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REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION PROJECT
~1

BENI SUEF GOVERNORATE

Reorientation Phase /28.03.1998

CUSTOMER OPINION STUDY ON LOW COST SANITATION
Report compiledby: ReemGala!, FaizaAbdul Rabman,Tuulikki Hassinen-.A!i-Azzani

I PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
This study is taskR 3/3.3 oftheWork PlanoftheReorientationPhaseoftheProject.Thetaskis identifiedas
follows:

Carryingoutacustomeropinion surveyconcerninglow costoptions(conventional septictanks,on-sitetreatment
etc.)vs. pipedcollectionwith obligationto pay fortheservice.

Thepurposeofthestudy is to supportthedecisionmaking concerningthestrategyfor low cost sanitary
drainageto be formulatedby TaskTeam6.

2 SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY
A questionnairepreparedby theProjectstaffis attachedasAnnex 1 of thereport.

3 DATA COLLECTION

3.1 Villages

Thefollowing wereidentifiedasselectioncriteriaofthe villages:

• population< 5000
• villageswill notbeconnectedto pipedsewagesystemwithin 5 km distance

Kafr Mansour(Beba) , NazletHannah(El Fashn)andNasrGomah(Sumusta)wereselectedassamplevillages
ofthestudy.NazletHannah haspopulationaround3000(Populationinformation,Projectoffice 1994)and
NasrGomaharound1600(Village Chiefinformation1998).Kafr Mansourhaspopulationaround5000
(Populationinformation,Projectoffice 1994).

3.2 Data collectors

Datacollectionwasdoneby six Local WomenCoordinatorssupervisedbyCommunityParticipationstaffof
theProject.Projectstafftrainedthemon the sanitationoptionsandtheuseofthequestionnaireprior to the
implementationofthestudy.

3



J

3.3 Respondents of the study

Thetotalnumberof samplewas 66 households.Out oftherespondents,23 % weremale, 38 % female. In
32 % of theinterviews,both husbandandwife werepresent. Respondentsofthestudyis presentedin table
1.

Table I Respondents of the study
Location No of Husband Wife Both Otherfamily

households member
N N N % N

20 - - 10 50 8 40 2
• 20 4 20 6 30 9 45 1 5

26 11 42 9 35 4 15 2 8

4 FINDINGS ON THE PRESENT FACILITIES

4.1 Present water supply and sanitation facilities in sample households

Seventypercent(70%) ofthesamplehouseshavelatrinefacilities andsoakawayorseptictank; and41 %
havewaterconnection.Presentwatersupplyand sanitationfacilities in the samplehouseholdsare presented
in tables2 and3.

Table 2. Present water supply and latrine facilities in the sample houses
Lt: the No latrine

Table 3. Availability of soakaway /septic tank
Location Soakaway Septictank Not available

available available
N N N

~ ..—~--—-~.——~ ~ —

17 • • : — • 3 15.:
N~z~dHannah 20 8 40 3 1 S 9 45
Na~tGomah 26 18 69 - - 8 3 I
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In the samplehouseholdsmost(93%) ofthesanitaryfacilities weresoakaways.Only threeseptictankswere
‘jound. Seventypercent(70%)of soakawayswereconstructedlessthan5 yearsago;and 14 % morethan 15
yearsago. Thelife spanofthe soakawaysis presentedin table4.

Table4. Soakawayconstructed

Location 1-4yearsa~o 5-9 yearsago 10-14yearsago IS yearsago

~ N N N N_________________

4.2 Disposal of grey water

In thesamplehouseholds,35 % ofthekitchenwateris disposedto thecanal,38 % to thestreetand 17 % to
the latrine. Disposalofkitchenwateris shownin table5.

Table5. Disposalofkitchenwater

it toii C ~ia I Sfteet Lati inc C¼Stt ect

Nearlyhalf(44%)ofthe samplehouseholdsdisposebathingwaterto the latrine; 35 % disposeto thecanal;
and21 % to the street.

