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Abstract 

Purpose: The purpose the study was to investigate the cost and accessibility related factors 

influencing the selection of areas of residence in Kenya in the case of Nairobi residents. 

Methodology: The researcher used descriptive research design. The scope of the study was 

limited to Nairobi County. The study identified a population of 985,016 households in Nairobi 

County out of which a sample of 150 respondents were used. Random sampling technique was 

used to select the respondents from each category. The study used primary data that was 

collected using questionnaires. Data was analyzed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

(SPSS). The data was then analysed in terms of descriptive statistics like frequencies and 

percentages.  

Results: The results indicated that majority of the respondents found economic and accessibility 

factors as being important while choosing their places of residence.  The results indicated that the 

most important economic factor is income, followed by transfer costs, cost of living, price, and 

transport costs. Ease of qualifying for a mortgage, availability of mortgage, ease of qualifying for 

a mortgage, maintenance costs were least ranked.  The study also found that the most important 

accessibility factor was road network, followed by water, nearness to workplace, parking space, 

health centers, internal space, and electricity, and transport costs. The least ranked factors were 

drainage, parks and open spaces, availability of garden, and floor plans. 

Unique contribution to theory, practice and policy: The study recommended that cost related 

factors such as cost of living among others should be given a priority when making a decision on 

where to reside since such economic related factors touch on one’s disposable amount. It is also 

recommended that it would be significant for landlords to put into consideration such economic 

factors before concluding on either the rent prize or the prize of a piece of land since their 

potential tenants’ or buyers’ decision is most likely to be influenced by such factors. It is also 

recommended that landlords should put into consideration accessibility factors before building 

rental houses. Such factors as road network are very important and will obviously influence the 

tenants’ decision on residing in a certain area.   

Keywords: cost, accessibility, selection, areas of residence 
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1.0 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

Neighborhoods are physical areas within which people organize their lives, base a significant 

portion of their social time and therefore connect with the world outside the home (Jargowsky, 

1994). Urban neighborhoods usually cover around 2000 homes, 5000 people, a typical primary 

school catchment. Neighborhoods often have sharp boundaries, either physical or atmospheric, 

but the layers of neighborhood life are like an onion with a tight core and a loose outer skin 

(Gottlieb, 1998). 

Neighborhoods have three interlocking aspects: the home and immediate surroundings – the 

elements people pay as much as they can to secure; services such as shops and schools which 

reflect the social composition of the neighborhood; and the neighborhood environment, giving an 

intangible but powerful signal of who we are and how we should behave (Jargowsky, 1997). 

Neighborhoods offer a sense of familiarity and security to the people who live there, which 

counters fear of the unknown, even where the neighborhood is poor, run-down or unpopular 

(Katz, 1999). 

According to Owusu (1999), housing invariably means shelter for most people, especially for the 

lower working class in most societies. Housing also represents a core element in human 

settlement. Owusu (1999) further observed that new immigrants from Ghana to Canada tend to 

choose sub-urban areas to settle down. In addition, they tend to concentrate within certain 

neighborhood and even residential apartments due to mainly affordability. Jones (2004) on his 

study of Glasgow observed a relationship between mobility and housing sub-markets. 

Colom and Mole (2008) found that for decades housing choice changes in response to changes in 

social, economic and demographic factors such as age, education and income level. Personal 

factors that may be specific to different individuals such as experience, involvement and time 

pressure often play an important role in housing choice decision. Moreover, Sirgy (2005) 

observed that psychological factor such as occupant’s image affects homebuyer’s evaluation 

process, which coupled with the factors mentioned previously shape the final housing choice. 

This mean the choice is made mainly on perception.  

Contrary to popular thinking, affordability is but one of the determining factors in whether 

people buy or rent housing. For many people, rental tenure is a deliberate choice (Dewandeler, 

2008). In America, home-ownership is traditionally seen as an arrival to the middle class.  

Wheary (2006) noted that it is also a particularly critical pathway to financial security for 

African Americans and Latinos as these Americans are far more dependent than whites on 

homeownership to facilitate asset accumulation. While property values are typically lower in 

nonwhite neighborhoods, home equity constitutes the majority of wealth for the subset of 

nonwhites who own their homes. Estimates suggest that two-thirds of the wealth of African 

American homeowners is tied to housing equity (Wheary, 2006). Wheary (2006) also observed 

that home equity represents only about a third of white homeowner wealth. 

