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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the research is to examine the hgusarket in the Kimberly area and
gain insight into the demand for a social housingdpct. At the same time, we shall
consider the risks and ability of the potentialdests to afford such a product.

Methodologically the study was based on an assedsaiethe current rental housing
stock in Kimberley (Sol Plaatje Local Municipalifyin-depth interviews with relevant
role players, as well as a questionnaire surveletermine housing need and preference.

The current rented stock in Kimberley can be dididgo three categories, namely, flats
in Kimberley, rented houses in Kimberley and theoéepan flats. Although there are
still rented housing units in Galeshewe that haoeheen transferred by means of the
discount benefit scheme, no rent is being collefiethem.

In general, the current rent is not determined bgams of cost recovery principles
resulting in, especially the Roodepan flats, baligpidated. Although payment levels
for the rented stock in Kimberley is acceptablee gayment levels in Roodepan are
below 35%.

Housing delivery in Sol Plaatje Local Municipalisince 1994 has mainly focused on
formal ownership to low-income dwellers and no eehaccommodation was provided
during this period. At the same time only a lirdigemount of private sector housing was
provided in the last 5 years.

Nearly 70% of residents have been residing in thirent location for less than 6 years,
while 60% are residing there because they do nat bha alternative. Added to this, 75%
of the respondents indicated that they would ria to reside at their current location
permanently. A large number of people would alke to get closer to their places of
employment.

As for general levels of satisfaction with curréousing conditions, 37% of respondents
indicated that they were unhappy, 28,5% were sadisind the remainder was happy.
The lack of security, negative social conditionsl @oor living conditions, services not

being up to standard and lack of privacy were cgthe reasons for being unhappy.

Rented housing only is a preference of only 8%hef tespondents. However, 58,6%
indicated renting with the aim of owning as the mareference and 33,5% want to own
a housing unit immediately.

The majority of respondents (48,2) preferred thredroom units while 46.8% preferred
two-bedroom units. Only 5% preferred a one-bedromih Considering affordability, it
seems as if two-bedroom units are a safe optiterms of the Hull Street project.

There seems to be a fairly high acceptance of ratie electricity but alternative
sanitation seems to be acceptable to only appragiy;nd0% of the respondents. This
might have a major implication on the demand fa Hull Street project and might
impact negatively on the viability of the project.

In general, it seems that people with an incombaeddw R2000 per month will not be
able to afford housing units in Hull Street buteatempt could be made to cross subsidise
between different income groups in the project. ntR&hould also preferably be kept
below R1000 per month.

Although the current rent for the Hull Street podjés higher than what people are
willing to pay, it corresponds fairly well with thieability to pay.
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The Sol Plaatje Housing Company should budget fdefault rate of between 10% and
15%.

The current demand for rented housing was estimatempproximately 1300 housing
units.

The Hull Street project will have a severe impagttioe current Roodepan flats in the
sense that a large number of people who can afitopdy might leave to the Hull Street
Project. This will impact negatively on the finglcviability of the Roodepan flats.
Current proposals to the effect that part of thed®dpan flats should be incorporated
under the Sol Plaatje Housing Company should notdresidered before a financial
viability study has been conducted.

Consideration can be given to using the old-agesidybto consolidate some of the
existing flats in Kimberley into the Sol Plaatje dding Company.

Quality and safety should be used as two essamraiepts in the marketing of the Hull
Street Project.



1. Introduction and background

The Sol Plaatje Housing Company was establishednas-profitable entity by the Kimberly
municipality. The housing company is assistingwiite development of the Hull Street
Integrated Development Project in conjunction vdida and Kimberly Municipality. It is
proposed that this project will promote ecolog®alutions, mixed land uses and economical
concerns. The project will further facilitate pfog and social integration in the city because
of its location in relation to the city and its aseof higher density. Furthermore, it is
contemplated that 2000 housing units will be bullhe construction of 2000 units will also
ensure that, the funds from the European Uniomgidpn the Social Housing Foundation)
(SHF) can be accessed, to build the capacity ofidlising institution. In order to inform the
planning of the project, as well as for the longrtéinancial modelling and feasibility of the
development, additional information is requiredtio@ nature of the target market, the scope
of the demand for social housing and the parametexffordability. It should also be
mentioned that Kimberley has been identified asajribe 21 node areas for urban renewal
support. Although Kimberley is part of the Soldja Local Municipality, this study focuses
exclusively on the demand for rental accommodaiioiimberley, as well as the current
situation.

Although there is a need for the construction atakhousing, it is necessary to ask couple of
guestions:

* What is the size of this need?

* What specific needs do people have with regarértai accommodation?

* Who are the individuals or households that are @sted?

* What is the current situation with regard to rehialising in Kimberley?

What impact will the construction of 2000 units bBawn the rental housing

environment in Kimberley?

2. Aim and objectives

The purpose of the research is to examine the hgusarket in the Kimberly area and gain
insight into the demand for a social housing prodatthe same time we shall investigate the
risks and abilities of the potential residentsffora such a product.

The specific objectives of the research will be to:

1. Define the potential market demand for social hogisnh the Kimberly area in terms
of the size of the market, awareness in the maketell as the current and potential
use of the proposed product and/or service of tlising association.

2. Define the demographics of the potential residémtsocial housing in the area (i.e.
age, gender, income, location, employment statag, e

3. Define the parameters of what potential residentssbcial housing in the area can
afford.

4. Define the nature of the product and/or service tha housing association should
provide in the area in line with the outcomes enmgrdrom objectives 1 to 3.

3. Methodology

Methodologically the following approaches werednlkd to complete the research:

* An extensive assessment of the 1996 census datacevakicted. There were
basically three reasons for this. Firstly, it pd®d a holistic view of housing in
Kimberley. Secondly, it contributed important infaation that guided the way in
which the sample for the survey was developedrdRhiit also provided information
that could be compared to the results of the surndyhough it was not possible to
compare all the data, essential comparisons wesslge.



* The current rental housing policy and dynamicshen $ol Plaatje Local Municipality
were assessed by means of various interviews iitiads from the municipality.
Documentation related to the rental management alss analysed (e.g., rental
contracts and waiting lists).

* Interviews were conducted with role players in phiwate sector. Specific attention
was paid in assessing the trends in the privat@lr@market, as well as employers
who might consider renting some of the units fairtemployees.

* An extensive questionnaire survey was conducteld 508 respondents in the entire
Kimberley. A more detailed overview of the methlodyy in this regard follows in
section 9.

4. Outline of the report

The aim of the research is to determine the derfandw-income (R1500-R7000 household
income) rental housing in Kimberley (Sol PlaatjecabMunicipality). In order to reach this
aim, the study has the following objectives:
* To analyse the existing housing situation in Kinhéer
* To analyse the existing management of housing sb@bénging to the Sol Plaatje
Local Municipality in Kimberley.
» To provide a preliminary overview of the profile tiie beneficiaries in the Hull
Street project.
» To analyse the empirical evidence provided by theey results.

5. Overview of the housing situation in Kimberley

An overview of the housing situation in Kimberleyimportant as it provides a holistic view
from which the demand for rental housing could bseased. This section will start off by
analysing the housing backlog and the populatiends in Kimberley. This will be followed
by an analysis of the different types of housing.

5.1 An overview of the housing backlog

The Sol Plaatje Local Municipality estimates thiaé thousing backlog is 13 770 housing
units. This figure is derived from the number ebple in informal settlements and backyard
shacks. It is further argued that the backlog mxeuainly among people who are in the
income bracket of earning less than R1500 per month is also stated (somewhat
simplistically) that there is no backlog, or a vésw demand, for the middle to high-income
housing sector. Although evidence was not brolemrgl it can be expected that the majority
of the existing housing backlog is probably locatathin Kimberley itself. However, in
contrast to the identification of the problem irettDP, as mainly a low-income housing
problem, the Hull Street project is seen in the IB® the area in which future housing
development will be focused. Although this projeatl ensure a larger degree of spatial
integration, its ability to reach the poorer seasi@f the population is limited (see Table 5-1
for an overview of the income levels of househatd&imberley).



Table 5-1: Income distribution of households in Kiverley, 1996

Income groups (rands) Percentage Cumulative Percemge

0-1000 41,1 41,1
1001-1500 13,9 55,0
1501-2500 13,3 68,3
2501-3500 7,4 75,7
3501 - 5250 8,5 84,2
5251 - 7000 51 89,4
above 7000 10,6 100,0
TOTAL 100,0

It seems clear, from the above table that 55% af&bolds are earning an income of R1500
and less per month. Approximately 20% of the hbokis in the area earn an income of

between R1501 and R3500 per month. In terms o1896 value these households are most
probably the households which will access the $dmasing product. In the assessment of
the housing backlog of the Sol Plaatje Local Mypatity it is also mentioned that the council
have a considerably large number existing rentedkst Most of these houses are occupied by
low-income dwellers and according to the IDP theseses are characterised by deteriorating
physical state. High rental arrears and an inangasieficit on the stock exacerbate the
situation. A more detailed assessment of thi@gdn will be given later in this paper.

In order to address the above housing situationSilePlaatje Local Municipality has the
following strategies:

To continue the newly initiated housing developrm&rtegy in the Hull Street area,
in order to develop innovative solutions for apalion in other housing
developments as well.

To provide improved housing opportunities in infadreettlements with potential for
a good living environment and well located Greddfigtes, specifically for people
with low income. This includes ensuring that peopl@o live in the newly
amalgamated areas of the municipality are givep@rattention.

To maximise the use of infill areas, with due cdesation to the location, availability
and capacity of required infrastructure servicesnsideration will also be given for
the compatibility of existing development.

With these strategies in mind, a number of houpiegects, including the Hull Street project,
are mentioned.

5.2 Population growth in Kimberley

The 2002 population of Kimberley is estimated aP ZD0 people. The Sol Plaatje Local
Municipality’s IDP estimates that the growth in Kaerley will not exceed 1% per annum.
The following reasons are provided for the appaséaw growth:

Migration of skilled workers in search of jobs ad&sthe province.

Migration of students who do not return from unsiges.

Declining unemployment levels obliging unskilleddasemi-skilled workers to move
to the larger urban areas.

The impact of deaths related to HIV/AIDS.

However, in comparing the 1991 and 1996 census lgopa figures it was found that a
higher growth rate could possibly be expected {sdse 5-2).



Table 5-2: Population growth in Kimberley, 1991 996

Area 1991 1996 Annual growth
percentage
Kimberley (including historically, 80 082 88 29(¢ 0,98
coloured areas)
Galeshewe 71 118 102 453 3,72
TOTAL KIMBERLEY 151 200 190 743 2,35

If the population growth determined above is furthmjected to 2002, it can be estimated
that the population could be slightly higher at 20®. Whilst the population in traditional
white and coloured areas of Kimberley will probahblyt grow at more than 1%, the growth
rate in Galeshewe for 1991 — 1996 is 3,72%. Thisvth rate can be seen in the growth of
the informal settlements in Galeshewe due to lovaine dwellers settling there. This high
growth rate is probably still a reaction to the le@tonent of apartheid legislation and the
opening up of the city in general. However, whempared to the natural population growth
rate it is estimated that a growth rate of betwedi% and 2% can be expected — a figure
slightly higher than what the Sol Plaatje Municipasuggests.

5.3 Types of housing in Kimberley

An overview of the housing type in Kimberley wilbhbe worthwhile if it is not compared to
the rest of the province and a few other second#igs in South Africa. Table 5-3 provides
a comparison of housing types between Kimberleg, rimainder of urban areas in the
Northern Cape, Bloemfontein and other urban arPatokwane, Sasolburg, Welkom and
Kroonstad).

Table 5-3: A comparison of housing categories in niberley, the Northern Cape,
Bloemfontein and other urban areas, 1996

Housing categor Kimberle % Rest of % Eolr?tee%- % Other %

9 gory y 0 NC urban| ”° urban 0 urban 0
House on separate standg 287150 63,0 83658 66,3 6495454,0 65852 55,1
Traditional dwelling 346 0,9 3220 2,6 688 Q,7 557 0,5
Flat in block of flats 1532 3,4 2119 1,7 6578 7,2 4175 3,5
Town/cluster/semi- 2755 6,0 78711 6,2 5833 6,4 2896 2,4
Retirement village 22 0,0 121 01 1007 1,1 316 0,3
House/flat in backyard 1070 213 4594 3,6 5714 6,2 9415 7,9
Informal dwelling/shack 1202 2.8 3501 2.4 3441 38 10388 87
in backyard
Informal dwelling 8968 19,7 1791p 142 16103 17,6 22317 18,7
Roomvflatlet on shared 419 0,9 1330 1,1 1878 20 1765 15
property
Caravan/tent 77 0,2 348 0|3 b3 0,1 294 0,2
None/homeless ? 0,0 15 0,0 6 0,0 8 0,0
Other 107 0,2 394 0,8 92 ol1 191 0,2
Unspecified/dummy 219 0,6 814 0,6 5p9 D,6 902 0,8
NA: Institution/hostel 77 0,7 348 0,8 160 0,2 360 0,3

45636 100 126244 100 917%8 100 119426 100

* Other urban refers to the totals from Welkom, éistad, Sasolburg and Pietersburg (urban areagheittame
population as Kimberley)



The following conclusions can be drawn from thddabove:

Houses on separate stands make up the largestnfzggeefor a single housing
category in Kimberley, namely 63%. This percentsgg&% lower than that of urban
areas in the Northern Cape, but higher than thaéBloémfontein and other urban
areas. If only those categories with a potengatal nature (house on separate stand,
traditional dwelling, flat in block of flats, infanal dwelling in backyard and
room/flat on shared property) are taken into actoime percentage differs, but the
same trends are visible.

The second largest category in the table for Kindyes “informal dwelling or shack
elsewhere”, namely 19,7%. It is noticeable thas thercentage for Kimberly is
higher than for the other urban areas in the Nonti@ape, Bloemfontein, as well as
the other urban areas.

In third place is town or cluster housing, whicmstitutes 6% of the Kimberley
housing stock. This percentage is more or lessséime for Bloemfontein, other
urban areas in the Northern Cape, but considetggher than the 2,4% for the other
urban areas.

The fourth-largest housing category in Kimberlew ilat( in a block of flats), which
constitutes 3,4% of the total housing stock in Kaméy. This is dramatically higher
than for the remainder of the Northern Cape (1,B&t)considerably less than the 7%
in Bloemfontein and approximately on par with th&% in the other urban areas.
The important conclusion in terms of flats (usuakytal accommodation), is that
Kimberley does not differ from the other urban ared its size in the above
assessment.

Informal homes in backyards, as well as housesflabom in a backyard follows the
flat category. The first-mentioned, which is uspdbund in the former black
townships, makes up 2,8% of the total housing stadkile the last-mentioned
constitutes 2,3% of the total housing stock. hv@thwhile to note that both these
categories are remarkably less than that of therothiban areas in the table.
Although certain municipal bylaws could be blamed the differences regarding
house/flat/room in backyards, it might at the saime be an indication of a need that
exists for more rental housing (as this type isbpldy more rental-orientated than
some of the others).

The discussions above provided a comparative oserwf the housing categories in
Kimberley. The emphasis in the remainder of tlistisn now shifts to an assessment of the
type of housing units within the different subudbimberley.

5.4 Types of housing and income

It is also important to consider the current hogsituation of households in relation to their
income. In this section attention will firstly Ipaid to an overview of the income distribution
of all the households according to the type of tmglthat they are residing in. This will be
followed by the income distribution per housing éypf those households renting a unit in
Kimberley (see Table 5-4).

The following comments need to be made regardirmera-4

The highest percentage of households with an incbetezeen R0-R1000 can be
found in informal backyard shacks (73,8%) and imfak housing units elsewhere
(69,7%).

The highest percentage of households with an incaitetween R1501 and R2500
is found in flats (19%).

Housing units on separate stands have the largesemage with incomes above
R7000.



It seems that there is already some indication lbaseholds with income levels between R1500 ar@DRTin terms of current values) probably prefer
smaller and transitional housing units such as #aid cluster housing.

