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1. Background to the study 

 

Countrywide, there is a growing need for housing in areas that are serviced and well located to 

infrastructure, particularly efficient transportation and economic opportunity. This makes social 

infrastructure an increasingly crucial issue in relation to human settlement planning and development. 

It further highlights the importance of the locational implications and prevalence of accessible and 

adequate infrastructure in the provision of housing, such that the focus moves away from merely 

delivering top structures to instead considering the holistic planning and development of serviced and 

sustainable human settlements. In fact, the Breaking New Ground (BNG) Policy recognises that 

housing interventions are likely to reflect a strong bias towards infrastructure development. 

 

This report provides an audit of the social and economic impacts of affordable and student housing 

developments commissioned by International Housing Solutions (IHS), a global private equity 

investor. Little prior research exists in South Africa that specifically attempts to measure the effects of 

the provision of affordable housing units. In this regard, the research addresses two primary 

objectives as detailed below, while highlighting the fact that IHS are going to sufficient lengths in 

fulfilling the national mandate of sustainable and integrated human settlement development:  

1. The benefits and drawbacks that tenants and owners derive from living in the new residential 

units, including access to employment opportunities, schooling, social facilities, and a safe 

and secure living environment.  

2. The wider social and economic consequences of the developments during the construction 

and management phases, focusing primarily on employment opportunities and job creation. 

 

1.1 Structure of this document 
 

Following from this introduction, this document provides a synthesis of the more detailed work to 

provide a high-level overview of the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the residential 

housing developments commissioned by IHS. Furthermore, it aims to differentiate and compare the 

difference in requirements and perceptions of students to the non-student respondents. 

 

 

2. The approach 

 

2.1 Defining a social audit 
 

Social audits provide a method of allowing companies to measure and monitor their non-financial 

internal and external consequences of business operations, in such a way providing a means for 

determining whether or not the intended desirable results are being achieved. From a housing 

perspective it entails calculating the “well-being” that housing units provide for the occupiers.  

 

The popularity of social audits is arguably a result of the disconnect between what people believe they 

need, what the providers believe the people require, and what is actually being delivered. By 

focussing on the ‘softer’ issues of business operations, greater emphasis is placed on stakeholder 

engagement, in such a way providing a relatively transparent feedback mechanism through which 

future projects can be better aligned. In turn, this allows for better planning and management of 

resources so as to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of on-going business processes, allowing 

the company to uphold the values it has committed itself to promote.  

 

The value residents place on a unit will invariably be a function of location, both in terms of proximity 

to facilities and in terms of the desirability of the area or node in which it falls. One would expect a 

residential property in close proximity to schools or recreational facilities to secure a value premium; 

while highly polluted, noisy or crime-ridden areas would detract from the property’s value. Moreover, 

residential developments can act as a catalyst for local-level social and economic regeneration, which 

can be further enhanced through appropriate government intervention, such as the provision of 
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infrastructure. Consequently, this report aims to capture both the positive and negative consequences 

of the residential developments for the stakeholders. This is detailed in Table 1 below.  

 

Table 1. Positive and negative effects of residential developments 

  OCCUPIERS DEVELOPERS 

Positive 
effects 

Improvement in health   

Better schooling Direct employment 

Access to public transport Indirect employment 

Better healthcare Skills transfer 

Better access to opportunities   

Inclusion   

Negative 
effects 

Noise creation Pollution 

Increased crime Increased congestion 

Far from work/school Community disruption 

Exclusion Green issues 

 

2.2 The IHS social audit 
 

The research has been based on face-to-face interviews of 500 individuals residing in the twenty 

various complexes, as detailed in Table 2 below. Consequently, it is important to contextualise the 

findings of this study in light of the fact that a minority of the total residents from each complex were 

used in the survey. In the final two months of 2012, a team from Dashboard Marketing Intelligence 

conducted the questionnaires and captured the resulting data, where all standard research protocols 

were followed in both design and execution. In understanding the research outcomes, however, it 

should be noted that some of the surveyed complexes are still under development while yet others 

are not yet fully tenanted. Furthermore, some developments offer a range of residential options, 

including bachelor flats to three bedroomed houses, where each type boasts a unique set of 

dynamics and characteristics. This makes generalisations harder. Furthermore, in the rental market it 

is important to distinguish between occupiers that are students and those that are not as they will 

often have substantially different perceptions and requirements. 

 

Table2. IHS funded projects used in the survey 

DEVELOPMENT LOCATION 

Stellendale Village Western Cape 

Parklands Western Cape 

Greaterman's Gauteng 

Protea Glen Gauteng 

Stone Arch Gauteng 
Argyle Centre Gauteng 
Baker House 
Braamfontein Lofts 
Dudley Heights 
Skyways 
YMCA 
Lowliebenhof 
Parktown Views 
Theresa Park 
Trade Winds 
Kent Road (Kensington Place) 
Fleurhof 
Jabulani 
Jukskei View 
Unilofts 

Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Gauteng 
Free State 

 

The questionnaire comprised seven sections, and is included as Appendix 1. The first provided a 

series of screening questions to ascertain whether or not the interviewee was suitable for further 
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questioning. Section two captured the interviewee’s demographic and socio-economic information, 

while section three captured specifics relating to the occupation of the building. The following two 

sections delved deeper into the satisfaction levels of the locational and other attributes and services 

of the developments, with section six aiming to capture the impact that the residential units have had 

on the overall well being of the occupiers. The final section then recorded the respondent’s personal 

details. 

 

 
3. The local context 

 

South Africa’s Breaking New Ground housing policy was developed as a response to the 

Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP) and was implemented in 2004. It intends to 

ensure that housing delivery is seen as being part of a broader plan to promote housing as a financial, 

economic and social asset while creating employment opportunities, fostering social cohesion and 

nurturing sustainable human settlements. 

 

In 2010, the Minister of Social Development set a target of upgrading 500,000 shacks in informal 

settlements by 2014 (implying 125,000 shacks annually) through providing land tenure rights and 

basic services. The 2011/12 national budget earmarked R122 billion for housing and community 

amenities, increasing this to R138billion for the 2013/14 financial year. The human settlements grant 

is one of the fastest growing items in the national budget, which has also introduced a finance-linked 

individual subsidy programme (FLISP) due to help increase financial access to housing opportunities. 