Urahn and Hearne (2008) explains that 1 in 33 American homeowners are projected to lose their 

homes to foreclosure in the next few years due to sub-prime loans, and more than 40.6 million 

homes are projected to drop in value. Also homeowners more frequently have to cash out the 

equity on their homes to meet basic living expenses, causing homeowners equity to fall, which 

means American homeowners now own less of their homes than they actually did in the 1970s 
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(Urahn and Hearne, 2008).  In response to this problem, a trend has emerged where not-for-profit 

organization builds houses on subsidized land and gives them at a price much below the 

prevailing market rate (Leinberger, 2005).  

Zheng et al (2006) found that whether the housing is subsidized or not also influences 

significantly the direction of which to move. The author further note that a majority of Chinese 

households face three obstacles in making housing choice decisions:  blurred or incomplete 

property rights leading to problems in reselling their own house, limited access to housing 

finance and mortgage facilities, and mismatch between the job-market and housing-market 

locations. Location allows access to employment and income (Li et al, 2007). Precarious 

employment, varying sources of income and unexpected expenditures force tenants to rely 

extensively on familial solidarity and informal networks, while minimizing unnecessary 

expenses on utilities, services or transportation. Hence, the importance of living near relatives or 

friends, within easy access to school or work place, with an adequate provision of utilities in or 

near home and with a sufficient level of social infrastructure in the vicinity (Liu et al, 2008; Li, 

2007).  

UN-Habitat (2006) observed that the level of security may be less fragile in inner city areas 

because of the density of social networks and the availability a wide range of housing options 

due to the variety of job opportunities and income levels, in peripheral informal settlements, 

security may be more problematic as there are fewer options available. The Ministry of Housing 

(2004) noted that the phenomenon of rapid urbanization being experienced world-wide has 

brought about many challenges, the most critical being a general deterioration of the living 

standards of an increasing majority of urban dwellers. In Kenya, the problem of urban housing is 

characterized by an acute shortage in the number of dwellings, overcrowding in the existing 

housing stock as well as the existence of sub-standard human settlements such as extensive 

slums and squatter settlements (Nabutola, 2004). 

1.1 Problem Statement 

According to the Ministry of Housing (2005), Improvement of housing for the Kenyan 

population is a major concern. This concern has been influenced by the fact that the 

improvement in housing stock is a strategically important social and economic investment. In 

addition, well-planned housing and infrastructure of acceptable standards and affordable cost 

when combined with essential services affords dignity, security and privacy to the individual, the 

family and the community as a whole (Ministry of Housing, 2005). 

In many developing contexts, the so-called pro-poor housing programmes often provide 

accommodation of poor standards, in remote locations, with little consideration to the residents’ 

lifestyle and livelihood strategies (Golubchikov, 2012).    It is seldom, especially in developing 

countries, that the social, cultural, environmental, and economic facets of housing are addressed 

in an integrated fashion (Golubchikov, 2012). For example, affordable housing is commonly 

considered on a cost basis, while environmental and social issues (including people preferences, 

lifestyles, and cultural aspirations), as well as economic impacts are thought to be addressed 

separately or totally ignored (Golubchikov, 2012). 

Global studies concentrate of two major issues; demand and supply of housing (Chow & Niu, 

2009). Studies that focus on demand include Chow and Niu (2009) who concentrated on the 

supply and demand for housing in China and concluded that income and prices were significant 
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factors influencing the demand of housing.  The supply related factors were price of housing and 

the cost of construction. However, Chow and Niu (2009) treated all agents as homogenous and 

failed to address the qualitative factors that influence the individual choice of residence. Gans 

and King (2003) evaluated the policy Options for Housing for Low Income Households and 

concluded that the problem of housing affordability is easily stated: low income households are 

unable to purchase housing services that satisfy minimum levels of quality. However, Gans and 

King (2003) failed to address the qualitative aspects that influence the individual choice of 

residence.  

Local studies are also inadequate since they only concentrate on the supply and demand of 

affordable housing without addressing the qualitative factors affecting the individual choice of 

residence.  For instance, Nabutola (2004) focused on affordable housing in Kenya and took a 

case study of Policy on Informal Settlements, and concluded that Land Tenure, Financing, Legal 

Framework, Building Materials and Appropriate Technology seem to be the greatest challenges 

to affordable housing in both rural and urban areas. These factors led to informal settlements in 

towns and rural areas alike. The study had a gap since its focus was on policies affecting the 

supply of housing units and it failed to address the underlying qualitative individual factors 

influencing the choice of a residence.  

Bellagio Study and Conference Center (2005) conducted a study on housing market in Kenya 

and concluded that the steady rural-urban migration and the annual population growth rate of the 

urban areas have led to the rapid growth of informal settlements. However, the study failed to 

discuss the qualitative factors influencing the individual choice of residence.   The main research 

gap stems from the scarcity of studies on this area and the failure to address the qualitative 

factors influencing the individual choice of residence. Thus, this research study sought to 

investigate the underlying cost and accessibility factors which result in Kenyan individual 

choosing to live in the areas they currently live in. 

