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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. The second phase of the development of Umoja istate, Nairobi, to
be initiated soon by the Nairobi City Council, with support from USAID
Housing Guarantee Program, will consist of a mixture of low-cost hous-
ing units which will be allocated at cost, and higher-cost units for
middle income groups to be sold at prewailing market price. This
approach is hoped to stimulate the formation of a socio-economically
more heterogeneous resident owner population in Umoja II which may
help offset forces that promote plot transfer and ahsentee ownership.
It is the objective of this study to provide insight in socio-economic
and financial aspects of housing prefe~-nces of a group of middle-
income households, specifically with :gard to their willingness to

pay for ownership housing in that .2 of the city; furthermore, their
priorities and preferences regardi.. 'ousing attributes and neighbor-
hood features have been studied. ‘h¢ study was based -on a survey of a

10% random sample of the present popnlation of tenants renting multi-
room housing units in Umoja I; invie: of their present rent-level and
their apparent preference to live in Umoja, this group was considered

a good proxy for the target population of the middle income housing in
Umoja II. The survey represents approximately 60% of the housing units

in Umouja T.

2. The typical tenant household in the survey population, is a young
urban-based household, usually composed of a married couple with children
and often having other relatives, friends or a domestic servant living in.
Single head of households mostly share with other relatives or friends.
Subletting occurred on a minor scale; only 7% of tenant households was
subletting a room to non-relatives. The great majority of households
occupies three rooms, and the average number of pp/ housing unit is

5.2, with an average household size of 4.7 pp.

3. Practically all heads of household are fulltime employed, mostly in
white-collar jobs either in public or private sector. 70% of all spouses
are fulltime employed as well and at least one half of their wages is
contributed to the household income. Many sharing relatives are not
gainfully employed, but are either looking for work or schooling. Those
who are employed normally contribute part cf their income to the house-
hold (25% of the households receive such contributions).

Other sources of income are less frequent. The most important extra
source of income for the head of household is the income from rural
property (167 of households).

4. The modal income range of the heads of household in the survey is
KSH 2500/- to 3000/-, with a mean of KSH. 3250/-. The modal income of
the spouse is KSH. 1500/-. This compares with a median income for
Nairobi presently estimated at KSH. 2000/-.
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The modal total household income range, which includes contributions
made by the spouse and by other household members, is KSH, 3000/~ to
3500/-, with a mean of KSH 4400/-. The total household income as well
as the household income range rather widely, from KSH. 1500/- to
KSH. 9000/-.

Since in all but the highest income group in the survey population
the spouse contributes to the household income, it is argued that at
least part of the spouses' income (1f permanently employed) should
be included in the household income taken as basis for mortgage financing
calculations,

5. The present tenants of multi-roomed houses in Umoja pay a rent of
approximately KSH. 800/- to 1200/-, which is the current market rent
for this type and size of house and this neighborhood. Rents (not
including water and electricity costs) as a percentage of the house-
hold income, rangz from 33% of the income (in the KSH. 2500/- tc
3000/~ income bracket) to 21% of the income (in the KSH. 4500/- to
5000/~ income range). These rent propensities are rather higher than
generally assumed for middle to higher income groups in Nairobi, and
probably in the lower income bracket reflect the maximum level of
monthly payments this income group can afford,

6. Virtually all interviewed tenants would prefer to own a house in
Nairobi and many prefer the Umoja area; 707% had already tried to
acquire a house in recently allocated housing projects.

However, they are not willing to pay more in monthly payments
towards their own house, than the amount presently paid in rent; in
fact they often anticipate to be paying less. Several explanations
may be suggested for this attitude:

- total housing expenditures, including water and electricity,
already amount to a fairly substantial amount relative to
household income (for most income-groups in the survey this
i1s more than 25%).

- there is a strong awareness of the fact that present owners
in most publicly financed low-cost home-ownership estates
(which incorporate housing subsidies) pay a substantially
lower amount in monthly repayments than the tenants, paying
market rents, This awareness provides a very strong incentive
for home ownership among all groups of the survey population,
irrespective of household composition, sex etc,; and even
length of residence in the city,



7. Nearly 711 heads of household admitted to have savings; only
two-third chose to disclose the amount, The modal amount cf savings
mentioned is KSH. 20,000/-. It was generally expected that down pay-
ments for an own house will be paid at an expected modal value of
KSH. 10,000/-; however, the amounts mentioned by respondents varied
widely, as a function of household income.

Thus, domestic savings are considerable and can readily be used
for investment in the housing sector. Furthermore, many heads of
household expect the employer to play an important role in the finanring
of an.own house,

These considerations indicate that, with re istic and carefully
designed financing systems, taking into account the composite of the
household income, even the income groups around the median can be
a suitable target population for market-priced plots.- If this
potential can be realized, it could contribute tao diminishing the
housing chortage, at least in the middle-incoms gsector, without
excessive comnitment of public funds,

8. An important aspect in creating appealing resident-owner neighbor-
hoods is an understanding of preferences for housetype, circulation
patterns, space requirements and interior and exterior design features
of the target population, In view of the cost-differences between

the cost-priced housing units and the market-priced units projected

in Umoja II, it is to be expected that the buyers of the market-priced
units will be fairly selective about the quality of their house and
living environment,

9. Over half of the households prefer a bungalow-type of house , with
internal sanitary facilities, especially because of appealing circula-
tion and absence of stairs,

37% would prefer a maisonette,, because it is considered more
sp cious than any other housetype and affords a greater privacy
because of separation of living and sleeping quarters,

Courtyard type houses and flats have a very low preference,

Choices for various housetypes were based to a certain degree on
the specific needs of the various households; larger households and
especially households with children over ten years old and sharing
relatives, would have a higher preference for maisonettes: and to
a certain degree for courtyard type houses, Aesthetic and 'status'
considerations also played an important role. The maisonette is
identified with higher quality, more expensive type of housing
(within the realistic options for this middle income target population)
and is chosen more often by the better educated, higher income group,
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willing tc pay KSH. 1200/- or more in monthly payments, The court-
yard type on the other hand is identified with low-cost housing,
because of its extensive use in low-cost housing estates; it is for
that reason not popular among this middle income group,

10. The great majority cf households would prefer to have four rooms
in a new house; no requests ware made for separate servants quarters,

The size of the roome is an extremely important issue and present
rooms both living (and bedrooms) in Umoja houses are considered too
small, Tt seems advisable to provide an option for flexible internal
wall piacement; depending on the needs of privacy in a household,
owners can decide to have smaller but more rooms o- larger but fewer
rooms,

11. Preference for self-help house building was quité considerable
(close to 40%), irrespective of the income level. The use of self-
help could make market-priced houses available to a lower range of
middle income households; it could also help increase the heterogeneity
in the neighborhood and increase user-satisfaction.

12, The environmental and lucational quality and accessibility to
community facilities, are extremely important in the choice and
appreciation of a neighborhood by the survey population., A carefully
shaped, clean and safe environment, and the timely provision of
transportation systems and community facilities possibly with the
participation of the community, will stimulate the creation of a
viable resident-owner community.
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v I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Umoja Estate is the first low-income housing project in Nairobi
that is financed by the Housing Guarantee Program of USAID. The first
part of this project, Umoja I was started in 1975 and consisted of 3000
expandable, one-to three-roomed housing units (new mostly consolidated),
constructed as self-contained bungalows. This housing project was
intended for the below-median income group; however, due tc extensive
plot transfer and subletting, Umoja I is now predominantly inhabited
by above-median, middle-income households.

In the second section of this housing estate, Umoja II, the
construction of which is to start in 1983/84, it is intended that the
Nairobi City Council, with financing from the Housing Guarantee Program,
will develop a total of approximately 3000 housing units, of which three
quarter of the units is aimed at low-income groups and one quarter will
be houses for medium~income groups. The housing units for below-median
income groups will be allocated at cost; however, the housing units
intended for medium-incume groups are to be sold at prevailing market
prices.

The objectives of including market-priced plots in Umoja IT
are twofold:

1. The profits obtained from the sale of these plots will be
used to initiate a Housing Development Fund for the Nairobi
City Council, to be used for the development of future low-
cost housing and the upgrading of services and community
facilities in existing neighborhoods.

2. The inclusion of medium-income housing in Umoja II should
increase the attractiveness of the large housing estate
by promoting socio-economic heterogeneity in the neighborhood,

Thus, the target population for the Umoja II housing project
consists of a large lower-income group and a smaller medium-income group,

Several extensive studies have been made concerning the housing
expenditures, affordability and preferences of the lower-income groups,
Despite all this relevant information, experience has shown that it is



difficult to prevent unauthorized plot transfer and owner-absenteism in
housing projects aimed at a low-income population*, due to the prevailing
shortage of adequate ownership housing for both low-income and medium-
income groups in Nairobi. This situation of pressur2 in the housing
market increases the specw:'ative potential inherent in subsidized housing.
Extensive community participation and community development efforts and/
or alternative forms of home ownership have been considered as possible
approaches to counter the market pressure in new lower-income housing
projects,

Nevertheless, it is evident that a stable, resident population
can be expected more readily in the market-priced housing units, which
lack the speculative edge, especially when owner-residency can be
encouraged by attractive house designs and adequate services and facili-
ties in the neighborhood, 1In order to develop a viable, "secure living
area, it is essential to attract a stable resident population with a
long-term commitment to the neighborhood. It is hoped that the medium-
income group can be attracted to the market-priced plots in Umoja II,
which can contribute to this development,

However, relatively little information is available about the
above-median income groups, in particular the bottom range of this
group with incomes just above median. Specifically, it is not known
how much this group is able and willing to pay for an own house, what
type of house they like and whether this is feasible target group for
market-priced housing,

The aim of this study is to obtain such information for a
specific above-median income group which could be considered a suitable
model group for the target population of the market-price plots in
Umoja ITI. Few studies have been carried out in middle income housing
estates in Nairobi #**, The available material provides sound information
mostly concerning house satisfaction and design preferences. No
detailed information exists on financial-economic aspects of the housing
preferences of this income group, specificallytheir willingness to pay

*A separate study is in preparation aimed at a better definition
of the reasons why somz allottees of subsidized housing choose

to remain in their house, whereas others move away. An under-
standing of the procasses leading to plot transfer and absenteism
is crucial in order to establish adequate design and allocation
criteria of cost-priced units aimed at the below-median income
group.