Table 5-4: Income categories (in terms of percerga@er housing type in Kimberley, 1996

Flat
Tradi- in Town/clus- Informal Informal Room/flat-

Income House on | tional block ter/semi- Unit in Housel/flat/r dwelling/ dwelling/ let on

groups separate | dwellin of detached retirement oom in shack in shack shared Caravan/ None/

(Rands) stand g flats house village backyard backyard elsewhere property tent homeless Other
0-1000 29.7 40.2 22.1 31.4 50.0 5716 73.8 69.7 36.1 20.8 00.0L 9.4
1001-

1500 12.1 12.3 12.2 12.6 20.0 15/0 14.2 16.8 22.6 5.7 0/0. 104
1501-

2500 14.2 9.0 19.9 14.4 10.p 13]1 8.2 8.6 16.6 26.4 0.021.9
2501-

3500 8.9 9.0 12.4] 9.9 0. 4.6 18 213 154 15.1 0.0 15.6
3500-

5250 11.3 7.4 14.8 12.1 7.5 4.3 0|9 1.2 3.6 21.7 0.0 524.
5251-

7000 7.3 6.1 7.9 7.1 7.9 2.1 0.6 0|5 2.0 8.5 D.0 8.3
Above
7000 16.5 16.0 10.7 12.5 5.0 313 0i4 Q.9 3.8 1.9 0.0 9.9
TOTAL 100 100 100 10( 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100




An exercise to compare the income levels of housshaith the type of housing unit was
taken further in terms of households that are ngnfsee Figure 5-1).

12802 Above 7000
80% - e 0 6001-7000
e 7% e B 4501-6000
50% | B 3501-4500
40% 1 e B 2501-3500
38? LE B 1501-2500
10% +—| — 1001-1500

o o = ‘ ‘ — 501-1000
i _F .. 5 § gg B 0-500
rg Fz g44: Ef 5 Ei
x 2 ogseF §3 § g2
2 9 = £ d g 2 g 9
o 8 3 g_

Figure 5-1 : Household income (in Rands) of housdts renting per housing type in
Kimberley, 1996

Once again it is found that the largest percentidgeuseholds earning between R1500 and
R2500 are residing in flats (nearly 20%). Backyshdcks are more likely to cater for the
poorer sections of the rental market, because mane 50% of households in this housing
type had an income of less than R500.

5.5 Housing type and ownership

Those housing types with the highest possibilitybto part of the existing rental stock in
Kimberley were utilised by Statistics South Africadetermine whether the inhabitants own
the unit or not. It should immediately be mentidrtbat such a question with regard to
ownership does not always reflect the true situation the lower income suburbs people
might own the building materials but not the lamdl avould therefore indicate that they own
the dwelling. This may result in an over repreatah of households owning their dwelling
(see Table 5-5)

Table 5-5: Housing categories in terms of ownerslaptheir residence in Kimberley, 1996.

Housing category Yes % No % Other % Total
House on separate stand 24245 88.7] 2813 10.8 268 1.0 27326
Flat in block of flats 371 24.2 1152 75.2 D 06 1532
Town/cluster or semi-detached

2200 80.9 516 19.0 a 01 2720
House/flat/room in backyard 418| 419 567 569  1p [ 997
Informal dwelling/shack in
backyard 962| 77.4 279 221 6 05 1243
Room/flatlet on shared property 18  44.9 148 374 70| 17.7 396
Total 28374 82.9 5471 16.0 369 1.1 34214




From the above table it seems that:
* 82,9% of households own their housing units congpaie 16% renting it in
Kimberley. According to the table above this figure represémM31 units.

» The highest percentage of non-ownership is afldaock of flats (75,2%) followed
by house/flat/room in a backyard (56,9%), roomidiabn a shared property (37,4%),
informal dwelling in backyard (22,1%), town/cluster semi-detached house (19%)
and a house on separate stand (10,3%).
» The relatively high percentage of households thatncto own their dwellings in the
housing category, classified as informal backyargrobably proof of the warning
earlier in this section on the dangers of the priation of the statistics in this table.

The emphasis now shifts to an assessment of hodigtréoution between the suburbs of

Kimberley.

5.6 Housing type and gender

In order to assess the current situation in Kingyenh a greater degree, an attempt was made
to see whether there is any correlation betweedegesnd tenure options (see Table 5-6).

Table 5-6: Gender profile of owned and non-ownedusing categories most likely to be
utilised for rental housing in Kimberley, 1996

Ownership and gender
Housing type Owned Not owned
% %
Male Female Male Female
Female Female

House on separate stand 16382 7863 32.4 1925 888 31.6
Flat in block of flats 188 183 49.3 596 554 48.3
Town house, etc 1346 854 38.8 385 131 25.4
House/flat/room in backyard 212 206 49.3 285 282 49.7
Shack in backyard 129 49 27.5 150 125 45.%
Room/flatlet on shared property 630 332 34.5 76 72 48.6
TOTAL 18887 9487 33.4 341 20534 37.5

Source: Statistics South Africa, 1996

Although the percentage of female headed houselldsusing units which are not owned
are 4,1% higher than for houses owned (for theiBpdwusing categories in Table 5.6),

there does not seem to be major differences instesingender.

In terms of houses on

separate stands, a flat in block of flats, a towases and house in backyard, the percentage
of female headed households is slightly higherdaned units than for units that are not
owned. Although the difference is extremely smaltannot be ignored.

5.7 Rental housing and rooms per housing type

In this section the assessment shifts to the nurobeooms available in dwellings that,
according to this report, are rented. The fiveegaties of rental housing are considered with
the focus on only those that are not owned (sedeT&l7). Although it is not possible to
determine the functions of the rooms, it will sgive an idea of the nature of rental housing

stock in Kimberley.



Table 5-7: Number of rooms available in the rentitngusing categories for households
that do not own their dwellings in Kimberley, 1996.

House Flat House/ Shack Room/
on in Town flat/ in flat on
Rooms separat | C% | block | C% | house | C% | roomin | C% back- C% | shared | C% | Total C%
e of etc back- ard propert
stands flats yard y y
0 2 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 (¢ 0. L 044 1 0.7 4 0.1
1 135 4.9 47 7.1 12 2.3 314 554 D5  76.3 72 493 7g5| 15.9
2 109 8.7 87| 20.7 3] 8.5 132 787 50 94.8 19 62.2 429 245
3 315| 19.9 279 624 95 269 1 91.2 L1 9B.9 10 68.9 7g1 | 40.2
4 738 | 46.2 4| 63.0 226  70f7 33 970 1 993 29 §8.51031| 60.9
5 527 | 64.9 2121  95. 95 891 5 979 1 996 7 932 g47| 77.9
6 434 | 80.3 271 991 4 96.9 4 986 0 996 2 946 go7| 881
7 273 90.0 1| 99.2 17 99.p 1 98|8 0 996 0 946 287 | 939
8 163 | 95.8 3] 99.7 2 996 D 98(8 0 996 0 946 18| 97.2
9 55| 97.8 0| 99.7 1 998 L 98)9 0 996 1 953 58| 984
10+ 43| 99.3 0 99.7 1 100 D 98|9 1 1p0 3 9F.3 48| 994
No 19 | 100. 2| 100 0 10( ¢ 10p o] 100 4 1po 100.
response 31
2813 100 662 10( 516 100 567 100 270 100 148 100 9764 100

The following conclusions can be drawn from thddabove:

77,9% of all rental housing stock represented éntéole above have 5 or less rooms.
Although this may in some cases include open pleimg rooms/kitchens, it is
assumed that, in general, it represents two slgamioms, a kitchen, a sitting room
and a bathroom.

Although the percentage of housing units in Kimégrthat are not owned with 5 or
less rooms, were less than the average for alidbsing categories together, it is still
remarkable that 64,9% of these housing units hadr less rooms.

In the case of flats, 95% of all housing units fad or less rooms. In fact just less
than 65% had 3 or fewer rooms.

When considering town houses that are not owned%8%ad five rooms or less.

In terms of the rooms or flats in backyards (fonmab,4% consisted of one room
only while 78% had two or less rooms.

The informal backyard shacks were mostly one roevellthg units because 75,9%
consisted of 1 room.

It is therefore possible to conclude that the éxgstrental housing stock (defined as “not
owned” in the census statistics) is mainly for derahousing units. This is also visible with

the housing units on separate stands.

In geneialprobably not strange as more mobile

households (single mothers or single householdgrgdly occupy this type of housing.

5.8 An assessment of housing delivery since 1994

The Sol Plaatje Local Municipality and, formerlgetKimberley TLC has an excellent record
in terms of housing delivery since 1994. Betwe®@84land 1999, the former Kimberley TLC
delivered 29,3% of all subsidies in the Northermp€a- 5% more than its share of the
Northern Cape population. See Table 5-8 for amoee.



Table 5-8 Housing delivery in Kimberley, 1994 - 2002

Number of Investment
Housing projects units % amount %

BOIKHUTSONG PHASE 415 18,4 7158750 18,9
BOIKHUTSONG PHASE 237 10,7 4360800 11,5
ROODEPAN 201 9,1 3138218 8|3
ROODEPAN 390 17,7 6727500 17,8
COLVILLE/FLOORS 83 3,8 1390250 3,7
COLVILLE/FLOORS 64 2,9 1168384 3.0
GREENPOINT 233 10,6 4019250 10,6
CHRIS HANI 240 10,9 4140000 10,9
JOHN MAMPE 93 4,2 1711200 4,5
BLIKKIESDORP 109 4,9 1635000 4,3
HOMEVALLEY 140 6,3 2415000 6,4

TOTAL 2205 100 37864347 10p

It should immediately be said that the housingaoinstructed by means of the subsidies
mentioned in the above table were all single uméisstand and all ownership related. From
this perspective, it probably makes some senséveysify housing delivery to other tenure
options as well, such as rental.

6 Public sector management of existing rental stock
This section aims at providing a brief overviewtlod existing public sector rental stock in the
Sol Plaatje Local Municipality. The section wik structured as follows:

* An overview of the historic rental stock and thegtisation of this stock.

* An overview of the existing rental stock.

* Anoverview of the management of existing rentatkt

6.1 Historical overview of rental stock and privatisation of this stock

It was common under the apartheid government, derumost governments in the period
between World War Il and the mid-1970s, to providetal housing. However, in the South
African context the provision of this form of hongiwent hand in hand with certain goals of
racial separation in the country. Kimberley wasexaeption to this rule. It is possible to
distinguish between the following types of rentalising:

* Rental housing in the historically black areas éShéwe) were the typical rental
housing units in the former black townships of ®o#dtfrica, as well as hostel
accommodation. A large percentage of the unit leeen privatised through the R7
500 discount benefit scheme. However, there dr@astumber of housing units that
have not been privatised and that belong to thalloaunicipality. No rent is
currently being charged on these housing unitse Adstels have been transformed
to family units and are currently part of the réstack of the municipality.

* Rental housing in the historically coloured areassisted of state rental housing and
the Roodepan flats. A large percentage of thee stantal housing have been
privatised, while rentals are payable in the Roadeflats. The current physical
status of housing in the Roodepan flats is not géadthermore, rentals are not
calculated on a cost recovery basis. There is atsoe talk that the Dutch
Governmenmight get involved helping to upgrade the Roodefsta and managing
it on a cost recovery basis. It seems that thogs that will be managed on a cost
recovery basis will be incorporated into the Sadde Housing Company. The
biggest disadvantage of Roodepan is that it is dbea furthest away from the
Kimberley CBD.
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Rental housing in historically white parts of Kimley consists of a number of flats,
as well as houses for which rent is currently beiskged. The quality of these units
is fairly good. However, if cost recovery will ntake place on these units, their
condition will deteriorate over the next ten years.

6.2 Overview of the existing rental stock

The exi
namely

sting flats that are currently rented togdeacan be divided into two main categories,
Roodepan and flats in Kimberley. An ovew the size of these units are provided

in Table 6-1 below, while the latter part of thescgon will attempt to provide an overview of
the average age of the occupiers and the numlzEpandants.

Table 6-1: Existing flats and their size in the SBlaatje Local Municipality in Kimberley,

2002
Average

Existing flats Bachelor 1 bedroom 2 bedrooms| 3 bedoms | TOTAL number
Roodepan 0 72 168 168 408 2,4
Flamingo 0 12 16 2( 438 2,17
Holland 12 9 12 3 34 1,50
Impala 0 14 38 (0 52 1,78
Herculus 0 24 36 ( 60 1,60
Newton 0 3 18 3 24 2,00
Eugene 0 q 24 D 30 1,80
Krisant 0 10 22 0 37 1,69
Tiffany 0 0 24 0 24 2,00
Eureka 0 6 14 a 20 1,70
Jonker 0 6 18 a 24 1,76
Total 12 162 390 194 758 2,03
Total Percentage 1,6 214 51,5 25,6 100,0
Percentage Roodepan 0 17,6 41,2 41,2 100,0 2,24
Percentage Kimberley 34 25|7 63,4 7.4 100,0

A number of comments need to be made with regatidetéable above:

Two bedroom flats make up the highest percentagtatsf in the Sol Plaatje Local
Municipality area, namely 51,5%. This is followey three bedroom flats making up
25,6%, one bedroom flats (21,4%) and bachelor {l5&%). The average size for all
rental housing units in Kimberley is 2,03 bedrogres dwelling.

In Roodepan, however, the percentage of two arebthedroom flats are the same,
namely 41,2%. It also means that the average afzeental dwellings in the
Roodepan flats is 2,24 bedrooms per unit.

The average number of bedrooms per unit in Roodepaj24 versus an average for
the Kimberley based units of 1,78 bedrooms per. udis already mentioned, the
average for Kimberley on the flat rental units J832bedrooms per unit.

6.3 Socio-economic attributes of residents in rental hesing in Kimberley

This section will attempt to provide a broad ovewiof the main socio-economic attributes
of residents in the flats in Kimberley and Roodepdhe data was gathered from the existing
contracts between the Sol Plaatje Local Municipadihd the residents, as well as from an
updated list of residents in Roodepan. Table @e¥ides an overview of the average age,
average number of dependants and the average inmsmesidents in the units. However,
before the current situation is assessed in mdeal dine following comments with regard to
the methodology for gathering the information skido¢ made:
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* People do not always give their true income.

* Informal exchange of money is usually not reflected

* The income category indicates income for only ohéhe household members and
excludes, for example, the income of a spouse.

Table 6-2: The socio-economic attributes of the eemt residents in rental units in
Kimberley, 2002

Median Average Median income Average
Average age age dependants (Rand) income (Rand)

Kimberley flats

(n = 257) 57 56 1.03 1255 1119
Roodepan flats

(n = 165) 44 43 3.23 401 459
Kimberley houses

(n=35) 39 39 3.32 987 1375

It seems that the highest average income was fautidn the housing rental stock in
Kimberley where the average income was R1 375, eoeapto R1 119 in the Kimberley flats
and R459 in Roodepan. The median age compares\geit with the average age but major
distortions are visible in the case of income —mniyadue to the large number of residents
without an income. The income distribution of hdudds in the above rental units is
provided in Figure 6-1 below.

60

B 0-500

&= 501-1000

X 1001-1500
m 1501-2000
B 2001-3000
m Above 3000

o

Kimberley flats Roodepan flats  Kimberley houses

Figure 6-1: Income levels per category of the Kinmley rental flats, Roodepan Rental flats
and Kimberley houses in the Sol Plaatje Local Muimality, 2002

An important consideration that will also be asedss1 more detail when the demand for
rental housing units are discussed later is thegoéage and number of people earning above
R1500 per month. It is highly unlikely that peofriem the Kimberley housing units and the
Kimberley flats will attempt to occupy units in Hitreet. It can, however, be expected that
those from the Roodepan flats who can afford taogblull Street, are most likely to move.
According to Figure 6-1 above it is approximateb?d-20% of the residents in the Roodepan
Flats that will actually move. This means thatsihavho are least likely to contribute in a
cost recovery manner will be left behind in Roodepa

! The median is also used as a source because #medues not always give an indication of how
skew the data is
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Although the average age was provided in Tablea®@ve, it is also important to provide an
overview of the spread in different categories (Eakle 6-3).

Table 6-3: Number of residents per age group foretlexisting Roodepan and Kimberley

flats, 2003
Age group Roodepan Kimberley Houses in Kimberley
Number % Number % Number %
<30 15 9.0 20 7.5 2 9.5
31-40 53 31.7 48 17.9 11 52.4
41-50 46 27.5 46 17.2 8 38.1
51+ 53 31.7 154 57.5 0 0
167 268 268 100.0 21 100

The table confirms the difference between RoodepahKimberley regarding the average
and median age seen in Table 6-2. It is, furtheemclear that there is a major difference
between the Kimberley rentals and the RoodepamleenMore than half the residents in the
Kimberley rentals is older than 50 years while iooRepan the average is only 31,7. This

fact opens up the opportunity to link some of theisiés to the Sol Plaatje Housing Company.
An overview of the number of dependants is provieetable 6-4.