1.2 Research Questions  

i. To what extent do cost related factors influence the choice of location of residence? 

ii. To what extent do accessibility related factors determine the choice of location of 

residence? 

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 

Cost of housing has generally been rising steadily over the years in the different countries over 

the world (OECD, 2005). Different measures have been used to ascertain if the cost of housing is 

appropriate under or overpriced.  One common measure used to assess housing markets 

conditions is the price to income ratio; a gauge of whether or not housing is within reach of the 

average buyer. If this ratio is above its long term average, it could be an indication that prices are 

overvalued.  For many countries, the price to income ratios in 2005 is substantially above their 

long term average. 

Another approach is the asset- pricing approach measure that is used to indicate over and 

undervaluation of housing is the price to rent ratio. This is calculated as, nominal house price 

index, divided by the rent component. This can be interpreted as the cost of owning versus 

renting a house. According to OECD (2005), when house prices are too high relative to rents, 

potential buyers find it more advantageous to rent, which in turn exert downward pressure on 
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housing prices. This ratio has generally outstripped the affordability measure, hitting historical 

peaks in several countries. The United Kingdom and the Netherlands have very high real house 

prices implying poor affordability of housing. 

According to OECD (2005), housing prices can also be affected by other features that are 

particular to the market such as, restrictions on the availability of land for residential housing 

development that can constrain the responsiveness to supply. These include tough zoning rules, 

cumbersome building regulations, slow administrative procedures, all of which would restrict the 

amount of developable land. In the United Kingdom, Hunt (2005) noted that complex and 

inefficient local zoning regulations and slow authorization process are among the reasons for the 

rigidity of housing supply, underlying both the trend rise of house price and their high 

variability. This seems to be the case in Korea, where Gallent (2001) reports that government 

limitations on urban land supply (Restricted Development Zone) have been important causes of 

the rapid rise in housing prices. Glaeser (2003) also noted that heavy land use regulations in 

some US metropolitan areas have been associated with considerably lower levels of new housing 

construction which have restricted housing supply and thus increased house prices in the 

regulated municipalities as well as in neighboring towns. 

Rent plays a key role in determining the choice of residence. Housing should cost no more than 

30% of income. If housing is greater than 30%, a household is housing cost burdened. When 

rents are unaffordable, it is difficult to cover other necessities such as food, thereby contributing 

directly to food insecurity. When families spend more than 50% of income on housing, it 

significantly reduces amounts that can be spent on recreation, food, and other social determinants 

of health. This has made people to move from up market suburbs to cheaper residential 

homestead. The compromise of housing is a small cost to pay for many city dwellers if they will 

meet their daily essential bills at the end of the day (KIHBS, 2005). 

In Nairobi province, KIHBS (2005) shows a tenancy pattern, with 87.9% of the households that 

live in rented dwelling stands at 61.0% Mombasa district. Nairobi has flats constitute the 

dominant type of housing units 35.2%, followed by shanties at 26.5% and Swahili type dwelling 

units 19.6 %. Lipman (2006) noted that different residential settings face different transportation 

problems and costs. In America for every 1 dollar saved in housing, 77 cents is spent on 

transport. On average working families in metropolitan areas spend about 57% of income on 

housing and transportation, with 28% of income going to housing and 29% going to 

transportation. While the share of income devoted to housing or transportation varies from area 

to area, the combined cost of the two expenses are surprisingly constant. In area where families 

spend more on housing, they tend to spend less on transportation and vice versa. 

In search of lower cost housing, Lipman (2006) stated that working families often locate far from 

their place of work; dramatically increasing transportation costs and commute times. In such 

cases transportation costs exceed housing cost. Of the 20 fastest growing counties in the United 

States, 15 are located 30 miles or more from the closest central business district. For up market 

sub urban community, the major transportation hurdles faced are the high cost of fuel and 

automobile dependency arising from the fact that their regions are not well served with public 

transport thus forcing residents to either purchase automobiles or if they are unable to afford hire 

taxis which are equally expensive. Inaccessibility of the region acts from time to time as a 

disadvantage although it has its upside of improved security. Lipman (2006) suggests that 

encouraging of car sharing and to reduce the cost of car ownership. For families who cannot 
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easily get to work via public transit could reduce the problem. For low are moderate income 

workers in USA more than 85% drive to work in private vehicles (Lipman, 2006). In New York, 

almost one-third of workers take public transit. Even where public transit is heavily used, many 

households own vehicles for errands, weekend trips and work trips. Other prefers to bike, or 

simply to walk. 