However, despite substantial national commitment to the human settlement agenda, delivery is not 

taking place quick enough or at scale.This problem is, however, not confined to the lowest end of the 

market but is also applicable in the gap market, where individuals earn too much to qualify for a 

government-subsidised house but also do not earn enough to qualify for bank financing to purchase a 

newly built house on the market. This gap market is largely the area in which IHS operates. Figure 1 

below illustrates the drop off in the provision of smaller residential units since the introduction of the 

Breaking New Ground policy. This highlights the need to foster an environment that encourages the 

development of and investment in residences by the private sector. 

 

 
Figure 1. Number of residential units less than 80m

2
 in South Africa  
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4. Results from the occupier questionnaire 

 

The occupier survey aimed to expose perceptions of the individuals’ satisfaction and quality of 

life/well-being. However it is important to note that due to the subjective nature of the research, 

“satisfaction” is defined and experienced differently among the subjects. As such, students have been 

separately categorised from the non-students, allowing the research to identify whether there is a 

statistical difference between the two groups of respondents. Students have been defined as those 

who, when asked to clarify their employment status, responded by stating that they are currently 

studying.  

 

4.1 Occupier demographics and details 
 

Demographics include age, gender, race, marital status, education level, employment status and 

income levels of the residents. 

 

4.1.1 Non-student respondents 
 

Of the respondents interviewed, 56% were females. The statistics reveal that almost 85% of all 

respondents fall between the ages of 20 and 39 years old. Furthermore 88% of occupiers are black 

while 48.7% are single and 37% are married. 

 

Of the 51.6% of respondents that reported living with children, 90.5% have one or two children (53.6% 

and 37% respectively). Ages range from newborn babies to adults, over the age of 18 years. Only 

10% of the children attend school outside of the city in which they reside, where 72% of scholars have 

a one-way commute of up to half an hour. A further 21% have a commute time of between half an 

hour and an hour. 

 

 Figure 2.Age,race and civil status of non-students 

 

Of the surveyed non-student occupants, 25% have obtained Matric/Grade 12 as their highest form of 

education, while roughly another 53% have been awarded a degree or diploma. 81% are quoted as 

working full time, where about 87% report that work commute times are up to one hour in one 

direction. The majority of respondents make use of a car as their primary mode of transportation. 
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Figure 3. Highest education level already achieved by and employment status of non-students  

 

Figure 4. Average work commute time and mod eof transportation used by non-students 

 

Of the individuals interviewed, only 1.2% of households earn R3,500 or less per month, allowing them 

to qualify for a government-subsidised house. Almost 60%, however, fall between the household 

monthly salary bracket of R5,500 and R17,500 suggesting that the majority of residents could have 

access to bank financing, with a significant portion falling in what is called the ‘gap market’. 

Additionally, almost 77% of interviewees report themselves to be the main income earner in the 

household. To this end, 52% of households have two full-time employees contributing their salaries to 

the households, while a further 46% have only one person contributing their monthly salary. 
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Figure 5. Household income levels of non-students 

 

4.1.2 Student respondents 
 

It is important to highlight that students comprised 17% of total respondents. As with the non-

students, 56% of respondents were females, while 93% are black. As expected, over 94% of students 

are between the ages of 18 and 29 while almost 97% are single. 4.6% of students report having 

children living with them, where exactly half have one child and the other half have two. Apart from 

two children being over 18 years of age, the average age of these children is about 5 years old. 

Furthermore, only one of the adult children goes to school outside of the suburb, making a one way 

commute between 30 minutes and one hour long. 

 

Figure 6. Age, race and civil status of students 

 

78% of student respondents have completed matric while a further 13.8% have had some tertiary 

education, probably in the form of the degree or diploma for which they are enrolled. Of these 

students, 64.5% attend a school/tertiary institution in the city in which they reside, where almost 82% 

require a one way commute of up to 30 minutes. Over 65% use public transport to get to their 

educational institution, while a further 26% of respondents walk. 
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Figure 7. Highest education already level achieved by students  

 

Figure 8. Average commute time to tertiary education institution and mode of transportation used by 

students 

 

Of the individuals interviewed, 15% live in households that earn R5,500 or less per month, while half 

live in a household where the monthly salary is between R7,500 and R15,500. It would be interesting 

to further question these respondents so as to determine whether or not their studies are on a part 

time basis, especially in light of the fact that 4.6% report to be the main income earners in the 

household. Furthermore, this number mirrors the statistic of students who have children living with 

them. To this end, around 80% of students live in a household with five full-time employees 

contributing their incomes to the household, while a further 16% live with one full-time employee 

contributing his/her income. 
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Figure 9. Household income levels of students 

 

4.2 Occupation characteristics and perceptions 
 

Details and perceptions regarding the ownership and occupation of the residential units are 

considered in this section and disclosed in the figures below. 

 

4.2.1 Non-student respondents 
 

Of the respondents, 26% own the unit in which they are staying while 70% have lived in the unit for up 

to a year. A further 19.4% have lived there for between one and two years, with only one respondent 

having lived there for more than 7 years. 

 

 
Figure 10. Length of time non-student residents have lived in their unit for 

 

91% of non-student tenants report to be renting an entire unit, with 63.4% claiming to be interested in 

buying something similar. However when asked where they would like to live in five years’ time, only 

13% of the tenants indicated that they would like to remain where they are but no longer be renting, 

while a further 32% want to have purchased their own place elsewhere. Of the non-student 

respondents, another 29% expressed a desire for something bigger and better. Both student owners 

would also like to find something bigger and better in the medium-term. 

 

Monthly rentals range from R500 to R6,400, where only 49.5% of tenants believe they cannot find a 

better unit despite 59% reporting that they are paying more than their last residence. It is, though, 

difficult to assign the average rental of R3,197 to a specific unit size as the sample used includes 
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single rooms as well as two or three bedroom units. Similarly owners estimate the present value of 

their flat or house to be in the range of R260,000 to R950,000, with the average value sitting at 

R471,351. Additionally, 83% report that the value has increased since moving in, predominantly due 

to renovations, amendments and maintenance work. The responses given as to why their value has 

increased shows some ignorance on the part of the owners, as some reason that property prices are 

always increasing, or because property rates are increasing, or because bank charges on the 

mortgage are high. Consequently, the perception of a value change must be taken with this in mind. 

 

4.2.2 Student respondents 
 

As expected, the majority of students rent their units, with a mere 2.3% claiming ownership. Almost 

60% of students have lived in their unit for between six months and a year, with roughly a further 14% 

having taken up residence there in the last 6 months. Additionally, 18% have been living there for 

between one and two years. 