Table 6-4: Number of dependants per category fonierley and Roodepan rentals, 2002

Number of Roodepan Kimberley Houses in Kimberley
dependants Number % Number Number % Number
0 0 0 19 11.1 n.a
1 17 8.3 56 32.7 n.a -
2 34 16.7 37 21.6 n.a -
3 44 21.6 27 15.9 n.a -
4 34 16.7 25 14.6 n.a -
5 22 10.8 7 4.1 n.a
6 53 26.0 0 0.9 n.a
204 171 100.0 100.0 n.|a -

The following conclusions can be made from thedestpy table above:
» The percentage of households with four or more nid@as in Roodepan is
considerably larger than in Kimberley. The opposilso seems valid as

approximately 65% of the households in Kimberleyendwo or less dependants
compared to 25% for Roodepan.

» Although this is probably some indication of thdfelience in household size, it
probably also reflects on a larger housing prolleRoodepan.

6.4 Management of existing rental stock

A number of aspects related to the managementeofdahial housing stock of the Sol Plaatje
Local Municipality in Kimberley are in need of fdr investigation. These issues are:

* The price of the existing housing stock.

* The link between income and the amount paid foraten

* New initiatives with regard to managing the restalck.

The existing rental stock is priced at two levdlststly, the price is determined by the income
of the applicant and, secondly, by the size offldte Table 6-5 provides an overview of the
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rent asked in Roodepan. Although the prices agatst higher for the Kimberley flats, the
Roodepan situation provides an excellent overviethe current situation.

Table 6-5: The sliding scale of rent asked per tygfeunit in Roodepan, (Sol Plaatje Local

Municipality), 2002

3
Income 1 bedroom % 2 bedrooms % bedrooms %

0-150 126.28 168.4 142.76 190.3 160(34 213.8
151-300 165.18 73.4 118.21 52.5 21263 94.5
301-350 175.64 54.0 200.36 61.6 22646 69.7
351-450 187.79 46.9 214.46 53.6 242|53 60.6
451-650 203.59 40.7 236.46 47.3 262/52 52.5
651-1200 205.09 22.8 251.33 27.9 284|75 31.6

1201+ 217.07 14.4 252.16 16,8 280,22 18.7

Although the income of residents was not alwaysl wedorded, the following comments
should be made:

The percentage of income paid as rent decreashglvatincrease in income. For a
one-bedroom unit it decreases from 168% of thenmetor the income category RO-
R150 (taken as R75 on average) to 14,5% for thenieccategory of above R1200
per month (taken as R1500 on average).

The same trend is visible for two and three bedraoaoits.

Although it is based on a couple of assumptions,a¥erage amount for rental units
was determined as R213,76. The average income fevdRoodepan was already
determined as R459. This means that, on averameseholds pay 46,5% of the
income of the person who has signed the contrdahttive municipality for rent.

It is possible to assume, from the available figui@ flats in Kimberley, that the
prices are probably 10% higher than in Roodepamehns that the average amount
paid on rent is 20,9% of the income of the persbo signed the contract. This holds
true if an average of R234 per flat is taken ag@entage of the average income of
R1119. These figures will, once again, be assessedore detail in the section
dealing with the information gathered by meansh® guestionnaire (see Section
9.2.2).

In the opinion of the CDS the above situation Imesfollowing consequences:

Costs are not recovered. The result is that th&alrdémousing units will deteriorate
over the next 5-10 years. This has already happengsame extent in Roodepan.
Although the structure has been developed for t@ gwithout cost recovery), it
also seems that it is actually the poor that pagsempro-rata, for rental housing
units.

The current low levels of payment influence peaplgerceptions on payment. It will
be extremely difficult to reverse such a situatioithe current payment levels in
Roodepan is below 35%.

7 A profile of applicants for the institutional subsidy

Although the survey results (as will be discusse&ection 9) will provide a profile of the
situation of the beneficiaries in the Hull Streepjpct, this section aims at briefly reflecting
the results of a questionnaire by the Housing Sugpentre in Kimberley in 2001.
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7.1 Age

The average age of the head of a household théiedgp be included in the institutional
housing programme is 35,4 years old while the naganis 34. This is significantly lower
than the average for people residing in flats imB&rley and Roodepan where the averages
are 57 and 44 respectively (see Table 7-1).

Table 7-1: Distribution of age categories for theuH street applicants, 2001

Age categories Number %
<30 196 32.3
31-40 251 41.4
41-50 119 19.6
51+ 40 6.6
Total 606 100

From Table 7-1 it seems that nearly 75% of the ieppls are 40 years old and younger.
Some reasons for this are:
* The fact that, during the last two decades, vijuab housing units have been
constructed for new households in the income btackeove R1500.
* Older people occupy a large percentage of housiitg in the Kimberley rentals.

7.2 Dependants

It is also of note that the average household isizggnificantly larger than in Kimberley or
Roodepan. The average for the Hull Street Pr@pgplicant is 4,5 household members per
household, while the estimate for Roodepan is #@far the housing units in Kimberley,
4,2. This will also be verified when the survegukes are discussed later in section 8. The
frequency table for Hull Street applicants is pded below in Table 7-2.

Table 7-2: The number of dependants for applicaimighe Hull Street project, 2001

Number of dependants Number Percentage

1 29 4.9

2 100 16.8

3 195 32.8

4 147 24.7

5+ 123 20.7

Total 594 100.0

7.3 Income

As income is directly related to the ability to oger costs from the residents in rental
housing, Table 7-3 provides a brief backgroundtenibhcome of the applicants to the Hull
Street Project.
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Table 7-3: The income distribution of households wihave applied for housing in Hull
Street, 2001

Income groups (Rands) Number Percentage
0-500 15 2.8
501-1000 100 18.7
1001-1500 142 26.5
1501-2000 86 16.1
2000-3000 121 22.6
Above 3000 71 13.3
Total 535 100.0

Source: Housing Support Centre, 2001

It is worth noting that just more than 48% of ttmuseholds earn less than R1500 per month.
Although a full cost analysis will be conductedsection 9, it seems highly unlikely that
those earning below R1500 will be able to affordsum the Hull Street Project — or, at least,
only a very small percentage of them.

7.4 Current housing situation

Although the current housing situation will be ais&id in more detail by means of the survey
results, this section will briefly reflect on thercent housing situation of the applicants. The
following attributes characterised their currentisiog situation:

* 61,6% of the respondents mentioned that they wpuéder renting while 38,4%
preferred not to rent. It should be rememberedttha questionnaire was completed
after an information session on the proposed pi®jaad the information session
probably influenced this decision considerably.

o 27,9% of the respondents indicated that they anewtly residing in houses, 23,4%
renting a formal room, 7,1% a flat (majority in tR®@odepan flats), and 16,6% in a
shack (no distinction between shacks in informallesments or backyard shacks).
21% indicated that they do not currently have adavhile 4% indicated “other”.

* Approximately 73% do have access to water in theirses or on their stands.

* 87% of the respondents have accepted the alteensdivitation and energy proposals.

As the purpose of this section was only to proddaief background with regard to existing
information on the possible beneficiaries in Kinmbgy it does not entail an in-depth analysis
at this stage. The overview provides importanbnmfation that can be compared to the
results of the survey in Kimberley.

8 Private sector perspective on rental housing

8.1 Estate agents

During interviews with the estate agents, they dgéneefollowing broad indications in terms
of the existing rental accommodation in Kimberley.

* During the past 10 years the housing market in Kirdy has had three distinct
periods. The first, in the mid 1990s (1992-199%)s a lively market and went hand
in hand with Kimberley becoming the capital of therthern Cape province. The
second period, 1996-1999, was very quiet and caasbeciated with the increasing
interest rates. The third period, after 2000, mgefilects a fairly lively market.

* There is a huge demand for rental accommodatioh dbsts between R700 and
R2000 per month. The estate agents, with whicérvigws were conducted, all
mentioned that they get several calls on a daiisban this regard. Most of the
people cannot be helped.
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* One of the main reasons for the current demandusihg is that virtually no new
middle and higher income developments have takacepdiuring the past 5 years. In
fact, the private sector undertook no major comsibn of rental housing units for
approximately the past 20 years.

The current private sector price for rental unés stimated by the estate agents) are
reflected in Table 8-1 below:

Table 8-1: Private rental housing rates as estinthtey estate agents in Kimberley, 2002

Description Estimated monthly
rental (Rand)
Bachelor flat R700 — R900
One room flat R800 — R1000
Two room flat R1000 — R1400
Three room flat R1200 — R1800
Bachelor or one bedroom flat in backyard R800 — R1300
Two bedroom flat in backyard R1000 — R1500
Two bedroom town house R1300 — R2000
Three bedroom townhouse R1500 — R2200

The difference between rates of the Sol PlaatjealLdunicipality (see section 7) and the
private sector seems clear. The construction o um Hull Street could potentially make a
huge difference in the lower end of this markepeesally for new comers to this market.

8.2 Employers in Kimberley

This section aims to assess three aspects. Fistlproad overview of the sectoral
employment per industry will be provided for Kimlsgr (see Table 8-2). This will be

followed by an analysis of the employment and salanofiles in the Sol Plaatje Local

Municipality, as well as a brief overview of finaat support for housing by the main

employers in Sol Plaatje Local Municipality. Nurmes attempts to access information from
De Beers was unsuccessful.

Table 8-2: The number of people employed per sestd{imberley, 1996

Sector employed Number Percentage

Community, social and personal services 13831 728.1
Wholesale and retail trade 7200 14.67
Private households 6247 12.73
Industry NEC or unspecified 5722 11.66
Transport, storage and communication 4119 8.39
Manufacturing 3067 6.25
Financial, insurance, real estate and businesgser 2972 6.04
Construction 2501 5.09
Mining and quarrying 2239 4.56
Electricity, gas and water supply 703 1.43
Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing 473 6.p
Exterritorial organisations 16 0.03
Representatives of foreign governments 1 0.00
Total employed 49091 100.0Q

Source: Statistics South Africa, 1996
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The following comments can be made with regardabld@ 8-2:

* The highest percentage in a sector is found in coniy) social and personal service,
namely 28,2%. The main contributing industry ciimiting to this sector is the
government sector (provincial and local governmen@onsidering the fact that
Kimberley is the capital of the Northern Cape pnog, this is no surprise.

* Wholesale and retail trade makes up 14,7%.

* Noteworthy as well, is the 4,6% that mining andrqyiag represents. De Beers have
traditionally been associated with the diamond ngractivities in Kimberley.

Against the above background the section will nowalgse the salary profiles of the Sol
Plaatje Local Municipality (see Table 8-3). Thgufies in this table should be interpreted
with care as it represents individual salaries aodhousehold incomes. In reality it might
mean that, if there is more than one income inw@sbbold, the household income might be
considerably higher.

Table 8-3: Income levels of employees in the S@dde Local Municipality earning less
than R7000 per month, 2003

Monthly income (Rand) Number Percentage of

0-1500 7 0.56
1501-2500 51 4.08
2501-3500 189 15.13
3501-5250 637 51.00
5250-7000 364 29.14
Above 7000 359 22.34

1248 100.0

Source: Sol PLaatje Local Municipality, 2003-05-30

The following comments need to be made with regattie table above:

e It should firstly be noted that 77,7% of officialsith the Sol Plaatje Local
Municipality receive a monthly salary of less thR@000. The remaining 22,3%
receives a salary of more than R7000 per month.

» Although, currently, only 15% of the employees wbugjualify for a subsidy, this
could increase considerably if the income bandsaised.

* Alternatively, it indicates the potential to linkdse households earning below R3500
per month and which qualify for a subsidy with thagho potentially would be able
to afford these units without the subsidy.

Considering that 13 800 people are working in th@munity, social and personal services, it
means that there is a fairly stable sector for thiwe profile will probably not differ much
from the above.

In terms of housing support provided by the empleyl® employees the following main
approaches are available:

* The Sol Plaatje Housing Company has both an owipesstd rental allowance. The
allowance for owning is in the vicinity of a R10@®r month while the rental
allowance is R250 per month.

* The provincial government sector has no rentamvalace but a housing subsidy /
allowance of approximately R1000 is allocated tplayees.

9 An analysis of the questionnaire results

In section 9 on the methodology a broad overview gi@en with regard to the survey that
was conducted. At that stage no in-depth desoripdf the methodology was given. Before
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the survey results can be assessed in more detll, be essential to provide an overview of
the methodology followed in completing the surveKimberley.

9.1 Methodology

The sample for the survey was planned in assoniatith the SHF. A basic questionnaire
was provided by the SHF and it was further adjustedonsultation with the Sol Plaatje
Housing Company (attached as Annexure A). Thetmmmire was designed to:
» Determine the current socio-economic and biograipificz mation;
* Determine the current housing situation and thegmions of respondents in this
regard.
» Determine the housing needs of respondents (induthieir willingness to accept
alternative forms of sanitation and energy).
» Determine affordability levels and the market foental accommodation in
Kimberley.

After an initial assessment, the rental stock imBeérley was divided into ten geographical
categories (see Table 9-1). The following secpmvides a description of these ten areas:

i)_The existing beneficiary list of the Hull Strgmtoject These respondents were taken from
the beneficiary list available from the Sol Plaadjigusing Company. They were interviewed
in a systematic manner after different meetingb@Housing Support Centre.

i) Private rentalsThese rentals are defined as housing units rentdte private market. It
has been divided into 4 sub-categories.

a) Private rentals: historically coloured areas. This category includes the suburbs of
Gemdene, Greenpoint, Ash, Colville, Florainecilemelite and Roodepan.

b) Private rentals: historically white areas (Excluding those suburbs that have greyed
significantly since the abolishment of the Groug#s Act).

c) Private rentals: Historically black areas: this included the whole of Galeshewe.

d) Private rentals. grey areas. This included the following suburbs that havewsho
significant change from white only suburbs undearggeid to multi-racial suburbs in
2002: De Beer, Greenside, West-end and Verwoerdpariically).

iii) Roodepan public rentald his refers to a number of flats in Roodepan hgiog to the Sol
Plaatje Local Municipality. There are 408 unitBefore hand information was received on
households within the income bracket targeted dutfire survey and these households were
systematically surveyed.

iv) Kimberley public rentalsThese units refer to the former white area of iéney. There
are 352 rental units.

v) Roodepan waiting listThis list refers to the names that are on a waitist for the
Roodepan flats. The housing manager in Roodepandead the CDS with this list and the
people who have put their names on this list dutirgpast three years were systematically
surveyed.

vi) Kimberley waiting list This list refers to the names that are on a wgitiist for
Kimberley public rentals.

vii) Informal settlement waiting listThis list refers to the waiting list consisting people
residing in informal settlements. However, th& Mvas not used to do the sampling. The
informal settlement area was divided into four ar@ad questionnaires were completed.
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An overview of the number of questionnaires congalgier suburb in Kimberley can be seen
in Annexure B. According to this categorisationiatended sample size per category was
developed. However, in reality numerous changesdide made in this regard (see 9-1).

Table 9-1 Sampling methods for this study, 2002

Areas covered

Estimated
number of
house-holds

Estimated
qualifying
(R1500
R7500)

%

Estimated
population

Sample

of estimated
population

size

%

Pro-posed
sample

size

Question-
naires
completed

for

naires

Sample

%
total

question-

completed

The existing
beneficiary list
of the Hull
Street project

464

100

464

10

46

14,

Private rentals

451

D 270

2669

5,9

a) Private
rentals:
Historically
coloured area

14,6

b) Private
rentals:
historically
white area

91

66

13,0

c) Private
rentals
historically:
black area

123

93

18,3

d) Private
rentals: grey

44

36

Roodepan:
public rentals

408

15

61

100

6]

58

Kimberley
public rentals

352

45

158

20

32

OT

Roodepan:
waiting list for
public rentals

1200

22

264

10

24

Kimberley:
waiting list for
public rentals

1000

41

410,

10

41

Informal
settlements:
waiting list

2000

20

400,

20

1[

A number of comments need to be made with regatidet@bove table:

* Because the institutional subsidy intends providinglity housing to people with a

stable income, the survey focused on householasnegbetween R1500 and R7000
per month. Although the current subsidy bandddarincome housing only makes
provision for a maximum income of R3500, it shobll mentioned that the decision
to extend this to R7 000 was taken as the inconmeldanight change in the near
future. Furthermore, one of the principles of ab&iousing is that projects should
promote the mixing of income groups in order toateea larger degree of socio-
economic integration. The mixing of income groaso enables the institution to
cross-subsidise between different income groups.

The estimated number for each of the categories dedsrmined by means of a
preliminary investigation. Those estimate numbdéos private rentals were
determined by means of the 1996 census data.

The estimated percentage of people that would fyuahs done by means of a scan
of the available income levels from the census datfrom an assessment of the
income levels of people according to the municipadords on rental or existing
waiting lists. Although the CDS is of the opinithat these estimates can be used, it
is also accepted that there is probably a margarroir present.
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The estimated population for the survey was deteethby multiplying the estimated
number with the estimated percentage to obtaimlantenber.

The sample percentage was then determined in ¢atisalwith the manager of the
Sol Plaatje Housing Company and the SHF.

