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Executive Summary



Expensive building materials, home based businesses, and a general increase in material possessions have made the home a significant financial investment in the Caribbean. This investment is not without risk, however. The region’s numerous and violent hurricanes have destroyed the tangible assets of the region’s population. Families are often left homeless, out of work and in financial peril. 

To reduce the vulnerability of low-income homeowners to the effects of hazards, two local organizations, CARITAS and the National Research Development Foundation (NRDF), have developed and administered parallel Hurricane Resistant Home Improvement Programs in St. Lucia. In the NRDF, this housing program is a significant project, undertaken with funds provided for housing by the National Insurance Scheme (NIS). The initial agreement between the NIS and the NRDF provided for a loan of EC$500,000 for the purpose of disbursing loans under the NRDF Safer Housing and Retrofitting programme. The NRDF Housing Programme was initiated in 1995-6. The program has survived for 7 years and can be considered a sustainable operation. OAS provided assistance to NRDF in incorporating the retrofitting component of the programme based on minimum standards of construction.

The Housing programme had the important objective of securing the homes and investment of the target group, by introducing minimum standards of construction or “retrofitting.” Improved techniques, using, for instance, metal hurricane straps were designed to increase the strength and resistance of the houses against hurricane force winds. The most innovative feature of the St. Lucia programme is making available to low-income homeowners group insurance coverage against hurricane damage.  The insurance provided would serve to ensure that the clients did not lose their investment in the event of hurricane damage to their homes. More than just lending money to poor people, the programme seeks the reduction of their vulnerability to natural disaster. Without insurance they could be completely wiped out by a hurricane. The importance of the insurance linkage to the housing loan is that it provides a reasonable guarantee that in the event of hurricane damage they can stay above the poverty line. There is no other comparable initiative of this nature, providing group insurance for homes that are not usually insurable to the lower income segment of the society and helping low-income people to better protect their property and lives.

The performance of the first housing loan programme has been satisfactory, with clients, in general, meeting their obligations and perhaps surpassing expectations. NRDF has been on top the programme and the necessary controls, subject to the recommendations in this report, are in place. This is an encouragement to strengthen and widen the programme; on the other hand the demands on management imposed by a housing portfolio may be reflected in a less than optimal performance in the overall loan portfolio (small business loans), if the Foundation’s energies are directed to housing loans. There are those who see the institution’s mandate as more pertinent to entrepreneurial development, or the creation of jobs and incomes for St. Lucians in these challenging economic times.

Certain elements of the initial program design or concept were not fully implemented, resulting in some glaring deficiencies. The most notable of these are: 1) the failure to institute a fail proof inspection system which would have ensured that houses were constructed up to the minimum acceptable standards recommended for the program and 2) clients resorted to builders or artisans for their construction projects who were not initially trained in retrofitting techniques recommended to be used for construction. These deficiencies may have compromised the integrity, and to some extent the value, of the programme. 

A survey was conducted of clients and prospective NRDF housing loan clients. To determine consumer response to the administration and delivery of the programme, deficiencies that may exist, and ways in which the programme can be reengineered to better serve its objectives. Clients expressed a high level of satisfaction with the programme as a whole and the quality of the service received from the NRDF. They were convinced that the retrofitting done to their houses provided them with an increased sense of security. They confirmed the value of low-income housing insurance and were not averse to paying an economic price for continuing coverage. Non-clients indicated a need for and a willingness to participate in such a programme and to pay the requisite insurance premium.

The findings of this study justify the continuance and expansion of this model of low cost housing, provided the shortcomings of the first or “pilot” phase are adequately addressed. Recommendations for improvements are made in each section of the report.

 1.Background



Expensive building materials, home based businesses, and a general increase in material possessions have made the home a significant financial investment in the Caribbean. This investment is not without risk, however. The region’s numerous and violent hurricanes have destroyed the tangible assets of the region’s population. Families are often left homeless, out of work and in financial peril. Over the past two decades, the Caribbean region has experienced a dramatic upsurge in the level of destruction caused by hurricanes and tropical storms. 

Through pilot projects in several Eastern Caribbean countries, beginning in 1994, the Caribbean Disaster Mitigation Project (CDMP) assisted large and small contractors, artisans and others working in the formal and informal building sectors in adopting effective natural hazard vulnerability reduction measures. Assistance to the local building sector was provided through training workshops for builders and artisans, safer construction manuals and minimum standards checklists and the provision of revolving loan funds for supporting housing retrofit work. CDMP, sponsored jointly by the Organization of American States (OAS) and the US Agency for International Development (USAID), aimed at establishing sustainable public/private disaster mitigation mechanisms to lessen loss of life, reduce potential damage, and shorten the disaster recovery period. The project was executed from September 1993 to December 1999.

With support from the CDMP, approximately 150 local craftsmen were trained in safer construction techniques in St. Lucia and Dominica. Under CDMP, safer housing activities were coordinated by local non-governmental organizations, with technical assistance from the Cooperative Housing Foundation (CHF), a US-based international NGO. 

At the outset of CDMP, an inventory was taken to determine which countries had NGOs and private institutions that could most effectively promote hurricane vulnerability reduction for low-income housing. After reviewing the results of this inventory, Dominica and Saint Lucia were selected as pilot project countries. Subsequently, this program expanded to include Antigua and Barbuda. Through the national pilot projects, the CDMP developed, tested and disseminated the technical know-how to make homes secure enough to withstand even Category III hurricanes. The CDMP retrofit standards and revolving loan program details were developed for the Hurricane-resistant Home Improvement Program (HRHIP). These details are described in the CDMP Hurricane-resistant Home Improvement Program Toolkit.

In October 1996, CDMP hosted a safer construction 'lessons learned' workshop in St. Lucia. Forty participants, representing NGOs and governmental agencies, attended this workshop. The principal objective of the workshop was to give interested organizations from other Caribbean countries the opportunity to review the Housing Retrofit pilot programs in Dominica and St. Lucia, and to discuss successes and constraints. A complementary objective was to develop new or modify existing procedures for ensuring a sustainable continuation of the project in the two countries, and to support its expansion into other countries. Three major opportunities for program adjustment emerged during the workshop: 

1. Greater demand for safer construction is generated if the program is integrated into existing home improvement programs. 

2. The need for broadening the source of funds which support the revolving loan funds. 

3. Expansion of the base of interested residents by increasing the present loan ceiling, which would provide access to interested residents of higher income brackets, without lessening the commitment of the program to lower income residents. 

Safer Housing Programmes in St. Lucia

In St. Lucia, two local organizations, CARITAS and the National Research Development Foundation (NRDF), administered parallel Hurricane Resistant Home Improvement Programs. This is a significant project of the NRDF undertaken with funds provided for housing by the National Insurance Scheme (NIS). The initial agreement between the NIS and the NRDF provided for a loan of EC$500,000 for the purpose of disbursing loans under the NRDF Safer Housing and Retrofitting programme. The NRDF Housing Programme was initiated in 1995-6. The program has survived for 7 years and can be considered a sustainable operation.

The NRDF has worked with both low- and middle-income borrowers, while CARITAS focused exclusively on retrofit at the low-income level. NRDF loans are not restricted to retrofitting but also extended to housing expansion, renovation and new home construction.

Throughout the project, CDMP assessed its safer housing programs to ensure that that the minimum standards for hurricane resistance are met. In the summer of 1997, CDMP undertook a study of the hurricane-resistant home improvement activities in St. Lucia. Existing guidelines, procedures and ten completed houses were reviewed to determine if alterations to the programs were required. To address problems that were discovered, a training course and companion manual Basic Minimum Standards for Retrofitting were developed. 

During 1998, CDMP supported the NRDF St. Lucia in organizing a series of local workshops on safer construction techniques. To maximize participation, these workshops were held on weekends in communities throughout St. Lucia. An existing house in the community was retrofitted as a demonstration during the workshop. Seven workshops were held during the year.  As a result of the program, the NRDF continues to offer a low-income revolving loan fund, using funds from local banks, for safer housing retrofit.
Financing of safer housing programmes

In September 1999, the CDMP organized a regional workshop on safer housing, to provide a forum for national policy makers, housing practitioners, and financial institutions to discuss the incorporation of hurricane resistant housing techniques into national housing policy initiatives and to examine financing options that will make funds available to the greatest number of families. One of the primary issues for all participating organizations was the identification of financing. Possible financing alternatives identified at the workshop include: 

· Outside sources of guarantee funds (from the government directly, through the National Development Banks or through commercial financial institutions.) 

· Government buy-down of higher interest rate loans. 

· Combining multiple funding sources, such as social security funds or other national financing, into an equity fund to offset the reliance on any one particular funding source. 

Insurance programmes for low-income homeowners

The most innovative feature of the NRDF St. Lucia programme is the low-income homeowners group insurance coverage against hurricane damage. This coverage provides group insurance for homes that are not usually insurable to the lower income segment of the society and helping low-income people to better protect their property and lives. More than just lending money to poor people, the programme seeks to reduce the vulnerability of these homes and individuals to natural disasters. Without insurance they could be completely wiped out by a hurricane. The importance of the insurance linkage to the housing loan is that it provides a reasonable guarantee that, in the event of hurricane damage, the homeowners can stay above the poverty line. There is no other comparable initiative of this nature in the region. 

The purpose of this current review is to present the St. Lucia model for consideration to other groups, like housing cooperatives that might have an interest in adopting the model suitably adjusted to meet local conditions.

Rationale for the Programme

The NRDF was established “To promote and to encourage research and development of economic activity in St. Lucia, and all other activities designed to improve the social, economic and cultural welfare of the people of St. Lucia.” Its activities have been primarily related to providing loans and technical assistance to small entrepreneurs. The decision to venture into the housing loan market may seem a departure from its primary focus to date, but not from its vision and mandate; it addresses a basic need of the target client groups, and may be viewed as a means of broadening NRDF’s revenue base to buttress the organization’s sustainability, while further enhancing the quality of life of the target groups. The provision of low-income housing is an important social dimension of a development institution, which has from the outset focused on economic empowerment of the poor. Operationally, the NRDF is well structured and equipped to serve low-income clients through a low cost housing program, possessing both the methodology and sensitivity the process demands.

The NRDF is still granting additional housing loans under the program, depending on the availability or reflows of funds. Loan officers are continuing to focus on management of the existing portfolio, ensuring that clients service their loans. Reflows must be used to repay housing loan funds provided by the NIS. NRDF is current in its repayment of its NIS loan, and is now considering requesting an additional loan on the basis of performance to date.

NRDF is one of a number of local agencies participating in a new EU-financed housing project. This new initiative involves a combination of grants and loans to low-income families. The grant component will be used to assist with deposits on land, payment of legal fees and retrofitting costs.  The loan component will be for purchase or construction of houses. Interest payments will be used by NRDF and the other agencies to meet the administrative costs of the project.

