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Abstract The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of housing units assembled as complexes on
residential satisfaction. Two analyses were performed to examine residential satisfaction of Multi-Fami-
ly Housing Blocks (MFHB; complex) and Multi-Household Housing (MH; non-complex). The residents
from both housing types were surveyed on nine categories of questions regarding residential satisfaction
and one on overall satisfaction from their experiences. First, the t-test results between MFHB and MH
suggest that MFHB has insufficient effect in terms of improvement over MH, as their satisfaction differ-
ences are either insignificant or uncontrollable. Second, the common factors affecting Overall Satisfaction
of MFHB and MH are Maintenance and Residential Environments.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Objectives

The population dynamic and the change in household
structure have led to changing demand in the Korean housing
market. Until recently, the apartment complex has been the most
popular and commonest type of housing. Liveable residential
environment has been found in the complex housing type in
Korea (Park, 2013).

However, household size has been shrinking, and the demand
for decent small houses has increased compared to the past (Lee
and Lee, 2016). In order to correspond to such needs, Ministry
of Land, Infrastructure and Transportation (MoLIT) of Korea
introduced an Urbanised Small Housing' policy in 2009,
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and later eased building regulations to encourage Urbanised
Small Housing supplies. The primary aim of Urbanised Small
Housing was to provide quality small housing with decent living
environments.

One type of Urbanised Small Housing (=A% AJ&5=¢1)
is the multi-family housing block (MFHB: ¥+ %] & chAd] =
Al A= a=9), which basically has more than one multi-
household building, forming a complex. It was expected that a
multi-household complex would provide more a pleasant living
environment, with basic services provided within a complex.
On the contrary, Multi-Household Housing (MH: & &F thA]

%) was introduced in 1984 and currently is one of the
popular quasi-housing types in Korea. It is defined housing with
less than four storeys with total floor area less than 660m” in the
Housing Act.

Unfortunately, the current focus of delivering MFHB shifted
to quantity issues rather than the quality issues of housing. It is
difficult for suppliers to avoid some criticism for reducing the
quality of residential environment (Yoo and Shim, 2010; Lee
et al, 2012; Han et al,, 2014, etc.). Therefore, the perception
and satisfaction of the actual residents need to be identified to
evaluate the success of MFHB.

The majority of the previous studies have concentrated on
the interior arrangement and facilities inside MFHB (Hong,
2012; Moon, 2015, etc.). The inner structure is certainly
relevant to residents” well-being. However, building exterior
and neighbourhood environment are also thought to be crucial
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factors affecting their satisfaction.

The primary aim of the present study is to examine if there
is any effect on the residents’ satisfaction when housing units
are assembled as a complex. Specifically, this study aims to
evaluate the effectiveness of MFHB by achieving three main
purposes: (1) to examine residential satisfaction of both housing
types by surveying residents, (2) to find out if housing and
socio-demographical attributes result in statistical differences
in residential satisfaction, and (3) to investigate the factors
affecting residential satisfaction by regression analyses. Practical
implications are expected for small housing supply policies
based on the findings of this study.

1.2 Study Scope and Method

The type of Urbanised Small Housing considered in this study
is MFHB, which contains more than one multi-household
building with community and service facilities.

The spatial scope of the study includes the entire Seoul
Metropolitan City, as the number of households per complex
is relatively small for MFHB. In addition, MH units around
MFHB were surveyed to make comparisons between the two
housing types. The survey was completed in 8 gus and 13
administrative dongs (Figure 1 and Table 1).

Figure 1. MFHB Surveyed in the Present Study

Table 1. Surveyed Gusand Households
Unit: No. of Households

Nowon (10), Gangbuk (8), Eunpyeong (1), Jungnang (6), Dong-
daemun (4), Gwangjin (19), Seongdong (2), Gangdong (23),
Yongsan (9), Yeongdeungpo (8), Dongjak (8), Gwanak (8)

MFHB

Nowon (9), Gangbuk (13), Eunpyeong (1), Gangseo (1), Jung-
MH nang (8), Dongdaemun (16), Gwangjin (10), Gangdong (19),
Yongsan (5), Yeongdeungpo (4), Gwanak (14)

The remainder of the study is organised as follows. Firstly,
previous studies are reviewed to understand (1) the concept
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and supply of MFHB and (2) evaluation criteria for residential
satisfaction. On that basis, the analysis framework is then
described, as well as data collection and survey preparation
protocols.