**Studies of Buru-Buru, Golf-Course Estate, Umoja I.



for specific housing attributes. Moreover, these earlier studies were
concerned with housing estates where the population appeared to be
predominantly in the higher ranges of the middle income population

(no precise income estimates are avaialable), In this study, we have
aimed to reach a lower range of the middle-income population as well,

The following information is required in order to develop a
suitable range of house-types and prices for the market-priced plots,
and also to provide adequate financing systems:

1. An assessment of the interest of middle-income groups
(especially those who are now renting) to buy property
in that part of Nairobi; the composition of their house-
hold income, their savings and other assets; their invest-
ment priorities, especially with regard to urban vs. rural
property; their present housing expenditures and willing-
ness to commit a certain amount for home ownership in
that area,

2. An assessment of the preferences of this income group
with regard to house-types, circulation patterns,:. space
requirements and other interior and exterior design
features (related to the socio-demographic and economic
characteristics of this group); their preferences and
priorities concerning locational and environmental
quality and the provision of community facilities.

B. Method

For all practical purposes the survey on which the study was
to be based, had to be kept small, Since no attempt could be made to
survey a representative sample of the above median income group of
Nairobi, the option was chosen to focus on a well-defined middle-
income population which exhibits many of the characteristics of a
potential target population; the present Umoja Estate tenants of
two to four-roomed houses. From the census-survey carried out in
Umoja in May, 1982, it appeared that this particular group of tenants
spends between KSH. 800/- to KSH 1,500 on monthly rents, and would
thus potentially be able to pay for a house in the price range of
KSH. 80,000/- to KSH 150,000/-. Moreover, nearly all tenants
expressed an interest in buying a home in the Umoja area and, by
living there already showed a commitment to the area,

A 10% random sample of all houses in the cersus was taken
and all tenants of two-, three- and four-roomed houses were selected
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for the present survey; 172 housing units were included and 179 house-
holds were interviewed, including 7 subtenants of the selected main-
tenant households., The survey represents 60- 65% of the housing units
in Umoja T.

An interview form was developed (See Appendix) and tested by the
interviewers, all highly qualified community development workers of the
Nairobi City Council. After adjustments were made, interviewing started
at the end of August, 1982 and lasted through September, Interviewing
was done after 5 p.m. and on weekends in order to find the heads of
household at home. Several revisits were made to the same addrass until
the head of household was found at home,



ITI THE SURVEY POPULATION

A. Introduction

In this chapter a brief description of the survey population in
Umoja I will be given, outlining the occupancy patterns found in the
larger rental housing units and the characteristics of the households
living there. A summary of this information is important for at
least two reasons. In the first place, these data can be used for
comparative purposes in relation to existing and future material con-
cerning the population of this and other housing estates. Secondly,
and most importantly, this information provides the background for a
study of housing preferences and priorities of this ﬁopulation, a
middle income group, constituting a proxy for potential candidates
for the market plots in Umoja II. What are the characteristics of
the households preferring to live there and to what extent do they
share their house with non-household members?

B. Density and Occupancy Patterns

The results of this survey of tenants of two or three roomed
dwellings* indicate that the majority of fully let housing units in
Umoja Estate have been consolidated to full capacity. Over 90% of all
housing units included in the sample have three or more rooms.

Confirming the findings in the preliminary census survey of Umoja,
the large majority of housing units appear to be occupied by a single
househiold; only 7% of the main-tenants is subletting one or two rooms.
This subletting is mostly done by one-person households or by couples
without children. There is no indication that this low rate of sub-
letting by main~tenants would be a serious misrepresentation of the
actual situation. Most households have a domestic servant living in,
and often some relatives or friends (sece below); subletting of a room
to another household would seem an intrusion into their privacy, which
most households in this socio-economic group prefer to avoid.

Tenants who would have the specific intention to engage in sub-
letting would probably not be attracted very much to the houses in
Umoja I; they rent the house at market-rates and profits from sub-
letting single rooms would not be high. Prospective tenants who can-
not afford the rent would normally prefer to look for lower-priced
accomodation or share with relatives or friends, rather than depending
on sharing the house with a stranger in a subletting relationship. The
lack of extensive subletting in Umoja I illustrates that it is possible
to eliminate speculative letting to a large extent once there are no
longer inflated profits to be gained and owners and/or main-tenants
pay rents for their houses at market rates.

*a dwelling is the living-space occupied by one household; a housing
unit refers to the housing structure which can be occupied by one or
more households.
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The average number of persons per housing unir (including sub-
tenants, domestic servants and sharing relatives and/or friends) is
5.2; an average of 2.8 adults and 2.4 children. The average number
of persons per room is 1.9. As is to be expected, the occupancy rates
found in this study, which concentrated on two-to-four roomed dwellings
is lower than the mean of the whole of Umoja Estate (5.3pp/housing
unit); not included in the present survey are the one-roomed rental
dwellings and the owner-occupied houses, which most likely will have
a slightly higher occupancy rate.

In an estate such as Umoja I, where more than 70% of the houses
are three-roomed self-contained units, it is to be expected that some
clustering of households with certain socio-economic characteristics
occurs (See C below). One of these characteristics is the size of the
households; the majority of households has three to six members (See
Table I). At the same time it is to be expected that the number of
rooms occupied by a household (whether main-tenant or subtenant) does
not vary significantly with household size. There is only a slight
trend for smaller households to occupy a smaller number of rooms than
larger households. The survey included questions to assess the head
of household's opinion on the number of rooms considered necessary to
accomodate its members comfortably; no significant relationship with
the size of household was found. Most households mentioned four rooms
as the ideal number.

TABLE 1

HOUSEHOLD SIZE BY NUMBER OF ROOMS
OCCUPIED/NUMBER OF ROOMS PREFERRED

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

No. of HH Percentage Average Number of Rooms
members of total Occupied Preferred
lpp 7 2.5 3.8
2pp 9 2.6 3.4 .
3pp 11 2.9 3.6
4pp 21 2.9 3.7
5pp 18 2.4 4.0
6pp 15 3.0 4.0
7pp 5 2.9 3.9
8pp 7 3.0 4,1

>8pp 7 3.0 3.9

(100)

n =179

*a household is a group of people living and eating together.
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TABLE II

HOUSEHOLD AND HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

CHARACTERISTICS

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Household Composition

% of total

~-Single 7
-=Single with children 5
--Couple 6
—-~Couple with children 39
~--Single with relatives/friends

and/or children 18
—-Couple with relatives/friends

and/or children 25
Age Head of Household
--20-24 8
-=25-29 35
--30-34 36
--35-39 15
~--40 and above 6
Sex of Head of Household
--Male 84
~-Female 16
Education of Head of Household
--No formal education 2
--Standard 1-4 1
-~Standard 5-8 3
--Form 1-2 3
—~Form 3-4 46
~-Form 5-6 18
-~Technical/Vocational training 4
-~Professional training 8
--University training 15




Table II (continued)

5. Head of Household's Length of Residence % of total
in Nairobi

—-born in Nairobi 4
--<1 year 1
--1-2 years 8
--3-5 years 20
--6-10 years 36
--11-15 years 17
--16-20 years 9
--21-25 years . 1
-->25 years 4
6. Ownership of Rural Land

--no land 33
--communal land/undivided family

property 36
--<5 acres 11
--5-10 acres 16
-=11-15 acres 2
--16-20 acres 2
-~>20 acres -

n=17¢6



C. Household Structure

1. Household Composition

The typical tenant household in Umoja Estate can be described as
a young, urban-based household, usually composed of a married couple
with their children (39%) and often with other relatives or friends
(25%). Husband and wife are often well educated and both working,
while a relative or domestic servant looks after the children and the
house.

There are few one-person households (7%; nearly all male), and
equally few households are single heads living with their children
(5%; all females), or couples living alone (67%). 18% of the house-
holds have a single head joined by friends or relatives. Approxi-
mately half o” these households are headed by a woman, who often has
one or more children living with her. (See Table II)

This picture is reflected in the characteristics of the heads of
household; 84% of the heads of households are male and over 70% are
between 25 to 35 years old and married (73%). Over 90% of heads of
households have at least a Form III education, and two-thirds have
lived in Nairobi for over six years.

Of the total survey population, 46% are dependent children, in-
cluding both children belonging to the nuclear family and young rela-
tives staying with the household. There are 2.4 children per house-
hold and if only households with children are taken into account (80%),
the average number of children ic 3.2. The majority of children is
under six years old, and 28% are over 10 years old (37% of the house-
holds have children over 10 years old). Of the total number of child-
ren 627 are in school; 17% in nursery school, 30% in primary school,
15% in secondary school.

2. Sharing Relatives or Friends

447 of the household have relatives or friends living with the
household and sharing meals. Mostly these are young relatives looking
for work or attending school (usually secondary school or professional/
vocational training schools). Sometimes, these are young relatives
working as ayahs* in the home.

Only in slightly over half of all households with sharing rela-
tives or friends, do these members earn a living and contribute to the
household income on a regular basis. (See Table III) However, very
seldom would they live with the household on a more or less permanent
basis; f.i. in no instance were parents o) the head or spouse living
with the household in an extended family relationship, nor their
married children. 1In fact, 66% of the heads of households have their

*female domestic seivant with the specific task to look after the
children and do light housework.
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parents and other close relatives outside Nairobi.

3. Domestic Servants

63% of the households have a domestic servant, who invariably
lives in the household's dwelling. Since often a young relative from
the rural area would fulfill the cask of 'ayah,' it is hare o decide
whether to count the servant as household member or not. The criteria
generally applied to distinguish household members from visitors and
non-household members is that household members must be "living and
eating together." However, in the case of the servant this is quite
arbitrary, since a housegirl would most often eat from the same "pot,"
yet not necessarily share meals. It was left to the head of the
household to decide whether the servant would be counted as a house-
hold member or not. '

Especially households with children have a domestic servant
(70-86% of those households). Singles, couples without children and
singles sharing with relatives or friends without children most often
do without a servant. (See Table III) This latter category is in
Table III not distinguished from singles who live with relatives and/or
friends but also have children living with them. These female headed
households often have a very young relative live with them whom they
treat as an older child, and do not call a servant. However, most
Servants mentioned in this category of households live with the singles
with children and other relatives.