 

 
Figure 11. Length of time students have lived in their units for 

 

A majority of 61% of students are renting a room or part of a unit, while only 57% report that they 

would consider buying something similar. However when asked where they would like to live in five 

years’ time, only one student indicated that they would like to remain in the current place, while 3% 

want to have purchased their own place elsewhere. A further 31% of the students expressed a desire 

for something bigger and better. 

 

Monthly rentals range from R750 to R5,400, where 43.5% of tenants believe they cannot find a better 

unit. As with the non-student respondents, it is difficult to assign the average rental of R2,368 to a 

specific unit size, however 72% attest to paying more now when compared to their previous place. 

Student owners, on the other hand, do not seem to know the approximate value of their units, or 

consequently whether or not it has appreciated in value. 

 

4.3 Satisfaction levels of residents 
 

This section will address issues related to the residences and overall developmental attributes by 

rating respondents’ satisfaction levels over a number of parameters as well as their perceived welfare 

changes since moving into the units. It will also address the reasons as to why the respondents 

moved into the developments as well as the reasons that they feel will ultimately drive them away. 

 

4.3.1 Non-student respondents 
 

When asked as to their main motive for moving into the development, respondents highlighted three 

main reasons, namely: better access to work, a safer area, and a nicer environment. Furthermore, 

they pointed to two predominant factors that will drive them out of the development, being the desire 

to purchase something of their own and the need for more space. 23.5% of respondents intend 
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remaining at the development for between one and two more years, with a further 33.4% anticipating 

staying for three or more years. 

 

The figures below speak to the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to the location of the 

complex and the individual unit, as well as their perceived change in their well 

being/welfare.Respondents indicated that they liked the neighbourhood in which they resided, while 

73% showed satisfaction in their individual unit. Of the non-student interviewees, just less than 9% 

expressed a level of dissatisfaction with the unit. 

 

 
Figure 12. Location aspects of the development according to non-students 

 

 
Figure 13. Aspects relating to the unit owned or rented by non-students 

 

On the whole, only 3% of respondents indicated that their quality of life had worsened to some degree 

since moving into the development, while a majority 72% felt things had improved to some degree.  

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Proximity to tertiary education institutions 

Proximity to schools 

Proximity to recreational facilities 

Proximity to religious buildings 

Proximity to family and friends 

Proximity to police 

Proximity to hospitals/clinics 

Proximity to work 

Proximity to public transport 

Safety and security of the area 

Pleasant area to live 

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Indifferent Satisfied Very satisfied 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Play areas for children 

Emphasis on green/environmental issues 

Parking availability 

Management care 

Complex maintenance 

Unit quality and finishes 

Room sizes 

Safety and security of development 

Safety and security of unit 

Cleanliness including garbage removal 

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Indifferent Satisfied Very satisfied 
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Figure14. Welfare ratings by non-students 

 

 
Figure 15. Welfare ratings about the development by non-students  

 

With these perceptions and ratings in mind, the question relating to the likelihood that these 

individuals would recommend the development to others was posed, where the majority indicated 

they would, as Figure 16 shows. The mean indicates that the average non-student interviewed is 

likely to recommend the development. 

 
Figure 16. Likelihood of non-students recommending the development in which they reside 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Salary 

Access to education 

Access to recreational facilities 

Employment opportunities 

Quality of life for your children 

Health 

Social life 

Leisure time 

Much worse Worse No change Better Much better 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

We have a forum to address community issues 

I know my neighbours 

There is a criminal element here 

My children are happier here 

I regularly stop to talk to people 

We look out for one another 

There is a close community here 

Staying here is good value for money 

I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood 

I feel safe living here 

I'm willing to help improve my neighbourhood 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neither Agree Strongly agree N/A 
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4.3.2 Student respondents 
 

Students were predominantly drawn to the development in which they reside due to improved access 

to tertiary education institutions as well as the developments offering a nicer and safer environment. 

Access to public transport was also a major consideration in the move. The students indicated that 

the completion of their studies will be the primary motivation behind leaving in the future, but they also 

suggested that high rentals and inferior complex management will force them out. Consequently, 41% 

expect to move out in the next six months, while a further 26.4% anticipate staying for another year or 

two. 

 

The figures below speak to the satisfaction levels of the students with respect to the location of the 

complex and the individual unit, as well as their perceived change in their well 

being/welfare.Respondents indicated that they liked the neighbourhood in which they resided, while 

69% showed satisfaction in their individual unit. Of the student interviewees, just less than 11.5% 

expressed a level of dissatisfaction with the unit. 

 

 
Figure 17. Location aspects of the development according to students 

 

 
Figure 18. Aspects relating to the unit owned or rented by students 
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On the whole, only 8% of respondents indicated that their quality of life had worsened to slightly 

moving into the complex, while almost 74% felt things had improved to some degree.  

 

 
Figure 19. Welfare ratings by students 

 

 
Figure 20. Welfare ratings about the development by students 

 

With these perceptions and ratings in mind, the question relating to the likelihood that these 

individuals would recommend the development to others was posed, where the majority indicated 

they would, as Figure 21 shows.The mean indicates that the average non-student interviewed is likely 

to recommend the development. 
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Figure 21. Likelihood of students recommending the development in which they reside 

 
4.4 Open-ended questions 

 

A final open-ended question was posed to the respondents at the end of the questionnaire in an 
attempt to reveal any further comments regarding life at the developments. These comments are 
attached as Appendix 2. 
 
 
5. Comparative analysis 
 

This section is divided into two, where the first part deals with the differences in responses between 
the student and non-student groups of respondents, while the second part highlights differences in the 
conclusions that the data draws this year to that of the previous year, with a particular emphasis on 
welfare ratings. 
 

5.1  Comparing student to non-student response 
 

This section aims to separate out the perceptions and judgments of the two groups of respondents so 
as to determine whether or not the student sample differed significantly from the non-student sample. 
When comparing the feedback, it is important to bear in mind certain inherent dynamics that are 
bound to influence the types of expectations and responses given. Firstly, students are generally 
younger, they rent, they are predominantly single with no children, and rely on public transportation 
more than their working counterparts. 
 
Although their motivations for moving into the complex are not dissimilar, the reasons given as to why 
the two groups will one day move out are markedly different. Non-students and students alike place 
emphasis on proximity to their place of work or tertiary education institution, as well as a safe and nice 
environment. While non-students require space to raise a family, students want to leave on 
completion of their educational endeavours. To this end, slightly more students feel that their quality 
of life had declined since moving into the complex in which they currently are. 
 
