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After its completion, the so-called “Rush Housing” project of Jeddah, 
Saudi Arabia that consists of high-rise residential buildings remained 

unoccupied for many years due to skepticism by the housing authority of 

some social, urban and environmental problems it might engender.  

Nonetheless, in the middle of the 1990s, the housing authority distributed 

these towers to eligible Saudi families.  Since its occupancy, and as 

expected, the project has become a source of social and urban decay in 

the city. 

This study evaluates the social problems that have been associated with 

the residency of Jeddah Rush Housing towers.  It examines the 

inhabitants’ satisfaction with the design and other aspects of the project.  
It also surveys the social and other problems that have been affecting the 

daily life of residents of this complex. 

KEYWORDS:  Public housing, Jeddah, slums, social disintegration, 

towers. 

 

1.  INTRODUCTION 

For many people, a home is more than just a shelter.  It is rather a subjective and 

personal place in connection with social, psychological and cultural dimensions of life.  

Most importantly, it is a space that affects the general satisfaction of human beings 

with their life.  Its environment also influences the social and physical connections of 

the person with the surrounding complex world.  Based on analyses of a number of 

studies, it has been recognized that the satisfaction of residents with their houses 

affects their psychological and physical health, which has a significant role in the 

improvement of the structure of society [1]. 

Home or its environment comes in various physical forms; one of them is 

public housing, which provides accommodation (home) for many families by 

economizing on house production, land costs and financial sources.  It also provides 

open and shared areas for those who live in it and makes it possible to share these 

facilities [2].  The physical characteristics of housing and its environment guarantee the 

physical and psychological safety of people and social and physical welfare as well as 

their satisfaction and happiness.  The satisfaction of house users with the housing 

environment is important because individuals or family groups may reside in any given 

residential unit for a long period of time.  If this residential area is not designed 

suitably for its users, the users may be negatively affected [3].  The features of users as 

well as managerial, environmental and location aspects have a great impact on the 
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satisfaction of residents and the way they react inside and outside their housing 

environment [4]. 

Sometimes when there is a tremendous increase of population that is 

associated with a limitation of housing, governments would forcefully react as 

expeditiously as possible to handle the situation before it aggravates.  This was the case 

of Saudi Arabia in the 1970s, when the government constructed “RUSH” housing 
projects of high-rise buildings in various parts of the country, including Jeddah.  This 

happened at the time when the other side of the world, the US in particular, was 

investigating such a type of housing due to physical and social problems it created.  

The result was the demolishing of the towers of these projects in cities such as Pruitt-

Igoe, Boston, Chicago, and Edinburgh (Fig.  1).  In his book “Behind Ghetto Walls”, 
the sociologist Lee Rainwater condemned this kind of housing as a “federally built and 
supported slum”.  His study outlined the failure of Pruitt-Igoe housing project saying 

that it was nothing than its vacancies; crime, safety concerns and physical deterioration 

were unsurpassed by any other public housing complex in the nation [5]. 

 

  

Pruitt-Igoe, 1972 Boston, 1985 

  

Chicago, 1999 Edinburgh, 1991 

Fig. 1.  The demolition of high-rise public housing projects in the US and UK 

Source:  [6 and 7] 

 

As it is often necessary to asses the satisfaction of housing users with their 

housing environment and its compliance with their expectations, needs and goals, this 

study is to investigate the satisfaction of the residents of Jeddah Rush Housing Project 

with their environment.  It aims to define and evaluate the social and physical issues of 

this project. As this research is the first evaluation conducted on post-occupancy of 

Jeddah Rush Housing Project, the findings would hopefully help to decide about the 

house performance in the environment in relation to its physical, social, institutional 

and psychological components. 
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The study begins with a general discussion of the introduction of public 

housing to Saudi Arabia.  Following this, an account of design and other relevant 

information of Jeddah rush housing project is given.  This culminates a survey, the core 

of this study, conducted in 2005/6 and its results and conclusion. 

 

2.  PUBLIC HOUSING IN SAUDI ARABIA 

The history of public housing in Saudi Arabia could be divided into four eras: 

 King Abdul Aziz’s Hejar Project 

 ARAMCO Housing 

 The Ministry of Housing  

 The Real Estate Development Fund (REDF) 

 
2.1.  King Abdul Aziz’s Hejar Project 

The first attempt to setup public housing in Saudi Arabia was in 1910 by King Abdul 

Aziz, the unifier/founder of modern Saudi Arabia.  The ultimate objective was to settle 

the Saudi beduins/nomads in communities or hamlets (Hejar pl. of Hejra, meaning a 

hamlet) in order to create a settled society that would contribute to the development of 

the county.  In other words, the King, who was personally following up the execution 

of the project year after another, was keen in settling these nomads, teaching them 

agricultural skills and housing them in dwellings a group of which formed a hamlet or 

Hejra.  He thought that such a project would transform these nomads into an urban 

society instead of leaving them helplessly strewn in the desert.   

Accordingly, a site for each hamlet was selected on the base of availability of 

water resources such as wells or springs that were necessary for daily life and 

irrigation.  Also most Hejra were located on plain lands previously used for pasturing.  

In order to create a sense of community and spatial/territorial belonging, the settlers 

were given building materials to construct their houses and communal structures such 

as mosques, as well as agricultural equipments by the government.  In his lifetime, 

King Abdul Aziz was able to set up 173 settlements that housed groups from more than 

15 tribes in Saudi Arabia [8]. 