4. Length of Residence

Few of the heads of households in the survey population are
recent arrivals in Nairobi and the majority have lived there between
3 to 15 years. However, over half of all households have lived in
Umoja only for two years or less. The mobility among tenants seems to
be considerable and since most tenants seem to like the area and the
type of houses, the main reason suggesting itself from the data is a
preference of the owners to have a regular turn-over in the tenant
population in a situation of increasing market-rents. (See Section
111).



TABLE 111

HOUSENOLD CHARACTERISTICS/HOUSEHOLD STRUCTURE

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1682
Single w/ Couple w/
Household relat/ relat/
Character- Single Couple friends and/ friends and/
istics Single w/childr Couple w/childr or children or children Total
n=12 n=9 n=1] n=69 n=33 n=45 n=179

1. Ave. Size

of HH 1 4.9 2.3 5.0 3.9 6.4 4.7
2. Ave. {# of

Earning HH

Members 1 1 1.6 1.7 1.8 2.0 1.7
3. %Z of HHs w/

Domestic

Worker 8 78 45 80 39 73 63
4. 7 of HHs

Subietting

Room(s) 17 - 27 4 9 2 7
5. Ave. # of

Rooms Occu-

pied per HH * 2.5 2.9 2.5 3.0 2.8 3.0 2.9
6. Ave. {# of

Rooms needed

per HH 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.9 3.7 3.8 3.8

—_— - -

* no densities (pp/room) can be calculated on the basis of these figures, since servants are not

Trnadlodad ar mav+ A~

S +thnAn hAnenhnlAd hitt 1iva in tha camr rAanme

_‘[[—
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III INCOME STRUCTURE AND
HOUSTIG EYPEMNDITURE PATTERNS

A. Introduction

In order to develop a sound policy for the pricing and financing
of publicly developed, yet market-priced middle income housing, an
insight is necessary in the financial attributes of middle income
households, of which the main-tenants of Umoja I are an example. In
this section we will try to:

l. make a careful assessment of the composition of the monthly
income of this middle income group, specifically with regard to
main and secondary sources of income of household members, as well
as their propensity to save and their present assets.

2. understand the relationship betyeen present housing expenditures,
income and other socio-demograp“ic characteristics of this middle
income group.

3. probe the willingness to pay for home-ownership in the Umoja area,
in relation to income and other socio-economic characteristics of
this survey population.

The survey population is a random sample of Umoja tenants, living in
two-to four~roomed bungalow-type houses for which they are prepared
to pay a certain amount in monthly rent. It is not a random sample
of the middle income groups in Nairobi. This must be kept in mind in
the interpretation of the data and in the type of conclusions which
can be meaningfully drawn from this survey.

B. Sources of Income of the Head of Household

The large majority (93%) of heads of household in the survey
population is employed full-time, and more than 75% have had their
present jobs for three or more years (See Table IV).

Only 77 of heads of households are self-employed. They are
mostly engaged in trading and commercial activities and the majority
work alone; those employing others have, at the most, two or three
people working for them.

Employees (937%) are equally divided over private and public sec-
tor. The majority are white~collar professional, technical, and
clerical workers. (See Table 1V and V) This reflects the high educa-
tional level of heads of house'iolds mentioned above. Income differs
widely within each occupational! category, yet the modal incomes reveal
significant differences as shown in Table V.
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TABLE IV

EMPLOYMENT STRUCTURE

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Head of Household Percentage

1. Employment Status

—--unemployed —---
--wage employed in public sector .47
--wage employed in private sector 46
--self employed 7

2. Nature of Employment

—~-permanent full-time 93
—--permanent part-time 2
~—-temporary/casual 3
--seasonal 2

3. Length of Employment in Present Job

--<1 year 7
~-1-2 years 17
--3-5 years 36
--6-10 years 23
--11-15 years 10
--16-20 years 4
-->20 years 2
--No answer 1

n=179
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TABLE V

MODAL INCOME/OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Percentage of Modal Income per
HHH per Occup. Occup. Cat. in
Cat. KSh. p.m.

- rrofessional/Technical 31 > 6000

- Administrative/Managerial 4 3500 - 4000

- Clerical 37 2500 - 3000

~ Sales/Commercial 13 2500 - 3000

- Services 6 1500 - 2000

- Agricultural 1 -

- Production/Transportation 14 2500 - 3000

(100)

n= 175

Only approximately 10% of the heads of households have secon-
dary sources of income, apart from farming:
-- 3% of heads of households have a part-time job. These jobs
are mostly similar to the main occupation, but are carried
out on a free-lance basis; extra incomes range from KSh 1000/-
to KSh 3500/- p.m.

-- Even fewer (27%) of heads of households have additional incomes
from relatives, pensions, bonds, etc.

—-- Of the 7% of households subletting one cr two rooms (see
Section II) the majority received KSh 600/~ or less.

-= Although 67% of households have access to rural land, only 31%
have their own individual farm which rarely exceeds 10 acres.
(See Table II) One half of these households (16% of the total)
regularly sells crops, mostly maize, beans and coffee. Sales'
incomes (expressed in KSih p.m.) differ widely and range from
KSh 60/~ to KSh 2500, with one household making as much as
KSh 7000/~ p.m. from coffee sales.

The differentiation of the total income of heads of households is
shown in Table VI. Nearly all have incomes above the median income
for Nairobi, which is estimated at KSh 2000/-. The modal income of
heads of households, including income from secondary sources is
KSh 3000/-, with a mean of XSh 3250/-.

Although no statistically significarnt difference was found between
income levels for male and female heads of households, the modal in-
come for female heads is only KSh 2000/~. Single headed households
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TABLE VI

INCOME DIFFERENTIATION/HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD

AND TOTAL HOUSEHOLD

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Monthly Income Income Head Total HH # of Inc. Earners
in KSH p.m. ci HH Income per HH
7% " Cum ¥ % Cum 7 Ave. per Inc. Gr.*

<1500 3 3 1 1 1.3
1500-2000 11 14 5 6 :
2001-2500 13 27 3 9 1.1
2501-3000 19 46 14 23 1.7
3001-3500 9 55 17 40 1.8
3501-4000 11 66 15 55 1.7
4001-4500 9 75 11 66 1.6
4501-5000 7 82 8 74 1.8
5001-5500 2 84 5 79 2.1
5501-6000 5 89 5 84 1.6
6001-6500 4 93 4 88 2.1
6501-7000 1 94 3 91 2.3

>7000 6 100 9 100 1.9

n=175

*non-significant
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with children (all females) have lower modal incomes of heads of
households than other household types. Only single heads living with
other relatives or friends have lower incomes (KSh 1500/- to KSh 2000/-).
In many of these cases, the heads of households have to share the
house with other people, so as to be able to afford this type of
house. There are, however, only a few of this type of household.

C. Contributions of other Household Members

l. Income of Spouse

In the majority (65%) of households with a husband and wife team,
the wife is full-time employed; mostly secretarial or other clerical
work or in teaching. The spouses' income level is markedly lower than
that of malc heads of households; only approximately one-quarter of
the wives having an independent income earn more than KSh 2000/- p.m.

Generally, wives only contribute a part of their income to the
household. Table VII shows the average contribution per income group.
Expressed as a percentage of the wife's income, this contribution
ranges from approximately 807 to 50%, decreasing with higher incomes.
It would thus appear to be reasonable to in.lude a fair percentage
of the wife's income in the household incorne taken as basis for
mortgage financing calculations.

TABLE VII

INCOME OF SPOUSE/CONTRIBUTION
TO THE HOUSEHOLD

UMCJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Wife's Income % of Contribution of Wife to Household
in KSh p.m. total Average Per Income Group
KSh p.m. % of Income cf Wife
< 500 5 < 500 -
500 - 1000 23 600 80
1001 - 1500 28 950 75
1501 -~ 2000 21 1050 60
2001 - 2500 7 1075 50
2501 - 3000 9 1490 55
3001 - 3500 2 3250 100
> 350 5 2625 -
(100)
n = 80

70% of all households have a husband and wife team as a core, and of
those households 65% have working wives.
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2. Contribution of Sharing Relatives/Friends

As mentioned above in nouseholds with sharing relatives and
friends, these household members often do not contribute to the house-~
hold income. Only 56% of all such households (25% of the total number
of households) receive some contribution. Many relatives are in
school or looking for work. However, those who are gainfully em-
ployed generally contribute to the household income to cover costs
of house and keep. The part of the income contributed is not strongly
related to the income level.

It is imporrant to arrive at an estimate of a total household
income that is meaningful in relation to housing expenditures, or
relevant to potential monthly payments towards an owned house. For
this purpose, the income of the head of the household was augmented
by that part of the income of the spouse and relatives which is
actually contributed and which can be used by the household.

On this basis a modal total household income of KSh 3500/~ is
obtained for the survey population, with the mean income at KSh 4400/-,

As shown in Table III, the average number of earning household
members is the highest (2 person) in the households composed of
couples and relatives/friends and/or children. However, there does
not appear to be a significant correlation between the number of
earning household members and the total household income level (des-
pite a trend to indicate that a .arger number of earning members are
found among the higher income households; See Table VI).

D. Housing Expenditure Patterns

From studies of low-cost housing estates that included a majority
of low-income households and only a few middle income households, a
general pattern of housing expenditures has emerged which indicate
lower income households to spend a much higher fraction of their
income on housing than the middle and higher income households.

It has also been assumed that homeowners are generally willing
to spend much more for housing than tenants. Both these assumptions
are challenged by our findings for the middle-income inhabitants in
Umoja I.

Our survey was conducted among a carefully chosen group of
tenants of self-sufficient two-to four room houses, renting for
Ksh 800/- to KSh 1200/~ p.m. A certain type of household is attracted
to this quality/price level of hoise and to this location (see above).
For this reason the survey covers a rather specific income range with
a clearly defined lower limit of KSh 2000/- p.m. and with the large
majerity of households having an income between KSh 2500/- and KSh 5000/-.

As is to be expected within this rather narrow income and rent
level range, there is not much differentiation in total housing
expenditures between different income groups; the percentage of income
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spent on housing decreases with income. Water and electricity
expenditures are not related to income either*; water expenditures
g0 up somewhat with household size.

The range of total housing expenditures, including water and
electricity, falls between KSh 900/- and KSh 1400/-, with modal-
(KSh 980/-), median-(KSh 1100/-) and mean (KSh 1120/-) values very
close together.

Within the modal total household income range (KSh 2500-50004) the
fraction of income spent on housing ranges from 23% to 40%; this is
a rather higher percen:~ve than is generally assumed for tenants
of this middle income group.

