
 

 

 

 

 

Appendix-7 Water Quality Survey 



















































 

 

 

 
Appendix-8 Social Survey 



A-82 

REPORT OF SOCIAL SURVEY 

September 1, 2005 
 

1. Objectives of the Survey 

The Objectives of the Survey were basically as follows: 

(1) Assess the water service conditions in the Project Area (consumption amount, water 
pressures, discharge) 

(2) Assess the degree of satisfaction of the consumers 

(3) Determine the potential revenue from the consumers’ willingness-to-pay 

2. Survey Methodology 

The Survey was carried out through the interviews with consumers in urban and rural areas 
in four (4) of the Gharbia Governorate’s six (6) cities (Markaz). The process followed is briefly 
described: 

(1) Questionnaire Form 

The questionnaire form and experience gained in Sharkia were the basis for preparing 
this survey’s questionnaire form. The prepared questionnaire was discussed in detail 
with GACWASD in two sessions and modified based on the discussions. 

The final form was translated into Arabic. 

(2) Selection of the Samples 

The BD Team proposed that the interviews be conducted in the four cities of Mahalla El 
Kobra (target city for the project), Tanta (capital city and similar in nature to MK in terms 
of population), and the two smaller cities of Sammanoud (east of MK) and Qotour (west 
of MK). 

Both urban and rural samples were to be taken from each of these cities. 

The BD Team held discussions with GACWASD to select districts in the cities for the 
urban samples that would reflect the different income levels, and geographical 
conditions. The same procedure was adopted for selecting the rural samples from 
certain villages within the 6 cities. 
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After completing the identification of the districts and villages GACWASD proceeded to 
draw up names of consumers from their subscribers lists as candidates for the samples. 
Lists were prepared for each of the target district and village showing the consumer 
name, address, amount of billed water and value of the bill. The names in the lists were 
about 3 times the required number. 

(3) Training of the Surveyors 

A number of surveyors (around 20) living in MK and Tanta were introduced to the BD 
Team by staff of GACWASD. These surveyors were mainly university students.  

Two training sessions were held with the surveyors to explain the questions in the 
Questionnaire and also on how to use the pressure gauges (for the urban districts of 
MK). 

A pilot survey was done in MK using about 30 samples in order to finalize the 
questionnaire form and also detect any problems in the questions. 

(4) Survey 

The interview survey was implemented over 12 days.  The surveyors were mobilized 
into groups of 3 and 4.  GACWASD kindly arranged for the tariff collectors to 
accompany the surveyors in order to introduce them to the households to be surveyed. 

For each survey team, a supervisor was assigned to check the completed questionnaire 
form and instruct the surveyors as required. In many instances the surveyors were sent 
back to the interviewed household to ask a question they may have missed, clarify an 
unclear reply or to try once more and obtain an answer for a question that was not 
answered at the first time. 

Basically the GACWASD prepared lists for districts and villages were used. When the 
selected persons were not found random persons in the vicinity were selected. In such 
cases the subscriber number was asked in order to obtain data on the household 
(consumption and billed charge) from GACWASD data bank. When the names on the 
list were considered too closely clustered together, the surveyors, with the help of 
GACWASD identified other close by areas in the field. 

All the households approached agreed to be interviewed and most were very kind in 
giving their time and opinions. As the water service is a burning issue for most of the 
citizens the interviewed households offered more information than was required in many 
instances. In some households the surveyors were shown samples of the water and 
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sometimes asked to taste the water for themselves! 

(5) Data Input and Valediction 

Data input proceeded in parallel with the surveys. The questionnaire forms were input 
into MS Excel spread sheets, in Arabic and in English. 

Each entry was checked for inconsistencies and when these were found, the surveyor 
responsible for the questionnaire was called in to check the answers mostly be calling 
the surveyed household or paying a repeat visit.  

Concerning the consumption amounts and billed costs, in most cases the data from 
GACWASD was used. 

(6) Analysis 

The input data was analyzed using the MS Excel spread. The main results are described 
hereafter. 

3. Survey Coverage Area 

Table 1 shows the districts and villages were the survey was implemented. 