 

2.2. The ARAMCO Experience 

The Arabian American Oil Company (ARAMCO), who constructed housing 

compounds for its employees in the Eastern Province of Saudi Arabia in the late 1940s, 

initiated the idea of public housing in the Western sense for the first time in the 

country.  These compounds which consisted of various types of housing buildings 

contained hospitals, schools and other amenities for the growing number of 

ARAMCO’s experts (Fig.  2).  This encouraged the Saudi government, especially after 
transferring its offices from Jeddah and Mecca to the capital of Riyadh, not only to 

setup a housing project for its relocated employees, but also to consider a long-term 

housing policy for the entire country in 1953.  This policy was translated in 1970s in 

the establishment of the Ministry of Housing, which constructed housing projects in 

almost every major Saudi city. 
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Al-Khobar 

 
Dhahran 

 

Fig.  2.  ARAMCO Housing, Eastern Province, 1940s 

Source:  [9] 
 

2.3.   The Ministry of Housing and Public Works 

As the first Five Year Development Plan (1970-75) of Saudi Arabia recommended, a 

general administration for housing was established in 1971 under the supervision of the 

Ministry of Finance and National Economy.  Its purpose was provision of housing 

units to Saudi citizens [10]. 

In 1975 the General Administration of Housing was replaced by the Ministry 

of Housing and Public Works, which was set up as part of a package of six ministries 

newly found to expand and improve governmental services to citizens.  The objectives 

of this Ministry were as following: 

 Planning and improving public works and housing in Saudi Arabia. 

 Constructing new housing projects as well as supervising their engineering works, 

drawings and research of these projects. 

 Conducting housing surveys and statistics. 

 Registering and qualifying contractors [11]. 
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Within a short time, the Ministry was able to construct twelve housing projects 

in nine major Saudi cities.  These projects, which were provided with all kinds of 

public facilities and infrastructure such as roads, parks, parking, schools, mosques, 

children playgrounds, as well as electricity, telephone, water and sewer networks, were 

of two types:  regular public housing and rush housing. 

 

2.3.1. Public Housing Projects 

These projects consisted of low-rise apartment buildings and separate housing units 

(villas) of one floor that was extendable (Table 1).  They were built in Mecca, Medina, 

Riyadh, Jeddah, Al-Khobar, Buraidah, Al-Hassa and Qatif (Fig.  3). 

 

2.3.2. Rush Housing Projects 

As highly suggested by the first three Five Year Development Plans, the Ministry of 

Housing constructed three rush housing projects in Riyadh, Jeddah, and Dammam.  

They were high-rise towers that totally dependent on the infrastructure of these cities 

(Fig.  4). 

The total housing units of these rush projects are 4752 units.  The average area 

of an apartment is 226-232 m
2
 and includes 3 bedrooms, a guest room, a dinning room, 

a living room, a kitchen, and 3 balconies.  The Ministry claims that these units have 

been designed in accordance with local social customs and family needs with for 

example a separation between male guests’ section and that of the family [10] (Table 
2). 

Although the construction of these projects was finished in 1980, they 

remained unoccupied for more than eleven years due to some skepticism of the social, 

urban, and environmental problems they would produce.  Nonetheless, in 1991 these 

projects were opened to shelter Kuwaiti families who fled their country during the 

Kuwait liberation war [12].  After the end of the war, thus the retain of Kuwaitis to 

their country, the Ministry of Housing handed the units of these projects to the Real 

Estate Development Fund (REDF), another governmental agency, to distribute them to 

qualified Saudi citizens. 

The Ministry of Housing was brought down to an end in 2001, when the 

government thought that the Ministry has achieved its aims.  By that time the Ministry 

has constructed 24540 units (14686 apartments and 9854 villas).  They were built on 

3793 lots that were well serviced and prepared for construction. 

 

2.4. Real Estate Development Fund (REDF) 

A royal decree has established this agency in 1972 to provide Saudi citizens with 

opportunities to construct their houses or invest in real estate.  In other words, this 

fund/agency aimed to encourage construction of houses by the private sector by 

offering citizens long-term loan free of interest [8]. 

The establishment of REDF was necessary in order to meet the urgent demand 

for housing.  Its significant effect was the escalation of the construction boom in Saudi 

Arabia in the mid 1970s. 
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Table 1.  Public housing projects constructed by the Ministry of Housing 

and Public Works 
 

City Project 

Area 

m
2
 

No. of 

Buildings 

No. 

of 

Apts. 

No. 

of 

Villas 

No. of 

Developed 

Lots 

No. of 

Units 

in the 

Project 

Unit 

Area 

m
2
 

Density 

(person/ 

hectare) 

Mecca 2500000 - - 2592 - 2592 231 60,7 

Medina 2500000 - - 2084 - 2084 244 48,8 

Riyadh 

(Al-

Kharj) 

6500000 135 2408 2633 - 5041 200-

236 

45,4 

Riyadh 

(Al-

Jazerah) 

5300000 - - 1258 2118 1258 235 37,3 

Jeddah 2736360 188 3420 - - 3420 236 73,1 

Al-

Khobar 

1325000 219 4106 - - 4106 241 181,3 

Buriydha 3680000 - - 949 1675 949 236 41,7 

Hassa 1000000 - - 400 - 400 236 23,4 

Qatif 320000 - - 600 - 600 236 109,7 

Total 25861360 542 9934 10516 3793 20450 - - 

 

Table 2.  Rush housing projects constructed by Minister of Housing and 

Public Works 
 

City Project 

Area 

m
2
 

No. of 

Buildings 

No. of 

Residential 

Floors 

No. of 

Apartments 

in each 

Floor 

No. of 

Apts 

in the 

Project 

Apartment 

Area 

m
2
 

Density  

(person 

/hectare) 

Riyadh 190591 24 8 6 1162 226 353,6 

Jeddah 1000000 32 15-16 4 1936 232 113,3 

Dammam 350000 32 13 4 1664 232 278,1 

Total  1540591 88 - - 4752 - - 

Source:  [13 and 10] 

 
The sever shortage in housing and tremendous increase in population due to 

large numbers of immigrants to major cities from inside and outside the country 

necessitated the construction of Rush Housing Projects and the setting up of the REDF.  

