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Abstract: The low cost housing is one of the contemporary challenges of most developing 
countries and it is assumed to be a perennial problem in some of these countries due to rapid 
population growth and urbanization. The adequacy, affordability and quality of houses are 
highlighted in the Eleventh Malaysian Plan (2016-2020). It reflects the political will of the 
government in elevating the standard of living of the citizens. This paper examines the 
adequacy of low-cost housing standards (public facilities, flat features, and social 
environment) among People’s Housing Programmes (PHP) residents. The scope of this study 
pertains to the residents of PHP Kampung Limau, Pantai Dalam, Kuala Lumpur. The 
methodology employed in this research was cross-sectional by applying the convenience 
sampling technique for the identification of the units of analysis. The findings of the study 
show that the majority of the beneficiaries of low-cost housing programs scored a high mean 
for all the independent variables in this study. It is hoped that this study can be used as a 
yardstick to adopt new strategies as well as improving new building standards for low-cost 
housing, particularly in Malaysia and developing countries at large. 

Keywords: Low-cost Housing, People’s Housing Programme, Public Facilities, Flat Features, 
Social Environment 

Introduction 
Housing has become a core concern for the whole globe, considering housing as one of the greatest 
human requirements (Maslow's Needs Hierarchy, 1962). Without it, people cannot feel safe against 
danger or other external components of the environment. Happy, productive and fulfilling lives are 
therefore unattainable. Housing meets the physical requirements by offering extreme safety and 
shelter from extreme weather and climate while simultaneously fulfilling the psychological needs by 
providing a sense of personal space and privacy. In addition, housing is also a significant contributing 
industry to the economy of the country, where unique housing policies have been implemented by the 
government to provide affordable housing for every citizen. 

Housing is described as shelter that protects people or residents from the external setting t
hat impacts everyday life (Khair, 2015) and improves the quality of life of people (National H
ousing Policy, 2017). According to Evans and Johnson (2000), a house is described as a unit 
or a full physical structure with physical equipment such as water supply, electricity and 
other social facilities based on the main goals of defending families from accidents and 
injuries.  

Meanwhile, Onibukun (1974) stated that the ' house ' is a mixture of several main variable
s and these variables interrelate the private satisfaction of a homeowner with the facilities use
d in the residential unit. 

Providing housing for low-income people, especially urban poor people, has always been a basic 
component of the housing policy of the state to maintain the country's constancy and fortune. The 
Malaysian government's commitment to provide its country with appropriate and accessible shelter 
was obviously reflected in the annual budget of the government and the Five Yearly Development 
Plans of the country (Ahmad et al., 2011). The primary concern of Malaysia's housing policies is to 
provide home-owned democracy for all its people, while eradicating the issue of hardcore poverty and 
urban squatters (Idrus et al., 2008). Under this core principle, the government and later the private 
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sector are delivering massive amounts of low-cost housing under various affordable housing schemes 
such as hardcore poor housing (PHPT), People's Housing Program (PHP), 1Malaysia Civil Servants 
Housing (PPA1 M), and Syarikat Perumahan Negara Berhad (SPNB) schemes. 

Research Objectives 

To accomplish the goal of studies, three main goals have been set. The goals are: 
• RO1: To define the adequacy of public facilities in low-cost housing among People’s 

Housing Programme (PHP) dwellers 
• RO2: To classify the adequacy of flat features in low-cost housing among People’s 

Housing Programme (PHP) dwellers 
• RO3: To define the adequacy of social environment in low-cost housing among People’s 

Housing Programme (PHP) dwellers 

Literature Review 
Reviewing the literature on low-cost housing conditions in Malaysia, which is the research region of 
this document, it is essential to note that only a few appropriate works have been recognized so far 
that have investigated Malaysia's low-cost housing. According to Asek (2007), low-cost housing was 
described as government programs aimed at helping Malaysian families with low incomes (those with 
monthly incomes of RM1500 and below) to access housing. However, low-cost housing is a program 
aimed at providing adequate housing for low-income households by implementing integrated projects 
and it argues that these programs should be linked to public services in order to generate adequate 
growth and a stable life for people (Eleventh Malaysia Plan, 2016-2020). On the other side, low-
cost housing in Salfarina et al. (2010) indicated that offering fundamental services to low-
income people through low-cost housing policies has helped improve their condition. 

