Municipal housing : |
stock in Sol Plaatje: 2008 - NO 1

Quo Vadis? CD s

Centre for Development Support
Sentrum vir Ontwikkelingsteun



Municipal housing stock in Sol Plaatje:
Quo Vadis?

Centre for Development Support (IB 100)
University of the Free State
PO Box 339
Bloemfontein
9300
South Africa

www.ufs.ac.za/cds

Please reference as: Centre for Development Sufp@$). 2006. Municipal housing stock in Sol
Plaatje: Quo VadisZDS Research Report, Housing and Urban Settlement, 2006(1). Bloemfontein:
University of the Free State (UFS).



List of Tables

Table of Contents

List of Figures

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. Introduction and background

2. Aim, objectives and outline of the report

3. Methodology

3.1. Approach followed
3.2.  Defining basic terms
4. Outline of the document
5. An overview of the existing housing stock
5.1. Background
5.2.  Size of existing flats
5.3.  Current valuations and market related rentals
5.4. An overview of specific cost in respect efital housing units
in SPLM
5.4.1. Expenses for individual units
5.4.2. Overall expenses
5.5.  An overview of the current financial statdisental
accommodation
6. Socio-economic profile
7. Evaluating the current housing situation and futire preference
7.1. Reasons why residents reside in their current hgusi
7.2.  Evaluating the current housing situation
7.3.  Number of years residing at current location
7.4.  Current housing size and infrastructure access
7.5. Means of transport to work
7.6.  Suggestion to improve current situation
7.7. Alternatives to current housing situation
7.8.  Future housing preferences

7.8.1. Tenure
7.8.2. Preference in respect of the number of somquired
7.8.3. Other housing preferences

7.8.4. Alternative sanitation and electricity

8. Affordability

8.1.

Income levels of respondents

w WNDN

~Noh~hb~b

o O

10

13
13
15
19
19
20
21
22
22
22
23
23

23

23
24



10.

8.2.
8.3.
8.4.
8.5.
8.6.
8.7.
8.8.
8.9.

8.10.

8.11.

Employment profile

Savings

Access to credit

Current payment culture

Willingness to pay

Comparative payment for different sizes

A comparison of what respondents are wilang able to pay
The relationship between what respondentsviiieg to pay
and what they are actually paying

Discussing affordability

8.10.1 Rentals in comparison with income

Disposable income

Possible scenarios

Conclusion

25
26
26
28
29
30
31
32

33

33
34
35

37



Table 3.1:

Table 5.1:
Table 5.2:

Table 5.3:

Table 5.4:

Table 6.1:

Table 6.2:

Table 7.1:

Table 7.2:

Table 7.4:

Table 7.5:

Table 8.1:

Table 8.2:

Table 8.3:

Table 8.4:

Table 8.5:

Table 8.6:

Table 8.7:

Table 8.8:

Table 8.9:

LIST OF TABLES

The number and percentage of questimmsa@ompleted in the
municipal stock in Kimberley and Roodepan, 2006

The size of existing municipal housitark in Kimberley, 2006
Valuations and market-related rentals pet in the municipal
housing stock in Kimberley, 2006

Expenses per municipal rental unit imBgrley, 2006 as
budgeted

An overview of potential and real incoamel of expenses in the
municipal rental units in Kimberley, 2006

An overview of the main socio-econontialautes of the
respondents in municipal rental units in Kimbgy2006

The socio-economic attributes of theentrresidents in
municipal-owned rental units in Kimberley. 2002

Reasons why residents settled in theifspenunicipal residential
units in Kimberley, 2006

Reasons for being unhappy in municigatal units in Kimberley
(SPLM), 2006

Housing sizes of the respondents in anpali housing stock
Kimberley, 2006

An overview of general housing prefeemnin municipal rental
units in Kimberley, 2006

Household monthly income for househodgsding in municipal
rental units in Kimberley, 2006

Employment categories of respondentsntal housing in
Kimberley, 2002

Employment per industry of respondergsiding in rental
accommodation in Kimberley, 2002

The credit repayment profile of regents in municipal housing
units in Kimberley, 2006

Average monthly rentals expressed as@ptage of average
monthly income for municipal rental housing imiaerley, 2006
An overview of the amounts respondantswilling to pay per
month in municipal units in Kimberley, 2006

A comparison of rentals and incomenfanicipal rental stock in
Roodepan and Kimberley rentals, 2006

Summary of affordability indicatorsrp@come category for
respondents in municipal-owned rentals in Kimber{®oghul
Park, Beaconsfield and New Park), 2006

Summary of affordability indicatorsrp@come category for
respondents in municipal-owned units in Roode806

11

12

13

17

20

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

33

35

35



Figure 7.1:

Figure 7.2:
Figure 7.3:
Figure 7.4:
Figure 7.5:
Figure 8.1:
Figure 8.2:

Figure 8.3:

Figure 8.4:

Figure 8.5:

Figure 8.6:

Figure 8.7:

Figure 8.8:

LIST OF FIGURES

The percentage of residents in mualcigsidential units in
Kimberley who consider their current location asrrpanent,
2006

Levels of satisfaction of residentshaf municipal
housing stock in Kimberley (Sol Plaatje Local Nuipality)

Average number of years at currenttiondor municipal
housing stock in Kimberley (SPLM), 2006

The mode of transport used to travelddk by respondents
residing in the municipal rental stock in Kimiesr] 2006

Tenure preference of respondents residi municipal housing
units in Kimberley, 2006

Percentage of respondents residinigeimtunicipal housing units
in Kimberley in 2006 with access to credit.

Average monthly rentals paid by treposmdents for the
municipal rental units in Kimberley, 2006

A comparison of payment for one-bedn@md bachelor units for
respondents residing in municipal housing stodkimberley,
2006

A comparison of payment for one-bednoand two-bedroom
units for respondents in municipal housing stookKimberley,
2006

A comparison of payment for two-beanoand three-bedroom
units for respondents in municipal rental unit&imberley, 2006

A comparison of what respondents umigipal housing units are
willing to pay and that which they are able to piayKimberley,
2006

A comparison of what respondents umigipal housing units are
willing to pay and what they are able to pay imierley, 2006

Municipal and market related rentedsnpared for Municipal
units in Roodepan, Moghul Park and Kimberley (Beetield
and New Park), 2006

14

15

19

21

22

27

28

30

31

31

32

32

34



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1

10.

11.

The report aims to analyse the current situatiorwal as possible future

scenarios in respect of the existing municipal lstot Kimberley (former

white area) and in Roodepan (former Coloured area).

The following objectives are set:

Provide an overview of the current municipal hogsstock in SPLM with

specific reference to Kimberley.

Provide an overview of the current management csisnvestments in these

housing units.

Analyse the socio-economic status of the currentlidvs in these housing

units in terms of:

- How the residents experience their current housitugtion.

- Their ability to afford alternative housing options to pay a market-
related price.

- The socio-economic situation should the units leapised.

Develop and analyse possible future scenariosspeict of how to manage the

existing council housing stock in SPLM (with spexifreference to

Kimberley).

Methodologically the report is based on two appheac First a household

survey involving 266 households (approximately ©f3 households) was

conducted. Then the basic management informatwaireed from SPLM was

analysed.

The SPLM has 758 rental housing units. Of thasies, 408 are located in

Roodepan, the former Coloured suburb of Kimberléyie rest are located in

Beaconsfield, New Park in the former white groupaar of Kimberley and

Moghul Park in the former Indian group areas of Kériey.

Although the majority of state-owned housingtsiriave been privatised in

Galeshewe, municipal-owned units in Roodepan amuibkrley remain in

council hands.

Management information suggests that the cumeamtials are approximately

60% of market-related rentals.

According to the latest valuations the muniatgahas assets worth R15.6

million. In market terms this could, however, lmnsiderably higher.

Current income from rental housing seems to rcbasic operational costs but

not long-term maintenance — especially not in teewf the Roodepan Flats.

The socio-economic profile of residents suggdststhe SPLM has attempted

to increase the percentage of higher-income retsdanthese units over the

past four years. The average income of residenmsuinicipal units is R2 543.

The average income is the highest in BeaconsfkR&D81), followed by New

Park (R2706), Roodepan (R2396) and Moghul Park {R1L7

The average household size increased in thé&iey Flats from 2.1 in 2002

to 3.1 in 2006. In Roodepan the number of depeasddacreased slightly

from 3.3 in 2002 to 3.2 in 2006.

Most of the residents (66%) in municipal hogsimits suggest that they are

residing in these units because they have nowHseet@ go. Nearly 80% of

the residents in Roodepan and 100% of the resideMeghul Park gave this

response.
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13.

14.
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18.

19.
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21.

22.

The location of Roodepan outside Kimberley sth@lso be seen as a reason
why only 0.6% of the residents suggested that tdhege to stay there due to it
being close to their place of employment.

Although the levels of satisfaction with rentadits in Kimberley are fairly
high, only 10.8% of respondents in Roodepan indatathat they were
“happy” with their units.

The main suggestions made by respondents ar e@dmprove their housing
situation related to an improvement in general sgcuas well as an
improvement in basic maintenance (especially indepan).

Although the respondents are all currentlyingnhearly 95% of them would
like to own a house. However, the current increasdnouse prices make this
virtually impossible for most of these residents.

Overall, residents in municipal units spentrlyed2% of their incomes on
rentals. This is considerably lower than the 30%dmum norm for this
housing sector. The percentage is lowest in Rcanueyhere the rentals are
also markedly lower than in Kimberley. In New Pdhe percentage is
approximately 27%.

Overall, the amounts respondents are willingpdg in the various locations
are approximately 20% lower than the actual rentadd they are currently
paying.

Approximately 75% of respondents are payingarairthe moment than they
are willing to pay, which suggests that people migg prepared to pay more
than they would prefer to pay if the market reqaiif@is sort of behaviour.

Only about 20% of the current residents woeldble to afford market-related
rentals (15% in Roodepan and 25% in Kimberley).

An increase in rentals in Roodepan withoutresioerable improvement of the
housing stock will assuredly be met with resistance

Although no figures were available in termscafrent payment levels, the
figures suggest that 30% of residents in Kimbedag 20% in Roodepan are
high risks to default on their rentals.

The report outlines four different scenariothvineir respective pros and cons,
namely maintain the status quo; maintain the rerdalpart of the municipal
housing stock, but increase the rentals to at B@%t of market rentals; sell
the units off to an SHI or privatise the units.

Vi



1. Introduction and background

The provision of state housing stock was a world-wide pim&mon since the Second World
War. This was the case especially in Britain where dtage played a crucial role in
reconstructing the settlement environment in the aftdérrofithe war. It was thus not long
before this approach became conventional wisdom in maryg phthe developing world.

Yet, state-provided housing was not without its own pecyrablems. Many of these
housing units were constructed in a standardised mannevavithittle scope for a variety of

needs and they seldom reached the poorer sectiaie gopulation. Such housing could
moreover not be afforded by most governments. Withideeto power of the Conservative
Party in Britain in 1980, the party brought with it a seheo-liberal policies. In respect of
housing this meant that a large number of council-ownedihg units were privatised, this
privatisation taking place either to individuals or toigblsousing organisations.

The South African housing scene (especially for blaclpleg¢as not much different from the

international experience since World War Il. Howevies, apartheid history provided a
specific racial dimension which cannot be ignored. teStavned and state-constructed
housing units in the former black townships of South Afriees\@ common policy approach
since the apartheid government came into power in 1948. tane500 000 such housing
units were constructed in townships across South Afrigathe same time a number of flats
were also constructed in areas designated as eitlmrredlor white according to the Group
Areas Act. In the white areas they were developed in @odeaiter for the housing needs of
impoverished whites.