Regardless of these efforts and the achievements of the Ministry of Housing and the 

REDF in tackling this housing shortage, house ownership in Saudi Arabia is still 

extremely low.  It is estimated that only 22-25% of Saudis own their houses.  Yet, the 

Minster of Economy and Planning lately denied this information.  He said that the 
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census conducted early 2007 by the Agency of National Statistics revealed that 62% of 

Saudis owned their houses.  He indeed stressed that housing has been a major issue 

emphasized in the last Five Year Development Plan.  He added that the Saudi 

Government has recently assigned more than USD 3 billions for social housing in the 

country [14].  

 

  

 

Mecca Al-Khobar  

Fig.  3.  Examples of public housing projects built by the Ministry of Housing 

Source:  [8] 

 

  
Riyadh Dammam 

 
Jeddah 

Fig. 4.  Rush Housing projects built by the Ministry of Housing 

Source:  [10] 
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3. JEDDAH RUSH HOUSING PROJECT 

3.1. Design Characteristics 

The project is located in al-Sharafiah District, on a major intersection of two main 

traffic spines (King Fahd Street and Kind Abdul Allah Road) of Jeddah.  Executed in 

less than 3 years (1977-79), this project aimed to accommodate the maximum possible 

number of people in the shortest time in the most economic means within a proper 

environment.  It is constructed on a lot of 150,521 m
2 with a built up area of 535,13 m

2
, 

and designed to house 1,930 families in a self-sufficient neighborhood where walk-up 

and high-rise apartment buildings would be incorporated.  The project consists of 1,936 

apartment units distributed between 32 towers, each of which measures 40 x 48 m on 

plan.  The towers, each includes 60 apartments, are grouped into eight 100 x 100 m
2
 

clusters constructed on a podium of three storeys assigned for commercial, office, 

storing, and parking uses.  There are 182 shops and 60 offices.  Above is constructed 

four residential towers of fifteen storeys each.  In each floor 4 apartments are grouped 

around elevators, emergency exists and utility rooms.  Areas for other facilities such as 

mosques, clinics, schools and municipal offices are distributed between the clusters.   

Each apartment covers an area of 220 m
2
 and includes 3 bedrooms, a guest 

room, a living room, a kitchen, 3 bathrooms, and 2 balconies.  Pre-fabrication was used 

in the construction of the entire project mainly to achieve rapidity and high quality 

construction [8 and 15] (Figs. 5-8). 

 

3.2. Managerial Characteristics 

After the distribution of the units of Jeddah Rush Housing Project to qualified citizens, 

the Ministry of Finance and National Economy in 1997 has set up a committee to 

supervise the project.  The ultimate responsibility of this committee was managing and 

maintaining the public utilities of the complex.  Later, in 1999 the objective and 

responsibilities of this committee were clarified and detailed.  The objective was 

meeting logical demands and within available resources, of basic issues such as 

precautionary maintenance of the project.  That was the maintenance of the shared 

spaces and utilities such as electricity, water, and sewer pipes and pumps. 
 

 

  

Fig.  5.  External view of 

Jeddah Rush Housing Project 

Fig. 6.  Location of the 

project in the heart of Jeddah 

Fig.  7.  Site Plan 

Source:  Adopted and developed from [16] 
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Fig.  8.  Typical plan of a residential floor 

Source:  Adopted and developed from [16] 
 

3.2. Managerial Characteristics 

After the distribution of the units of Jeddah Rush Housing Project to qualified citizens, 

the Ministry of Finance and National Economy in 1997 has set up a committee to 

supervise the project.  The ultimate responsibility of this committee was managing and 

maintaining the public utilities of the complex.  Later, in 1999 the objective and 

responsibilities of this committee were clarified and detailed.  The objective was 

meeting logical demands and within available resources, of basic issues such as 

precautionary maintenance of the project.  That was the maintenance of the shared 

spaces and utilities such as electricity, water, and sewer pipes and pumps. 

As far as responsibilities, they were as following: 

 Making decisions on the maintenance of shared areas and services starting from 

the building gate to the unit entrance. 

 Collecting annual maintenance fees (USD 367) from householders. 

 Supervising the change of the unit ownership or lease. 

 Conducting any activity that would improve the project physical performance and 

increase its usage efficiency. 

 Meeting annually with owners or their representatives to exchange views on the 

work of the committee and receive their comments and suggestions [15]. 

The total number of the committee members is six.  Three are from the REDF 

and the rest are from the residents.  The committee’s financial resources are as 
following: 

 Annual maintenance fee (USD 367) paid by each unit  

 Loans 

 Rentals of common areas (i. e. gardens) of the project.  In 2000, the Committee 

rented the main garden to a private company to operate it as an amusement park for 

USD 53,000 a year.  It also made USD 13,333 from leasing a spot on the roof of a 

tower to a telecommunication company. 
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In addition to the Supervision Committee, an elected representative of each 

tower has a sort of an administrative role in Jeddah Rush Housing Project.  The duties 

of this person are as follows: 

 Representing the residents of his building in the Committee and conveying their 

demands and needs. 