Public Facilities 

The normal provision in low-cost housing facilities and utilities such as playground for 
children, reading rooms, community amenities, and open space are insufficient to satisfy 
residents ' requirements. One of the major issues is the insufficient parking area, which has 
led to associated issues such as illegal roadside parking and obstruction of traffic (Kuala 
Lumpur Structure Plan 2020, 2004). In addition, Hafazah (2008) also discovered that many kinds 
of amenities were accessible in Shah Alam and Klang's low-cost housing study. These are community 
facilities needed to meet the requirements of the community's daily lives without which residents ' 
well-being will be compromised. Nearly all facilities were accessible in low-cost housing in Shah 
Alam compared to low-cost housing in Klang, which lacked infrastructure such as high school, 
playground, public clinic, community hall, and mosque. In this research, Shah Alam's low-cost 
housing had more kinds of equipment than Klang's low-cost housing. Shah Alam's low-cost housing 
has shown that the neighborhood idea can provide community infrastructure for individuals in the 
neighborhood while Klang's low-cost housing is not constructed according to the idea of the 
neighborhood 

Flat Features 

Previous low-cost housing program limited a single or two-bedroom dwelling unit only (Asek, 2007). 
Latest low-cost houses have risen the amount of bedrooms to three, thus enabling lower-income group 
living circumstances to be upgraded. In Malaysia, low-cost housing layout has experienced 
modifications from two to three bedrooms with an extra dining room, a distinct toilet and bathroom, 
and a drying zone (Construction Industrial Development Board (CIDB), 1998). The flat 
characteristics of low-cost housing are based at 60 to 63 square meters per unit on a nationwide basis. 
The norms however, are still below those of other advanced or developing nations. A study carried 
out by Zainal et al. (2012) in terms of layout, a low-cost house in Malaysia must have a built-up area 
of 550 to 660 square feet, two bedrooms, a living room, a kitchen and a bathroom indicated in the 
minimum standard. However, there are generally five members in a typical Malaysian family or 
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household, including an adult male, an adult woman, and three kids (Nair, 2011). This creates 
occupancy by room or space between two and six individuals (Sikod, 2001). This situation generates 
comfort and privacy issues for a family with more than four members. 

Social Environment 

It is said that housing environment that impacts the social elements of inhabitants impacts housing 
satisfaction in terms of noise, crime rate, accidents and levels of safety as well as community 
interactions. There are obviously both physical and social elements of housing satisfaction (Karim, 
2012). Traffic safety and crime are also linked to satisfaction with housing. Inadequate community 
facilities, such as vandalism and hiking crime rate, can lead to social illness in the residence. 
Community organizations can improve satisfaction by enhancing communication and interaction and 
by setting a common purpose for the residents. Understanding the social environment in the 
residential region will provide data about the adverse effects of the social environment on the 
satisfaction of citizens with their homes. In addition, according to Yahya and Hashim (2004), KLCH's 
low-cost residential inhabitants were usually happy with their residential situation and environment. 
Friendly neighborhood situation adds most to the satisfaction of inhabitants among the predictor 
factors that add to general residential satisfaction. Lu (1999) ; Alison et al. (2000), it was observed 
that the neighborhood was an significant factor in satisfying housing. 

Research Methodology 
The primary research used quantitative approach to gather information where the questionnaire survey 
technique was used in this research. The primary aim of using the quantitative method is due to the 
big amount of participants engaged in this research, 341 respondents representing all households 
correctly. Data was gathered through the survey questionnaire for this purpose. The questionnaires 
were administered personally. 