 

Table (1) Planned and Achieved Sample of Social Survey in Different Cities 
 

District Sample 
City Location 

Code Name Planned Achieved 
(%)*

1 Sabae Banat 15 19 1.27

2 Shokry El-Kowatly (CBD) 15 20 1.33

3 Sekka El-Westaneya 15 20 1.33

4 Sooq El-Laban 15 23 1.53

Urban 

(105) 

5 Gomhoreya 15 23 1.53

6 Mehalet Hasan 15 20 1.33

7 Qaysareya Abo Aly 15 23 1.53

8 Dawakhleya 15 20 1.33

9 Kafr Hegazy 15 21 1.40

Mahala 

El-Kobra 

(210 

samples) 
Rural 

(105) 

10 Mehalet Abo Aly 15 21 1.40
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District Sample 
City Location 

Code Name Planned Achieved 
(%)*

11 Estad 15 25 1.67

12 Kafr Essam 15 20 1.33

13 Segar 15 17 1.13

Urban 

(79) 

14  Salam  15 17 1.13

15 Berma 15 20 1.33

16 Mehalet Marhoom 15 20 1.33

17 Ragdeya 15 21 1.40

Tanta 

(161 

samples) 
Rural 

(82) 

18 Sperbay 15 21 1.40

19 
Sammanoud (Magles 

El-Madina) 
15 18 1.20

20 Sooq 15 20 1.33

Urban 

(61) 

21 Samaha 15 23 1.53

22 Rahebeen 15 20 1.33

23 Mehalet Zayad 20 24 1.20

24 Mit Asas 20 24 1.20

Sammanoud 

(149 

samples) 
Rural 

(88) 

25 Nasereya 15 20 1.33

26 Sharei El-Bahr 15 20 1.33

27 Qotour El-Balad 15 20 1.33
Urban 

(60) 
28 Mostashfa El-Aam 15 20 1.33

29 Beltag 20 21 1.05

30 Ebshaway El-Malaq 20 25 1.25

31 Damat 15 26 1.73

Qotour 

(152 

samples) Rural 

(92) 

32  Hohowein 15 20 1.33

Total 500 672 1.34

*Note: Achieved/Planned    

A total of six-hundred and seventy-two households were surveyed. For MK the share was 
31% (or slightly less than 1/3rd of the total sample) to reflect the position of MK as the project 
location. In terms of urban to rural split, the share was 1 to 1.2.  

4. Main Results of the Survey 

(1) Household Attributes  
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① Interviewed Person 

Total Samples Interviewee Status

46%

35%

11%

6% 2%

1. Householder
2. Housewife
3. Son
4. Daughter
5. Other

 

The majority of interviewees were conducted with the householder followed by the wife. 
In many cases both were present to answer the questions, especially in the rural areas. 

Interviewee Status in MK
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Interviews of MK show the same tendency. There is also slight difference between urban 
and rural areas. 

② Income Data 
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Total Samples Income Categories

1% 13%

33%

36%

10%

6%

1%

<250LE/month
251 - 500 LE/month
501-750 LE/month
751-1,000 LE/month
1,001-2,000 LE/month
>2,000 LE/month
No reply

 

Interviewees were queried on how many people are earning an income within the 
household and the total income of those people. Surprisingly only 13% of the total 
queried households refused to answer. On the other hand potential deflation of the 
incomes could not be completely avoided.  70% of the samples declared incomes of 
less than 500 LE monthly. 

Income Levels for MK
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Overall the levels do not differ much in the case of MK only.  As expected the 
households in urban areas declared higher income levels than rural households. 
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(2) Satisfaction with GACWASD Water Service 

① Water as Drinking Source 

23%

64%

11%
2%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

1

GACWASD Water for Drinking - Total Sample
4. Yes, boil

3. Yes, filter

2. Yes, as it is

1. No

 

Households were asked whether they drink the GACWASD supplied water. 
Twenty-three (23%) percent do not drink the water at all, while 64% drink it without 
any countermeasures. 13% either insert filter or boil the water before drinking. 

GACWASD Water for Drinking - MK
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In the case of MK, the percent of households not drinking the GACWASD water 
was almost three times the respective urban share. This is indicative of the need to 
improve the service in rural areas. And 80% of the MK urban population drinks the 
water as it is. 
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② Specific Water Quality Characteristics 

Water Characteristics Satisfaction - Total Samples
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The characteristics with the highest degree of dissatisfaction were the taste and 
color. None of the five characteristics received even a 50% margin of satisfaction. 