However, Buis (2009) noted that the trend in the developing world is still largely in favor of the 

expansion of infrastructure for private motor vehicles. Policies for more and more road 

construction have clearly failed to cope with ever increasing demand from rapid motorization, 

resulting in a vicious circle. This cycle shows how the increase of infrastructure to alleviate 

travel demand will have apparently positive consequences in the short term, but some months 

later there will be a much greater congestion than before, thus increasing the problem rather than 

solving it. 

Loken (2011) states that the length of time it takes to get to work can be a determining factor in 

the decision to move to a new locale. Previous studies have shown that women who commute 

long distances experience more stress and time pressure, and feel less successful in their work, 

than men who commute. The findings indicate that long-distance commuters run a 40 percent 

higher risk of separating than other people do, and it's the first years of long-distance commuting 

that are the most trying for a relationship. The commuting also drastically reduces the amount of 

time parents spend at home. This has caused more problems in marriages and the children by 

being unsupervised develop vices and unruly. 

A recently released report from Sweden by Sandow (2000) at Umeå University indicates that 

long-distance commuters actually have an increased risk of divorce. The length of time it takes to 

get to work can be a determining factor in the decision to move to a new locale. If you have a 

family, commuting can also drastically reduce the amount of time you spend at home. Henry & 

Goldstein (2010) also noted that with gas prices rising and commute times becoming longer, 

utilizing public transportation options like light rail, train, or bus can be an inexpensive, time-

saving way for you and your family to get around – and cut the cost of commuting to work. A 

good public transportation system is a major plus when choosing a place to live. 

However some literature confirms as soon as these areas become accessible due to improved 

transport systems and the amount of comminuting time reduced has an effect in the land and 

house prices. Bajic (1983) notes that there was an effect of the new subways lines in Toronto, 

and housing prices reacted to changes in commuting time. The author estimates that the 

commuting time savings in the affected area raised prices by $2237 on average, implying a $120 

valuation of the average 34 hours of time saved annually. This turns out to be about 40% of the 

local wage rate. 

UNESCAP/UN-Habitat (2006) notes that basic infrastructure, quality of housing are measured 

by the ease of access to utilities like electricity, running water and sanitation. Self-contained 

housing units have the easiest access; rooms with shared access score lower. Housing quality 

diminishes as access to utilities is further away from the accommodation or is not permanently 

available. Tenants are likely to share utilities and utility areas such as toilets, washing and 

cooking spaces. In the latter case, they may be supplied by the resident landlord or neighboring 

houses at fees far above the official rates (UNESCAP/UN-Habitat, 2006). 
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KIHBS (2005) notes that the distribution of communities in Nairobi by distance to the nearest 

health facilities are as follows: 0% of the public nearest health facility are 500m or less from a 

health facility, 10.9% of the nearest public health facilities are 500m – 1km from a health 

facility, 8.2% of the public are 1.1 – 2.9kms, 60.7% of the public health facilities are 3- 4.9 Kms, 

20.2% of the public health facilities are 5 or more Kms away from the communities.46.6 % of 

the sick in Nairobi visit private health facilities. That is private hospitals, dispensaries and 

clinics. 

Briggs (2006) notes that the provision of public amenities might be overlooked but most of the 

social problems being experienced today crop from lack of proper and even distribution of public 

amenities. Schools that are well equipped attract residences to reside in a particular area 

especially the primary level of education which requires the students to report each morning. 

Briggs (2006) further notes that in the USA, there is a rigidly defined system of catchment areas 

or attendance zones from which the children of that location are meant to attend a specific school 

only. However in the UK many pupils do not attend their nearest school. Gibbons (2007) stated 

that the site of schools is rarely randomly determined. Schools may have been located for 

historical reasons close to existing residential areas, near town centers, or near other facilities 

such as churches, in the case of faith schools. Hence any measure of school accessibility which 

takes into account the distance between a house and its nearest school could easily capture 

accessibility to any number of other local amenities. 

Dennis (1999) noted that residents consider the presence of religious institutions in their choice 

of residence. A Muslim for instance would feel uneasy if he resided in a Christian infested 

neighborhood with no presence of a mosque nearby and the same case would apply to a Christian 

under similar conditions. This has caused some areas of residence to be occupied by a specific 

residence who share a common belief as well social and ethical background. Dennis (1999) 

further notes that (13%) of the places of worship are located within a designated centre, (43%) 

are located within 400 meters of a centre, and (62%) of those located outside of a designated 

centre are within a convenient distance of a bus route. This pattern of distribution is not 

surprising and probably reflects three things: the organizational structure of some denominations 

- Roman Catholic and Anglican churches are based on a parish system, for example, and are not 

tied to town centers’. Other denominations have no such ‘catchment’ boundaries and have a 

greater freedom of choice of location; land values in town centers’; and the need to protect other 

important land uses, such as shops and workplaces. 

