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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

The aim of the report is to profile the currentvpte rental market, determine
the demand for rental housing and analyse affolithalsisues.

The report is based on census data as well asvaysaf 408 respondents in
private rentals in Kimberley. The results of tb@art are also compared with
a similar report that focused on municipal houstark.

Although economic growth has been fairly good betw&996 and 2006 the
population growth has been stagnant while the minmdustry has also
declined rapidly since 2005. All of these factsisuld be taken into account
when the future of rental accommodation is congider

The census data show a rapid increase in the nuanrpercentages of
people residing in formal units. This reflects tfaet that post-apartheid
housing delivery has hitherto focused on ownerslyipneans of the Housing
Subsidy Programme. The main contribution in respeé¢ rental
accommodation came from formal backyard dwellings.

In general, the private rental respondents areachatized in terms of being
young people (younger than 40 years), having apmabely two dependents,
having an average household income of R3500, natingwproperty and
having resided in their current housing units fora&erage of eight years.
Most (nearly 40%) of the residents reside in thairent housing because they
have nowhere else to go.

Approximately 45% of residents are not satisfiedhviheir current housing
and 68% would consider other units. A further 682tespondents suggested
that they would like to see improvement in theiu$iog situation.

The main reasons for not being satisfied are theemdy poor living
conditions, the negative evaluation of the neiglmboad, lack of choice,
overcrowding, poor facilities, as well as a lackseturity.

The current access to water and sanitation isyfgiolod, while the average
number of bedrooms in these units is 1.8 per dmgelli

Only 14.3% of the respondents prefer rental accodation, while 35.6%
prefer to rent with the aim of later owning thetuni

The alternative sanitation and grey water systeentiae market smaller than
the case would have been with a waterborne syskémwever, compared with
the 2002 survey, there is an increasing percenbdgeeople who would be
satisfied with the alternative systems.

Households pay on average 17.2% of their housenaloime towards rent.
This is considerably lower than the 30% top normtf@ industry. It is only
in the income group earning less than R1500 pertimitvat the percentage of
household income is considerably higher than ti8é 86rm.

In general it seems as if respondents are ablendlalg to pay considerably
more on condition that quality housing is providete infrastructure is
adequate, and they are located closer to work.

The data reflects that non-payment of rent is &peEblem and that effective
management procedures should be put in place tesslthis reality.

Overall, an expected default rate of 20.7% candpeded.

The overall demand is estimated to be about 60@s,uifi the issue of
alternative sanitation is taken into consideratidf.alternative sanitation is
excluded, the demand is above 1000 units.



1. Introduction

A study on the market profile for rental housingkimberley was completed in 2002.
However, owning to a number of problems encountefest completion of the initial
research, construction did not proceed as envishg&bl Plaatje Housing Company.
Since the market study was conducted a number tefred factors have changed.
Some examples in this regard are:

* Building costs have escalated.

* The price of housing in Kimberley has increasednnye than 100% during
the last four years.

 The Sol Plaatje Local Municipality (SPLM) has chadgts approach to its
rental units. Essentially, the approach changea targer degree of cost
recovery.

» At the same time, a new Social Housing Policy hasalme available which
requires local partnerships between municipaliteesd social housing
institutions. A report such as this should be ablenform a memorandum of
agreement between these two entities.

Considering the above changes, as well as theléipse between 2002 and 2006, it is
necessary to ask a couple of questions:

* What is the size of this need?

» What specific needs do people have with regarértat accommodation?

* Who are the individuals or households who are @ied?

* How should marketing be branded?

These questions are more or less the same asabksg in 2002. However, in 2002
this report also dealt with the municipal rentadcgt For purposes of the new
investigation a distinction has been made betwhemtarket study and the analysis
of rental housing units owned by the SPLM. A safmreport deals with the SPLM
rental units. Where necessary, this report witréo the report on the rental units.

2. Aim and objectives

The purpose of the research is to examine the hgusarket in the Kimberly area
and to gain insight into the demand for a socialsmy product. Both the risks and
the ability of residents to afford such a produet imultaneously investigated.

The specific objectives of the research will be:

* to define the potential market demand for socialdiag in the Kimberly area
in terms of the size of the market, the degreewdraness in the market, as
well as the current and potential use of the preggsoduct and/or service of
the housing association.

» to define the demographics of the potential regglésr social housing in the
area (i.e. age, gender, income, location, employstatus, etc).

* to define the parameters of what the potentialpienots of social housing in
the area can afford.

» to define the nature of the product and/or sertheg the housing association
should provide in the area in line with the outceraenerging from Objectives
1to 3.

* to determine the demand for rental housing in Kirdye



3. Methodology and conceptualisation
3.1 Methodology: an overview
The following methodological approaches were fotloMio complete the research:

* Extensive assessments of the 1996 and 2001 ceatusvdre conducted. In
addition, a brief economic overview of the SPLM vedso provided. There
were basically three reasons for the above twosassents. Firstly, they
provided a holistic view of housing in Kimberlegecondly, they contributed
important information to guide the way in which te@mple for the survey
was developed. Thirdly, it also provided inforroatthat could be compared
with the results of the survey. Although it wag possible to compare all the
data, essential comparisons were possible.

* Interviews were conducted with role players in grevate sector. Specific
attention was devoted to assessing the trendsenptivate rental market.
Employers who might consider renting some of thiésufior their employees
were also considered as a possibility.

 An extensive gquestionnaire survey was conductedh w8 respondents
residing in private rental accommodation in Kimbgrl A more detailed
overview of the methodology follows below.

3.2:  Methodology: Survey

The methodology and structured questionnaire ferkKimberley rental survey were
based on the 2002 Kimberley rental study. Accalginprivate rentals were divided
proportionally between the various suburbs in Kinde These suburbs include the
historically black areas (Galeshewe, Vergenoeg, kbdmoek, Puthanang, Ipeleng),
the historically coloured areas (Roodepan, Colvilemevale, Homestead, Homelite,
Gemdene, Square Hill park and Floors) and alsohiktorically white suburbs

(Albertynshof, Beaconsfield, Cassandra, City Cerire Beers, Hadison, Kimberley
North, Kirstenhof, New Park, Rhodesdene, VerwoearkRand West End). In addition
to the fieldwork in Kimberley, telephonic interviewvith potential beneficiaries on
existing waiting lists for rental housing (Kimbey)éHull Street and Roodepan waiting
lists,) were done from the offices of the Centre Bevelopment Support at the
University of the Free State in Bloemfontein.

Ten fieldworkers were trained. The seven from Kentdy were responsible for the
field work in respect of private rentals and theeéh from Bloemfontein were
responsible for the telephonic interviews in regspet the waiting lists. Each
fieldworker in Kimberley was provided with a mapdicating the number of
interviews required for the specific area. The mapse divided into smaller areas
and the respondents were equally selected frone thesas. The main focus was to
interview households currently renting in Kimberleyith an income of between
R1500 and R7000. Deviations from the original samptcurred in the historically
white suburbs. The main reasons were that it wiasreto difficult to find households
which fall within the required income bracket o$dethan R7000, or the fieldworkers
had difficulty in gaining access to these propstrtiéor these reasons 12.7% of private
rental interviews were done telephonically by meahseferrals. The fieldworkers
collected data during October and November 2006otAl of 408 households were
interviewed, 76 from the waiting lists and 332 frpnivate rentals in Kimberley. Two
methods of quality control were employed. Most lo¢ respondents with contact
numbers provided these numbers voluntarily, andais therefore possible to contact
them telephonically. The second method was to sefidldworker to confirm with
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the household that the interview had actually taglaice. The data were entered in
Microsoft Excel and statistics were mainly analy$gdusing the SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences) software.

The data was assessed in term of two subgroupselyanespondents residing in
rental units located in the formerly “white suburbf Kimberley” and residents

residing in the formerly “coloured or black aredskamberley”. This was done to

understand the private rental market in more defHile two areas will be referred to
as Area 1 (historically coloured and black) andaA2e(historically white). However,

it should be mentioned that the distinction was enackspective of the race of the
respondents in the survey.

3.2 Defining important concepts

A number of important concepts should be definedtifi®@ purposes of this study.
Firstly, the geographical area of Kimberley shobkl defined. Kimberley in this
study refers to the area of the former KimberlegriBitional Local Council. It should
also be noted that the study concentrated on titalrdemand in Kimberley and not
in the Sol Plaatje Local Municipality. Therefotée study did not include Ritchie
and the commercial farming areas.

The termSol Plaatje Local Municipalityis used in the report, refers to two concepts.
Firstly, it could be used in a geographical contexh terms of this geographical
context it refers to the geographical area of thnigipality which is geographically
much bigger than Kimberley. However, it should-®eognised that the vast majority
of the population is located in Kimberley. The @ context in which “Sol Plaatje”
could be used is in respect of its institutionaintext, the Sol Plaatje Local
Municipality.

The report makes a distinction between privaterandicipal rental housingPrivate
rental housingin this report refers to a rental agreement betwee individuals.
The termMunicipal rentals refers to rental stock owned by the municipalitye
term Social Housingrefers to rental accommodation being providedeims of the
Social Housing policy.

4. Outline of the report

As already noted, this report does not deal wighrttunicipal rental units. Reference
will be made to these units where it is deemediepiple. The report is structured in
the following manner:

It starts off with a discussion of the current hagssituation in SPLM. Specific
emphasis is laid on the economic and housing pfif Kimberley, and, in some
cases, the SPLM. The economic profile is espgciadportant in that rental housing
is highly dependent on affordability.

The report then turns to a socio-economic proffléhe residents in private rentals in
Kimberley. The socio-economic profile is compaseith that of 2002, as well as
with the current profile of residents in municipahtals.