 Maintaining a good order inside the building. 

 Collecting guarding and cleaning fees. 

 Attempting to create strong social relationships between residents. 

 Notifying the Committee of any serious damage or incident that might occur in his 

building. 

 Assisting in educating the residents on how to take good care of their unit and the 

building. 

 Working on the safety of the residents of his building. 

 Providing the Committee with any information concerning the residents’ attitudes 
toward their units and building. 

 Preventing any wrongdoing in his building and assisting in removing it [15]. 

As part of its responsibilities, the Committee periodically publishes a 

newsletter reminding residents of the following duties: 

 Cooperating with the building representative and other residents for the welfare of 

the community. 

 Notifying the Committee of any offense related to the maintenance of the building 

or misuse of any equipment or area (e. g., elevators, garages, gardens, sidewalks, 

etc.) of the complex.  

 Avoiding any modification to the structure of the unit or the color of the external 

wall, or use any space outside the unit for individual benefit. 

 Conducting regular basic maintenance inside the unit. 

 Preventing children from playing with electrical switches, elevators or any element 

or equipment outside the unit [15]. 

 

4. THE SURVEY 

In December 2005, the author with the assistance of 16 students conducted a survey of 

Jeddah Rush Housing Project.  The aim of the survey, which carried out in 14 weeks, 

was to determine the residents’ level of satisfaction concerning specific design and 

planning aspects of the project.  Also, the author was keen in finding out the actual 

social and other issues of the post-occupancy of the complex. 
 

4.1. The Technique 

In order to expose the level of residents’ satisfaction and explore the social matters of 

Jeddah Rush Housing Project, the survey consisted of two techniques:  door-to-door 

questionnaire distribution and interviews. 
 

4.1.1. Questionnaire 

Prior to the design of the questionnaire, the author made several visits to the site in 

order to obtain more insight of the planning, design and social features of the project.  
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In addition to information of various issues of this project the author collected at the 

beginning of the study, these visits greatly contributed to the design of the 

questionnaire. 

The distribution of the questionnaire, which covered the entire project in terms 

of space, was carried out during the evening time (5-8 pm), when generally most male 

householders were in their houses.  The time (20-30 minutes) a survey representative 

spent with a householder during the distribution and receiving a questionnaire allowed 

the resident to freely answer and express his views on the issues of the questionnaire. 

Before handing a questionnaire, a survey representative identified himself to 

the selected householder, and explained the purpose and nature of the study.  Once the 

householder agreed to participate, he was given the questionnaire.   

Ten questionnaires were distributed in each tower.  This means that the total number of 

the questioners distributed in the entire project (32 towers) were 320.  An average of 

eight questionnaires were completely filled out in each tower.  As a result, the study 

surveyed 256 units of the complex, representing 13.2% of the total number of 

units/families of the project. 

 

4.1.1.1. Questionnaire Design 

After multiple visits to the site, the author held expectations based on observations 

concerning pre-identified design issues and current use of the project.  In addition to 

these probabilities, the questionnaire was also based on what local media has been 

publishing on social issues of the complex.  Reviewing literature on similar projects 

built then demolished in the US and Europe due to their social complications, also 

assisted in the formulation of the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire contained seven sections that were set in a manner 

presenting the questions that were the easiest to identify with first and then lead to 

questions that my have been more difficult to identify with last (Fig.  9).  The questions 

within each section were arranged to create a logical sequence from the one question to 

the next.  Some of them were designed in a rating scale while other contained options, 

with one option being either neutral or other.  The only questions that did not contain 

any options were those that required a precise option or a yes or no answer.  In order to 

give more freedom to the respondent to elaborate on his reply, an empty space 

followed some questions and entitled comments.  In such a space, the participant had 

been given the opportunity to give more relevant information or state his stand on the 

issue of the question. 

The sections that the questionnaire included are as following: 

1. General Information:  This section asked questions of education and ethnic 

background of residents.  Also, the type of tenancy was questioned.  These 

questions were vital in order to relate issues of other questions to the findings of 

this section. 

2. Design Characteristics:  In this section the resident was asked about his satisfaction 

or dissatisfaction with design aspects of his apartment and the project.  These 

aspects concerned matters such as the suitability of apartment area to family size, 

local customs, privacy and current use of communal spaces or elements. 

3. Social Issues:  In order to find out the definite social atmosphere of this project, 

this section contained questions regarding the relationship with neighbors and 
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other residents of the complex as well as social or moral problems that might exist 

in the project. 

4. Maintenance Issues:  From the site visits he had prior to the preparation of the 

questionnaire, the author felt that there was a significant maintenance problem in 

the complex.  Therefore, this section intended to find out the seriousness level of 

this matter. 

5. Security and Safety:  Similar to the previous section, the purpose of this section 

was to examine the situation of security and safety in both the individual building 

and the entire project. 

6. Resultant Views:  This section asked residents of the most issues that were 

affecting their occupancy and if they were willing to continue living in this project 

regardless of the presence of these problems. 

7. Final Comments:  In this optional section, the residents were given the chance to 

state their final opinion on the project, its problems and any recommendations they 

might have. 