Table 6.Disposal of bathing water
Location Canal Street Latrine

N ¾ N % N ¾

Na4et Ramiak20 16 ~0 2 10 2 10
2~6 1 4 11 42 14 54

4.3 Emptying soaka ways

Only fewoftheexistingsoakawayswere emptied.Threeseptictanks in NazletHannahwere3-7 yearsold.
Noneofthosewereemptied.
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Table 7. Emptying soakaways
Location No ofsoahaway Emptied Not emptied

N N 0/

Kafr Mausour: Noneoftheexistingsoakawayswereemptied.Someofthesoakawayswere ‘very wide’.
Most ofthe familiesusethemfor limited purpose(toilet, bathing).

Naziet Hannah:
Soakaways1-4 years: Not emptied

Soakaways5-9 years:Not emptied

Soakaways10-14years:Onetime, onepit annually

Soakways>15 years:Onepit twice,othersnot emptied

Nasr Gomah:
Two soakawayswereconstructedover 30 yearsago. Neveremptied.Familiesusethosefor all purpose.
Family members10 and 8. Onefamily did not emptysoakawayafterit got full. Theystoppedusing it because
if theyuseit, theyhaveto vacuumit again.Onefamily complainedaboutbad smellwhich camefrom the
soakaway.

4.5 By whom soakaways are emptied

Out ofthesevensoakawaysemptied,all wereemptiedby a contractor. This is shownin table8.

Table 8.Who has emptied the soakaway
Location No of soaka~vay Emptiedby Emptied by

eniptied contractor family
N N

~ ~ ~ ~

~az~JetRannak2O.~ ~ :
Na~rftomah26 4 4 100 -

4.4 Frequency of emptying soaka ways

6



4.6 Costs paid to empty soakaway

Most ofthehouseholdswho hademptiedsoakawayhadpaidlessthan 50 LE for emptying.

Table 9. Costs paid to empty soakaway
~tiof29L~9L~jSUL~J

5 OPINION ON SANITATION FACILITIES

5.1 Priorities to improve sanitation

Twentynine(29%)ofthesamplehouseholdshavethe opinion to improvetoiletwastefacilities asfirst
priority; 36 % greywaterfacilitiesasfirst priority, and26 % ofthehouseholdsconsiderbothfacilities
equally important.9 % ofthe householdscouldnot specify.Households’priorities to improvesanitationis
shownin table 8.

Table 10. Priority to improve sanitation in house
Location Toilct ~aste Both important Grey ~ater Cannotspecify

priority priority
N ¾ N N ¾ N ¾

.“~.,—‘ ~ ~

5.2 Best option for toilet waste
More thanhalf (62 %) considerdoublepit latrine asbestoptionfor toilet waste.21 % considerseptictank,
and6 % soakpit.Elevenpercent(11 %) oftherespondentscouldnot specify.Bestoptionfor toiletwasteis
presentedin table 11.

Table 11. Bestoption(Markedas1= Bestoption)

Location Soakpit Septic tank Double pit Cannotspecify
N ¾ N ¾ N ¾ N ¾

:5 • ~.2.... :‘.° : • 65. 4 20..
NazietHannah20 2 10 4 20 13 1 S
N~sr~n~ah 26 1 4 8 11 15 57 2 8
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a, The respondentsgavethefollowing reasonsin preferingdoublepit modelasabestoptionfor toilet waste:
~asyto use

The housewill be clean
Healthprevention
Contentcanbe usedas fertilizer
Easyto clean
Not harmful for environment

5.3 Willingness to contribute partly for the construction of double pit latrine

More thanhalf(57 %) ofthehouseholdswerewilling to contributepartlyfor theconstructionofthedouble
pit latrine, if someorganizationwould offer part oftheconstructionmaterial.27 % werenot willing to
contribute,and 15 %did not know.

Table 12. Willingness to contribute partly for construction of double pit latrine

Ltion Yes No Don’t know

GREY WATER COLLECTION

5.4 Best option for grey water facilities

More thantwo third (80 %) ofthehouseholdspreferon-sitegreywatersystemoutsidethehouseas best

option for grey water facility. 11 % preferon-sitesystemwith houseconnection,and 8 % ofthehouseholds
couldnot specify.Bestoptionfor greywaterfacility is presentedin table 13.