The survey size for each of the categories coudd the worked out. However, in
reality a number of differences occurred betweemtvthe CDS thought should be
conducted and what was possible. As assumedlipiitawas difficult to get a quota
of households in private rentals. Except for tlsecin the historically coloured
areas, the questionnaires completed for privatéalsenvere all less than planned.
Due to this situation the number of respondenttherbeneficiary waiting list for the
Hull Street project was raised. The main reasonttie lack of access to private
rentals is probably because it is more difficultidentify these households. In the
former white areas of Kimberley it was also difficto get access to possible
respondents due to security reasons.

It also proved difficult to complete the intendedmber of questionnaires for the
Roodepan waiting list, the Roodepan public rerdi@ld the informal settlements. In
general, completing the questionnaires for theim@iists was an extremely difficult
task, as the lists were not always updated wheticapps moved from the place of
residence provided on the waiting list.

In general, the refusal rate was extremely lowss than 2%, and about 5% of people
in the historically white areas of Kimberley refdge participate. The main reasons
for refusals were that people did not want to pgréite in something involving the
municipality, did not have time or viewed the iniewers as a security risk.

Ten fieldworkers from the Kimberley area were tegirand undertook the fieldwork for the
study. The following methodological procedures avisllowed with regard to the different
categories:

For waiting lists the respondents were identifigdieans of the existing information
on the waiting lists.

Although the questionnaire was focused on housshaddly one person in the
household usually completed the survey. An effieds made to conduct the
interview with the main breadwinner in a household.

For the private rentals each of the areas was elividto their respective suburbs.
The number of respondents was then divided prapwlly amongst the suburbs
according to the estimates of the census datasel$igurbs would usually have been
divided into four smaller areas and the respondeete equally selected from these
four areas. In practice it would means dividingsaburb into four with four
guestionnaires to be completed. In each of thelelivareas one questionnaire would
then be completed.

The respondents for the beneficiary list of thelFBiteet project were identified in a
systematic manner after a meeting between the icemeds and the project
management committee.

A list with income amounts was available for thaseexisting public rentals. The
respondents were then determined at random foethaalifying according to the
income levels.

An original English questionnaire was developedhisTquestionnaire was used to
complete the survey. However, each fieldworker vedso provided with an
Afrikaans and Tswana questionnaire. Where respuadesquested to do the
guestionnaires in one of these two languages thexg Wanded the questionnaire to
be able to read it in their language of preference.
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9.2 A profile overview of the respondents

9.2.1 General overview

Considering the methodological approach descrillexe, it is important to provide a brief
overview of the main socio-economic attributeshaf tesults of the survey (see Table 9-2).

Table 9-2 An overview of the main socio-economic attributeEtbe respondents in the
survey, Kimberley 2002

Attribute Ratio / percentages or averag
Male / female ratio 55:45
Average age 35,8
Median age 34
Percentage South African citizens 100%
Current employment 92,9%
Percentage of respondents with at least a grade 14 certificate 62,2%
Percentage of one person households 17,7%
Average household size 35
Median household size 3
Average monthly income (Rand) R3 001,85
Percentage currently paying rent 96,1%
Percentage currently receiving government grants 9,7
Percentage that have received a housing subsidy 1,8
Percentage that own / have owned property before 2,2
Number of households with two incomes 21,6%

Some of these attributes will be used later wheoudising the results of the survey to try and
explain some of the results in more detail. An anb@nt aspect is that the average age
determined by means of the survey is considerasly (35,8) than that determined from the
data available at the municipality for their cutretlients in rental accommodation.
Furthermore, the average income of householdsarstnvey is also much higher than that of
current tenants in the Sol Plaatje Local MuniciyaliThe last-mentioned difference should
partly be attributed to the fact that the reseangithodology that was followed required a
minimum household income of R1500 per month. Asessal point is that 96,1% of
households are currently paying rent, while a vemyall percentage were homeowners
previously and 100% of the respondents are Souttcakf citizens. It should also be noted
that that approximately 4% of people that will gpfdr a unit will not qualify in terms of the
subsidy requirements. This needs to be consideheth sourcing applications for the project.
The 4% is from combining people who received hayigirants and own property already.

Although the average age was indicated in the tabta/e, no reference was made to the age

distribution of the current occupants of rental $iog in Kimberley. For more detail see
Table 9-3.

Table 9-3: The age distribution of the respondeimishe survey in Kimberley, 2002

Age categories Number Percentage
19-30 177 34,9
31-40 205 40,4
41-50 87 17,1
50+ 38 7,5
TOTAL 507 100,0

Note: No response was 1.

From the above age distribution of the populattonas found that 75,4% of the respondents

were 40 years old and younger. In essence theeméok rental accommodation is thus

probably for the more mobile and younger households
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9.2.2 An overview of the main categories of the survey
The section above provided an overview of the tesaflthe survey for all the respondents. In sa@stion the emphasis shifts to an assessment sbthe-
economic attributes per survey category (see Tadle

Table 9-4: An overview of the main socio-economttridutes of occupants of rental housing per geogtacal category used during the sampling in
Kimberley, 2002

Attribute Hull street Private rentals Private Private Private Roodepan | Kimberley Roodepan Kimberley Informal
beneficiary historically rentals rentals rentals: grey rentals rentals waiting list waiting list settlements
list coloured historically historically
white black
Male / female ratio 58:42 35:65 58:42 74:26 67:33 5941 21:79 43.57 5614: 73:27
Average age 34,5 32,1 34,3 33,3 35,0 39,6 47,2 34,1 33,5 33,1
Median age 34 29 35 33 33,5 38,5 43,5 29 33 32
Percentage SA citizens 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Currently employed 100% 89,2% 100% 95,7% 100% 91,4% 56,39 90,5% 95,1% 100%
Percentage of respondents 63,4 63,0 87,9 76,3 66,7% 37,9% 45,5% 52,4% 41,5% 6,7%
with at least a grade 11 or 12
certificate
Percentage of one perso 12,7 30,1 31,8 8,6 2,8 3,5 39,4 28,6 19,5 0,0
households
Average household size 3,3 3,4 3,0 3,5 4,0 4,0 2,8 3,0 3,5 5,0
Median household size 3 3 3 3 4 3 2 3 3 5
Average monthly income 2878,63 2788,94 4278,70 2906,00 3660,9¢ 2381,49 1,288 2821,52 2652,42 2383,40
Percentage that have| 1,4 1,4 0 1,1 8,3 3.4 0 0 2,4 0
received a housing subsidy
Percentage that own / have 1,4 4,1 15 4,3 2,8 0 0 0 2,4 0
owned property before
Percentage SA citizens 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Although the basic information in the table abovd#l Wwe used in the remainder of the
document, it does provide an overview from whichaoding comments can be made: The
following comments with regard to Table 9-4:

Considering the gender ratios, it is noticeable tha largest female percentage is
found in private rentals in historically coloureckas (65%), Roodepan waiting list
(57%) and Kimberley waiting list (56%), as well @s the existing rentals in
Kimberley (79%). Although this could be a reflection the way in which the
fieldworkers identified the respondents in the Hhadds, it might also be an
indication that in these areas the need for rémasing is biased towards females.

At first sight it does seem as if the lowest levefsemployment are found in the
Kimberley rentals (56,3%). However, 37% of the gdean this area that indicated
that they were unemployed were actually pensiomdth some form of stable
income.

Strangely enough the lowest level of people witkeast a grade 11or 12 was found
in Kimberley rentals (45,5%). This can probably dt&ibuted to the fact that the
housing unit/flats have traditionally been builthiouse sub-economic white people.
The fact that a large percentage of these peomeokler women probably also
contributes to the low level of education in thisa

The highest percentage of one-person householdswand in the Kimberley rentals
(39,8%), private rentals in the traditional whiteea of Kimberley (31,8%), the
Roodepan waiting list (28,6%) and private rentalthe historically coloured areas of
Kimberley (30,1%). This trend corresponds with thieger percentages of female-
headed households found in these areas.

The highest average household size was found imtbemal settlements while the
lowest average household size was found in the Kital rentals.

Households in private rentals in the traditionalitestareas of Kimberley has the
highest average income (R4278,70) while househioldbe Roodepan rentals and
informal settlements has the lowest (R2381,49 a2®8BR,40 respectively).

The highest average age was found in the Kimbedeials (more than 47 years old
on average) and in the Roodepan rentals (over 8% yé age). This can probably be
attributed to the fact that, once people have aetkthese housing units, the turnover
is considerably lower than in the private rentaitsin The lowest average age was
found in the private rentals in the historicallylatoed areas, as well as in the
informal settlements. This can be an indicatiorthaf fact that housing provision
does not keep up with the population growth in ¢haseas. Excluding affordability
(which is probably lower in the informal settlem®&ntthere could probably be a
reasonable expectation that a large percentageenéfisiaries come from the
Roodepan area (both existing Roodepan flats anéterirentals). The reason being
that it is the furthest away from the CBD and theeems to be pressure from new
households wanting to access housing. Howeveragpsct will be touched on again
later in the report.

It is also interesting that the average age forli@rfey rentals found in the survey is
10 years lower than the statistics determined bgns@®f the rental information. The
same trends are visible in Roodepan. This canttodbwded to the fact that it is
probably easier for the municipality to get theommhation from the older people —
only about 50% of the residents’ information wasaikble. In terms of income the
survey has reported larger incomes than the mulicipformation for both
Kimberley and Roodepan rentals. This deviation geobably be attributed to the
fact that in the survey household income was rdqdewhile the forms from the
municipality requires thencome of the person with whom the contract is stgn
Secondly, the true incomes are probably not pravtdehe municipality.

As the survey was focused specifically on montldydehold income levels between R1500
and R7000, it was important to provide a brief @i@n of the results of the survey.
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9.3 Current housing situation

As the main aim of the report is to determine temdnd for rental housing in Kimberley, a
large section of the questionnaire was devoteckterthining the housing need of households
earning between R1500 and R7000 per month. Thisogewill start off with assessing the
current housing situation. This will be followeg Hifferent analyses that investigate their
need with regard to tenure, the type of housingsutiiey would prefer, as well as their
willingness to accept alternative forms of tenure.

9.3.1 How long in current accommodation

The first question that was put to the respondeas t@ determine how long they have been
residing at their current location. This is somdication of their current mobility, a higher
mobility is usually associated with a rental prefere (see Table 9-5)

Table 9-5: Number of year at current rental location Kimberley, 2002

Years at current location Number %
1-2 years 177 35.0
3-4 years 99 19.6
5-6 years 70 13.8
7-8 years 41 9.1
9-10 years 39 7.7
More than 10 years 80 15.8
No response 506 100.0

No response: 2

It is clear that 35% of the respondents have besng in their current location for less than
2 years whilst 54,6% have been residing in theirezu location for less than 4 years. At the
same time a significantly high percentage (15,8%f)auseholds have been residing in their
current location for more than 10 years. Furtheestigation into this trend showed that:

* The largest mobility (staying for less than twongeat current location) was found in
the historically white areas of Kimberley and iretho-called grey areas. This
should probably be attributed to the dynamics ef phivate market, as well as the
fact that the income levels of the households i Itieese groups were considerably
higher than the average. The higher income prgbiialkes households somewhat
more mobile. The highest percentage of househekiding in their current location
for more than 10 years are found in the Roodepatale (36,2%) and for those on
the Roodepan waiting list (52,4%).

* Interms of gender difference, it seems as if maleie somewhat more mobile than
females. 40,2% of the males have been residinigein turrent location for less than
2 years while the percentage for females are 28,7%.one would expect, the
percentage for males residing in their current &eéonger than 10 years (13,4%) is
lower than that of females (18,7%)

* Interms of age, it also seems as if younger pelogle shorter periods of residence
at their current location than older people. Fxameple, 43,2% of those between
ages 19 and 30 have been residing in their culoeation for less than two years.
This is considerably higher than the 21,1% of resieats who are older than 50
years and have indicated that they have resided tbeless than two years.

Considering the above, it seems as if the mobikeys of rental accommodation have the
following attributes:
* Higher income.
* Residing in the historically white areas of Kimlegrland areas that have greyed since
the abolition of the Group Areas Act a decade ago.
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* More likely to be males than females.

* Probably younger.

9.3.2 Reasons for residing in the current location

Respondents were asked in a closed question wiyyatteeresiding in their current location.
They were given three possibilities with the optmhproviding their own answer. These
possibilities and the answers are reflected in & 8kb.

Table 9-6: Reasons why respondents choose to resmddheir current location in

Kimberley, 2002

Reasons Number Percentage
Close to work opportunities 89 17,5
Family live here 99 19,5
Nowhere else to go 307 60,4
Other 13 2,6
TOTAL 508 100,0

The results show that just over 60% of the respotsdiedicated that they have chosen their
current location because they have nowhere elge.tar his is probably some indication of a

specific demand for new housing units. In otherdsoiif a better alternative was available

they would probably have chosen it, considering thase households are most likely to

afford housing in the Hull Street Project. Of thenainder of the respondents, 17,5% indicate
that closeness to work opportunities contributedhtgr decision while 19,5% indicate the

closeness to their family. The following socio-eomic and biographic characteristics

provide some further insight into the dynamics:

» Both younger and older respondents tend to proslioleeness to family as the main
reason for their current place of residence. Iis tlegard, 28,3% of those
respondents between 19 and 30 years and 30,6%s¥ tlespondents older than 50
years have given such an indication. This is highan the 19% average for all the
respondents. Closeness to work opportunitiessis important for these two age
groups. Only 15% of those households between 1P 3hand 5,6% of the
households older than 50 have indicated proximotywbrk as a reason for their
current location, compared to the average of 17,5%.

* In terms of gender difference males (22,2%) velds2i8% of females tended to opt
for the closeness to employment opportunities. Fesnandicated proximity to
family (22,7%) and the fact that they had nowhels= ¢o go (64,4%) as more
important than males (17,8% and 60%).

* In terms of the geographical categories used s shidy private rentals:grey have
indicated proximity to work as the main reason. tBése respondents, 55,6%
indicated closeness to work as the main reasorhir choice. Considering the
historical reality of group areas, this is an intpat consideration. At the same time
it should also be mentioned that, as already inei;ahe income levels of tenants in
this area have been considerably higher than tamge income of the sample. As
for giving their choice of location as proximity family, 43,9% of the respondents
on the Kimberley waiting list was the highest petege. Private rentals in
historically coloured areas was the second highsst0,3% of the respondents
indicated it as the main reason for their currenation.

From the locational analysis above, it seems tieetare two conflicting forces at work:
» Firstly, there is the force to get closer to workidhe process to oppose the previous
racial planning frameworks, with the requiremeratithese people have money to do
it.
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» Secondly, in the traditional white and colouredagrié seems as if family proximity is
still the norm, which will probably not challengdet racially based apartheid
settlement patterns.

An important point that should be taken into ac¢asinvhether the respondents would like to
reside in their current location permanently. Medb% of the respondents have answered
no to this question. This is not strange considethe high percentage of respondents that
indicate that they are residing in their currentalion only because they do not have
anywhere else to go. Furthermore it is worth nwamitig that:

* 100% of the people on the Roodepan waiting lisicetgd that they would not stay in
their current location permanently. This is suratyindication of a serious housing
need, as well as the poor location of Roodepan netjlard to the Kimberley CBD.

* More importantly is that respondents in the Roodefi@ts had the second highest
percentage of indicating that they would not stagheir current location permanently
—91,4%. Although this probably reflects negatveh the location of the area with
regard to the CBD, the quality of the housing st&lprobably also an important
reason.

» Strangely enough, the highest percentage of peeiptemaintained that they would
settle permanently was those in informal settlesédd,3%). This probably reflects
a total different housing need. For example, it aeady indicated that, on average,
the households are bigger in the informal settlémem the second place were those
households in the Kimberley rentals where 57,6%hefpeople indicated that they
would settle permanently in their current location.

Important conclusion with regard to rental housing One can conclude that there is
possibly a major need for quality housing developisi¢hat bring people closer to their work
opportunities. The Hull Street project is an exaanpfl this need. To a large degree this need
was already addressed for those households whiald cccess the private rentals in
Kimberley.

9.3.3 Means of transport to work

An aspect which links closely with proximity to wkorelates to the type of transport used to
get to work. In Table 9-7 the answer to this goesis analysed in more detail.