Moving in and out of an urban environment has become an inherent part of life for many 

Kenyans. Whether it is to pursue higher education, seek a job to supplement the family income, 

negotiate an economic transaction, take administrative action, or build a professional career, one 

cannot avoid the city in the conduct of study, work, trade or leisure. Holzer (2007) noted that 

while both populations and jobs are growing in suburban areas this suburban areas include both 

high and low income areas. Some are job centers while others are bedroom communities.  

However more jobs are located in higher income suburbs than lower suburbs. 

Scott (2007) stated that due to suburbanization, some low wage workers are making opportunity 

moves in order to better access jobs, safe neighborhoods, high performing school systems and 

other resources. These opportunity neighborhoods typically are mixed income areas with both 

affordable and market rate housing. Residents can find it challenging to reestablish a routine in a 

new neighborhood. Opportunity moves frequently require workers and families to leave 
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neighborhoods containing friends, relatives and familiar services such as child care and public 

transit. 

Crime and fear of crime are self- evidently major issues in modern urban economies, and seem to 

be at the forefront of many people worries about urban life. Brand and Price (2000) noted that 

the real social cost of crime has not really been established. There are the direct costs reported in 

victimization surveys, such as the British Crime Survey, accumulating information on loss of 

property, loss of earnings through incapacity, cost to the health services resulting from injury. 

However there are the psychological costs associated with the real risk of being a crime victim, 

and the fear of crime. Gibbons (2004) noted that the level of security in different areas is relative 

because of how crime is viewed. A place with high burglary rates may not be considered very 

insecure because local burglary rates are not well known or it is easy to install effective security 

measures relatively cheaply. On the other hand, highly visible, but ostensibly more trivial 

offences such as criminal damage, including vandalism, graffiti, arson and damage to property 

seem to impose high level of crime. The cost imposed by crimes of this type seem high relative 

to their seriousness, which may mean that these crimes are taken as signals or symptoms of 

community instability, disorder, lack of social cohesion and neighborhood deterioration in 

general. 

3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The research was carried out through descriptive survey design that involves gathering of facts, 

opinions and views of residents on the factors that influence the choice of residence among 

Nairobi Residents. The target population for this research study included the entire households in 

Nairobi County. According to 2009 Census, the entire households are 985,016 (KNBS, 2009). 

This study adopted random sampling method. The survey instrument of collecting primary data 

was used for this study, structured as a questionnaire. Data analysis was done using SPSS. Data 

was represented in easy to interpret methods like tables and charts.  

4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

4.1 Response Rate 

A total of 100 responses/questionnaires were received out of a possible 150 questionnaires. This 

indicated that a response rate of 66.67% was obtained.  

4.2  General Information of Respondents 

4.2.1 Gender Distribution of the Respondents  

From the study findings, both male and females constituted equal shares (50%:50%) of the 

respondents.  The findings compare well with those of Kenya Census 2009/2010 which found 

that the gender distribution in Kenya was almost equal.  

4.2.2 Level of Education of the Respondents 

From the study findings, majority of the respondents (30%) were middle level college graduates 

while 29% of the respondents were university graduates. Twenty Six percent (26%) of the 

respondents were secondary leavers while 15% were post graduates. The findings imply that 

most of the respondents were literate thus it is assumed that they were able to interpret the 

questions posed to them with ease.  
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4.2.3 Age of the Respondents 

The study findings also showed that majority of the respondents (29%) were between the age of 

30 to 39 years old while 26% were aged between 40 to 49 years old. Twenty four percent (24%) 

of the respondents aged between 18 and 29 years old and finally 21% of the respondents were 

aged 50 years and above. The finding implies that most of those who responded to the question 

were below the age of 50 and this is in line with Kenya 2009/2010 census which noted that 

majority of people in Kenya are young.  

4.2.4 Marital Status of the Respondents 

59% of the respondents were married while only 41% of the respondents were single.  

4.2.5 House Ownership by the Respondents 

The study findings further revealed that majority of the respondents (52%) indicated that they 

were renting while 32% indicated that they had built their own houses and 16% indicated that 

they had bought the houses they were living in. The finding implies that most of the respondents 

were still renting which might have forced them to prefer certain areas of residence.  

