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INTHODUCL, ON
--_._-----------_.--_. __ ._-------_._ .._---_. - ..- -----_ ...

The Kibera New VilJagn, a ffior~gagQhousing scheree known
locally as 'Port Jesus' after the Mom~asa citadel, is
designed by the architect Br~z Menezes and Partners,
Na i.r ob i..

The scheme: is bu i.I.t.})y the Na t Lon aI 110usin9 Corporation
and v!i:J.s cu.:,r<l e t.cd .:n 1972.

At the enrl of 1973, the National Housing Corporation
reque st.ed tiot:: Hcus:L'!q Research and DE-2velopment Unit to
carry out ~n evaluative survey of the scheme paying parti-
cular regard to the design and use of kitchens and court-
yards, se.curity and privacy; the pe r f c i ma nc e of roof s c4nd
infill walls, means of access and car parking.

A user reaction survey, in which 16 houses of both the
four room and six room housetypes were included, was under-
taken in December 1973. In February 1974, a technical
appraisal was undertaken.
'1'hefollowing report combines the resu.lts of the user-
reaction survey and the technical appraisal.

The following members of the HRDU staff participated in
the preparation of the report.

Charles Hooper, architect
Philip Mein, architect
Muindi Mulili,
George Ochola,

groupleader, editing
technical appraisal

intervimvs
drawings

Nairobi, March 1974
,Jon Skakke

DIRECTOR
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1. OCCVPZll~'l'S AND OVJN"GHS

1.1 The Oecupa!~:-s

Very few OCCUpcLI1t.S cvm , or ra+he r have the mortgage for r

the houses Ln wh i.ch they stay. Only two of the +h i rt.y+t.wo
household he~ds interviewed were landlords. Naturally
enough tLe F'ort. J-esus occupants \Vf-.!:Cl:' rest rLc t.cd 'co those
Lncome groups ,_,,''.':'.::::11 could afford the rent.s which ranq cd
from 250 to 3~~;· for the large rooms and from 175 to 275/-
for the small Jooms. A fair proportion of the respondents
were Government employees who were in receipt of housing
allowances.

Most occupants rented their rooms directly from the land-
lord. In most cases the houses operated as multi-family
lodgings with shared facilities. Since the landlords
usually let rooms to the actual users rather than lett.ing
the house en block, there was little sub-leLting as such.
While most tenants rented only one or two rooms, there
were a few who rented more.

1.2 The Owners

Few owners lived in their houses, most preferring to rent
them out. It is probable that most Qwners applied for a
house with the view to letting it rather than living in it
i.e. they were seeking an investment (and a very lucra-
tive one) rather than a home. The owners of the four and
six room types paid deposits of 4,600 to 6,200/- and are
repaying 332/- and 442/- per month respectively. However
owners can expect to collect in rent between 850/- and
1,250/- for the 4 room houses and between 1,200/- and
1,800/- for the 6 room houses.
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