Table 9-7: Means of transport to work, besides watk for occupants of rental housing in
Kimberley, 2002

Means of transport Number %

Taxi 319 63.8
Bicycle 22 4.4
Personal car 133 26.6
Bus 26 5.2
TOTAL 500 100.0

No response: 13

The large percentage of people using taxis is nutiéwy (63,8%). The second largest
percentage of 26,6% respondents were using thesopal car. Although the question was
not phrased in such a way as to determine the megmts with personal cars, it probably
gives some indication as to the respondents withgmal cars. The following aspects should
also be mentioned:
* The highest percentage of taxi use was under thedépan rentals (90,5%) and
Roodepan waiting list (86,2%). Considering thab&epan is the area furthest away
from the Kimberley CBD, this does not come as prsse.
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* The highest incidence of private car use was fouitl private rentals in historically
white Kimberley and in the Kimberley rentals (b6 7%).

* It was also found that more females than malestasis as a means of transport
(72,1% vs. 56,9%) and that more males than femadespersonal cars (28,1% vs.
24,8%).

* No specific trends with regard to the influenceagé could be determined.

The Hull Street project would probably play a sfgaint role in minimising the dependence
on taxi transport, especially for households frdme Roodepan area. It is also already
possible to assume that the Hull Street Projedtpadbably have a major impact on existing
rentals in the Roodepan flats, as well as the fiventals in the Roodepan area, because it is
likely that people will be moving to the Hull Stigeoject.

9.4 Current housing type

In order to gain an understanding of the currenising situation, respondents were requested
to give an indication of the type of housing theg aurrently residing in, the size of this
housing unit, as well as the level of serviceslalée to this housing unit (see Table 9-8).

Table 9-8:Current housing type for rental housing occupants Kimberley, 2002

Type of housing Number Percentage
House on separate stand 217 42.9
Flat 132 26.1
Informal settlement 19 3.8
Backyard shack 33 6.5
Formal unit in backyard 79 15.6
Other 26 5.1
TOTAL 506 100.0

No response: 2

The largest percentage of respondents that prefeerging, rented houses on separate stands
(42,9%), compared to 26,1% in flats. Although weey in which the sample was determined
probably played an important role in this regard.

In order to provide a better assessment of theentittousing situation, the current housing

conditions are categorised in terms of the geogcaphbategories used during the survey (see
Table 9-9).
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Table 9-9: The type of housing units per surveyagdry in Kimberley, 2002

Areas House on Formal
separate Informal Backyard unit in
stand Flat settlement shack backyard Other | TOTAL

Beneficiary list 66.2 4.7 4.2 5.6 5/6 141 100.0
Private rentals: historically]
coloured 55.4 16.2 0.0 54 23,0 g.o 100.0
Private rentals: historically]
white 59.1 25.8 0.d 1.5 10.6 3|0 100.0
Private rentals: historically]
black 19.3 1.1 0.4 20.4 484 10.8 100.0
Private rentals: grey 64.[7 17(7 0.0 0.0 3.8 8.8 .a0o0
Roodepan rentals 0,0 100.0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Kimberley rentals 0.0 100.0 0)0 0}0 g.0 0.0 100.0
Roodepan waiting list 82.6 4.4 0}0 13.0 0.0 D.0 .a00
Kimberley waiting list 75.6 2.4 2.4 9.8 73 25 j(()
Informal settlements 0.0 0p 100.0 Q.0 .0 D.0 ago.

The following conclusions can be made:

» Of those respondents on the beneficiary list thatewinterviewed, 66,2% are
currently residing in a house on a separate stand.

* It is also interesting to note that a greater peamge of people on the two waiting
lists are currently residing in houses on sepastateds. This is probably an indication
of extended families or more than one householdcpasing unit.

» Backyard shacks are also prominent in the privergats in the historically coloured
areas (5,4%), as well as in the private rentalshim historically black areas of
Kimberley (20,4%).

Added to the type of housing unit, respondents wasked to indicate the number of
bedrooms in their rental housing unit (see Tall@Pp.

Table 9-10: Number of bedrooms for rental housingaupants in Kimberley, 2002

Number of bedrooms Number %
1 158 31.8
2 214 43.1
3 114 22.9
4 8 1.6
5 3 0.6
TOTAL

No response: 13

It seems as if two-bedroom units are the favourdgasing size because 43,1% of the rental

housing stock belong to this category. On averageh unit has 1,96 bedrooms. Taking into

consideration that the average household sizésjsit3neans that, on average, there are 0,56
rooms per person or nearly two persons per room.

The remainder of this section will attempt to asalghe number of bedrooms per dwelling

from a different perspective, namely the numbebefirooms for each of the geographical
categories, as well as for each of the housingstypee Table 9-11).
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Table 9-11: The number of bedrooms of respondenis rental accommodation per

geographical category in Kimberley, 2002

3 bedrooms
Area 1 bedroom 2 bedrooms and more
Beneficiary list 19.4 29.9 50.7
Private rentals: historically coloured 25.0 51.4 23.6
Private rentals: historically white 38.1 52.4 9.5
Private rentals: historically black 65.2 33.7 1.1
Private rentals: grey 27.8 8.3 63.9
Roodepan rentals 7.0 56.1 36.8
Kimberley rentals 21.2 78.8 0.0
Roodepan waiting list 4.8 66.7 28.9
Kimberley waiting list 24.4 34.1 41.5
Informal settlements 73.3 26.7 0.0
TOTAL 31,8 43,1 25,1

It seems that the following relevant comments camhade with regard to the table above:

More than 50% of respondents on the beneficiatyalis currently residing in three-
bedroom units or bigger. Although it will be dissed in more detail later in the
report, it is possible to conclude that needingggdr house is probably not the main
reason for looking for alternative housing. Howeweseems likely that there will be
a need for three bedroom units. Whether it is dHbte is another question that will
be addressed later in the report.

The highest percentage of one-bedroom units wasdfau the informal settlements
(73,3%) and the private rentals: historically blg6k,2%). This can probably be
attributed to the number of backyard dwellings badkyard shacks in these areas.
At the same time the largest percentage of thrdeoben units or more were found in
the Private rentals: grey. This is not unconnedtedh the finding above that the
second largest number of housing units with oneded are currently found in the
private rentals of the historically black area afni§erley.

The housing size per current housing type is apedlys more detail in Figure 9-1 where the
number of one-bedroom units per housing type ispeoed.

% one room units

House on Separate stand

10
Flat 21

Informal settlement

| 71

Backyard shack | 85

Formal unit in backyard

] 65

Other | 42

Total

I

40 60 80 100

Figure 9-1: The number of one-bedroom units per heing type of respondents in rental
accommodation in Kimberley, 2002

30



From the above table it seems that the largesieptage of one bedroom units are found in
backyard shacks (85%) followed by the informal Isetents and the formal units in the
backyards (65%). The lowest percentage of onedoediunits is found in houses on separate
stands (10%).

The number of dependants is usually a determiratpf in the number of rooms that low-
income housing units have. This relationship réhier investigated in Table 9-12.

Table 9-12: A comparison of the number of bedrooar®d the dependants in households or
rental housing occupants in Kimberley, 2002

Number of bedrooms Number of dependants
1 2 3 4 5 or more
One bedroom 25.7 376 13(2 11.0 12.5
Two bedrooms 28.2 32.8 21(2 8.2 9.4
Three or more bedrooms 19.2 23.1 26.9 19.2 11.5

One and two-bedroom units seem to be more populanhouseholds with one or two
dependants as 63,2% of households with one or gpertants reside in one-bedroom units
and 61,1% in two-bedroom units. If this is complamth three or more-bedroom units
where only 42,3% of households with one or two dépeats are residing, the difference is
fundamental. The most important conclusion that lea draw from this, is that housing size

is to some degree determined by household size.

Considering access to sanitation and water, tHewolg information was found from the

survey (see Table 9-13).

Table 9-13: Access to sanitation for rental housingcupants in Kimberley, 2002

Type of access to sanitation Number %
None 1 0.2
Bucket 21 4.1
Waterborne in house 365 71.9
Waterborne outside house 119 23.4
VIP 2 0.4
TOTAL 508 100.0

The current access to sanitation as reflected & Tthble 9-13 seems fairly good. In
considering the alternative tenure proposals inHbh# Street Project, it will be important to

acknowledge that, according to the survey resuitayseholds are used to waterborne
sanitation. For the current rate of access tovgse Table 9-14.

Table 9-14: Access to water for rental housing opemts in Kimberley, 2002

Type of water access Number %
In house 385 75.8
On stand 105 20.7
Public tap 18 3.5
TOTAL 508 100.0

Access to water also does not seem to be a praided®,5% of the respondents have access
to water on the stand or in their housing units.
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9.5 Satisfaction levels

9.5.1 General levels of satisfaction

The above section provided an overview of the eurf®using conditions. The emphasis
now shifts towards assessing the levels of satisfaavithin the current housing situation
(see Table 9-15). An assessment in this reganthpertant as it provides insight into the
current dilemmas and preferences in order to erbatethe same mistakes are not made in
the Hull Street Project.

Table 9-15: Satisfaction levels with current renthbusing occupants in Kimberley, 2002

Criteria Number %

Unhappy 188 37,0

Satisfied 145 28,5
Happy 175 34,4

TOTAL 508 100,0

From the table above it is noteworthy that 37%h&f tespondents were unhappy with their
current housing unit. At the same time 34,4% ndfemt they were happy and 28,5%

responded were satisfied. The question therefosesain which areas are respondents the
most unhappy or happy. Figure 9-2 provides an adeerof the percentage of respondents
unhappy in each of the geographical areas considkneng the survey.

% unhappy

Informal settlements

Kimberley w aiting list

Roodepan w aiting list

Kimberley rentals

Roodepan rentals

| @ % unha
Private Rentals: Grey PRy

Private Rentals: Historically Black

Private rentals: Historically White

Private rentals: Historically coloured

Beneficiary list ]

0.0 100 200 300 400 500 600 70.0 80.0

Figure 9-2: The percentage of respondents in rentaccommodation in Kimberley
unhappy with their current housing conditions, 2002

From the above table the following comments cambde:

* The largest degree of unhappiness is found undgonelents currently residing in
informal settlements (73,3%), respondents on thedBpan waiting list (71,4%),
residents in the Roodepan rentals (69%), residentshe Kimberley waiting list
(48,8%) and residents in the Private rentals: ¢4€y2%).

» Although the percentage of unhappiness is undetsbda for the informal
settlements, people on waiting lists and residenthie Roodepan rentals, the high
percentage for the private rentals: grey is intergs It probably means that, once the
Hull Street project is complete, you may find aglmpercentage of people from
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private rentals: grey accessing housing units i@ Hull Street project. This

conclusion is made with the assumption that, im$eof location, they have moved to
a better location. However, their unhappinessrabably related to the quality of
housing that they are residing in.

* Another interesting result from the figure abovéhat the percentage of unhappiness
for those respondents in the beneficiary waitirsg i6 only slightly lower than the
average percentage for all of the respondents ¥8¥@&sus 37%). The implication
of this is that the level of current satisfactiangrobably not the most important
reason in considering resettlement. Other factawrsh as current location, the
relationship within a household, etc., might playere important role.

Therefore, the following results provide some iadion of the level of satisfaction of
respondents who are currently in rental accommodati Kimberley.

* Interms of the current housing type and the lefedatisfaction it was already seen
from Figure 9.2 that the largest percentage of ppimess is recorded in informal
settlements. This is followed by households culyem flats (43,9%), which
probably reflects the unhappiness in the Roodelads &nd households in backyard
shacks (42,3%).

» Slightly more males (40,1%) were unsatisfied witait current situation compared to
33,3% of females.

* The highest level of unhappiness when considergeggroups was found within the
age group 41-50. This might be an indication dfappiness with the size of the
housing units as the larger families are usualiyntbin these units.

* In comparing the satisfaction levels with the catneumber of bedrooms in a house,
no specific trend could be found. However, thaiitssshowed that the highest level
of unhappiness was found with those currently ogmgpone-bedroom units (40,3%)
and those in three-bedroom units (39,1%). The $dpvievel of unhappiness was
found with households in two-bedroom units. Tlasprobably an indication that
developing 2 bedroom units would be a save option.

The analysis was taken a step further by askingetpondents what their reasons were for
their current level of satisfaction (see Table 9-16

Table 9-16: Reasons for the various levels of cunredweller satisfaction under the
respondents of rental accommodation in Kimberlep02

Reasons for unhappiness Reasons for being satisfied Reasons for being happy

No security - unsafe (23%) Positive social evahra{?7,8%) Positive overall evaluation (38,4%)

Negative social evaluation (18,2% Positive ovesadiluation (20,3%)| Positive social evaluation §22)

Living conditions are poor (14,4% Proximity to ilitees, work and| Quiet and peaceful (14,0%)
family (19,5%)

Facilities not up to standard, e.gQuiet and peaceful (13,5%) Proximity to facilitiegjork and
electricity, water, sanitation family (11,0%)

(12,8%)

No privacy (7,5%) Safe and secure (6,0%) Safe andre (10,4%)

Not satisfied with proximity tg Other (12,9%) Other (3,6%)

work (3,2%)

Rentals are too high (3,2%)

Other (17,7%)

Basically, being unsafe is the main reason for pplress while safety and security are also
prominent reasons under the satisfaction and happymns. This could also be seen in
association with privacy that was also given asason for not being happy. With any new
development, this aspect should be addressed adgquda he other reasons for not being
happy have to do with the current living conditioiis is something that, in its positive

format, contributes to higher levels of satisfattioA further point that should be mentioned
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is that proximity to work and family, or the lackerreof, is regarded as reasons for being
unhappy and being satisfied and happy. Interdgtempugh, too high rent is only mentioned
by 3,2% of the respondents as a reason for beihgppy. The results reflected in the above
table should also be seen against the fact that @0Péspondents have indicated that they
reside in their current location as they have nowladse to go (see Table 9-6). The table
above could also be used to develop a marketiategly for the project.

9.5.2 Changing the current environment

With the knowledge gained from Table 9-16 the reslents were asked whether they would
change anything in their current living environmentnterestingly, only 26,2% of the
respondents indicated that they will change sonpeds. This is more than 10% less than
those indicating they were unhappy. This couldphdy be interpreted from two conflicting
viewpoints. On the one hand, one could arguetttetigher percentage of people unhappy
against the percentage that will change their enwrent is an indication that people are not
desperate. On the other hand, it could be an atidic that people have given up hope
changing their environment and are looking forrakéves.

In assessing what they will change the followingmanswers were given:
* Need for a better and bigger place to stay (35,5%).
* Road conditions (19,1%).
* Security (15,6%).

Some of the other reasons were:
* Negative social aspects.
* Renting problems.
* Lack of sanitation.
* Lack of water facilities.
» Lack of electricity.
* Total environment should be upgraded.

Looking at this assessment in association withagsessment on satisfaction and the various
reasons for different levels of satisfaction, iems that two main aspects come to the
forefront:

* Living space.

* Security.

9.6 Housing preferences

The section above assessed the current housiradisiiwf the respondents. The focus will,
however, shift to the preferences with regard tasiitgy. Although the affordability of certain
preferences will be discussed in more detail latethe report, a general overview in this
regard is essential.

9.6.1 Tenure

As the institutional subsidy is based on rent ot te buy options, the first question was to
determine what the tenure preference of the respuadvere (see Figure 9-3).
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Rental Housing, 8.0%
Owningahouse, 33.5%

Rentingwiththe aim of
owninglater, 58.6%

Figure 9-3: Tenure options preferred by occupantsrental housing in Kimberley, 2002

From the above table it seems that the rent ontiolpghas extremely limited attraction as
only 8% of the respondents indicated that they daqriefer this option. However, renting
with the aim of owning later is the most populaefprence (58,6%) with the option of
owning only at 33,5%. It should be remembered tregpondents could also have
manipulated their answers after hearing that theesuis about rental housing only. At the
same time it does not seem as if one could igre @teference for ownership. However, the
Sol Plaatje Housing Company should take note aobgiy promote the rent-to-buy option
more specifically. It also seems the experiencaasional level that the rent-to-buy option is
extremely difficult to operationalise. It is imgant that cognisance is taken of this situation.
The following are more in-depth findings in term$ lmographic and socio-economic
considerations:

* The respondents with the biggest preference fdaréousing currently reside in the
private rentals of the historically black areasl@Shewe). This is significant, as it is
probably the area with the largest population ghosate. It could mean that there is a
steady market for rental housing in this area. [ahgest preference for renting with
the aim of owning later came from respondents emRlmodepan rentals (89,5%) and
from the respondents on the Hull Street beneficlaty(81,7%). Other areas that
were above average are private rentals in the ridatty white area, private
rentals:grey and respondents on the Kimberley mgitist. Respondents on
Roodepan waiting list (71,4%) and the Kimberleytaén (54,5%) mostly prefer the
ownership option.