A common theme to both, though, is the desire to enter the property market in the short to medium 
term by buying their own place. As a result, there were numerous mentions in the open-ended 
question for the developers to initiate a rent-to-buy scheme within the developments. Additionally, 
both groups require greater transparency, accountability and responsiveness of the management and 
maintenance teams, and want a greater focus on the provision and accessibility of social 
infrastructure. The management of these amenities will then become of great importance in allowing 
the facilities to provide maximum benefit to as many occupiers as possible. 
 

5.2  Comparing responses to previous data 
 

When analysing the results in light of the preceding report, many similarities exist in that there is still a 
strong desire for occupants to own physical property that is well located and well maintained, safe, 
affordable and easily accessible to various amenities. Last year, the questionnaire revealed that the 
overall quality of life of the residents was improved by the move to an IHS-funded unit. In particular, 
residents reported a significant improvement in the quality of life for their children as well as improved 
health and housing. The majority also reported better access to education and employment. 
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Figure 22. Total welfare improvement across all respondents 
 

 
Figure 23. Welfare ratings about the development across all respondents 

 
As disclosed in Figures 22 and 23 above, 2012’s survey points to leisure time and social life being the 
most significantly boosted due to the move, with the majority also reporting an improvement in health. 
Furthermore, the data points to there being a real interest from respondents to work together to 
improve their surroundings. Additionally, respondents feel that their children are happier living in the 
complex and that it is a safe environment. Both 2011 and 2012 reveal, however, the desire for 
residents to enter the housing market as buyers, where location, security and quality of the unit and 
management team are important criteria. 
 
 
6. Employment creation 
 

6.1  Understanding the employment creation process 
 

The employment creation potential falls broadly into two categories as detailed in Figure 24 below, 
namely those created directly through the property development process (flowing from capital 
expenditure), and secondly,that relating to the on-going property management function (flowing from 
operational expenditure). It is also important to note that total employment creation from a housing 
unit is also a function of indirect employment opportunities arising in numerous sectors servicing the 
construction sector. This includes materials, financial and other services supplied throughout the 
building’s lifecycle. 
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I'm willing to help improve my neighbourhood 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neither Agree Strongly agree N/A 



 

 16 | Page 

 

 
 
 

Figure 24. Understanding the economic impact of the employment creation process 

 
An analysis that was undertaken for the Banking Association of South Africa (BASA) in 2008 suggests 
that construction costs are responsible for some 63% of the total development cost of a typical 
affordable housing unit. This is depicted in Figure 25 below. Additionally, based on the views of a 
number of quantity surveyors, suggests that the associated labour costs would be roughly 40% of the 
total construction cost. This ratio was confirmed by the JBCC Contract Price Adjustment Provisions 
document, which suggests that as a work group, masonry has a 46% labour weighting; and brick and 
block work has a 45% labour rating. In determining the wages received by different labour categories, 
reference was made to the Building Industry Bargaining Council, where rates per hour vary from 
R13.02 for an unskilled labourer to R44.59 for a skilled labourer. Consideration was also given to the 
fact that a typical wage bill on the units developed would be split with 60% apportioned to skilled 
labourer and 40% to unskilled labourer. 
 

 
Figure 25. Cost breakdown of a 45m

2
 affordable housing unit 
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6.2  IHS employment creation 
 

In this study a number of construction projects were analysed and it was estimated that the number of 
man-hours required to complete a typical 45m

2
 unit. Invariably differences arise in the time required to 

complete a unit and depends heavily on the building typology where a three-storey block of 12 units 
will offer certain economies of scale not found in a stand-alone house. It is reported to takeanywhere 
between 1,200 and 1,500 man-hours to build a 45m

2
 house. Using the average time of 1,289 

hours,this equates to some 773 hours of skilled work and 516 hours of unskilled work. Alternatively it 
can beseen to require 2.48 persons working on a full-time basis to complete a typical house in 
thirteenweeks, where 1.48persons working on a full-time basis would need to be skilled and the 
remaining would be unskilled labour. 
 
Altman (2003) and the Department of Human Settlements (2011) suggest that the multiplier, or 
indirect impact of employment creation, in the South African residential construction sector is in the 
region of 2.5. This, the Department of Human Settlements (2011) regards as being high, especially in 
comparison to the mining and trade sectors. 
 
IHSwill have financed the construction of approximately 28,000 self-standing units over the ten-year 
period. While the types of units differ, one can assume(based on the multiplier of 2.48) that 
construction-related employment creation equates to approximately 69,440opportunities over the 
duration of the thirteen-week building process. The factor of 2.48 reflects the number of full time 
skilled and unskilled workers that would be required to complete a unit in thirteen weeks. This 
translates into a directfull time annual employment of 18,818 opportunities.This is based on the 
assumption that employment opportunities are calculated for a one-year period where it takes thirteen 
full weeks to build a house and that a person works 48 weeks per annum. As a result, 3.69 
opportunities over the construction period is equivalent to an employment opportunity for an entire 
year. If indirect employment is added, based on a multiplier of 2.5, total employment opportunities rise 
to approximately to 47,045in total for the entire portfolio developed by IHS over the decade. 
 
The operating-related employment opportunities, which include the renovation and management of 
the buildings, have been estimated at a total of five employment opportunities per R1million of income 
generated. Based on an average monthly rental of R3,000 per unit on the 28,000 units, the 
employment created both directly and indirectly is in the vicinity of 5,000 per annum for the units held 
by IHS. 
 
The below tables suggest that the construction-related and operation-related total employment impact 
of IHS’s investments would be 51,562 direct and indirect employment opportunities. On an ongoing 
basis, the portfolio is in a position to maintain 5,000 direct and indirect employment opportunities. In 
summary, the estimated job opportunities for an entire year created from the investments in this fund 
are estimated to be in the region of 100,000. 
 
Table 3. Direct and indirect employment 
 

Construction employment  Direct Indirect Total 

Full time per annum  18,818  28,227  47,045 

Employment per annum      5,000  

Total      52,045 

 
Table 4. Estimated jobs created by IHS over a ten-year period 
 

Annual full-time employment opportunities for construction  47,045 

Annual full-time employment over a ten year period*  50,000  

Total   97,045 
*This can also be interpreted as employing 5,000 people employed over a ten-year period 
 
 
7. Conclusion 
 

Demand for affordable housing in South Africa continues to outstrip supply, with private investment 
tending to focus on higher-end residential developments.IHS has implemented a strategy to increase 
the supply of affordable and student-housing options allowing individuals access to the housing 
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market, whether as a tenant or a homeowner. The desire of South Africans to enter the property 
market by owning a piece of land on which they can live is deeply entrenched. However, IHS 
developments hope to providemore than merely the physical structure, paying more attention to 
possible social benefits and the creation of healthy, integrated communities. 
 