Water Characteristics Satisfaction - MK
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In general urban residents were more satisfied with GACWASD supplied water 
color and taste, than were their counterparts in the rural villages of MK. The largest 
degree of dissatisfaction was shown for the water pressure and urban residents 
complained vocally of the lack of water in the higher floors. Once more no quality 
received a degree of satisfaction higher than 34%. 
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③ Water Cutoffs 

Residents were queried on the occurrence of water cut-offs on a scheduled 
(residents are informed before the cut-off occurs or are aware of these cutoffs) or 
random basis. Only 16% of the overall respondents stated that they do not 
experience any cutoffs. The following table shows the shares of respondents 
confirming frequent scheduled and random cutoffs by city. 

City Scheduled cuts 
(%) 

Random cuts (%) 

MK 48% 37% 

Tanta 38% 50% 

Samannoud 45% 45% 

Qotour 25% 47% 

TOTAL 40% 44% 

Excluding MK, for all the three other cities, random cuts are more common than 
scheduled cuts. For MK scheduled cuts are more. 

④ Overall Satisfaction Level 

As a summation to the above the residents were queried on their overall degree of 
satisfaction with the GACWASD water services. Eighty-one percent (81%) of the 
total respondents were not satisfied while in the case of MK the shares of those not 
satisfied were 91% both in the urban as well as rural areas. 

(3) Use of Water other than the GACWASD Supply 

① Water Purchase 

Despite the widely spread dissatisfaction with GACAWSD water services 86% of 
the total respondents do not purchase water, mainly due to economical reasons. 
This was the same figure for MK also. In only a very few cases, less than 5% of the 
total respondents, we were informed that some water is purchased for drinking for 
the ailing and sick people in the household. 

② Free Water 

Most urban and rural residents have access to free water such as wells, both 
private and public. Almost sixty percent (60%) of the respondents replied that they 



A-91 

take water from wells, mostly on a daily basis, to use for drinking and cooking 
purposes. 

In the case of MK 60% of the rural residents interviewed fetched free water from 
wells on an almost daily basis for all purposes. The respective figure for MK urban 
residents was just over half of that, at 34%. Ten (10%) percent of MK urban 
residents mentioned that they obtain free water from neighbors. 

(4) Information on Consumption and Billing 

Consumption level % LE/HH/m
    (1) < 50 l/c/d 21% 2.8
    (2) 51 - 100 l/c/d 24% 3.7
    (3) 101 - 150 l/c/d 19% 5.1
    (4) 151 - 200 l/c/d 12% 6.7
    (5) 201 - 250 l/c/d 6% 10.2
    (6) 251 - 300 l/c/d 5% 12.3
    (7) 301 - 400 l/c/d 6% 12.4
    (8) 401 - 500 l/c/d 3% 15.4
    (9) >501 l/c/d 5% 17.9

Average 171.8 6.7  

The consumption rates summarized for the total samples are shown in the above table, 
along with the billing per household monthly. The largest share (24%) is for the 51 – 100 
l/cap/d category. The average monthly payments correspond well to the categories of 
consumption. Of the total samples, average consumption and monthly billing were 171.8 
l/cap/d and LE 6.7 per household per month. 

% LE/month % LE/month
    (1) < 50 l/c/d 14% 2.9 26% 2.1          
    (2) 51 - 100 l/c/d 16% 3.0 28% 3.2          
    (3) 101 - 150 l/c/d 21% 6.0 18% 4.5          
    (4) 151 - 200 l/c/d 12% 5.9 10% 6.4          
    (5) 201 - 250 l/c/d 9% 7.7 8% 15.1        
    (6) 251 - 300 l/c/d 9% 7.3 3% 11.7        
    (7) 301 - 400 l/c/d 10% 9.8 5% 11.5        
    (8) 401 - 500 l/c/d 4% 22.0 2% 9.7          
    (9) >501 l/c/d 5% 31.9 2% 19.8        
    AVERAGE 200    7.5 129     5.7          

Urban RuralConsumption 
Category
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The above table shows the respective values for MK. In principle water consumption in 
rural villages is less than in urban districts (average 200 l/cap/d for urban residents 
versus 129 l/cap/d for their rural counterparts). Monthly payments correspond well to the 
respective consumption category.  

(5) Willingness to Pay 

When asked to select the infrastructure which requires major improvement in their 
residential area (water supply, waste management, sewage, telephones, electricity, and 
public transport), 78% of the total respondents selected improvement or water supply as 
their top priority.  

And of all the four cities the figures for MK were the highest, in terms of selection of 
water supply with a share of 91%, followed by Qotour (76%), Tanta (74%) and 
Samannoud (65%). 