When state housing was privatised in Britain, SouthcAfifollowed the same privatisation
route. Initially black owners were given the opportungybuy the rental housing units in
which they were residing. However, since 1990 they wemnghe opportunity to receive
title transfer for housing units with a market valudesfs than R7 500 (according to the R7
500 discount scheme). Virtually all housing units in forivlack townships were transferred
to owners in this manner — a policy also subsequently pursuethebyost-apartheid
government. Although, a number of housing units in forwiate suburbs were transferred,
this transfer did not reach all the units in these aréaguably one of the reasons was the
fact that they were worth much more than the R7500 atfofer by the policy guideline.
The same reality applied in the former coloured towrsshieanwhile the discount benefit
scheme has been extended to an amount equal to the haussidys

The Sol Plaatje Local Municipality (SPLM) in Kimberlejlas been no exception in this
regard. Almost all the apartheid-constructed housing unit$&aleshewe have been
privatised to individuals. However, the flats in formérite Kimberley and in Roodepan (a
former coloured area) have remained in the hands @@dliacil. A number of reasons have
resulted in pressure to rethink the current situation.ogst these are:

* The fact that, in terms of long term maintenanbesé housing units are costing the
SPLM more than they receive in rental payments.

» The basic condition of these housing units is either podleteriorating, especially in
Roodepan. The fairly good quality of housing units / flatKimberley should at the
same time be acknowledged.

e The low levels of rental income and the managementhe$e units have been
continuous challenges.



* They new social housing policy makes provision for thagfer of such housing units
to recognised social housing institutions.

Thus, more than 10 years after the demise of apartimeidsPLM still holds title to housing
stock created before 1994. The question is how to dealthighsituation. What are the
options? What are the advantages and the disadvantagmshodf these options?

2. Aim, objectives and outline of the report
Against the above background this report aims to analyseutnent situation, as well as
possible future scenarios in respect of the existing npaligtock in Kimberley (former
white area) and in Roodepan (former coloured area). sipeot of this aim the following
objectives are set:
» to provide an overview of the current municipal housing sto&PLM with specific
reference to Kimberley.
» to provide an overview of the current management costsirarestments in these
housing units.
* To analyse the socio-economic situation of the ctitesmants of these housing units
in terms of:
- how the residents experience their current housing mituat
- The residents’ ability to afford alternative housing ops$i or to pay a market- related
price.
- the socio-economic situation should the units be privatise
* Develop and analyse possible future scenarios in resgebbw to manage the
existing council housing stock in SPLM (with specific refece to Kimberley).

It should be stated upfront that this paper does not aimotader a clear-cut answer to the
future of municipal housing stock. What is does, is toyasealhe current situation and then
deal with possible options in respect of how the cursgnétion could be addressed. In fact,
the CDS is of the opinion that there is no clear amswWhat is required is a Council
decision informed by an understanding of the advantages aadvdintages of the various
options that are available.

3. Methodology

3.1  Approach followed

Four main methodological approaches have been followdaeicdampilation of this report.

Firstly, the information for the existing status of muipal housing stock was obtained from
the housing division at the SPLM. The SPLM was alsspoasible for providing the

overview of the existing management information in respéciosts and income. Thirdly,

the latest valuations were obtained and analysed. Hfpuitte methodology consisted of 274
household questionnaires distributed amongst households se thmts. This number of

guestionnaires provides the possibility to generalise fathallunits. Table 3.1 provides an
overview of the number of questionnaires completed foh ed the municipal housing flats
in Kimberley and Roodepan.



Table 3.1:

stock in Kimberley and Roodepan, 2006

The number and percentage of questionnaires compleateithe municipal

Flats Total number of Sample (n) Sample (%)
units
Roodepan 408 157 38.4
Kimberley 350 117 33.3
New Park 84 28 33.3
Beaconsfield 218 73 33.4
Moghul Park 48 16 33.3
TOTAL 758 278 36.1

In terms of the analysis in the remainder of the paistanction will be drawn between the
housing units in the different suburbs outlined above. disisnction is important as there
are considerable differences between the municipak #tdbe various suburbs.

3.2 Defining basic terms
The paper will make use of a number of terms — some lgeiographical — and it is therefore
essential to define these terms.

Rental unitsin this paper refer to housing units belonging to the SPLdAvamch are rented
out to residents. Th&oodepan rentalgefer to the 408 units in Roodepan. The term
Kimberley rentalsis used to indicate those units in Kimberley. Sometithesincludes /
excludes the Moghul Park rentals. However, this inclusio exclusion is indicated in the
relevant places. In cases where no distinctionadeanthe terms rental units in Kimberley
includes all such units in Kimberley and in Roodepan.

Kimberleyrefers to the urban areas of Kimberley which include GalgshRoodepan, and
the historically white and Indian suburbs of Kimberley.

SPLM refers to the current area falling under the jurisdictof the SPLM. This includes
Kimberley but also comprises of the commercial farmimgas and Ritchie. At an
institutional context it refers to the Council governihg Municipality.

4. Outline of the document
In order to achieve the objectives of the document ¢pert is structured in the following
way.

» First, it provides and overview of existing housing stock urttler control of the
SPLM in Kimberley. This includes and overview of the klde stock. Essentially,
it provides an overview of the current value of these uaugrent valuations, current
rental and a comparison of current rentals with mamidated prices. In addition it
sketches the picture of cost and income for the SPLM.

* This above description is then followed by an overview e socio-economic
situation of current residents. This socio-economalysis amongst others reflects
on the gender composition, age, the percentage of Souttafitizens, mean and
median household size, income, and rental and servigagepabehaviour.

* This socio-economic situation forms the framework faiszussion on the evaluation
of residents’ current housing situation, as well as &twusing preferences. The



section also reflects on residential mobility, currbatising size and infrastructure
access, means of transport to work, and suggestionswriheir current residential
environment can be improved. Responses in respect oVallakality of alternative
housing options are also discussed. Finally, future hoysiafgerences are also
discussed.

* The focus then turns to a discussion of affordabili¥arious aspects in respect of
affordability are discussed in detail, for example ineopatterns, employment
profile, savings, access to credits, current payment balvawillingness to pay, and
comparative payments for the various size of unitslaval. The analysis in this
discussion concludes a detailed discussion in respadfoodlability.

* The last section of the paper compares the differensihg options available to the
SPLM in respect of the municipal housing units.

5. An overview of the existing housing stock

5.1 Background

An understanding of the current management and costwtuaf rental housing in SPLM is

pivotal in that it provides and overview of the totaltcsisucture of rental housing. Before
the analysis is conducted, it should be noted that FiéviShas also changed its rental price
approach since the previous report in 2003. In 2003, the hg®iocaxch was a sliding scale
where rentals were determined by income, but this model lBrge extent favoured the
higher-income people as they paid significantly less greage wise) than the lower-income
people. One of the consequences of this initial slidimdeswas that residents who could
afford to pay a very small amount. Obviously, verydittost recovery took place in this
respect. Although this trend can generally be expectezhoitild also be noted that the
higher-income people still did not pay market-relatedgstic At the moment the SPLM

evaluates all the applicants and allocates a rented for the applicant in relation to their
incomes. This section provides overviews of the sizesxating municipal housing stock,

current valuations and market-related rentals, the aoatdved in managing the municipal

housing stock, and of the current financial status.

5.2 Size of existing flats

An overview of the size of these units is provided in TablebBlaw, while the latter part of
this section will attempt to provide an overview of theerage age of the occupants and the
number of dependants.



Table 5.1: The size of existing municipal housing stock Kimberley, 2006

Bachelor One Two Three Average number of

Existing flats flat bedroom | bedrooms | bedrooms | TOTAL bedrooms
Roodepan 0 72 168 168 408 2.24
Roodepan (%) 0 17.6 41.p 41|12 100.0 -
Moghul Park
(Flamingo) 0 12 16 20 48 2.17
Moghul Park
(Flamingo) (%) 0 25.0 33.3 41.7 100 -
New Park 12 12 54 [ 84 19
New Park (%) 14.3 14.3 64.8 71 100 -
Holland 12 9 12 3 36 1.5
Newton 0 3 18| 3 24 2
Tiffany 0 0 24 0 24 2
Beaconsfield 0 66 152 D 218 1.7
Beaconsfield 0.0 30.3 69.7 0,0 100 -
Impala 0 14 38 Q 52 1.78
Herculus 0 24 36 d 60 1.6
Eugene 0 6 24 ( 30 18
Krisant 0 10 22 0 37 1.69
Eureka 0 6 14 0 20 1.7
Jonker 0 6 18 0 24 1.7
Total 12 162 390 194 758 2.03
Total Percentage 1.6 21.4 515 25.6 1p0 -

* Source: SPLM information, 2006

A number of comments need to be made with regard tdotheeaable:

» Two-bedroom flats make up the highest percentage of flatseirsol Plaatje Local
Municipality area, namely 51.5%. This is followed by thbeglroom flats (25.6%),
one-bedroom flats (21.4%) and bachelor flats (1.6%). aMeeage size of all rental
housing units in Kimberley is 2.03 bedrooms per dwelling.

* In Roodepan, however, the percentages of two-bedroom eswtitbdroom flats are
the same, namely 41.2%. The average size of rentalidgeelh the Roodepan Flats
is 2.24 bedrooms per unit.

* The average number of bedrooms per unit in Roodepan is 2.24 aerswerage for
Moghul Park of 2.17 bedrooms per unit. In BeaconsfieldaVerage size is 1.7
bedrooms per flat and in New Park it is 1.9 bedrooms per unit.

5.3 Current valuations and market related rentals

This section provides an overview of the current valuatemd estimates of market-related
rentals. However, before the available data are sexdea number of methodological notes
should be made:

* The following estimated averages for the size of unisewtaken: bachelor flats
(35m2); one-bedroom units (45m2); two-bedroom units (55m2);-tledeoom units
(70m2).

» The valuations that were provided were used to determen®&md price for every
square metre.



The above figures were then transposed to the estinpatesl by calculating the
estimated price per square metre with the size of ths. unit

The information per unit is captured in Table 5.2 below.

Table 5.2 Valuations and market-related rentals per unit in theumitipal housing

stock in Kimberley, 2006

Suggested market price Estimated price per unit b the valuation
Flat 1 2 3 Bachelor 1 2 3 Bachelor
names Valuation | bedroom | bedroom | bedroom flat bedroom | bedroom | bedroom flat
Impala 1200000 900 120D D 0 19853 24265 30882 13441
Herculus 1750000 100 1300 0 0 25785 31454 40033 01
Holland 970000 1300 1700 2000 900 25752 31475 40059 20029
Newton 760000 130( 170D 2040 0 25618 31311 39850 9239
Tiffany 760000 0 1700 q q 25909 31667 40303 20152
Eugene 110000( 110p 15Q0 0 0 31132 38p50 48428 42421
Jonker 720000 90( 120D 0 0 25714 31429 40p00 20000
Eureka 640000 90 120D 0 0 276p2 33846 43p77 21538
Krisant 950000 100(Q 1300 D D 25753 31476 40060 @Qo3
Flamingo 19000009 60( 80D 440 39583 48380 61574 78B
Roodepan 485900 300 500 7 0 9020 11025 14032 6 Vo1
Average 1560900 93 1567 2350 13p0 28176 34438 01383 21915
Average
excluding
Roodpan
/
Flamingo 983333 933 160D 2040 900 25907 31664 4Q299 20150
Before a number of comments can be made in respebe atfliove table it should be noted

that the municipal valuations that were provided, ar¢henopinion of the CDS, markedly
less than the anticipated market value. Estimatetharenarket prices could be three or four

time hi
lies in

gher. This was confirmed by an estate agentinmb&rley. Further evidence of this
the fact that the unit prices in Roodepan and élssvare much the same. This

probably suggests that the valuations have not consitleexlirrent quality of these housing
units in detail. Despite this reality, a number of comts@eed to be made:

According to the current valuations, the SPLM owns tased R15.6 million.
However, this figure could potentially be higher if olmsiders the earlier comments
in this regard.

The suggested market-related prices provided by the SPLM sedme market
related.