Findings 
This chapter discusses two kinds of descriptive assessment. It starts with respondent profile that 
describes respondent characteristics. Responses were then given across independent variables to 
determine the adequacy of low-cost housing (public facilities, flat features, and social environment). 

Profile of Respondents  

This study's respondents included PHP Kampung Limau residents, Pantai Dalam, Kuala Lumpur. A 
total of 350 questionnaires have been distributed to the respondents in this research. During 
collection, all 350 were returned ; however, only 341 were used for the research. Some of the 
respondents were approached personally about the purpose of the questionnaires and the researcher 
had the chance to briefly explain the questionnaire and at the same time waited for answers from the 
respondents. Appropriate tables have been used to analyze the information in order to make it easy to 
understand. The information were viewed in both the respondents percentage and frequency. 

 
Table 1.1 Profile of Respondents 

 Items N=341  

  Frequency Valid 
Percentage 

(%) 

Gender Male 160 46.9 
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 Female 181 53.1 

 Total 341 100 

Age  <20 6 1.8 

 21-30 54 15.9 

 31-40 86 25.2 

 41-50 93 27.2 

 >50 102 29.9 

 Total 341 100 

Length of residency in   1 year 4 1.2 

PHP 2 year 5 1.5 

 3 year 16 4.7 

 4 year 18 5.3 

 5 year 48 14.1 

 6 year 60 17.6 

 7 year 190 55.7 

 Total 341 100 

Race Malay 265 77.7 

 Chinese 45 13.2 

 Indian 31 9.1 

 Others  - - 

 Total 341 100 

Number of family  2 23 6.7 

member 3 27 7.9 
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 4 80 23.5 

 5 76 22.3 

 6 73 21.4 

 7 24 7.0 

 8 2 0.6 

 9 19 5.6 

 10 6 1.8 

 13 11 3.2 

 Total  341 100 

Monthly family income <RM1000 52 26.3 

 1001-2000 141 57.5 

 2001-3000 92 12.3 

 3001-4000 24 2.6 

 <RM4001 21 1.5 

 Total  341 100 

Occupational Government  24 7.0 

 Private 131 38.4 

 Self employed 124 36.4 

 Others  62 18.2 

 Total   341 100 

Vehicle owned Motorcycle  104 30.5 

 Car  84 24.6 

 Car and motorcycle 94 27.6 
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 None  59 17.3 

 Total  341 100 

Property’s ownership  Rented  258 75.7 

status Owned 83 24.3 

 Total  341 100 

This research includes PHP Kampung Limau, Pantai Dalam, Kuala Lumpur residents. 
Demographic issues include gender, age, length of residency in PHP, ethnicity, number of family 
members, monthly family income, occupational, car owned status, and ownership status of property. 

Table 1.1 shows that 46.9% (160) of the participants were men and 53.1% (181) were females. In 
terms of ethnicity, Malay was 77% (265), Chinese was 13.2% (45), and Indian was 9.1% (31). The 
distinction could be due to relocation practice and the fact that with the implementation of a new 
economic policy, more Malays became squatters, that urged them to live in urban areas without taking 
care of their housing demands by the government (Asek, 2007). The distinction could also be due to 
the location of the research, which is PHP Kampung Limau. 

In terms of age, 17.7 percent (60) of 341 participants were between the ages of 30 and below, 
while the age range of 31-50 years was between 52.4 percent (179) of respondents and 29.9 percent 
(102) of respondents were above 51 years. The age of 40 years and below was 42.9 percent (146). In 
the future they were among the potential buyers of the house. 

From 341 participants who responded to the questionnaire, more than 57.5% (141) had monthly 
revenue below RM 2000 per month and 26.3% (52) had monthly revenue below RM 1000. That 
implies they were capable of renting or buying low-cost housing. 16.4% (137) of respondents had a 
monthly revenue of more than RM 3000. If KLCH strictly adhered to the laws and regulations, this 
quantity of revenue could automatically disqualify one from renting or purchasing low-cost housing. 