In order to collect data on satisfaction, the residents of MFHB
(control group) and MH (comparison group) were surveyed.
The data are analysed by SPSS 21.0 to investigate if there are any
statistical differences between groups. Lastly, the implications of
the study results are provided.

2. RESEARCH BACKGROUND

2.1 Urbanised Small Housing

The legal definition of Urbanised Small Housing is: housing
with less than 300 households in size, built in an urban area, as
defined by the National Land Planning and Utilization Act.
Urbanised Small Housing is divided into three types according
to the description in the Building Act: MFHB, Multi-Family
Row Housing Block and Studio Housing. MFHB, the main
target of this study, is classified under multi-household housing
in the Building Act, and can have a total floor area up to 85m”.
The legal specification of MFHB and MH is summarised in
Figure 2.

Urbanised Small Housing was introduced by a Housing Act
amendment in 2009, followed by MFHB in 2010. The number
of regulations in Housing Construction Standards, including
sales, community facilities and building regulations, have been
alleviated to provide pleasant, safe and affordable housings to
small households (MoLIT, 2013). In particular, MFHB aimed
to supply decent, safe and affordable housing depending on
the needs of both suppliers and residents. The needs include
mortgages, parking lots and ease of Housing Construction
Standards. There were 4,946 MFHB buildings distributed in
Seoul as of December, 2015 (Figure 1).

Enforcement Decree

of the Housing Act
Article 3

(Quasi-Housing) Article 10

(Urbanised Small Ifuu.s'l'ug).

Apartment
Complex Multi-Family
Housing Block

Multi-household (MFHB)

Housing
(MH)
Multi-Family Row
Housing Block

Studio Housing

Row Housing

Figure 2. Legal Specification of MFHB and MH

2.2 Previous Studies

For the purpose of this review, the previous studies are
divided into three categories: (1) Urbanised Small Housing, (2)
Residential Satisfaction and (3) Residential Preferences.
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Kim (2013) examined the factors of residential satisfaction and
affection by surveying actual MFHB residents in Daegu. Han
et al. (2014) conducted importance-performance analysis and
focus group interviews to investigate importance, satisfaction
and effectiveness of living environment in Urbanised Small
Housing neighbourhood. Yoo and Shim (2010) reviewed
policies, current condition, planning characteristics and actual
cases of MFHB to provide policy implications.

The studies investigating residential satisfaction based on
different housing types have generally focused on their different
physical features. Lee (2012) conducted a survey on residential
satisfaction according to housing types as well as investigating
the relationship between household attributes and residential
satisfaction using labour panel survey data.

Kim (2015) compared the general perception (public) and
residential satisfaction (current residents) of MH. Jung and Jung
(2015) examined residential satisfaction and values considered
in housing selections using National Housing Survey data.

Based on a review of the previous studies, three main findings
are drawn. Firstly, the results on residential satisfaction of MFHB
have suggested that building exterior and other external factors
are more closely related to satisfaction of the residents than are
the interior factors of each unit. Secondly, they have suggested
that related policies focus more on provider’s perspective
and surveying residents about housing cost, satisfaction and
performance of MFHB for objective evaluation. Lastly, although
a huge number of MH units are distributed throughout Seoul
Metropolitan City, the studies evaluating the well-being of the
residents are scarce in number.

In consequence, this study focuses on complexes of MFHB,
by comparing residential satisfaction between MFHB and MH
(non-complex). Through the analysis result, the effectiveness
of supplying MFHB could be evaluated more practically. The
residential survey consists of individual household and housing
attributes (e.g. number of children, ownership status, size and
parking, etc.) to draw more practical conclusions.