The average value for bachelor units is just under R22 @0Grfe-bedroom units
R28 000; for two-bedrooms approximately R35 000 and for three-tedimits
approximately R44 000.

The average monthly market-related rentals (Roodepan amingla excluded) are
R900 for bachelor flats; R933 for one-bedroom flats; R1600wWorkdedroom flats
and R2000 for three-bedroom flats.

It should also be pointed out that the monthly rentelepper unit in Roodepan and
Flamingo is considerably lower than in the other aréé®wvever, the price per square



metre is more or less similar in Roodepan and the a@itears. This anomaly should
be considered in respect of the assessment given above.

5.4  An overview of specific cost in respect of rental housgrunits in SPLM

Before an understanding of the income patterns in regpéoe municipal rental units can be
provided, an in-depth analysis is required of the expenseghth&unicipality has in this
regard.

5.4.1 Expenses for individual units

Each of the units has an individual responsible fomthétenance of the units. The required
maintenance is done at the time when the municipakrahd taxes are paid. Table 5.3
provides an overview of the expenses per unit.



Table 5.3: Expenses per municipal rental unit inrdberley, 2006 as budgeted

Expenditure items Impalg  Herculgs Holland Newton ffafly | Eugene| Jonker| Eureka Krisapnt  Flamingo Roodepd otal % of total

Salaries 66109 120115% 69770 65846 71064 14983 520273704 79743 7124 421010 1260342 4B8.1
Allowance — Bus 0 350( 425D 0 102%6 13674 0 3431 0 0 8511 43622 15
Allowance - Long

service 3419 5902 3419 10256 39b4 13235 10p56 395240836 9450 12864 8755D 3.0
Bonuses — Leave 3954 7282 39p4 0 8540 7D08 3954 7 Y54 3954 3954 18646 69693 2.4
Pension fund 903( 694b 8540 4206 0 17118 7900 90617547 8316 40279 118941 4.1
Group life insuarance 1458 7365 1384 0 568 1884 8158 1462 9030 1275 511 30626 1.0
UIF 503 1460 477 606 4744p 907 581 503 610 12 2{88456489 1.9
Wages 47444 87386 47446 5048 300 94892 47446 47445446 47446 225241 742973 25.4
Workmen's

compensation 294 276 300 300 565 300 00 320 290 2221 5170 0.2
Medical Aid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g q 40248 40248 14
Hire of labour 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ D D 65000 65000 2.2
Maintenance 47500 4800 40000 25000 30000 33000 0@Q0 20000 30000 28000 250000 571500 1p.5
Rates and services 90349 131661 70580 45p38  407636888| 40592 33600 6296H 81060 442108 1095[04 B7.4
Electricity 3500 9500 600 660D 12000 95p0 6436 0366 8000 3000 20327 88918 3.0
Insurance 3749 4000 3380 2896 2849 3330 1570 1309 064 P 3061 35440 63648 2.2
Rates 18850 49249 12500 11770 4266 9434 6836 01496 26190 74200 228255 7.8
Refuse removals 1500p 13412 13200 6700 5820 §268 78 66 5250 8026 13107 109000 204456 7.0
Sanitation 21750 24500 15500 10672 9328 13856 106721381 12415 20207 153146 302927 10.3
Water 27500 31000 2000p 6900 6500 12000 8p00 120007500 15500 5000( 206900 7.1
Total 203958 2997764 180350 136384 141827 238571 61B2 127304| 172708 1803083 11131118 2926916 100.0

The following broad comments should be made ingetspf the above table:
» Just over 43% of the budget is allocated to salari¢he staff responsible for daily maintenancthatrespective premises.
* Approximately 19.5% is allocated to maintenandas hoteworthy that despite the relatively poondition of the units in Roodepan,
this percentage is still only 22%. This suggelsés there are no funds available for a longer-telamtenance strategy
* Rates and services make up a further 37% of thatereosts in respect of the housing units



5.4.2 Overall expenses

In addition to these direct expenses, a number thérocosts should also be
considered. These include the costs of managsgal tosts, long-term maintenance
costs, and other operational costs. However, i wat possible to obtain this
information.

5.5  An overview of the current financial status ofental accommodation
The section above provided an overview of the ciinrcome and expenses per each
of the units. A number of possible scenarios Haeen build around the system:
» First, the potential income, considering the currearket price, is outlined
* Then, the income according to the agreed contractsalculated should
everybody pay.
 The current income is determined taking into actoilne percentage of
households currently in arrears for more than oaatm
* Next, current payment is considered at an 80% paymate (this is regarded
as the most realistic scenario).
» A scenario for a 90%-payment rate is also provided.
» The next column represents the expenses per flaidgeted.

Table 5.4:  An overview of potential and real incemand of expenses in the
municipal rental units in Kimberley, 2006

Current
Potential income at
income at Current Current 80% Expenses on
market income: real payment Payment flat Current
Units price all pay income* rate 90% (budgeted) arrears
Impala 58200 28311 925p 22648 26046 16997 102698
Herculus 70800 35491 23069 28393 32652 24981 54852
Holland 48900 26049 1447p 20839 23965 15029 28494
Newton 40500 24552 1432 19642 22588 11863 28442
Tiffany 40800 23172 12552 18538 21318 11419 19154
Eugene 42600 2827p 150718 226[18 26010 19864 49974
Jonker 27000 20216 10951 161y3 18599 11p51 20893
Eureka 22200 14440 11552 11552 13285 10p09 21769
Krisant 38600 23543 80938 18835 21650 14392 41P30
Flamingo 28800 17984 7494 14338 16546 15025 219551
Roodepan 22320 174318 87159 139454 1608373 92760 a| n
Total per month 64160 416349 213997 333079 383041 243890 587757
Total per annum 7699200 4996192 2567959 3996954 6460 2926682 n.g
Total per month
(excl Roodepan) 418400 242031 126838 193625 222669 151130 587757
Total per annum
(excluding
Roodepan) 5020800 2904316 1522051 2323601 2672026 813564 7053084

* Calculated in terms of the percentage of peogiadin arrears

Overall, the rental units have, at market pricee tpotential to contribute
approximately R7.7 million rand per annum in rev&niHowever, because the units
are rented out by the Municipality at about 60%tled market price, the potential
income at a 100% payment rate adds up to nearlynlBen. The three different
scenarios in respect of payment rates are alsectefl. It is the opinion of the CDS
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that the 80%-payment level is probably the mostliegiple. The most prominent
evidence to suggest that the payment rate indidayetthe respondents differs from
that of the present reality comes from the Flamifigis in Moghul Park. These units
have the highest arrears, the lowest comparato@me, but 100% of the respondents
indicated that they actually pay their rentals.reBy the actual payment rate must be
somewhat lower. Therefore, considering the 80%vmay level, the following
conclusions can be made:

e The income is about R1 million more than the diregpenses on the
municipal units.

* However, this does not include the salaries ofstladf working at the central
housing office. Secondly, this further does neatude the operational costs at
the central office. Such operational costs confdude normal office costs,
but also costs such as legal costs and systenms. cokirdly, it also does not
take into account long-term maintenance nor theusmsorequired to upgrade
the current units. Fourthly, it should also beedobthat the municipal rentals
do not need to cover any capital costs.

Finally, it should be mentioned that the curremears amount to nearly R600 00O0.
This also means that nearly 55% of all residen¢siararrears with more than one
month’s payment.

In conclusion, a number of observations should bden

* The fact that rentals are at about 60% of marlkatee rental prices, increases
affordability over a spectrum of possible benefieis.

» Even at current prices the ability to fully recoversts seems bleek.

» Taking the best scenario, the Municipality doesakreven in respect of the
total salary and operational bill. However, lorgrt maintenance is probably
excluded from this equation.

» Market-related prices will probably result in agarnumber of people being
displaced in the longer term.

* Simultaneously managing a system to select beneBsi, managing their
payments and addressing non-payment might incrdeseressure on the
municipal human resource base.

* Thus, although the Municipality currently probablgaks close to even on the
residential units, the longer-term consequencesldlalso be considered. For
example, the long-term maintenance of these uhdgsld be considered.

6. Socio-economic profile

This section will attempt to provide a broad ovewiof the main socio-economic

attributes of residents in the flats in Kimberleyoghul Park, New Park and

Beaconsfield) and Roodepan. In relevant casespaosons are made with the data
from 2002/03. Table 6.1 provides a general oveniie respect of the main socio-

economic attributes of the respondents during tineey.
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Table 6.1 An overview of the main socio-economic attribute$ the respondents in

municipal rental units in Kimberley, 2006

Attribute Ratio / percentages or avera(
Male / female ratio 21.2:78.8
Average age 42.6
Median age 39
Percentage South African citizens 100.0%
Percentage of respondents with at least a Grade Giade 12 Certificate 39.4%
Percentage of one-person households 15.1%
Average household size 3.6
Median household size 3
Average monthly income (Rand) R2 543
Percentage currently paying rent 98%
Percentage currently receiving government grants 5.3% (50% of which is pension)
Percentage having received a housing subsidy 0.7
Percentage that owning / having owned propertyrbefo 0.4
Number of households with two incomes 26.6

However, before the current situation is assessednore detail the following
comments with regard to the methodology for gatfiethe information should be

made:

People do not always divulge their true income.
Informal exchange of money is usually not reflected

A number of comments should be made considerindgeTah above:

The male: female ratio seems very much weightedavour of females.
Methodological considerations could have playedigaiicant role in this
regard. Some of it is that percentage-wise mongafes might have been at
home. Although most of the interviews were conddcafter 16:00 in the
afternoon, some were conducted earlier. Yet, gk ratio of females does
not seem unusually high if we consider that the22€rvey indicated that the
ratio for the Kimberley rentals was similar. ThedR@epan ratio was different
in the sense that 60% of the respondents in 2002 males.

There are 39.4% of the respondents with at leaGraamle 11 or Grade 12
Certificate. This corresponds with the figures 802, when 45.5% of the
Kimberley rentals and 37.9% of the Roodepan rentasl the same
gualifications.

The average payment of 98% is highly unlikely asti®a 5 has already
reflected on the arrears in especially Moghul Rarét Roodepan.

The percentage of one-person households for afldateis 15.4%. However,
this percentage varies largely between RoodepantlamdNew Park flats
where 3.8% and 46.4% of the households are sirgdeldd households. It
also seems to be similar to the findings in 2002the 2002 survey, 3.5% of
the Roodepan flats were occupied by single-headeddholds and 39.4% of
the Kimberley flats (which included Moghul Park, &ensfield and New
Park).

Aspects in relation to the average household sieedscussed in more detalil
below.

Many of these aspects will again be referred tonguthe remainder of the text. Yet,
at the same time a brief overview in which the masiareas are compared might also
be helpful (see Table 6.2).
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Table 6.2:

owned rental units in Kimberley. 2062

The socio-economic attributes of therant residents in municipal-

Average | Median Age Average Median Average
age number of monthly monthly
dependants income income
(Rand) (Rand)
Kimberley flats — contracts 57 56 1.0 125¢ 111¢
(2002)
Kimberley flats — survey 47.2 43 1.1 n.e 2696*
(2002)
Kimberley flats — survey 43.% n.e 2.1 n.e 254:
(2006)
Roodepanflats — contracts 44 43 3.2 n.e 45¢
(2002)
Roodepan flats — survey 39.€ 38 3.8 n.e 1143°
(2002)
Roodepan flats — survey 42.1 40.5 2.¢ n.e 239¢
(2006)
Moghul Park — survey (2006) 45)9 45 2.3 n.e 171¢
Beaconsfield — survey (2006) 39,5 34 2.0 n.e 2981
New Park — survey (2006) 51)9 50 2.1 n 270¢

Kimberley flats = Beaconsfield, Moghul Park and Nieark
Information for 2002 from the 2003 market studyaetplnformation 2006 from the survey
** |t should be borne in mind that that the averdgethe Kimberley flats of 2696 in 2002 was detered by the sampling
procedures which required individuals with an ineoabove R1500 per month. Therefore, in the catimedKimberely flats, a
comparison with the amounts indicated in the cat$rzs probably more reliable.