The NRDF does not have the financial base to independently develop a long-term housing programme from its own resources. It must secure specially dedicated long term financing on competitive terms to continue such a programme. The question for the Foundation is whether the returns on investment justify its venturing deeper into the housing market, and whether its competitive offering to clients vis-à-vis existing commercial home financing schemes, allows it to add any real value to the sector. There are questions about the Foundation pursuing housing development any further. The primary mandate of the Foundation is to provide credit and technical assistance to small entrepreneurs for the purpose of setting up or developing viable commercial enterprises as a means of self-employment and income generation. Although the newly introduced housing loan portfolio has been the most profitable of the Foundation’s services, the overall financial performance of the Foundation has not been particularly strong. In 2000 it suffered an operating loss in excess of half million dollars (EC$548,861) on income from operations of a marginal EC$1.27 million. The total assets of the Foundation were $9.6 million in 2000, offset by long-term liabilities of $5.1 million. Provision for doubtful loans in 2000 amounted to over $2 million. There is a danger of the Foundation diverting its energies and resources to the more profitable housing sector at the expense of small enterprise development, which has been, and should continue to be, its overriding purpose. The shift from addressing an economic to addressing a social need may improve the viability and sustainability of the organization but may reduce its effectiveness as an institution for sustaining the livelihood of the poor, marginalized and disadvantaged in St. Lucian society. However, the NRDF Board is considering expanding its low cost housing programme as one means of increasing the organization’s viability. 

The performance of the first housing loan programme has been satisfactory, with clients, in general, meeting their obligations and perhaps surpassing expectations. NRDF has been on top the programme and the necessary controls, subject to the recommendations in this report, are in place. This is an encouragement to strengthen and widen the programme. On the other hand the demands on management imposed by a housing portfolio may be reflected in a less than optimal performance in the overall loan portfolio (including the small business loans), if the Foundation’s energies are directed to housing loans. There are those who see the institution’s mandate as more pertinent to entrepreneurial development, or the creation of jobs and incomes for St. Lucians in these challenging economic times.

2. Terms of Reference



The present evaluation is designed to review NRDF’s existing Hurricane Resistant Home Improvement Program (HRHIP) to identify strengths and weaknesses, and to draw lessons learned, which will inform recommendations for improving overall performance and effectiveness.  In particular, the consultant will:

1.
Review the overall process of the HRHIP, using the “toolkit” as a guide.  This includes describing the actual practices in program marketing and outreach, definition of improvement/retrofit works, loan application, construction   and certification upon completion, and loan collection.

2
Review the financial aspects of the program, in particular the management of the revolving loan fund, costing of services provided by NRDF staff, costing of services charged to borrowers, and loan repayment rates.

3
Review the quality control applied to the construction process, in particular, the initial estimation of work and materials needed for the improvement/retrofit job and the extent to which minimum standards are applied, the selection of qualified contractors/builders to carry out the work, the monitoring of the construction process, and the final certification of completed works.

4
Design a survey of the beneficiaries of the program on a random sampling basis.  The Survey should  inquire about the beneficiaries’ satisfaction with the various components of the program perception of value of the retrofit/minimum standards for safe construction, interest in and willingness to pay for insurance and specific recommendations from the beneficiaries.

5
Formulate recommendations for improving the operational aspects and effectiveness of the HRHIP focusing on the quality control and financial operation aspects, as well as on the public awareness and out reach component of the program.  The recommendations should take the form of updates in procedures, information management, job descriptions for the different functions of the NRDF Staff, the estimators, and of training requirement for staff.

6
Prepare a draft report describing in detail the methodology and approach to the study, the results obtained, and recommendations.

3. Methodology



1. Desk Research

A study was made of the NRDF and OAS reports and documents on the NRDF housing programme. A random sample of 30 client files were examined by the consultant, and an in-depth analysis made of the current procedures for loan appraisal, approval, disbursement and monitoring.
2. Review/Develop tools and methodologies; Prepare survey instruments

Two survey questionnaires were prepared for a housing loan client and non-client survey. These were tested by the Consultant and the NRDF Project Officers mainly responsible for the delivery of the housing loans programme. As far as possible closed questions were used (See Exhibits 1 and 2).

3. Conduct Staff interviews

Both researchers used for the survey have had previous experience and training in the conduct of surveys and additional training was not necessary. Several briefing and issue clarification sessions were held with the Project Staff.

4. Client Sample Survey Coverage

The following main districts were targeted by NRDF for the housing programme and, thus, for the sample survey:

	i. Dennery

ii. Micoud

iii. Vieux Fort
	iv. Choisel

v. Laborie

vi. Canaries
	vii. Castries

viii. Soufriere

ix. Gros Islet


5. Conduct of Client Survey

From the sample of forty clients and forty non-clients selected randomly for survey, an equal number from each group were assigned to two Project Officers. From the period 20 November to 5 December the researchers made visits to the survey areas.

Because of time and cost constraints, the Project Officers of the NRDF responsible for the program were selected to undertake the survey. This in some measure might have compromised the objectivity of the survey as far as the performance of the NRDF was concerned. It was agreed that for the purposes of this exercise the impact of this would be minimized by training the Project Officers, and by the respondents/clients signing the survey form to certify agreement.

6. Data analysis

A number of statistical tables were generated from the files, financial records and discussions with the responsible project officers. The information in the tables was studied and salient trends identified.

7. Draft Report Preparation

Drafts of the report were prepared and periodically discussed with the NRDF Project Officers and Managers.

8. Review draft report

A final draft was prepared and discussed with staff.

9. Prepare final report with recommendations

A final report with recommendations was prepared by the consultant.

4. Administrative Review



Programme Description

An overview of the Programme has been given in the introduction. In the NRDF records the programme is divided into two phases:

i. The Housing Loans Programme, and 

ii. The Safer Housing Programme

The initial housing loans programme was started in 1994-95, before the OAS retrofitting programme was introduced. The Safer Housing Programme marked the inception of the OAS retrofitting project in 1998. The two projects were, however, integrated and administered, for all practical purposes, as one. In this report little distinction is made between the programmes; the Housing Programme name is applied to both programmes.

Program design

A Manual for the Implementation of the Hurricane Resistant Home Improvement Programme in the Caribbean, referred to as the “Tool Kit”, was prepared under the USAID/OAS Caribbean Disaster Mitigation Project, to guide the implementation and monitoring of the NRDF housing project. However, this was not rigidly followed by the Foundation, which used its own format and procedures for the project. There was no formal agreement between OAS and NRDF making the implementation of the recommendations of the Tool Kit mandatory. The initial housing program design was not formally documented to show its specific goals, targets, success criteria, etc., but it consisted primarily of the following components:

i. Identification and delivery of training to artisans/small contractors 

ii. Promotion and outreach to prospective clients;

iii. Loan approvals and disbursement;

iv. Engagement of contractors for construction/retrofitting;

v. Engagement of Estimator;

vi. Monitoring of work done.

In this report, performance under each of these components will be assessed

Program Management

The Housing Loan Programme is supervised by the Credit and Counseling Unit of the NRDF, headed by Vincent Patrice, Manager. The Executive Director, Bryan Walcott, has exercised overall responsibility for policy and direction.

Program Delivery

NRDF has assigned two senior Project Officers to the Programme, Joan Cools, whose primary responsibility is interviewing clients and processing loan applications, and Ronald Charles, whose main responsibility is monitoring all aspects of the Programme.  However, they operate as a close team and their functions frequently overlap. The Project Officers are each assigned a portfolio of clients/files.

Main stages in loan programme

The following are the main stages of the operation of the housing loan programme:

1. Client request and application

2. Application processing, appraisal and approval

3. Loan disbursement and procurement

4. Loan/Project monitoring

5. Evaluation

Each of these major stages involves a number of steps:

Table 1
	1. Client Request and application
	· Client calls or walks in and expresses interest; 

· Request is made for loan for building extension, renovation, relocation, or purchase;

· Project Officer visits project site for initial assessment;

· Client obtains requisite information and documentation in support of application;

· Project Officer and client discuss the selection of an artisan/builder

	2. Application processing, appraisal and Approval


	· Project Officer meets artisan and determines capability; 

· Client selects a builder of choice; 

· Artisan prepares Bill of Quantities and quotation for the job (List of what is needed to upgrade/build home);

· Client submits costing for labour along with dimensions of structure;

· Client prepares and submits application with assistance of Project Officer;

· Client gets open bills for materials from suppliers of choice;

· Project Officer completes loan appraisal;

· Appraisal submitted for approval to Committee or Board;

· Loan approved;

· Loan agreement signed

	3. Loan disbursement and procurement
	· Project Officer makes site visit before disbursement;

· Disbursements made

	4. Loan/Project Monitoring
	· Client/loan monitored by responsible Project Officer


Programme Procedures

Separate files are maintained for each loan. Each complete file contains the documents shown in the Table 2. Files are updated by the responsible Project Officer.

Table 2 Description of Forms
	Form
	Description

	1. NRDF Routing sheet
	Used to record movement of files for consideration or action to responsible NRDF officers. Affixed to the cover of the file.

	2. Client Log sheet
	Used to record comments and actions on client and loan matters by all responsible NRDF officers. Affixed to the inside front cover of the file.

	3. Client photo identification
	Current Passport Photo(s) of the client or clients affixed to the inside front cover of the file. Occasionally a photocopy of the photo is accepted.

	4. NRDF Housing Loan Application
	Details the particulars of the client, the project and the loan. The client and, where applicable, the co-maker sign the completed form verifying the accuracy of the information. The completed application also carries the signature of the approving authority.

	5. Pre-assessment Form*
	Previously used by NRDF to evaluate the loan request. Now discontinued.

	6. Post-Assessment Form*
	Used to evaluate the information provided by the client, and the loan request. Now discontinued.

	7. Building Cost Estimate
	Detailed estimate of the cost of materials and labour provided by the contractor engaged by the client to undertake the work related to the Loan application. 

	8. Land Registration Certificate
	Certificate of title to the land on which the client proposes to build, renovate or expand.

	9. Letter of approval to build on property
	Authorization given by the owner of the land and/or property to the client authorizing the client to build, renovate or expand the building that is the subject of the loan application.

	10. NRDF Reference Form
	Standard form prepared by the NRDF used by the client’s references to testify to the character of the applicant. Two references are required.

	11. Proof of Employment
	Letter from the client’s employer certifying current employment.

	12. Co-Makers/ Guarantor’s Agreement
	Standard NRDF form certifying the agreement of the loan Co-maker or Guarantor to assume responsibility for payment of the loan should the client default.

	13. Salary Deduction order
	Standard NRDF form, addressed to the client’s employer, to be completed and signed by the client, authorizing the employer to deduct the monthly installment due on the loan from the client’s pay and submitting it directly to the NRDF.

	14. Loan Amortization Schedule
	Statement of the calculation of the month by month principal and interest due and payable by the client on the loan.

	15. NRDF/Client Agreement
	Legally binding (notarized) agreement between the client and the NRDF certifying the terms and conditions of the loan.

	16. NRDF Promissory Note
	Signed agreement by the client, on a standard NRDF form, to repay the loan in the agreed installments by a date certain.

	17. NRDF Reducing Balance statement
	Statement showing at any given date the balance and installments outstanding on the loan.

	18. NRDF Disbursement Voucher
	Standard NRDF form detailing each individual disbursement to the client or supplier for approved purchases or expenditure under the loan agreement. There are usually several disbursements for any given loan.

	19. Statement of Account
	Statement of the current status of the account submitted to the client by the NRDF Accountant.

	20. Certificate of Loan Liquidation
	Letter to the file from the Accountant certifying that the loan has been repaid in full. This confirms that the client has no further financial obligations to the NRDF in relation to the loan in question.

	21. Supporting Supplier Bills and vouchers
	Bills from suppliers in support of purchases made under the agreement; the bills should equal the totals shown on the disbursement vouchers.