Table 13. Bestoption(Markedas1= bestoption)

Location Septictank On—siteww On—siteww inside Cannotspecif\
outsidehouse house

N ¾ N ¾ N ¾ N ¾
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• Houseconstructedby mudbrick and it is not suitablefor havingthe systeminsidethehouse(fearthat the house
will collapse)

• Wholecommunitycanuseit withoutprice
• Smallhouses-no placefor havingthe systeminsidethehouse
• Outsideoption is cheaperthantheotheroption (responseby manyhouseholds)

Reasonsfor preferringgreywatersysteminsidehouse:

• Easyto useatanytime
• No needto carrywateroutside,thesystemis convenient
• It is suitableto throwanykind ofwater(otherpeoplewill not seehowdirty disposedwateris, socialshame)

5.5 Community contribution for the construction of grey water system

Morethanhalf (55%)ofthe householdswerewilling to contributelabourfor the constructionofgreywater
systemin their village; 24 % werewilling to contributeby cash,and4% in kind. Eight percent(8 %) ofthe
householdswerenot willing to shareanycontribution.Communityparticipationin constructionof greywater
systemsin samplelocationis presentedin table 14.

Table14. Communityparticipationin constructionofgreywatersystems

Location Labour Cash Both/labour In kind Not willing
and cash to share

N % N ‘V0 N % N ¾ N ¾

8 40 8 40 3
N~zt~Hb2~ 15 75 3 15 I 5 - - 1 5
NasrGom~h26 13 50 5 19 2 8 3 12 3 12

5.6 Financial contribution for the construction of grey water system

Out ofthosewhowerewilling to contributeby cash,68 % werewilling to contributelessthan 100LE; and 18
% morethan100 LE. Fourteenpercent(14%)couldnot specifytheircontribution.

Table 15. Financial contribution for the construction of grey water systems
Location 50 LE 50-100LE 100-150LE >150LE Cannotspecify

N ¾ N ¾ N ¾ N ¾ N ¾
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a~NazIetHannah

*ome ofthehouseholdsexpresseda doubtaboutneighbourswillingnessand ability to pay

for theconstructionofgreywaterfacility. Theytold that peoplewantto give morepositive

impressionthantherealityis. Onecommunityorganization(CEOS)hasbeenworking in thevillage and
offeredthemmanyfacilities, but therewasnotpositive responsefrom thecommunity.

5.7 Maintenance of grey water system

Nearlyhalf(48%)ofthesamplehouseholdspreferto sharethemaintenanceresponsibilitywith neighbours;
and 42 % preferhire somebodyto do themaintenancejob. 9 % ofthe householdswerenot willing to share
themaintenance.Respondentspreferencefor maintenanceis shownin table 16.

Table 16. Maintenance of grey water systems

5.8 Ability to pay for the hired maintenance service

Thosewho preferedhiredmaintenanceservice,79 % are ableto pay 1-2 LE monthlyfor theservice.Ability to
pay for thehiredmaintenanceserviceis shownin table 17.

Table 17. Ability to pay for the hired maintenance of grey water system /monthly

Na~t~Rt~mah21 50 1 50
I 7 14 82 3 18
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PIPED SEWAGE COLLECTION

6.1 Necessity for piped sewage collection including obligation to pay for the service

Respondentswereaskedwhethertheyconsidernecessaryto havepipedsewagecollectionin their housewith
obligationto payfor theservice.More thanhalf (53 %) ofthehouseholdsexpressednecessityto havepiped
sewagecollection. More thanonethird (38 %) did not considernecessaryto havepipedsewagecollection;
and 9 % ofthehouseholdscould not specifytheir need.Necessityfor piped sewagecollectionis shownin
table 18.

Table 18. Necessity for piped sewage collection
Location Yes No Cannotspecify

N ¾ N N ¾

9. .. 45 11 55 - ..

Naz1~H~n~i20 7 ~S 1 ~ 6 S - -

NasrGomab 26 19 73 1 4 6 23

6.2 Ability to pay for house connection

Thosehouseholdswho considernecessaryto havepipedhouseconnection,63 % wereableto pay up to 100
LE; 29 %wereableto pay morethan100 LE. Ninepercent (9%)ofthehouseholdsrespondedthattheyare
not ableto pay - in spiteofthat theyconsidernecessaryto havepiped sewageconnection.Ability to payfor
houseconnectionis presentedin table 19.