Although there are a number of methodological potd in comparing the 2002
information with that of 2006, a number of trend®w$ld be noted from the above-

mentioned table:

» The average age of the respondents in the Kimbefleg (including

Beaconsfield, Moghul Park and New Park) has deereasnsiderably over
the past 3-4 years. In the 2002, the average ageording to the survey -
was 49.6 years compared with 43.3 years in 200& rifain reason for this is
probably a further increase in the deracialisabbthe municipal residential
units in the former Kimberley white group area. dtarge degree these flats
are losing their initial focus on white people orlywhich historically have
been older white people.

The increase in the number of dependants fromn2D02 to 2.1 in 2006 for
people in the Kimberley flats further supports thisove argument of an
increasingly diverse population in the Kimberley mmipal units. In
Roodepan there has been a small decrease in theenofdependants — from
3.3 to 3.2 between 2002 and 2006.

The opposite is true in the case of Roodepan. &verage age for the
respondents in the Roodepan flats has increase 3Géyears to 42.1 years
between 2002 and 2006. This is probably an inmicatf people residing in
these units for longer because very few alternatesast. The trend in respect
of the older population is also visible in the fHwt the number of dependants
in Roodepan have decreased from 3.3 in 2002 to 2Q06.

The report will later reflect in more detail ona@ifiability and income. At the
moment it should be noted that not much differeeksts in respect of the
average incomes between Beaconsfield, New ParlRaondepan. In the case

! The median is also used as a source because #medues not always give an indication of how
skewed the data actually is.
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of Moghul Park the household incomes seem condletawer. Considering
an average inflation of 15% since 2002, it seem# #se Municipality has
managed to increase the proportion of householts mgher incomes in the
municipal housing units.

Having provided this broad overview of the sociomamic change and attributes of
households residing in the municipal housing urilte, emphasis now shifts to an
evaluation of the current and expected housin@sans.

7. Evaluating the current housing situation and futire preference
The section provides an overview of the followirgpects:
* Reasons why residents have settled in their cuh@ms$ing situation
* An evaluation of their current housing situation
* Number of years residents have been residing irentihousing
» Current housing and infrastructure situation
* Possible suggestions to improve the situation

7.1. Reasons why residents reside in their currertousing

Residents were asked for the main reason for livindpeir current location, as well
as whether they were considering locating perménénthe area. The answers per
area are represented in Table 7.1 below.

Table 7.1: Reasons why residents settled in thec# municipal residential
units in Kimberley, 2006

Moghul New
Reason Beaconsfield % Park % Park % Roodepan % Total | %
Close to work 141 19.7 0 0.0 14 37.0 il 0{6 25 9.2
Family living
here 22| 31.0 0 0.0 3 11.1 31 196 56  20.7
Nowhere else to
go 31| 43.7 15| 100.¢ 8 296 125 79.1 179 66.1
Other 4 5.6 0 0.0 6 22.2 L 0.6 11 41
Total 71| 100.0 15 100.0 2 100j0 158 100.0 271 100.0

The following key comments should be made in relspethe answers as reflected in
the above table:

* Overall, municipal residential units have become pitace of residence for
people with very few residential alternatives aafalié. Nearly two-thirds of
the residents have indicated that they are resigingunicipal units because
they have nowhere else to go. It is significasmtt tim the case of Roodepan
nearly four out of every five respondents (79.1%gicated that they had
nowhere else to go. In the case of Moghul ParkK%d®f the respondents
gave this response. Although considerably les43at% and 22.2%, of the
residents in Beaconsfield and New Park, respegtivelacted by indicating
they had nowhere else to go.

 The second most important reason indicated by eés@lents for settling in
their specific area was that their family live iretarea. Overall, 20.7% of the
respondents gave this response. The highest pageercame from the
residents in residential units in Beaconsfield (31%n Roodepan 19.6% of
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the residents indicated proximity to family as lgethe main reason for their
current location.

» Significantly 9.2% of the residents indicated proity to work to be the main
reason for their current choice of location. Tdwdst percentage in respect of
this answer is found in Moghul Park (0%) and Ro@ae(®,6%). In contrast,
New Park (37%) and Beaconsfield (19.7%) registénechighest percentages.
The proximity of the municipal housing stock in N&ark and Beaconsfield
to the CBD and to job opportunities in contrasthvilte peripheral location of
Moghul Park and Roodepan is apparent from theg®nsss.

The high percentage of people indicating that thaye nowhere else to go is
probably indicative of the fact that that municipahtals are being provided at rental
amounts below market price and that very few adtevas would be available. At the
same time, this high percentage of respondentsatidg that they have nowhere else
to go is probably also an indication that any pobpproach aimed at changing the
current status quo should consider the impact cf shange on the current residents.

In addition to the above question, the residentsewaso asked whether they
considered their current location as a permaneytilon. The results are reflected in
Figure 7.1 below.
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Figure 7.1: The percentage of residents in munialp residential units in
Kimberley who consider their current location asnpeanent, 2006

To a large degree the answers reflected in theeabgure confirm the conclusions

arrived at in respect of the reasons why resposdeate located in their current
residential units. The lowest percentages of ezgglto have indicated their current
housing situation as a place of permanent resideace® from Roodepan where only
6.4% of the residents chose this option. In fa8%9indicated that they did not

consider their housing units in Roodepan as perntandhis high percentage of

people not wanting to reside in the Roodepan tiat® permanent basis is probably
again an indication of the poor conditions of thesds, and of the fact that these
residents indicated that they had nowhere elg®to
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There is, however, another perspective to be shardtlis regard. Rental units
usually (although not exclusively) reflect a tréusial form of housing. The fact that
a large percentage of respondents living in theiomqad units (other than Roodepan)
indicated that they would like to reside there opeamanent basis should be noted
(85.7% in New Park, .43.8% in Moghul Park and 50if%eaconsfield). This is in
contrast to the results from respondents in theafgirental units, where only 37.5%
of suggested would reside there permanently. Bhigrobably an indication that a
large number of residents of these municipal remtéts also do not have any other
viable alternatives.

Overall, the results from this section suggest that

* A large percentage of people residing in municipeiusing stock in
Kimberley (Sol Plaatje Local Municipality) resideetre because of very few
alternative choices and also because of the lotalseavailable.

» There is a considerable degree of dissatisfactiith the rental units in
Roodepan.

* The municipal rentals in the former white groupaaréBeaconsfield and New
Park) play a significant role in ensuring proximitywork.

* Rental housing performs less of a transitional l@u&inction than in private
rentals, which again suggests that the lower rentduired in these units
probably draw a number of older, low-income pedpléhese units.

7.2 Evaluating the current housing situation

The above section suggested that a large perceofdge residents (two-thirds) have
located in municipal residential units because Very alternatives were available.
There were also hints of the poor conditions ofsum Roodepan. This section takes
the assessment a bit further by reflecting direatlyesponses about resident’s levels
of satisfaction (see Figure 7.2).
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Figure 7.2:  Levels of satisfaction of residents thfe municipal housing stock in
Kimberley (Sol Plaatje Local Municipality)
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The following comments need to be made in respkitteolevels of satisfaction
reflected in the above figure:

* The highest levels of dissatisfaction are recorideRoodepan, where 61.1%
of the respondents indicated that they were unhapply their residential
environment.

» At the same time it should also be acknowledged thare seems has
apparently been a decline in terms of the percentdginhappy respondents
in Roodepan. In 2002 69% of the respondents kaicthey were unhappy.

» Considering the poor conditions in these residénnds, this does not come
as a surprise. The levels of dissatisfaction avesiderably lower in
Beaconsfield (29.6%), Moghul Park (12.5%), and Neawk (7.1%). In 2002,
approximately 34% of the residents of Kimberleyta¢munits (including all
three of the above) indicated that they were unhapp

* The highest levels of satisfaction were recordedHte units in Moghul Park
(75%), New Park (67.9%) and Beaconsfield 56.3%.

Generally, there seems to have been a decreade ipercentage of households
indicating that they were unhappy. The reasondaréhe above trend are not clear,
but the fact that higher-income people have beéttedein these units might be a
contributing reason.

The emphasis now shifts to a more detailed undedstg of the residents’ reasons

for being unhappy. The reasons for being dissatigfn are recorded in Table 7.2
below.
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Table 7.2: Reasons for being unhappy in municip&ntal units in Kimberley

SPLM), 2006
Beacons- Moghul New Roode-

Reasons for being unhappy field % Park % Park % pan % Total %
Negative social /
neighbourhood evaluation (n 0 0,0 1 50.0 1 50.0 3233.3 34 28.1
No security & unsafe (n) 4 19.0 0 0,0 0 0.0 16 16.7 20 16.5
Not enough privacy /
overcrowded /not quiet/ noisy
/ (n) 0 0.0 0 0.0 g 0.0 18 18,8 18 14.9
No other choice/ prefer
another housing option (n) B 1413 0 0.0 0 0.0 12 512 15 12.4
Living conditions poor (n) 8 38.1 D 0)0 0 0.0 4 42 12 9.9
Environmental conditions not
up to standard /dirty (n) B 143 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 5.2 8 6.6
Rent too high (n) 1 4.4 D 0.0 1 50.0 5 5.2 7 5.8
Facilities not up to standard
(n) 1 4.8 0 0.0 q 0.( 4 4.p 5 4]1
Not satisfied with proximity
to work (n) 1 4.8 1 50.( D 0.p 0 0]0 2 1.7
Total 21| 100.0 2 100.0 P 100j0 96  100.0 121 100.0

The following comments should be made in this régar

The table firstly supports earlier suggestions ttis largest degree of
dissatisfaction is present in Roodepan.

Considering the reasons for dissatisfaction, 281%e respondents indicated
a negative social environment as being the mosnjment negative reason.
In Roodepan 33.3% of the respondents gave thionssp Although 50% of
the respondents in Moghul Park and New Park gageséime responses, it
should be mentioned that only two respondents aetgally dissatisfied.

The second most prominent reason for being diseatiss around safety and
security. Overall, 16.5% of the respondents géne response. In Roodepan
the percentage was 16.7%, and 19% in Beaconsfield.

Not enough privacy, overcrowding and noise werettt largest negative
response in that 14.9% of the respondents reactdds way. It should also
be noted that this response only came from respusde the Roodepan flats.
It is noteworthy that 12.4% of the respondents sstg that they resided in
the municipal flats as they had no other choice.this regard, 12.4% of the
respondents in Roodepan suggested this, while 14£3fe respondents in
Beaconsfield gave the same reason.

The fairly high percentage of people (38.1%) in &eefield who indicated
that living conditions were poor should also beesdot

It should be noted that only a small percentageespondents suggested that
the rentals were too high. This small percentagsignificant in relation to
affordability issues to be discussed later in tlusument.

In terms of the qualitative comments received tbkoWing important comments
should be mentioned specifically in respect of Reguzth:

There is much of noise over weekends.

There are many problems with people.

They steal, especially from the new tenants ang shesar at them.
Circumstances are not good.
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Lights do not work properly.

Children do not have a play area.

They are desperately looking for another place.

Everybody interferes in each other’s lives. Theraa privacy.
Flats are not safe for children.

There are always problems with the children.

They have small children to look after and it is tiangerous.

It is the children who make trouble.

Rentals are high, but they do not improve the lngd

It is not a pleasure to stay here.

They have no other choices.

There is no privacy.

People make a toilet of the stairs.

There are problems with the cockroaches, but cbdoes nothing.
The rent is too high.

The service of council is not good enough.

| live here only to have a roof over my childreh&ads.

Since | came here, it feels like | am in prison.

The drain is a problem. The cockroaches and mie¢éo@ many.
There are too many gangsters.