	22. Loan Rescheduling Agreement
	Standard form letter of agreement confirming rescheduling of loan payments by the client. It should be accompanied by a new amortization schedule and promissory note. 

	23. Cancellation of Salary Deduction
	Standard form letter to the client’s employer withdrawing the instruction to make deductions from the client’s salary for payment of the client’s loan.

	24. Cancellation of Assignment of Funds
	Standard form letter to the relevant party authorizing cancellation of assignment of funds held on behalf of the client to the NRDF in respect of the loan.

	25. Debt Collection Sheet
	Standard form instructing the Foundation’s Debt collection agent to proceed with action to recover the amounts due by the Client. 

	26. Legal Action Form


	Details information on the defaulting client and the project to be submitted to the Foundation’s attorney in order that legal action may proceed against the client.


Loan procedures

There are six basic processes involved in dealing with each client: Loan Application, Appraisal, Approval, Disbursement, Project Monitoring and Loan Liquidation.

Application

The application is initiated by the prospective client who has heard about the programme and taken the initiative to call, make an appointment and visit the NRDF. The Project Officer interviews the client and clarifies the information to be provided and assists with completion of the Application Form. During this process the Project Officer makes one or more site visits. The client submits the Application form for consideration along with Photo Identification and completed Reference Forms supplied by the NRDF. Two character references are required. He/she must also submit proof of ownership of the land (Land Registration) or Letter of approval to build. Before approval of the application, the Client is required to provide a copy of a Salary Deduction Order to the employer and /or a Co-Makers or Guarantor’s Agreement. The Salary Deduction Order applies to clients who are employed. A letter of Proof of Employment from the employer is also required. The Building Cost Estimate is also provided for loan consideration.

Appraisal

An initial loan appraisal is completed by the Project Officer, who is responsible to ensure that the applicant has provided all the necessary supporting documentation indicated above and the information submitted has been verified. The loan appraisal is based on the information on the application form and takes into account the client’s statement of affairs, credit status, collateral and ability to repay. The completed application form with the appraisal is submitted to the Credit Committee and/or Board as appropriate for consideration.
Approval

The Project Officer recommends the application to the Credit and Counseling (C & C) Unit Manager for endorsement. Depending on the amount of the loan the completed application is submitted to the Executive Director (who together with the C & C Manager has approval discretion for loans of up to $8000), the Chairman (for loans up to $30,000), the Credit Committee (for loans of up to $50,000) or the NRDF Board (for loans of over $50,000). The C & C Manager may determine that a loan application does not meet the criteria and decline it; in practice the Executive Director reviews all applications. The NRDF Accountant prepares a Loan Amortization Schedule for each loan approved. The Chairman checks the “approved” box and signs the application. This authorizes preparation of a Client Loan Agreement or Promissory Note to be signed by the Client. The Financial Controller retains the original Promissory note for safekeeping. A Salary Deduction Order specifies the amount of the monthly deduction to be remitted to the NRDF.

Disbursement process 

Disbursement is based on the submission by the client of Open Bills from suppliers of the materials for the project. Disbursements for labour are made to the client who is responsible for engagement of and payment to the contractor. For each payment an NDRF Disbursement Voucher must be prepared against which payment is made by check. No cash disbursements are made. 

Monitoring

The monitoring process involves periodic telephone checks or visits to the client by the responsible Project Officer to determine if the loan is being used for the purpose for which it was approved and if the work is of the approved standard and on schedule. The Project Officer records in the Client log all pertinent information and observations reflecting the progress of the loan, problems, decisions, etc. Monitoring also requires sharing of information between the Project Officer, the Unit Supervisor and the NRDF Accounts personnel. An important part of the monitoring function is ensuring the loan does not fall into arrears and that if payments are not made the client is issued with timely notices. On occasion, as in the case of assumption of the loan by the co-maker, Client loans are rescheduled on the recommendation of the Project Officer. In this case a Loan Rescheduling Agreement is drawn up for the client or co-maker, specifying the new installment to be paid and the date of commencement of the new payments. 

Liquidation

When the loan has been paid off, the client’s file is closed. This involves cancellation of Salary Deduction and/or Cancellation of assignment of funds, issued to the employer or organization concerned and copied to the client file. The Accountant also prepares a Certificate of Loan Liquidation to be entered into the file.

Legal Action

Legal action is an option that the NRDF can exercise for delinquent clients. The NRDF Legal Action form is completed and submitted to the Attorney. The Foundation has only initiated such action in four cases, two of which are pending. 

Process Review

A random sample of 30 Housing Loan Files were reviewed and analyzed in relation to:

1. Completeness of file

2. Completion of individual forms

3. Accuracy of information recorded

4. Necessary additions to be made

5. Monitoring by Project Officers

The Table below tabulates the results of the review.

Table 3
	Form
	Number completed
	Number partially completed
	Number with no entries
	Missing from file
	N. A.

	1. NRDF Routing sheet
	3
	16
	11
	0
	-

	2. Client Log sheet
	22
	5
	3
	-
	-

	3. Client photo identification
	23
	-
	-
	7
	-

	4. NRDF Housing Loan Application
	28
	-
	-
	2*
	-

	5. Pre-assessment Form**
	1
	-
	-
	-
	29

	6. Post-Assessment Form**
	1
	-
	-
	-
	29

	7. Building Cost Estimate
	23
	-
	-
	7
	-

	8. Cost Estimate for Retrofitting Component
	Recommended form, not yet in use

	9. Land Registration Certificate
	2
	-
	-
	-
	28

	10. Letter of approval to build on property
	15
	-
	-
	8
	7

	11. NRDF Reference Form
	20
	-
	-
	10
	-

	12. Proof of Employment
	26
	-
	-
	4
	-

	13. Co-Makers/Guarantor’s Agreement
	7
	-
	-
	21
	2

	14. Salary Deduction order
	15
	-
	-
	13
	2

	15. Loan amortization Schedule
	21
	-
	-
	9
	-

	16. NRDF/Client Agreement
	
	
	
	30
	

	17. NRDF Promissory Note
	3
	-
	-
	27
	-

	18. NRDF Reducing Balance statement
	7
	-
	-
	23
	-

	19. NRDF Disbursement Voucher
	29
	-
	-
	1
	-

	20. Statement of Account
	7
	-
	-
	23
	-

	21. Certificate of Loan Liquidation
	-
	-
	-
	-
	30

	22. Supporting Supplier Bills and Vouchers
	22
	-
	-
	8
	-

	23. Loan Rescheduling Agreement
	3
	-
	-
	-
	27

	24. Cancellation of Salary Deduction
	2
	-
	-
	-
	28

	25. Cancellation of Assignment of Funds
	1
	-
	-
	-
	29

	26. Debt Collection Sheet
	2
	-
	-
	-
	28


*These files include the Pre assessment and Post assessment forms that are now discontinued
**These forms were used initially by NRDF in considering applications but were replaced by the current forms 

1. Completeness of file

In general files were kept up to date. However, many files did not have a complete set of the prescribed forms. Files are of varying levels of completion or thoroughness. Some are extremely sketchy and it is difficult to determine strictly from the file records the objective basis on which approvals were made in some instances.

The use of funds disbursed directly to clients for whatever purpose should be verified by appropriate documentation in the files. This should be a strict requirement. In no case reviewed has this been done. 

Statements of Account are given on the request of the Client as is the Reducing Balance Statement.

Since no collateral is required in many cases, the completeness of information provided becomes more important; file records should, thus, be properly and accurately maintained, leaving nothing to guesswork. They must be a completely reliable and accurate source of client/project information.

2. Completion of individual forms

Some forms are obviously more important than others. The basic forms would seem to be the Loan Application (4), the NRDF/Client Agreement (15) and Promissory Note (16), References (10), Approval to build (9), Co-Maker certificate (12), and Salary deduction authorization (13). As the Table shows, the 100% of the loan applications were completed. In only about 50% of the files were the approvals to build on the occupied land provided by the clients.

In many cases individual record forms were not completed or somewhat sketchily entered. In many instances the Cover Routing sheet and Client Log were not kept up to date. A high percentage of these forms had only one or two entries.

The Building Cost Estimates are for the most part untidily scribbled by the artisan on a small piece of paper and in several cases there is no clear quotation for labour. Artisans should be assisted in filling out the required information clearly on the prescribed NRDF form, or the information on the artisan’s own document should be summarized on the approved form and signed by the artisan.

In cases where the client has legal title to the land, a copy of the Title or other proof of ownership is retained by the Accounting Department. Occasionally a copy is put into the client file.

Bills of Sale on the House or property are also kept by the Accounting Department.

3. Accuracy of information recorded

Some files have several disbursement vouchers and others have one or two, depending, of course, on the size of the loan and the number of suppliers and purchases. The accounting department keeps the original copies of disbursement vouchers along with supporting bills and receipts. Copies of the vouchers are entered in the client file.

No attempt was made in this analysis to reconcile the sum of bills or supplier receipts and the disbursement vouchers. This is an exercise that should be carried out. Further, the practice should be introduced of attaching bills to the relevant disbursement vouchers for ease of verification and periodic spot checks.

4. Necessary additions to be made

Four additional forms are suggested:

i. Cost estimate for retrofitting component (as in OAS Tool Kit).

ii. Certified Completion Statement from the Estimator

iii. Radiation of Mortgages or Bills of Sale (Certification that the borrower has discharged his full responsibility and is under no further obligation to NRDF).

iv. Insurance.

The Building Cost Estimate Form (7) should be standardized, based on the form in the OAS Tool Kit.

Most important, a complete list of forms/ documents should be kept at the front of each file to be used as a checklist by the supervisor in ensuring the file’s completeness, that is, the thoroughness of the monitoring function.

5. Monitoring by Project Officers

Entries in the routing sheet placed on the cover of the file as well as entries in the Client Log reflect a rather low level of post loan follow up, information exchange and dialogue. No fixed procedures checklist is used to determine or verify progress of the project. Project Officers (POs) use their own judgment on a client-by-client basis.

Ideally monitoring should cover four main areas:

i. The use of funds disbursed;

ii. The quality of work performed by the contractor;

iii. Use of materials purchased under the loan agreement; and

iv. Loan repayment.

Not unexpectedly the monitoring is on occasion superficial or summary. The portfolios are large and under pressure the Officers would inevitably do more spot-checking than systematic, complete project evaluations. Of the four areas, the attention of the Project Officers would appear to focus most on the critical area of loan repayment.

The Project Officer makes an average of 2 monitoring site visits per client over the term of the loan.

Recommendations

Use of standard Forms

As far as possible forms should be standard format NRDF forms. Too much information is provided by clients or contractors on bits of paper without proper notations, dates, addresses etc.

Project documentation

The NRDF has in use a comprehensive number of forms, which, if properly completed, provide the “paper trail” needed for accurate and effective processing and monitoring of loans and project performance. Each form created serves a specific purpose, and allows for proper recording and control and the forms should be maintained.

The forms should be compiled somewhat like a manual, and each client file should contain a set, whether or not all have to be filled out in respect of a particular client. Where a particular form is not applicable to a client or loan the Project Officer should so indicate by red marker across the form. This practice will allow for standardization of the records, thus, facilitating the monitoring and review process.

Building cost estimates are provided by artisans/builders. The Building Cost Estimate Form (7) should be standardized, based on the form in the OAS Tool Kit. The artisans should be assisted in filling out the required information clearly on the prescribed form, or the information on the artisan’s own document should be summarized on the approved form and signed by the artisan.
A checklist of all record forms should be attached along with the Client Log to the fly page of each file. The Credit & Counseling Manager should ensure that the list is ticked off on completion of the approval process. If any form is missing or not adequately completed, a suitable explanatory notation should be made in the log.