 

4.1.2. Interviews 

In addition to door-to-door questionnaire distribution, the survey included interviews 

of focus groups.  During the questionnaire distribution, the survey representative asked 

the respondent if he was willing to be interviewed for more discussion.  If the 

householder agreed, an appointment was ranged for a later time.  The interviews were 

informal and took a place in the units of those who accepted to be met.  The average 

time each interview took was 30-45 minuets and the number of the interviewed was 64 

residents, an average of 2 units in each tower. 

The reason for the interviews was that the author thought that residents should 

not be limited to the questions of the questionnaire.  Participants were given more 

opportunity to freely speak out of issues that they were a source of concern. 
 

4.2. The Results 

Below lists and discusses the findings of the survey of the project. 
 

4.2.1. General Information 

4.2.1.1. Education 

The survey has found that the householders of most units of the project were educated.  

Indeed, about half of them had a university education (Fig.  10).  This means that those 

residents had enough knowledge of the meaning of responsibility toward their 

community and proper behavior. 
 

4.2.1.2. Ethnic Background 

Although the project was built for Saudi families, the survey has found that 74% of 

inhabitants were Saudi while 26% were non-Saudi (Fig.  11). This diversity in 

nationalities, thus in cultural backgrounds and daily lifestyles, should have an impact 

on the social integration among residents. 
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First page of the questionnaire 
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Second page 

Fig.  9.  The questionnaire distributed in the complex 
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Fig. 10.  Level of education among residents Fig.  11.  Ethnic distribution of residents 

 

4.2.1.3. Type of tenancy 

The project was constructed to shelter Saudi families who did not own a house due to 

their limited income.  However, the survey found that some Saudi owners (34%) have 

rented their apartments to other families (Fig.  12).  This has in turn affected the project 

in terms of maintenance and social relationships.  As the renters usually stayed in the 

complex for 2-3 years, they were not keen in participating in the maintenance or 

cleanness of the property, thus creating conflicts with neighbors. 
 

4.2.2. Design Characteristics 

4.2.2.1. Adequacy of the unit area to family size 
According to the survey, there was a high rate of 68% of residents thought that the area 

of their apartment was suitable to the size of their family (Fig.  13).  Nonetheless, 32% 

believed that the size was not enough to accommodate them specially when they 

received guests or visitors and/or the number of their children increased.  This explains 

the conversion of some balconies into small rooms and sometime storing extra 

furniture in them, lobbies and building entrance. 
 

 
 

Fig.  12.  Type of tenancy Fig. 13.  Satisfaction with the area of the 

apartment in response to family size 
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4.2.2.2. Suitability of the unit design for local customs 

Unexpectedly, 78% of respondents said that the architectural design of their housing 

units suited their traditional Arabian customs (Fig.  14).  They felt that the spatial 

arrangement of the unit was made with local norms in mind. 
 

4.2.2.3. Privacy 

70% of those answered the questioners thought privacy inside their apartment was 

achieved by the design.  Yet, 30% claimed that the closeness of the residential towers 

encouraged visual intrusion into their apartments from neighboring buildings (Fig. 15).   

 

 
 

Fig. 14.  Satisfaction with the suitability of 

the apartment design to local customs 

Fig. 15.  Satisfaction with privacy inside the 

apartment 

 

4.2.2.4. Modification of the unit layout 

Regardless of the positive answers of above, the survey has found that 55% of 

residents have modified the unit layout in order to suite their needs (Fig.  16).  This in 

fact violates the Supervision Committee’s rule that prevents any modification to the 
layout of the unit. 
 

4.2.2.5. Current use of communal spaces and elements 

A high percentage of 63% of respondents were dissatisfied with the current use of 

common areas (lobbies, corridors, staircases, emergency exists, pedestrian sidewalks, 

etc.) and elements (i. e. elevators, lighting switches, etc.) (Fig.  17).   
 

4.2.2.6. Area of car parking 

It is interesting to notice that the majority (83%) of residents believed that the number 

or area of the parking spaces provided in the project was sufficient (Fig.  18). 
 

4.2.2.7. Children’s playgrounds 

52% of residents revealed their satisfaction with the design of the children’s 
playgrounds provided in the project.  However, 38% thought otherwise (Fig.  19). 
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Fig. 16.  Modification made to the unit 

layout 

Fig. 17.  Satisfaction with current use of 

communal spaces and elements 

 

  

Fig. 18.  Satisfaction with the area of car 

parking 

Fig. 19.  Satisfaction with children’s 
playgrounds 

 

4.2.3. Social Issues 

4.2.3.1. Relationship with neighbors in the same building 

The survey has found that 74% of residents had negative impression on their 

relationship with neighbors in the same tower.  While 38% of the respondents said that 

their relationship with their neighbors was limited, 36% did not have any neighborly 

relation at all (Fig.  20). However, 36% believed that they had a strong contact with 

neighbors. 

 

4.2.3.2. Relationship with other residents of the project 

More than half (53%) of residents did not have any social connection with residents of 

the other towers of the complex.  Only 35% had a limited relationship while 12% had a 

strong contact (Fig.  21). 
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Fig. 20.  Social relationship with neighbors 

in the same buildings 

Fig. 21.  Social relationship with other 

residents of the project 

 

4.2.3.3. Cooperation between Residents 

A high percentage of 44% of respondents claimed that there was no cooperation among 

residents of the same building.  34% said that there was cooperation but limited.  It 

seems that the diversity of the ethnic and education background and type of tenancy as 

well as maintenance problems (discussed later) had some impact on this outcome.  