Most respondents worked in the private sector, 38.4 percent (131). It thus demonstrates the 
attitude of employers in the private sector to relieve their obligation to provide their staff with 
accommodation. Only 7.0 percent (24) were self-employed in public facilities, around 36.4 percent 
(124), and the remaining 18.2 percent (62) worked elsewhere. 

Other than that, less than three years remained about 7.4 percent (25) in the PHP. Approximately 
19.4% (66) remained four to five years in PHP. 17.6 percent (60) of respondents who remained in 
PHP for 6 years. For seven years, the remainder of the respondents remained in PHP, which was 
55.7% (190). 

A total of 60.4% (206) of respondents stayed in the house with less than five family members, 
while 39.6% (135) stayed in the house with more than six family members. The research discovered 
that with other households there are some inhabitants sharing homes. This will lead to discontent with 
the availability of accommodation services. To appreciate the services and amenities supplied, as 
indicated by the domestic average, there must be four members per household. 

Out of 341 respondents who responded to the questionnaire, approximately 30.5% (104) owned 
motorcycles and 24.6% (84) owned a vehicle. While the vehicle and motorcycle owned 27.6 percent 
(94) of respondents. There were 17.3% (59) of respondents who had no car in their possession. 

A total of 75.7% (258) leased their homes and 24.3% (83) owned their former homes. These were 
not homeless people. 

Responses Across Independent and Dependent Variables 

This section of this study will discussed the adequacy of low-cost housing which pertain to public 
facilities, flat features, and social environment among PHP dwellers. This is based on the responses 
from the respondent who enjoyed the standards of housing as stated in Ministry of Housing and Local 
Government Guidelines. This section also presents the result on the level of adequacy of low-cost 
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housing, which include public facilities, flat features, and social environment among PHP residents. 
Table 1.2, Table 1.3 and Table 1.4 show the evaluation of standards of low-cost housing.  

Evaluation of Public Facilities 

Table 1.2 shows the condition or standard level of low-cost housing in this field. The mean value 
ranges from 1 (extremely dissatisfied) to 5 (extremely satisfied) based on the Likert Scale in the 
questionnaire. Based on the statistical findings, the level of low-cost housing’s residents towards the 
public facilities is moderate (M= 3.36; Std. Dev.= 0.48).  

 
Table 1.2 Evaluation of Public Facilities 

Public Facilities Mean Score Indicator  

Preschool facility 3.98 Extremely Satisfied 

Distance to primary school 3.21 Neutral 

Distance to secondary school 3.02 Neutral 

Public phone facility 3.26 Neutral 

Children’s playground facility 3.45 Satisfied 

Distance to get  public transport like bus, taxi, LRT 2.94 Neutral 

Parking lot facility 2.76 Neutral 

Adequate parking lot 2.36 Dissatisfied 

Distance to mosque, temple and church 4.14 Satisfied 

Community hall facility 4.07 Satisfied 

Facilities for handicapped 3.36 Neutral 

Distance to buy basic necessities facility like groceries 
store, super market 

3.69 Satisfied 

Distance to clinic and hospital 3.45 Satisfied 

Total  3.36 Neutral 

 

For the first question, most of the respondents 251 (73.6%) were satisfied with the preschool facility. 
From the observation, there was Tabika KEMAS provided by the federal government located at the 
ground floor of residential area. Question number 2 and 3 were regarding the distance to primary 
school and secondary school. 179 (52.5%) of the respondents were satisfied and 115 (33.7%) were 
dissatisfied with distance to primary school. 130 (38.1%) were satisfied and 138 (40.5%) were 
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dissatisfied with distance to secondary school. There was average number with this distance. This is 
due to the location that was quite far from their residential area but the school was easy to access as 
there was high availability of school buses. 

