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ABSTRACT

A comprehensive standard for the appraisal of the quality of housing units which gives no room for the subjective
bias of the operator and which is simple and easy to use has been non-existent at least in the form analysts would
want it during urban renewal and upgrading programmes. The major aim of this study is to articulate a reliable
checklist standard for housing quality appraisal. To achieve this, a team of environmental experts and practitioners
which include 4 town planners, 2 architects, 2 estate valuers who are experienced in the development and
management of the built environment as well as 12 Urban and Regional Planning students was constituted. The
checklist covers construction, amenities and environmental dimensions of housing. The score rating system (SRS)
designed is such that aggregate of 0-30 means poor house, 31-85 means fair house while 86-100 means good house.
These aggregate scores enable urban renewal operators/analysts to take up grading decisions. This checklist is
highly recommended for adoption in the devel oping countries during urban renewal and up grading projects.
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INTRODUCTION

Urban renewal programmes are data dependent aleldisof success in most cases depends on théygofthe
data used which in turn depends on the objectigftytheir acquisition. Data quality depends on taeel of
objectivity observed during their collection whids a reflection of the extent to which operatorigsband
prejudices are eliminated during survey. Objettiih housing assessment is quite necessary inr dodpermit
replicability of survey strategy between and amoitigs or zones.

Measurement of housing quality is one of the irsl@ surveys during urban renewal programmes arfthps the
most controversial particularly in developing nasavhere a variety of indicators are applied tedeine housing
quality. Although the debate on the exact natudreogio-physical indicators has not crystallizewk benefits of
some indicators are no longer in doubt (Hampel Buncker, 1979). Indicators that are often considexee those
that assist health and safety of housing occupdntiicators considered for dwellings include tiseal services and
amenities required for a healthful living which @riably account for the livability of a dwelling iin Indicators are
based on basic principles of healthful housing Wideccepted by housing and public health workerdeisg
reasonable conditions for essential housing neé@orge, 1999). Housing attributes considered atdor the
determination of housing quality include constractguality, amenities adequacy and environmenglist These
are the basic housing dimensions which were cormidén the formulation of the present checklist toe
measurement of the quality of housing particuléolythe developing environments.
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Conceptual framework and Literature Review

In relation to appraisal techniques for the purpokeletermining housing quality during urban renkwa up-
grading programmes, George (1999) outlined thataieiobjectives must guide appraisal method. Tiherasal
technique should as a matter of health requiremewtduate housing deficiencies which may adverséigct
health, safety or essential liveability. To thielefactors to be considered include the usualiseitems such as
toilet, bathing facilities and overcrowding. Coresidtion should also include conditions of repagfety of
dwelling, adequacy of lighting, sanitary conditiohthe premises and other items significant forltheand safety.
Secondly, housing appraisal should consider thghberhood environment because it is an essentidl gfa
housing. Housing environment must be hazard freat, airy and appealing.

Similarly, the quality of housing must be measugd system of numerical scores. Items to be densd must be
objectively measurable capable of yielding the saeselts from different enumerators. This mearssgasnent of
standard scores to observed housing adequaciesmé&tinod must give a valid quantitative measuremihbusing

adequacies. The objectivity status of the appraisthod will make it possible for fairly literapeersonnel of local
government department or municipal council to casty housing appraisal without much difficulty. dRés

derived with appraisal method can be applied tdadewariety of housing and urban planning problesinse they
provide technical basis for variety of physicalrpiang objectives.

According to Muoghalu (1984), housing appraisal ey constitute the mechanism whereby the fundaaheoles
of housing are made operative but they exprestintkdetween the physical environment and the de¢opewhich
social needs are being fulfilled and by so doingesé¢o highlight undesirable trends in the housingironment that
demand urgent attention. In order to achieve tigefian Federal Government commitment to provideedée
housing for all, including up grading of run-downdaslum areas of cities, there is every need tbaemgpment
agencies and city technocrats are equipped witbrrimdtion system which determines what constitutesedt
housing because as Webber (1969) argued, techoritalia of housing quality must be met to guarantdecent
housing.

Aim and Objectives of the Study

The main aim of this study is to articulate an ajgal framework that will provide adequate chet¢kis the
measurement of housing quality for the purposerbam renewal or housing upgrading. The objectivésbe
pursed in line with the following questions.

(1) What are the constituent members of housing coctitrudimension?
(2) What constitutes the amenities dimension of houaimdywhat condition influence their quality?
(3) What constitutes the housing environmental dimerssand how can they be devalued?