Following the socio-economic profile the paper a&sdes the current housing
situation of residents in private rentals in Kimbgr This section provides a detailed
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assessment of the current experiences in rentahaoodation in Kimberley. Next,
the report focuses on affordability issues in retato rental accommodation. Finally
a number of conclusions are made in respect ofsite of the demand for rental
housing in Kimberley.

5. An overview of the basic housing situation in Knberley (SPLM)

This section provides an overview of the housingrenment in Kimberley. First of
all a brief economic profile is provided after whithe emphasis shifts to housing-
specific characteristics.

5.1 Economic growth

Economic growth is reflected for the Sol PlaatjecdloMunicipality. Figure 5.1
suggests that economic growth in Sol Plaatje wialy faigh between 1996 and 2004
(4.05% per annum). These figures should, howdeevjewed with caution.

Total
Community Senvices

Finance

Transport

T R T T L TR T T T A T L L T L A T
Trade | i 6 .55

Construction Eaarrmes 1.90
Electricity

Manufacturing

Mining

Agriculture [ZFE30.72

0.00 2.00 4.00 6.00 8.00 10.00

Figure 5.1:  Annual economic growth per sector inoSPlaatje, 1996 — 2004
(source: Global Insight, 2006)

The following should be noted in respect of thewabiable:

» Itis significant that Mining grew by over 9% pemam.

» Other sectors which experienced high growth ratesewFinance (5.5%),
Transport (6.9%), Electricity (4.1%) and Trade @6)5 The growth in
Electricity was probably directly related to the@wth in Mining.

» Sectors which showed moderate growth were CommBetyices (0.85%),
Construction (1.9%), Manufacturing (2.21%) and Aglture (0.72%).

However, despite the growth in Mining between 18868 2004 three of the four main
Mining sites of De Beers closed during 2005 and6208ithough Mining only
contributed approximately 10% to Sol Plaatje’s exuy, the impact of these mine
closures will be felt (see Figure 5.2). Closuras hlso reduced the possibility of an
agreement on housing provision between a sociadihgunstitution and a dominant
private sector industry.
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Figure 5.2:  Proportional contribution per sectorotthe economy of Sol Plaatje,
2004 (Global Insight, 2006)

In addition to the small contribution of Mining thellowing points should also be
made:

« The largest proportional contribution came from @mmity Services
(31.4%). The high percentage in respect of comtysarvices is related to
the fact that Kimberley is the capital of the Nertihh Cape. The result is that
the head offices of all provincial departmentswad as the provincial offices
of national departments, are located in the citlyisTprobably suggests that
any employer arrangement around housing should dde nwith the various
government departments and the various spheresvefigment.

* The initial idea in the 2002 report of consideradpousing-related agreement
with De Beers seems now to be inappropriate whentakes into account the
downscaling in the mining industry.

5.2 Formal employment per sector

The previous sector focused on the economic ouyiputsector in Sol Plaatje. This
section will provide a brief overview of formal efopment per sector and of the
changes that occurred between 1996 and 2004 (ger=F.3).
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Figure 5.3: Proportional contribution per economisector to employment in Sol
Plaatje, 1996 — 2004 (Source: Global Insight, 2006)

The following pertinent observation should be made:

* The share of employment declined in respect of @dture, Manufacturing,
Electricity, Construction, and Transport.

 Employment increased in Mining, Trade and Finanod &ervices. The
growth in Mining should be viewed with care as thés probably declined in
the last two years, for which data is not available

* Realincreases in employment occurred in AgricelttWlining, Construction,
Trade, Finance and Service between 1996 and 2004.

As already noted in the previous section the dewirmining economy since 2005
should also be taken into account. Secondly, asafirming the previous
conclusions consideration should be given to ptessiigreements with the
government institutions in respect of housing ageaments.

5.3  Population trends

This section specifically considers growth in Kimleg and not in Sol Plaatje (see
Table 5.1). The main reason is to consider therudsaa of Kimberley and ignore the
rural areas as well as Ritchie.

Table 5.1: Population growth in Kimberley, 1992001

Category 1991 1996 2001
Population 151200 187 037 185 222
Household n.e 45 63¢ 46 84«
Popuation growitl n.e 4.: -0.2
Household growt n.e n.e 0.t
Household size n.a 4.10 3.95

Source: Statistics South Africa, 2004




In contrast with an above-average economic growate between 1996 and 2004
population growth in Kimberley virtually stagnatedhe population growth between

1991 and 1996 was approximately 4.3% per annumweder, between 1996 and

2001 annual declines of -0.2% were reported. At dame time it should be

acknowledged that the number of households gre@. 5% per annum between 1996
and 2001. This trend of households growing fattan the population was a general
trend visible in South Africa between the 1996 &@fl1. A number of reasons

contributed to this trend yet fall beyond the scopthis report. What is important is

to consider both the population growth trend ardgiowth in households.

5.4  The types of housing and the housing backlog

Having considered the economic and population setite focus now shifts to the
housing profile in Kimberley. Once again the Kimlbg profile and not the profile
for Sol Plaatje is considered (see Table 5.2) andraparison is made between the
1996 and 2001 data.

Table 5.2: Types of housing in Kimberley, 1996 a2@D1

1996 1996 | 2001 | 2001
Type of housing (n) (%) (n) (%)
House or brick structure on a separate stand dr yar 28750 63.0] 34472 73.6
Traditional dwelling/hut/structure made of tradité materials 346 0.8 452 1.0
Flat in block of flats 1532 3.4 1431 3.1
Town/cluster/semi-detached house (simplex; dugtedex) 2755 6.0 714 1.5
House/flat/room in backyard 1070 2.3] 1451 3.1
Informal dwelling/shack in backyard 1292 2.8 1581 3.4
Informal dwelling/shack NOT in backyard 8968 19.7] 5486 11.7
Other 923 2.0 1257 2.7
Total 45636 100 46844 100.0

Source: Statistics South Africa, 2004

The following should be noted in respect of thewabi@ble:

* In terms of real numbers and percentages thereawapid increase in the
number of people residing in formal housing stroesu The percentage of
households with such housing increased from 63%9%6 to 73.6% in 2001.
This can be attributed to the fact that the KimbeMLC and later the Sol
Plaatje Local Municipality were instrumental in piing housing to lower-
income households. Most of the houses providede vesvner housing for
low-income people according to the Housing SubBidhgramme.

* In confirmation of the above statistics, both thenber of people and the
percentage of people residing in informal settletsénot informal backyard
shacks) decreased between 1996 and 2004. Thenfzgeeof people residing
in informal settlements decreased from 19.7% t@%lof all households in
2001. The fact that the population growth decliogdr this period probably
contributed to this positive scenario.

* The percentage of people residing in flats decliinech 3.4% in 1996 to 3.1%
in 2001.

* The percentage of people residing in informal backtyshacks has increased
from 2.8% to 3.4%. This is indicative not only woicreased household
formation, but also of a specific housing marke&gnsent.



Overall, the above picture of housing change in lk@ney suggests that a fair amount
of attention had been given to addressing the hguseeds of people in informal
housing. However, except for the approximately @ls made available by the Sol
Plaatje Housing Company, and an increase in théauof formal units in backyards
(approximately 300), no large-scale provision ota¢ housing has occurred.

5.5 Types of housing and income
This section provides a brief analysis of the tgbéousing units and the income of
residents in relation to these housing units (saders.3).

Table 5.3: Housing type and income in Kimberleyd@
R19201
Type of house / No R1- - R38400- R76800- Above
income income % R19200 % | R38400 % R76800 % | R153600 % | R153600 %
House or brick
structure on a
separate stand or
yard 4721 61.8 12274 67.8 5005 77|13 4879 8B.6 3850 36.8 2843 88.8
Traditional
dwelling/hut/structure
made of traditional
materials 64 0.8 197 1.1] 67 0.4 5b 0.9 37 0.8 B3 1.0
Flat in block of flats 156 2.0 503 2.8 28 3.7 255 44 160 3.6 76 R.4
Town/cluster/semi-
detached house
(simplex; duplex;
triplex) 72 0.9 229 1.3 107 1. 133 2|3 105 24 72 p.2
House/flat/room in
backyard 138 1.8 615 3.4 278 3.6 178 311 186 3.1 108 3.4
Informal
dwelling/shack in
backyard 425 5.6 863 4.8 19§ 2.6 61 1{0 18 Q.4 15 0.5
Informal
dwelling/shack NOT
in backyard 1956 25.6 2808 15.4 558 72 109 1.9 B6 0.8 24 0.7
Room/flatlet not in
backyard but on
shared property 63 0.8 189 1.0 111 15 70 14 35 .8 L2 D.4
Caravan or tent 0.1 40 0.2 15 0.4 0.1 ] 2 3 A
Private ship/boat 0.0 3 0.0 3 0.0 3 0.1 D 0 0 010
Not applicable (living
quarters is not
housing unit) 32 0.4 378 2.1 124 1.6 79 1}4 48 11 5 D.5
Total 7639 | 100.0 18099 100.p 7638 100.0 5834 1Q0.0 44300.01 3201| 100.0

Source: Statistics South Africa, 2004

The following main comments should be made:
* The higher income categories had a larger perceraégeople residing in a
formal unit on a separate stand. The oppositei@pp respect of informal
dwellings (excluding backyard rentals).

* Interms of flats, the highest percentage in anhefcategories was in the R38
400 — R76 800 category.

The above analysis suggests that a specific seguhéime population between R3000
and R6000 monthly income should be the target nharléiis assessment is taken
further in terms of a comparison between the incgreups of those renting in

Kimberley and the income groups of all househo$d® (Table 5.4).