Interestingly alti-ugh actual housing expenditures are fairly
constant and are not stinngly related to the household income, the
same cannot be said of the amounts the head of household would be
prepared to spend in monthly payments for their own house. Two rele—
vant observations emerge from the survey results:

l. While all heads of households would prefer to own a house, the
acceptable monthly payments vary significantly with the household
income (and, more particular, with the income of the head of the
household). Higher income groups are willing to spend more on
their own house than the lower income heads of household in the
survey population. However, this variation is not proportional
to the differences in income, and households in the lower income
ranges are prepared to commit a relatively higher percentage of
their income to monthly payments for their own house.

2. Current rental payments (excluding water and electricity expendi-
tures) are often higher than the amounts many households are
prepared to commit in payments for their own house (except for the
top 25% of the income rarge). In the modal income group in the
survey population (KSh 3000/- to 3500/-), heads of households
are prepared to spend 25% of the total household income for their
own house, whereas they now spend over 30% of their income in
rent. (See Table VIII)

These findings are in accordance with the attitudes expressed by the
present tenants about home ownership in Umoja II. It is generally
known that owners pay far less for their houses than the amount they
receive as rental income. Many tenants (70%) have applied for home
ownership in several housing estates and are keenly aware of the
monthly payments by owners in these various estates. Thus tenants
have an expectation to pay less for their own house than they pay in
rent for a house of comparable quality. Indeed, a reason often men-
tioned (by 18% of the heads of the household ) to explain preference
for home ownership is to avoid paying the high rents. And another

*Most households pay KSh 40/- for water and KSh 30/- for electricity.



TABLE VIII

HOUSEHOLD INCOME/MONTHLY HOUSING EXPENDITURES

AND WILLINGNESS TO PAY

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Total Monthly Housing

Monthly HH Income Expenditure®

Present Monthly
Rental Payments

Monthly Payments*#*
Willing to Pay for

% of Ave. per 7z of inc. Ave. per % of own home
KSH Total HHs inc. group inc. group inc. Ave. per % of
in KSH in KSH inc. group inc.
in KSH
<2000 5 1100 - 900 - 875 -
2000-2500 4 1225 54 1050 46 900 40
2501-3000 14 1100 40 300 33 cno 35
3001-3500 17 1075 33 950 30 825 25
350.:~%000 - 15 1025 27 850 23 975 26
4001-4500 11 1125 26 975 23 1000 24
4501-5000 8 1100 23 975 21 1000 21
5001-5500 5 1175 23 1025 20 1250 24
5501-6000 5 1100 19 1050 18 1150 20
6001-6500 4 1325 21 1150 18° 1275 20
6501-7000 3 1125 17 950 14 1225 18
>7000 9 1200 -~ 1025 - 1350 -
(100)

n=175 (no answers excluded)
*including water and electricity

**respondents referred to the monthly payments exclusive expenditures for water, electricity, etc.
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25% of the interviewees mentioned the harassment by thz landlords as
the main reason to prefer to own their homes. This poor relation
between tenants and landlords may be related to the continuous increase
in the market rent of Umoja houses, which makes it possible for the
owner to charge more from new tenants than from the sitting tenant.

(In Section II the high mobility of the tenant population was men-
tioned). Half of all respondents prefer to get their own property

in Nairobi, both because it is considered to be a good investment,

and vpecause it gives security to the household.

E. Savings and Other Assets

- Savings; although heads of household were quite open about
their income, there was a greater reluctance to discuss their
savings. While only 3% of all interviewees stated not to have
any savings, aimost cne third of the heads of houschold refused
to disclose the amount of their savings. Of the remaining
heads of household the majority claimed to have about KSH 20.000/-
with a mear of KSh 19.250/-~. Howcver, as shown in Table IX,
there is no significant relationship between the level of in-
come of the household and the amount of savings {(may be due to
the large non-response).

More than half (56%) of all houscholds have their savings
deposited at commercial banks and 28% use savings and credit
societies. The others have post-office accounts or are
depositors at building societies.

- Land; as discussed above (Table II and Section ITIB) 31% of the
households in the survey own some rural land while another 36%
of the households have potential access to rural land, but
has not acquired an individually owned farm.

- Cattle; 247% of the households have some cattle in the rural
area, mostly less than five heads.

- No other assets were checked (only the income from assets
like bonds etc; see above).

This pattern of savings and assets is a strong indication that the
present priorities of this group of tenants for the acquisition of
property has an urban focus, and is (as yet) not concentrated in the
rural areas. Most heads of household indicated that they have been
saving money specifically for buying an urban house and all of them
expressed the wish to buy 2 house in Nairobi/Umoja. Indeed, as seen
above, 70% of all heads of households had tried on at least one occa-
sion to acquire a house in one of the new housing estates.

All households expect to pay a down payment for their own home.
Savings were mostly mentioned as a source of funds for the deposit
followed by a loan from the employer. The modal amount people are
prepared to pay for a down payment is KSh 10.000/-; the mean is



TABLE IX

HOUSEHOLD INCOME/SAVINGS AND DOWN PAYMENT

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Monthly HH Income » Savings Down Payment
in KSH Average in KSH per Prepared to Pay
Income Group#* Average per Income Group*
<2000 17.0C0 13.750
2000-2500 6.700 16.575
2501-3000 20.500 18.100 :
3001-3500 14.500 18.200 ~
3501-4000 11.750 20.725 !
4001-4500 15.850 22.475
4501-5000 9.775 22.700
5001-5500 23.925 20.825
5501-6000 23.325 22.650
6001-6500 14.500 25.500 )
6501-7000 24.500 32.075
>7000 33.400 31.175
n=120 n=175
*non-significant 56(32%) of interviewees 4(2%) of interviewees did
did not answer; non- not answver

response was not related
to income level



KSH 20.000/-. The level of downpayment considered acceptable is sig-
nificantly related to the household income level. (See Table IX)

It is interesting to note that 41% of the heads of households will
approach their employer to get @ loan for buying their own house, 21%
will go to a commercial bank and 12% will go to the Housing Finance
Company of Kenya. Over 10% of the households are members of a
cooperative from which they expect to receive a loan.
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IV HOUSING PREFERENCES

A. Introduction

It is notoriously difficult to obtain reliable information on
housing priorities and preferences of a population. The crucial prob-
lem is to make people conceive of realistic, affordable alternatives
of house types and design featurez which they can relate to and compare
to their present dwelling, so as to make a balanced judgement.

Various alternative approaches were considered in ti.is survey,
e.g. using visual aids or schematic drawings of various i.ouse types.
However, such methods can be used only after extensive pretesting
and adjustment of the material to a particular target population.
Under the conditions prevailing in Nairobi at the time of the survey
preparation, such tests were not possible. Moreover, it is often
difficult for people to readily understand such drawings without
having the time to ponder about them.

In this survey it was thereiore considered best to take a more
verbal and relational approach; the principal idea being that specific
features can be evaluated much better if they can be related to the
present housing situation.

Initially, we had interviewees discuss opinions about different
housing estates in Nairobi, what they like and dislike about Umoja
and whether they would like to own a house here. Then we would con-
centrate on their present house, and discuss to what extent that ful-
fills the needs of their household in terus of living space, circula-
tion, meal preparation, privacy and other matters. Thus prepared to
think about housing in its different components interviewees were
asked which housetype they would prefer to buy given a choice of dif-
ferent specific options. The choices offered were a bungalow type
house, a courtyard type house, a maisonette (two-story terraced house),
a flat (a unit in an apartment building) or a house of the respondents
own choice not covered by the options provided.

The different housetypes were exemplified by reference to other
housing estates in Nairobi which are characterized by one specific,
dominant housetype (e.g. Umoja, Huruma, Dandora, Buru-Buru). This
method worked very well and respondents were generally quite specific
about their preferences.

In this chapter, the preferences and priorities of the survey
population concerning house types, space requirements and other
housing attributes will be summarized and, where meaningful, related
to the socio-economic and cultural characteristics of the household.
In Chapter V the locational and environmental aspects of the survey
will be presented.
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B. House Type

All households interviewed are presently living in a bungalow
type house, with which they appear to be quite satisfied. It is not
surprising to find that the majority of households prefer to buy a
bungilow, similar to the one they occupy now (Table X). The only
other housetype that was favored by a large fraction of the survey
population was the maisonette. This picture is also confirmed by
the high preference (35%) for Buru-Buru, a middle~income 'maisonette'
housing estate, as the neighborhood where the respondents would like
to live (397 of the interviewees would prefer to live in Umoja).

There was relatively little interest in courtyard type housing and in
flats among this population. Various reasons were provided to support
these preferences:

- The bungalow-type house is generally preferred because of its
easy circulation pattern (26%). In addition since it has no stairs,

a bungalow is counsidered safe by households with children (the major
reason for their choice for one-third of those who preferred a bungalow).

~ The maisonette is considered to be spacicus (25%) and, more
specifically, to provide a good division between outdoor and indoor
space (247). A further attractive aspect was the greater privacy
offered by the separation of living areas from the sleeping areas. 1In
general, preference for the maisonette is more pronounced among larger
households, with an overrepresentation of higher-income groups and
with heads of households having a professional, technical or univer-
sity training. 1In contrast, smaller households and those with small
children showed more interest in bungalow-type houses (See Table X).

- The low preference for a courtyard type house is in accordance
with other indicators of preferences. The large majority of house-
holds (78%) thought the best feature of their present Umoja house was
the self-contained style, with an internal toilet and bathroom.
Neighborhoods with courtyard type of houses were hardly mentioned as
areas where the respondents would prefer to live (Dandora was not
mentioned at all, Huruma/Ngei estate and Mathara North by only 1% of
the households). The advantage of the house with courtyard-type cir-
culation is to be found in its suitability for occupancy by more than
one household; alternatively, the need to have the sanitary facili-
ties away from the main house may be an important consideration for
instance, in Moslem communities. None of these factors bear much rele-
vance to the majority of this survey population, which is a non-Moslem
group, not interested in initiating subletting.