Although the characteristics of student and non-student respondents might differ significantly, both 
groups ultimately want to live in a pleasant area that is well maintained, safe, and in close proximity to 
a sufficient array of social facilities.Respondents indicated that the move to an IHS development has 
largely improved their leisure time and social life, while health and the wellbeing of their children have 
also had positive impacts. 
 
The findings of this study largely reflect the preceding study, namely that occupants feel healthier and 
have more social and leisure time. By and large, both groups feel that the move to an IHS unit has 
improved the overall quality of life for them and their families were appropriate. This points to the 
notion that the unit has provided the occupier with more than a physical asset in the form of a roof 
overhead, but has fulfilled some role as a social asset and a financial asset to those who purchased. 
Ultimately, IHS can be seen to be delivering on the principles of sustainable human settlements as 
encouraged by the national Breaking New Ground policy. 
 
The quality of the developments was not specifically addressed in the report,as the primary focus was 
on the social implications of living in the developments.It is, however, encouraged that this be given 
more consideration in the future, as the data above points to all occupants being sensitive with regard 
to the quality and location of the unit, as well as the management and maintenance of the 
development in which they reside. 
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire used 

 
Introduction Good day, my name is _____________. I’m from __________________ and we are 
conducting a survey on housing in this development. We would be grateful to hear your own opinions 
and experiences. Please be assured that this is a confidential interview and if you feel uncomfortable, 
we can stop anytime.  Is now a suitable time? 
 

A. (ASK ALL) Screening questions 
 
     1.    Are you currently a resident in this house/flat? 

  A1 

Yes Continue 1 

No Close the interview 2 

 
2. Do you own or rent this house/flat? 

  A2 

Owner Continue 1 

Tenant Continue 2 

Student Tenant Continue 3 

 
3. Interviewer: please record Development Name: 
      SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

Development A3  

Stellendale 1 
 

Parklands 2 

Greaterman’s 3  

Protea Glen 4  

Stone Arch 5  

Studentdigz   

 - Argyle Centre 6  

 - Baker House 7  

 - Braamfontein Lofts 8  

 - Dudley Heights 9  

 - Skyways 10  

 - YMCA 11  

 - Lowliebenhof 12  

 - Parktown views 13  

Theresa Park 14 Check quota if applicable 

Trade Winds 15  

Kent Road (Kensington Place) 16  

Fleurhof 17  

Jabulani 18  

Jukskei View 19  

Unilofts 20  

   

 
 

B.  (ASK ALL) Demographic / Classification Questions 
These questions are used only for classification purposes. 
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1. Please tell me which of these age groups you fall into: 

SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

AGE GROUP B1  

Less than 18 Close   

18 - 19 1  

20 – 29 2  

30 – 39 3 

 

40 – 49 4 

50 – 59 5 

60 – 69 6 

75 and over 7 

 
2. Gender: DO NOT ASK, RECORD ANSWER IN TABLE BELOW. 

 

GENDER B2  

Male   1 
 

Female 2 

 
3.   Race: 
 INTERVIEWER RECORD DON’T ASK 
 

RACE B3  

Black 1 
 

White 2 

Coloured 3  

Indian 4  

Other, please specify 99  

 
4. Marital Status: 
 

STATUS B4  

Married 1 
 

Single 2 

Cohabiting with partner 3  

Other, please specify  99  

 
5. Are there any children living with you in this house under the age of 18 years? 
 

CHILDREN B5   

Yes  1 Continue 
 

No 2 Go to B7 

 
5a. IF YES, How many children are living with you? 
 

Number of children living in household B5a 

One 1 

Two  2 

Three 3 

Four or more 4 

 
 
5b. What are the ages of the children living with you? PLEASE WRITE IN THE AGE FOR EACH 
CHILD IN THE SPACE PROVIDED. MULTI MENTION POSSIBLE. 
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AGE B5b WRITE IN AGE  

Child 1: 1  
 

Child 2: 2  

Child 3: 3   

Child 4: 4   

 
6a. Where do the children in this household attend school? MMP 
 

Children SCHOOL B6a   

In the suburb where you live 1 Continue  

In this city 2 Continue 
 

Elsewhere 3 Go to B7a 

Not applicable 99 Go to B7a  

 
6b. Thinking of the children in your household that attend school (from B6a), how long does it 
typically take on average to travel to school one way? 

SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

TRAVEL TIME B6b 

15 mins or less 1 

Between 15 and 30 mins  2 

Between 30 mins and 1 hour 3 

Up to 1h 30 mins 4 

More than 1h 30mins 5 

Don’t know 99 

 
7a.ASK ALL: 

 
What is the highest level of education that you have completed?  
SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL B7a  

No schooling 1 Go to B8 

Some primary school  2 Go to B8 

Primary school complete 3 Go to B8 

Some high school 4 Go to B7b 

High school complete (Matric) 5 Go to B7b 

Some tertiary 6 Go to B7b 

Diploma complete 7 Go to B7b 

Degree/university complete 8 Go to B7b 

Post-graduate  9 Go to B7b 

Don’t know/refused 99 Go to B7b 

 
7b. IF RESPONDENT COMPLETED SOME HIGH SCHOOL OR MORE IN B7a, ASK: 
 Where did you attend secondary(high) school/ or your tertiary education? 
 

SCHOOL B7b  

In this city 1 
 

Elsewhere 2 

 
8.ASK ALL: 

Which of these best describes your work status …? 
SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
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WORK STATUS B8  

A Student  / scholar                            1 Continue 

Unemployed/Not working                          2 Go to B9a 

Retired                                               3 Go to B9a 

Self employed / own business           4 Continue 

Working part time  5 Continue 

Working full time  6 Continue 

Housewife/ Husband 7 Go to B9a 

Other, please specify_________  99               Continue 

 
8a. How long, on average, would you say you travel to work or your tertiary place of education one 

way on a daily basis? SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

TRAVEL TIME B8a 

15 mins or less 1 

Between 15 and 30 mins  2 

Between 30 mins and 1 hour 3 

Up to 1h 30 mins 4 

More than 1h 30mins 5 

Don’t know  99 

 
8b. What means of transportation do you take most often when traveling to work or your tertiary place 

of education? INSERT ANSWER IN TABLE BELOW. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

Mode of Transportation B8b 

Walk 1 

Bicycle 2 

Motorbike/ scooter 3 

Taxi 4 

Bus 5 

Car 6 

Train 7 

Other, specify 8 

 
9a. How many adults are currently living full time in this household? INSERT ANSWER IN 
TABLE BELOW IN COLUMN LABELLED ‘B9a –SIZE OF HOUSEHOLD’ 
 
9b. How many people living in this household are currently employed? INSERT ANSWER IN 
TABLE BELOW IN COLUMN LABELLED ‘B9b –CURRENTLY EMPLOYED’. SINGLE 
MENTION ONLY. 
 