Table 5.4: A comparison of the income categoridgental housing and the total

household population in Kimberley, 2001

Source: Statistics South Africa, 2004

Income Total % Rentals %

No income 7641 16.3 909 143

R1 - R4 800 2264 4.8 257 4|0

R4 801 -R 9600 8140 17/4 992 15.6
R9 601 - R 19 200 769P 16/4 980 15.4
R19 201 - R 38 400 7637 16(3 1086 1.1
R38 401 - R 76 800 5833 125 1006 15.8
R76 801 - R153 600 4435 9|5 683 10.7
R153 601 - R307 200 2312 4.9 3B32 5.2
R307 201 - R614 400 560 12 B1 1.3
R614 401 - R1 228 800 154 0.3 15 D.2
R1 228 801 - R2 457 600 114 0.2 8 D.3
R2 457 601 and more g1 01 9 0.1
Total 46847 100.4 6368 100(0

Note in the above table that in the at no-incone: the two lower income categories
the percentages for the total population were mighan for the rental categories.
This suggests that these income categories recenast attention in respect of
housing. The percentages for the income grougR1®201 — R38 400 as well as
R38401 - R76 000 800 suggest that the percentafjgmeaple renting in those

categories was higher than the percentages fdotakpopulation. This confirms the

importance of rental housing for people in incoragegories of R1500 — R10 000 per

month.

5.6  Housing type and ownership
Earlier an overview of housing type was providd@ble 5.5 provides an overview of
housing type in respect of type of tenure.
understanding of the types of units that are plattierental market.

Speo#fimphasis is on gaining an



Table 5.5:

Housing type and ownership in Kimber/e3001

Owned Owned
and but not
Type of housing / type of fully yet paid Occupied Not
tenure paid off % Rented % rentfree applicable %
House or brick structure on &
separate stand or yard 183p7  83}48 80.71 352331 D 0.00
Traditional
dwelling/hut/structure made
of traditional materials 212 0.97 87 1,10 0 0.00
Flat in block of flats 179 0.82 0.32 18/54 0 0.00
Town/cluster/semi-detached
house (simplex; duplex;
triplex) 404 1.84 .08 2.32 0 0.00
House/flat/room in backyard 392 1.79 2|47 110 .44 0 0.00
Informal dwelling/shack in
backyard 620 2.82 1.0 7,36 0 D.00
Informal dwelling/shack
NOT in backyard 1653 7.58 .07 4|57 0.00
Room/flatlet not in backyard
but on shared property 136 0.62 0|32 P61 4.10 0.00
Caravan or tent 24 0.11 .02 025 Q. 0 000p.
Private ship/boat i 0.0B 0.00 0.p0 0| 0 000
Not applicable (living
quarters is not a housing unif) 0 0.00 0100 0 00.0 677, 100.00
Total 21953 10(Q 100 1p0 677 100

Source: Statistics South Africa, 2004

More than 55% of the rental units in Kimberley wéremal units on separate stands.
A further 18% of the rental units were flats.
further (7.4%). Just over 6% of the rental uniexevformal dwellings in backyards.
The fact that a fairly high percentage of rentatsumwere single dwellings probably
has some implications in terms of the number ofegt® which could be constructed

for rental housing (an aspect that will be returteethter).

5.7 Housing and size

This section provides a brief overview of the numtserooms attached to each of the

different types of housing units in Kimberley.
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Figure 5.4:  Housing size per housing type in Kimbey, 2001

On average, the largest housing units were thosealounits on a separate stand
(4.62 rooms per house). Although one could haweidght that these units would be
the largest, the large number of housing units ttaaed in terms of the Housing

Subsidy Programme could have been instrumentadepikg the number of rooms for
formal units on separate stands low. The numbepaoins in traditional units was

fairly high, while the average number of rooms tmwn houses and flats were 4.38
and 3.86 respectively.

5.8  Tenure and gender

The final part of this assessment of census ddkacte on the relationship between
tenure and gender. Figure 5.5 provides more egv@&enthis regard.
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Figure 5.5: A comparison of gender of the head leduseholds and tenure issues
in respect of housing in Kimberley, 2001

Figure 5.5 suggests that there were virtually nodge differences in respect of the
type of tenure of households in Kimberley. Thegeres will again be compared
with the results from the survey. However, maladesl households constituted
proportionally approximately 60% of the househatdthe area.

6. Socio-economic profile

The main aim of this section is to provide a bkhatkground in respect of the socio-
economic characteristics of people residing in giavrental accommodation in
Kimberley. As already mentioned in the overviewtlid methodology, a distinction

is drawn between the two areas. Area 1 refersdasaoutside the historically white
group areas while Area 2 refers specifically to kth&torically white group area of

Kimberley. It is important to note that althoudistgeographical distinction is made
for the two geographical areas, no distinction weesde in respect of the race of
respondents. Furthermore, some comparisons willmbee both with the 2002

information and with report that deals with the neipal housing stock. Table 6.1
provides an overview of the socio-economic attelsubf respondents occupying
private rentals.

12



Table 6.1: An overview of the main socio-economittributes of the
respondents in private sector rentals in Kimberl@p06
Criteria Area 1 Area 2 Total

Male / female rati 45.8:54.. 54.2:4L8 48.3:51.
Average ag 30.¢ 27.1 29.7
Median ag 30 29 30
Percentagnor-South Afican citizen 1.1 0.€ 1.C
Current employmei 90.3% 90.8% 90.4%
Percentagof respondents with at least #ade 11 68.6% 80.2% 72%
or Grade 12 certificate

Percentage of o-person househol 21.9% 31.7% 24.8%
Average household si 3.0C 2.7¢ 2.9¢
Median household si. 2 2 2
Average monthly income (Rar 315¢ 394( 338:
Percentage currently paying r 85.1 95.¢ 88.2
Percentage currently receiving government g 19.4% 12.5% 17.4%
Percentage hingreceived a housing subs 4.9% 0.8% 3.7%
Percettage having previouslyowned property 5.2 10.C 6.€
Average household si 3 2.7¢ 2.9¢
Number of years in current housing | 9.¢ 3.7 8.1

The following important points should be made contegy the socio-economic
profile of people currently renting units:

The female percentage of the private rental pojouais somewhat higher
(51.7%) than the male percentage. Significanediffices exist between Area
1 and Area 2. In Area 1 females comprise 54.2%@fopulation. In area 2
females only account for 45.8% of the populatidinis is in contrast with the
fact that the female / male ratio was 21:79 inrthenicipal flats. This reflects
the first difference between those households imioal rental stock and
those in private stock. Area 1 has historicallydeshto cater for lower income
whites at below-market prices. It should also b&d that the percentage of
females in rental accommodation in this surveyls® digher than what the
census data would suggest.

The average age of the respondents in these peeater rentals is 29.7 years.
It is somewhat higher in Area 1 (30.8) than in APe@7.1). This might be an
indication of people in Area 1 being more forcetbitheir current housing
situation and that they have limited alternativempared with the people in
Area 2. The average ages for respondents in t2 20rvey were marginally
higher. In 2006. the average age of respondentienmunicipal housing
stock is over 42 years. The average median agecmded as 30 in the
private rentals, compared with 39 for the municigaitals. Once again, the
private rentals reflect more of a transitional hogsscenario commonly
associated with rentals than is the case with tineicipal rental stock.

As in 2002, more than 99% of the respondents in62&@ South African
citizens.

The percentage of respondents with at least a Gidder a Grade 12
qualification is 72%. This is considerably highkan in the Municipal units
(39.4%). The same trend was found in the 2002esurv

Overall, 24.8% of the respondents are single haadeh The percentage is
higher in Area 2 where 31.7% of the respondentsaisthin this category. In
Area 1 the percentage is 21.9%. It is significtrdt in the case of the
municipal units only 15.1% of the respondentsifdth this category.
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The average household size (3) in Area 1 is somiehiger than in Area 2
(2.78). This is considerably lower than the averaf3.6 for the respondents
in municipal stock. In line with trends in the ses data, the household sizes
also seem smaller than in 2002.

The average monthly income is recorded as R3 38his average is
somewhat higher in Area 2 (R3 940) compared with383in Area 1. Note
also that this amount is considerably higher thae averages for the
municipal respondents (R2543). It is also highleant the incomes of
respondents in municipal housing stock in both Neavk (R2706) and in
Beaconsfield (R2981).

The percentage of those who have indicated thgtahe currently paying rent
is 88.2%. This is lower than the percentage remrfibr municipal units
(98%), but probably higher than the real paymetdsran the municipal units.
As noted in the report on the municipal stock, 88% is probably an
overestimation.

The percentage of people currently receiving soon fof government grant
has increased rapidly from 2002. In 2002 the #gstood at 9.7%. It has
currently risen to 17.4%. The percentage of redpots with access to
government grants is higher in Area 1 than in A2earlhis percentage seems
also much higher in respect of municipal stock tlvarrespect of private
rentals. In the municipal stock 22.5% receive sdone of grant and a further
22.5% receive old-age pensions.

Overall, 3.7% have previously received a housirgsgly and 6.6% own some
form of property.

Residents have on average been residing in theierduhouses for 8.1 years.
This is about two years less than the 9.9 yeargvenage, for respondents in
municipal housing units. Only in Beaconsfield Isstfigure lower at 7.3
years.

Having provided a broad overview a more detailedraiew of the age structure of
respondents provides a more in-depth analysiseo$ithation (see Table 6.2).