In question number 4 on public phone facility, 183 (53.7%) of the respondents were satisfied 
while 17 (5%) were extremely dissatisfied. From the observation, the respondents were satisfied 
because there were a number of public phone provided at the residential area. However, the 
respondents did not frequently use the public phone since nowadays everyone has smart phones. 
Children’s playground facility as stated in number 5 indicates that 197 of respondents (57.8%) were 
satisfied and 7 (2.1%) were extremely dissatisfied. The children’s playground was located at the open 
space in the residential area. From the observation, the equipment was well maintained.  

Question number 6 indicates that 157 (46%) of the respondents were dissatisfied with the distance 
between the flats to the nearest public transport such as bus, taxi, and LRT. This is because the 
respondents had to walk quite far in order to reach the LRT. Some of the respondents could not afford 
to rent a taxi so they had to wait for a bus. Moreover, in question number 7, 160 (46.9%) of the 
respondents were dissatisfied with parking lot facilities and in question 8, 190 (55.7%) of respondents 
were dissatisfied with the adequacy of parking lot. Parking lots provided were limited and most of the 
respondents owned a car. From the observation, there were at least two cars per family. With the ratio, 
definitely the parking lot provided were not enough. The residents had to double-park their cars and 
this caused an untidy environment. Besides, not all units of houses in that area were provided with the 
parking space. Question number 9 is distance between the flats to mosque, temple, and church. 
Almost all of the respondents were satisfied with the distance between the flats to mosque, temple, 
and church. It shows that 176 (51.6%) of respondents were satisfied and 127 (37.2%) were extremely 
satisfied. For Muslim residents, the mosque is located at the open space of residential area. Besides, 
the mosque is available for Friday Prayer. While for non-Muslim the nearest temple located at 
Kampung Pasir and church located at Brickfields.  

In question 10, 169 (49.6%) of the residents were satisfied and 111 (32.6%) respondents were 
extremely satisfied with the community hall facility. This number shows almost all of the residents 
satisfied with the community hall provided. The community hall located at the ground floor of the 
residential area. There were a number of activities such as marriage ceremonies and big social 
function such as Housing Committee (Jawatan Kuasa Kemajuan dan Keselamatan Kampung) 
meeting held at the hall. For question number 11, 141 (41.3%) of the respondents were satisfied and 
22 (6.5%) were extremely dissatisfied with facilities for handicapped. There were facilities provided 
for handicapped like parking lot, the special Braille on the lift button and route.  

Moreover, question number 12 shows almost all of the respondents 200 (58.7%) were satisfied 
with the distance to buy the necessities like groceries store and supermarket. From the observation 
during questionnaire distribution, there were grocery stores located at the ground floor. The grocery 
stores sold basic daily necessities such as cooking gas, wet, and dry stuffs. Besides, the nearest 
shopping malls were the Mid Valley Megamall and NU Central; hence, it is easier for the residents to 
obtain the basic necessities. Lastly, in terms of distance to the nearest clinic and hospital, 157 (46%) 
of the respondents were satisfied. The nearest clinics provided by federal government were Klinik 
Kesihatan Ibu dan Anak Pantai Indah and Pusat Kesihatan Lembah Pantai. While the nearest hospital 
is Pusat Perubatan Universiti Malaya.  

Evaluation of Flat Features 

Table 1.3 shows the condition or standard level of low-cost housing in this field. The mean value 
ranges from 1 (extremely dissatisfied) to 5 (extremely satisfied) based on the Likert scale in the 
questionnaire. The low-cost housing adequacy which covers flat features provided in the Table 4.9 
indicates the moderate level of satisfaction towards flat features among the residents (M= 3.37; Std. 
Dev. = 0.51) in which 3.37 represents neutral (either satisfied or dissatisfied) according to the scale. 

 
Table 1.3 Evaluation of Flat Features 
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In the first question, almost all the respondents 239 (70.1%) were satisfied with the space in the 

living room. The space in the living room is 24.91 m2. From the observation, the living room can 
accommodate sofa set. For question 2, almost all of respondents 203 (59.5%) were satisfied with the 
kitchen space. The space for kitchen is 4.5 m2. Question number 3 regarding space for dining. 114 of 
respondents (33.4%) were satisfied and 124 of respondents (36.4%) were dissatisfied with space for 
dining. The reasons for dissatisfaction among the respondents are because of the living room and 
dining room being combined into one space.  