3. ANALYSIS

3.1 Analysis Framework

1) Data Collection

The survey questions were formed on the basis of previous
studies (Lee, 2011; Hong, 2012; Lee et al., 2012; Lee and Koh,
2012; Lee and Kim, 2013; Kim, 2013; Moon, 2015 and Kim and
Yang, 2015). The final questionnaire consisted of three parts:
satisfaction (43 questions in 9 categories), overall satisfaction,
and socio-demographic and housing information (6 and 4
referred to as General Satisfaction (GS), asking the questions,
respectively). There are seven questions comprehensive
satisfaction for each category. Satisfaction items are measured
by 5-point Likert scale.

The survey was conducted from April to June 2016, targeting
MEFHB in Seoul, as well as MH located nearby. Consequently,
106 valid responses were collected from MFHB and 100 from
MH. Table 2 shows a summary of respondent characteristics.
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Table 2. Respondent Characteristics
Classification MB | MH Classification MB | MH
Male 434 | 57.0 g Owned 55.7 | 47.0
9]
& Female | 557 | 420 | & Jeonse | 321 | 21.0
& g
g No o
0.9 1.0 o Rent 9.4 | 32.0
Response Z
2029 | 189 | 390 | & Others 28 | -
30-39 349 | 12.0 - 1 8.5 16.0
& 4049 | 179 | 17.0 |Z§ 2 349 | 41.0
3 =
50-59 16.0 | 13.0 a 5 3+ 54.7 | 43.0
-
60+ 12.3 | 19.0 No Response | 1.9 -
g No Cars | 22.6 | 60.0 < 10py* 4.7 | 15.0
(%2
% 1 Car 71.7 | 330 | § 10-29py 42.5 | 39.0
5 | 2+Cas | 57 | 70 20-29py | 48.1 | 46.0
Nochild | 50.0 | 54.0 | — 1 person 132 | 18.0
— S
=
U(:‘Q: g 1 179 | 8.0 § 2 people 33.0 | 25.0
= 2+ 283|380 | & | 3+people | 51.9 | 56.0
— o
&= 2
Mo 38 | - | 8 No 19 | 1.0
Response Response
" Pyung (py) is a traditional Korean area unit.
One Pyung corresponds to 3.3m*
Table 3. Research Hypotheses
Hypothesis Method
There is statistically significant difference between
H1 the resident groups of MFHB and MH on Overall
Satisfaction.
t-test
There are statistically significant differences between
H2 the residents of MFHB and MH on the Residential
Satisfaction items.
General Satisfactions (GS) in MFHB residents have
H3 L . .
positive effects on Overall Satisfaction. R .
egression
General Satisfactions (GS) in in MH residents have Analysis
positive effects on Overall Satisfaction.
GS: Service Accessibility
GS: Public Safety
GS: Disaster Resilience
GS: Transportation Overall
GS: Residential Environments Satisfaction

GS: Maintenance

GS: Design

GS: Neighbourhood Interaction

Figure 3. Conceptual Model for Regression Analysis
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2) Hypotheses

Based on the findings of previous studies, four hypotheses
are set (Table 3). Hypotheses 1 and 2 are verified if there is
statistically significant difference between the resident groups
of MFHB and MH on Overall Satisfaction and Residential
Satisfaction items by sets of t-tests. Hypotheses 3 and 4 are
tested to confirm if GS in MFHB and MH residents have effects
on Overall Satisfaction by regression analyses.

3.2 Comaring the Residential Satisfaction
between MFHB and MH

To compare the differences in overall and specific satisfaction
types by housing type, sets of t-test are conducted to examine
any statistical differences between MFHB and MH. As overall
satisfaction between the two groups of residents shows no
significant differences, Hypothesis 1 is rejected, and satisfaction
differences are investigated in sub-categories to test Hypothesis 2.