There are too many people who smoke weed.

There is a lot of trouble at the flats. Especialer weekends we do not feel
safe.

There are too many Shebeens. People drink too much.

These qualitative comments together with the catsgw aspects mentioned in Table
7.2, provide evidence of the poor living conditionsthe Roodepan area. It seems
that gangsters are present, that alcohol misuseoismon and that the general
maintenance of units is problematic.

The reasons for dissatisfaction having been coreiléhe emphasis now shifts to an
assessment of the reasons provided for being hgggpy satisfied). The following
main reasons were recorded:

A positive overall evaluation (28%). Most peopkacted that they were
satisfied with the flats.

A positive evaluation of the neighbourhood (23%)hese respondents were
mostly happy with the neighbourhood.

Quiet and peaceful (22%). It should be noted ti@iody from Roodepan

gave this response.

Proximity to facilities (12%). It should be notédht this response was only
applicable in the case of New Park and Beaconsfield

Safe and secure (10%). Only respondents from Nask 8nd Beaconsfield

suggested this reason.

Considering the above situation, the question suaseto what can be done to improve
the levels of satisfaction of people residing innmipal residential units. The
following comments should be made in this regard:
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» The quality of the living environment in Roodepa@emss to be unacceptable.
Not only do people experience the environment imegative way, but
overcrowding and security issues also play a siant role.

 There also seems to be evidence that living canditin Beaconsfield are
deteriorating.

» The peripheral location of Roodepan certainly duashelp to address aspects
of access to general social and economic facilities

There is obviously no simple answer to addresdiegé issues. Improving the living

conditions of people in Roodepan requires extenkineding to upgrade the current

situation — something which the financial analysés already suggested not to be
available from the SPLM. What seems surprisintha, compared with 2002, there

are fewer unhappy people. Even if the percentagenbbppy people remains very
high.

7.3 Number of years residing at current location

The number of years residents have been residitiggisurrent housing unit provides

an indication of the degree to which the residérsimck has become either a

permanent place of residence or performs a transitihousing function. The longer

people reside in these units, the more it becomesdication of a permanent housing

option and that there are very few alternative cé®iavailable. Figure 7.3 suggests
evidence from the survey in this regard.
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Figure 7.3:  Average number of years at current ki@n for municipal housing
stock in Kimberley (SPLM), 2006

Overall, it seems as if people resided in thesesinguunits for a considerable time.

On an average, municipal housing stock tenants baga residing in these houses for
9.9 years. The tenancy period is significantlyglemin Moghul Park where the

average period has been 22.6 years. The secogdsioperiod has been recorded in
New Park (11.3 years), followed by Roodepan (9.&8rgeand Beaconsfield (7.3

years).

7.4  Current housing size and infrastructure access

This section reflects briefly on the housing sizenterviewees, as well as their access
to infrastructure. Although the report has eartefiected on the reality of housing
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size in the municipal rental units, it is importémtreflect on the housing sizes of the
units of those who were interviewed. Table 7.4lioes$ the housing sizes occupied
by those who were interviewed.

Table 7.4: Housing sizes of the respondents in rnoypal housing stock
Kimberley, 2006

Number

of Beacons- Moghul New

bedrooms field % Park % Park % Roodepan % Total %

One 9] 14.1 71 58.3 b 23J8 19 133 40  16.7
Two 54| 84.4 5 41.7 15 714 49 343 123 51.3
Three 1 1.6 0 0.( 1 4.8 75 524 77 3R.1
Total 64| 100.0 12 100.0 21 100.0 143 10p.0 240 (LOO.

Though the housing size data supported by the S8&Mot altogether correlate with
the information gleaned from the interviewees, tligy however reflect similar
information. The survey indicates that 51.3% cp@ndents resided in two-bedroom
units. The figures provided by the SPLM suggesit tiine percentage is 51.5%.
However, the survey included a smaller percentd@me-bedroom units, and a larger
percentage of three-bedroom units. For exampke,sthivey included 16.7% one-
bedroom units, compared with the 21.4% realityurtikermore, 32.1% respondents
having three-bedroom units were included in thevesyircompared with the 25.6%
reflecting in the figures provided by the Municipal This can probably be ascribed
to the methodology in that it was probably mordidlift actually to find people in
one-bedroom units at home than in the others ashtheseholds were probably
smaller.

In addition to the above, all residents reportedrtaaccess to waterborne sanitation
and water in the house. This has serious imptioatfor the SPHC which makes use
of alternative sanitation. However, this will bsaissed in more detail in the report
dealing with the market size in SPLM.

7.5 Means of transport to work

The location of housing units in relation to theqd of employment is one of the
crucial aspects in respect of housing (see FigLe 7
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Figure 7.4: The mode of transport used to travelwork by respondents residing
in the municipal rental stock in Kimberley, 2006

As can be expected, the largest percentage of mdspts using a taxi come from
Roodepan (72%). The fact that Roodepan is locatethr beyond the Kimberley
inner-city area is the main reason for this respons New Park and Moghul Park
the percentages of respondents not using any weree fairly high — 33% and 43%
respectively. Overall, the results confirms thepamtance of appropriately well
located housing — something which, owing to apddtipdanning policies, was not
applied to the Roodepan situation.

7.6 Suggestion to improve current situation

To a question as to whether something could be ttmmaprove their situation, 56%
of the respondents replied in the affirmative.. eTiighest percentage came from
Moghul Park 68.8% followed by Roodepan (58.4%). e Tbwest percentage was
recorded in New Park (46.4%) with the second highesBeaconsfield (53.3%).
More importantly, the question is what can be dmnenprove the current situation.
The following aspects were mentioned:

* Improve security (37.4%);

» Improve basic maintenance (18.1%);

* Improve the basic social condition of the units.§%6). It should be noted
that nearly 80% of those residents mentioning #spect were located in
Roodepan;

* Animprovement in basic living conditions is recdr(11.6%);

* Improvement in the available social amenities ¢gneed (10.3%).

Although the above situation reflects that much lbardone to improve the situation,
it is especially the social environment in Roodepaith is a problematic.
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7.7 Alternatives to current housing situation

Respondents were also asked whether they woulddrawéternative should they find
themselves in conflict with their landlord (in thtmse the Municipality). In this
regard 23.6% indicated that they would have anrretére and the remainder
responded that no alternative was available. Refgnds also had to justify their
answer. Nearly two-thirds of those respondent&atohg that they would be able to
find alternative arrangements suggested that theyldvfind accommodation with
relatives or go back “home”. Yet, consider morantl80% of those indicating that
they lacked an alternative said that they wouldehaawhere to go.

7.8 Future housing preferences

Considering the evaluation of the current housihgaton, respondents were asked to
reflect on their future housing preferences. Aspébat were considered included
tenure options, the number of rooms required, debdjpy of alternative sanitation
systems, and a range of micro housing options.

7.8.1 Tenure
The preference for various types of housing iseéld below in Figure 7.5.

Rent to buy Ehiiininiass 19.9

L T
OWN a hoUSe e e 75
T

. A
Rental housing E&E] 5.1

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Figure 7.5: Tenure preference of respondents resgl in municipal housing
units in Kimberley, 2006

Table 7.5 suggests that 75% of all respondentsaMikd to own their own house. A
further 19.9% would like to rent with the aim ofylng later, while 5.1% emphasised
the fact that they prefered rental housing onlfhere seemed to be no significant
gender differences in respect of the responseshoéddgh a small percentage more
females than males preferred rental housing (5.6% ¥%0), more males than females
preferred the rent-to-buy option ( 25.9% vs 17.7Bos significant that in Roodepan
99.2% indicated that they preferred to own a houshis is probably a reaction to
their negative experiences (already alluded tojespect of the rental housing in
Roodepan. The wish to own a house should alscob®ared with the reality of
property prices in Kimberely. These prices hasemiconsiderably over the past four
years, this resulting in house prices having intnoases doubled . So, despite the
expressed desire to own, very few would actualable to afford the instalments.
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7.8.2 Preference in respect of the number of rooms requed

The evidence from the survey suggests that peoplddaprefer larger rental units.

Only 3% prefer one-bedroom units. Approximately@8uggested that they would
prefer two-bedroom units and 68% would prefer tHved-room units. Obviously,

this preference needs to be matched in terms ofd#bility — an aspect to be
analysed in more detail later in this document.rth@rmore, it should be noted that
45% of respondents currently residing in one-bediramits would prefer to have

three-bedroom units. Only 18% of those currenélgiding in a one-bedroom unit
would also prefer a one-bedroom unit in future.nsldering those that are currently
residing in a two-bedroom unit, 63% indicated tinaty would prefer a three-bedroom
unit. Respondents residing in three-bedroom ur#t® would prefer a two-bedroom
unit.

7.8.3 Other housing preferences
Various other housing preferences were determin&dble 7.5 summarises these
preferences.

Table 7.5:  An overview of general housing prefeoes in municipal rental units
in Kimberley, 2006

Preference indicator Yes (%) No (%)
Prefer housing unit on top floor? 40.5 59.5
Prefer housing unit on ground floor? 58.7 41.3
Prefer balcony if on top floor (for those on thp ftoor)? 90.7 8.3
Should space for gardening be provided? 89.6 10.4
Do you often receive visitors? 88.8 11.2
Should space be provided for trading from home? 8 38. 61.2
Should space be provided for children to play? §8.9 11.1
Should space be provided for cultural activities? 2.75 47.3

Although these preferences have very little beaninghe current housing situation in
respect of people in municipal housing, they ndndess are relevant to an
understanding both of housing need and preferemdds regard to new rental
accommodation in Kimberley.

7.8.4 Alternative sanitation and electricity

What is meant by alternative sanitation and eleityrivas explained to respondents.
Their willingness to accept these options was tested. Just fewer than one-quarter
of the respondents were willing to accept altemgatsanitation. IN the case of

alternative electricity, 26.4% of the respondergacted positively. Strangely, the

highest percentages of acceptance were reflectidg iBeaconsfield units.

8. Affordability
This section has thus far attempted to provide @rview of the current housing
situation of the respondents, as well as of cetamsing preferences articulated by
them. The focus will, however, now shift to detenimg what the affordability levels
of the respondents might be. Those factors influienthe affordability of particular
aspects will also be examined. Specifically tH¥ing aspects will be considered:

* Income levels of respondents.

* Employment attributes of the respondents.

* How many respondents are currently paying for theirs?

* What amount are they willing to pay for their uflits

* What amount are they currently paying?
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8.1

The expenditure levels of the respondents (relativetheir disposable
income).

The credit-worthiness of respondents.

The ability of respondents to save effectively.

Income levels of respondents

A thorough analysis of income provides a point eparture for the discussion on
affordability. Table 8.1 provides an overview bétmonthly incomes of residents in
the municipal housing stock in Kimberley.

Table 8.1: Household monthly income for householdsiding in municipal rental

units in Kimberley, 2006

Income Beacons- Moghul New

category field % Park % Park % Roodepan % Total %

< R1500 3 4.2 4 28.6 b 20J0 24 15.8 36 13.6
R1500-

2500 31 43.1] 10 71.4 L 4410 38 57.9 40 53.0
R2501-

R3500 16 22.2 Q 0.0 B 120 17 11.2 36 13.6
R3501-

R5250 19 26.4 Q 0.0 B 120 16 10.5 38 1.4
R5251-

R7000 3 4.2 0 0.4 3 120 7 46 13 4.9
More than

R7000 0 0.0 0 0.4 0.p 0 0/0 1 Q.4
Total 72| 100.0 14 100.0 5 100.0 152 10p.0 264 (LOO.
Average

income 2981.25 1714.29 2706.00 2396.p2 2543.66

The following concluding comments should be madé wegard to the above table:

13.6% of the households in the municipal housinglstarn less than R1500
per month.