However, there is a need for some households to have a degree of
separation within the house, for instance in families with older child-
ren or with extended families, or in households with a servant who is
not a relative (for instance, 78% of the single heads of a household
with children had a domestic servant living ia, this category con-
sists of working female heads of households who have an 'ayah' to
look after the children). In these instances, a significant proportion

of the respondents preferred a courtyard house (See Table X). It
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TABLE X

PREFERENCE FOR HOUSETYPE/HOUSEHOLD
CHARACTERISTICS

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Bungalow Maisonette Courtyard Flat

% of Total 54 37 4 3 (98)*
1. HH Composition % % % YA Z
-single 7 64 16 - 17 (100)
-single w/Ch. 5 33 44 23 - (100)
—-couple 6 64 36 - (100)
-couple w/Ch. 39 58 35 3 1 (97)%
-single w/rela- 18 64 24 6 6 (100)
tives/friends
and/or Ch.
-Couple w/rela- 25 38 56 4 - (98)*
tives/friends
and/or Ch.
(100)

2. No. of Children

> 10 yrs old
-none 63 57 36 3 4 (100)
-1 child 18 58 39 . 3 - (100)
-2 or more 19 39 45 12 - (96)*
(100)
3. Education HHH
-< Form 3 8 43 43 14 - (100)
-Form 3-6 64 61 30 4 3 (98)%
-Technical/ 28 40 54 2 2 (98)*
Professional or
University
(100)
4. HH Income
in KSh. p.m.
-<2000 5 78 11 11 - (100)
-2000-4000 50 54 34 3 (97)*
-4001-6000 29 58 36 - (100)
->6000 16 38 55 4 (97)%
(100)
5. Willingness to
Pay in KSh. p.m.
-<800 31 68 27 2 3 (100)
-800-1200 42 55 32 7 3 (97)+*
->1200 27 35 58 4 2 (99)*
(100)

*total of less than 100%, since some HAS had no preference for any of these housetypes
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might be of interest to provide the option of having one room with
external access as part of a maisonette or bungalow, in order to
accomodate the needs of such households.

-~ Flats appear to be attractive only to single heads of house-
holds, either living alone, or sharing their house with relatives
or friends.

Although the differentiation in preferences for the different
housetypes, as discussed above, can to some extent be correlated with
certain social and cultural characteristics of the household, such as
its size or composition, the age of the children or the religion of
the head of household, an important impact on the housing choice is
also made by aesthetic and "status" considerations associated with
a particular house type. The attractiveness of a house type is also
influenced by the status of a neighborhood in which a particular house
type predominates; for example, maisonettes are associated with Buru-
Buru and similar housing estates where comparable or slightly higher
socio-economic groups live as in Umoja. These factors are difficult
to measure.

In this connection it is of interest that the preference for
bungalow or maisonette was associated with the sums people were
willing to commit in monthly payments for their own house. Those
heads of households who are prepared to pay KSh 800/~ or less pre-
dominantly preferred the bungalow type of house, whereas the majority
of those who can commit in excess of KSh 1200/- p.m. for a house of
their choice would prefer a maisonette,

C. Space Requirements

Space requirements of the households in the survey were assessed
on the basis of three elements:
- the number of rooms presently occupied by a household
- the pumber of rooms the head of household considered necessary
to accomodate his household
- the preference for a different subdivision of the floorspace of the

@ouse.

The number of rooms per household is summarized in the following
table (See also Table 1I).
TABLE XI
NUMBER OF ROOMS PER HOUSEHOLD
UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

No, of Rooms Presently
per household Occupied Preferred
% of Total % of Total
1 room 3 -
2 rooms 6 2
3 rooms 89 20
4 rooms 1 73
5 rooms 1 5

n =179
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The large majority of households presently occupies three rooms but
would prefer to have four rooms available.* A preference for three
rooms was expressed mostly by households without children, whether
couples or single heads of households.

Single heads of household were also overrepresented among those
who would rather have larger, but fewer rooms. Althoneh the option
was popular among all households, the alternative of having more
rooms of a smaller floor area rated relatively high especially with
households composed of a couple with children, especially children
over 10 years old, and sharing relatives.

TABLE XI1I

SIZE OF ROOMS PREFERRED

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

Option % of all % of households
households now occupying 2
(n = 179) or more rooms {(n = 174)

More but smaller

rooms 34 32
Fewer but larger
rooms 55 57
Content w/present
state 9 9
2 2

Do not know

The information contained in these two tables represents some contra-
diction: even though most heads of household feel they need at
least one more room than their household occupies at present, they
would still prefer fewer Lut larger rooms. Indeed, for the majority
of households the most pressing disadvantage of their present house
is the small size of the rooms and of the house as a whole.

This conclusion was further confirmed in responses concerning
the cize o. the kitchen relative to other living areas. The major
problems of the kitchen in the present Umoja houses were related to a
lack of work space (30%) and of storage space (50%)*yet, respondents
would overwhelmingly (72%) choose for the same size of kitchen if an
expansion would be at the expense of the living area. Indeed, only
the smaller households would prefer a larger kitchen. It should be
pointed out that it is important to have the kitchen located close
to the dining area especially when there is no room for a household
to eat in the kitchen. Nineteen percent of all households would rather
have the kitchen as part of the living room.

*A preference for 5 rooms was reported for the majority of households
in Buru-Buru housing estate in 1978,
*407% of all households had a refrigerator.
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The livingroom must be able to contain at least one sofa set and a
diningroom set with six chairs, a cupboard and side tables. At
least one of the bedrooms should have room to accomodate a double
bed and a cupboard.

It might be preferable to have a flexible interior design of
the houses whereby housholds can decide on the location of certain
walls according to their ownm priorities, e.g. in the bedroom area,

Some other aspects of overall space allocation of relevance
to this survey population are the following:

—- Although 63% of the households have a domestic servant, the need
for separate servant's quarters was never mentioned. This is
partly due to the fact that servants are often relatives and
share rooms with other household members. However, also in cases
where the domestic servant is not a relative, a sharing of the
house is considered acceptable, but there is greater preference
for more separate rooms.

-— As pointed out earlier, the interest in “ubletting is very low
among this survey population (only 27 of the households intends
to let out rooms in a future owned home). There is thus no need
to allocate extra space specifirally to facilitate subletting.
(See also Section 1I).

D. Other Design Aspects

1. Internal area:

~ Design of the kitchen. Appropriateness of the kitchen design
is largely dependent on the fuel source used for cooking.

While bottled gas is the most commonly used type of fuel (54%)

a large proportion of the population (31%) uses charcoal,
mostly in combination with other fuels (usually gas). Elec-
tricity is the heat source for cooking in 8% of the house-
holds; however many households who would prefer to use elec-
tricity could not place a cooker since there was no electric
outlet in the kitchen. Seven percent of the households cooks

on paraffin; these are mostly single heads of household . The

heavy reliance on charcoal makes it important to incorporate
adequate storage provisions for charcoal and a chimney in
the kitchen design.* Further preferences for facilities to
be provided in the kitchen area included a good size working
space, built-in storage space, space and electrical outlets
for electrical cooker and refrigerator.

- Location of Taps and Washing Facilities:
In the present houses in Umoja, water taps are located in the

*The need for these facilities was also pointed out in the Buru-
Buru study.
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kitchen, bathroom and near the toilet. A watertap inside the
toilet is generally preferred. The placement of the tap in
the bathroom should be sufficiently high to allow a bucket to
be placed under it. Nearlyv 50% of all households would prefer
to have, in their future house, an outside water tap and
washing place.

~ Sanitary Facilities. Bathrooms in the present Umoja houses
have a shower and water tap. Although in general the bath-
rooms are well liked, there are complaints abcut its small
size (65%), and various minor details, such as the lack of
small shelves, mirror and tiles. Quite a few households empha-
sized the need for a warm water provision. Toilets in Umoja
are of the squat-type. The most common preferences with
respect to toilets in a new house concern the following:

- a fair size tcilet space (mentioned by 35% of the
respondents).

- a 'raised pedestal seat' type toilet had a high
priority for 30% of the population, but was men-
tioned as a preference by about one half of the
population.

- the location of the toilet should not be too close to
the main living area.

In view of the large number of complaints about the size of the bath-
room and toilet, a combination of shower and toilet in one room may

be preferred*, with an optional second toilet for visitors, especially
in the two-story maisonette-type houses.

- Other Design Details. Apart from the overall interior design
aspects mentioned above smaller, relatively minor design as-
pects should be taken into account such as: placing storage
shelving, especially in the kitchen and bathroom, providing
a picture rail, etc. Many of such items are difficult to put
up by the occupant. Equipment needed for the installation 1is
not available in most households and these jobs are usually too
small to justify hiring a local craftsman (Fundi). Burglar
proofing wac considered an important feature (See Umoja Report
1978). This item could be made available as an option to be
specifically selected by the owner.

2. Outdoor Space

- Use and Location of the Yard:
Yards are used foremost to dry clothing, to grow vegetables
and as play area for the smaller children. Few households
use the yard to relax (6Z) or to park their car (3%).

Preferences concerning the location of the yard (in the front
or in the back of the house) are significantly related to the

*This has been very successfully done in other African countries.
See also: Kayole Housing Project, N. 0. Jorgensen, 1981 (unpub-
lished paper).
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the type of activities for which the yard is used. Households
presently using their yards mostly for one type of activity
(drying of cloth, growing of vegetables) have a preference for
a sizeable yard on one side of the house. Households using
their yard for a variety of activities prefer an equal division
between front and back yard space. The preferences for the
location of the yard varied as follows:

TABLE XIII

PREFERRED YARD LOCATION

% of HH
- in front of the house 43
- at the baclk of the house 13
- equally divided between back & front 41
- no preference 3

n=179

- Car Parking:
Close to 40% of all households in the survey own a car and almost
one third of these would prefer to park their car on their plot.
The majority (€2%) prefer to have the car on the street in
front of the house. A small number of households prefer to park
in a communal parking area off the street.