1) Service Accessibility

It is remarkable that MH residents displayed greater
satisfaction with service facility accessibility than residents
of MFHB. This is most likely to do with their land-use
characteristics. Generally, MFHB requires larger size of land
as it is constructed as a complex (Hong, 2012). It would be
difficult to find such size of available land around commercial
areas, especially in Seoul. MH, on the other hand, has more
possibilities to be located near commercial areas or main streets,
as the required lot size is relatively small, with better accessibility
to service facilities.

Table 4. Satisfaction Differences in Service Facilities

Mean SD
t sig
MB MH MB MH
Slgulita el 364 408 114 077 -325 000~
facilities
Sports facilities 300 302 125 092 -0.13 090
Childcare facilities 3.74  3.28 1.02 094 210 0.04"
Elderly care 330 296 113 083 149 0.14
facilities®
Health facilities 344 350 1.05 098 -0.41 0.69
GS: service 354 373 095 075 -162 0.11
accessibility

T applicable respondents only
“p<0.01,":p<0.05"p<0.10

2) Public Safety

Level of Crime in the Neighbourhood. The t-test result seems
to suggest that MFHB residents have experienced relatively
fewer crimes in the neighbourhood, as the average score is
statistically significantly higher. It is noted that newly built
MFHB contribute to protecting residents as they are mostly
furnished with security systems at the main entrance.

However, public security and order and GS: Public Safety
do not show statistically significant difterence between MFHB
and MH. Despite the presence of advanced security systems, in
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MFHB, a gap between level of crime and perception of residents
towards their safety is found. While conducting the survey for
this study, we were often able to find the password written on
the main entrance safety system for parcel delivery and other
services. This could be one of the possible explanations for
residents not being satisfied with their security system.

Table 5. Satisfaction Differences in Public Safety

Mean SD

MB MH MB MH

Public security

3.30 3.10 1.05 1.12 1.36 0.18
and order

Level of crime in the
neighbourhood

Privacy 3.00 291 1.08 1.05 0.61 0.54

323 290 099 097 -240 0.02"

GS: public safety 316 310 095 112 043 0.67

“:p<0.01, " p <0.05,": p<0.10

3) Disaster Resilience

Three items in the category of disaster resilience have
statistically significant differences.

Fire Protection. It is mandatory for Urbanised Small Housing
to be equipped with fire protection devices, as defined by the
Fire Services Act, Article 41. However, MH was excluded from
the regulation. As the Fire Services Act was revised in 2012,
it is now compulsory for newly constructed MH to have fire
protection devices. Still, pre-existing MH units are not covered
by the Fire Services Act, and are relatively vulnerable to fire
damage. In this perspective, it is noted that the Urbanised Small
Housing residents are more likely to feel more protected with
visible fire protection devices in their buildings.

Table 6. Satisfaction Differences in Disaster Resilience

Mean SD
t sig
MB MH MB MH
Fire protection 335 3.07 090 095 215 0.03"

Flood protection 371 356 099 1.00 1.07 0.29

GS: Disaster

. 3.51 330 0.84 1.03 1.63 0.11
Resilience

" p<0.01,":p<0.05"p<0.10

4) Transportation

Parking Lot. One of the aims of MFHB is to provide adequate
parking facilities to the residents to improve liveability.
Therefore, MFHB are required to provide at least 0.7 parking
spaces per household. As there has been no regulation for MH
regarding parking facilities, this improvement might have
resulted in different satisfaction by housing types.

Entry from Main Street: Roadway. It is required by law for
MFHB to have an access road from the block to the main street,
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with a width of 4m or more (in case of larger blocks, minimum
6m). As more than 70% of residents in MFHB own their
vehicles, this could have increased convenience for moving in
and out of the complex.