A further 53% earn between R1500 and R2500 per moiithis means that
nearly two-thirds of households in the municipaite¢ stock earn incomes of
less than R2500 per month. In respect of affoltitalinis reality increases the
risk of non-payment. Although the report will Iateeflect on possible
displacements in more detall, this also suggesitisahy significant increase in
the rentals might result in a large number of therent residents not being
able to afford these increased rentals.

Only about 20% of households earn more than R2800nonth. In Moghul
Park this percentage is 0%. Beaconsfield has thhekt percentage of
respondents with household incomes of above R2(830®%%) followed by
New Park (24.8%) and Roodepan with 15.3%.

The average monthly household income for all in tinicipal units is R2
543.66. The highest average monthly income wasrded for Beaconsfield
(R2981) followed by New Park (R2706), Roodepan @&3and Moghul Park
(R1714). It should also be noted that the averagethly incomes recorded
for women respondents (R2355) were significantiwdo than for males
(R3081).
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The above income reality coupled with the lack afmpent is probably the main
contributing reason for the poor state of, espbgialhe units in Roodepan.
Obviously, the other side of the coin is that thiesesing units do provide some form
of accommodation for those in the lower income kets

8.2 Employment profile
The above section provided an overview of the ineqrofile of the respondents.
Income is, however, only one aspect affecting flma@ability of housing. An aspect
such as the risk of becoming unemployed is alsoomapt. The following three
aspects will therefore be analysed in more detail:

» Current type of employment

* The basic sectors in which they are employed in

* The number of household members contributing tdthesehold income

Table 8.2 and Table 8.3 provide an overview oftipe of employment, the sectors
represented, and further analyses of the typempioyment respondents have.

Table 8.2: Employment categories of respondentsantal housing in
Kimberley, 2002

New
Type of Beaconsfield Moghul Park Roodepan Total
employment (n) % | Park(n) | % (n) % (n) % %
Pensioner 10| 13.7 5 31.3 13 46.4 50 321 r8 28.6
Elementary 11| 151 3 18.8 3 10V 45 28|19 52 22.7
Administrative 15| 20.5 1 6.3 g 214 3 1)9 25 9.2
Artisan 8| 11.0 0 0.0 1 3. 15 96 24 88
Unemployed 10| 13.7 3| 184 1 36 1p 64 24 88
Professional 9| 12.3 1 6.3 2 71 6 3. 18  6l6
Security 3| 41 1 6.3 1 3.6 12 7. 17 62
Merchandiser 6| 8.2 1 6.3 1 3.6 9 58 17 6|2
Driver o| 0.0 1 6.3 0 0. 319 4 15
Self employed
/ profession 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.d 3 1.9 ¢] 11
not indicated
Student 1 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.4 (0 0.0 L 04
Total 73 100 16 100 24 100 156 1(|)0 273 100

From the above table, it is significant that 28.6%4he residents in the Kimberley
rental units are pensioners. The percentage ofigegrs is highest in New Park
(46.4%), followed by Roodepan (32.1%), Moghul P&B82.3% and Beaconsfield

(13.7%). This confirms the role played by theseaudnog units in respect of
provision of housing for lower-income and socialycluded people. The people in
the second highest group are employed as elemewtarkers (22.7%). It should

furthermore be noted that 8.8% of those respondeete unemployed. This analysis
is taken further in Table 8.3.
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Table 8.3: Employment per industry of respondentgsiding in rental
accommodation in Kimberley, 2002

Category

Beaconsfield Moghul Park New Park Roodepan [Tota

n % n % n % n % n %

State 23 36.5 6 54.5 1% 55.p g7 46/2 111 451
Private 28 44.4 4 36.4 5 185 60 414 D7 39.4
Municipality 2 3.2 1 9.1 6 22.2 3 21 12 4|9
gr?]l:)-loyed 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.d 9 6 10 4)1
Parastatal 3 4.8 0 0.0 0 0. 2 14 5 200
NGO/CBO 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.d K 2.1 A 116
Mines 2 3.2 0 0.0 1 3.7 1 oy 4 16
i';';‘fi‘tzfi'g‘r']S 3| a8 o/ 00 0 od 0 0P 3 1P
Total 63 100 11 100 27 10p 145 100 246 100

The evidence from the above table suggests thainoaeery two people work in the
public sector. This provides a fairly stable bdsisrental housing.

8.3 Savings

Although it should be acknowledged that respondentbe formal sector will have
some form of savings through their pension funtss worthwhile to consider the
current savings that households have. Once athasnmight give some indication of
the ability of these households to overcome cedhocks on the income or expense
sides. From the data it seems that only 12.7% @frélspondents indicated that they
did have some saving. However, when asked fordguonly three respondents
divulged the actual amounts. Overall, this is pkdypan indication that savings are
generally fairly limited.

8.4  Access to credit

The other way of obtaining cash is by means ofsging credit. An analysis of credit

is however not only important in assessing the icnedrthiness of the respondents
but also gives an indication whether or no they @verburdened by their credit.

Overall, 42.1% of the respondents indicated thay thad access to some form of
credit. An overview of the number of householdghwaccess to credit per

geographical category is provided below (see Fi§uteand Table 8.4).
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Figure 8.1: Percentage of respondents residingtive municipal housing units in
Kimberley in 2006 with access to credit.

The highest percentages of households with existiegit repayments are found in
New Park where 57.1% of the respondents have atecesedit. In Beaconsfield the
percentage is 54.2%, followed by Moghul Park with88% and Roodepan with
33.8%. A more detailed analysis of the type ofltras well as credit repayment is
provided in summary form for the all the respondeinbm the municipal housing
stock.

Table 8.4: The credit repayment profile of respards in municipal housing
units in Kimberley, 2006

Type of credi Number of | Percentac Repayment pe
respondents month (Rand)

Hire purchase 19 12.3 693.16
Credit card 20 13.( 338.50
Loan 14 9.1 476.27
Clothing account 97 63.pD 389.35
Other 4 2.6 876.39
Total 154* 100.0 582.38
Average credit per household 245.32

However, only 115 households have access to credit

The following comments should be made in respeth®@fbove table:

* The largest percentage of types of credit combaerfarm of clothing accounts
(63%). In addition, 13% have credit cards and %2.sSome form of hire
purchase.

* The average monthly repayment amount is R582.38noexth for those who
do repay their credit. On average, the monthhayepent amount is R245.32
per month taking into account all the households.
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8.5 Current payment culture

Although we have earlier reflected on the percemtaigpeople actually paying their
rent, a number of further comments should be madéhis regard. The survey
suggested that 98.1% of the respondents did pay ithetals and 92% paid their
municipal bills. Figure 8.2 provides an overvieWtloe average rentals paid for the
various areas.

Total [FEEEEEEREITIERI IR 527,76

R R e R R R e e R R e
Roodepan [ 440,04

New Park ":":":":":":":":":":'i'-:‘--.':'.‘:'.':'.‘:'.‘:'.':'.':'.':-.':'.':'.':'.':'.‘-'.':'.':-.':-.‘:'.‘:'.':'.‘:'.‘:'.':'.':-.':-.':'.‘-'.':'.‘:'.‘:'.':'.':-.':-.‘-'.':'.':'.‘:'.':'.':'.': '*-"'1 725.70
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Beaconsfield [zt n i et 660.58
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Figure 8.2:  Average monthly rentals paid by thespondents for the municipal
rental units in Kimberley, 2006

The amounts reflected above do not differ much fittwen figures provided by the
SPLM. In the case of Roodepan, the SPLM figuregest that the average monthly
payment should be R427. In the case of the NewnTfats the amount calculated
for the Municipality is R996 per month, R374 for il Park, and R689 in Moghul
Park. Although methodological issues might hawvetrdouted to this situation, there
may also be other points which should be highlighten Roodepan and Moghul Park
the average payments recorded in the survey asetles those recorded in the
municipal database. In the other two areas thes @atpressed by the respondents are
again markedly higher than the figures receivednftbe SPLM. Although it is not
the aim to analyse the reasons for these discregsaimcmore detail it, could be some
confirmation that the highest levels of non-paymarg found in Roodepan and
Moghul Park.

Taking the above average payments further Tablp@®&des an analysis of the
average monthly rentals expressed in terms mohthngehold income.

Table 8.5 Average monthly rentals expressed as acqg@age of average
monthly income for municipal rental housing in Kindrley, 2006

Average monthly | Average monthly
Area rentals (Rand) income (Rand) % of income - 2006
Roodepan 440 2396 18.36
Moghul Park 440 1714 25.67
New Park 726 2706 26.83
Beaconsfield 661 2981 22.17
Total 549 2543 21.54
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The following comments should be made in respeth®fbove table:
» The figures suggest that the SPLM has changed dlyengnt structure as
explained earlier. In 2002 the average percentdgecome paid to rent was
11%. The 2006 figures suggest that this has isectto 21.6%.

* The repayment percentage is highest in New Pari8¥26
* The lowest percentage of monthly rentals, expresseterms of average
monthly income, is found in Roodepan (18.4%).

There seems to be some scope for an increase talgeifh are consider the
percentages reflected in Table 8.5. However, thight be extremely difficult to
justify in especially Roodepan where the physicaidition of the unit is extremely

poor.

8.6

Willingness to pay

Thus, increasing the rentals without impngvithe basic conditions in
Roodepan is likely to be met with severe resistance

Rental accommodation is highly dependent on whsitleats are willing to pay for
their accommodation. Table 8.6 gives an indicatbthe amounts that residents are
willing to pay in respect of rental accommodation.

Table 8.6: An overview of the amounts respondests willing to pay per month
in municipal units in Kimberley, 2006

Amount
willing to
pay per Beacons- Moghul New
month field % Park % Park | % |Roodepan| % | Total| %
RO-R100 0 0.0 1 6.7 1 3.7 7 4.5 9 3.3
R101-R200 4 5.4 1 6.[7 0 0/0 28 18.1 33 12.3
R201-R300 9 12.5% 1 6.7 4 14|18 46  29.7 60 22.3
R301-R400 7 9.7 4 26.7 2 714 28 18.1 41 15.2
R401-R500 9 12.% 5 333 3 111 12 1.7 29 10.8
R501-R600 14 194 D 0.0 6 222 14 D.0 34 12.6
R601-R700 7 9.7 @ 0.0 il 3|7 6 3.9 14 5.2
R701-R800 15 20.8 2 13J3 1 3.7 7 4.5 25 9.3
R801-R1000 4 5.4 1 6.7 3 111 6 3.9 14 5.2
R1001-R1200 q 0.0 D 0.0 3 111 0 0.0 3 1.1
R1201-R1400 q 0.0 D 0.0 1 317 0 0.0 1 0.4
R1401-R1600 3 4.2 D 0.0 1 317 0 0.0 4 1.5
Above R1400 0 0.(¢ ( 0.p 1 3|7 1 0.6 2 D.7
Total 72| 100.0 15 100.0 27 100.0 155 100.0 269 (aL0O0.
Average
willing to pay 569 433 681 357 450
Average
current
payment 660 440 726 440 549

The following should be noted in respect of Tabk 8
e Overall, the amounts respondents are willing to paythe various
locations are approximately 20% lower than the @ctantals currently

being paid.

* More than one-third (37.9%) of the respondents weiting to pay an
amount less than R300 per month.
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* Approximately 23% of the respondents indicated that were willing to
pay more than R600 per month.

» At the same time only 3.6% of the respondents weitktng to pay
amounts in access of R1000 per month.

Generally, the picture portrayed above does ndd¢atsf an overeagerness to pay. At
the same time it should be acknowledged that tBpoments are already paying
more for their units than the amount they are mgllto pay. Hence, it is possible to
stretch the willingness to pay a bit further.