In question 4 as regard to bedroom space, almost all of respondents, 254 respondents, (74.5%) of 
respondents were satisfied. The space for master bedroom is 11.7 m2. The space for second bedroom 
is 9.9 m2 and the space for third bedroom is 7.2 m2. Question 5 indicates that most respondents of 
respondents were satisfied and thought that the numbers of bedrooms are adequate; 241 of 
respondents (70.7%) were satisfied and only 3 (0.9%) were extremely dissatisfied.  

Question number 6 indicates that 241 (70.7%) of the respondents were satisfied and only 17 (5%) 
of respondents were neutral either they satisfied or mot satisfied with toilet space. The toilet was 
provided separately with the bathroom. The space for toilet and bathroom is 1.8 m2 each. Moreover, 
question number 7 indicates almost all respondents (255) 74.8% were satisfied with the number of 

Flat Features Mean Score Indicator  

Space in the living room 3.80 Satisfied 

Space in the kitchen 3.30 Satisfied 

Space for dining 2.71 Neutral  

Space in bedroom 3.68 Satisfied 

Adequate bedroom 3.69 Satisfied 

Space in toilet 3.67 Satisfied 

Adequate toilet 3.86 Satisfied 

Room arrangement 3.80 Satisfied 

Air circulation 3.84  Satisfied 

Number of plug/ electrical socket outlets 3.36 Neural 

Sink height 3.83 Satisfied 

Clothes line facility 2.17 Dissatisfied 

Steps facility 3.21 Neutral 

Lift facility 2.31 Dissatisfied 

Total  3.37 Neutral 
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toilet provided. Since the toilet and bathroom were separately provided, it is enough to accommodate 
the residents during morning time where everyone is busy to prepare themselves to go to work or 
school.  

In question number 8, almost all of respondents, 255 (74.8%), were satisfied. For air circulation in 
question number 9, 269 (78.9%) of respondents were satisfied. From the observation during 
questionnaire distribution, there were windows in each house. Question number 10, 193 (56.6%) of 
the residents were found to be satisfied while only 6 (1.8%) of respondents were extremely 
dissatisfied with the number of plug or electrical socket outlets available. The number of plug or 
electrical socket outlet provided was adequate. Question number 11 shows that almost all of 
respondents 251 (73.6%) were satisfied with the height and sink position.  

Question number 12 is regarding the clothes line facility. 111 (32.6%) of respondents were 
dissatisfied and 128 (37.5%) were extremely dissatisfied. Based on the observation, the residents 
needed to dry their clothes at unsuitable places such as the balcony. Due to this situation, the water 
drops from the clothes resulted in arguments and fights between the residents. In the question number 
13, 118 of the respondents (3.6%) were dissatisfied with the ladder facility. The stairs were not well 
maintained where they were filled with a lot of rubbish and dust. For the last question is in term of lift 
facility, in which 169 (49.6%) of respondents were dissatisfied and 11 (3.2%) of the respondents were 
extremely satisfied. This is because the number of lift to accommodate 18 floors of housing was only 
two. Besides, the space of the lift was too small. The lifts could not support the big number of users 
especially during peak hours. If one of the lifts breaks down, it will create difficulties to the residents.  

Evaluation of Social Environment 
Table 1.4 shows the condition or standard level of low-cost housing in this field. The mean value 
ranges from 1 (extremely dissatisfied) to 5 (extremely satisfied) based on the five points Likert scale 
in the questionnaire. The low-cost housing adequacy which is social environment provided in the 
table indicates the moderate level of satisfaction towards the social environment (M= 3.50; Std. Dev. 
= 0.65). 