Table 6.2: The age distribution of respondent iny@te rentals in Kimberley,
2006
Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
Age categories (n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)
< 30 years and younger 147 52.7 53 53.0 20( 52.8
31-40 99 35.5 35 35.0 134 35.4
41-50 23 8.2 6 6.0 29 7.1
Above 50 10 3.6 6 6.0 16 4.2
Total 279 100.0 10( 100. 3719 100.

Missing values: 29

Overall, 88.1% of the respondents are younger dltayears, and 52.8% younger than
30 years. To summarise: it seems as if the avereggondent in private rentals has
the following characteristics:

Young (under 40 years)

Has approximately two dependants

Earns just under R3500 per month

Has resided in the current housing unit for an ayerof 8 years.
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» Does not own property and has not benefited frdrawsing subsidy.

7. An overview of the current housing situation
Essential to an understanding the current marketeiatal housing in Kimberley is a
thorough understanding of the current housing 8@goaf respondents in rental units.
Not only does this give one an understanding ofdimeent dynamics, but it also
provides suggestions in respect of future marketing

7.1. Reasons why residents reside in their currettousing
Residents were asked what the main reason for theient location was and also
whether they were considering locating permaneintlthe area. The answers per

area are represented in Table 7.1 below.

Table 7.1: Reasons for private rental responderitgating at current location in
Kimberley, 2006
Reason for locating in Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
current housing (n) (n) (n) (%) (n) (%)
Close to work opportunities| 56 19.5 56 47.9 112 27.7
Family living here 100 34.8 15 12.8 11% 28.b
Nowhere else to go 119 41.5 38 32.5 15] 38.9
Other 12 4.2 8 6.8 20 5.0
Total 287 100.0 117 100.0 4( 100.0

Missing values: 4

The largest percentage of respondents has indithé¢dhey had nowhere else to go
(38.9%). It should also be noted that this peragatin Area 1 is somewhat larger.
However, the percentage is lower for the municipaits where 66% of the
respondents indicated that they had nowhere elsgoto Although not totally
comparable it also seems as though fewer peopkddpt this option of “nowhere
else to go” in 2002 than in 2006. The overall patage for the 2002 study was 60%.

The importance of proximity to work is also indiedtin the above table. Overall,
27.7% of the respondent opted for this reason agrtain reasons for their current
location. In Area 2 the percentage was even highd7.9%. These results suggest
the importance of proximity to work should always bigh on the agenda of new
housing provision.  The option of proximity to faynreceived 28.5% of the
responses. Nearly 35% of the respondents in Atiadidated this option.

Overall, the above results have the following congaces for the provision of rental
housing in Kimberley:

» The fact that nearly 40% of the respondents stitadthey had nowhere else
to go, is an indication of need in respect of quakntal units in Kimberley.

* Proximity to work could be a classic phrase in reéirlg the Hull Street
project. It could also be associated with a redacin respect of transport
costs.

» Other marketing slogans could include aspects sisctguality housing” or
the “quality alternative” considering the fact thagarly 40% indicated that
they had “nowhere else to go.”
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7.2 Evaluating the current housing situation
In conjunction with the above assessment of thenmaasons for settling in their
current location, respondents were also asked tduate their current housing
situation. Respondents were asked to evaluate ¢haient housing situation in one
of the following ways (see Figure 7.1):

* Happy

» Satisfied

* Unhappy

60.0

50.0 - 45.3

36.7 -
33.3 Area 1 (%)

30.1
24.5 @ Area 2 (%)
19.4 e B Total (%)

40.0

2 30.0
Lol e

30.0

20.0

10.0

0.0
Unhappy Satisfied Happy

Figure 7.1: Respondent’s evaluation of their houg situation in private rentals
in Kimberley, 2006

Overall, 45.3% of the respondents suggested tlegt wWere unhappy. It should be
noted that the percentage of unhappy respondersem 1 is much higher (51.7%)
than in Area 2 (30%). The percentage of resposdbeing unhappy is somewhat
lower than the percentage recorded for the muricipas in Roodepan (61.1%) but
higher than the percentage of respondents beingpyyhin the other municipal units.
The percentages of respondents being unhappy e#ésa somewhat higher than the
37% in 2002. A more detailed assessment of theoreafor being unhappy will be
provided later in the report.

Nearly one-third of the respondents (30.1%) indidathat they were satisfied with
approximately one out of ever four respondents ssigag that they were happy. The
percentage of respondents indicating that they vhappy is 36.7% in the case of
Area 2, which is considerably higher than the 19ré%orded in Area 1.

In terms of a number of other variables, the follgyvmain results should be noted:

» Slightly more male respondents than females indctathat they were
unhappy. However, the difference is so marginat thho significant
conclusions can be made in this regard.

* It also seems that the younger the respondentsh@enhappier they are. The
survey results indicate that 49% of those underathe of 30 years, 47% of
those between 31-40 years, 44.9% of those betwk&0 4ears and 19.8% of
those older than 50 stated that they were unhappy.

* No specific trend was visible in respect of eduwatevel.
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In addition to the above questions respondents asked whether they would like to
reside permanently in their current housing uiearly two-thirds (62.3%) indicated
“no” in response to this question. In Area 2 tleegentage was even higher at 68.3%.
In Area 1, 59.7% gave this response. This pergentd people that do not want to
reside permanently in their current housing is ntbes in the municipal rentals. Yet,
compared with the municipal rentals (excluding Remah), this percentage for those
people currently in private rentals is larger. STl# once again an indication of the
need for quality housing in these lower income-gates.

7.3 Reasons for being unhappy and happy
In a follow-up to the question on the level of skction respondents were asked to
justify their answers. The following reasons werevided as to why respondents
were unhappy:

* Living conditions - poor (19.6%)

* Negative social environment / neighbourhood (16.8%)

* No other choice / prefer other house (14.7%)

* Not enough privacy / overcrowded (12.5%)

» Facilities not up to standard (11.9%)

* Lack of security (10.3%)

* Rent too high (6.5%).

Some of the specific comments made by residents:wer
* Almost everything broken
* Area rough.
* Aot of crime and noise.
* Landlord lives with me and treats me like workiog fim.
* Conditions in the room are not very pleasant. uod is leaking.
* | do not have a good relationship with the ownethaf house. He recently
told me to look for another place.
* | don't want to raise kids in these circumstances.
» Electricity is a problem.
* | want a comfortable house and it should be neakwo
* No electricity and water.
» Tavern next door makes a lot of noise. | canrexsl
» ltistoo far from town and fuel prices are too expive.

The following reasons were provided by those redpats who had indicated that
they were happy:

* Positive social environment / neighbourhood (22.7%)

* Quiet, peaceful and private (17.5%)

» Safe and secure (17.5%)

* Positive overall evaluation (15.5%)

* Proximity to facilities (15.5%)

The above reasons for being happy or unhappy pecwvidumber of clues for future
marketing. Considering the above situation, thiowong aspects could receive
attention in marketing of new rental housing units:

* Quality housing and infrastructure
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» Safe (specifically for children)
* Proximity to the CBD

7.4  Current housing, type size and infrastructure acces

The above two sections suggested that a large nuafljEeople are fairly unhappy
with their housing environment. In this section,@erview is provided of the type
of house, the number of bedrooms, the type of aamit available, as well as the type
of water access available. Figure 7.2 provideswenview of the housing type.

7.3
Other 3.4

Prt s st 8.9

Formal unit in [T 24..5 be 7

backyard — pEfiiiEnEmIESS

4.8
Backyard shack %"8 6.4 m Total (%)
| )
Informal [[11(])]1]]](%]]]]]]]] 7.5 B Area 2 (%)
settlements IR 10.7 B Area 1 (%)
13.0
Flat 2 37.8

House on ]_|_|_|_|_|_||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||_|_|_|_|_||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||| 43.0
separate stand T

Figure 7.2:  The housing type for private rentals Kimberley, 2006

Some of the methodological procedures contribubethé profile in Figure 7.2. For
example, a specific attempt was made to capture edating to some residents in
informal settlements. Despite this, the followasgpects should be noted:

* The largest percentage of private renters resideouses on separate stands
(43%). It should be noted that the percentagereaA (53%) is considerably
higher than the percentage in Area 2. There is tlaulong history of people
residing in high-density double-storey units.

* The second major type of housing unit is a formait un the backyard.
Overall, nearly one out of every four respondemsides in this type of
housing. In Area 2 38.7% of the respondents residgich housing. This
form of housing represents the private sector dmrtion, over the past 15
years, towards private rental provision.

* The third largest proportion of private renteradedn flats (13%). In Area 2
this percentage is the second highest (37.8%).

Table 7.2 provides an overview of the current hogisize in the private rentals in
Kimberley.

18



Table 7.2: Number of bedrooms of current housingy frespondents in private
rentals in Kimberley, 2006
Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
Number of bedrooms (n) (n) (n) (%) (n) (%)
1 94 35.6 61 60.4 15% 42.5
2 122 46.2 20 19.8 142 38.9
3 34 12.9 19 18.8 53 14.5
4 12 4.5 1 1.0 13 3.4
5 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.3
6 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.3
Total 264 100.0 101 100.D 365 100.0
Average number of bedroom 1.9 1.6 1.8

On average the private rental

units have 1.8 bedsoper unit.

The number of

bedrooms in Area 1 is 1.9, compared with 1.6 inaAPe In comparison with the

municipal rentals the average size is somewhatlenthiat the 2.2 recorded for the
municipal rentals. The percentage of one-bedroaits dor these private rentals is
also considerably higher than the percentage inmbaicipal units. Although the
report will later consider preferences in respefchaousing size, the above reality
might suggest that consideration could be giventh® construction of a small
percentage of one-bedroom units.