8.7 Comparative payment for different sizes

The purpose of this assessment is to investigatetheh there is an increase
payment between different housing sizes. Figurd DOmpares the amount that
employed respondents are willing to pay for a blchenit and a one-bedroom
unit. Figure 10-2 compares the amount that respatsdare willing to pay for a
one-bedroom unit as compared with a two-bedroorh uRigure 10-3 compares
amount respondents are willing to pay for a tworbeth unit and for a three-
bedroom unit. It should be noted that there weraesoutliers, and that they were
excluded from the figures.
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Figure 8.3: A comparison of payment for one-bedraoand bachelor units for
respondents residing in municipal housing stock knmberley, 2006
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Figure 8.4: A comparison of payment for one-bedraoand two-bedroom units
for respondents in municipal housing stock in Kiradey, 2006
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Figure 8.5: A comparison of payment for two-bedrcand three-bedroom units
for respondents in municipal rental units in Kimbkzy, 2006

Figures 8.3 — 8.5 suggest that most of the resdeanthe municipal rental units

recognised that large units require an increagsentals. For example, according to
Figer 8.5, the vast majority of residents suggesiedl the rentals for three-bedroom
units should be more than those for two-bedroorntsunThe same trends are visible
in Figure 8.4 and Figure 8.3, where two-bedroom and-bedroom units and also
one-bedroom and bachelor units are compared.

8.8 A comparison of what respondents are willing athable to pay

Payment behaviour is of the utmost importance ispeet of rental housing.
Respondents were asked to reflect on both the ambap are able to pay and also
that which they are willing to pay. Figure 8.6 yides a comparison in this regard.
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Figure 8.6: A comparison of what respondents in maipal housing units are
willing to pay and that which they are able to pag,Kimberley, 2006

The figure shows that in about a three-quarteth®ftases the respondents are, on
average, willing to pay much more than they are dbl pay for renting a unit.
This is probably some indication that, should tketals rise significantly, the
ability to pay would decline considerably.

8.9  The relationship between what respondents areilMng to pay and

what they are actually paying
Taking the analysis further we outline, in Figur&.&elow, the relation between

what residents are willing to pay and what theyaateially paying.

2000
1800 - ® o

1600 -
2 3 /
1400 -
* /

g 1200 - /
°*
£ 1000 -
8 oo - * .
E 800 1 XXX PV
600 - oo . (B *
. PR IS * -
* *» .
400 00 V0O Vo0 o
. -
200 ¢ oo ®e -
0 *| ee | e e o+ .
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600

Actual payments

Figure 8.7: A comparison of what respondents in maipal housing units are
willing to pay and what they are able to pay in Kaerley, 2006
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The above figure suggests that in approximately 85%e cases the actual payments
are higher than the amounts the respondents alagvib pay. In practice this
probably means that it is possible to some degretrétch people’s payments beyond
what they are willing to pay. Furthermore, appnoxiely 25% of the residents are
willing to pay more than they are currently payinGonsidering the implications for
affordability, it seems as if 60%-80% of all resitlieoccupying municipal rental units
at the moment will not be able to absorb an in@edsapproximately 20%. At the
same time though 20%-30% will actually be abledpewith such an increase.

8.10 Discussing affordability

8.10.1 Rentals in comparison with income

Table 8.7 provides an overview of the average tergaid (per income group) for
Roodepan and the Kimberley rentals (Moghul Parkaddasfield and New Park).
The averages were determined on the middle-ofdhge option for the various
income groups.

Table 8.7: A comparison of rentals and income farunicipal rental stock in
Roodepan and Kimberley rentals, 2006

Roodepan | Kimberley Kimberley
Roodepan | Roodepan (% of (% of Kimberley (% of
Income (% inincome | average | income on income average income on
categories group) rentals rentals) group) rentals rentals)

<R1500 15.3 393.30 39.3 10,9 48717 48.7
R150(-
R2500 58.7 416.13 23,8 4614 56271 3p.2
R2507-
R3500 11.3 504.76 224 17(3 704.21 31L.3
R3507-
R5250 10.0 504.67 16.8 2010 789.36 26.3
R525?-
R7000 4.7 555.71 12.8 5|5 951.83 21.2
Average in
relation to
income n.a| 434 18.8 646 23.34

The average for income groups was taken to deterthi@ percentage of income paid towards rentalighd case of
the income category below R1500, an average of@® as used.
Kimberley in the table refers to units in MoghurlaNew Park and Beaconsfield.

Considering that a norm in this industry is that$®holds should not pay more than
30% of their income on rentals, the following slitbbé noted in respect of the figures
revealed in Table 8.6:

The lower income households are virtually stretchély in terms of the
percentage they pay on rentals. For those howlarning less than
R1500 per month, the percentage is close to 40épertling on what the
average is. As noted eatrlier, this is beyond tirenn

The percentage decreases with an increase in incarhes might be an
indication that the current rentals in respectha& higher-income people
are still very low and could potentially be increds However, this has a
bearing on only 25% of residents in the Kimberlegtals, and on 15% in
Roodepan.

The problem in respect of increasing rentals in d&pan is that the
current state of the buildings is poor. No pers@uld pay more for these
units without a considerable improvement in thedhgng conditions.
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To further elaborate on the issues at stake, Figi#g@rovides some indication of how
the current rentals per type of unit compare wiib market-related prices. In this
Figure differentiation is made in respect of RoadepMoghul Park and the
remainder of the units in Kimberly.
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Figure 8.8:  Municipal and market related rentalsompared for Municipal units
in Roodepan, Moghul Park and Kimberley (Beaconstieand New
Park), 2006

What seems evident from the Figure above is that rtfarket-related rentals in
Kimberly are considerably higher than the curremtals charged by the SPLM. The
differences are less marked in the case of Rood@pdoghul Park.

Overall, the above evidence suggests that theaa isherent tension between asking
more market related rentals, affordability anddbéity to provide residential units of
an acceptable standard. The current situation wilthe long run, only drain
municipal finances even further, or result in aedieration of municipal stock, or
even displace up to 70% of resident should retlscreased.

8.11 Disposable income
The emphasis now shifts to determining the dispesabome of the different income
groups. The disposable income for each incomepi®eet out in Annexure B. The
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.
* Table 8.8 and Table 8.9 differentiate between Kirdyeand Roodepan.

Table 8.8. is a summary of the data in Annexure B.
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Table 8.8:

Summary of affordability indicators pefincome category for

respondents in municipal-owned rentals in Kimberl@yloghul Park,
Beaconsfield and New Park), 2006

R1500 and lower

R1501-R2500

2501-3500

R3501-R5250

R5250 — R700

Indicators

Below High

Below High

Below High

Below High

Below High

Median
disposable
income

-237 362

-120 105

-20P 789

-48 17p0

1589 1838

No of
respondents in
category

12 12

52 52

20 2

Number of
households
overspending

24 3

13 2

% of
households
overspending

75 24

48.2 5.7

Estimated
default
percentage

49.5

26.9

42.5

135

An expected overall default rate of 27.9% can begeeted. However, if the basic
systems are in place this could decrease to laawveld. The highest levels of defaults
can be expected in those households earning less RA500. What also seems
evident from the above figures is that the highes income, the lower the risk for

non-payment.

(although the risk seems higher & d¢ase of the R2501-R3500

income group). Aspects of cross subsidisatiortfars advisable in this regard.

The results for Roodepan are reflected in Tableo8l8w.

Table 8.9:

Summary of affordability

indicators perincome category for
respondents in municipal-owned units in Roodepa®0B

R1500 and lower

R1501-R2500

2501-3500

R3501-R5250

R5250 — R700

Indicators

Below High

Below High

Below High

Below High

Below High

Median
disposable
income

-318 281

76 1074

639 1638

1214 2963

2323 4072

No of
respondents in
category

24 24

88 88

Number of
households
overspending

16 4

30 4

% of
households
overspending

Estimated
default

percentage

41.7

19.3

5.8

6.4

At first sight the affordability levels in Roodepaaem at first sight better than in the

Kimberley rentals. An overall

default rate of julstss than 20% seems to be

applicable. However, it should be borne in mindttthe rentals in Roodepan are
probably 50% lower than those charged for the Kiletyeunits.

9.

Possible scenarios
This section considers the three possible scenamiogsspect of the future of the
municipal units in Kimberley. The possible sceosnwill be addressed in terms of
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three tables. Each table consists of a descrigtnzh the positive aspects as well as
the negative aspects related to the scenario. oMassiew of scenarios is considered
to constitute the summative outcome of this report.

Scenario 1: Maintain status quo

Description Positive Negative
The scenarientails * Rentals of 40% less than e« Current income does not
the market value include a long-term
* Address needs of the poorer maintenance plan
section of the rental market * Long-term maintenance
e SPLM remains in control becomes a problem
 Roodepan flats deteriorate
even further
e Wil keep on draining

municipal budgets in the lon
run

Efforts to evict non-payers af
politically loaded

Scenario 2: Units remain municipal stock — increaseentals when turnovers take

place

Description Positive Negative

The units remail *  SPLM remains in control * The upgrading of the flat
the stock of the (especially in Roodepary
Municipality, but a cannot benefit from stat

special effort s

made to increase the

percentage of
higher-income
people -  The

management of th
stock could also bg
outsourced to af
external agency

= 0D

funding for social housing g
the SPLM cannot register &
an SHI

Some displacement of th
poor takes place as betwe
60-70% of the curren
residents would not be able
afford market-related rentals

n DO =0

S

~ (D
5 @

o

Scenario 3: Transfer / sell units off to a social dusing institution

nY

e

Description Positive Negative
The units  ar *  Municipality no longer needs + SPLM loses political powe
transferred or sold to manage the units any more in respect of units
off to a social « One entity manages the stock + What will happen to the
housing institution « An SHI has access to social existing staff?
housing subsidies that could « Possible displacement of th
ensure that the current status poor
of the units is upgraded
Scenario 4: Privatisation
Description Positive Negative
The units art »  The responsibility of » Complex operational

privatised in terms
of sectional title

maintenance, etc, is
transferred to the individual

procedures to determine
relevant owners (who is the
legal owner?)

Displacement of the poor
which might sell their units to
speculators
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The above discussion provided an outline of thes arad cons in respect of a possible
decision. The report in general provided evidenagspect of the possible decisions
to be opted for.

10. Conclusion

This report assessed the current situation of npadiaentals in Kimberley. It

attempted to assess these rentals from the follppaints of view:

. The current financial realities of these unitsttoe SPLM

. The basic socio-economic characteristics

. The current residents perceptions of the qualityheir rental residential
environment

. The future housing expectations of residents

. Affordability-related issues

The study has six main findings:

 The current levels of cost recovery (rentals arpr@adamately 60% of
market-related rentals) covers the existing opamati costs but they
exclude the long-term maintenance costs. The idedation of the
Roodepan flats provides evidence in this regard.

» Should market-related rentals be charged, it isnaséd that between 60%
and 70% of households will not be able to affordshousing.

* The SPLM has attempted to improve affordabilityelsvby changing their
initial 2002 sliding scale, with the emphasis ore taffordability of
individual households.

* Residents in Roodepan are highly unhappy with theusing situation,
yet, the residents in the units in Kimberley ardygositive.

» Affordability remains a long-term challenge, witinlp 20%-30% of the
current residents appearing to be able to afforketaelated rentals.

* Four options have been highlighted, each withrits@nd cons aspects.
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT & AFFORDABILITY

QUESTIONNAIRE

All the fieldworker instructions are in italics

Please fill in the following before starting the interview

Fieldworker name:

Fieldworker supervisor:

Date:

Interview type

Beneficiary list

Private rentals. Historically
coloured

[

Private rentals: Historically white

Private rentals: Historically: black

Private rentals: mixed

Roodepan: Municipal rentals

Kimberley: Municipal rentals

Roodepan: waiting list

Kimberley: waiting list

Informal settlements

OO (N O|UB|WIN

This paragraph should be read as an introduction.

Hello, my name is ......

(fieldworker name) and | am working for the Sol
Plaatjes Municipality (Kimberley) | would like to find out more about your housing situation

and needs. We are trying to find out what people need and what they are prepared to pay for

housing.