* Interms of gender difference it is interestingtiie that 11,6% of males and 3,5% of
the females preferred the rent option. Considem@mging with the aim to buy, 57,1%
of the males and 60,4% of the females preferres dption. 36,1% of the female
respondents and 31,3% of the male respondentsr ptieée ownership option.
Although these differences are not considerable, rinting preference by males
should be acknowledged. Earlier in the report (SFY) a comment had already
been made with regard to the apparent larger degmeebility amongst males.

* Although small differences in opinion exist withgeed to age, it is not considerable
enough to point out in more detail.

* In assessing the possible role of household incimsas found that 8,8% of
households earning between R1500 and R2500 pethramiat 12,4% of households
earning between R2501 and R3500 prefer rental hgusDnly 1,4% and 2,1 1% of
the income groups R3501 — R5250 and R5251 — R7@d0dwike to rent. It seems
that the aspiration of higher income people is hmamership or the rent-to-buy
option. However, the major difference was on tetto-buy option and not on the
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ownership options where more or less the same p@e of respondents in the
income group indicated that they prefer ownershipseems especially the R5251 —
R7000 income group that are more likely to constterrent-to-buy option than any
of the other groups.

9.6.2 Preference with regard to number of bedrooms

Those respondents that indicated they would likeetd or rent with the option of owning
later were asked how many bedrooms they wouldtdkeave in a development (see Table 9-
17). It should be noted that in the question dnB; or three bedrooms were left as an option.

Table 9-17: Preferred number of rooms needed congghrwith the current housing
situation of occupants of rental housing in Kimbey, 2002

Number of rooms Preferred % Current %
1 5.0 31.8
2 46.8 43.1
3 48.2 22.9
4 0 1.6
5 0 0.6
TOTAL 100.0 100.0

Note: this is for those indicating rent or renbtoy options only.

From the table above it seems that, in general,ctireent houses are smaller than the
preferred houses. For example, only 5% of theamdents indicated that they preferred a
one-bedroom unit while 31,8% of the respondentsareently residing in such a unit. At the

same time 48,2% of the respondents indicated ti®at preferred to have a three-bedroom
unit compared to 22,9% that are currently residing three-bedroom unit. With an average
household size of 3,5 this is also understandable.

In terms of geographical categories it was fourat the highest indication of the need for
one-bedroom units came from households in privagats in the historically white areas of
Kimberley. Although the Hull Street Project isddarge extent multi-racial, the number of
white applicants is significantly low. If it is sssmed that the majority of the respondents in
the historically white areas are white, it could &gued that the need from the current
applicants might reflect an even smaller need foe-bedroom units. The smaller than
average household size in the private rentals énhistorically white areas of Kimberley
might contribute to this finding (3,0 householdesizrsus 3,5 average household size for all
the respondents). The biggest need for three badumits or bigger came from the existing
Roodepan rentals where 83,3% of the respondentessqd the need for three bedroom
units.

Looking at gender, a small percentage more femalgsiring one and three bedroom units.
However, in general these differences are so ghatlit could be ignored.

In terms of age, the older age group, above 50syediowed more interest in one-bedroom
units (20%) while the age group 19-30 showed thveeth percentage of need for three-

bedroom units. The age group between 41 and 5es@d the highest preference for three
bedroom units. This confirms the assumption madbee in this section that the number of

bedrooms that households prefer is mainly infludrimetheir current household size.
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9.6.3 Other housing preferences

A number of other questions with regard to housprgferences were asked to the
respondents. A summary of these is provided irleréis8.

Table 9-18: Specific housing preference of occupsigf rental housing units in Kimberley,

2002
Preference indicator Yes (%) No (%)

Prefer housing unit on top floor? 31,3 68,7
Prefer housing unit on ground floor? 68,7 31,3
Prefer balcony if on top floor (for those on the to 77,6 22,4
floor)?

Should space for gardening be provided? 97,2 2,8
Do you often receive visitors? 85,8 14,2
Should space be provided for trading from home? 167, 32,9
Should space be provided for children to play? 94,9 51
Should space be provided for cultural activities? 0,66 39,4

In terms of the needs expressed above the folloaamgments need to be made.

Unit on top or ground floor:

A large majority of respondents (68,7%) favouredsunn the ground floor. Furthermore,

from the current people on the Hull Street projeatting list, 84,6% favoured housing units

on the ground floor. In terms of gender differe@&6 more females preferred housing units
on the ground floor than males. No real age dffiee was found.

Balcony
For those respondents that indicated that they dvbkéd to have a housing unit on the top

floor, 77,6% indicated they would prefer a balcony.

Gardening:
The large percentage of respondents requiring @t gardening should be considered in

the Hull Street project.

Visitors:

A significant percentage (85,8%) indicated recavinsitors often. Although some space
could be provided for private motor car parking ¥@itors, one should also acknowledge that
a large percentage of visitors might not have peiscars and might use taxis.

Space for trading:

A significant percentage of respondents indicateat they would like to see space to be
provided for trading from the intended premises,18@). The largest percentages in this
regard came from the private rentals in historycalack Kimberley and from the informal
settlements (both more than 70%). This could badication of a specific preference from
the African population. It is also noteworthy ti6at,6% of the applicants on the Hull Street
waiting list indicated this as a preference. Frangender perspective 6,5% more males
preferred space to be allocated for trading. &s#tEmgly, the highest percentage of
respondents that indicated that space should bea#dld towards trading was in the income
group of R5250 — R7000.

Place for children to play:

A place for the children to play was a preferendé @wlmost all the respondents as 94,6% of
the respondents answered in this question pogitiv@lherefore, it would be an important
consideration when constructing the Hull Streejemto
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Space for cultural activities

A fairly large percentage of the respondents (60,2fiticated that they would prefer having
space for cultural activities. This need was meignificant with respondents from the
informal settlements and Roodepan rentals wher8%3and 86,2% of the respondents
indicated this preference. For the applicantshe Hull Street project waiting list the
percentage was 60,6% - the same as for the avinagkthe respondents.

9.6.4 Alternative sanitation and electricity

The Hull Street Project originated from the prirteithat the housing units should be far more
environmentally friendly — in line with internatiahaccords such as Agenda 21 and the
environmental suggestions from the Istanbul comigeein 1996. As the first phase of this
environmentally friendly housing was completed ial&hewe, it is important to test the
respondents’ attitudes for this unknown aspechefsuggested project. Alternative sanitation
consists of a toilet structure in which the faeged the urine are separate from the beginning
and the owner is responsible for removing the faewe a regular basis. The alternative
energy requires people to utilise sun and gas gner@ larger degree. The results of the
responses accepting these environmental consiolesadre reflected below (see Figure 9-4).

Electricity - =4 100

(%)

@ Respondents on Hull street
waiting list

Sanitation
(%)

O All repondnets

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Figure 9-4: The percentage respondents in rentalcammodation accepting alternative
sanitation and electricity in Kimberley, 2002

Essentially from the figure are the fairly low léveof acceptance of alternative sanitation
proposed in the Hull Street project. Less than $9#l respondents accepted this alternative.
With regard to the acceptance of alternative dl@ttrmore than 84% of the respondents
found this acceptable. A more important aspeanftbe figure above is that the percentage
for the Hull Street project is considerably highliean that for all the respondents. This
difference can probably be ascribed to one of dHewing reasons:

* The desperate outlook of the people who have apptiea housing unit in the Hull
Street project. They could be so desperate tlegtvilould accept any thing just to be
accommodated. In fact, it was also a pre-requisitehe questionnaires that
applicants to the project had to complete.

* It is also possible that the information and infatriraining that has taken place
during the course of the interaction between thieFaatje Housing Company and
the applicants could have persuaded them to adbepalternative sanitation and
electricity options.

An attempt was also made to investigate whetheferdiiit levels of acceptability of
alternative tenure are visible in terms of theati#nt tenure types. In this regard 75% of
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respondents preferring rental housing also accepltednative sanitation. The percentage
acceptance of alternative sanitation for resporsdetio wanted to own a house was 49,3%
and 38,1% for those who wanted to rent to own. séhiegures might give some indication of
a lower level of acceptability in cases where ag@nterm residential commitment will be
undertaken.

In conclusion, it seems that the current levelaaafeptability of alternative sanitation are low.
However, it also seems that this is an attitudé ¢bald be changed but that it would need a
specific effort to educate these consumers indhaé.

9.7 Affordability
This section has thus far attempted to providewanwew of the current housing situation of
the respondents, as well as certain housing prefesethat they might have. The focus will,
however, now shift to determining what the afforitigblevels of the respondents might be.
The factors that will influence the affordability specific aspects will also be examined. The
following aspects will be considered:

* Income levels of respondents.

* Employment attributes of the respondents.

* How many respondents are currently paying for theits?

*  What amount are they willing to pay for their ufiits

* What amount are they currently paying?

* The expenditure levels of the respondents (compaitbddisposable income).

* The credit worthiness of respondents.

* The ability of respondents to save effectively.

9.7.1 Income levels of the respondents

This section will start with the overall income fgahs found in the survey after which some
socio-economic and biographic information will lested (see Table 9-19). Before assessing
the results from the table below, it should be ddieat the survey methodology required
finding respondents with a household income betvi®ESO0 — R7000.

Table 9-19: The income distribution of occupants téntal housing in Kimberley with a
monthly income between R1500 — R7000, 2000

Income categories Number Percentage Cumulative
(Rand) percentage
R1501 — R2500 254 50,1 50}1
R2501 — R3500 130 25,6 757
R3501 — R5250 74 14,6 90{3
R5251 — R7000 49 9,7 100J0
TOTAL 507 100,0

No response: 1

The largest percentage of respondents (50,1%i tisel income category between R1 501 —
R2 500 per month. Considering the current ceibhdr3 500 joined spouse income for the
housing subsidy, the table above shows that appedrly 75,7% of the households fall into
the category of R1501-R3500. This is the incomegm@y currently considered as the
potential income category for the social housingdpct. The other two income categories
therefore make up the remainder of the respondeategly 24,3%. There seems to be three
relevant conclusions from the above information:

* The largest proportion of rental housing occupasitsn the R1501-R2500 category,

which, at the same stage, is probably also thegoatewith the largest risk involved.

39



» Consideration should also be given to an equalasb# possible options for the
various income categories, especially if thereoisia change to the current ceiling
R3500 is lifted to R7000.

» Considering the average household income of R360fbBthe respondents in this

survey it means that the per capita income of theséholds is R857,67.

As already noted in Table 9.4, the highest avemageme of the 10 geographical categories
came from the private rentals in the historicallyites part of Kimberley. The lowest average
income was recorded from the informal settlememaar Table 9-20 below provides an
overview of the income categories for each of thegyaphical areas.

Table 9-20: An overview of the income levels of t&nhousing occupants in the
geographical categories in Kimberley, 2002 (%)

Areas R1501 - R2501 - R3001 - R 5250 - Per capita
R2500 R3000 R5250 R7000 income®

The existing beneficiary
list of the Hull Street
project 53.5 25.4 14.1 7.4 872.8
Private rentals: historically
coloured area

59.5 23.0 9.5 8.1 820.3
Private rentals: historically
white area

19.7 21.2 21.2 37.9 14262
Private rentals: historically
black

46.2 36.6 9.7 7.5 830.3
Private rentals: grey 28.6 17.1 42.9 11.4 915
Roodepan: public rentals

69.0 25.9 5.2 0.4 595.4
Kimberley public rentals 485 394 121 o.d 9578
Roodepan: waiting list fo
public rentals

52.4 28.6 14.3 4.4 940.6
Kimberley: waiting list for

bli tal

public renta’s 65.9 14.6 17.1 2.4 757.0
Informal settlements
waiting list 80.0 6.7 13.3 0.4 476.7

From the table above the following comments shbeldnade:
* The highest percentage of households with an indantige R1 501 — R2 500 group

is present in the informal settlements, followed thg Roodepan rentals and the

people on the Kimberley waiting list. These tweas also have the lowest per capita
income of all the categories under consideratitm.terms of the demographic and
income parameters it is highly unlikely that a néewelopment would draw large

numbers of people from these two areas.

* The highest percentage in the R5250 — R7000 inagnogp is found in the private
rentals in the historically white and grey area$33df,9% and 11,4% respectively). It
should also be noted that the 42,9% of househnoltisei grey areas earn an income of
between R3501 and R5250. The per capita inconma ftese two areas is also
significant higher than the average.

2 Per capita income was determined by calculatiegrithome in terms of the different categories aitithg it by the number

of dependants per housing unit
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* Once again the per capita income of householdsatteabn the waiting list for the
Hull Street project compare favourably with the rage for the total sample
population (only slightly higher on R872 versus RB5

In terms of the influence of age and gender theiehg comments can be made:

* Male respondents recorded an average income of Rd2éhonth more than female
respondents did.

* In terms of age the highest income were reported thiose households between 19
and 30. This could probably be an indication ttmre is a growing demand by
younger households with stable income in this age@ This is the period before
they move on to become homeowners.

9.7.2 Employment profile
The above section provided an overview of the inegmofile of the respondents of the
guestionnaire. Income is, however, only one asptt regard to affordability of housing.
An aspect such as the risk of becoming unemplogedlso important. Therefore the
following three aspects will be analysed in morae

e Current type of employment.

* The basic sectors they are employed in.

* The number of household members contributing tdhthesehold income

Table 9-21 provides an overview of the type of esgpient categories of respondents while
Table 9-22 presents the type of sectors that refgas are employed in.

Table 9-21: Employment categories of respondentsdntal housing in Kimberley, 2002

Employment categorn Number %
Elementar work 11F 23,1
Profession: 107 21,k
Artisar 73 14,7
Administrative worke 60 11,¢
Security staf 46 9,2
Driver 26 5,2
Pensione 26 5,2
Othel 55 9,c
TOTAL 50¢ 100,(

Table 9-22: Employment per industries of respondengsiding in rental accommodation in

Kimberley, 2002

Employment industries Number %
Private sectc 24k 52,C
Government related sect 12z 26,2
Mining relate 36 7,€
Self employmer 13 2,&
NGO/ CBC 12 2.t
Othel 79 8,¢
TOTAL 50¢ 10¢,0

Although professionals are quite well representddmentary occupations have the largest
percentage of people employed in the categoriesided to the large section of people
employed in the private sector, it shows some aegferulnerability. The following aspects
characterise their income:
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* 9,6% receives some form of governmental suppoiftth® respondents that receive
government support 32% receive a pension, 22% abitity grant, 14% child
maintenance and 26% receive other governmentatggran

* Only 4,6% indicate that they receive financial hietpm their family.

» Of the 40% of the respondents that indicated theyt &re married, 51% said that their
spouse is working. This is fairly significant, these households where both the head
of the household and their spouse are working ame rikely to absorb the shock of
retrenchments.

* Finally, it was found that 21,6% of the householisve two incomes which
distributes the risk of unemployment a bit morentbae income only. However, this
might also result in the household not being abledcess the housing subsidy as
their joint income might be in access of the supgiequirements.  Except for
possible rationalisation in the government servicespecific indication of major
downscaling was recorded.

9.7.3 Savings

Although it should be acknowledged that respondentthe formal sector will have some
form of savings through their pension funds, ivisrthwhile to consider the current savings
that households have. Once again, this might gomae indication of the ability of these
households to overcome certain shocks on the incomexpense sides. 33,6% of the
respondents indicated that they have savings. eT&BI3 gives an overview of their available
savings, as well as the average amount per typauvafigs that is available.

Table 9-23: The current savings profile of respomde that have savings in Kimberley,

2002
Type of saving Number of Percentage Average savings
respondents (Rand)
Savings account 150 81.52 505.16
Savings scheme at bank 19 10433 705.26
Housing institution 8 4.35 337.50
Stokvel 3 1.63 733.33
Other 4 2.17 165.14
Total 184 100.00 514.8¢
Average saving for total sample 186.49

Roughly speaking it seems as if the average sawh§b14 per household might be enough
for a deposit of one month. However, this amoaranly saved by 184 respondents or 36%
of the respondents. It, therefore, means that 6488l respondents do not have savings. If
the average savings available for all householdakien, an amount of R186,49 is available
per household. This is totally insufficient evem &odeposit equal to one month’s payment.
Saving by means of a savings account seems teeladht relevant form of saving.

The average saving for males (for those who do)saas R538 and for females R490 per
month. 62,7% of respondents who indicated thay 8ae are males and 31,3% females.
Interestingly, the highest savings per month wamdoin the age group 19-30 where the
average amount saved was R645 compared to R40fhdéolmge group 31-40. Savings
amounted to R563 for those between 41-50 and Rd®%hbse households older than 50
years.

9.7.4 Access to credit

The other way of getting cash is by means of acogssedit. However, an analysis of credit
is not only important in assessing the credit wiogbs of the respondents but also to see
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whether they are not burdened by their credit. %lgt the respondents indicated that they
have some form of credit. An in-depth analysisheg credit is provided in Table 9-24.