Information should be entered clearly and legibly in the log and all entries should be dated and initialed.

The use of funds disbursed directly to clients for whatever purpose should be verified by appropriate documentation in the files. This should be a strict requirement.

On the liquidation of a loan the file should record the cancellation of the standing order, promissory note and Bill of Sale and the release of the co-maker, as applicable, in all cases.

The Project Officer should ensure that the sum of the bills or supplier receipts tally with the amount of the Disbursement Voucher. Further, the practice should be standardized of attaching bills to the relevant Disbursement Vouchers for ease of verification and periodic spot checks.

Four additional forms are suggested:

i. Cost estimate for retrofitting component (as in OAS Tool Kit).

ii. Certified Completion Statement from the Estimator

iii. Radiation of Mortgages or Bills of Sale (Certification that the borrower has discharged his full responsibility and is under no further obligation to NRDF).

iv. Insurance.

5. Loan Portfolio Management



Loan Programme Design

The main elements of the loan programme are as follows:

· Borrowing Criteria

i. Borrowers must give proof of integrity and good character; and

ii. Proof of employment or

iii. Provide a guarantor;

iv. Verify that permission has been obtained from owner for proposed construction.

· Approval limits

i. Board approves all loans over EC$50,000

ii. Credit Committee approves loans up to $50,000

iii. Chairman of loans Committee has an approval limit of up to EC$30, 000

iv. Executive Director approval up to $8,000

· Collateral

Collateral for loans is taken in any one or combination of the following forms:

i. Cash deposit;

ii. Bill of sale on client assets, including home appliances;

iii. Client Salary Deduction or Funds assignment;

iv. Security provided by a family member.

· Application of loan funds

Programme Loan funds can be used for:

i. Retrofitting

ii. Purchase of property

iii. Relocation

iv. Renovation

v. Expansion

Loan register 

The active loan register is maintained up to date and reviewed continuously and gives a breakdown of loans by:

1. Client name

2. Loan principal

3. Interest rate

4. Interest

5. Loan plus interest

6. Monthly repayment amount

7. Repayment period (months)

8. Date of first payment

9. No. of months to run

10. Date of last payment

11. Payment due

12. Payment made

13. Date made

14. Cumulative payment

15. Loan balance

16. Dated arrears (1-30, 31-60, 61-90, over 90 days)

This portfolio report is kept up-to-date by an accounting officer and is submitted to management on a monthly basis. Each Project Officer reviews the report independently. In the review, the Project Officer studies primarily the age analysis of the loans to see which ones are going deeper into arrears, and which of these in arrears need to be recovered immediately through appropriate action.

When necessary, the Project Officer moves to take corrective action as necessary. The action may be:

i. A letter or increasingly severe series of letters from the C & C Manager;

ii. Call the client in or visit him/her to discuss the arrears;

iii. Enlist the help of a debt collector to collect arrears;

iv. Take legal action through the NRDF’s attorney. To date legal action has only been taken against 10 defaulting clients. Of these, judgment has been made against four clients.

Review of register

In relation to the items in the Register we would propose the following for consideration: 

1. Client name should include the middle name for identification since two or more clients may have the same name; the client’s social security or other photo ID number may also be useful as a further check.

2. Interest rate - The rate on earlier loans was 10% compounded, but is now fixed at 15% on the reducing balance. Housing Loan Rates of commercial banks now range between 8% and 10%. St. Lucia Mortgage Finance Company gives loans for low-income housing at 6%. For the sustainability of the programme the total interest earnings should cover the cost (plus) to the NRDF and this should determine the interest rate.

3. Monthly repayment amount - On the other hand this programme has a social element and the repayment of capital and interest must bear a relation to the average household income and cost of living of the targeted low-income groups.

4. Repayment period - Flexibility in the repayment period may allow for limits to be set in relation to the clients’ ability to repay. Presently the repayment period is standard and is determined by the requirement of the funding source. However Management points to the need to recover the client loans at a rate that allows for timely repayment of the Foundation’s loan to its lenders as well as to enable reflows to other needy clients. 

5. Date of first payment - Grace periods (on interest or both capital and interest) may be necessary in special circumstances.

Status of Loan Portfolio

As at 30 November 2002 the number of housing loans approved stood at 399 and the number disbursed at 345. The majority of loans were in the range EC$11,000 to $13,500. 

Table 4 Housing Loans Disbursed
	Year
	Number 

	1995 

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002
	4

24

51

49

42

92

43

40

	Disbursed
	345


More loans are approved than are disbursed. The difference between numbers approved and disbursed is accounted for by:

i. Loans approved but not finally drawn down by clients;

ii. Loans approved for which clients did not furnish necessary documentation.

Table 5 Loans Disbursed by Type (As of September 2002)
	Type
	Number
	Value (EC$)
	Ave. Loan Size (EC$)

	Repairs & Renovations

Extensions

New Structures

Purchases

Relocations
	85

117

119

19

5
	761,235.00

1,316,677.00

1,606, 219.00

223,616.00

31,846.00
	8,955.00

11,253.00

13,497.00

11,769.00

6,369.00

	Total Disbursed
	345
	3,939,595.00
	11,419.00

	Total Approved
	399
	4,505,317.00
	11,291.00


Loan distribution

A sample of loans given shows (Table 6) that relatively few loans were given in the rural areas. The largest number of loans were given in Castries and environs, including the village of Gros Islet in the North.

Table 6 Loans Disbursed by Location
	District
	Number of loans

	1. Dennery

2. Micoud

3. Vieux Fort

4. Choisel

5. Laborie

6. Canaries

7. Castries and environs

8. Soufriere
	15

1

4

1

0

1

18

0

	Total
	40


The limited geographical dispersion of loans is one of the shortcomings of the pilot programme. The distribution does not reflect the interest level of rural homeowners, or the risk potential of the country’s housing stock, but is attributed more to the limited national promotion of the programme at the outset. However, it must be noted that Castries and environs has the heaviest concentration of population and dwelling units in the country, and the greatest relative percentage of houses for which the programme is designed.

Project Officer Client Portfolio

Each Project Officer is allocated a number of files. There is a current active and inactive portfolio of 169 loans. Active clients are those who are making their payments on schedule or with minimum delay. Loans are designated inactive or non-active when the clients are in arrears and are unable to meet their payment obligations because, for instance, they are out of work and have no means of paying.   Clients on the inactive list are not automatically referred for corrective measures such as debt collector intervention or legal action. The NRDF expects that as soon as the client gets employment or a source of income the loan will be rescheduled and the client will resume payment. Legal action and repossession is viewed as a last resort. 

Table 7shows the portfolio distribution between the two senior POs.

Table 7 Current Client Portfolios
	Loan Type


	PO-A
	PO-B
	Total

	Safer Housing Loans-Active
	64
	48
	112

	Safer Housing Loans -Inactive
	14
	1
	15

	Housing Scheme Loans- Active
	14
	10
	24

	Housing Scheme Loans- Inactive
	13
	5
	18

	Total
	105
	64
	169


Loan Portfolio Analysis

Table 8 Loan Analysis (EC$)
	Item
	2000
	2001
	2002

	
	No.
	Value
	No.
	Value
	No
	Value

	1. Total Loans
	92
	1,257,935.00
	42
	655,400.00
	na
	na

	2. Average loan size
	
	13,673.00
	
	14,986.00
	
	12,167.00

	3. Largest loan
	
	35,000.00
	
	40,000.00
	
	40,000.00

	4. Smallest Loan
	
	2,800.00
	
	2,400.00
	
	950.00

	5. Total Loans paid off
	34
	
	36
	
	21
	

	6. Loans in arrears
	94
	229,444.00
	91
	230,109.00
	106
	326,747.00

	7. Total loans rescheduled
	5
	
	16
	
	15
	

	8. Loans written off
	4
	1,377.00
	1
	12,766.00
	0
	0


Table 9and Table 10 show present details of the loan portfolio as at November 2002.

Table 9 Housing Loan Portfolio (As of November 2002) (EC$)
	Housing Loans
	Active
	Non Active
	Total

	Number of Loans

Loan Principal

Interest

Loan + Interest

Payments Due

Payments Made

Cumulative payment

Loan Balance

Arrears:

30 Days

31-60 Days

61-90 Days

Over 90 Days
	24

307,917.00

133,418.00

441,336.00

59,392.00

8,402.00

275,399.00

162,135.00

1083.00

1388.00

1858.00

39,785.00
	18

216,293.00

80,632.00

296,326.00

132,796.00

250.00

145,260.00

152,914.00

-

-

-

136,717.00
	42

524,210.00

214,050.00

737,662.00

192,188.00

8,652.00

420,659.00

315,049.00

1,083.00

1,388.00

1,858.00

176,502.00


Table 10 Safer Housing Loan Portfolio (As of November 2002) (EC$)
	Safer Housing Loans
	Active
	Non Active
	Total

	Number of Loans

Cumulative Disbursement

Opening Principal Balance

Principal due

Interest Due

Total P + I due

Principal Received

Interest Received

Total Received

Closing Principal Balance
	112

1,650,083.00

1,286,073.00

45,274.00

22,937.00

68,211.00

21,573.00

11,709.00

33,283.00

1,271,497.00
	15

183,352.00

173,106.00

43,279.00

30,290.00

73,569.00

75.00

1,024.00

1,100.00

172,694.00
	127

1,833,435.00

1459,179.00

88,553.00

53,227.00

141,780.00

21,648.00

12,733.00

34,383.00

1,444,191.00

	Arrears:

30 Days

31-60 Days

61-90 Days

Over 90 Days
	4,700

3,594.00

9,085.00

52,084.00
	-

-

901.00

75,548.00
	4,700.00

3,594.00

9,986.00

127,632.00


The current total of Housing and Safer Housing loans is 169. This means that 176 of the 345 loans disbursed to date have been paid off. The principal and interest due and payable on all outstanding loans as at September 2002 is $1,759,240. 
Loan collection

Each client is provided with a loan amortization schedule and is aware from the outset of the monthly payments of principal plus interest due and the date and method of repayment of each installment. 

Where a Salary Deduction Order is given, payment is made directly to the NRDF by the client’s employer, through deduction from the client’s salary. These payments are made by cheque to the NRDF.

In other cases the Client comes in to pay the NRDF in cash and receives a receipt. Occasionally, the PO collects payment on a visit to the client issuing a (temporary) receipt immediately.
Loans paid by Guarantors 

No recourse has had to be made to Guarantors for repayment of loans.

Rescheduling of Loans

Often, it is necessary to reschedule loan payments. Rescheduling is at the discretion of the C & C Manager on the recommendation of the Project Officer. The present portfolio is characterized by a very high percentage of rescheduled loans. 5 loans were rescheduled in 2000, 16 in 2001 and 15 in 2002.

Criteria for rescheduling

The rationale for rescheduling of loans is that the beneficiaries of these loans are largely low-income people, who are perhaps most vulnerable to changing economic circumstances. Rescheduling is considered and approved when:

i. Beneficiaries have been laid of and resumed another job;

ii. Family reverses occur which put a stress on their incomes;

iii. Default, in which case the guarantor has to repay from the time of default and a new repayment schedule has to be drawn up.

iv. Agreement to reduce the payments;

v. Institution of automatic salary deductions.