Table 19. Ability to pay for house connection
Location 50 LE 50- 100 LE 100-200LE >200 LE Not ableto pay

N ‘V0 N % N N ¾ N

6.3 Ability to pay for monthly operation and maintenance of the piped sewage collection

Outofthosehouseholdswho considernecessaryto havepiped sewageconnection,morethanhalf (54 %) are
ableto pay 5-10LE for themonthlyoperationandmaintenancefee; 31 % ofthehouseholdsareableto pay <

5 LE monthly. Ability to pay monthly operationand maintenancefee is presentedin table20.
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Table20 Ability to pay monthlyoperationandmaintenancefee

~Location 5 LE 5-10 LE 10-20 LE Not ableto pay
N % N ¾ N ¾

6.4 Level of the house from the street

For theplanningpurposes,the level ofthehousefrom thestreetwasalsoestimatedin the study. The findings
arepresentedin table21.

Table 21. Level of the house from the street
Location Streetlevel Down from Down from Down from E)own from

or above streetlevel 5 - streetlevel 1 5 streetlevel streetlevel
N % 14 cm - 24 cm 25- 49 cm 50 cm

N ¾ N ¾ N N ¾
Lr~ ‘.

7 RELIABILITY OF THE DATA
In orderto increasethereliability ofthedata,Projectstaffgaveashorttraining to Local WomenCoordinators
priorto startofthestudy. TheChiefEngineerPlanning(CEP)explainedvarioussanitationoptionsincluded in

— thestudyquestions.Interviewsituationswerealsopracticed‘in classroom’priorto startofthefield work.
CommunityparticipationstaffoftheProjectsupervisedthefield work in all locations.It wasobservedthat,
someoftheLocal WomenCoordinatorsfaceddifficulties in workingas ‘researher’,andavoidingto ‘push
ownideas’to therespondents.Thisbehaviourwascorrectedduring thefield supervision.

8 CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY
Thesampleofthe studycomprise66 householdsfrom threevillagesin the projectarea.

Seventypercent(70%)ofthesamplehouseholdshavelatrinefacilities; and41%havewaterconnection.

Existing water supply and sanitary facilities
Sanitaryfacilities in thehouseholdsweremainly (93%) soakaways.Only threeseptictankswerefound. Only
few of theexistingsoakawayswereemptied.All wereemptiedby a contractor.
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tOisposal of grey water
~ thesamplehouseholds,35 % ofkitchenwateris disposedto thecanal,38%to thestreet,17 % to the
latrineand 10 % useboth canalandstreet.Nearlyhalf(44%)disposebathingwaterto the latrine; 35 % to
thecanal;and21 % to thestreet.

Opinion on sanitation facilities
Thirty six percent(36%) ofthe samplehouseholdshavetheopinionto improvegreywaterfacilities as first
priority. 26 % to improvetoilet facilitiesasfirst priority. 26 % ofthehouseholdsconsiderboth facilities
equally important.9 % ofthe householdscould not specify.

Toilet waste
Morethanhalf(62%)considerdoublepit latrineasbestoptionfor toilet waste.21 % considerseptictank;
and6 % soakpit. 11 % oftherepondentscould not specify.

Morethanhalf(57%) ofthesamplehouseholdswerewilling to contributepartly for theconstructionof the
doublepit latrine, if someorganizationwould offer partoftheconstructionmaterial.

Grey water disposal
Morethantwo third (80 %) ofthehouseholdspreferon-sitegreywatersystemoutsidethe houseasbest
optionto improvegreywaterfacilities. 11 % preferon-sitegrey waterfacility with houseconnection8 % of
thehouseholdscouldnot specify.

Morethanhalf(55%)ofthehouseholdswerewilling to contributelabourfor theconstructionofgreywater
systemin theirvillage. 24 % werewilling to contributeby cash;9 % both labourandcash,8 % in kind. Only 8
% ofthehouseholdswerenot willing to shareany contribution.Out ofthosewho werewilling to contribute
by cash,majority (68 %) werewilling to contributelessthan 100LE.