The report has already indicated that poor levélsnfbastructure are one of the
reasons why respondents are “unhappy”. In thewotig two tables a profile of
access to water and sanitation is provided (se&T/aB and Table 7.4).

Table 7.3: Type of sanitation for residents in pate rentals in Kimberley, 2006
Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
Type of sanitation (n) (n) (n) (%) (n) (%)
Waterborne in house 137 47.9 98 81.7 23% 57.9
Waterborne outside house 183 46.5 20 16.7 153 37.7
Bucket 14 4.9 0 0.0 14 3.4
VIP system 0 0.0 2 1.7 2 0.5
None 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.2
Other 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.2
Total 286 100.0 120 100.0 406 100.0

Missing values: 2

Generally, access to sanitation is currently faghyod. Waterborne sanitation is
available to 57.9% of the respondents in their beusin the case of Area 2 this
percentage is 81.7%. In Area 1 the percentageomewhat lower at 47.9%.
Waterborne sanitation is available to 95.6%. Havewn 37.7% of the cases the
waterborne sanitation is not available in the housesmall percentage of respondents
use a bucket system (3.4%). The fact that over 66%e respondents are used to a
waterborne system makes the current emphasis emallive sanitation at the Sol
Plaatje Housing Company a major risk. Ensuringeptability will be dependent on
extensive education. Table 7.4 reflects watersscoeprivate rentals.
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Table 7.4: Water access for residents in privagatals in Kimberley, 2006
Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
Type of water access (n) (n) (n) (%) (n) (%)
In house 151 53.2 104 87.4 255% 63.38
On stand 99 34.9 15 12.6 114 28.8
Public tap 34 12.0 0 0.0 34 8.4
Total 284 100.0 119 10 403 100.0

Missing values: 5

Access to water in the house is available to 638%e respondents. The percentage
is significantly higher in Area 2, with 87.4% ofethrespondents having access to
water in the house. A further 28.3% of the to&spondents have water on the stand.

Finally, 8.4% of the respondents have indicated thay use a public tap — all of
these respondents are in Area 1 and most of thene éamm the informal settlement
area which formed part of the survey..

The overview of the current housing situation invate rental accommodation
suggests that housing units are smaller than npalicentals, residents have a fair
amount of complaints with specific shortcomings taspect of the public
environment. This report has already indicated sloane of these shortcomings can
be used effectively in respect of a marketing syt

7.5

Means of transport to work

The report has already mentioned the importangemfimity to work with a view to

reducing transport costs.

respondents use besides walking (see Table 7.5).

Table 7.5:

Kimberley, 2006

This section reflects thain form of transport that

Main form of transport for respondentsm municipal rentals in

Main form of transport Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
besides walking (n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)
Taxi 223 77.7 51 44.0 274 68.p
Bicycle 6 2.1 3 2.6 9 2.2
Personal car 49 17.1 46 39.7 94 23.6
Bus 7 2.4 5 4.3 12 3.4
Do not use transport 0/7 11 9. 13 3.2
Total 287 100 114 10 403 100

Missing values: 5

It is evident that 68% of the respondents are usamg as main form of transport —
besides walking. Nearly one-quarter of the respatgldo have access to a personal
car. What is evident is the fact that taxi uskigher in Area 1. Although a number
of reasons could contribute to this, the most pnemi reason using taxis is probably
the lack of proximity to the CBD and also to theimareas of employment in
Kimberley. Once again proximity to work and the [@Bhould be emphasised in

marketing materials.

7.6

Suggestion to improve current situation

Considering the above reality and also the levélsatisfaction, respondents were
asked whether they would like to improve their giton (see Figure 7.3).
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Figure 7.3:  Percentage of respondents suggestingtithey would like to improve
their current housing environment in rental unitai Kimberley, 2006

Overall, over one-third of the respondents (36.3%djcated that they would like to
improve their current housing situation. The |atgeercentage in this regard came
from Area 1 where two in every five respondentspoesled positively to
improvements. More importantly the question is:atvkinds of improvements are
suggested by the respondents (see Table 7.6).

Table 7.6: Improvement suggested by the responslent private rentals in
Kimberley, 2006
Suggestions to improve Areal | Areal | Area2 | Area?2 Total Total
housing situation (n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)
Need a bigger / better place 25 21.7 9 31.0 34 23.6
Improved road conditions 17 14.8 1 3.4 18 12.%
Improved Security 13 11.3 5 17.2 18 12.5
Better water access 16 13.9 0 0.0 16 11.1
Improved sanitation 9 7.8 5 17.2 14 9.7
Improved social environment 10 8.7 3 10.3 13 9.(
Improved living conditions 7 6.1 3 10.3 10 6.9
Basic maintenance of generall
municipal infrastructure 5 4.3 1 3.4 6 4.2
Better electricity / street lightg 4 3.5 0 0.0 4 2.4
Other 9 7.8 2 6.9 11 7.6
Total 115 100.Q 24 100.D 144 10Q.0

Nearly one in every four respondents suggestedth®st needed a bigger or better
place to reside in. A further 12.5% suggested thdietter road network would
improve their situation, while the same percentagggested an improvement in
security. Except for roads, other concerns abauticipal infrastructure were also
expressed. For example, 11.1% indicated the désirenproved water access, and
9.7% indicated that improved sanitation access @vbelhelpful. The implications of
the above suggestions for improved private renbaising are that the emphasis on
quality housing, infrastructure and safety showlthf part of the marketing strategy.
However, the situation in respect of basic municipastructure also suggests to the
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municipality that the maintenance of basic infrasture is important to maintain a
vibrant private rental market.

7.7 Alternatives to current housing situation

Respondents were also asked whether they woulddrawéternative should they find
themselves in conflict with their landlord. Inghiegard 31.8% indicated that they
would have an alternative and the remainder reggmbrithat no alternative was
available. The percentage was somewhat highdrercase of Area 2, where 40.8%
of the respondents gave this response. The cothyeapercentage for Area 1 was
28%.

7.8 Future housing preferences

The sections above has provided an overview of dixeent housing situation,
respondents’ evaluation of the situation and suggesnprovements. In this section
the focus changes to an assessment.

7.8.1 Tenure
Respondents were requested to indicate their futmere preferences in respect of
rental, ownership or the option of rent to buyigsee Table 7.7).

Table 7.7: Tenure preference of respondents in vate rental housing in
Kimberley, 2006
Areal | Areal | Area2 | Area2 | Total | Total

Type of tenure preferred (n) (n) (n) (%) (n) (%)
Rental 27 9.4 31 26.1 5§ 14.8
Owning a house 152 52.8 52 43.7 204 50.1
Renting with the aim of owning latef 109 37.8 36 30.3 14% 35.p
Total 288 100.0 119 10 407 100.0

Missing value: 1

Only 14.3% indicated that they would prefer rertatising. A further 35.6% stated
that they would rent now with the aim of owningelat Thus, overall nearly 50%

indicated that they would prefer some form of réhtausing at the moment. It should
also be mentioned that the rental options receivede favourable attention from

respondents in Area 2. Although these preferesbesld be noted, it should also be
understood that owning a house could be unaffoedabimany of the residents who
would like to own houses.

7.8.2 Preference in respect of number of rooms required

Earlier, in Section 7.4, the report provided anrgswv of the current number of
bedrooms. In this section the emphasis shifts dterdhining the preferences in
respect of housing size (see Table 7.8).

Table 7.8: Preferences in respect of housing digerespondents in private rental
housing in Kimberley, 2006

Type of housing Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
preferred (n) (n) (n) (%) (n) (%)
1-bedroom 24 8.8 9 7.9 33 8.5
2-bedroom 89 32.7 41 36.0 13( 33.7
3-bedroom 159 58.5 64 56.1 223 57.8
Total 272 100.0 114 10 386 100.0

Missing values: 22
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The largest preference was for 3-bedroom units. préxmately 57% of the
respondents indicated that they would prefer 3-@uair units, compared with 33.7%
for 2-bedroom units and 8.5% for 1-bedroom unitéie average expected number of
bedrooms per house was 2.5. This average is coablgiebigger than the current
units. These preference should, however, be astegminst affordability levels —
something which will be addressed later in the repo

7.8.3 Other housing preferences
A number of questions also considered the genemlsihg preferences of
respondents. These preferences are summarises ipel@able 7.9.

Table 7.9: General housing preference of responttem private rental housing
in Kimberley, 2006

Preference indicatol Yes (%)
Prefer housing unit on top floc 31,1
Prefer housing unit on ground flo 68.¢
Should space for gardening be provic 87.7
Do you often receive visitor 72.¢
Should spac be provided for trading from hom 59.t
Should space be provided for children to p 88.k
Should space be provided for cultural activit 71.1

It should be noted that most residents would prefeis on the ground floor. This is
probably the result of their current experiencese fieed for gardening (87.7%), as
well as the high percentage receiving visitorsugthalso be noted (72.8%).

7.8.4 Alternative sanitation and electricity
Sol Plaatje Housing Company is currently making afsen alternative sanitation and
grey water system. As these systems are usually waith some resistance,
respondents were asked to indicate whether theydwaacept such systems. Just
more than 62% of the respondents indicated that weauld. This response is also
considerably higher than the preference expresse@00D2, when 47% of the
respondent found alternative sanitation acceptafleree notes should be made in
this regard:
* The emphasis on alternative sanitation consideredadyices the market size
(something which will later be outlined in more @it
» The fact that there has been an increase in theempige of people
considering the option should be viewed positivelhis is probably related
to the fact that something new always takes some to become acceptable.
At the same time, continued education should taleEepin respect of
alternative sanitation.