Table 9-24: The credit repayment profile of respamds in Kimberley, 2002

The following comments can be made with regardhéocredit of respondents:
* The average monthly credit repayment per houselsoltiore than two times the

average savings amount per household.

Type of credit Number of Percentage Repayment per month
respondents (Rand)

Hire purchase 14 39.3¢4 693
Credit card 22 4.84 474.95
Loan 29 6.37 533.03
Clothing account 207 45.49 371.14
Other 18 3.96 262.22
Total 455 100.00 435.8
Average credit per household 390.33

* On average, households with credit pay R435,80npanth on their credit. When
considering that the average credit per houselsoRI300,33, repayment amounts to

approximately 13% of their gross income.

* The largest percentage of respondents have indicdtat they have a clothing
account (45,49%) while over 39% have indicated thay make repayments on a
hire purchase. A very small percentage of respuisdeave credit card debt (4,8%)
and loans (6,4%).

It is also important to gain some understandinthefpercentage of credit that households in
different income groups access (Table 9-25).

Table 9-25: Credit repayment per income group fental housing occupants in Kimberley,

2002
R1500-2500 R2501-3500 R3501 — R5250 R5250 — R7000
Item Amount % of Amount % of Amount % of Amount % of
(Rand) income (Rand) income (Rand) income (Rand) income
Hire purchase 82.26 411 156.1¢ 5.21L 308.77 7.27 534149 8.73
Credit card 1.57 0.08 4.23 0.14 74.32 1.75 81.63 133
Loan 5.78 0.29 31.62 1.05 42.78 1.01 136/94 2,24
Clothing account 74.49 3.72 147.69 4.9p 308.75 7.p6 30265 4,94
Other 5.47 0.27 6.85 0.23 17.43 0.41 23.45 0{38
Total 169.58 8.48 346.54 11.55 752.06 1770 1079.16 1j7.62

The following comments can be made with regardhéotable above:

* Access to credit increases with the increase ionmc Households earning between
R1500 and R2500 (R2000 average) per month spefid 8 3heir income on credit
repayment compared to 11,5% in the income bracR&0R-R3500, and 17,7% for

households earning R3501 — R5250.
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9.7.5 Current payment culture

An important consideration is the current paymarituce. In this regard respondents were
asked whether they are currently paying their egmt their municipal services (see Table 9-
26).

Table 9-26: Current payment culture of rental houngj occupants in Kimberley, 2002

Criteria Answer
Percentage respondents paying rent 96,1%
Percentage respondents paying for services 66,5%
Average amount paid for rent R433,16
Average amount paid for service R209,66

Table 9-26 reflects the answers for the total semplithough the current payment levels for
renting and services are fairly high, one shoultbpbly make some provision for payment
levels below 100% in the budgeting process. Theeatirate for service payment is 86%. It
also seems that the current levels of rent payncentd be attributed to the effective

management of the existing housing stock. The hagih payment can also be attributed to
the higher income levels of households with whomithierviews were conducted. The high
payment rate is also in contrast to the realitpafment in the existing rental stock in the Sol
Plaatje Local Municipality.

10 Considering the demand and affordability for socialhousing in Kimberley

10.1 Affordability
In order to determine guidelines with regard tooed&bility, the following aspects were
analysed with the help of the SHF:

* The current comparative payment between the diffesizes of housing units.

» The relationship between what respondents aresaolevilling to pay.

* The relationship between what respondents arengilto pay and what they are

actually paying
* An assessment of the over and under spending pamiz category.

Furthermore, the information mentioned above sh@@ctompared with the estimates from
the Hull Street Project (see Table 10-1).

Table 10-1: Housing size and costs for the Hull &t Project in Kimberley, 2003

Size With Geyser,Tiling Without Geyser,Tiling
Total
(m2) Cost Loan Monthly Total Cost Loan Monthly
(Rand) (Rand) (Rand) (Rand) (Rand) (Rand)
42 56,053 29,440 727 51,768 25,155 655
42 56,833 30,220 744 52,548 25,935 672
45 59,110 32,496 780 54,825 28,211 708
55 64,373 37,759 865 60,088 33,474 793
53 65,745 39,131 897 61,460 34,846 825
84 99,718 99,718 1,936 95,433 95,433 1,864
84 100,498 100,498 1,953 96,213 96,213 1,881
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It is important to consider the willingness to payrrent payment and the reality with regard
to the cost of development of the respondentsKgpee 10-1).

Current monthly payment 2 |

Current monthly payment 1 |

Willingness to pay |

Cheapest option |

Middle of the range |

Most expensive option |
\ \ \

0 500 1000 1500 2000
Rand

Figure 10-1: A comparison of current payment, wilijness to pay and expected rentals in
the Hull Street project

Before in-depth conclusions are drawn from thedadiove, it will be important to explain
the two figures for current monthly payment. Thestionnaire asked the respondents two
guestions in this regard, once separately and asgart of their expenses. Current monthly
payment 1 refers to the first one and current mgmayment 2 to the second. The following
are comments on the two questions:

The current payment or willingness to pay, as &eenge of the average income,
ranges between 13,05% and 14,4%.

However, if the payment to the cheapest optioroissidered, the percentage rises to
21,8%. This is for 42 square-meter housing unith two bedrooms without tiling
and a geyser.

For the middle of the range option, a 55 squaresmgbusing unit with a geyser and
tiling, the amount is R858 or 28,5% of the averimgeme.

The most expensive option will require 65% of theome of the average household.
The most important aspect from this figure is ptipahat there is a huge gap
between current payment and willingness to payugetise cost of such a unit when it
is completed. The cheapest option will cost apipnately R230 more and the
middle of the range option about R450 more.

10.1.1 Willingness to pay

The above section has indicated the income andneepef residents. The question is what
they are willing to pay (see Table 10-2).

45



Table 10-2: Amount respondents are willing to pfy rental accommodation in
Kimberley, 2002

Amount (Rand) Number of respondents Percentage oespondents
0-100 14 2.8
101-200 52 10.3
201-300 85 16.8
301-400 113 22.3
401-500 117 23.1
501-600 64 12.6
601-800 49 9.7
More than 1000 13 2.6
Average R418.05

The average amount that respondents are willingatofor their housing is R418.05. It is
noteworthy that only 12,3% of the respondents wetkng to pay an amount of access of
R600,00, which is the amount required to affordiiudl Street project. It is furthermore also
interesting to compare what respondents are clyrgatying versus their income in the
various geographical categories (see Table 10-3).

Table 10-3: The rent paid per geographical categamKimberley, 2002

Average rent | Average income | Expenditure/

Area paid (Rand) (Rand) Income
Beneficiary list 436.19 2876.63 15.1
Private rentals: historically coloured 402.64 2788.94 14.4
Private rentals: historically white 709.21 4278.7 16.5
Private rentals: historically black 275.5 2906 9.4
Private rentals: grey 877.22 3660.9 23.9
Roodepan rentals 230.67 2381.49 9.6
Kimberley rentals 339.34 2681.664 12.6
Roodepan waiting list 365.63 2821.52 12.9
Kimberley waiting list 338.94 2642.52 12.8
Informal settlements 0 2383.4 0

Although the percentage of income paid to rent lebasing unit in most of the areas is below
15%, private rentals: grey pay 23,9% of their agermcome on their housing unit.

10.1.2 Comparative payment for the different housing size

The purpose of this assessment is to investigatethgh there is an increase payment
between different housing sizes. Figures 10-1 @eg the amount that employed
respondents are willing to pay for a bachelor amitl a one-bedroom unit. Figure 10-2
compares the amount that respondents are willipgyofor a one-bedroom unit compared
to a two-bedroom unit. Figure 10-3 compares amowitiing to be paid by the
respondents for a two-bedroom unit and a threedoedrunit. It should be noted that
there were some outliers, and they were excluded the figures.
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Figure 10-1: A comparison of payment for one-bedracand bachelor units in Kimberley,
2002
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Figure 10-2: A comparison of payment for one-bedraoand two-bedroom units in
Kimberley, 2002
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Figure 10-3: A comparison of payment for two-bedmoand three-bedroom units in
Kimberley, 2002

Overall, Figures 10-1, 10-2 and 10-3 show thatréspondents are only willing to pay

rentals below R1000/month for all the units. Thallkstreet project rentals should

therefore not exceed R1000/month. The respone@eatwilling to pay rentals of less than

R500/month a bachelor unit. R400 — R600/montrafone-bedroom and/or two-bedroom
unit, and R400 — R800/month for a three-bedroon uwhen compared to the projected
rentals for the project reported in Table 10-1, rérgtal charges significantly exceed what
the respondents would be willing to pay. The otbptions appear to be within the

perceived rental parameters of the respondents.

However, one needs to consider the willingnessalg with the actual ability to pay and
the affordability of the respondents. Table 10-8spents the actual current rentals paid by
respondents in the 10 geographical areas covertbe isurvey.

10.1.3 The relationship between what respondents are abknd willing to pay

The relationship between what respondents arengilio pay versus what they are actually
paying is reflected in Figure 10-4 below.

48



ABLE WILLING

2000

1800

1600

wi
LL 1400

Kl .
NG
TO 1200
PA
Y . .
(Av1000 3 *
era *
ge) ¢ * *
800 -
.
*
* 1; * > P
600 * °
* ‘k
(3 *
+ :
400 *
23
b4
[
200 -
s .

0
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200
ABLE TO PAY(1.9)

Figure 10-4: A comparison of what respondents ardlwg to pay and what they are able
to pay in Kimberley, 2000

Figure 10-4 compares what the respondent’s state dhe able to pay as rent, and what
they are willing to pay, on average, as rent. Tigeré shows that in many cases the
respondents are able to pay much more than whatatteewilling to pay on average for
renting a unit. This indicates that the rentalstfe project can be a bit higher than what
the respondents have indicated they are willingpag for the units. Of note, is that a
number of cases indicate an ability to pay R60ess per month, while the respondents
are only willing to pay R400 or less per month.efiehare however some cases showing an
ability to pay R1000/month and yet a willingnesdyain pay R600 or less per month for
rent.

Figure 10-4 provides further insight by comparingatvthe employed respondents are able
to pay and what they are actually paying for themtal accommodation.

Figure 10-6 shows that there are only a few cadasrevthe respondents are actually
paying more than R1000/month for rent. These medewts also indicate that they are not
actually able to more than R1000 for rent. Mosthef cases show that they are actually
paying less for rent than what they are able to pay

10.1.4 The relationship between what respondents are witig to pay and what they are
actually paying

In addition to the above assessment, the analysig shifts to the comparison of what
respondents are willing to pay and what they atesdly paying (see Figure 10-5).
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Figure 10-5: A comparison of what respondents aret@ally paying versus what the are
willing to pay

The information in the figure above shows thatehere not a major difference between what
people are willing to pay and what the are actaging at the moment. For those in existing
municipal rentals this is somewhat worrisome asy thee paying rates far below cost

recovery.

10.1.5 The relationship between what respondents are abknd willing to pay

Added to the above argument, Figure 10-6 providédeace with regard to the relationship
between actual payment versus what respondentbba¢o pay.
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Figure 10-6: A comparison of what respondents arbl@ and willing to pay in Kimberley,
2002

As in the case of actual payment versus willingnesgay, there seems to be no major
difference between what people are able to paydrad they are actually paying.

10.1.6 An assessment of disposable income
The assessments above provided some idea of thgonship between actual payment,
willingness to pay and the amount that respondamsable to pay. The emphasis now shifts
to determining the disposable income of the difierrcome groups. The disposable income
for each income group is presented in Annexurd Be following methodological procedures
should be noted:

* It was calculated at the bottom and top end of eatbgory.

» Calculations do not include credit accounts and asrstated in the database.

* The database only includes employed participants.

» Disposable income totalling zero has been excluded.

From Annexure C the following summary can be presgbm Table 10-4:
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Table 10-4: Summary of affordability indicators p@mcome category

Indicators R1500

R2500

R3500 R5250 R7000

Median 375
disposable

income

1370

765

172%

1475 2900 25p0

No of 224 224
respondents in

category

121

121 71 7L 47 47

Number of 33 3
households

overspending

12

2 11 4 3 q

% of 15
households

overspending

1,3

9.9

1,7 15% 5.

Current credit R169

R169

R344

R346

R752 R752 R1Q79

[*2)
old
=
)

4290

R1D79

repayment

The following concluding comments can be made watfard to the table above:

10.2

The Sol Plaatje Housing Company should budget fodefault rate of between 10%-
15%.

The highest percentage of overspending is fourtddrR1500 category.

If existing credit payment is considered, it sedmghly unlikely for someone with an
income of below R2500 per month to be able to dffoousing in the Hull Street
Project.

How big is the demand

One of the main objectives of the research wasterthine the demand for rental housing in
Kimberley. The process is explained in the Talelew (see Table 10-5)

Table 10-5: Determining the demand for rental hoagji in Kimberley, 2003

Criteria used 1996 2010 Motivation
CURRENT HOUSEHOLDS 45636 49901 Growth rate of 1/5% used
CURRENT RENTALS 7984 16% according to census data
PREFERENCE FOR RENTING 5309 66,5% using both temtd rent-to-buy options
OWN PROPERTY 5193 2.2% own property
QUALIFYING FOR SUBSIDY 5099| 1.8% has received sdips
Taken as private sector, government sectors and
EMPLOYMENT STABILITY 4385 | mining related
CURRENT SATISFIED OR
UNHAPPY 2877| 65,6% according to 9.5.1
AGE 40 AND BELOW 2166| 75,3%
60% of sample (determined by the 50% that owns
AFFORDABILITY 1300 | above R2500 and 10% below R2500
TAKING INTO ACCOUNT
ALTERNATIVE SANITATION 619 | 48% were satisfied withlternative sanitation

In order to understand the above table the follgvarplanation should be provided:

It started off with the number of households acoaydto the 1996 census in

Kimberley.

This amount was then multiplied with an annual girovate of 1,5% p.a. between
1996 and 2003.

Then, according to the earlier assessment, 16%hef households in 1996 in

Kimberley were renting.

As the survey focussed on rental only, the pergentd people that preferred rentals
or rent-to-buy units were then used to see whatuhnent demand is.
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* From the number above 2,2% and 1,8% were deduesgzbctively for households
that have previously owned a housing unit and fmuseholds that have previously
received subsidies.

» Employment stability was then taken as those hadshwithin a stable income —
this was taken at 86% percent.

* From this the percentage that is satisfied and pmhavas calculated. Satisfied
respondents were included, as it was visible frieeresults that a large percentage of
people being satisfied will also consider new aauoation.

* As rental housing is usually preferred by youngeudeholds, the percentage of
households younger than 40 years were considered.

* It was determined that 60% of the respondents wbeldble to afford the current
rent (of the 50% earning above R2500, it was esédhéhat 80% would be able to
afford it) and it would be affordable to 20% of smoearning below R2500. This
makes up 60% of the sample.

» After doing this calculation, it was determinedtthamarket exists for approximately
1300 units.

* However, considering that only 48% of the respotslevere comfortable with the
idea of alternative sanitation, it meant that tlssible demand dropped to ony 600
units.

11 Concluding Comments

11.1 Impact on the existing rental market

As the study followed the broader Kimberley framekyadhe question is what the impact
would be on the various geographical areas usethéopurpose of the analysis during the
research. Although some comments have been malkleagard to the possible impact of the
Hull Street Project, this section aims to commenth® possible implications.

Existing households on beneficiary list
Although it seems that affordability might be a lgeon, it is not possible to make specific
comments in regard to this problem.

Private rentals: historically coloured

Due to the current location of these areas (ththést away from the Kimberley CBD), it
could be expected that a relatively large percentafghouseholds might consider the Hull
Street Project as a possibility.

Private rentals: historically white

Although households in these areas are probablynibe likely to afford units in the Hull
Street Project, they are least likely to occupywéhenits. The main reasons are that they are
already occupying housing in close proximity to @BD, or, if not, they most probably have
private motor cars. Secondly, they are already large extent, paying affordable rentals in
the private sector that are considerably highan thahe public sector.

Private rentals: historically black
Hull Street might provide an alternative, espegidtlr smaller households. It could be
expected that some households from this area vamddpy housing units in Hull Street.

Private rentals: grey

It could be expected that there might be quite mber of people from this group occupying
units in the Hull Street project for the followingasons:

53



* Their initial reason for moving into their existinguits was to get closer to work
opportunities. Therefore, the Hull Street Projcuuld continue to provide for this
need.

* However, the study showed that people in this caiepaid the largest percentage of
their income on rentals. The average amount paithése households is higher than
that of the rentals in Hull Street.

» A probable move to Hull Street might have an impatthe price of existing rent in
this area.