TABLE XIV

CAR PARKINC PREFERENCES

% of HH with carx*

- street parking 62
~ on the plot 29
- communal parking area 9

n = 68 (38% of the total survey population)

3. Construction Method

One of the options often employed to make home ownership acces-
sible to a wider range of income levels is the introduction of self-
help construction methods; and, in the present context, self-help
approaches could be adopted to promote a more heterogeneous composi-
tion of the potential owners of market-priced houses in the new housing
developments in Umoja. For this reason the attitudes of the survey
population about self-help construction was tested. The self-help
option was presentad here as a cost-saving device, which could reduce
the total cost of a newly constructed house by approximately [0%*

*Thic was advised cec being a realistcic rroporticn of the =avings on
building costs in Kenya, although contradictory opinions on this
ques-ion abound,



The majority of heads of households (62%) would prefer to have a
future house delivered without self-help. Most of the remaining 38%
who are interested in self-help construction approaches would like to
hire a contractor or a local craftsman (fundi). Nevertheless, a

TABLE XV

PREFERRED TYPE OF SELF-HELP CONSTRUCTION

Type of Self-Help Construction Percentage of HH inter-
ested in Self-Help

- members of the HH 13

- friends or relatives 6
- fundi 64
- contractor 17

n = 69 (38% of the total survey population)

surprising 207% would like to do part of the construction work them-
selves or with household members or friends. These data are presented
in Table XV. The preference for self-help among the survey population
does not appear to be related to the income level of the household
(see the summarized data in Table XVI. Those households who would
prefer a bungalow-type house are more interested in self-help building
than those who would opt for other house t_'pes. It is remarkable that
little interest in self-help was encountered among the households who
prefer a courtyard type house (which lends itself very well to gradual
extension by self-help building). However, it should be pointed out
that this observation is based on a small number of households (only
4% of the total preferred a courtyard house).

TABLE XVI

PREFERENCE FOR SELF-HELP/HH-INCOME

Self-Help No Self-Help
Preferred
Total % % %
36 64
1. HH Income
< 2000 33 67
2000-4000 39 61
4000-6000 36 64
> 6000 33 67
2. House Choice
Bungalow 43 57
Maisonette 33 67
Courtyard 13 27
Flat - 100

n=179
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This relatively large interest for self~-help in the building
process of this income group would make it possible to experiment with
the building and selling of market-priced houses of a wider range of
prices and design options. Such approaches could be applied with
the objective of generating a more heterogeneous neighborhood in
terms of both income and house type. Moreover it would improve the
owner's user-satisfaction with the house since households would be
able to divide floor-space and incorporate features according to their
own priorities and preferences.

4. The Use of Self-Help in Finishing the House

In & more limited version of self-help contributiocns, the house
owners could opt to apply certain finishing features to the house by
self-help (with the main construction work being completed bv con-
tractors). In order to assess the interest of the survey population
in this limited self-help approach, the interviewees were asked if
they were interested in this possibility; and, if not, how much more
they were prepared to pay per month if certain features would be
finished by the contractor and the cost included in the price of the
house (and thus in the monthly payments). The proposed features were:
a ceiling, inside painting, outside painting, a showerhead, fencing
and a sidewalk in front of the house. All these features were esti-
mated to raise the total price of a house by KSh 1000/- to 2000/ -.
Interviewees were asked whether they would be willing to increase their
monthly payments by KSh 10/- to 40/- to obtain a house in which these
features were provided by the contractor.

The large majority of households would prefer to pay more and
have these features included, specifically the fencing (88%), side-
walks (85%) and ceiling (85%). In order to give an indication of
the priority level acccrded to these items, Table XVII lists both
the average amount people are prepared to commit, and the percentage
of the total number of households willing to pay the highest or the
lowest amount extra per month for a house that includes such features,

TABLE XVII
SELF-HELP IN FINISHING THE HOUSE

No. of Households Average No. of HH No. of HH

Features interested in amt. pre- prepared prepared
having features pared to to spend to spend
provided spend* 10/- 40/-
% KSh p.m. % VA
Ceilings 85 23.00 26 21
Inside Painting 79 21.50 31 17
Outside Pntg. 79 21.00 32 15
Showerhead 74 21.50 29 16
Fencing 88 23.00 25 17
Sidewalks 85 19,00 44 13
n =179

*only households willing to pay were included
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It is interesting to note that while the provision of ceilings,
fencing and sidewalks seems to have the highest priority, people

feel less inclined to pay more than 10/- for sidewalks. There may be
a feeling that this feature is outside the direct responsibility of
the household.

The data in Tables XV and XVII demonstrate a different attitude
about the use of self-help methods in the construction of the house
(38% of the total survey population) and the fitting by self-help of
specific finishing features in an otherwise completed house (15-26%).
Different reasons could have contributed to this differen:e. In the
first place, it is possible that those households interested in the
self-management of the building process (but hiring a ~on.ractor to do
the work) are not interested in the piecemeal scale of seif~help asso-
ciated with providing finishing features in a house. Those who intend
to build their house with family members and/or friends might be more
interested in such smaller savings.

Secondly, it should be pointed out that this amount of savings
to be achieved by self-help was presented differently to the inter-
viewees. A presentation of potential savings in terms of monthly
payments could come across as insignificant and make people miss the
long-term financial implications. In contrast, the savings potential
of self-help construction of the house was presented as a direct 10%
savings over the total price of the house, this apparently was a more
appealing deal. It must be emphasized that in an eventual sales
brochure, great care should be taken to explain all possible alter-
natives, not only with respect to housetypes and self-help options,
but also with respect to both short-term and long-term financial
implications.
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V  PREFERENCES CONCERNING
NEIGHBORHOOD FEATURES

A, Introduction

Motives for preferring a specific housing area and the satis-
faction with living there are not only determined by housing expendi-
tures and the design of the house, but are strongly influeaced by
the quality of living in the neighborhood. In this survey, such
neighborhood characteristics were classified into three main sections,
namely environmental quality (e.g. cleanliness, security, density),
locational aspects (location with respect to place of work/city center
and availabilityv ol transportation links) and quality of community
facilities. Preferences and priorities of the survey population with
regard to such neighborhood characteristics were assessed both from
questions about likes and dislikes of the interviewees concerning
their present housing situation and from questions about their pref-
érences to move to other neighborhoods in comparable price ranges.

The results of these parts of the survey are summarized in Table XVIII.

B. Environmental Quality

The overall residential character of Umoja I, influenced by lay-
out, landscaping, densities and other factors discussed earlier,
contributes to a largely positive appreciation as a safe, clean and
secure place, with a friendly atmosphere (55% of the positive charac-
teristics reflected these aspects). The large majority (over 75%) of
the households in this survey consists of working parents with child-
ren, who are normally left with an 'ayah.' The possibility for
children to play outside safely is therefore an important consideration
(the yards are not typically used as childrens play area). At the
same time, the lack of recreational facilities, especially children's
playgrounds is often brought up among the romplaints about this area.

Environmental factors also were among the more dominant reasons
for complaints about Umoja (30%) and as motives for the preference of
alternative housing estates (21%). Most frequent were considerations
of security (specifically protection against burglary) and the need
for a street lighting system that is less prone to vandalism (similar
complaints were recorded in 1978). Feelings of security also motivated
the frequent complaints about the lack of public telephones; people
feel cut off when they have no possibility to call outside the area
in case of emergency.

C. Locational Aspects

With professional, technical and clerical workers prevailing in
this population, the majority (60%) of heads of household work in the
city center (a distance of six miles); the industrial area (5 miles
away) is the place of work for 237 of heads of households, and only
6% work in the neighborhood. The place of work of the spouses is
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TABLE XVIII

APPRECIATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

1. Valued Characteristics of Umoja I Estate
7

- Environmental Quality

Quiet 26
Friendly/Secure 17
Clean, not crowded 12

(55)

- Locational Quality

near place of work 5
good transportation links 11

(16)

- Community Facilities
good schools 10
good dispensary, market etc. 6
(16)

Affordability
reasonable rents 13
(100)

n = 308 (2 characteristics were asked of each respondent; 18% gave
none or only one characteristic)

2. Mstives for Preferring other Neighborhood
%
- Environmental Quality 21

Locational Quality

near place of work 15
closer to town 13
(28)

- Housing Quality
suitable, spacious houses 32
home ownership 10
(42)
- Other Reasons 9
(100)

n = 105 (3% gave no motive, 39% preferred Umoja)

3. Negative Characteristics of Umoja I %

- Environmental Quality

dirty surroundings, cotton soil dumping, 5
illegal building, poor refuse collection
insecurity (fear for thievery) 16

lack of adequate street lights 6



36—

TABLE XVIII cont.

APPRECIATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS

UMOJA TENANT SURVEY, 1982

2

3. Negative Characteristics of Umoja I

- Environmental Quality cont.

poor drainage and muddy footpath 3
(30)
~ Locational Quality
infrequency of bus service . 16
high cost of transportation 15
(30)
- Community Facilities
lack of shopping center 3
lack of children's playgrounds 10
lack of public telephone 8
(21)
- Affordability
high rent level 7
- Other
high food prices, irregular water pressure, 12

iliegible housenumbers
(100)

n = 322 (2 characteristics were asked of each respondent, 15% gave
none or only one negative characteristic)




even more heavily focused on in the City Center. Thus, the quality
of public transportation is a factor of major concern. As shown in
Table XIX, most households depend on public transportation to go to
work.

TABLE XIX

MODE OF TRANSPORTATION*

HHH Spouse
% A
- Bus 60 62
-~ Matatu#*=* 14 17
- Car 21 ) 11
-~ Walking 3 8
- Work at home 2 -
- Other - 2
n=179 n = 83

*no one cycled
**private taxi

In general, the transportation system was considered adequate.
More than 50% of the heads of households only spend about half an
hour on their trip to and from work. Nevertheless there were many
complaints about the infrequency and irregularity of bus service and
the long waiting time. The high cost of transportation was another
important concern; both heads of households and their spouses have
monthly transportation expenses at a modal value of KSh 100/- to
125/-. Taken together, these negative concerns abour transportation
far outweighed the positive comments. In addition, better location
with respect to work or better transportation opportunities was an
important consideration for many respondents who would prefer to live
in another housing estate if they could find a house for the same
price.

D. Community Facilities

The importance of community facilities for the creation and
adequate functioning of a community are well recognized. Indeed, in
the project outline for Umoja II the needs of the specific target
population in this respect are detailed and need not be recapitulated
here. However, the implementation of community facilities in the
development of new housing projects is often delayed, so that the
population moves on site while none of these facilities are functioning.
Such a situation existed in the development of Umoja I (See, for in-
stance, Umoja Report, 1978), where the lack of community facilities and
communication links were recorded as one of the major sources of
dissatisfaction. The importance of community facilities is again
emphasized in the present survey. However, in contrast to the 1978
study, it is satisfaction with the available facilities that now often
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is the motivation to prefer Umoja estate as a living area. Speci-
fically, the availability of schools, market and dispensary contrib-
uted to the positive evaluation of Umoja I among the survey population.
These findings suggest that the major improvement in the area of com-
munity facilities during recent years have made Umoja I much more
attractive. At the same time, the delay in the provision of community
facilities during the initial phase of development of Umoja I could
well have caused sufficient dissatisfaction to contribute to the high
rate of transfer of plots and the high turnover of tenants during the
initial years. The timely provision of such facilities in the new
housing estate. possibly supported by community participation
activities with Community Development staff and resident committees,
could make an important contribution to a greater stability of thc
initial group of occupants and assist in generating a sound community.