However, 22% believed that there was a strong cooperation between residents (Fig.  

22). 

 

4.2.3.4. Major social problems 

The predefined options of the answer of the question of this issue were: reckless 

behavior, sexual harassment and insecurity.  The reason for specifying these options 

was related to similar projects that had the same problems as well was information the 

author found in local media resources on this project. 

The survey has found that the vast majority (80%) of residents were not happy 

with the security level in their building.  In addition, 13% thought that reckless 

behavior was a major problem.  Sexual harassment existed in the project according to 

7% of the residents (Fig.  23). 

 

4.2.4.   Maintenance Issues 

4.2.4.1. Unit maintenance 

Although the occupancy regulations of Jeddah Rush Housing Project made it clear that 

the maintenance of the inside of the unit was the responsibility of tenants, 71% of 

respondents were dissatisfied with this type of maintenance (Fig.  24).  However, 29% 

were satisfied.  
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Fig. 22.  Cooperation between residents of 

the same building 

Fig. 23.  Major social problems 

 

4.2.4.2. Building maintenance 

As previously discussed, the maintenance of the towers of Jeddah Rush Housing 

Project was the duty of the Supervision Committee. This maintenance included 

repairing any damages that might have occurred outside the unit.  Only 41% of 

residents were satisfied with this maintenance while 59% were dissatisfied (Fig.  25).   
 

 
 

Fig. 24.  Satisfaction with unit maintenance Fig. 25.  Satisfaction with building 

maintenance 

 

4.2.4.3. Cleanness in the complex 

There was a negative reaction toward the level of cleanness of the project.  A high rate 

of 83% of residents thought that public spaces such as parking garages, staircases, 

walkways and lobbies were unclean (Fig.  26).  17%, however, thought differently. 
 

4.2.4.4. Reasons of damages in the building/project 

The predefined options of the answer of this question were:  residents’ irresponsibility, 

residents’ ignorance and absence of penalty.  While 40% of the respondents thought 
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that absence of penalty was the main reason for damages in the building or complex, 

39% believed that residents’ irresponsible behavior was the reason.  21% said 
residents’ ignorance (Fig.  27). 
 

  

Fig. 26.  Satisfaction with cleanness in the 

complex 

Fig. 27.  Reasons for damages in the 

building/project 

 

4.2.5. Security and Safety 

4.2.5.1. Security of car parking 

The survey has found that 76% of inhabitants were dissatisfied with the level of 

security in the parking garages (Fig.  28). Nonetheless, 24% were satisfied. 
 

4.2.5.2. Security of the project 

A high rate of 75% of respondents was unhappy with the security of the project.  As 

discussed in the following section of this study, there were several reasons for this 

dissatisfaction.  Yet, 25% were satisfied (Fig.  29). 

 

 

  

Fig. 28.  Residents’ satisfaction with security 
of parking 

Fig. 29.  Residents’ satisfaction with 
security in the project 
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4.2.5.3. Crimes witnessed by residents in the complex 

According to the survey, theft was the most crime occurred in and witnessed by 

residents (48%) of the complex (Fig.  30).  30% of respondents said that they have 

witnessed sexual harassment, 16% alcohol and 6% suicide incidents.  
 

4.2.6. Resultant Views 

4.2.6.1. Most issues affecting the life of residents 

38% of residents thought that maintenance was the most issue affecting their life in the 

complex.  While 32% believed that security in the complex was the issue, 30% said 

that they have been affected by the security of the parking garages (Fig.  31). 
 

 

Fig. 30.  Crimes witnessed by residents 

in the complex 

Fig. 31.  Most issues affecting the life of 

residence in the complex 

 

4.2.6.2. Desire to leave the project 

The survey has found that due to the various social and maintenance problems 

discussed in this research, 68% of the respondents expressed their wish to leave the 

project.  However, 32% thought they would remain (Fig.  32). 

 

 

Fig. 32.  Desire to leave the project 
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4.2.7. Comments by Residents 

As previously explained, each question in the questionnaire included a space where the 

respondent expressed his view on the issue of the relevant question.  Below discusses 

these views as well as comments made by those who have been interviewed.  Some 

issues are not discussed as they have not been commented on by residents. 

 

4.2.7.1. General Information 

4.2.7.1.1. Ethnic backgrounds:  Many Saudi residents were not happy with the 

presence of non-Saudis in their building.  They thought that such a variety has created 

some conflicts between them and neighbors. 

This point of view was supported by one of the interviewed residents, who was 

a real estate expert and a member of the Real Estate Committee of Jeddah Chamber of 

Commerce.  This person said that the units of the project were haphazardly distributed 

to different groups of different educational and ethnic/tribal backgrounds.  

Accordingly, there was no social homogeneity between residents.  He also claimed that 

it would have been more appropriate if the units were offered to citizens of tribal 

backgrounds.  He surprisingly added that the project should have been distributed on 

tribal bases.  In other words, residents of the same tribe should have inhabited a 

particular tower or a group of towers.  Alternatively, the project could have been 

divided into two separate parts:  one for tribal residents and the other for urban. 
 

4.2.7.2.  Type of tenancy:  Renting units of the Rush Housing Project of Jeddah 

is against the objective of this project.  However, as this renting trend has been 

growing, the Supervision Committee has been forced to permit renting and start 

advertising units for lease in its newsletter [17]. 