8. Affordability

The above sections considered the current hougimgtien, the evaluation thereof by
respondents, as well as their housing and tenuedengnces. Although this
information is crucial, the question of affordatyilishould also be considered.
Affordability is not only a related to income, btg an overall understanding of
income, employment profile, expenditure, savingedit access, willingness to pay,
ability to pay, current payments and payment caltarme all aspects to be considered
in respect of affordability. An overview of theaspects follows below.
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8.1 Income levels of respondents

Some comments have already been made in respeavensfge income. More
importantly, income distribution should also beessed (see Table 8.1). The table
should be understood against the methodology thedt fwllowed. In principle,
respondents were selected on the basis of themmacprofile. Essentially,
households with monthly incomes of between R1500 R7000 were targeted.
However, a very small percentage of respondentsotdkide this income bracket.
Therefore, the percentages reflected in Table Bduld not be seen as a normal
distribution of private rentals in Kimberley. Itheuld rather be viewed as a
distribution of the income levels of respondentshiegy between R1500 and R7500
per month.

Table 8.1: The distribution of monthly income foespondents in private rentals
in Kimberley, 2006

Area 1l Area 1l Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
Income categories (n) (n) (n) (%) (n) (%)
< R1500 6 2.1 4 3.4 10 2.5
R1501-R2500 131 45.8 26 22.4 157 39.1
R2501 — R3500 61 21.3 26 22.4 87 21.6
R3501 — R5250 52 18.2 27 23.3 79 19.7
R5251-R7000 33 115 31 26.7 64 15.9
Above R7000 3 1.0 2 1.7 5 1.2
Total 286 100.0 116 100.0 402 100.0
Average income (R) 3158 3940 3 3838

Missing values: 6

Nearly 40% of the respondents currently earn mgniimtomes of between R1500
and R2500. This percentage is considerably highé&rea 1 (45.8%) compared with
Area 2 (22.4%). A further 21.6% of the respondesais between R2501 and R3500
per month. For the remaining categories the péages are 19.7% for R3501-R5250
and 15.9% for those between R5251 and R7000. Qechpath the income levels in
the municipal rental units the percentage of hoolsishearning more than R3500 is
considerably larger in the private rentals. In tase of the municipal rentals this
percentage is 19.7% compared with the 36.8% incdme of the private rentals.
Overall, this suggests that the affordability lsvehight be higher in the case of
private rentals. Furthermore, effective ways shdaddnvestigated to cross-subsidise
smaller units and lower-income households by me&nise rentals of higher income
residents.

8.2  Employment profile

The employment profile of the respondents in thegpe rentals is provided below in
Table 8.2 and Table 8.3. The sectoral overviewnmdollowed the basic economic
sectors. A more detailed overview has been provided
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Table 8.2: Employment profile for respondents inyate rentals in Kimberley,
2006
Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total

Type of employment (n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)
Elementary 74 25.8 20 16.7 94 23.1
Administration 44 15.3 19 15.8 63 15.5
Professional 29 10.1 25 20.8 54 13.3
Security 36 12.5 14 11.7 5( 12.3
Merchandiser 36 12.5 12 10.0 48 11.8
Artisan 28 9.8 9 7.5 37 9.1
Food industry 10 3.5 5 4.2 15 3.7
Driver 11 3.8 2 1.7 13 3.2
Pensioner 7 2.4 5 4.2 12 2.9
Unemployment 8 2.8 3 2.5 11 2.7
Student 1 0.3 6 5.0 7 1.7
Self-employment 3 1.0 0 0.0 3 0.7
Total 287 100 12¢ 100 40 100

Missing value: 1

Table 8.3: An overview of sector of employment @spondents in private
rentals in Kimberley, 2006
Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total

Type of employment (n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)
Employed in privatt
sector 153 54.8 41 35.0 194 49.0
State 70 25.1 48 41.0 118 29.8
Self-employment 17 6.1 6 5.1 23 5.9
Mine 7 2.5 10 8.5 17 4.3
Municipality 12 4.3 2 1.7 14 3.5
Pensioner 7 2.5 5 4.3 12 3.0
Parastatals 7 2.5 3 2.6 10 2.5
Financial institutions 5 1.8 1 0.9 6 1.5
NGO/CBO 1 0.4 1 0.9 2 0.5
Total 279 100 117 100 39 100

Missing values: 12

A number of things should be noted in respect efahove two tables as well as on

the report on the municipal rentals:

» Compared with municipal rentals (28.6%), the petaga of pensioners in the

private rentals (2.9%) is virtually non-existent.

» The second important conclusion relates to the that the percentage of
respondents employed in the private sector andingsin the private rental
market is markedly bigger than that for municipaitals. For example, 49%

of the private rental respondents are employetiarprivate sector, compared

with 39% in the municipal units.

* It should also be noted that except for a smalcgaage of professionals
(13.3%) the largest number of people are employedelementary or

administrative jobs.

Overall, as can be expected from the fact thastiteey focused on specific income

brackets, the employment profile suggests lowepiime workers.

However, these

people are mostly also beyond the main focus obtheership subsidy. Hence, the
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opportunity exists to provide some housing optitmpeople with these employment
profiles. It should also be remembered that arravgment in the housing conditions
of these people would probably lead to higher kewdlproductivity. The fact that a

large percentage of people are employed in thedbsector also reduces some risk.
Furthermore, it also makes the possibility of rép@yments through stop orders or
pay- slip reductions a strong possibility. It sseas if more than 80% of the possible
clients could be contracted in this way.

8.3 Savings

The availability of savings is important in respettwo aspects. It firstly relates to
the ability to absorb shocks. Secondly, the Saaf¢ Housing Company requires a
fairly substantial deposit. The availability of gays might help towards paying such
a deposit. Overall, 112 respondents (27%) indetcdtet they had savings in a
savings account. The average amount saved wasOR2B@&ddition, 26 respondents
(5.3%) said that they had savings as part of av®tokThe average amount of money
in the Stokvel is R3545. A further 57 respondém)) indicated that they had other
savings in the bank. The average amount for tha@glgs was R8 800. Generally, it
seems that on average respondents would have amaegual to one months rental
available in terms of savings.

8.4  Access to credit

A profile of credit access and repayment is pivédakhe following reasons:

It provides some indication of the levels of ddfattrespondents have.
It also tells one something of the creditworthinepotential clients.

Table 8.4 provides an overview in this regard.

Table 8.4: An overview of credit access and repayniof respondents in private

rentals in Kimberley, 2006

Area 1: % Area 2: %
Areal: of Area 2: of % of
Monthly | respondents| Monthly | respondents| Monthly | respondents
repayment | with this repayment | with this repayment | with this
per type of per type of per type of
Type of credit | household credit household credit household credit
Hire purchase 138.12 22.6 212.92 27.9 160.12 2443
Credit card 43.10 13.3 119.63 12.7 69.88 13}1
Loan 79.28 12.7 164.49 13.9 104.34 1311
Clothing account 178.98 47.0 261.58 42.4 203.27 454
Vehicle 75.03 3.9 61.6Y 1.8 71.10 3.2
Other 2.92 0.6 9.58 1p 4.88 .0
TOTAL 517.42 100.00 829.8) 100.00 613.60 10Q.00
Average income 3158 3940 3 383
% spenon
credit repayment 16.4 211 18.1

On average, respondents in the private rentals pwayeng 18.1% of their monthly
income on repayments of debt. In Area 1 this vigbtdy lower at 16.4% while the

percentage in Area 2 was 21.1%. The largest pexgerof repayment went towards
clothing accounts (45.4%). The second highestyrapats were in respect of hire
purchases. In general, it would seem as if thdittreorthiness of these respondents
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is higher than that for respondents in the munidipgs. Obviously, the higher levels

of creditworthiness also require a greater sensespionsibility.

8.5

Current payment culture

Nearly 90% of the respondents indicated that thesevpaying their monthly rent. It
should be noted that this percentage is lower tihdne case of the municipal rentals,
but that it is probably far more accurate and twosthy. Figure 8.1 provides an
overview of the monthly rentals payable by the oesjents.

Total: municipal

Total: private
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527

582

Area 1
0 200 400 600 800 1000
Figure 8.1:  Monthly rental payable by respondentsthe private and municipal

rental units in Kimberley, 2006 (Rands)

A number of observations should be made in respleétigure 8.1:

* The average private rentals are approximately 108tenthan the average
municipal rentals.

 The average rentals in Area 1 are, however, 10%erotvan the average
rentals for the municipality. However, this amousstill about 7.5% higher
than the rentals in the Roodepan units.

* The average rental amounts per month in Area 2 JRate approximately
90% higher than those in Area 1 (R473). This es¢hse despite the fact that
income levels are only marginally lower (10%) ireArl than in Area 2. This
reality probably suggests that people are williogpay substantially more if a
quality living environment is provided.

A more detailed analysis of the relationship betwgeome and rentals is provided
below in Table 8.5.

Table 8.5: A comparison of rentals and income foespondents in private
rentals in Kimberley, 2006
Average monthly Average monthly
Area rentals (Rand) income (Rand) % of income - 2006
Area 1 473 3158 15.4
Area 2 813 3940 20.4
Total 582 3383 17.2
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Taking into consideration the norm that househshisuld not pay more than 30% of
their income on rentals the following comments dthdae made in respect of Table
8.5 above:

* The average monthly payment for rentals is 17.2%oafsehold income.

* This percentage is somewhat higher in Area 2 (2D#&n in Area 1 (15%).
However, these percentages in Area 3 are condistiemter than those in
municipal units in the former “white” group aredaskomberley. The 15% in
Area 1 is also 3% lower than the percentage paidefatals in Roodepan.