E. Preferred Area Within Nairobi

Finally, it is interesting to note that tenant households in
Umoja I, nearly all expressed preference for better housing estates
in Nairobi East (a predominantly low-cost housing area). Only few
seem to have aspirations to acquire heusing in the more typically
middle- and higher-income housing estates on the West and South side
of the city.

This pattern is different from the preferences expressed by the
Buru-Buru residents in the 1978 survey, who predominantly mentioned
those middle and higher-income estates as neighborhoods they would
prefer. However, the question in the Buru-Buru survey did not con-
tain the restriction on price, which scaled down the realistic op-
tions open to respondents to our survey.

Taking into account the monthly housing expenditures of the
households in our survey, their housing estate choices show their
realistic assessment of the market. These results also indicate that
there is enough scope for the development of middle-~income housing of
a good quality on relatively cheaper land in Eastlands, making for a
socially more integrated ent ironment.
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SURVEY UMOJA T ATNTENANTS - 1982

Explanation of the purpose of the Survey to the respondents:

= During the census of Umoja I many presert main tenantsg
€Xpressed a dosire to buy a house iIn new housing Pro-
Ject In this areas preseatly igp Preparation.

HDD is carrying out thisg Survey in order to learn about
People's idesas and about specific house tvpes and

Ways they use their home. When the second part of
Unoja wil} be designed, these Preferencesg can be

taken into account.

= This is, however, not an application fornm.

Date: : C, Interview No.

Name of Interviewer: L . ’

All questigns to be aadressed tc the Head of Household

A. HOUSETYpE AND OCCUPANCY PATTEQX

Jame of Head of Household:

1. Housenumbar (see code book):

2. Household number:

3. Tortal nuober of Toows in thisg house:

(excluding kitchen and bathroonm)

4« Total ruaber of heuseholds (families) living in

this house (a household s deflned as g4 group of T

- People living ang eating toge:her): -1 . .

Children !

L Win

9-10¢ )(
11-12¢ ).y

9
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B. HOUSET:iIOLD: SOCIO—DFHOCRAPHIE

6. Tenure Status of Head of Household

s Main Tenant
2. Sub-tenant
3. Granted or let the house/room without charge

7. Is hesd of housechold or other household menber

telated to the owner: ¢
1. }'ES L 2. No
8. Age of lead of Household
0. 15-1% vyears S. 40-44 years
1., 20-24 years . 6. 45-54 years
2. 25-29 years * 7. 55-64 years
3. 30-54 years . 8. 65 and above
4 35-3% years 9. Don't know
9. Se&kx of Head of Mousehold
L"1. Male 2. Female
10. Marital Status of Head of Household:
1+ Single 3. Divorced/Separated
t 2. Married 4., Widowed

11. Highest level of Education
1. No forwmal educatiom 5.

2. Standard 1-4 167
3. Standard 5-3 7.
4. Form 1-2 8.

9.

Achieved by HH:

Form 3-4

Form 5-6
Technical/vocational
Professional training
University training

Present Mecubers of the Household (excluding servahts)

Relationship Sex

to HH

Age

Education

Occupacion/
Schooling+

e
T o—
——

‘e et arem e

+ Check maxn vccugartiun or

2. somnctimes carning cash

J. uet Culiug/looning tor 5.

vork

accivity:
1. regularly carnins cash 4.,

not carning/too old,
too vounpg

not carunlayg/full
time housncwife

6. not carning/schooling

student

13¢1)

14(n)

15(w)

16(1 ).

17()

18(5)
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EDITOR ONLY

12. Tetal nunber of female children over 10 yecars 19(c)
(fncluding children of relatfives li{ving with
the houschold) )
1). Total number of malec .children over 10 years o 20( )
14. Total nuaber of children In nursery school © 21()
15. Total number of children fn primary school » 22¢ 3
16. Total number of children In secondary school ° C23(19)
17. Total number of earning household members € - ) 24(7)
18. Total nuaber of houschold members (including head of hh 4 25(=)
19. Type of household composition 26(-)
1, single hhh S. single hhh and other
2. single hhh and . relatives/frlends
children G+ couple (and children)
3. couple - and other relatives/fricnds
4. couple and children 7. other '
20. How long have you lived in lNafrobi: . 27(C)
0. born here S+ 11-15 yecars:
l. under 1 year 6. 16-20 ycars
2. 1-2 ycars . 7. 21-25 years -
3. 3-S5 ycars 8. longer than 25 ycars
4. 6-10 ycars 9., No answer
21. How long have you lived in this house RARTANE 28(N)
(sce coding question 20):
22. When ifd you lcave the rural area H]q 29(0)
(sce codfing qucution 20):
2). Do some meobers of your dfrect family live clsowvhere 30(7)
1. none 4. yes, - hildren only
2. yes, spousc only . «9%. parents and other . e
3. yecn, npousc and relatives but not spousc
- children . .« - ....and/or children. .- - c— ————————
24. Do you regularly send mnoney to your relatives 31()
vho live clsewhere: Vot
0. never S5¢ yewn, Eihn. 01-250 pm
1. not regularly, but 6. yes, KSha.251-300 pn
vhen aecded 7. yen, KSbLa.301-1950 pm
2. yes, under EKShs.100 pn B. ven, KShn.391-400 pn
Jo yes, EShaal00-19%0 pa 9. yen, uorc than KShu.400

-8 yen, KShn.151-200 po



25.

26.

HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND OCCUPATION

Are you:

Page 4

0. uncoploved
1. eaployed (wape, salary,

v2. caployed (vajpe, salary
carner) {n private scctor

carner) in the public scctor 3. seclf-coployed

Yhat {s your occupation (give detafled decscription

of occupation or rcason for

uncoployment):

Sce codcbook for coding

SELF-LMPLOYZED OLLY

27.

lowv many pcople do you have in paid cmployment:

CODE: for nonec code 0, for
code 8, code 9 for n.

B and above,
a.

28, How many unpaid hélpcrs do you have:
Sce coding question 27
29, Do you have a Trade Liccnse:
1. yes 4. buy a ticket a day
2. no, but nead one 9. n.a. {(not sclf cmployed)
3. no, do not nccd one
30. Where {s your place of work:
1. at hone ‘4. Iin town centre
2. in this nefighborhood 5. no fixed place
3. {in {ndustrial arca 6., other
9. n.a.
31. low long have you had this job:
Sec coding quecstion 20
32. Is this jJob:
s permanent tull-tiae 4. casual
2. pernmancent part-tine S« scasonal
3. teaporary 9. n.n.
33. What vas your {incoce from that job last monzﬂ T
(before tax deductions and fncluding allowances)
KSha. po
34. Do you have a part-tioe Jcb (ceg. repular part-tinme

vork, casual vork in evenlnga, trading)?

I2(v)

33-34
(3)(9)

36 ()

37(3)

38(%)

39.%)

A0 )

L1-44
YO e
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If ves:
wWhat do you do? — 45-4¢6
$ee coding question 26 (e)( )
35. HBew much did 70u carn from that last month - 47~50
KShs. - 230 (°{)(°')(“)(f;)
36. Do you have any other additional income (e.g. pension, — 51-54
money frcm relatives) XShs. . pm (7)(;)(|)(;)
37. Do you lect out rooms to others: 355(1)
low many:
If ves: ) ‘ .
38. low much income did you receive from that last month 56-59
. KShs ASoi. p:
39. Do you have lzand in the rural Areas: 60(i)
0. no 4. 11-15 acres
'»l+ communal and/undivided 5. 16-20 acres
family property 6. 21-50 acres
2. less than 5 acres "7. more than 50 acres
3. 5-10 acres ' 8. no answer
I{f veg:
40. Did you sell any crops last year: 61-54
Crop No. of bags E
Crop ~_ A No. of bags —
What was your income from that last year: KShs. vear
Code the monthly iﬁcome: KShs. N ) @?7’— pm
EDITOR ONLY
41. Code: Total Monthly Income HiK: 65-638
K3hs. . pm .
Enmn T t
40¢ total amounts of ques-ions 33, 35, 36, 38, 40
2. Do you own cattle: 69(.)
0. rno - . 3. yes, 11-20 hds a. ves, 31-iUU nds
l. yes, up to 5 hds 4. yes, 21-30 hds wore than 100
2. yes, 6-10 hds 5. yes, 31-50 hds &. no ansuver
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Which other houschold menbers are carning:
(check questfon 17)

Rclntlonnhlp Contr{but{on 7o
HIH_l__ o T_'.'ro“q_."_ Varlk Tarntne py Househal Inconme
2. iz B LT
3. /'I
S
EDITOR oLy B
43, Occupation of vife: : 70-71
Sce coding question 3G (e) ()
44, Honthly f{ncome vife: KShs. pm 72-75
' (@) () () (=)
45. Tota) contr{bution of ulfe: KSha. pm 76-79
(=) )y
Repeat: _ 80(1)
lousenunber i 193 y 1-5
(L)
Gy
Household number 1 6(1)
46. Total contribution of other nn nembers: KShg pm 7-10
47. Code: Total Houschold Income: KShn._ } Pme.ll=14
~ Add tota] Anounts of questions 41, 45, and 46 ; , .
D. HoUSING l:Xl’i:.‘iDITURE AND FINANCING ) /
: )
4. Euv rnych rent do you pay per month (excludtng vater, 15-18
olcctric(ty aad other chargea): KShy. :
0000 free houge 9998 don't know 9999 no answer
Code cexact asount paid {n KShy. pa
49. Hov muel do you pnay for “aler per month: - o ’ _19-2
- Sco coding-question 48 " KSha., pm

9297 fancluded {n the rent

i
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50. Now nuch do you pay for clectricity pcr month: 22-24
Scc codlng question 48 KSha. Lo - pa (o) (=) ()
796 no eclectricty 997 fnclude {n ront