 

4.2.7.2.  Design Characteristics 

4.2.7.2.1.  Unit area:  Although most residents were satisfied with the size of their 

apartment and thought it was adequate to the size of their family, closing balconies to 

create additional spaces has been growing in the project (Figs.  33).  As a result, the 

external appearance of the project has been visually deteriorated.  Satellite dishes 

hanged on the balconies or windows that have been built up for more privacy have 

aggravated this visual pollution (Fig.  34). 

The unavailability of enough space for storing inside the unit has pushed some 

residents to place their unwanted items in the corridors adjacent to their unit or the 

building entrance lobby.  This indeed has become a major obstacle for firemen in 

Dammam, where a similar project has been built.  Some of these items blocked the 

emergency exits of the towers [18]. 
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Converting balconies into interior spaces Illegally acquiring a public spaces 

  
Using public garage as a storage Storing extra furniture in communal 

spaces 

Fig.  33.  Means followed by residents to overcome shortage of space of their 

apartments 

4.2.7.2.2. Privacy:  Many residents complained about their unit being visually 

intruded by nearby towers.  Hence, most of them blocked their windows with 

permanent panels (Figs.  35 and 36). 
 

 

 

 
Fig.  34.  Satellite dishes hanged on facade Fig.  35.  Possible visual intrusion from 

neighboring units 
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Fig.  36.  Building up windows and balconies to maintain the indoor privacy 

 

4.2.7.2.3. Current use of communal spaces and elements:  According 

to some residents, emergency exits and stairways have been obstructed by garbage or 

extra furniture of other residents (Fig.  37). Also, several residents complained about 

the corridors or lobbies of the building being dark and not naturally lit.  To them, 

pedestrian circulation was inadequate as it was mixed with vehicles.  Improper parking 

blocked the walkways.  Various residents chained some walkways turning them into 

private parking spaces. 

A few residents wished if their outdoor spaces were greener while other said 

that elevators, light switches and fire extinguishers were damaged.  A resident added 

that the reason behind such misuse and damage was that most residents were not 

accustoming to such lifestyle of sharing before moving to the project. 
 

4.2.7.2.4. Parking spaces:  Improper or misuse of the parking spaces was the 

ultimate reason for those residents who were not satisfied with the parking area of their 

building.  Some said that their apartments were not assigned specific parking spots.  

They added that anyone from outside the complex could park in any spot for a long 

period without being questioned.  In fact, some residents mentioned the presence of 

broken cars that have been parked in the garage for years (Fig.  38).  They also 

complained that there were not visitors’ parking spaces.  Not only this, but also they 

pointed out a security issue in the garages.  As there were no guards or security 

personals, car theft and vandalism have become popular in this area of the project (Fig.  

39). 
 

  

Fig.  37.  Emergency staircase blocked with 

garbage 

Fig.  38.  A parking space occupied 

by a broken car 
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Fig.  39.  Graffiti in one of the garages 

 

4.2.7.2.5. Children’s playgrounds:  Those who were dissatisfied with the 

playgrounds thought that they were a waste of land or not a life necessity.  Other 

believed that they would feel that their children would be unsafe in these spaces. 

 
4.2.7.3. Social Issues 

4.2.7.3.1. Relationship with neighbors:  Many residents pointed out the poor 

or absent social relationship with neighbors in the same or other buildings.  However, 

such a relationship might be limited to those next door or of the same ethnic 

background.  Some respondents claimed that the Supervision Committee did not have 

any social role in creating a sense of community among residents. 

Furthermore, a resident mentioned that the presence of many people in a small 

area made social communication difficult.  That was in addition to the diversity of 

income and/or education of residents that has created some serious differences. 
 

4.2.7.3.2. Social and moral problems:  The presence of crime and moral 

problems made many residents feel unsafe in the premises.  Thefts and drug use or 

dealing were among the troubles that have threatened the security of the complex.  

Other residents mentioned the existence of sexual harassment in public areas such as 

sidewalks or lobbies.  Indeed, one resident claimed that there were a few apartments 

that have been used for immoral or illegal activities (e. g., adultery or alcohol 

manufacturing).  Another said that there were a few incidents of child molesting.  That 

was in addition to suicide cases and spread of smoking among children and teens that 

gathered late night in common areas annoying neighbors with their fights and noise.  

One respondent said that storages and garages, being secluded and dark, have become 

popular places for raping little children and meetings between young girls and boys. 

Many residents expressed their concern about flirting from neighboring 

windows and balconies.  Slang or bad words and graffiti covered several walls and 

elevators, indicating the deepness of the social/moral atmosphere of Jeddah Rush 

Housing (Fig.  40). 

 

4.2.7.4. Maintenance Issues 

4.2.7.4.1. Unit and complex maintenance and cleanness:  The most 

issue that repeatedly commented on by residents and those who have been interviewed 
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was the maintenance of their unit, which suffered from deteriorated plumbing systems 

or damaged ceilings or walls due to water leaking from upper units (Fig.  41).  Many 

residents frustratingly referred this deterioration and poor maintenance to the 

carelessness of the Supervision Committee and some residents, especially renters. 
  

 

Fig. 40. Personalizing a shared corridor without the permission of neighbors 

 

  

 
Fig.  41. Deteriorated plumbing pipes and damaged ceilings due to water leak 

from upper units 

 
In fact, some residents said that the leak of water from the pipes of their or 

upper units has turned their apartment into a swamp with awful smells.  Such a 

problem would impact the physical safety of the building.  On the other hand, the 

Supervision Committee insisted that the maintenance of the inside the unit was the 

responsibility of the tenants, and its obligation was confined to the outside of the unit 

[19].  The committee in its newsletter repeatedly mentioned the careless attitude of 

some residents toward the maintenance of their apartments [15].  It claimed that its 

financial resources were limited and could barely handle the external maintenance (Fig.  