Roodepan rentals
The construction of the Hull Street project woulavé the following implications on the
existing Roodepan rentals:
* Those households that are able to afford it woubdtnprobably take up units in the
Hull Street Project.
* As rent in Roodepan is far below a cost recovetg, rda would mean that the
Roodepan flats are most likely to loose those Huoigles that can contribute towards
paying their rent.

Kimberley rentals
It is highly unlikely that the Hull Street Projeetill have any impact on the existing
Kimberley rentals for the following reasons:
* The majority of existing rental facilities is welibeated in relation to the CBD and
other job opportunities.
* The rent in Hull Street will be considerably hightt)an the existing rent in the
Kimberley rentals.

Roodepan waiting list
It could be expected that those households toaffe rent in Hull Street would in actual fact
take up residence in the Hull Street Project.

Informal settlements
The impact on informal settlements would probal@ylitmited for the following reasons:
* The income levels of households in informal setéeta are too low to afford the rent
in Hull Street.
* Households in the informal settlements also hadhigeest number of dependants.
Considering the lower income levels, this is higlhjikely that households from this
area would move into the Hull Street Project.

11.2 Possible dangers

The following aspects should be acknowledged:

* The alternative sanitation will most probably reeldkce existing market considerably
— as already indicated when the demand was analysed

* The existing municipal rent is extremely low. Thigl create the impression that the
rent in Hull Street is extremely high. A considdeaeffort needs to be taken to
ensure that this perception does not have a negatipact. This also needs political
support.

* The possible take-over of flats in Roodepan createsajor risk to the Housing
Company. As already noted, it is most likely tHatse households that can afford
the Hull Street Rentals will probably move to thellF6treet Project.
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11.3 Possible considerations:

Although possible alternatives to a number of peotd have already been mentioned, the
following section summarises the main aspectsshatild be considered:

* Using the old-age subsidy and consolidating thelagesome of the existing rentals
in Kimberley. It should be noted that these unitsaready being occupied by a large
percentage of older people.

* Proposals that parts of the Roodepan flats shoellshdorporated under the Housing
Institution will be disastrous and should not besidered before a financial viability
study has been conducted.

* The following aspects should be considered in niarge

- Quality
- Safety and security

* Considering the selling of some units straight awamaybe those with alternative

sanitation.

11.4 Synthesis

As stated in Section 2, the study had four objestivThe first objective was to define the
potential market demand for social housing in thelkerly area in terms of the size of the
market, awareness in the market and current arehfiat use of the proposed product and/or
service of the housing association. As for genlenadls of satisfaction with current housing
conditions, 37% of respondents indicated that teye unhappy, 28,5% were satisfied and
the remainder was happy. The lack of securityatieg social conditions and poor living
conditions, services not being up to standard aoki &f privacy were cited as the reasons for
being unhappy. Rented housing only is a preferesicenly 8% of the respondents.
However, 58,6% indicated renting with the aim ofning as the main preference and 33,5%
wanted to own a housing unit immediately. Agaimss$ background a potential market of 1
300 units was identified. However, the influendeatiernative sanitation should not be
underestimated and might influence this demandiderably.

The second objective requested that the demograsipects of potential residents for social
housing should be defined. Although a variety emdgraphic attributes were identified
regarding rented housing in Kimberley, rented acoommtion seemed to be a larger
preference under female-headed households andesrhalliseholds. A considerable number
of single-headed households were interested iimigent

Thirdly, the study envisaged some guidelines wailard to affordability. In general, it seems
that people with an income of below R2000 per mavithnot be able to afford housing units
in Hull Street. An attempt can, however, be madertss subsidise between different income
groups in the project. Rent should also preferalelkept below R1000 per month. Although
the current rent for the Hull Street project ishiag than what people are willing to pay, it
corresponds fairly well with their ability to payThe Sol Plaatje Housing Company should
budget for a default rate of between 10% and 15%.

In the fourth place, we set out to define the reatof the product and/or service that the
housing association should provide in the areairia With the outcomes emerging from

objectives 1 to 3. The study indicated that thgonitst of respondents (48,2) preferred three-
bedroom units while 46.8% preferred two-bedroomaur®nly 5% preferred a one-bedroom
unit. Considering affordability, it seems as ifoblvedroom units are a safe option in terms of
the Hull Street project
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Annexure A:

NEEDS ASSESSMENT & AFFORDABILITY QUESTIONNAIRE

All fieldworker instructions are in italics

Please fill in the following before starting the interview

Fieldworker name:

Fieldworker supervisor:

Date:

Interview type Beneficiary ligt 0
Private rentals: Historically Coloured 1
Private rentals: Historically White 2
Private rentals historically: Black 3
Private rentals. Grey 4
Roodepan: rentals 5
Kimberley rental s 6
Roodepan: Waiting list 7
Kimberley waiting list 8
Informal settlements 9

This paragraph should be read as an introduction.

Hello, my nameis ..........ccoocvvvne il fiel dworker name) and | am working for the Sol Plaatjje Local Mupiglity

(Kimberley) | would like to find out more about yohiousing situation and needs. We are tryingrtd 6ut what people need
and what they are prepared to pay for housing.

We would like to interview you if you have the tim#/ill you please answer the following questiongtte best of your ability
and as honestly as possible. All the informatidhnemain confidential and anonymous and you dorreeed to answer any
questions that you are not comfortable with. Thoeeninformation you provide, the better it will gerto advise and inform the
housing project planned for the area.

Thank you for your participation and assistance.

Please note the following before starting the inteiew with the respondent

Tick (v') the applicable blocks

Gender: Male Female

» Inthequegtionnaire tick the applicable blocks or fill in information where necessary
»  Becareful when filling in the table questions
» If you encounter any problems call your supervisor

For office use only
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| would like to ask some questions about you.

1. What is your age(in years)? Date of birth:
2. Are you a South African citizen with a valid IDdocument or passport? Yes 1 No | 2
3. Are you a religious person? Yes 1 No | 2
4. Are you currently employed? Yes 1 No | 2
If NO, are you currently seeking employment? Yes 1 No | 2

If NO, why not?

5. What is your highest school grade passed?

Standard 5 and 1 Standard 6 -7 | 2 Standard 8 3 Standard9-10 | 4

below (Grade 7) (Grade 8 & 9) (Grade 10) (Grade 11 & 12)
6. Do you have any formal after school training? Yes 1 No 2
7. Do you have any informaltraining? Yes 1 No 2

8. How long have you been staying in the area (yeg® (current location

9. Why have you been staying in the area? (currembcation)

Close to work opportunities 1 Family living her Rowhere else to go 3

Other reason please specify:

10. Do you want to reside in the area permanently? Yes 1| No 2

11. What form of transport do you have to use mostften besides walking?

Taxi 1 Bicycle 2 Personal car 3 Bus 4
12. Have you ever received a government housing sitly? Yes 1 No 2
13. Do you own any property or housing? Yes 1 No 2

14. What is your current marital status?

Married 1 | Single/ Never married 2 Widowed 3 Divemtc 4
15. If married is your spouse working* Yes 1 | No 2
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B. INFORMATION ON THE RESIDENTS FAMILY AND DEPENDENTS

| would like to ask you about your immediate familyor dependents

1. Do you have any dependents? Yes 1 No 2

If YES, please specify how many (number):

2. Have any of your dependents/family ever receiveal government
housing subsidy?

3. Do any of your dependents/ family own any propdy or housing?

C. THE NEED AND DEMAND FOR HOUSING

| would like to ask you about the type of housingtat should be provided

1. What type of housing would you be interested ithe area?

Yes

No

Yes No 2

Rental housing 1| Owning a house ?  Renting withailheof owning later

If renting or rent to own is selected answer 1.1 t¢.3.

1.1 How much rent do you think should be chargedf the following per month?

A rental amount must be provided for each type of unit bel ow

Bachelor/room R

1-bedroom unit R

2-bedroom unit R

3-bedroom unit R

Would you be willing to pay these kinds of rentaishousing?

1.2 What form of housing would you choose to renhithe area?

Yes

1-bedroom unit 1 2-bedroom unit 2 3-bedroom unit

1.3 Which would you prefer?

Unit on ground floor 1 Unit on top floor

If the unit were on the top flopwould you like a balcony?

1.4 Should space be allowed for a garden at the tgng unit?

1.5 Do you currently receive visitors often? Yes

1.6 Should space be allowed for working/trading agour home?

1.7 Should specific space be provided where childiean play?

Yes

No| 2

Yes

Yes

No | 2

No

Yes

EINE

No | 2
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1.8 Should space be provided for cultural/traditiorl activities?

Yes

1.9. How much rent will you be able to pay per mott for housing?

B

Rent per month

=

RO - R100

R101 - R200

R201 - R300

R301 - R400

R401- R500

R501 - R600

R500 - R1000

More than R1000

0 |N o (01 | W ([N (-

D. AFFORDABILITY OF THE RESIDENT

| need to ask you about your income and expensesdetermine what kind of housing
product you will be able to afford.

1. Are you currently paying rent for where you arestaying?

If YES, how much (Rands)?

2. Are you currently paying for any municipal services (water, electricity)?

If YES, how much (Rands)?

R

R

How often?

How often?

No | 2

Yes 1

No

Yes

B

3. What is your and your wife’s estimated monthly ad/or weekly income?(indicate by ticking the

applicable block)

Income Weekly {) Monthly (v)

R 1500 - R2500 1

R 2501 — R3500 2

R 3501 — R 5250 3

R 5251 — R7000 4
4. 1 am working as (type of jab) a (compi
4. Do you receive any government financial help Upport? Yes 1 No

If YES, what type of financial help / support?

Pension Disability

2 | Foster grant| 3

Child
maintenance

5. Do you currently receive any financial help fromyour family?

oz

Other govern-ment | 5

grants

Yes No
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If YES, how much (Rands)? R How often?
6. Do you currently have any credit? Yes 1 No 2
6.1 Do you currently have any savings? Yes 1 "No 2
If YES, what type of credit or what type of savifgs
. Repayment per . Current
Type of credit v month (Rands)? Type of savings v amount
saved
Hire purchase 1 Savings account R
Credit card 2 R Stokvel R
Loan s |R fnanoa msttuton 2| R
Clothing account 4 R Housing institution R
Other: 5 R Other: 5 R
6 6

7. What are your estimated weekly expenses on thalbwing: (fill in expenses not

specifically listed)
Expenses Weekly Monthly Other expenses Weekly Monthly
Rent R R Church R R
Water R R Burial society R R
Electricity R R Union R R
Food R R Social activities R
Transportation R R Stockvel R
Liquor / Alchohol R R Cash for household R R
Clothing R R Furniture R R
Shoes R R Appliances R R
Shoe repair R R Cash send to family R R

elsewhere
Dry cleaning R R Amount for savings in bankR R
or financial institution

Cigarettes R R R R
Household items R R R R
Lotto / gambling R R R R
Telephone R R R R
Gardening R R R R
Animal feeding R R R R
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E. GENERAL

Lastly some general questions to finish off theriew

1. How do you feel about staying at the area whegmu are staying now?v)

Unhappy 1 Satisfied

Why do you feel this way?

2

Happy

2. What is the name of the suburb you are residinm?

3. Explain the nature of your current housing unit

House or 1 Informal settlemel 3 Formal unit in backyar | 5
separate stand e.g. garage
Flat 2 Backyard shac 4 Othel 6
4. How many bedrooms in your current house
5. Explain your current access to sanitatio
None 1 Waterborne in hou: 3 | VIP systen 5
Bucke 2 Waterborne outside hot 4 | Othel 6
6. Explain your current access to wate

| In hous: |1 | On stan | 2 | Public taj | 3

7. Would you like to change anything in the area témprove your situation?

If YES, please specify what:

8. Are you willing to accept alternative forms of anitation? (fieldworker to explain)

| Yes

[1 [ No |

2

9. Are you willing to accept alternative forms of electricity (fieldwaker to explain)

| Yes

|1

| No

| 2

10. Do you have any comments that you would like t&dd:

Thank you for participating in the research.
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Annexure B: Number of questionnaires completed seiburb

in Kimberley, 2002

Extensions Frequency %
1 |Beaconsfield 28 5.5
2 |Colville 15 3
3 |Donkerhoek 14 2.8
4  |Floors 16 3.2
5 |Galeshewe 95 18.7
6 |Hostels 9 1.8
7 |Gemdene 2 0.4
8 |Homelite 5 1
9 |Homestead 6 1.2
10 |Homevale 15 3
11 |Moghul park 13 2.6
12 |New Parl 15 3
13 |Phuthanong 3 0.6
14 |Phuthanong informal settlement 2 0.4
15 |Roodepan 47 9.3
16 |Roodepan Flats 55 10.8
17 [Sobantu 9 1.8
18 [Square Hill Park 5 1
19 |Vergenoeg Ext. 18 3.6
20 |Albertynsho 3 0.6
21 |Belgravia 6 1.2
22 [Cassandra 6 1.2
23 [City Centre 3 0.6
24 |De Beers 13 2.6
25 |Du Toitspan Road 1 0.2
26  |Greenpoint 4 0.8
27 |Greenside 8 1.6
28 |Hadison 4 0.8
29 |Herlear 6 1.2
30 |lpeleng 2 0.4
31 [Mankurwane 2 0.4
32 |Memorial 9 1.8
33 |[Rhodesdene 5 1
34 |Southridge 3 0.6
35 |Verwoed Park 3 0.6
36 |West End 11 2.2
37 |Ash Burnhar 6 1.2
38 |Kimberley North 12 2.4
39 [Pescodia 4 0.8
40 |Monument Height 2 0.4
41 |Heizelson flat 13 2.6
42 |Other, e.g. street names 9 1.8

Total 507 100
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Annexure C: An overview of the disposable incomepef income category in Kimberley, 2002

R1500 income
-6780, -2169

61

5520

77654111

996543321
98877655332110
01222334455667899
01223458899
00011245566779999
0000012233455556677788899
0011222233445577778899
0122233344555577889
00012236669999
01112334455577889
0011244555677778
1122457

023679

013

1

8

1423

R3500 income

max

min
-10
9
-8
-7
-6
-5
-4
-3
-2
-1

%
3]

D

P
3
4

5

R2500 income
-5780, -1169

1
55
57
78
48
458
033456899
014466788
12233445777899
01222334455667899
01223458899
00011245566779999
0000012233455556677788899
0011222233445577778899
0122233344555577889
00012236669999
01112334455577889
0011244555677778
1122457
023679

2100, 2115, 2135, 2215, 2380, 2423

R5250 income

R2501 income

min  -2304,592

-10

-9
-8
7
-6
5
-4
-3
-2
1

O WNEFE OO

440
760
963
5

842

12
46
013678
23344579
013567888
6 112555666779
7 01233467
8 2489
9 01567888
10 00004466789
11 0027789
12 12589
13 0666
14 002669
15 04679
16 89
7 279
8

1
i 12

19 06

2
max

(0
19941
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min -1305 min  -3599, -3109, -2319, -2069, -1434, -1259 minl850, -1360, -570, -320

-10 -10 0

-9 -9 | 52 0

-8 -8 1

-7 71 8 2

-6 6 | 22 3|1

-5 510 419

-4 -4 5

-3 3| 4 6

216 2| 8 719

-1 119 8| 2

0 0| 931 9|6

0 0 10

1 1 11| 22

2 2| 057 12| 4

3 3 13

4 419 14 | 06

5| 559 5| 357 15| 5

6 | 239 6|0 16| 5

7 | 036 7 17 | 13

8| 4 8 18

9 | 157 9|0 19| 5

10 10| 5 20 | 02
11| 12 11| 46 21

12 | 46 12| 05 22| 48
13 | 013678 13 | 05679 23 | 0255
14 | 23344579 14 | 278 24

15 | 013557888 15| 0 25

16 | 112555666779 16 | 01378 26

17 | 01233467 17 | 01577 27

18 | 2489 18 | 237 28 | 09
19 | 01567888 19| 5 29| 15
20 | 00004466789 20| 2 30| 05
21 | 0027789 21| 004 31| 01247
22 | 12589 22 | 002 32| 235
23 | 0666 23| 55 33 | 568
24 | 002669 24 | 037 34 | 2356
25 | 04679 25| 23 35| 02278

max 2686, 2690, 2720, 2771, 2795, 2810, 2825, 22860 max 2651, 2951 max 3620,3700,3770,3850,38590,3950,3950,3970,4100,4100,4150,418@B42272,4280,440
R5251 income R7000 income
min  -1480, -1280, -30 min 270, 470, 1720, 1971
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max

28

18
5779
08

057
246
459
00255
0

29

7

0

7
11
15

3610, 3700

10
15
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

max

02245
27
0279
19

04557
005

25

266

06
5450
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