 
Table 1.4 Evaluation of Social Environment 

Social Environment Mean Score Indicator 

Noise level between neighbourhood 3.21 Neutral 

Accident situation 3.69 Satisfied 

Crime situation 2.76 Neutral 

Security control 3.05 Neutral 

Community relations 3.92  Satisfied 

Neighbourhood relations 3.94 Satisfied 

Traffic situation 3.12 Neutral 

Society activities 3.95 Satisfied 

Resident club 3.87 Satisfied 
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Based on the statistical findings for question number 1, 139 (40.8%) of respondents were satisfied 

and 106 of the respondents (31.1%) were dissatisfied with the noisy environment in the 
neighbourhood. For question number 2, 210 of the respondents (61.6%) were satisfied with the 
accident situation1. Overall, residents were satisfied with the situation where accidents did not happen 
in their residential area.  

For question number 3, 166 of the respondents (48.7%) were dissatisfied with crime situation. 
There were always thefts and robbery happening in the residential area2. In question number 4 
regarding security control, 131 of the respondents (38.4%) were dissatisfied with current security 
enforcement. There was security team among the residents, but did not sustain since the residents had 
work commitments that needed to be attended to.  

As for question number 5 and 6, 198 (58.1%) of the respondents were satisfied with the 
community relations. While 199 (58.4%) of the respondents were satisfied with the neighbourhood 
relations3. This is because PHP Kampung Limau is a resettlement from a squatter area. Previously, the 
respondents stayed with one big family consisting of mother, father, and siblings. When KLCH 
launched the PHP, KLCH offered one family per one house. For instance, the mother stayed at the 
fifth floor and the daughter stayed at the eighth floor. Moreover in question number 7, 166 (48.7%) of 
the respondents were satisfied with the traffic situation in the residential area while 108 (31.7%) of the 
respondents were dissatisfied with main route at the residential area. For example, during peak hours, 
the residents needed to face road congestion before they can reach their house. In question numbers 8, 
half of the respondents, 176 (51.6%), were satisfied with the social activities conducted in the 
neighbourhood. As for residential club which is in the last question, 139 (40.8%) of respondents were 
satisfied with the club management. For example, the residents organised various social functions 
such as open house, Independence Day celebration, marriage ceremony, and gotong royong activity.  

Conclusion  
Meeting housing requirements is an significant goal in the social and economic development goals of 
the country. Malaysian housing policies are created to provide appropriate housing for all levels of 
society and quality housing. However, to satisfy their housing requirements, the efficiency and 
effectiveness of housing provision requires thorough assessment of the determinants of housing 
satisfaction. It is important to note that distinct families have distinct perceptions of satisfying housing 
based on their distinctive needs and conditions. 

In a nutshell, low-cost inhabitants of homes are satisfied with the current PHP systems. In the 
existing standard unit plan for low-cost housing, however, there are still weaknesses in the quality of 
low-cost housing standards and services. The residents ' dissatisfaction with housing issues should be 
taken into consideration by the government. Community planning services must take into account 
population amount, place, type of equipment, and distance between low-cost accommodation and 
services. In the case of PHP Kampung Limau, Pantai Dalam, Kuala Lumpur, the planning of 
community facilities has to follow the appropriate planning guidelines and standards in order to make 
sure the residents enjoy and benefit from the available public facilities, flat features and social 
environment in the low-cost housing area. 

                                                        
1	
  From	
  the	
  informal	
  interview	
  with	
  the	
  respondents,	
  accidents	
  rarely	
  happened	
  in	
  the	
  residential	
  area	
  but	
  
frequently	
  happened	
  at	
  the	
  main	
  road.	
  

2	
  From	
  the	
  informal	
  interview	
  with	
  respondents	
  during	
  the	
  distribution	
  of	
  questionnaire,	
  the	
  crime	
  situation	
  
always	
  happened	
  during	
  working	
  hours.	
  

3	
  From	
  the	
  observation	
  and	
  informal	
  interview	
  with	
  respondents,	
  the	
  residential	
  area	
  was	
  occupied	
  mostly	
  by	
  
their	
  relatives.	
  

Total  3.50 Satisfied 
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