10. How many incomes currently contribute to the household? INSERT ANSWER IN TABLE BELOW IN 
COLUMN LABELLED ‘B10 – NUMBER OF INCOMES’. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 
 

 B9a 
SIZE OF 

HOUSEHOLD 

B9b 
CURRENTLY 
EMPLOYED 

B10 
NUMBER OF INCOMES 

One  1 1 1 

Two  2 2 2 

Three  3 3 3 

Four or more 4 4 4 

None  5 5 

 
11. Are you the main income earner in your household? 
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SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

MAIN INCOME EARNER B11 

Yes 1 

No 2 

 
12. Gender of main income contributor in this Household? 
 

MAIN INCOME CONTRIBUTOR B12  

Male   1 
 

Female 2 

 
13.  What would you estimate is the current monthly income for the entire household? 

SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

INCOME B13 

Nothing / No income                         1 

Less than R2500                        2 

2501 - 3500                                              3 

3501 - 4500           4 

4501 - 5500  5 

5501 - 6500  6 

6501 - 7500 7 

7501 - 8500 8 

8501 - 9500 9 

9501 - 10500 10 

10501 - 11500 11 

11501 - 12500 12 

12501 - 13500 13 

13501 - 14500 14 

14501 - 15500 15 

15501 - 16500 16 

16501 - 17500 17 

17501 - 18500 18 

18501 - 19500 19 

19501 - 20500 20 

20501 - 21500 21 

More than 21500 22 

Refused 99 
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C. (ASK ALL) REGARDING OCCUPATION OF THE BUILDING 
 
 

1.  How long have you lived in this house/flat? SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

LENGTH OF TIME C1 

Less than 6 months 1 

Between 6 months and a year 2 

Between 1 and 2 years 3 

Between 2 and 4 years 4 

Between 4 and 7 years 5 

More than 7 years 6 

 
 
C2a What were your reasons for moving here? SHOW CARD. MULTI MENTION POSSIBLE. 
 
C2bWhich one was your main reason? SINGLE MENTION 
 

REASONS C2a C2b 

Better job prospects 1 1 

Better access to place of work  1 2 

Nicer environment 1 3 

Closer to schools 1 4 

Safer environment 1 5 

Better access to recreational facilities such as parks, green areas , libraries, 
etc. 

1 6 

Cheaper than my previous accommodation 1 7 

More expensive but better than my previous accommodation 1 8 

Better opportunities/ access to develop my knowledge and skills  1 9 

Better access to public transport systems 1 10 

Better access to hospitals and health care  1 11 

Better access to public infrastructure such as water, electricity, etc 1 12 

Other, please specify 99 99 

 
3a. Do any family members live with you in this unit? 
 

FAMILY MEMBERS C3a  

Yes 1 
 

No 2 

 
3b. IF YES, How many? SINGLE MENTION ONLY. WRITE IN ANSWER IN GRID BELOW IN 
COLUMN C3b. 
 

3c. Of the family members living with you, how many are living with you on a full time/long term 
basis and how many on a part time/ temporary basis? RECORD ANSWER IN GRID BELOW IN 
COLUMN C3c – Full time and C3c – Part time.SINGLE MENTION PER COLUMN. 
 

 C3b C3c Full time C3c Part time 

One other 1 1 1 

Two others 2 2 2 

Three others 3 3 3 

Four or more 4 4 4 

 
3d. Of the additional people living with you in this unit (C3b), how many are children younger than 16 years?   
 
WRITE IN NUMBER 0 IF NONE     __________ 
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4. How many bedrooms are in your home? 
 

 C4 

One bedroom  

Two bedrooms  

Three bedrooms  

 
 
5. How much longer do you think you will be living here ?INSERT ANSWER IN TABLE BELOW. SINGLE 
MENTION. 
 

 C5 

Less than 6 months 1 

6 months to 1 year 2 

1 to 2 years  3 

2 to 3 years 4 

More than 3 years 5 

 
6. What do you think would be your reasons for leaving this place one day? HAND RESPONDENT SHOW 
CARD.MULTIMENTION POSSIBLE. 
 
 

Reasons C6 

To buy my own home 1 

To move to a bigger home 1 

To move closer to the schools we use 1 

To move to a safer environment 1 

Rentals are too high here 1 

Too far from my work 1 

Too far from my friends 1 

Dissatisfied with the way the housing complex is managed 1 

High noise levels 1 

Structural problems with the unit 1 

Too hard to get good work here 1 

Completed my studies 1 

Change in personal circumstances 1 

Other, please specify 99 

 
 
7a. On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is very likely and 5 is not very likely, how likely would you be to 
recommend this development to a friend in a similar financial situation as yours? HAND 
RESPONDENT CARD WITH LIKELIHOOD SCORES AND WRITE IN ANSWER IN TABLE 
BELOW. SINGLE MENTION. 
 
 

 C7a 
INSERT SCORE BELOW 

Recommend to a friend  

 
7b. Please provide a reason for your answer.________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________
__ 
_________________________________________________________________________________
__ 

 
8. Where did you live immediately before moving here?  
 
INTERVIEWER PLEASE MARK APPROPRIATE BOX FOR PROVINCE AND ASK FOR THE 
CITY/SUBURB WITHIN THAT.  
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WRITE CITY/SUBURB ON SPACE PROVIDED. 
 
 

 C8 Province 

A Eastern Cape 

B Gauteng 

C Kwa-Zulu Natal 

D Limpopo 

E Mpumalanga 

F North West 

G Northern Cape 

H Northern Province 

I Western Cape 
 

 

 
City/ Suburb: __________________________________________________ 
 
 9. What type of building was your last home? 

 

BUILDING TYPE C9 

A house                         1 

An apartment                      2 

A hostel                                         3 

Student housing 4 

Other, please specify_________     99 

 
 

INTERVIEWER ASK C10 and C11ONLY OF OWNERS OF UNITS (REFER TO A2) 
 

10. What do you think is the present value of your house /flat ?WRITE IN ANSWER IN BLOCK PROVIDED 
 

 C10 

Current Rand Value  

Don’t know 99 

 
 
10a. Do you think the value of your unit has increased or decreased since you have obtained it/ 
moved here. Single mention only.Record answer in grid below. 
 