A memo to file on the rescheduled loan is signed by the project officer.

Recommendations

In the loan register the Client name should include the middle name for identification since two or more clients may have the same name; the client’s social security or other photo ID number may also be useful as a further check.

Interest rate - For the sustainability of the programme the total interest earnings should cover the cost (Plus) to the NRDF and this should determine the Interest rate.

6. Operations Review



Job descriptions 

i. Project Officers/Monitors

The main personnel involved in the delivery or operation of the Housing Loans Programme are the NRDF Project Officers who serve the dual function of loan processing and client/project monitoring, and also take responsibility for building inspection in relation to the basic minimum standards for retrofitting.

The NRDF Project Officer assigned to the client monitors the client and the project from the first disbursement to the liquidation of the loan. As monitor, the Project Officer has responsibility to ensure:

i. the funds are utilized in accordance with the loan agreement;

ii. the contractor/artisan performs the work to the agreed standards;

iii. the client meets the obligations in relation to loan repayment.

ii. Estimators/Builders 

In the majority of cases the contractor or builder is the same person who provides an estimate to the client for the work to be done. The estimator is responsible for: 

i. Evaluating the construction work to be done

ii. Furnishing a Bill of Quantities and costing for the work

iii. Monitoring purchases to ensure that they are in keeping with the estimates.

Builders/artisans undertake the work according to the building specifications and in keeping with the budgetary provisions.

The Project did not follow the CARITAS model of engagement of estimators, in which the estimator was paid a fee per house, out of the loan amount. The up-front fee for estimation was set at $150. This was a serious deficiency in the NRDF Programme.

iii. Inspector

Initially, an Inspector was responsible for checking every house on completion. This function was not consistently discharged. The explanation is that the individual retained to carry it out was unable because of other priorities and commitments to keep up with the pace of the projects and eventually left the country. The task fell to the Project Officers, thus weakening an important dimension of the programme design and an essential step in controlling the quality of construction.

A separate Building Consultant will examine this area more fully and make recommendations for improvements, however, the preliminary conclusion is that in any future or continuing programme the role of the inspector should be ensured based on: 

i. initial fee for assisting in drawing up bill of goods (requires first visit), 

ii. mid term inspection visits, and

iii. certification at the completion of the work. 

Main programme design elements

1. Identification and training of small contractors 

At the outset of the programme the NRDF made a call for builders across the country to attend training classes in retrofitting. The appeal was promoted by local councils who encouraged builders to participate. However, in this programme NRDF has, as a matter of policy, left it to the client to identify and select his/her builder of choice. This was to safeguard against the risk of clients holding the Foundation responsible for unsatisfactory work by the builder. As indicated by the results of the survey of clients, most of them used relatives or friends for the construction work and this suggest that concern for the very best quality was not a priority. NRDF, on the other hand, has the responsibility to ensure that the quality goals of the program are met and it cannot relegate this responsibility to the clients. Any future program should require that builders used have the requisite training and meet clear objective criteria (qualifications, experience) established for the program.
2. Promotion and outreach to prospective clients

The programme was promoted through several media channels:

· Radio

· Television

· Church announcements

· Community groups

· Parliamentary representatives

Radio and TV talk shows on the programme were aired, some in Creole. There were no newspaper advertisements.

The advertising was, however, very limited and most outreach was restricted to the Castries area and the North as indicated by the concentration of requests and approvals from these areas shown in Table 6.

The outreach of the first phase was not as universal as it should have been. The main limiting factor was the funding available for the outreach component of the programme. Radio and TV do have national coverage but only a few ads were broadcast, not sufficient to capture the attention and interest of the rural communities.

3. Training of Artisans

At the outset of the programme a number of builders were trained to undertake the work of retrofitting to the standards specified in the basic minimum standards for retrofitting established by the Caribbean Disaster Mitigation Project (CDMP) under its St. Lucia Safer Housing and Retrofitting Project. The standards were prepared by George Dujon and Fillian Nicholas, both associated with the Sir Arthur Lewis Community College. Dujon was retained to deliver the training programme for the artisans. Project Officers of the NRDF also participated in the training exercises.

Sixteen (16) training courses were held averaging about 6 participants. Thus, about 100 artisans were trained under the programme. The training consisted of classroom workshops and instruction employing model houses and on-site retrofitting in clients’ houses. NRDF project officers express satisfaction with the level and quality of training delivered to participants. The two main persons used for the training, however, are no longer available.

It is proposed for the next phase of the Programme that a new cadre of artisans from different parts of the country be trained.

4. Evaluation, selection and recruitment of construction personnel

At the start of the programme an attempt was made to enlist small building contractors (artisans) from across the island to undertake the retrofitting of clients’ homes. The assumption of the Programme was that the artisans trained would be available and contracted for the retrofitting work to be done for clients. In reality very few of the trained artisans were engaged to do this work. NRDF advises that only two or three artisans trained under the programme were used. Many of the clients used their own builders for the jobs for which the loans were given, including the retrofitting component, with some level of supervision being provided by the NRDF Project Officer. As the client survey results show most of the clients used their relatives or friends for the work to be done. Initially NRDF made it clear that a condition of the loan was contracting with approved contractors. The Foundation relaxed this requirement.

A number of the persons initially trained in retrofitting did not make themselves available for jobs under the programme. The main reason suggested for that was that because of the uncertainty of contracts many lost interest and went out to seek other perhaps more lucrative or steady jobs. In the end it came down to about three artisans being used for most of the jobs. These are not presently available.
5. Construction methods, inspection and certification on completion

This will be covered more fully in a separate Technical Consultant’s report. However, it is to be noted that the inspection and certification process needs to be tightened and streamlined in the next phase of the programme. There is no indication that adequate inspection of work in progress and certification of work completed to satisfactory standards was undertaken either by the Project Officers or the Estimator. The Project Officers confirm that they made spot checks as time permitted to clients and clients periodically came in for advice and information from time to time. But the client files examined indicate rather infrequent contact or inspection. 

This is a design flaw, which should be corrected. It is not possible for one estimator and two field officers to make three or more visits to the number of clients with work in progress at any given time, estimated at 100 clients. 

6. Retrofitting/Construction

As described in the Manual for implementation of the Hurricane Resistant Home Improvement Programme in the Caribbean (the “Toolkit”), the retrofitting process primarily relates to protecting the roof structure of the house and ensuring a strong, continuous connection between the roof and the foundation. A technical consultant is evaluating the Retrofitting component of the programme and this will not be examined in depth in this report. However, a number of observations need to be made. 

The Toolkit lists the most important techniques in retrofitting for hurricanes as:

i. Reinforcing all joints and connections;

ii. Using long, strong, wide headed screws or nails

iii. Installing strong roofing material

iv. Attaching hurricane straps on the rafters, joists and wall plates.

Of these techniques, installation of hurricane straps is described as the “most essential” component of strengthening a house to resist hurricane forces.

Indications are that because of the unavailability of basic materials required to do the retrofitting work up to the approved standards, in particular hurricane straps, a large percentage of the houses in the programme were not retrofitted up to standard and this has to date not been corrected. NRDF has undertaken to complete the unfinished houses when the materials become available. Of concern is the fact that the monies disbursed to clients were for the full amount of the loan, including the cost of the straps, and any subsequent work would have to be paid for by the clients.

The Toolkit provides:


i. A model project Estimate form, and

ii. A Minimum Standards Checklist to guide the construction and quality control in relation to Foundations, Walls, Roof, Windows and Doors.

These are useful tools for ensuring proper documentation and that the work is done to a satisfactory level. While there is no doubt that the NRDF Project Officers performed effectively there is no evidence that these tools were employed to the best effect. Ideally, a completed checklist should be included in each project file with notations indicating what was not/could not be accomplished.

According to the Toolkit Guidelines for each house to be retrofitted, an initial inspection must be performed by competent personnel (Estimator, Project Officer, Contractor). In the majority of cases the inspection was carried out by the Project Officers who are not trained builders although they gained some experience through participation on the retrofitting training program for builders.

For example, one improvement that is useful in a hurricane in securing the roof is enclosing the overhang around the house with a facia board. This was not always done in the houses retrofitted under the programme.

The provision for retrofitting is in the range of $300 to $500. The average housing loan is about $11,000. While retrofitting accounts for relatively small component of the average loan, retrofitting is the main rationale of the programme of providing safer hurricane- resistant homes to lower income St. Lucians. It is imperative that the focus on retrofitting not be lost and that the work of retrofitting be performed to the agreed standards in all cases by persons trained to do this work.

Because the Monitor/Inspector appointed for the programme was unavailable most of the time, the function of monitoring fell to the Project Officers. Although the POs did benefit from training along with the artisans, they are not builders and might be viewed as operating outside of their areas of competence if they are the ones exclusively responsible for monitoring standards and workmanship. 

7. Work assessment

The service of an “estimator” was contracted by the programme to verify the materials required for each job and to certify the work done by the contractors. This is an important control in a programme of this nature and the Programme had the benefit of the services of the expert who drew up the standards. There is evidence that some of the work was undertaken by contractors who had not benefited from the training and that the work of these was not properly checked or certified. As indicated previously much of the monitoring was, by default, undertaken by the Project Officers, who are not builders. 

8. Insurance

One of the main advantages of the retrofitting programme was that it enabled the NRDF to obtain group insurance for the loan clients. Unfortunately, the Insurance broker used for the programme went into liquidation and was unable to meet his obligations and the coverage thus lapsed. As at the time of this report the clients were still not insured and negotiations are proceeding with other insurers to provide new coverage. Reestablishing insurance is a critical and urgent priority of the programme. (Again, another Consultant has been contracted to review the Insurance component of this Project, and the subject will not be examined further here).

Other construction issues

There are other important construction and environmental issues which other Technical consultants associated with this project review will be addressing. However, the following preliminary observations may be helpful:

1. Location of homes

Many homes are built on environmentally fragile locations, for instance, on steep slopes which are exposed to the danger of rock slides above the home, or of erosion; or built close to flood prone locations. NRDF is addressing the question of the location or siting of homes and measures that can be taken to safeguard clients’ property.

2. Planning Approval

The majority of the existing portfolio deals with existing homes which were constructed without planning approval, which has not until recently been enforced as a strict requirement.  For instance, the Physical Planning Department requires a site plan, which many low-income homeowners do not have. All new wooden structures being built must now have planning approval. If the owner is adding on more than a third of the existing structure planning approval must be obtained. The clients targeted under this programme will for the most part be unfamiliar with the procedures for obtaining planning approvals and would have to be assisted by the NRDF in this area. NRDF should not give a loan for a person to build in a place where Planning is going to rezone for another purpose; NRDF needs to establish a working relationship and a scheme of coordination with Planning.

The housing portfolio would be affected by the new regulations for planning approval; that process is complicated and the target group generally would not be able to navigate it without technical assistance. To the extent that prospective clients are unable to meet planning criteria set forth in the new regulations this would reduce the number of loans NRDF could give in any one year.

3. Building Code

It is also important to review the building standards being used under the Programme at present to determine if they are in keeping with the national building code. Most low cost houses have been built outside of the planning process, by artisans or members of the family.

It is noted that one aspect not focused on to date is the environmental factor. Matters such as soil composition and stability, land slope, and the need for building a retaining wall, have not been factored in as priority concerns. In a low-income project there is risk of exposing the client to severe loss from failing to make a proper “environmental assessment” and building according to the findings of this assessment. There have been many requests for relocation in recognition of the environmental concerns.