4.2.6 Monthly Income Range of the Respondents 

From the study findings, majority of the respondents (45%) indicated that they were earning less 

than 50,000 monthly while 21% indicated that they were earning an amount between 150,000 

and 250,000 monthly. Nineteen percent (19%) of the respondents indicated that they earned an 

amount between 50,000 and 150,000 monthly and finally 15% of the respondents indicated that 

they earned more than 250,000 monthly.  

4.3 Economic/Cost Related Factors Influencing Choice of Residence 

4.3.1 Price 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to price when they chose the 

house they currently live in. A majority (50%) indicated that they rated price as important while 

45% rated price as moderately important and 5% of the respondents rated price as being most 

important. The results are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Price 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 0 0% 

Moderately important 45 45% 

Important 50 50% 

Most important 5 5% 

Total 100 100% 
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4.3.2 Maintenance Costs 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to the maintenance cost when 

they chose the house they currently live in. A majority of 46% indicated that they rated 

maintenance cost as moderately important while 30% rated it as lowly important and 24% of the 

respondents rated it as important. The results are presented in table 2. 

Table 2: Maintenance Cost 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 30 30% 

Moderately important 46 46% 

Important 24 24% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.3.3 Income 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to income when they chose the 

house they currently live in whereby a majority of 65% indicated that they rated it as important 

while 35% rated it as most important. The results are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3: Income 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 0 0% 

Moderately important 0 0% 

Important 65 65% 

Most important 35 35% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.3.4 Transfer Costs 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to the transfer costs when they 

chose the house they currently live in. Majority (61%) indicated that they rated transfer costs as 

important while 35% rated it as moderately important and finally 4% of the respondents rated it 

as most important. The results are presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4:  Transfer Costs 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 0 0% 

Moderately important 35 35% 

Important 61 61% 

Most important 4 4% 

Total 100 100% 

4.3.5 Cost of Living 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to the cost of living when they 

chose the house they currently live in. Majority (68%) of the respondents indicated that they 

rated cost of living as important while 32% rated it as moderately important. The results are 

presented in Table 5. 

Table 5: Cost of Living 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 0 0% 

Moderately important 32 32% 

Important 68 68% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

4.3.6 Availability of Mortgage 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to the availability of mortgage 

when they chose the house they currently live in. Majority (41%) indicated that they rated 

availability of mortgage as important while 39% rated it as moderately important and finally 

20% of the respondents rated it as lowly important. The results are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6: Availability of Mortgage 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 20 20% 

Moderately important 39 39% 

Important 41 41% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 
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4.3.7 Ease of Qualifying for Mortgage 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to ease of qualifying for 

mortgage when they chose the house they currently live in. A majority of 39% indicated that 

they rated ease of qualifying for mortgage as important while 38% rated it as moderately 

important and finally 22% of the respondents rated it as lowly important. The results are 

presented in Table 7. 

Table 7: Ease of Qualifying for Mortgage 

  Frequency % 

Least important 1 1% 

Lowly important 22 22% 

Moderately important 38 38% 

Important 39 39% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.3.8 Transport Cost 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to transport cost when they 

chose the house they currently live in whereby a majority of 56% indicated that they rated it as 

important while 36% rated it as moderately important. Seven percent (7%) of the respondents 

indicated that they rated transport cost as lowly important and finally 1% of the respondents 

rated it as most important. The results are presented in Table 8. 

Table 8: Transport Cost 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 7 7% 

Moderately important 36 36% 

Important 56 56% 

Most important 1 1% 

Total 100 100% 

4.3.9 Ease of Securing Mortgage 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to ease of securing mortgage 

when they chose the house they currently live in whereby a majority of 55% of the respondents 

indicated that they rated it as moderately important while 35% rated it as important. Eight 

percent (8%) of the respondents indicated that they rated ease of securing mortgage as lowly 

important and finally 2% of the respondents rated it as least important. The results are presented 

in Table 9. 
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Table 9: Ease of Securing Mortgage 

  Frequency % 

Least important 2 2% 

Lowly important 8 8% 

Moderately important 55 55% 

Important 35 35% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.3.10 Ranking of Factors 

The means of the economic factors were ranked in order to establish their order of importance. 

The results indicate that the most important economic factor is income, followed by transfer 

costs, cost of living, price, and transport costs. Ease of qualifying for a mortgage, availability of 

mortgage, ease of qualifying for a mortgage, maintenance costs were least ranked.  The results 

are presented in table 10. 