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Four town planners, 2 architects, two estate valaed 12 fourth year Urban and Regional Planningestts were
involved in the articulation of this appraisal ckkst standard. Their first task was to assisthi@ identification of
what constitutes the construction dimension of maus They are listed as follows; roof, walls, o®j, doors,
windows, floor, facia, painting and foundation. eTimenities dimension is bathroom, toilet, kitch@mwer, room
illumination, ventilation, water and sewer. Hougsianvironmental dimension consists of set-back gpaces),
storm water drainage, refuse disposal system, sibiéty, landscape, nuisance, sanitation, pollutiphysical
hazard and occupancy ratio.

Score Rating System (SRS)

Generally, the rating system was based on theaictien between the quality and durability of thetenials used in
the construction dimension. Therefore what deteesithe grade or score of construction dimensidheiquality
and durability of the construction materials. Whgrnided by this principle, it means that the higther quality and
durability of construction materials, the higherllvide their score rating. In developing economitswill be

appreciated that variety of materials are utiliZedthe attainment of a construction type. Fottanse, roofing
construction can be achieved by the use of theatlg materials — grass/mat, concrete decking,ugated iron
sheet, asbestos and aluminum sheets. These rsatgdaarranged in accordance with their socio-ecoo value.
Similarly, housing walls can take any of the follog qualities — wood/mats, mud wall, mud wall péastd with
cement, cement block/brick unplastered, cementkbjpdastered with cement and cement block with fiikéshing.
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This SRS consideration was adopted in the detetimmand assignment of scores to all aspects okihgu
construction dimensions.

In the case of housing amenities dimension it wastified that its quality is influenced by perasivwalue of users.
In accordance with user’s perception, the valueawy housing amenity falls progressively as the renmif
households that participate in its use increa3dsis a kitchen or toilet exclusively used by a tetwdd is higher in
quality than that shared by several householdshdrsame vain, location and position of a kitcbetoilet vis-a-vis
the house is a reflection of their quality. Inibdkitchen and toilet possess higher qualities tbatrbuilt ones.
These rating considerations was premised on th&ulatisn by Onokerhoraye (1982) that the convergefar
accessing housing amenities is an important indessessment of housing liveability. Therefordydiit kitchens,
bath rooms and water supply, rate higher than ailt-ones. Different ratings for different enviroental
dimensions were also established.

RESULTS

Appendix 1 shows the standard checklist for theraippl of the quality of housing stock particuladyring urban
renewal or up grading programmes. Note that thaSegs relate only to the appraisal of a housing for the
purpose of determining its quality. Determinatmfrhousing qualities helps in taking up-gradingisiens during
urban renewal exercise.

Decision Rule

The highest score possible with this standard dieék 95 while the least score is 19. This isdzhon the fact that
3 points in the scoring system signifies a conditad perfection in which the element of the housimgt being
assessed is termed to be very sound and of higlityquand that 0-0.5 indicates a very poor qualthere
replacement is inevitable. With this, it is possito categorize housing stock in a neighborhootlausing estate
into three quality grades, namely, good quality €piality and poor quality. Based on empiricaldés and field
experiences, the following quality grades usuathegge.

0-30 poor house
31-85 fair house
86 — 100 good house
Application

The main purpose of classifying housing units ititoee quality grades is to enable urban renewatabes to
assign up-grading decisions on each housing @itnmary of the decision assignment is presentéalihe 2.

Table 2: Up-grading decision based on housing ungtcore

Score Class Up grading decision
0-30 Poor housg  Redevelopment
31-85 Fair house Rehabilitation and or Renowatio
86 —100| Good house Conservation measures

CONCLUSION

Articulation of this housing quality appraisal sdand was borne out of the necessity to provide ljective
instrument with which to grade various housing ktoto quality grades that are relevant during arlbenewal
projects. The use of appraisal standard suchissstlopen to criticism and this is quite welconiEhis is only a
partial contribution to urban renewal process. TBhearch for standards that will meet universal pit®lity
particularly in urban renewal and other aspectgploysical planning is still ongoing. Search for gumble
approaches to problem solving is not unique to ghyplanning. It is currently being discussednmany of the
social sciences (Harvey, 1979). At the heart dfaar renewal is an attempt to provide acceptabligiv
environment in recognition of the fact that improwent in housing is an important starting point é@ercoming
visible crises in human settlement (Ettinger, 1977)

The beauty and utility of this checklist is thatén be used by all categories of urban renewaktqs at different
places and time in the developing nations to aehmmparable results. This is considered a magakbthrough
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and good solution package to the often vexing mmbbf how to categorize housing units into différgoality
grades for the purpose of taking up grading deessio

A major contribution of this appraisal method iattit can be adopted by both semi and highly skitechnocrats,
in small, medium and mega cities as well as in ntiasl world countries. It has been applied in @iogl studies
with very huge success which recommends its adojri@rban renewal programmes.