Table 7. Satisfaction Differences in Transportation

Mean SD
t sig.
MB MH MB MH
e 380 429 115 083 -350 0.00™
transport
Proximity to work 356 3.69 1.01 120 -0.88 0.38
Parking lot! 3.28 261 1.28 1.34 283 0.01™
Street maintenance 297 306 114 126 -0.53 0.60
Street condition 2.84 261 1.22 1.05 144 0.15
Pedestrian Safety 273  2.73 1.08 1.06 -0.02 0.98
Entry from mainstreet: | 5\ 5,0 004 000 004 097
sidewalk
Entry from main street: = 5 5, 509 o5 096 325 0.00™
roadway
GS: Transportation 355 375 0.89 083 -4.83 0.007

T applicable respondents only
“p<0.01, " p<0.05," p<0.10

5) Residential Environments

The category of Residential Environments is about living
environment of each household according to the condition
of surrounding neighbours. For most of the items, MFHB
residents have relatively greater satisfaction regarding residential
environments, but not statistically significantly.

Noise. Although there is no statistical significance between the
two groups for Noise Caused by Surrounding Households and
Noises in the Neighbour, the average score for both housing
types is in a low range (around 2.5). It is inferred that lack of
soundproof regulation for both housing types could be the
cause of relatively low scoring. Housing Construction Standards
for Urbanised Small Housing have been eased to encourage the
supply in the market. There have been no guidelines regarding
soundproofing for MH.

Daylighting and Ventilation. It is suggested that lighting
and ventilation depend on the arrangement and separation
distance of buildings (Choi and Cho, 2010). There have been
planning strategies for improving lighting and ventilation of
MFHB by enhancing building arrangements (Yoo and Sim,
2010). On the other hand, MH is excluded from regulations
defining minimum building distance and position of windows
(Enforcement Decree for the Building Act). In this sense, the
statistically significant differences in satistaction regarding
lighting and ventilation could have arisen from planning issues.

GS: Residential Environments. Although there have been
statistically significant differences in the number of items within
the category, the GS: Residential Environment item shows no

statistically significant differences. It could be concluded that
there has been no visible improvement from MH to MFHB
other than lighting and ventilation.

Table 8. Satisfaction Differences in Residential Environments

Mean SD
t sig.
MB MH MB MH
View 288 262 126 120 151 0.13
Degree of narrowness 5, 53 (57 095 011 091
within household ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Wik st 265 287 125 132 -123 022
households
Noise: neighbourhood  2.52 241 1.14 126 065 0.52
Lighting 363 308 105 117 356 0007
Ventilation 3.51 3.12 1.11 1.17 245 0.02"
Position of harmful ., 55 ;00 107 086 039
facilities for youth
Position ofunwanted . ;0 55 |1, 096 131 019
facilities
Parksandmatural == 5,0 500 14 103 066 051
settings
GS: Environments 352 334 086 1.00 1.41 0.16

“:ip<0.01, " p <0.05,": p<0.10

6) Maintenance

In all items, MFHB residents are more satisfied with their
building maintenance, and the satisfaction differences are
statistically significant. The average construction year of each
housing type is one of the key issues. MFHBs have been built
after the policy was introduced in 2009, whilst MH has been
constructed for about 30 years. This would have great impact on
the degree of deterioration, and hence the maintenance cost.

In addition, the majority of MFHB are managed by
professional companies, whilst MH is managed by building
owners most of the time. Therefore, the quality of maintenance
services in MFHB would likely be better.

Table 9. Satisfaction Differences in Maintenance

Mean SD
t sig.
MB MH MB MH
Maintenance services 3.14 2091 1.10 1.02 1.57 0.12
Maintenance cost 315 288 1.04 1.03 1.88 0.06
Degree of deterioration  4.13 2.84 0.97 112 8.87 0.00™
GS: maintenance 351 3.08 099 097 3.14 0.007

" p<0.01,":p<0.05":p<0.10
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7) Design

MFHB residents have greater satistaction in terms of building
design. The two items Building Exterior Design and GS:
Design have statistically significant differences. As Urbanised
Small Housing units are relatively newer than MH units, it
is more likely for MFHB to have aesthetically better looking
exterior designs compared to MH.