Linked to this question, residents were then asked what additional money they were 
willing to pay monthly in order to improve the water supply service. The replies were 
categorized and the shares and are shown in the following table. 

Add sum
LE/m onth

0 52% 43% 47%
0-2 15% 22% 19%
2-5 23% 25% 24%

5-10 7% 7% 7%
10-20 1% 2% 2%

>20 1% 0% 1%

0 53% 38% 46%
0-2 14% 20% 17%
2-5 18% 29% 23%

5-10 11% 9% 10%
10-20 2% 4% 3%

>20 1% 1% 1%

2. MK

AVERAGE 
(LE/HH/m) 3.7 3.2 3.3          

Urban Rural Total

1. All Sam ples

 

A clear majority of urban residents were not willing to pay any additional money, while in 
the case of rural residents; the majority was willing to pay some money.  For both 
urban and rural households willing to pay some money, the amount was mostly less than 
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LE 5 per month. 

Figures are similar for MK, with 53% of the urban respondents refusing to pay any 
additional money. Of the MK respondents willing to pay additional money the average 
sum of 3.3 LE/household/month was obtained. 

(6) Tap Pressure and Discharge in MK Urban Districts 

Tap pressure and discharge were measured in the urban households in MK. The results 
are shown in the following table. 

No. % No. %
1. Tap Pressure 2. Discharge (cm3/sec)
   < 1.0 11 10%     10 - 20 2 2%
      1 4 4%     21 - 30 4 4%
      1.5 2 2%     31 - 40 5 5%
      2 4 4%     41 - 50 4 4%
      2.5 5 5%     51 - 60 1 1%
      3 2 2%     61 - 70 5 5%
      4 3 3%     71 - 80 3 3%
      5 2 2%     81 - 90 2 2%
      6 3 3%     91 - 100 1 1%
      6.5 1 1%   101 - 110 6 6%
      7 1 1%   111 - 120 5 5%
      7.5 4 4%   121 - 130 5 5%
      8 6 6%   131 - 140 4 4%
      9 2 2%   141 - 150 2 2%
      10 8 8%   151 - 160 2 2%
      11 3 3%   161 - 170 1 1%
      12 5 5%   171 - 180 1 1%
      14 1 1%   181 - 190 6 6%
      16 2 2%   191 - 200 2 2%
      18 1 1%   201 - 300 3 3%
      No Water 35 33%   301 - 400 6 6%
TOTAL 105    No Water 35 33%

105 100%
Average 6.1 Average 129.0  
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The Project for Upgrading of El Mahala El Kobra Water Treatment Plant in the Arab Republic of 
Egypt 

JICA Basic Design Study Team – August 2005 
Social Survey Questionnaire 

 

Int
ro

du
cti

on
 The Government of Egypt, in cooperation with Japan is implementing the improvement 

of the water treatment plant in El Mahalla El Kobra through renovation of the existing 
station, increasing its capacity and constructing another waste treatment unit. This 
project confirms the GOE’s policy to extend drinking water to all the parts of the country. 

Ge
ne

ra
l In

for
ma

tio
n 

1. Sample code |__|__|__|    2. Date |__|__|__|__|    3. Time |__|__|__|__| 
4. Surveyor Name: _________________________     5. Srvy. Code |__|__| 
6. Consumer Name: ________________________     7. Area no. |__|__| 
8. Consumer number: |__|__|__|__| 
9. Dwelling Address: ____________________________________________ 
10. Markaz: 1) El Mahalla El Kobra  2) Tanta  3) Sammanoud  4) Qotour   |__| 
11. Location: 1) Urban  2) Rural  |__| 
12. Interviewee Name: _____________ 13. Telephone Number: ___________ 
14. Status: 1) Householder  2) Housewife  
3) Son   4) Daughter          
5) Others __________   |__| 

15. Occupation: 1) Farmer      
2) Government employee  3) Labor  
4) Shop owner  5) Land owner    
6) Others _______   |__| 

Pe
rso

na
l 

Inf
or

ma
tio

n 

16. Number of families in dwelling:___ |__| 
17. Total dwelling inhabitants: ___    |__| 
18. Number of income providers: ___  |__| 

19. Total family monthly income: 
1) Less than 250 LE 
2) 251 – 500LE  3) 501 – 750LE 
4) 751 – 1000LE 5) 1001 – 2000LE 
6) More than 2000LE 
7) Refused to answer  |__| 