Appendix 1: Scoring Standard for Housing Quality Appraisal

House No..... House No.....
Score
Score Score
Roof
Aluminum sheet/stone tiles 3.0
Corrugated iron sheets 2.0
Absbestors sheets 15
Grass 0.5
Walls
Cement block with cement plastered/tiles 3.0
Cement block/brick unplastered 2.0
Mud wall plastered with cement 1.0
Mud wall unplastered with cement 0.5
Wood/mat 0.C
Ceiling
Ceko flex/PVC 3.0
Perforated/Asbestors ceiling board 2.5
Wood 15
Mat/grass 1.0
None 0.0
Doors
Iron door 3.0
Wooc 2.C
Glass 15
Zinc 1.0
Mat/cloth 0.0
Window
Alumaco glass 3.0
Glas: louvel 2.
Wood 2.0
Zinc 1.0
Mat/cloth 0.0
Floor
Floor tiles 3.0
Terrazzo 2.0
Cement plaster 1.0
Mud 0.0
Facia
Aluminum 3.0
Zinc 2.0
Wood 1.0
Loose and hanging 0.0
Foundation Condition
Firm and not exposed 3.0
Firm but exposed 2.0
Hanging 0.0
Wall Condition
No crack 3.0
Signs of crack 2.0
Open cracks 1.0
Needs support or on support 0.5
Painting
Painted and shinit 3.C
Painted but fading 2.0
Painting peeling 1.0
Not painted 0.5
Roof Condition
Firm and solid 3.0
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Rustic 2.0
Ridges and overlaps opened up 1.0
Loose and flapping 15
Rafters are termite eal 0.C
Window Condition

Firm and solid 3.0
Twisted and unlockable 1.0
Dismembered 0.5
No shutters 0.0
Door Condition

Firm and solid 3.0
Twisted and unlockable 1.0
Dismembere 0.F
No shutter 0.C
B. AMENITIES DIMENSION

Bathroom

Shower in separate bedrooms 3.0
Shower exclusive to household 25
Shower shared by several households 2.0
No shower in separate bedrooms 1.5
No shower shared by households 0.5
None 0.0
Bathroom Location

In-built 3.0
QOut-built 2.0
Bathroom Condition

Permanet 1.C
Make shift 0.0
Toilet

Flush toilet in separate bedrooms 3.0
Flush toilet exclusive to household 25
Flush toilet shared by households 2.0
Pit toilet exclusive 15
Pit toilet shared 0.5
None 0.0
Toilet Location

In-built 3.C
QOut-built 2.0
Toilet Condition

Permanent 1.0
Make shift 0.0
Kitchen

Exclusive to household 3.0
Shared by households 2.0
Kitchen Location

In-built 3.C
QOut-built 2.0
Kitchen Condition

Permanent 1.0
Make shift 0.0
Power Supply

Electricity (National grid) 3.0
Electricity (private generator set) 2,0
Kerosene lamr 1.C
Candle 0.5
Day lighting/Room Illlumination

Can read newspaper during the day only when moleseicto window/door| 3.0
Cannot read newspaper any where in the house dinénday 2.0
Ventilation

Feels comfortable in the living/sleeping rooms withfan/Ac on 3.0
Feels hot in the living/sleeping rooms without fanbn 2.0
Feels hot in the living/sleeping rooms even withVA& on 1.0
Water Supply

Tap exclusive to household 3.0
Tap in compound and shared by households 25
From public tap outside 2.0
Hand dug well (private) 15
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Stream/rivers/vendor 0.5
Disposal of used Water

Into soak-away pit covered 3.0
Into soak-away pit uncovered 2.0
Into back-yard/road 1.0
C. ENVIRONMENTAL DIMENSION

Setback (Air Space)

Standard and intact 2.0
Standard but partly converted 1.5
Completely blocked 1.0
Below standard 0.0
Storm Water Drainage

Concrete closed 2.0
Concrete open 1.5
Earth 1.0
None 0.0
Refuse Disposal

Regular door to door collection 2.0
Irregular door to door collection 15
Dump site 0.5
Burning/stream/vacant space 0.0
Access

Collector/access paved 2.0
Collector/access unpaved 1.5
Collector/access unmotorabe 0.5
Footpath 0.0
Landscape

Frontal landscaped parking space 2.0
Frontal unlandscaped parking spaces 1.5
No parking spaces 0.0
Drainage

Well drained 2.0
Flooded or liable to flooding 1.0
Nuisance

Quite and calm 2.0
Noisy 1.C
Sanitation

Clean 2.0
Littered and filthy 1.0
Pollution

No odour/smoke 2.0
Odour/smoke 1.0
Hazards

Absence of hazard 2.0
Hazards exi 1.C
Room Occupancy

1-2 persons per room 3.0
3 persons per room 2.0
4 persons per room 1.0
5 persons per room 0.5
5 and above persons per room 0.0

Source: Field Work 2008
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