% 5% 10% 

Units used as shops (rough %) 15% 5% 20% 

Rough % of "closed" or vacant units 5% 12% 10% 

Cars parked per building 6 2 (taxis) 5 

Rough % of units rented to 3rd party 5% 25% 10% 

General 
Housing 
Para-
meters 

Rough % of units sold to 3rd party 10% 25% 40% 

     

  Area of unit type A  86m
2
 86m

2
 61m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type A (if announced) LE 12,000 (old) LE 12500 (1986)  

  Downpayment (LE) 1000 2000  

  Monthly Installment  (LE) 35 62.50  

Unit Type 
A 

  No. of Years 30 15  

  Area of unit type B  120m
2
 110m

2
 70m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type B (if announced)   LE 33000 (new) 

  Downpayment (LE)   0 

  Monthly Installment  (LE)   73 

Unit Type 
B 

  No. of Years   35 

     

Units for sale:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) 86/35,000 86/25,000 61/23,000 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) 120/50,000 110/40,000 70/35000 

Units for rent:    

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) n.a. 86/150-175 61/200 

Examples 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) n.a. 110/200-250 70/250 

     

Cleanliness inside buildings Fair Bad Fair 

Cleanliness outside buildings Fair Bad Bad 

Landscaping Bad Bad Bad 

Surrounding street paving Fair-good Bad Bad-fair 

Surround street lighting Good Bad Good 

Public Transport Good Bad Bad 

Security Fair Fair Bad 

Water Good Good Fair 

Electricity Good Good Good 

Telephone Good Good Fair 

Sewerage Good Good Fair 

Local Shopping Good Bad Bad 

Prices for Local Shopping Good Fair Bad 

Quality of 
Buildings 
and Neigh- 

borhood 

Overall Satisfaction    
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Neighborhood Code & Common Name 

 

Cairo 2 

Mokkattam 

(zilzal)  

Cairo 3 

S. Mubarak Project 

Duweika 

Type of Housing Program Cairo Governorate Cairo Governorate 

Total Area (feddan) 14.9 17.4 

Date of Start of Construction 1988 1996 

Date of Completion/Unit Distribution 1992 (earthquake) 2004 

Total no. of Buildings 33 63 

Approx Total No. of Units 1,584 1,260 

Unsold units (rough %) 12% 20% 

Units used as offices (rough %) 5% 5% 

Units used as shops (rough %) 12.5% 10% 

Rough % of "closed" or vacant units 15% 20% 

Cars parked per building 6 .5 

Rough % of units rented to 3rd party 12% 10% 

General 
Housing 
Para-
meters 

Rough % of units sold to 3rd party 20% 20% 

    

  Area of unit type A  54m
2
 60m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type A (if announced)  LE 35,000 

  Downpayment (LE)  1,000 

  Monthly Installment  (LE)  73.50 

Unit Type 
A 

  No. of Years  35 

  Area of unit type B  68m
2
 53m

2
 

  Cost of Unit Type B (if announced) LE 34,000 

(tanazil) 

 

  Downpayment (LE) 0  

  Monthly Installment  (LE) LE 39  

Unit Type 
B 

  No. of Years 30  

    

Units for sale:   

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) 54/21,000 60/33,000 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Price (LE) 68/33,000 53/29,000 

Units for rent:   

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) 54/175 60/200-250 

Examples 

  Area of Unit (m
2
) / Rent (LE/month) 68/200 53/200 

    

Cleanliness inside buildings Bad Fair 

Cleanliness outside buildings Fair Bad 

Landscaping Fair Bad 

Surrounding street paving Fair-bad Bad-Good 

Surround street lighting Fair Good 

Public Transport Fair Fair 

Security Bad Fair 

Water Fair Fair-Good 

Electricity Good Good 

Telephone Good Good 

Sewerage Good Fair-Good 

Local Shopping Bad Bad 

Prices for Local Shopping Bad Bad 

Quality of 
Buildings 
and Neigh- 

borhood 

Overall Satisfaction   
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Sheikh Zayed 1 

660 Units; 11.9 feddans, 55.5 units per feddan; 75.7m
2 of land per unit 

 

 

 

 

Sheikh Zayed 2 

550 Units; 17.6 feddans, 31.2 units per feddan; 134.6m
2 of land per unit 
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Badr 1 

1300 Units; 27.1; feddans, 48.0 units per feddan; 87.5m
2 of land per unit 

 

 

Sixth of October 1 

946 Units; 16.2 feddans; 58.4 units per feddan; 71.9m
2 of land per unit 
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Sixth of October 2 

1200 Units; 16.9 feddans; 71 units per feddan; 59.2m
2 of land per unit 

 

 

Sixth of October 3 

940 Units; 22.0 feddans; 42.7 units per feddan; 98.4m
2 of land per unit 
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New Cairo 1 

695 Units; 8.9 feddans; 78 units per feddan; 53.8m
2 of land per unit 

 

 

New Cairo 2 

960 Units; 15.3 feddans; 58 units per feddan; 71.9m
2 of land per unit 
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Sherouk 1 

888 Units; 15.2 feddans; 58 units per feddan; 71.9m
2 of land per unit 

 

Sherouk 2 

1000 units; 27.5 feddans; 36 units per feddan; 115.5m
2 of land per unit 

 



 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR POLICY REFORM II  129 

 

 

Al-Obour 1 

1080 units; 8.6 feddans; 125 units per feddan; 33.4m
2 of land per unit 

 

 

Al-Obour 2 

735 units; 17.1 feddans; 36 units per feddan; 97.7m
2 of land per unit 
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Giza 1 

460 units; 4.8 feddans; 96 units per feddan; 43.8m
2 of land per unit 

 

 

Giza 2 

1284 units; 13.0 feddans; 98.7 units per feddan; 42.5m
2 of land per unit 
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Cairo 1 

960 units; 18.2 feddans; 52.7 units per feddan; 79.6m
2 of land per unit 

 

 

Cairo 2 

1584 units; 14.9 feddans; 37.8 units per feddan; 111m
2 of land per unit 
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Cairo 3 

1260 units; 17.4 feddans; 72.4 units per feddan; 58m
2 of land per unit 
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