4. Initial estimation of work and materials needed for the improvement/retrofit job

The distribution of loans by type of construction undertaken is shown in Table 5 above. In general the allocations of materials and funds for construction and retrofitting were not disaggregated in the cost estimates provided by builders. Thus, no separate records were kept of the cost of retrofitting for the overall programme. Evidently the initial estimate for the retrofitting materials required for an average dwelling was assumed to apply to all projects, estimated at $500.
5. Selection of qualified contractors/builders to carry out the work 

It was left to clients for the most part to find and contract builders for the construction work to be done. In the vast majority of cases the builders contracted were close friends or relatives of the owners. These builders also undertook to do the retrofitting component of the work without having benefited from the initial training organized under the programme.

6. Material procurement, storage and control processes

The NRDF recognizes building material quality and procurement as a critical area of weakness in the programme. The materials to be used for retrofitting are specified in the Minimum Standards document. The programme relied on commercial houses to provide the materials needed for the retrofitting. There was no contractual obligation on the part of the business houses to provide the requisites. Suppliers did not maintain adequate inventories of essential construction items and a high percentage of the retrofitting undertaken was not completed up to the minimum standards as a result. The intention was to undertake whatever was possible at the time and carry out the additional work when materials became available. In many cases no further work has yet been done. However, it should be noted that hurricane straps were fabricated for a while by one of the artisans employed as estimator, who left the country. There is no reliable information on the number of houses that were adequately retrofitted with straps.

7. Review quality control and verification/certification process

The quality control and work output verification component of the pilot programme was perhaps the weakest. Firstly no standard procedures were set up at the outset and followed to ensure that all artisans performed to approved standards. Secondly there was no technical supervisor assigned to inspect and verify quality on all homes retrofitted. Thirdly, there is no record of any corrective measures being undertaken on any home that was not retrofitted to the approved standards, so there is a risk that some homes may not withstand future hurricanes as expected by clients.

The NRDF must address these areas of weakness in any extension of the program by instituting a sound verification and certification process.

Information management

A file is opened for each client/project and it is the responsibility of the assigned Project Officer to review and maintain the file up to date as an accurate record of the progress of the loan. An analysis of the client files has been given in the administrative review above.

Performance evaluation

No system or standards have been set up to evaluate the performance of NRDF personnel involved in the process, nor have any evaluations been carried out or reported to date. This is an omission, which is to be corrected in any subsequent phase of the project.

The Project Officer does evaluate the work of the artisan in accordance with the established building standards, but this is a technical function, which should be carried out by an approved builder. 

Recommendations

In any future or continuing housing loan programme the role of an Inspector should be ensured based on: 

i. An initial fee for assisting in drawing up bill of goods (requires first visit), 

ii. mid term inspection visits, and

iii. certification at the completion of the work by the builder. 

Any future program should require that builders used have the requisite training, and meet clear objective criteria (qualifications, experience) established for the program. 
It is proposed for the next phase of the Programme that any builder selected by a client, who has not been trained, must be trained in retrofitting by someone certified by the NRDF.

The inspection and certification process should be tightened and streamlined in the next phase of the programme by appointment, for instance, of a qualified full-time Inspector.  It is not possible for two field officers with their existing job responsibilities to make the necessary inspection visits to the number of clients with work in progress. 

Indications are that because of the unavailability of basic materials required to do the retrofitting work up to the approved standards, in particular hurricane straps, a large percentage of the houses in the programme were not retrofitted up to standard. There is no record of any corrective measures being undertaken on any home that was not retrofitted to the approved standards, so there is a risk that some homes may not withstand future hurricanes as expected by clients. Early action must be taken to rectify this deficiency in order to protect the clients who have paid for this service.

Ideally, a completed checklist should be included in each project file with notations indicating what aspect of the work was not/could not be accomplished.

Most low-cost houses have been built outside of the planning process, by artisans or members of the family. It is important to review the building standards being used under the Programme at present to determine if they are in keeping with the national building code. 

It is noted that one aspect not focused on to date is the environmental factor. Matters such as soil composition and stability, land slope, the need for building a retaining wall etc. have not been factored in as priority concerns. In a low-income project there is risk of exposing the client to severe loss from failing to make a proper “environmental assessment” and building accordingly. This aspect of the programme should be reviewed by a competent professional and corrective action taken.

No system or standards have been set up to evaluate the performance of NRDF personnel involved in the process, nor have any evaluations been carried out or reported to date. This is an omission, which is to be corrected in any subsequent phase of the project.

.

7. Financial Review



Statutory requirements

The by-laws of the Foundation require that proper books of account be kept for all sums of money received and expended and of matters in respect of which said receipts and expenditure took place.

The by-laws further provide that all monies received are paid to the credit of the Foundation’s general credit or deposit account. The housing project revenues are, however, separately demarcated. 

The funds of the foundation are to be applied towards

i. The meeting of the obligations and discharging the functions of the Foundation;

ii. The payment of salaries, wages, fees, allowances, pensions, gratuities;

iii. The creation and maintenance of such Funds as may be deemed necessary by the Board for effective functioning of the Foundation.

Management of the revolving loan fund 

The NRDF received initial financial assistance for implementation of this program from the St. Lucia National Insurance Scheme (NIS) and the OAS. 

Interest Rates

Initially the rate applied to the loans was 10% compounded. This was changed to a rate of 15.5% on the reducing loan balance. In the long run the total interest paid by the borrower would be lower. The change was necessary because all the other institutions offering housing loans charged interest on the reducing balance.

Interest Revenue

The 345 loans granted under this program have generated total net interest earnings to the Foundation of an estimated $280,000. This represents the spread between loan interest and interest paid on the revolving fund.

Costing of services provided by NRDF staff 

The NRDF provides the following services to the client under this programme:

i. Assistance in preparation of the Loan Application

ii. Preparation of the Loan appraisal

iii. Assistance in selection and engagement of a builder

iv. Inspection of work in progress

These services involve the direct cost of labour and transport expenses and the overhead costs related to the Housing loan programme.

Administrative costs of the program

NRDF is subsidizing the cost of the program very heavily when account is taken of the time spent by dedicated staff, and the cost of transport. The estimated administrative cost of the programme to the NRDF is shown below. 

Table 11 Housing Program Administrative Costs *
	Item
	2000
	2001

	Expenditure
	
	

	Salaries

Transport

Rent

Communications


	113,464.17

76,014.42

84,148.52

N.A


	93,744.37

113,668.73

115,472.84

N.A



	Total Expenditure
	273,627.11
	322,885.94

	Revenue 
	
	

	Loan interest

Service Fees
	226,965.00

-
	234,984.99

-

	Total Revenue
	226,965.00
	234,984.99

	Surplus/ Deficit
	(46,662.11)
	(87,900.95)


*These are the costs prorated to the housing program by the accounting department from

the overall administrative costs.

Costing of services charged to clients

NRDF has not carried out a thorough costing of the services provided under this program and has not based its charges on the real costs of the programme.

A loan appraisal fee, which is not now applied, would be a legitimate charge to the client.

Loan repayment rates, arrears

Repayment rates are good. Most customers come into NRDF to pay and they do so on a timely basis. The Table below shows that the arrears are not excessive in relation to the size of the overall portfolio. These would generally be considered high-risk loans being given to clients at the low-income level in jobs enjoying, generally, less secure tenure than at other levels. A reasonable ceiling beyond which the arrears would seem to be excessive is 15% of the outstanding loans dated over 90 days. 

Table 12 Loan Arrears (As of November 2002)
	Housing Loans

Arrears
	Active
	Non Active
	Total
	% of Total Portfolio Balance

	30 Days

31-60 Days

61-90 Days

Over 90 Days
	1,083.00

1,388.00

1,858.00

39,783.00
	-

-

-

136,717.00
	1,033.00

1,388.00

1,858.00

176,502.00
	.06

.07

.10

10.03

	Safer Housing Loans Arrears 
	Active
	Non Active
	Total
	

	30 Days

31-60 Days

61-90 Days

Over 90 Days
	4,700.00

3,594.00

9,085.00

52,084.00
	-

-

901.00

75,548.00
	4,700.00

3,594.00

9,986.00

127,632.00
	.26

.20

.56

7.25

	Total of HL & SHL
	113,577.00
	213,166.00
	326,743.00
	18.53


Loan collection, arrears and follow up procedures

The loan monitoring process has already been reviewed. The Project Officers assigned to the housing portfolio maintain active communication with clients, particularly those whose loans fall in arrears, and make every effort to keep loan payments current. They may visit the client or request that the client come in to the Foundation. Where the circumstances justify it, the Project Officers recommend rescheduling. Clients in arrears are also formally written to by Management.

Recommendations

NRDF has not carried out a thorough costing of the services provided under this program and thus has not based its charges on the real costs of the programme. It is recommended that such a costing exercise be undertaken.

Although this program has a social element and the repayment of capital and interest must bear a relation to the average household income and cost of living of the targeted low-income groups, for the sustainability of the programme the total interest earnings should cover the cost (plus) to the NRDF and this should determine the Interest rate.

A loan appraisal fee, which is not now applied, would be a legitimate charge to the client and should be considered for implementation.

8.Client Survey Response



Program promotion

NRDF admits to not having undertaken extensive media promotion of the housing program. However, a reasonable assumption to make is that in St. Lucia knowledge of such a program would spread very quickly by word of mouth among target groups. As shown in Table 13, 70% of those who heard of the program were informed of it by friends and relatives. The newspaper ads were limited but ineffective, and only 7.5% heard of the program from radio advertisements and interviews. This is not an argument for not using radio and newspaper advertisements. It is likely that insufficient promotion of the program was done through these channels and for future programmes a larger budget should be allocated to them. However, since the verbal advertising tradition is so entrenched, the NRDF should pass out flyers and application forms to a wider public through the clients and actively encourage clients, in routine follow up interviews, to tell friends and co-workers about the programme.
Table 13
	How Client heard of Program
	Number
	%

	1. Newspaper

2. Radio

3. Friend

4. Relative

5. Other 
	0

3

22

6

9
	0

7.5

55.0

15.0

22.5

	Total
	40
	100


The Survey indicates that most of the clients (77.5%) got the names of builders from friends and relatives (Table 14) and an even larger number (85%) employed friends and relatives to carry out the building or renovation. (Table 15)

Table 14
	How client learned of Builder
	Number
	%

	1. NRDF

2. Neighbour

3. Friend

4. Relative

5. Other 

6. N/A
	0

4

11

20

2

3
	0

10.0

27.5

50.0

5.0

7.5

	Total
	40
	100


The use of friends and relatives to undertake the work may have offered convenience and cost savings to the clients but this may have been at the expense in certain cases of the most efficient and appropriate construction practices.

Table 15
	Relationship of Builder to client
	Number
	%

	1. Family member/Relative

2. Friend

3. Neighbour

4. Acquaintance

5. None 

6. N/A
	19

15

0

0

2

4
	47.5

37.5

0

0

5.0

10.0

	Total
	40
	100


Information is not available from the NRDF records of how many of these builders participated in the initial training program in retrofitting conducted for contractors.

From the clients’ perspective their contractors for the most part did a good or excellent job of construction and retrofitting. The objectivity of this assessment is open to question. 85% of the clients rated the builders’ work as good or excellent (Table 16).