We would like to interview you if you have the time. Will you please answer the following
guestions to the best of your ability and as honestly as possible. All the information will
remain confidential and anonymous, and you do not need to answer any questions that you

are not comfortable with. The more information you provide, the better it will serve to 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

* In the questionnaire tick the applicable blocks or fill in information where necessary.
» Be careful when filling in the tabulated questions.
» If you encounter any problems, call your supervisor.

Contact number:

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 avalid ID ~ document or Yes 1 No |2
passport?
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 | Standard6-7 | 2 | Standard 8 3 Standard 9-10 | 4

below (Grade 7) (Grades 8 & 9) (Grade 10) (Grades 11 &
12)
6. Do you have any formal post-school training? Yes |1 No 2
7. Do you have any informal training? Yes 1 No 2

8. How long have you been staying in the area (year s)?
(current location)

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

Close to work 1 | Family living here | 2| Nowhere elsetogo | 3
opportunities

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 ~ most often besides walking?

Taxi 1 Bicycle |2 Personal car 3 Bus 4
12. Have you ever received a government housing sub  sidy? Yes |1 No 2
13. Do you own any property or housing? Yes |1 No 2
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14. What is your current marital status?

Married 1 | Single / Never married 2 Widowed 3 Divorced 4

15. If married, is your spouse working? Yes | 1 No 2

INFORMATION ON THE RESIDENT'S FAMILY AND DEPENDENTS

| would like to ask you about your immediate family or dependents

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

If YES, please specify how many (number):

2. Have any of your dependents/family ever received a Yes |1 No |2
government housing subsidy?

3. Do any of your dependents/ family own any proper  ty or housing? Yes No

C. THE NEED AND DEMAND FOR HOUSING

| would like to ask you about the type of housing t hat should be provided

1. In what type of housing would you be interested in the area?

Rental | 1 | Owning a house 2 | Renting with the aim of owning later 3
housin

g

If (renting) or (rent to own) is selected, answer 1 .1to 1.3.
1.1 How much rent do you think should be charged f  or the following per month?

A rental amount must be provided for each type of unit below

Bachelor unit/room R

1-bedroom unit R

2-bedroom unit R

3-bedroom unit R
Would you be willing to pay these kinds of rentals for housing? Yes 1 |[No |2
1.2 What kind of housing would you choose to rent i n the area?
1-bedroom unit 1 2-bedroom unit 2 3-bedroom unit 3

1.3 Which would you prefer?

Unit on ground floor 1 Unit on top floor 2
If the unit were on the top floor, would you like to have a Yes 1 No 2

balcony?




1.4 Should space be allowed for a garden at the hou

1.5 Do you currently often receive visitors?

1.6 Should space be allowed for working/trading at

1.7 Should specific space be provided for children

1.8 Should space be provided for cultural/tradition

1.9. How much rent will you be able to pay per mont

sing unit? Yes 1 | No
Yes 1 No 2
your home? Yes ﬂ No
to play? Yes No
al activities? Yes 1| No

h for housing?

Rent per month ) Rent per month )
RO - R100 1 R801 — R1000 10
R101 - R200 2 R1001 — R1200 11
R201 - R300 3 R1201 - R1400 12
R301 - R400 4 R1401 — R1600 13
R401- R500 5 R1601 — R1800 14
R501 - R600 6 R1801 — R2000 15
R501 - R600 7 More than R 2001 16
R601 — R700 8

R701 — R800 9

D. AFFORDABILITY TO THE RESIDENT

| need to ask you about your income and expenses to
product you will be able to afford.

1. Are you currently paying rent where you are sta

determine what kind of housing

ying? Yes

If YES, how much (Rands)? R

1 | No

How often?

2. Are you currently paying for any municipal servi

If YES, how much (Rands)? R

3. What is your and your wife's estimated monthly a
the applicable block)

ces (water, electricity)?

Yes No

How often?

nd/or weekly income? (indicate by ticking

Income Weekly (v) Monthly (v)
R 1500 - R2500 1
R 2501 — R3500 2
R 3501 — R 5250 3
R 5251 — R7000 4
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4. 1 am working as (type of job) at (company)

4. Do you receive any government financial help /s upport? Yes 1 No 2

If YES, what type of financial help / support?

Pension | 1| Disability | 2 Foster 3 Child | 4 Other government | 5

grant maintenance grants
5. Do you currently receive any financial help from your family? Yes No |2
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 savings?

a) Type of credit v | Repayment per month? b) Type of savings v Current amount saved

1.Hire purchase 1|R 1. Savings account 1 R

2.Credit card 2R 2. Stokvel 2 R

3. Saving scheme at bank

3. Loan 3 |R or financial institution 3 R

4. Clothing account | 4 | R 4. Housing institution 4 R

5. Other: 5|R 5. Other: 5 R

6. Other: 6 | R 6. Other: 6 R

7. What are your estimated weekly expenses on the f  ollowing: (fill in other expenses not specifically listed)
Expenses Weekly Monthly Other expenses Weekly Monthly
1. Rent R R 17. Church R R
2. Water R R 18. Burial society R R
3. Electricity R R 19. Union fees R R
4. Food R R 20. Social activities R R
5. Transportation R R 21. Stockvel R R
6. Liguor / Alcohol | R R 22. Cash for household R R
7. Clothing R R 23. Furniture R R
8. Shoes R R 24. Appliances R R
9. Shoe repair R R 25. Cash sent to family R R

elsewhere
10. Dry-cleaning R R 26. Amount of savingsin | R R
bank / financial institution

11. Cigarettes R R 27. R R
12. Household R R 28. R R
items
13. Lotto / R R 29. R R
gambling
14. Telephone R R 30. R R
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15. Gardening

Py

Py

31.

Py

Py

16. Animal feeding

32.
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E. GENERAL

Lastly, some general questions to finish off the interview

1. How do you feel about staying in the area where  you are staying now? (v)

Unhappy 1 Satisfied 2 Happy 3

Why do you feel this way?

2. What is the name of the suburb you are residing in?

3. Explain the nature of your current housing unit

House on separate stand 1| Informal settlement 3 | Formal unit in backyard e.g. garage

Flat 2| Backyard shack 4 | Other

4. How many bedrooms in your current house?

5. Explain your current access to sanitation
None 1 Waterborne in house 3 | VIP system 5

Bucket 2 Waterborne outside house 4 | Other 6

6. Explain your current access to water:

| In house |1 | On stand | 2 | Communal | 3 |
7. Would you like to change anything in the area to improve your Yes |1 | No 2
situation?

If YES, please specify what
it is that you would like to
change:

Are you willing to accept alternative forms of... (fi eldworker to explain)

| 8. Sanitation [ Yes |1 [No [2 ]

| 9. Electricity [Yes |1 [No [2 ]
10. If there were conflict between you and  your landlord and Yes | 1 No | 2
you had to relocate, would you have a place torel ocate to?

Explain:

11. Do you have any comments that you would like to add?

Thank you for participating in the research.
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ANNEXURE B: STEM AND LEAF ASSIGNMENT

B1l: KIMBERLEY RENTALS: lower END

D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncone=
Less than R1500 per nonth

Frequency Stem & Leaf

4.00 -0 . 5678
5. 00 -0 . 01134
2.00 0. 13
1.00 0. 5

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone= R1500- R2500

Frequency Stem & Leaf

3.00 -1. 134

9. 00 -0 . 555556677

12. 00 -0 . 000111223344
13. 00 0 . 0000223344444
13. 00 0 . 5555666777788
2.00 1. 01

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncone=
R2501- R3500

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<-1709)
1.00 -1. 4

3.00 -0 . 678

9.00 -0 . 001123344
3.00 0. 012

2.00 0. 69

1. 00 Extrenes (>=1371)

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncone=
R3501- R5250

Frequency Stem & Leaf
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2.00 Extrenes (=<-729)

5. 00 -0 . 00112
11. 00 0 . 00111112234
1.00 0. 6

3. 00 Extrenes (>=913)

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncone=
R5251- R7000

Fr equency Stem & Leaf

1.00 0. 4
1.00 0. 9
1.00 1. 0
2.00 1. 77
1. 00 Extrenes (>=3644)

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

B2: KIMBERLEY RENTALS: HIGHER END

D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncone=
Less than R1500 per nonth

Frequency Stem & Leaf

3.00 -0 . 012
5. 00 0 . 01244
3.00 0. 579
1.00 1. 1

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone= R1500- R2500

Frequency Stem & Leaf

3.00 -0. 134

7.00 0 . 2233444

14. 00 0 . 55666677888999
13. 00 1 . 0000223344444
13. 00 1 . 5555666777788
2.00 2. 01
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Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone=
R2501- R3500

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<-710)
1.00 -0. 4

3.00 0. 123

9.00 0 . 556678899
3.00 1. 012

2.00 1. 69

1. 00 Extrenes (>=2370)

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncone=
R3501- R5250

Frequency Stem & Leaf

2.00 Extrenes (=<1020)

12. 00 1.
556677788999
5. 00 2 . 00023

3. 00 Extrenes (>=2662)

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncone=
R5251- R7000

Fr equency Stem & Leaf

1.00 2. 2
2.00 2. 68
2.00 3. 44

1. 00 Extrenes (>=5393)

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

B3: ROODEPAN: LOW

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i nconme=
Less than R1500 per nonth
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Fr equency Stem & Leaf

2.00 Extrenes

3.00 -0 .
11. 00 -0 .
8. 00 0.

(=<- 1536)
568
02222222444
00001134

St em wi dt h: 1000. 00

Each | eaf:

1 case(s)

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone= R1500- R2500

Frequency Stem & Leaf

2.00 Extrenes
3.00 -1 .
4.00 -0 .
23.00 -0 .
36. 00 0 .
20. 00 0 .

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
1 case(s)

Each | eaf:

(=<- 1250)

001

6789

00001112222222222344444
000000000011111112222222333333444444
55556666667777788899

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone= R2501- R3500

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes

5. 00 0.
6. 00 0.
4.00 1.
1.00 1

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
1 case(s)

Each | eaf:

(=<- 1669)
23344
555778
0234

5

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone= R3501- R5250

Frequency Stem & Leaf

.00 Extrenes
00
00
00
. 00
. 00
. 00

P WNA®WR PR

NNPFP P OO

( =<- 2065)
3

588

1234

89

000

7
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Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

Di sposabl e i ncone- LOW St em and- Leaf
Pl ot for

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone= R5251-
R7000

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<-279)

2.00 2. 12
3.00 2 . 889
1.00 3. 3

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

B4: ROODEPAN — UPPER END

D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncone=
Less than R1500 per nonth

Frequency Stem & Leaf

2.00 Extrenes (=<-936)

2.00 -0. 02

11. 00 0 . 01113333333
8. 00 0. 56666779
1.00 1. O

Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone= R1500- R2500

Fr equency Stem & Leaf

2.00 Extrenes (=<-250)
3.00 -0 . o001
4.00 0. 0123
23.00 0 . 55555677777777778889999
36. 00 1 . 000000000011111112222222333333444444
20. 00 1 55556666667777788899
Stem wi dt h: 1000. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i nconme=

R2501- R3500



Fr equency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes

5. 00 1.
6. 00 1.
4.00 2 .
1.00 2

Stem wi dt h: 100
Each | eaf:

D3. Esti mat ed house
R3501- R5250

(=<-670)
23344
555778
0234

5

0.00
1 case(s)

hol d i ncone=

Frequency Stem & Leaf

.00 Extrenes
. 00
00
00
. 00
. 00

Stem wi dt h: 100
Each | eaf:

D3. Esti nat ed house
R5251- R7000

AW WDNDN

(=<- 316)
13

5589

01
57778

4

0.00
1 case(s)

hol d i ncone=

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes

1.00 3.
4.00 4 .
1.00 5.

Stem wi dt h: 100
Each | eaf:

(=<1470)
9

0667

1

0.00
1 case(s)
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