Table 10. Satisfaction Differences in Design

Mean SD
t sig.
MB MH MB MH
Leildtiig e 354 281 089 086 595 000"
design
Interior designand ., ;15 (59 093 146 0.5
arrangement
GS: Design 342 299 082 100 343 000"

" p<0.01,": p<0.05," p<0.10

8) Expense Factors

In terms of the housing cost, MH residents show statistically
significantly greater satisfaction. This could be the result of rent
rate difference in the two housing types. It is suggested that if a
1-2 adults household would move to Urbanised Small Housing,
the rent rate would increase by at least KRW 200,000 (Lee et al.,
2012).

Despite the rent rate differences, the two housing types do not
show statistically significant difference in Housing Cost against
Residential Satisfaction. It could be comprehended that the
residents in MFHB are not satisfied to a degree that the rent rate
fails to compensate.

Table 11. Satisfaction Differences in Economic Factors

Mean SD
t sig
MB MH MB MH
Local cost of housing ~ 2.63 299 1.02 0.89 -2.67 0.017
Property value 274 261 078 1.03 1.02 0.31
Housing cost against 8 317 079 094 007 095

residential satisfaction
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Table 12. Satisfaction Differences in Local Interaction

Mean SD
t sig.
MB MH MB MH
N 191 189 096 091 017 085
interaction frequency
GS: Neighbourhood ¢\« 197 099 -0.18 086

interaction

“:p<0.01,":p <0.05,": p<0.10

3.3 Comparing the Residential Satisfaction between
MFHB Residents by Their Personal Attributes

1) Car Ownership Status

Mainly considering car ownership status, Transportation
items are analysed. Residents are split into two groups: with/
without vehicles.

Parking Lots. The average score difference between two groups
is statistically significant. Having secured parking lots within
their building blocks would be very attractive to the vehicle
owners. However, for those without cars, the presence of parking
lots would not be among their main interests. The interview with
MFHB residents also revealed that, in most MFHB, the same
maintenance fees (including parking charges) are imposed for all
the households, even those without car ownership.

Table 13. Satisfaction Differences in Transportation by Car Ownership Status

Mean SD
t sig.
O X (@) X
Fasyaccesstopublic 50 340 116 115 035 073
transport

Proximity to work 362 200 1.05 1.00 124 0.22

Parking Lot! 336 2.83 1.26 1.24 238 0.02"

Street Condition 3.01 246 1.12 122 0.67 0.50

Street Maintenance 295 250 121 098 176 0.08

Pedestrian Safety 2.79  3.33 1.11 1.09 1.17  0.25

Bascofentryfrom 5 3 60 090 134 043 067
main street: sidewalk

Baseofentryfrom ;50 5.0 101 103 202 005
main street: roadway

GS: Transportation 349 288 084 126 -1.25 022

"1 p<0.01,7:p<0.05"p<0.10

9) Neighbourhood Interaction

In terms of Neighbourhood Interaction, residents in both
housing types present low satisfaction for Interaction with
Neighbours and Interaction Frequency. It could be explained
by the residents deliberately avoiding interacting with
neighbours, as many residents do not want to be interrupted
from others (Kim, 2013).

Tapplicable respondents only
" p<0.01,": p<0.05 " p<0.10

Entry from Main Street: Roadway. Interestingly, the group
without vehicles shows more satisfaction in this item concerning
the roadway entrance. It is quite reasonable for both drivers
and pedestrians to experience uneasiness in narrow streets.
However, the difference in satisfaction may have arisen from
drivers slowing down constantly to avoid unexpected pedestrian
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movements (Lee, 2012).