Nearlyhalf (48%)preferto sharethemaintenanceresponsibilitywith neighbours;and42 % preferto hire
somebodyto do themaintenancejob. Thosewho preferhiredmaintenanceservice,majority (79%)areableto
pay 1-2LE monthlyfor thehiredmaintenanceservice.

Piped sewage collection
Morethanhalf(53%)ofthehouseholdsexpressednecessityto havepipedsewagecollection in thehouse.Out
ofthosehouseholds,majority(63%)wereableto pay up to 100LE. Nine percentof thehouseholdswerenot
ableto pay, in spitetheyconsiderpiped sewgehouseconnectionnecessary.Out ofthosewho considerpiped
sewageconnectionnecessary,abouthalf(54%) areableto pay 5-10LE monthlyasoperationand
maintenancefee.
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Annex 1

REGIONAL WATERSUPPLY AND SANITATION PROJECT
Beni Suef Governorate
Reorientation Phase! February 1998

CUSTOMEROPINION STUDY ON LOW COST SANITATION

Markaz Subvillage Date of visit

Name of Local Woman Coordinator
Interview conducted with Husband ( ) wife

family member

Who?

Both ( ) Other

Occupation of the head of the household

PRESENT FACILITIES

1. Do you have a Latrine in your house?
Yes ( ).
No

2. How do you dispose your gray water?
2.1 Washing water from kitchen, laundry
2.2 Bathing water _________________________

3. Do you have soakpit (Not isolated tank)
septic tank (Isolated tank)

If you have soakpit or septic tank when
Construction date_____________________

it is constructed?

How it is emptied ?
Contractor
Yourself! Your family member
Not vacuumed yet

5.How often it is done?

4. If is already vacuumed, how much you paid to empty
it?

OPINION ON PROPOSEDS?~NITARYFACILITIES

6. What are your priorities to improve sanitation in your
village?

To improve toilet facility
To improve waste water facility
Both of them on equal importance
I don’t Know



What is your priorities order to the following options for
improving waste water system in your village? (Mark 1 to show
the first option, Mark 2 to show the second~,option, Mark 3 to
show the third best option)

Soak pit
Septic tank
double pit latrine

If an organization would provide you the latrine foundation
and the pipes, Are you ready to contribute partly in the
construction of the above structure of the latrine including
walls, door, ceiling and windows which will cost LE. 150
approximately ?

Yes
No

GRAY WATERCOLLECTION

9 What is your priorities order to the following alternatives
for improving the gray water disposal system in your village?
“1 means the best alternative “.

“2 means the best second alternative”.
“3 means the best third alternative”.

Soak pit (to be emptied by vacuum truck)
on-site gray water system outside the house
on—site gray water system connected inside the house.

0. In what way will you contribute in the costs of the gray
water system in your village?

Workers
money
personal work (building, transporting etc)
Nothing

11. If you are willing to contribute by money, how much you are
able to pay for the construction cost of the gray water in
your village>

<SOLE
50 — 100 LE
100—15OLE

)>15OLE
S,

15

12. If gray water ~iii be~constructed in your village, in what
way you are ready to contribute for maintenance of the gray
water systems?

Share the maintenance responsibility with the neighbors
Hire somebody to do the job by paying monthly for his

service
Not willing to contribute

3. If you prefer to hire somebody to do the job, how much you
are able to pay monthly for the hired maintenance service?



1—3 LE! per family
3—5 LE! per family
Not able to pay

PIPED SEWAGE COLLECTION

14 Do you consider necessary to connect your house to piped
sewer system and contribute at least to cover the operation
and maintenance costs?

Yes
No

15. If you want house connection, how much would you be able to
pay for house connection? (connection fee)

< 50 LE
50 — 100 LE
100— 200LE

)>200LE

6. How much would you be able to pay monthly as operation and
maintenance fee for the piped waste water system?

)<5LE
5 — 10 LE
10 — 20 LE
Not able to pay

17. Estimate the level of the house from the street: cm
18. Do you have water connection in the house?

)Yes
No