Table 16
	Client Rating of Builder work
	Number
	%

	1. Excellent

2. Good

3. Fair

4. Poor

5. N/A
	19

15

1

2

3
	47.5

37.5

2.5

5.0

7.5

	Total
	40
	100


As Table 17 shows, the clients were very satisfied with the performance and assistance given to them by the NRDF Project Officers. In all of the five areas of assistance indicated in the Table Officers’ performance was rated as good or excellent.

Table 17
	Assistance Received from NRDF
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No
	%

	Explaining Program
	27
	67.5
	12
	30.0
	1
	2.5
	0
	0

	Filling Application
	24
	60.0
	15
	37.5
	1
	2.5
	0
	0

	Finding Builder
	N/A
	-
	N/A
	-
	N/A
	-
	N/A
	-

	Getting the Money
	31
	77.5
	8
	19.5
	1
	2.5
	0
	0

	Advise
	27
	67.5
	10
	25.0
	3
	7.5
	0
	0

	Follow up
	19
	47.5
	18
	45.0
	2
	5.0
	1
	2.5

	Showing interest
	22
	55.0
	18
	45.0
	0
	0
	0
	0


There was total satisfaction by clients with the duration of the NRDF loan approval process (Table 19). Since commercial housing loan procedures are expected to be lengthy and demanding to this group of borrowers, the duration of the process can be seen as one of the major successes of the program.

Specific Assistance given to client by NRDF officers

When asked, clients indicated that specific assistance given to them by Project Officers included the emphasis they placed on retrofitting and insurance, information on hurricane clamps, assistance with negotiating of discounts in purchasing materials, and overall useful personal and business advice.

Table 18
	Client Satisfaction with duration of approval process
	No.
	%

	Satisfied
	40
	100

	Not Satisfied
	0
	0

	Total
	40
	100


Things the client did not like about the programme

Not many clients expressed dissatisfaction with the program. The areas that were of concern to a few were the manner in which interest was calculated and the insufficiency of funds to complete their homes. One or two considered interest rates too high, the repayment term too short and loan approval procedures too long.

Most clients (85%) felt a greater sense of security from having retrofitted their homes  (Table 19). The reasons for this security were mainly that the houses were now stronger and offered better protection from hurricane winds.
Table 19
	Increase in security/safety felt because of retrofit
	No.
	%

	More secure
	34
	85.0

	No more secure
	1
	2.5

	Not done/NA
	5
	12.5

	Total
	40
	100


As to whether more could be done only 22% responded in the affirmative. Most clients felt that the work done was sufficient. However this may relate to their inability or unwillingness to expend more on expansions or innovations to their homes at the present stage.

Table 20
	More could be done?
	No.
	%

	Yes
	9
	22.5

	No
	31
	77.5

	Total
	40
	100


Client suggestions of what more could be done

Those who felt that more could be done offered the following ideas:

i. Building in concrete;

ii. Better insurance coverage;

iii. Qualified individuals to do retrofitting;

iv. Lower rates;

v. Update on developments in retrofitting.

Client perception of best aspect of the program

Clients’ ideas on the best aspects of the program included:

i. Speed of loan approval;

ii. Support and advice given by Project Officer;

iii. Small deposit; reasonable down payments and interest rates;

iv. Rescheduling of loan;

v. NRDF very understanding.

Insurance

The availability of insurance coverage for low-income homeowners is perhaps the most unique and important aspect of this program. These houses are very vulnerable to hurricane damage, but they represent the most important investment and obligation undertaken by the owners. Any damage or loss would impose a considerable, possibly lifetime, burden on the families concerned. Insurance provides the comfort they need that they will not lose all their possessions from the destruction caused by a serious hurricane. Prior to the program 97.5 % of the home surveyed were uninsured (Table 21). Only one client carried insurance coverage for fire and hurricane (Table 22).

Table 21
	Client Insurance prior to programme
	No.
	%

	Insured
	1
	2.5

	Not insured
	39
	97.5

	Total
	40
	100


Table 22
	Insurance coverage
	Yes
	%

	Fire
	1
	

	Hurricane
	1
	

	Other
	1
	


The problem was affordability and availability of insurance. As shown in Table 23, practically all those surveyed (97.5%) considered it a good idea to get insurance coverage for their homes.

Table 23
	Client perception of insurance coverage
	Yes
	%
	No
	%

	Good idea
	39
	97.5
	1
	2.5


The loans were conditional on clients agreeing to pay for insurance on their homes.  An equal number of respondents (95%) confirmed their intention to continue insurance on repayment of their loans (Table 24). 

Table 24
	Intention to continue insurance on completion of loan
	Number
	%

	Plan to continue
	38
	95.0

	Not sure
	2
	5.0

	Total
	40
	100


Insurance for the homes of clients was placed with brokers by the NRDF on special terms discussed in a separate consultant’s report. Most clients (92.5%) were satisfied with the arrangement and planned to continue the arrangement if it were available to them.

Table 25
	Insurance with NRDF
	Number
	%

	Plan to continue
	37
	92.5

	Do not plan to continue
	0
	0

	Not sure
	3
	7.5

	Total
	40
	100


Amount client has to pay for insurance

Clients considered the premium rates payable under the existing scheme reasonable (Table 26). Most of them (62%) would be willing to pay more for the coverage they received (Table 27).

Table 26
	Insurance with NRDF
	Number
	%

	Too High
	2
	5.0

	Reasonable
	35
	87.5

	Don’t Know
	3
	7.5

	Total
	40
	100


Table 27
	Would client pay more
	Number
	%

	Yes
	25
	62.5

	No
	7
	17.5

	Depends on how much
	8
	20.0

	Total
	40
	100


Damage sustained prior to retrofit

The willingness to pay for insurance is particularly significant in relation to the actual damage from previous hurricanes experienced by the homeowners participating in the program. In fact, no houses in the survey were damaged by hurricane prior to the program (Table 28).

Table 28
	Was house damaged in previous hurricane
	Number
	%

	Yes
	0
	0

	No
	38
	95.0

	N/A
	2
	5.0

	Total
	40
	100


Was house damaged subsequent to retrofit

Since the retrofit program only two homes surveyed claim to have experienced hurricane damage.

Table 29
	Was house damaged after retrofit
	Number
	%

	Yes
	2
	5.0

	No
	36
	90.0

	N/A
	2
	5.0

	Total
	40
	100


We have already indicated that knowledge of the program has been spread by word of mouth. A majority of the clients (67%) stated that they had talked to their friends about the program. 

Table 30
	Has client spoken to friends about program
	Number
	%

	Yes
	27
	67.5

	No
	13
	32.5

	Total
	40
	100


They also stated that they would recommend the program to their friends (Table 31) and that they were happy to have participated (Table 32).

Table 31
	Would client recommend program to friend
	Number
	%

	Yes
	39
	97.5

	No
	0
	0

	Don’t know
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100


Table 32
	In general is client glad they participated
	Number
	%

	Yes
	39
	97.5

	No
	0
	0

	Don’t know
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100


The majority of respondents (87.5%) stated that they would require further improvements carried out to their houses (Table 33).  

Table 33
	Further improvements to be effected
	Number
	%

	Yes
	35
	87.5

	No
	5
	12.5

	Total
	40
	100


Improvements would be dependent on the availability of funding. 10% of the respondents felt they were in a position to start the improvements the month following the survey; 17.5% would attempt to start next year and 50% at any time funds became available for that purpose (Table 34).

Table 34
	When clients propose to start improvements
	Number
	%

	Next month
	4
	10.0

	Next year
	7
	17.5

	In a few years time
	4
	10.0

	Whenever he can afford
	20
	50.0

	Don’t Know
	5
	12.5

	Total
	40
	100


The homes surveyed were mostly wooden structures, although a high percentage (over 60%) had concrete foundations. 77.5 % of the homes had walls and ring beams made of wood. All were covered with galvanize sheeting.

Table 35
	Construction materials used
	Wood
	Concrete
	Galvanize
	Number of units

	Foundation
	15
	25
	-
	40

	Walls
	31
	9
	-
	40

	Ring Beams
	31
	9
	-
	40

	Roof
	-
	-
	40
	40


At least 60% of the homes surveyed were served by pipe bourne water.

Table 36
	Connection to water
	Number
	%

	Yes
	24
	60.0

	No
	4
	10.0

	No reply
	12
	30.0

	Total
	40
	100


General condition of houses

Most houses were in “fairly good” condition although many of them needed painting. A few were described as “excellent”, “fairly new” and incomplete.
9. Non Client Survey Response



Home ownership

55% of the occupants surveyed were owners of the houses, 45% were tenants.

Table 37
	Are you the owner of the house
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	22
	55.0

	No
	18
	45.0

	Total
	40
	100


Has Respondent heard of NRDF

70% of the non clients surveyed had heard of the NRDF (Table 38). Of these 9 or 22.5% of these surveyed had heard of the Housing programme (Table 39)

Table 38
	Client heard of NRDF
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	28
	70.0

	No
	12
	30.0

	Total
	40
	100


Table 39
	Client heard of NRDF Housing Programme
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	9
	22.5

	No
	31
	77.5

	Total
	40
	100


How Client heard of Program

As shown in Table 40an insignificant number of the respondents heard about the programme through the main media organs, demonstrating the ineffectiveness or limited reach of the initial promotional campaign.

Table 40
	
	Number
	%

	1. Newspaper

2. TV

3. Radio

4. Friend

5. Relative

6. Other

7. Don’t recall

8. Not applicable 
	0

1

1

4

1

2

1

30
	0

2.5

2.5

10.0

2.5

5.0

2.5

75.0

	Total
	40
	100


Non Client interest in housing programme

There is substantial interest in learning more about the housing programme among those surveyed (Table 41). This is seen as reflecting the importance of such a programme to the welfare of St. Lucians and the need for it to be continued or expanded in some form.

Table 41
	Client interested in hearing more about programme
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	39
	97.5

	No
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100


97.5% of the respondents also expressed interest in participating in the NRDF housing programme.

Table 42
	Would you like to participate in the Housing programme
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	39
	97.5

	No
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100


Understanding Retrofitting

The target population, low cost housing owners and prospective owners, do not seem to be generally educated about retrofitting for hurricane protection. 62% of those surveyed admitted to having no knowledge of retrofitting.

Table 43
	Does client understand what retrofitting means
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	15
	38.0

	No
	25
	62.0

	Total
	40
	100


Fear of Hurricane damage

Most respondents, 80%, expressed fear of their homes being damaged by a hurricane, which would seem to validate a low cost housing insurance plan, such as that offered under the NRDF Housing programme.

Table 44
	Is client afraid that house would be destroyed in the event of a hurricane
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	32
	80.0

	No
	8
	20.0

	Total
	40
	100


Security offered by retrofitting

After the importance of retrofitting was explained to respondents, 97% of them felt they would be more secure in their homes if they were retrofitted (Table 45).

Table 45
	Would you feel more secure /safer in your house if you did a retrofitting job
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	39
	97.5

	No
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100


Reason for interest in programme

Several respondents wanted to participate for multiple reasons, for instance renovating and expanding, retrofitting and renovating. The majority was interested more in building and renovating (Table 46). 