It generally seems as if there is enough indicafimm practice that people are
prepared to pay substantially more for housingsumit two conditions: firstly, if they
provide a substantially better quality environmenttoth in respect of the condition of
the houses, as well as access to infrastructucgmnddy, proximity to places of
employment also reduces transport costs and hedpisausehold to pay more towards
housing.

8.6  Able to pay

The above argument was that respondents are apky/tmore than they are currently
paying. The focus in this section is then on wieagpondents are able to pay (see
Table 8.6).

Table 8.6: An indication of what respondents inipate rentals in Kimberley are
able to pay for rental housing, 2006

Area 1 Area 1 Area 2 Area 2 Total Total
Amount able to pay (n) (%) (n) (%) (n) (%)
RO-R100 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.2
R101-R200 22 7.6 0 0.0 22 5.4
R201-R300 21 7.3 4 3.4 25 6.1
R301-R400 50 17.4 12 10.1 64 15.p
R401-R500 31 10.8 15 12.6 44 11.8
R501-R600 84 29.2 25 21.0 109 26.8
R601-R700 17 5.9 5 4.2 22 5.4
R701-R800 20 6.9 14 11.8 34 8.4
R801-R1000 16 5.6 16 13.4 32 7.9
R1000-R1200 8 2.8 6 5.0 14 3.4
R1201-R1400 2 0.7 7 5.9 9 2.2
R1400-R1600 10 3.5 5 4.2 15 3.7
R1601-R1800 1 0.3 3 256 4 1.0
R1801-R2000 2 0.7 6 5.0 8 2.Q
Above R200 3 1.0 1 0.8 4 1.0
Total 288 100 119 100 407 100
Average rental abl
to pay 571 807 639
Average income 3158 3940 3384
Percentage of rente
in terms of income 18.1 20/4 18[9

Missing value: 1

The following should be noted in respect of the\abi@ble:
* There is nearly a 20% difference in what resporglant willing to pay and
what they are currently paying in Area 1. The oegfents indicated that they
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were paying R473 per month currently, while theyevactually able to pay
R571 per month on average.

* Yet, in the case of Area 2 there is virtually néfedence in respect of what
they are currently paying and what they are ableatp

Overall, the percentages are still far below tlggh@st norm for the industry (30%). It
seems as if only the top 30-40% of the respondeittde able to afford a market-
related rental.

8.7  Comparative payment for different sizes

The purpose of this assessment is to investigastheh there is an increase payment
between different housing sizes. Figure 8.2 coegpdhe amount that employed
respondents are willing to pay for a bachelor anil a one-bedroom unit. Figure 8.3
compares the amounts that respondents are wilingaty for a one-bedroom unit
compared with a two-bedroom unit. Figure 8.4 corpdhe amounts respondents are
willing to pay for a two-bedroom unit and a thresdlmom unit. It should be noted
that there were some outliers, and they were erddicbm the figures.
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Figure 8.2: A comparison of payment for one-bedrmoand bachelor units for
respondents in private rental housing stock in Kieley, 2006

4500
4000 - 2 2
3500 -+
3000 -+
2500 -
2000 -~
1500 -
1000 -
500 -~
0 - T T T

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

1-bedroom

2-bedroom

Figure 8.3: A comparison of payment for one-bedraoand two-bedroom units
for respondents in private rental housing stock Kamberley, 2006
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Figure 8.4: A comparison of payment for one-bedrmoand bachelor units for
respondents in private rental housing stock in Kaerley, 2006

Figures 8.2 — 8.4 suggest that most of the ressdenthe municipal rental units

recognise that large units require an increaseemats. For example, according to
Figure 8.4, the vast majority of residents sugggshat the rentals for three-bedroom
units should be more than for two-bedroom unitshe Bame trends are visible in
Figure 8.4 reflecting a comparison of two-bedroomd @ne-bedroom units and in
Figure 8.3 comparing bachelor units and one-bedraoits. Considering the fact that
their current units are smaller than they woulce llo have, the results probably
suggest that respondents would consider payingehigintals for larger units.

8.8 A comparison of what respondents are willing and ale to pay

Payment behaviour is of the utmost importance ispeet of rental housing.
Respondents were asked to reflect on the amountlibg are able to pay and that
which they are willing to pay. Figure 8.5 providesomparison in this regard.

Willing

0 T T T
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

Able

Figure 8.5: A comparison between what respondemtrivate rental units are
willing to pay and what they are actually able t@yin Kimberley,
2006
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Figure 8.6 reveals that 50% of the respondentsvdlieg to pay more than they are

actually able to pay. The opposite seems alse toue in that 50% of the respondents
are able to pay more than they are willing to paverall, it again suggests that,
should a better form of housing be provided, a tsutb®l number of people would be

willing to increase their rental payment.

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

Taking the analysis further, the relation betwedmawresidents are willing to pay and

what they are actually currently paying is outlinedrigure 8.6.
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Figure 8.6: A comparison between what respondemtsrivate rental units are
willing to pay and what they are able to pay in Kaerley, 2006

The above figure again suggests that about 50%eofdspondents are willing to pay
more than they are currently paying. At the same 60% are also currently paying
more than they are willing to pay.

8.10 Discussing affordability

8.10.1 Income and affordability

Table 8.7 provides an overview of the average tergaid in each of the income
categories under consideration. The average eewle determined by making use
of the middle of the income category. For examifflédhe income category was
between R1 500 and R2 500 the average income e && R2000.

Table 8.7: A comparison of rentals paid and inconper income category for
respondents in private rentals in Kimberley, 2006

Percentage inincome | Average rental for % of income spent on

Income categories category income category rentals

<R1500 2.5 545 45.4
R1501-R2500 39.1 38b 19{3
R2501-R3500 21.6 538 178
R3501-R5250 19.7 671 15/4
R5251-R7000 15.9 93b 153
Above R7000 1.2 1375 16)2
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If the above percentages of income paid towardsalerare compared with the
municipal situation a number of points should besdo
* The averages remain constant at between 16% andf@O¢ose categories
beyond R1500 per month.
» This is in direct contrast to the situation in nuipal units.
» The percentage for the category below R1500 idyfdiigh yet difficult to
determine in that the real income is not available.

The above figures generally confirm that the curparcentage paid towards rent is
fairly small in these private rentals.

8.10.2 Disposable income
The emphasis now shifts to determining the dispesabome of the different income
groups. The disposable income for each incomepgiopresented in Annexure B by
means of a stems and leaves presentation. Tlevioll methodological procedures
should be noted:

» It was calculated at the bottom and the top erehoh category.

e Calculations include neither credit repayments nemt as stated in the

database.

» The database includes only employed participants.

» Disposable income totalling zero has been excluded.

* No distinction was made between Area 1 and Area 2.

The data contained in Annexure B Table 8.8 summsiris
Table 8.8: Summary of affordability indicators pelincome category for

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

R1500 and lower R1501-R2500 2501-3500 R3501-R5250R5250 — R7000

Indicators Below High | Below | High | Below| High | Below| Hgh | Below | High
Median -687 -87 -51 809 229 1228 703 2452 1600 3849
disposable
income
No of 10 10 155 155 86 86 B 78 64 54
respondents
in category
Number  of 8 2 83 16 29 4 11 3 B 0
households
overspending
% of
households
overspending 80.0 20.0 53.5 10.8 337 4|7 19.2 3.8 A.7 0.0
Estimated
default
percentage 50.0 31.9 19.7 11.5 2.8

Overall an expected default rate of 20.7% can heeeed. However, if the basic
systems are in place this could manage to low&idevThe highest levels of defaults
can be expected in those households earning less R1500 (50%) followed by

R1501-R2500 (31.9%), R3501-R5250 (11.5%) and RFZB0OO0 (2.3%) categories.

What also seems evident from the above figuresalmthat the higher the income,
the lower the risk for non-payment. The possildéadit rate is also lower than in the
municipal units.
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9. Considering demand
One of the main objectives of the research waseterthine the demand for rental
housing in Kimberley. The process is explainetheTable below (see Table 9.1). In
order to understand Table 9.1 the following commesftould be made in respect of
the methodology employed:

* The household growth up to 2010 was taken intoideration.

* The average number of households renting a unk0iL the basis for the
2010 household projection (13.5).

* The 50% preference for rent or renting to buy lataes taken as a basis. This
is arbitrary in that it immediately excludes théaet 50% of households who
are currently renting. Thus theoretically, the moelology can be argued not
necessarily to exclude this group.

* Then, too, the percentage of households who owpeapty and also those who
have previously received a housing subsidy areudrd.

* The 75% of the total was taken, as only 25% ofréspondents indicated that
they were happy in their current housing.

 As rental housing is usually occupied by youngeopte the 12% of
households older than 40 years were excluded.

 The affordability levels were determined by assynmimat 10% of the
residents owning below R2500 would be able to dftbe units, 80% of those
between R2501 and R3500, and 98% of those betwgs25(0Rand R7000.

 Then it was considered that about 10% of the redpais from Roodepan
would also be clients.

* Finally, the acceptability of alternative sanitativas considered.

Table 9.1: An overview of rental housing demandKimberley, 2006

Criteria used 2001 2010 Justification
Current households 46844 49100| Growth rate of 0.5% p.a. used
Current rentals 662P 13.5% according to censts da
Preference for renting 3314 50% prefer rentalrandito buy
Own property 3096 6.6% own property
Qualifying for subsidy 2981 3.7% have receivebsidy

10% self-employment and mining-

Employment stability 2683 related employment
Currently satisfied or unhappy 2012 75% chosg diption
Age 40 and below 177p 88.2% are below 40 years

10% of those below R25( 80.8% of

those R2500-R3500; 88.7% of those
R3500-R5250; 97.7% of those R5251
R7000 and 100% of those above

Affordability 985 | (calculated proportionally)
Plus 10% from Roodepan municipa

rentals 1024

Taking into account alter nati

sanitation 635 62% acceptability

The overall demand is considered at about 600,uhtt®e issue of alternative
sanitation is taken into consideration. If altéiv®sanitation is excluded, the demand
is above 1000 units.
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10.