Table 10: Ranking of Factors 

  
N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Rank 

Income 100 4 5 4.35 .479 1 

Transfer costs  100 3 5 3.69 .545 2 

Cost of living  100 3 4 3.68 .469 3 

Price 100 3 5 3.60 .586 4 

Transport cost 100 2 5 3.51 .643 5 

Ease of securing mortgage 100 1 4 3.23 .679 6 

Availability of mortgage 100 2 4 3.21 .756 7 

Ease of qualifying for mortgage 100 1 4 3.15 .796 8 

Maintenance costs 100 2 4 2.94 .736 9 

 

4.4 Physical Facilities Influencing Choice of Residence 

4.4.1 Floor Plans 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to floor plans when they chose 

the house they currently live in. 46% indicated that they rated it as moderately important while 

30% rated it as lowly important and finally 24% of the respondents indicated that they rated floor 

plans as important. The results are presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11: Floor plans 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 30 30% 

Moderately important 46 46% 

Important 24 24% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.4.2 Road Network 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to road network when they 

chose the house they currently live in. 65% of the respondents indicated that they rated it as 

important while 35% rated it as most important. The results are presented in Table 12. 

Table 12: Road Network 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 0 0% 

Moderately important 0 0% 

Important 65 65% 

Most important 35 35% 

Total 100 100% 

4.4.3 Nearness to Workplace 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to nearness to workplace. 61% 

of the respondents indicated that they rated it as important while 35% rated it as moderately 

important and finally 4% of the respondents indicated that they rated it as most important. The 

results are presented in Table 13. 

Table 13: Nearness to Work 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 0 0% 

Moderately important 35 35% 

Important 61 61% 

Most important 4 4% 

Total 100 100% 
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4.4.4 Parking Space 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to parking space. A majority of 

68% of the respondents indicated that they rated it as important while 32% rated it as moderately 

important. The results are presented in Table 14. 

Table 14: Parking Space 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 0 0% 

Moderately important 32 32% 

Important 68 68% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.4.5 Parks and Open Spaces 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to parks and open spaces when 

they chose the house they currently live in whereby a majority of 41% of the respondents 

indicated that they rated it as important while 39% rated it as moderately important and finally 

20% of the respondents indicated that they rated it as lowly important.  

Table 15: Parks and Open Spaces 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 20 20% 

Moderately important 39 39% 

Important 41 41% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.4.6 Availability of Garden 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to availability of garden when 

they chose the house they currently live in whereby a majority of 39% of the respondents 

indicated that they rated it as important while 38% rated it as moderately important. Twenty two 

percent (22%) of the respondents indicated that they rated it as lowly important and finally 1% of 

the respondents rated it as least important. The results are presented in Table 16. 
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Table 16: Availability of Garden 

  Frequency % 

Least important 1 1% 

Lowly important 22 22% 

Moderately important 38 38% 

Important 39 39% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

4.4.7 Electricity 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to electricity when they chose 

the house they currently live in whereby a majority of 56% of the respondents indicated that they 

rated it as important while 36% rated it as moderately important. Seven percent (7%) of the 

respondents indicated that they rated it as lowly important and finally 1% of the respondents 

rated it as most important. The results are presented in Table 17. 

Table 17: Electricity 

 

Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 7 7% 

Moderately important 36 36% 

Important 56 56% 

Most important 1 1% 

Total 100 100% 

4.4.8 Water 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to water when they chose the 

house they currently live in whereby a majority of 78% of the respondents indicated that they 

rated it as important while 15% rated it as most important. However, (7%) of the respondents 

indicated that they rated it as moderately important. The results are presented in Table 18. 

Table 18: Water 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 0 0% 

Moderately important 7 7% 

Important 78 78% 

Most important 15 15% 

Total 100 100% 
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4.4.9 Health Centers 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to health centres when they 

chose the house they currently live in whereby a majority of 70% of the respondents indicated 

that they rated it as important while 27% rated it as moderately important. However, (2%) of the 

respondents indicated that they rated health centres as lowly important and 1% of the 

respondents indicated that they rated it as least important. The results are presented in table 19. 

Table 19: Health Care 

  Frequency % 

Least important 1 1% 

Lowly important 2 2% 

Moderately important 27 27% 

Important 70 70% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.4.10 Internal Space 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to internal space when they 

chose the house they currently live in whereby a majority of 56% of the respondents indicated 

that they rated it as important while 36% rated it as moderately important. However, (7%) of the 

respondents indicated that they rated it as lowly important and 1% indicated that they rated it as 

most important. The results are presented in Table 20. 