Table 46
	
	Number
	%

	1. Retrofitting

2. Building

3. Renovating

4. Expanding

5. Complete house

6. Other 
	14

14

15

11

3

1
	35

35

37

27

8

2


Awareness of builders

A high percentage of the respondents (97.5%) had knowledge of builders whom they could contract to build or renovate their homes (Table 47). When probed further respondents confirmed that they were for the most part related or friendly to the builder (Table 48). In small communities this is not unexpected and it also indicates how building skills are widely spread through the community and how many people are able to construct a small wooden home. However there may also be a down side to this from the perspective of a housing programme. If borrowers are free to contract their own builders they are likely to choose a relative or friend, which would not necessarily guarantee the best quality and most cost effective construction.

Table 47
	Do you know a builder who could do work for you under the programme
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	39
	97.5

	No
	1
	2.5

	Total
	40
	100


Table 48
	Relationship of Builder to client
	Number
	%

	1. Family member

2. Friend

3. Neighbour

4. Acquaintance

5. Self

6. None

7. N/A 
	15

19

0

1

4

-

1
	37.5

47.5

0

2.5

10.0

-

2.5

	Total
	40
	100


Perception of value of insurance

95% of respondents considered insurance to be a good thing for protection of their investments. This suggests awareness of vulnerability of low cost homes to hurricane and other disasters.

Table 49
	Is insurance of your house a good idea
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	38
	95.0

	No
	2
	5.0

	
	40
	100


Insurance coverage

On the other hand, only 2.5 % of the households surveyed had any form of insurance coverage (Table 50 and Table 51). While low cost house owners/occupants do attach priority to insurance, suitable coverage is either unaffordable or not available to them, further underscoring the importance of an NRDF group scheme.

Table 50
	Do you have insurance for your house at present
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	1
	2.5

	No
	36
	90.0

	NA
	3
	7.5

	Total
	40
	100


Table 51
	Insurance coverage
	Yes
	%
	No
	%
	N/A
	%

	Fire
	1
	2.5
	
	
	39
	97.5

	Hurricane
	1
	2.5
	
	
	39
	97.5

	Other
	-
	
	
	
	40
	100


Interest in Insurance

85% of the non-clients surveyed confirmed interest in insuring their homes (Table 52). 3% were not sure. However, of those surveyed 90% expressed interest in insurance in a scheme such as that of the NRDF (Table 53).

Table 52
	Would you be interested in insuring your house
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	34
	85.0

	No
	3
	7.5

	Don’t Know
	3
	7.5

	Total
	40
	100


Table 53
	Would you like to consider being insured through an NRDF group insurance
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	36
	90.0

	No
	4
	10.0

	Total
	40
	100


Expenditure on Insurance 

Most respondents are prepared to make a small monthly commitment to insurance premiums. Only about 6% could commit to more than $80 per month. 37% would be prepared to pay about $50 a month for insurance coverage.

Table 54
	How much would you spend on insurance
	No.
	%

	$10-19

$20-29

30-39

40-59

60-79

80 plus

N/A
	3

8

3

15

1

6

4
	7.5

20

7.5

37.5

2.5

15

10

	Total
	40
	100


Hurricane Damage

Only one house of the group surveyed experienced hurricane damage in recent hurricanes.


Table 55
	Was your house damaged in any way by hurricane in recent times
	Yes
	%

	Yes
	1
	2.5

	No
	36
	90.0

	NA
	3
	7.5

	Total
	40
	100


Timing of housing loan

12% of respondents would be willing to take a housing loan to start work in their homes within three months, if it were available. Another 12% would be willing to start work on their homes next year (Table 56).

Table 56
	If you were to consider taking a loan how soon could you start work on your house
	Number
	%

	In 1 – 3 months

In 4- 6 months

Next year

In (unspecified) years time

When I can afford
	12

2

12

4

10
	30.0

5.0

30.0

10.0

25.0

	Total
	40
	100


Age of Houses

Over 42% of the houses in the survey were under 12 years old. 12.5% were over 15 years old. The low cost housing stock is thus relatively new and in good condition.

Table 57
	Date house was built


	Number
	%

	Before 1987

1980-1984

1985-1989

1990-1995

1996-2000

2001 and after

Don’t know/NA
	5

1

2

7

8

2

15
	12.5

2.5

5.0

17.5

20.0

5.0

37.5

	Total
	40
	100


Construction Materials used

The houses surveyed are predominantly wooden structures. In 42% of the houses the foundations were made of wood and in 35% the foundations were concrete/blocks. All houses were covered with galvanize sheeting (Table 58).

Table 58
	
	Wood
	Galvanize
	Concrete
	Plywood
	Steel
	NA
	Total

	Foundation
	16
	-
	13
	1
	1
	9
	40

	Walls
	19
	
	6
	6
	-
	9
	40

	Ring Beam
	21
	
	8
	1
	1
	9
	40

	Roof
	-
	30
	-
	-
	-
	10
	40


Method of attachment

4” nails were used to attach the walls to the roof in 55% of the houses and the foundations to the walls in 37% of the houses. Steel rods were used to tie the foundation to the walls in 30% of the houses.

Table 59
	
	½” Steel
	4” Nails
	4x4
	3x2
	Don’t Know
	NA

	Foundation to walls
	12
	15
	1
	-
	3
	5

	Walls to roof
	5
	22
	-
	1
	3
	5


What are the approximate house dimensions

Table 60
	Floor Area (Sq. Ft.)
	No
	%

	250 and less

251-350

351-450

451-650

651-750

Over 550

Don’t know

NA
	5

7

1

2

4

3

16

2
	12.5

17.5

2.5

5.0

10.0

7.5

40.0

5.0

	Total
	40
	100


(See Annex for list of houses by Length, Breadth and Height.)

Public Utility Connections

Over 60% of all the homes surveyed are served by all the major utilities. Interestingly more are served by electricity than by water supplies and just as many are served by telephone than by public water supply.

Table 61
	Public utilities
	Yes
	%
	No
	%

	Water supply

Electricity

Telephone
	24

35

24
	60.0

87.5

60.0
	16

5

16
	40.0

12.5

40.0


Summary

In summary, the results of the survey indicate that non-clients would willingly participate in an NRDF housing project and would benefit from retrofitting.

Exhibit 1

HRHIP Customer Survey Questionnaire

Name:

Address:

1. Are you a client of the NRDF: Yes? ____ No____

2. How did you hear about this program? Newspaper ______ Radio _______ 

Friend _______Relative _________Other____________

3. Who was the builder who did your work_________________________________

4. How did you get to know about him/her_________________________________

5. Is he/she a friend____ Member of your family_____

6. How would you rate the work he/she did: Excellent ____Good _____Fair ______ Poor____

7. How did the NRDF assist you?


Explaining the Programme: Excellent ____Good ____Fair ____Poor____


Filling up the application: Excellent ____ Good___ Fair___ Poor ____


Finding a builder: Excellent ____ Good___ Fair___ Poor ____


Getting the money:  Excellent ___Good ____Fair ____Poor_____


Advise:  Excellent ____ Good ____ Fair ____Poor ____


Follow up while job was in progress: Excellent ____ Good___ Fair___ Poor ___


Showing interest in general: Excellent ____ Good___ Fair___ Poor ____

8. From the time you walked in to the time you got your first disbursement, were you satisfied with the time taken: Yes ___ No ____

9. Can you recall specific things the NRDF did for you?

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

10. Is there anything you did not like about the programme?

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

11. Do you feel more secure /safer in your house now than you did before the retrofit?


Yes________ No________

12. Why? ____________________________________________________________

13. Could more be done under the program to improve the protection of your house from hurricane: Yes ________ No___________ 

14. What you think could be done? 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

15. What to you is the best part of this programme? _________________________________________________________________

16. Did you have insurance for your house before the program? Yes_____ No_____

17. If yes, what did it cover? Fire_____ Hurricane______ Other________________

18. Do you think hurricane insurance for your house is a good idea? Yes___ No ____

19. Will you continue to insure your house after you have finished paying your loan : Yes_______ No ________

20. Would you like to be insured in the same way through NRDF: Yes____ No_____

21. What do you think of the amount you have to pay for insurance for the house: 

Too high_______ Reasonable _______ 

22. Would you be prepared to pay more if the cost went up? Yes______ No ______

23. Was your house damaged in any way by hurricane prior to the retrofit? 


Yes _____ No_______

24. Was your house damaged by hurricane since the retrofit: Yes___ No ________

25. Have you spoken about the retrofit program with friends :Yes ______ No______

26. Would you recommend it to a friend? Yes______ No _________

27. If no, why not? ___________________________________________________

28. In general, are you glad you participated in this programme? Yes _____ No____ Somewhat______

29. Are there any further improvements/ renovations/ extensions you would like done to your house: Yes_____ No ____

30. When do you plan to start them: Next month ____Next year______ In _____   years time, When ever I can afford _______

(Get the following house particulars from the client, or where necessary make your own estimates)

1. Are you the owner of the house: Yes ________ No _________

2. What date/year was your house built________

3. Construction Materials used:

Foundation _____________             Walls__________________

Ring Beam_____________              Roof __________________

4. Method of attachment: Foundation to walls_______________________________


Walls to Roof __________________________________________________

5. What are the approximate house dimensions: 


Length______        Breadth ________        Height_______

6. Is the house connected to the public water supply: Yes ______  No _______

7. Describe the general condition of the house:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(Data for existing housing clients)

Sum insured:______________________When Retrofitted: _________________

Current Loan balance: ______________ Current rebuilding cost:_____________

Exhibit 2

HRHIP Non-Customer Survey Questionnaire

Name:

Address/Location:

1. Have you heard about NRDF: Yes? ____ No____

2. Have you heard about the NRDF Housing Programme: Yes? ____ No____

3. How did you hear about this program? Newspaper ______ Radio _______ 

Friend _______Relative _________Other____________

4. Would you like to hear more about this programme: Yes? ____ No____

(Describe the main features of the program to the respondent, if necessary)

5. Do you understand what retrofitting means Yes _____No_____

6. Are you afraid that your house would be destroyed in the event of a hurricane Yes_______ No _______

7. Would you feel more secure /safer in your house if you did a retrofitting job 


Yes________ No________

8. Would you like to participate in the Housing programme: Yes? ____ No____

9. For what purpose would you require a housing loan:


Retrofitting______ Building ______Renovating ______Expanding_______

10. Do you know a builder who could do work for you under the programme: 


Yes? ____ No____

11. Is he/she a friend____ Member of your family_____

12. Do you think hurricane insurance for your house is a good idea? Yes___ No ____

13. Did you have insurance for your house at present? Yes_____ No_____

14. If yes, what does it cover? Fire_____ Hurricane______ Other________________

15. What do you think of the amount you have to pay for insurance for the house: 


Too high_______ Reasonable _______ 

16. Would you like to consider being insured through an NRDF group insurance: Yes____ No_____

17. Was your house damaged in any way by hurricane in recent times? 


Yes _____ No_______

18. If you were to consider taking a loan how soon could you start work on your house

In one to three months________  In four to six months_______ 

Next year______  In _____   years time ;  When ever you can afford _______

(Get the following house particulars from the client, or where necessary make your own estimates)

19. Are you the owner of the house: Yes ________ No _________

20. What date/year was your house built________

21. Construction Materials used:

Foundation _____________             Walls__________________

Ring Beam_____________              Roof __________________

22. Method of attachment:


Foundation to walls____________________________________________


Walls to Roof __________________________________________________

23. What are the approximate house dimensions: 


Length______        Breadth ________        Height_______

24. Is the house connected to the public water supply: Yes ______  No _______

25. Describe the general condition of the house:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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