Conclusion

Finally, a number of conclusions should be madegpect of the report:

Although Kimberley’'s economy grew in the periodveén 1996 and 2004,
the population did not. The mining industry has eawer declined
considerably since 2005.

Hitherto housing provision in Kimberley has focusedglicitly on ownership
housing for the lower-income households.

A large percentage of people residing in privatgals are not satisfied with
the ir current housing situation and would considdrer options. Aspects
which they will specifically consider are a larderuse, a better-quality house,
an appropriate infrastructural environment andesiggoximity to work.

The current rental amounts paid by respondentsivage rentals are smaller
than the percentage in the municipal units. Itegelly seems that a fair
percentage of people would be able to pay condiieranore for
accommodation than is currently the case.

The data show that non-payment of rent is a reablpm. Effective
management procedures should be put in place tesslthis reality.

Overall, it seems as if a need of between 600 &2@D lunits exists in
Kimberley. Yet, it is suggested that the secondsphof 370 units should be
completed and that the market demand for thess shibuld then determine
the extent of further expansion.
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT & AFFORDABILITY

QUESTIONNAIRE

All fieldworker instructions are in italics

Please fill in the following before starting the interview

Fieldworker name:

Fieldworker supervisor:

Date:

Interview type

Beneficiary 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 (NO|UA[WIN| | O

This paragraph should be read as an introduction.

Hello, my name is ............

(fieldworker name) and | am working for the Sol
Plaatjie 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
questions 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

* Inthe questionnaire tick the applicable blocks or fill in information where necessary.

Female

»  Be careful when filling in the table questions.
» If you encounter any problems, call your supervisor.

Contact number:

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

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 the highest school grade you passed?

Standard 5 and 1 | Standard6-7 | 2 | Standard 8 3 Standard 9-10 |4

below (Grade 7) (Grade 8 & 9) (Grade 10) (Grade 11 & 12)
6. Do you have any formal after school training? Yes |1 No 2
7. Do you have any 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 opportunities | 1 | Family living here Nowhere elsetogo | 3

Other reason-please specify:

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

11. What form of transport do you have to use ~ 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

14. What is your current marital status?

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

Yes [ 1 ] No
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15. If married , is your spouse currently 2
working?

INFORMATION ON THE RESPONDENT’S FAMILY AND DEPENDANTS

| would like to ask you about your immediate family or dependants.

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

If YES, please specify how many (number):

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

3. Do any of your dependants/ family own any proper  ty or housing? Yes No |2

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

If renting or renting to own is selected, responden t must answer 1.1 to 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 form 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 a balcony? Yes |1 No 2
1.4 Should space be allowed for a garden at the hou  sing unit? Yes |1 |No |2
1.5 Do you currently receive visitors often? Yes 1 No 2
1.6 Should space be allowed for working/trading at your home? Yes No
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1.7 Should specific space be provided where childre  n can play? Yes |1 No
1.8 Should space be provided for cultural/tradition al activities? Yes 1 | No 2
1.9. How much rent will you be able to pay per mont  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 for where you are

If YES, how much (in Rands)?

2. Are you currently paying for any municipal servi

If YES, how much (in Rands)?

determine what kind of housing
staying? Yes 1 |No |2
R How often?
ces (water, electricity)? Yes No

R How often?

3. What is your and your wife's estimated monthly a

ticking the applicable block)

nd/or weekly income? (indicate by

4. 1 am working as

Income Weekly (v) Monthly (v)
R 1500 - R2500 1
R 2501 — R3500 2
R 3501 — R 5250 3
R 5251 — R7000 4
(type of job) at (comp
4. Do you receive any government financial help /s upport? Yes No

If YES, what type of financial help / support?

any)
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Pension Disability

Foster
grant

maintenance

Child | 4

Other government | 5

grants

5. Do you currently receive any financial help from your family? Yes No |2
If YES, how much (in Rands)? | R How often?
6. Do you currently have any credit? Yes | 1 No B
6.1 Do you currently have any savings? Yes | 1 No
If YES, what type of credit or what type of savings?
a) Type of credit v 51?)?1?1/’? ent per 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. Loan 3 |R o fanom msttution |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 R R
4. Food R R 20. Social activities R R
5. Transportation R R 21. Stokvel R R
6. Liquor / 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 towards R R
_sav!ngg in bank / financial
institution
11. Cigarettes R R 27. R R
12. Household items | R R 28. R R
13. Lotto / gambling | R R 29. R R
14. Telephone R R 30. R R
15. Gardening R R 31. R R
16. Animal feeding R R 32. R R
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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 | 5
Flat 2| Backyard shack 4 | Other 6
4. How many bedr ooms 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 | Public tap | 3
7. Would you like to change anything in the area to improve your Yes | 1| No 2

situation?

If YES, please specify what:

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 you came into conflict with your landlord and ha dto Yes No
relocate, would you have a place to relocate 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:

Di sposabl e i nconme- LOWV w t hout savi ngs Stem and- Leaf
Pl ot for

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncone= Less than R1500 per
nont h

Fr equency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<-3750)

1.00 -1. 8
. 00 -1
1.00 -0. 8
5. 00 -0 . 00113
2.00 0. 02

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

Di sposabl e i nconme- LOV w t hout savi ngs Stem and- Leaf Pl ot
for
D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncome= R1500- R2500

Frequency Stem & Leaf

2.00 Extrenes (=<-2906)

4.00 -2 . 0223

1.00 -1. 8

9.00 -1 . 000001223
29.00 -0 . 55555556666667777778888899999
38.00 -0 .

00000001111111122222233333333444444444

29.00 0 . 00000111111111222233333333444
23.00 0 . 55556666777888888888999
22.00 1 . 0000011122222222333333

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

Di sposabl e i ncone- LOWV W t hout savi ngs Stem and-
Leaf Plot for

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncome= R2501- R3500
Frequency Stem & Leaf

3. 00 Extrenes (=<-1639)

1. 00 -1. O
7.00 -0 . 5577799
18. 00 -0 . 000001111123334444
30. 00 0.
000000000000111111122222233334
9. 00 0 . 556777777
11. 00 1 . 00001224444

41



4.00 1. 5668
3. 00 Extrenes (>=2001)

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

Di sposabl e i ncone- LON wi t hout savi ngs
St em and- Leaf Plot for

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

Frequency Stem & Leaf

3. 00 Extrenes (=<-1819)

6. 00 -0 . 556788

6. 00 -0 . 011122

15. 00 0 . 000112223333344

14.00 0 . 55555666667789

19. 00 1.
0000111111112223344

7.00 1. 5667899

5.00 2 . 00134

2.00 2. 55

1. 00 Extrenes (>=3301)

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

Di sposabl e i ncone- LON w t hout savi ngs
St em and- Leaf Plot for

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

Frequency Stem & Leaf

4.00 Extrenes (=<-1427)

2.00 -0 . 45

11. 00 0 . 12334789999

20. 00 1.
00111112233345677777

16. 00 2 . 0001123333444688

9. 00 3 . 002335588

2.00 4 . 11

St em wi dt h: 1000. 00

Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

Di sposabl e i ncone-H GH wi t hout savi ngs
St em and- Leaf Plot for

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

Fr equency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<-3150)



1.00 -1, 2

. 00 -0 .
1.00 -0. 2
3.00 0. 244
4.00 0 . 5568

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

Di sposabl e i ncone-H GH wi t hout savi ngs Stem and-Leaf Pl ot
for
D3. Esti nat ed househol d i ncome= R1500- R2500

Frequency Stem & Leaf

2.00 Extrenes (=<-1906)

4.00 -1 . 0223

1.00 -0. 8

9.00 -0 . 000001223
29.00 0 . 00011111122222223333334444444
38.00 0 .

55555555566666666777788888888889999999

29.00 1 . 00000111111111222233333333444
23.00 1 . 55556666777888888888999
22.00 2 . 0000011122222222333333

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

Di sposabl e i ncone-H GH wi t hout savi ngs Stem and-
Leaf Plot for

D3. Esti mat ed househol d i ncome= R2501- R3500
Frequency Stem & Leaf

3. 00 Extrenes (=<-640)

1.00 -0. O

7.00 0 . 0022244

18. 00 0 . 555566678888899999

30. 00 1.
000000000000111111122222233334

9. 00 1. 556777777

11. 00 2 . 00001224444

4.00 2 . 5668

3. 00 Extrenes (>=3000)

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

Di sposabl e i ncone-H GH wi t hout savi ngs
St em and- Leaf Plot for

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



Fr equency Stem & Leaf

3. 00 Extrenes (=<-70)

2.00 0. 88

4.00 1. 0111

13. 00 1 . 5556667788899

18. 00 2 .
000011122233333344

17. 00 2 .
55677888888889999

10. 00 3 . 0011123344

6. 00 3 . 667788

4.00 4 . 0123

1. 00 Extrenes (>=5050)

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

Di sposabl e i ncone-H GH wi t hout savi ngs
St em and- Leaf Plot for

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

Frequency Stem & Leaf

4.00 Extrenes (=<322)
2.00 1. 23

2.00 1. 89

4.00 2 . 0014
14.00 2 . 66777788889999
9.00 3 . 011134444
8. 00 3 . 55778889
8. 00 4 . 01111224
5.00 4 . 66789
4.00 5 . 0033

4.00 5. 5699
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