2) Property Ownership Status
Property Value. Although there is statistically significant
difference between the two resident groups, neither of them are

Table 15. Regression Analysis Results for Overall Satisfaction
as Dependent Variable

Independent Variable

(General satisfaction) b t =

satisfied with the property value of MFHB. It could imply that (constant) 633 1839 .069"
MFHB do not have merit as an asset to invest in. The survey Design 244 258 2585 011"
result (targeted specialists in the field) suggested that the lack of .
profitability of Urbanised Small Housings is another concern of Surrounding 211 220 2459 016"
. MFHB Environment
the suppliers (Lee, etal., 2012).
Overall Satisfaction. The home owners show greater Overall Maintenance 71218 2227 0287
Satisfaction than the residents tenants. Disaster mitigation 171 190 2166 033"
Table 14. Satisfaction Differences by Car Ownership Status R=.660, R?=.436, adj R? =0.411, F = 17.580, p = .000
Mean SD (constant) 229 681 497
t sig. .
o X o X Surrounding 366 456 5974 000"
Environment
Local cost of living 293 226 109 .79 345 0.00" M Maintenance 181 220 2.855 .005™
Property value 296 246 .73 78 3.19 0.00™ Service Accessibility 232 218 3.091 .003™
Local Interaction 163 201 2759 007

Housing cost against

residential satisfaction 330300 .76 82 191 0.06
_ Neighbourhood 215 155 98 .82 333 0.007
interaction frequency
GS: local interaction 2.77 243 .82 1.00 1.82 0.07
Overall Satisfaction 366 3.18 82 .68  3.19 0.00™

“1p<0.01,":p<0.05"p<0.10

3.4 Regression Analysis

Two sets of regression analyses have been carried to determine
the variables affecting overall residential satisfaction in MFHB
and MH. For the regression analyses, the variables for GS
(General Satisfaction) are used to represent each category.
The conceptual model for the regression analysis is shown in
Figure 3. Stepwise method is used in the analysis process, which
produces a number of different models to find the model with
the line of best fit.

The results of regression analysis for Overall Satisfaction as
the dependent variable are summarised in Table 14.

In case of MFHB, the four variables that have effects on
Overall Satisfaction have average scores around 3.5, including;
Design (3.42), Residential Environment (3.52), Maintenance
(3.51) and Disaster Protection (3.51). The categories in which
some improvements have been made in MFHB seem to have
positive effects on Overall Satisfaction by MFHB residents.
This result is also similar to the result reported by Kim (2013),
as Maintenance, Design and Residential Environment were
included in the factors aftecting Overall Residential Satisfaction.

On the other hand, the variables that affect Overall Satisfaction
of MH are Residential Environment (3.34), Maintenance (3.08),
Service Accessibility (3.73) and Local Interaction (2.66).

R=.739, R*=.546, adj R*=.527, F = 28.571, p = .000

“:1p<0.01,7:p <005 p<0.10

4.CONCLUSION

The objectives of this study are (1) to evaluate the effectiveness
of Urbanised Small Housing and (2) to examine the statistical
difference in residential satisfaction between housing types.
A residential satisfaction survey was conducted, targeting
the residents of MFHB (control group; complex) and MH
(comparison group; non-complex). Utilising the survey results,
sets of t-tests and regression analyses were conducted.

First, the t-test results seem to suggest that the effectiveness
of MFHB, in terms of providing better quality housing, is
insufticient. Apart from Level of Crime in the Neighbourhood,
Fire Protection, Parking Lots and Entry from Main Street:
Roadway, the satistaction differences are either statistically
insignificant or due to more satisfaction from HB residents. In
particular, for Overall Satisfaction, the two housing types do
not have a statistically significant difference. Some items with
clear statistical differences resulted from construction year of
buildings, which cannot be controlled for in this case. Although,
underlying intention could be meaningful, the actual effect
derived from providing adequate housing for small households
is considered as minor.

Second, the common factors affecting Overall Satisfactions
of MFHB and MH are found to be GS: Maintenance and
GS: Residential Environment, which mean that the residents
prioritise these kinds of quasi-housing in these factors of
housing. Therefore, it is suggested that these factors should
be considered more thoroughly to provide better and more
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adequate housing in the future.

Limitations of this study include having a relatively small size
of respondent samples. In terms of statistical analysis, Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM) could have been used if the sample
size was greater. Instead, this study has conducted regression
analysis with representative variables from each category.
Nevertheless, the results of this study may be applicable as
elemental data for future housing policy for small households.
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