EDITOR ONLY

51. Total Monthly Housf{ng Expenditurecs: 25-28
Add aamountsa given In 48, 49, 50 - EShs pa (153(2) (1) (o

Trunsno:t

4

52. How do you go to work: C29(4)
1. walk 5« own car !
2. bicycle 6. ccopany car
*J. bus 7. other
4% matatu 9. n.a. (vwork at home,unemployed)

I{ vorkinn vife: .
53. How does your wife go to work: - 30(9q)
See coding question 52

54 I{ UHH uses matatu or bus: how much are the farcs 3

per day KShs. 4 day
EDITOR ONLY: ' KShs. po
(25 x"dalTy costs)
l. KShs.50 or below S. KSha.126-150
2. KShs.50-75 ) 6. KShs.151-175
3. KShs.76-100 7. ¥Shs.176-200
4. KShs.101-125 ' 8. sver KShs.200
9. n.a.
55 If wife uses matatu or bus: how much are the = 32(7)
farecs per day KShs. —— day
Sce coding, quesaticn 54 - KSha., - pm
56. I1f using own car: how many kw do you drive per dav - 33(7)
— km per day
1. less than 10 kn 5« 41 to 30 kn
2. 10 to 20 km 6. 51 to 6O knm
3. 21 to 30 knm 7. 61 to 70 knm
& 31 to 40 k= - 8. more than 70 kn
9« nua. ..
57. lov long does it take you to travel to wark: 34(1)

(time between leaving house and reaching vork)
Code: total travel tice per trip

1« 1/4 hour 5. 2 hourys

2 1/2 hour 6. 2 1/2 Yours-
J. 1 lour 7. 3 hours
be 1 1/2 hours 9. n.a.
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5. What arc the tvo most faportant ndvantages

of li{ving (n Unoja estate: .
Code first mentioned advantage under 58

59« Sccond advantage: Sce coding question S8

)

60. What are the two most importnnt problemy

of 11vlng~Umoja cstate:
Code first mentioned problem under 60

6l. Sccond problem: Sce coding question 60

' ' )

62. Would you prefer to live {n another neighhorhood

1{ you could find a housc for the same pric

¢ a8

you pay now:
Nenme nelghborhood: _

+

Coding sce codebook

63. Why would you choose that neighborhood:

64. If new houscs were built in the Unoja arca

would you:
LY. l{ke to own a house there
2« prefer to rent a new house there
Je prefer to stay {n your prescnt houge.

. ™
¢5. ¥hy wvould you prefer th e e
Codfng sce codebook T ! - -

66. Bfd you ever-try to ‘pet ‘vour owhliouse {n one

of the new hountnp cutates;
e yen 2. no

If ven
(7. Vitelh ocotate(a) (nce codehook quention 62)

———

1€ na
68. Why not:

f

rme b — ———— ———

Codlng see cndeboux

35(9)

36(b)

S 37()

38(q)

39"&0

() (4

41(73)

42(1)

43(1)

4h(1)

45(f1)

46(9)

Ny



Page 9

CONTINUL ONLY WITH THOSE HHH WHO PREFER TO OWN A HOUSFE

69. What 135 the maximum acount you would be willing to 47-59
paY per weath feor your own house (
KShs. X pm
Code exact amount '
9998 donn't know 9999 n.a.
70. Where would you try to get a loan from ¢t 51(5)
buy the house:
0. no loan needed i 5. friends/vrelatives
1. building socilety 6. other -
2. HFCX . . 8. don't know
3, commercial bank 9. n.a.

\t. employer's loan

71. Would you try to let out a room(s) to increase 52)
your monthly income , if it were allowed:
. Yes L2+« no 9. n.a.
72. WVhat would you be willing to pay as a__ o 53-57
downpayment /deposit: KShs.
Code exact amount /
00000 cannot afford a downpayment
99998 don't know
992999 n.a.
73. Where would you get the money from: ‘ 58(w)
0. cannot affiord one he enployer loan
1. savings 5. commercial bank
2. friends/relatives 8. don't know
3. selling land/cattle 9. n.a.
74. Where do you keep your savings: : 55(ay)
0. don't have any savings 4. savings and credit
l. post .0fflce soclety
7. conmercial bank 5. at honre
3. build<uy society 6. no auswver
9. n.a.
75 Would you disclose the amount of savings to us: 60-64
KShs .,

Code exact azount '
99998 no answar

E. HOUSING PRETLRLNCES 99999 m.na.(no savings)...

We vould like to ask you some questions about your house
and jyour living cavivonwent and about your prcferences and
prioritics concerning 2 new house.
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76. What do you dislike about this house: 65(%)
O+ nothing S5+ bad location of toilet
1% small rooms 6. n0 ceiling/ cheap finish
2e no place to wash cloths 7+ no bursler proof windows
Se 10 fencing 8. other
L. smal) kitchen 9. n.a.
77. What do you like about this house: 65(1)
O.,nothing ' 5« good lay-out '
v e B2lf-contuined Louse
de large enough acuse .
Je adequuts roomsize 8. other
he seperate water/elec. nefers 9. n.a.
78. Bow many habitable rooms does your housechold 67(%)
cccupy (living and tedrooms)
Code exact number; 9 n.a.
79. How many rooms do you need to accomodate your X 6E(C )
houschold ad&quatelY(living and bedrooms)
Cocde exact number; 9 p.a.
80. Do you have a servant: ek 69(1)
1. yes ' 2. no -
If yes ’ ’ _
€l. Does he/she live in this house: : 70(1)
1. yes 2. no 9. n.a.
82. Given a house of the size of your present house would vou 71(L)
prefer: '
l. more but smaller rooms
2. fewer but larger rooms.
9. n.a.
83. Vhore do you cook: 72(1)
}. separate kitchc;_used by this Hii only
2. scparate kitchen fcr shared use
3. in living room or bedroom
9. n.a.
84. What type of fuel do you use for cooking; 30
l. electricity 4. charcoal
"2.. bottled gas .5« wood . -
3. kerosene/parafin . 6. both charcoal and
other fuels
9. n.a.
€5. Do yeu have a refrigerztor: 74(1)

« de cs 2. oo ¢ Nec.



‘

does your household usuall} eat:
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86. Where
l.-4in the kitchen
v+2. in the living rocom/dining room
3. in the living room/bedroonm
87. What improvements would vou like in the
kitchen: ]
1. better storage for charcoal 5. a chimney
L2, better general storage space 6. other
3. more working space 7. other
(laxger slzb) 9. n.a.
4. space for eatirng .

88. Given a house of the same size, would you prefer
l. a larger separate kitchen at the expense of
~‘room space vou
(2. a small kitchen like/have now
3. the kitchen space to be part of a larger
living roonm

89. Where are your water taps located:

l. kitcher only 4. other

2;'kitchen and bathrcono . 9.
~3,. kitchen, bathroom,iﬂd toilet

MNedos

9C. Are these placements adequate or do you

have suggestions for better or additiomnal
locations for taps: '
l. adequate

L. other

3. next to living rcox

2. outside tap
' h - R 90 Nedoe
Code see codebuouk - L

9l. What do you dislike about your bathroomi
Code see codebook ‘

22. UWhat do you dislike about your toilet:

Coding see codebook

93. Tor what activities do vou use your yard:
w1 drylng of clothes G, both 1 uau 2
2. growing of vegetablas 7. 1, 2, aad 3

3. children's play avea 8. other

75(2.)

76(3.)

75(2)

77(2)

78(3)

79()

8w )

{A
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94. Given a plot of the same size as you have

now, would you prefer:

1. an extra rocem and snaller yard or

2; a larger yard and 2 smaller house

57 nornc (prefers present situvation)

9. n.a.
95. How nmuch would you be willing to pay nore

in monthly payments {f your yard (fcont or

back) would be expanced by 2 m and you are

not allowed to build on it:

1. K&he.10/- 4. KShs. 40/-

2. KShs.20/- , . . 5. don't want to pay more

3. KShs.30/- . for larger yard

'9l Neae. .
96. And how much are you willing to pay if you

9(2)

10(2)

11(2)

are allowed to build on it

1. KShe.10/- 4.'¥.Shs. 40/~
2. KShs.20/- i 5. don't want to pay more
3. KShs.30/- for larger varxd

- ) 9. n.a.

97. Do you prefer a yard at the front of the

houvce or at the back of the house:

vl front ' 2. back : 9. n.a.
3. equal space in the front and at the back
Car ownevrs only . .
98. Where would you prefer to park your car: —

0. no car ‘ ,
1, on the plot (taking awvay yard space)
2. in front of the hcuse, omn the street
3, in a coumon parking area close by

9, n.a.

99. If in a nev housing project you had a choice

between the following types of houses, which

one wouid you prefer to buy: ' . .

1. 2 hgé:alnw—ttze house, morc like the present Umoja
houscs, iih witahon and bathroom. 28 part of the
pain houcve and all rooms cpeniung to the iuside.

2. o courtvard-tvwee house, where several rooms have
their docresonen directly onto a courtyard, and
bathroom cnd tollet are located somewhat
separate from the main building.

_3. o malsonctre (a small two-storecy Trow house).-
be a flat n CT
5. nther
8. don't know
Qe Nuica

100. Why would you choose this type of housc:
v SN

P [N Yo o

101. 1F you could save applositeaisdy Lw.oon s

fn the building of your nwn house, efther in the
actuisl constructioun or in acting as your own

e o o o

cust ol your house, vounld vou be futerested heiag involve

o

12(7)

13(w)

14 (>

15(2)

16(°)

S


http:bathroom.as

102.

10%.

104.

105.
106.
107.

108.
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If yes
How would you do most of the construction:
l. by contractor 4, vith help of friends
2. by memburs of tha NI and relatives
3. by fundi B, other
.9 n.a.

’

How much more would you be willing to pay in monthly
payments for your house if any of the following itcms
were provided: or would you rather finish those pa.ts
yourself:
Ceilings:

1. KShs. 10/- ] 3. EShe.30/= 3. n.a.

2. KShs. 20/- 4. KShs.40/-
5. no payment

pm

pPuo

pu

pm

Inside painting:

Code see quescion 1US5 KShs.
Cutcide paizting: . KShs.
Fencing: ' KShs
Shoverhead: XShs.
Sidewalk: ‘ KShs.

Thenk you for you cooperaticn.

MHS

pm

17¢)
18(C )
15( )
20¢ )
21¢ )
22( )
23¢ 2
80(3)

d~