VALUE C10a  

Value has increased 1 
 

Value has decreased 2 

Don’t know 99  

 
 
10b. Why do you feel that 
way?__________________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
__________ 
 
 
 
11.  I would like to read you a few statements that people have made when buying a property. 
Thinking back to the time when you bought your home, please tell me which of these applied. 
HAND RESPONDENT SHOW CARD.MULTI MENTION POSSIBLE. 
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 Statement C11 
Yes 

C11 
No 

C11 
Don’t know 

A I paid cash for my property 1 2 3 

B I was able to get a mortgage 1 2 3 

C The deed of transfer ran smoothly 1 2 3 

D The title deed for my unit/home is in my name 1 2 3 

E It was easy to obtain my title deed 1 2 3 

F I did not think of transfer duties wnen I made the offer 1 2 3 

G My bank adequately described the process for obtaining 
a mortgage  

1 2 3 

H My bank provided proper information as to payments,  
responsibilities and actions that would result if payments 
were not made 

1 2 3 

I My bank has responded to any enquiries I had, after I 
obtained my mortgage 

1 2 3 

 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: RESPONDENTS WHO ANSWERED C11 (ALL OWNERS) NOW GO TO C15. 

 
INTERVIEWER ASKC12 TO C14ONLY OF TENANTS/ STUDENTS OF UNITS (REFER TO A2). 
 

12. What is the monthly rental that you pay for this unit?   R_______________________/per month 
 
12a. Is this rental for part of the flat or house or the entire house/flat? 
 

Rental for C12a  

Room or part of flat /house 1 
 

Entire flat / house 2 

 
12b. Does this rental include water, electricity and parking? 
 

Included C12b Water C12b Electricity C12b Parking 

Yes 1 1 1 

No 2 2 2 

 
 
12c. If NO to any of the options in C12b, that is, rental does not include water, electricity or parking or 
all three, please ask: 
 
How much do you pay per month for : 
 

 C12c 

Water Rand per month  

Electricity Rand per month  

Parking rand per month  

 
Insert only the amount for the option that is not included in the monthly rental. If all three 
options are excluded from the monthly rental, insert a Rand value for all three. 
 
 
12d. Is the rental you pay for your unit more or less than the previous place where you were staying? 
 

RENT C12d  

More than my previous place 1 
 

Less than my previous place 2 

Don’t know 99  
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13. ASK TENANTS ONLY: 
 
Would you consider buying a similar property?            
 

Buying Similar Property C13  

Yes 1 
 

No 2 

 
 

14. Do you think you could easily find better accommodation for the rental you are paying here?           
 

Better Accomodation C14  

Yes 1 
 

No 2 

 
 
 ASK ALL: 
 
15. Where would you like to live in 5 years’ time? HAND RESPONDENT SHOW CARD. SINGLE 
MENTION. 
 

Like to live in 5 years’ time C15 

In the same place 1 

In this house but not renting 2 

Another city  or province 3 

Somewhere but bigger and better 4 

Somewhere not far from here 5 

In my own house or flat 6 

Not sure 7 

Other (please specify) 99 

 
 
D.  ASK ALL:  LOCATION OF THE HOUSE/FLAT ATTRIBUTES 
 
1. I am now going to read you a list of statements relating to the location of this house/flat. Please 
consider these statements carefully and for each statement tell me how satisfied you are with that 
particular aspect of location. 
 
HAND RESPONDENT SATISFACTION SHOW CARD. 
 
Very Satisfied -   5 ,Satisfied -  4, Neither Satisfied nor dissatisfied 3, Dissatisfied 2, Very Dissatisfied  
1 
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 D
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A Proximity to churches / religious building  1 2 3 4 5 

B Proximity to recreation facilities 1 2 3 4 5 
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C Proximity to hospitals / clinics 1 2 3 4 5 

D Proximity to police 1 2 3 4 5 

E Proximity to family and friends 1 2 3 4 5 

F Proximity to Children’s primary and secondary schools 1 2 3 4 5 

G Proximity to Technikon and University 1 2 3 4 5 

H Proximity to public transportation 1 2 3 4 5 

I Proximity to work 1 2 3 4 5 

J Safety and Security of this area 1 2 3 4 5 

K A pleasant area to live 1 2 3 4 5 

 
2. On a Scale of 1 to 10 please can you give me a score of how much you like this 

neighbourhood? Where 1  = Don’t like at all and 10 = Like Very much. 
 
INTERVIEWER WRITE IN LIKING SCORE IN TABLE BELOW 
 

 D2  

Liking Score   

 
 
E.  HOUSE/FLAT (DEVELOPMENT) ATTRIBUTES 
 
1. How satisfied are you overall with this particular house or flat that you are living in? 
 
HAND RESPONDENT SATISFACTION CARD. SINGLE MENTION. 
 

 E2 

Extremely satisfied 5 

Satisfied 4 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 

Dissatisfied 2 

Extremely dissatisfied 1 

 
2.  I am now going to read you a list of statements relating to your House/Flat and the Development 
as a whole. Please consider these statements carefully and for each statement please tell me the 
extent to which you are satisfied/ dissatisfied with that particular aspect relating to the house/flat that 
you are staying in.  
 
HAND RESPONDENT SATISFACTION CARD. EACH STATEMENT CAN ONLY HAVE ONE 
RATING. 
 