Table 20: Internal Space 

  Frequency % 

Least important 0 0% 

Lowly important 7 7% 

Moderately important 36 36% 

Important 56 56% 

Most important 1 1% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.4.11 Drainage 

The respondents were asked to rate the importance they attached to drainage when they chose the 

house they currently live in. Majority (55%) of the respondents indicated that they rated it as 

moderately important while 35% rated it as important. However, (8%) of the respondents 

indicated that they rated it as lowly important and 2% indicated that they rated it as least 

important. The results are presented in Table 21. 
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Table 21: Drainage 

  Frequency % 

Least important 2 2% 

Lowly important 8 8% 

Moderately important 55 55% 

Important 35 35% 

Most important 0 0% 

Total 100 100% 

 

4.4.12 Ranking of Accessibility to Physical Facilities Factors 

The means of the accessibility factors were ranked in order to establish their order of importance. 

The results indicate that the most important accessibility factor is road network, followed by 

water, nearness to workplace, parking space, health centers, internal space, and electricity, and 

transport costs. The least ranked factors were drainage, parks and open spaces, availability of 

garden, and floor plans.  The results are presented in table 22.  

Table 22: Ranking of accessibility to physical facilities factors 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Ranking 

Road network 100 4 5 4.35 .479 1 

Water 100 3 5 4.08 .464 2 

Nearness to workplace 100 3 5 3.69 .545 3 

Parking space 100 3 4 3.68 .469 4 

Health centers 100 1 4 3.66 .572 5 

Electricity 100 2 5 3.51 .643 6 

Internal space 100 2 5 3.51 .643 7 

Drainage 100 1 4 3.23 .679 8 

Parks and open spaces 100 2 4 3.21 .756 9 

Availability of garden 100 1 4 3.15 .796 10 

Floor plans 100 2 4 2.94 .736 11 

5.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Summary of Findings 

One of the objectives of the study was to determine the extent to which cost related factors 

influence the choice of location of residence in Kenya. Results indicated that majority of the 

respondents found economic factors as being important while choosing their places of residence 
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since they rated the following factors as being important while choosing their residential areas. 

These factors were price, income, transfer costs, cost of living, availability of mortgage, ease of 

qualifying for mortgage and transport cost.  

The study also sought to determine the extent to which accessibility related factors determine the 

choice of location of residence in Kenya. Results indicated that majority of the respondents 

found physical facilities and factors such as road network, nearness to workplace, parking space, 

parks and open spaces, availability of garden, electricity ,water, health centres and internal space 

being important while choosing their places of residence. The findings imply that accessibility 

related factors influence the choice of location of residence. 

5.2 Conclusions 

Following the study results, it was possible to conclude that cost related factors such as cost of 

living, transfer costs e.g rent, transport cost among other economic factors are important aspects 

to consider while choosing a place of residence and in most cases they influence one’s choise of 

where to reside. The results indicate that the most important economic factor is income, followed 

by transfer costs, cost of living, price, and transport costs. Ease of qualifying for a mortgage, 

availability of mortgage, ease of qualifying for a mortgage, maintenance costs were least ranked.   

Following the study findings, it was possible to conclude that accessibility related factors such as 

road network, nearness to work place, among other physical factors such as water, electricity 

among others are important aspects to put into consideration while choosing a place of residence 

and in most cases they influence one’s choise of where to reside. The results indicate that the 

most important accessibility factor is road network, followed by water, nearness to workplace, 

parking space, health centers, internal space, and electricity, and transport costs. The least ranked 

factors were drainage, parks and open spaces, availability of garden, and floor plans 

5.3 Recommendations 

Following study results, it is recommended that cost related factors such as cost of living among 

others should be given a priority when making a decision on where to reside since such 

economic related factors touch on one’s disposable amount. It is also recommended that it would 

be significant for landlords to put into consideration such economic factors before concluding on 

either the rent prize or the prize of a piece of land since their potential tenants’ or buyers’ 

decision is most likely to be influenced by such factors.  

Following study results, it is recommended that it is significant to prioritize accessibility related 

factors such as road network, nearness to place of work among others while making a decision 

on where to reside. It is also recommended that landlords should put into consideration 

accessibility factors before building rental houses. Such factors as road network are very 

important and will obviously influence the tenants’ decision on residing in a certain area.   

5.4  Suggested Areas of Further Research 

The study recommends that further investigation be done on the underlying factors that influence 

the selection of residence in other urban areas such as Mombasa, and Kisumu.  The same study 

can be replicated to smaller town such as Eldoret, Nakuru, Meru Town, Thika Town. Further 

studies should investigate the determinants/factors influencing the values/rents/prices of house in 

Nairobi. Such a study would assume a hedonic approach and would model the hedonic prices of 

real estate against the social cultural factors, cost/economic factors, environmental factors, 
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accessibility factors.  The output of such a study would be to estimate the degree of change of 

change in rents/prices when the factors change.  
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