Co
mp

an
y W

ate
r 

co
ns

um
pti

on
 da

ta 

20. Water bill amount:  
1) Dwelling   2) House   |__| 
____ m3/ 2 months (summer)  
____ LE/ 2 months (winter) 
____ m3/ 2 months (summer)  
____ LE/ 2 months (winter) 

21. Amount of last electricity bill 
_____ LE/month 
22. Amount of last telephone bill 
_____ LE/month 
 



A-95 

 23. Availability of water meter 
1) None   2) Independent   3) Shared   |__| 
4) Number of units sharing meter       |__|__| 
5) Number of persons sharing meter     |__|__| 

24. Arrange water uses 
1) Cooking |__|  
2) Drinking |__| 
3) Dish washing |__| 
4) Clothes washing |__| 
5) Bathing |__| 
6) Others |__| 

25. Use of public water (multi answer) 
1) No |__|        2) Yes, Well or pump    |__| 
3) Yes, canal                         |__| 
4) Yes, public tap or mosque              |__| 
5) Yes, Others _________________        |__| 

26. Arrange water uses 
1) Cooking |__|  
2) Drinking |__| 
3) Dish washing |__| 
4) Clothes washing |__| 
5) Bathing |__| 
6) Others |__| 

Pu
bli

c w
ate

r c
on

su
mp

tio
n d

ata
 

27. Distance from public water source 
1) ___ meter    ___ minutes on foot 
2) ___ meter    ___ minutes on foot 

28. Frequency of water use 
1) Daily        2) Once/ 2 days 
3) Twice weekly  4) Once weekly 
5) Others ______________ |__| 

29. Purchase of water      |__| 
1) No (proceed to Q30) 
2) Yes, bottled water   ___ liter/time   ___ time/ week    ___ PT/ liter 
3) Yes, water truck    ___ liter/time   ___ time/ week    ___ PT/ liter 
4) Yes, from neighbors  ___ liter/time   ___ time/ week    ___ PT/ liter 
5) Yes, Others        ___ liter/time   ___ time/ week    ___ PT/ liter 

Pu
rch

as
ed

 w
ate

r d
ata

 

30. Arrange water uses 
1) Cooking |__|  
2) Drinking |__| 
3) Dish washing |__| 
4) Clothes washing |__| 
5) Bathing |__| 
6) Others |__| 

31. Do you drink from water tap |__| 
1) No 
2) Yes; as it is 
3) Yes; after filtering 
4) Yes; after boiling 

Se
rvi

ce
 

ev
alu

ati
o 32. Toilet type |__| 

1) W/ flush  2) W/o flush 
33. Bathroom type |__| 
1) W/ shower 2) Without 

34. Washing machine  
1) None  2) Ordinary 
3) Automatic  |__| 
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35. Type of sanitary drainage |__| 
1) Don’t know 
2) Government drainage system 
3) Canal/ drain 
4) Septic tank 

36. Quality of company water 
1) Color satisfactory   1) Yes 2) No |__| 
2) Taste satisfactory   1) Yes 2) No |__| 
3) Odor satisfactory   1) Yes 2) No |__| 
4) Pressure satisfactory  1) Yes 2) No |__| 
5) Quantity satisfactory   1) Yes 2) No |__| 

37. Water cut-offs  |__| 
1) None               2) Regular cut-offs 
3) Random cut-offs       4) ___ times a day         5) ___ times a week 
6) ___ times a month      7) Cut-off ___ hours/time 
38. Overall are you satisfied with the company water   |__| 
1) Yes    2) No 
3) Other reasons for not being satisfied 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
39. What is the additional sum that you are willing to pay to improve the water service to 
the degree that satisfies you? 
________ LE/month/dwelling 

41. Meter operating 
1) Yes  2) No |__| 

42. Pump available 
1) Yes  2) No |__| 

 

40. Arrange your priorities for the 
following services 
1) Water |__|     2) Drainage |__| 
3) Transport |__|  4) Electricity |__| 
5) Waste |__|    6) Telephone |__| 

43. Evaluate dwelling conditions   |__| 
1) Clean  2) Acceptable  3) Poor 

Ma
ha

lla
 

El
 K

ob
ra

 Specific Questions for El Mahalla El Kobra only (Turn off pump if connected) 
44. Water pressure _____ 45. Floor ____ 46. Time required to fill bottle ___ sec 

Re
ma

rks
 47. Include any remarks that may be useful: 

________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
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