Completely Satisfied 5, Satisfied 4, Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 3, Dissatisfied 2, 
Completely Dissatisfied 1  
 
 

 

Development / House / Flat Description 
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A The quality of the house/flat in terms of the finishes. 5 4 3 2 1 
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B 
The size of the rooms in the house/flat          5 

4 3 2 1 

C 
Safety and security measures for this house/flat         5   

4 3 2 1 

D 
Overall maintenance of the House/Flat/Complex         5                

4 3 2 1 

E 
The care that the management puts into this development         5                                                                                       

4 3 2 1 

F 

The safety and security measures for the whole 

development  

       5 

4 3 2 1 

G 

The cleanliness/maintenance of the property, including the 

garbage removal 

      5 

4 3 2 1 

H 

The parking provisions made available for yourself and 

visitors 

      5 

4 3 2 1 

I 
The play areas for children        5 

4 3 2 1 

J 

The emphasis on green and environmental issues in this 

development 

       5 

4 3 2 1 

 
F.  WELFARE ASPECTS 
 
1.  Please rate the following attributes in terms of the impact that living in this development has had 
on each attribute for you personally, using a scale of 1 - 5; where (1 = Much worse, 2 = worse, 3 = 
No change , 4 = Better, 5 = Much better) 
 
SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 

 

IMPACT ON  
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A Your employment opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 6 

B Access to education 1 2 3 4 5 6 

C Your social life 1 2 3 4 5 6 

D Your leisure time 1 2 3 4 5 6 

E Access to sports and entertainment 1 2 3 4 5 6 

F Your monthly income 1 2 3 4 5 6 

G The quality of life for your children  1 2 3 4 5 6 

H Your health 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
 
2.  How would you describe the overall change in the quality of your life after moving into this house 
or flat? 
 
     SHOW CARD. SINGLE MENTION ONLY. 
 

 F2 

Much better 5 

Better 4 

No change 3 

Worse 2 

Much worse  1 
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3. I am now going to read you a few statements that people have made about living in a development. 
Please tell me for each statement the extent to which each applies in your development. 
HAND RESPONDENT RATING CARD AND READ OUT EACH STATEMENT. RECORD ONLY THE 
NUMBER OF THE RATING FOR EACH STATEMENT IN THE BLOCK PROVIDED INTHE TABLE 
BELOW. SINGLE MENTION FOR EACH STATEMENT. 1=STRONGLY DISAGREE, 2=DISAGREE, 
3=NEITHER DISAGREE NOR AGREE, 4=AGREE, 5=STRONGLY AGREE, 6=N/A 
 

 Statement F3 Rating 

A There is a close community in this development  

B I know all my neighbours living around me  

C We look out for one another in this development  

D We have a forum for community meetings where 
issues are discussed and addressed as they arise 

 

E My children are happier here  

F I get good value for money staying here  

G There is a criminal element in our development  

H I feel safe living in this development  

I I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood  

J I regularly stop to talk to people in my 
neighbourhood 

 

K I would be willing to work with others to improve my 
neighbourhood 

 

L There are squatters living in our development  If N/A go to F4, 
otherwise 
continue 

M The squatters that live here increase crime in our 
development 

 

N I feel the squatters living here have a right to be 
here and should be included in the community 

 

O The squatters living here do not interfere with 
anybody 

 

 
 
 
4 .What further comments, if any, would you like to make regarding this development? 
 

COMMENTS  

 

 

 
 
G: Respondent Details 
 

UNIT G1 

Unit Name 1 

Unit Number 2 

Interviewer pleases record: 
 

Interviewer’s first name: G1 

Respondent’s first name: G2 
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Date of interview G3 

Time interview completed G4 

 
THANK RESPONDENT AND CLOSE INTERVIEW. 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 33 | Page 

 

Appendix 2: Open-ended responses 
 

The below section documents the responses occupants gave to a final open-ended question that 
provided the opportunity for respondents to voice any further praise or concerns that were not 
specifically addressed by the survey. Most respondents took this as an opportunity to detail areas of 
greatest dissatisfaction to them as they had already explicitly stated through the survey that, despite 
the development’s shortcomings, the overall quality of their lives had largely improved as a result of 
the move into an IHS unit. When no specific grievances were voiced, respondents expressed general 

satisfaction. All negative comments will be further analysed by IHS, and discussed and taken 
forward where appropriate with the relevant property managers and developers. 
 

1. Non-student respondents 
 

This group of respondents were unanimously vociferous on numerous issues that included the need 
for improved mobile network coverage; increased and safe parking facilities both for tenants and 
visitors; the erection of carports for tenants; the need for a communal area that has braai and 
swimming facilities; greater washing line capacity; bigger rooms and balconies for the units; a 
recreational area with trees, especially for the children; as well as the need to have amenities such as 
shops, banks, schools, clinics, gyms, parks, a post office and public transport closer to the 
development. Additionally, a number of respondents expressed the desire to have a church closer to 
their development. 
 
Another issue was the need for transparent management and maintenance teams where issues can 
get addressed timeously and where there is a forum to easily discuss residents’ concerns. Many 
occupants feel that the complex in which they reside needs substantially better and more active 
maintenance. This includes fixing wall cracks, painting walls, repairing lifts and windows, improving 
lighting, and ensuring general cleanliness. To this end, erratic garbage removal and the apparent far 
location of dustbins is a major concern. Furthermore better security is required, as despite residents 
feeling that the complex rules are overly restrictive, vendors are still allowed in to sell at doors and 
laundry is stolen from the washing line. Many would further like to see the external fencing be 
replaced by sturdier concrete walling. 
 
In terms of the units, many residents feel that the quality is not as good as they expected it to be, 
leading to numerous concerns about poor drainage, broken windows and door handles, cracks and 
leaks from inferior roofing and plumbing, no built in cupboards in the kitchen, poor air circulation, 
noise from neighbours due to thin dividing walls, as well as the desire to replace water tanks with 
geysers. Not all of the responses were negative, though, with the main compliment being that the 
complex is a good place in which to live as it is affordable and has a relatively nice environment. 
 

2. Student respondents 
 

A few students responded favourably, where notions of feeling safe and being satisfied with life at the 
development were expressed. The majority of the comments do, however, point to there being room 
for improvement. Students pointed to a need for better facilities, where a bigger washing line as well 
as a swimming pool and braai/entertainment area are desired by quite a few. Some further point to 
there being a need for more shopping amenities in the vicinity. 
 
With regard to the complex, many feel that maintenance is lacking, where a fresh coat of paint or the 
washing of curtains and carpets would go a long way. Further comments aimed at the individual units 
point to dissatisfaction with the layout/design as well as with a lack of facilities. Extra wardrobe space, 
fridges, better lighting, and showers are the top priorities for respondents. Additionally, there is a quite 
a strong feeling that appliances and facilities (both in the bathroom and kitchen) remain broken for 
quite some time and that it would be helpful if issues could be addressed more quickly. To this end, 
many were also unhappy with the fact that there is an interrupted supply of hot water. 
 
Specific student concerns were also raised, where dissatisfaction was expressed with renovations 
occurring during exam time, which would sometimes interrupt power supply. Renovations, car stereos 
outside and children running through the corridors are said to increase the noise levels, making 
studying harder. Additionally, a handful of students felt that the rules in the complexes were too 
limiting and strict. 