42). 
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Fig.  42.  Maintenance instruction manual and a newsletter regularly published by 

the Supervision Committee 

Source:  [20 and 21] 

 
In a rare move and as the leak of water between units became severe, the 

Committee decided to repair the plumbing pipes of most affected apartments on its 

own expense.  Nonetheless, such an attempt did not succeed.  Residents were not 

corporative to allow maintenance labors to enter their units.  Some were not in their 

apartments most of the time while others complained about the inconvenience of the 

time of the maintenance or gave excuses such as a presence of a guest, etc.  As a result, 

the maintenance groups made several changes in their schedule, but that did not work 

either.  This had worsened the plumbing situation in the project [15]. 

As far as the maintenance of the buildings or complex (outside the 

apartments), the real challenge the Supervision Committee faced with was the refusal 

of some residents to pay the annual maintenance fees.  Some residents thought that 

public areas such as sidewalks and gardens as well as utilities (water, electricity, etc.) 

were damaged so they stopped paying the fees.  They expressed their concern about the 

broken elevators, septic tanks that flooded weekly, and irregular availability of water 

and electricity.  A few years ago, the amount collected for the complex maintenance 

was USD 187,000 instead of 535,000.  This has affected the Committee’s maintenance 
efforts [15]. 

Besides this, the smoke coming from the restaurants of the ground floor has 

badly changed the color of the exterior of the towers.  Other residents said that there 

was not any supervision of the maintenance work by the Committee or representatives.  

Yet, when the Committee intervened, unqualified workers did the maintenance job. 

Cleanness was another issue that many residents disappointedly mentioned.  

This matter was reflected in the garbage that was found between the towers and in 

garages, lobbies and corridors (Fig.  43).  In addition to ruthless graffiti, bad smells 

often came out from emergency exists and staircases where residents threw their daily 

trash.  Respondents claimed that there was no concern for cleaning in the project by the 

Committee or/and other residents. 

The Supervision Committee, however, said that cleaning around the buildings 

was the responsibility of the Municipality, which sometime ignored the project [21].  

Also, each tower had a modern system of trash collection, but due to some vandalism, 
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misuse and bad smell coming out from garbage, the Committee stopped allowing 

residents to utilize the system. 

 

 
  

Utility room Airshaft Lobby 

Fig.  43.  Unclean public spaces 

 

4.2.7.4.2. Reasons for damages:  Many residents pointed out the absence of 

the Committee in managing and assuring the welfare of the complex.  Also, the 

Committee had no rules of punishing those residents who caused damages in their 

building.  Several residents mentioned that the Committee should set orientation 

lectures and teach ignorant residents how to take good care of the complex.  Some 

respondents felt that irresponsible behavior was another reason for damages.  For 

instance, various residents threw their garbage anywhere or left lights of corridors on 

for years until they got burned.  Children played football in corridors causing damages 

to walls, doors, lights, etc.  Teens gathered in groups fighting.  A resident showed a 

surveyor blood marks of fights on walls.  Also, some residents did not know how to for 

example operate an elevator, causing repeated damage to it. 

A resident remarked that there have been many times when the maintenance 

laborers left the maintenance work incomplete due to not being paid by the Committee.  

And often those labors were not qualified.  Another respondent stated that the long 

time gab (more than 10 years) between the compellation of the project and its 

occupancy had some physical impacts on the project. 
 

4.2.7.5. Security and safety in the building and complex 
Most residents commented on the issue of parking security (Fig.  44). They felt that the 

garages have been used for committing various kinds of crime due to lack of security.  

These garages were dark, dirty, less maintained and often used for drug use and other 

immoral activities.  Indeed, a terrorist activity has taken a place in one of the garages 

where the police discovered large quantities of ammunitions and bombs stored in them.  

Also, several cars full of drugs and alcohol were reported there.  This is in addition to 

the many cars that have been stolen from these garages.  
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Fig.  44.  Placing a chain or installing a door by residents for security of the car 

parking spaces 

 
A few years ago, a huge fire broke out in one of the units.  Fire trucks were 

unable to enter the complex due to double or improper parking in the barriers of the 

garages.  This brings us to the issue of traffic around the project.  Due to the heavy 

traffic congestion generated by the complex and surrounding areas, a network of 

bridges and tunnels has been initiated around the site in 2005.  Yet, the network is not 

finished yet because of traffic and other complications in the area, which is considered 

a major traffic node in Jeddah [12]. 

Lack of security has increased the residents’ fear of a fire or serious incident 
that would be hard to overcome.  Some residents were also concerned about the safety 

of their children indoor and outdoor.  Children’s playgrounds, being unattended, were 
unsafe (Fig. 45).  Although the Committee in its newsletter listed certain measures 

residents should implement to address the safety of their children, there has been an 

accident of a death of a child reported in the complex in 2005.  In this horrific accident, 

the child of four year old failed down from the 17th floor of his tower.  He died 

immediately.  He sneaked through the metal bars his parents placed on one of the 

balconies of the unit [17 and 22]. 

 

  

Fig.  45.  Deserted plazas and playgrounds 

 
Theft was among the most crimes witnessed by residents.  A respondent 

claimed that one of the neighboring units was broken into by thieves in broad daylight.  

Another said that he witnessed the killing of an African man who was thrown out from 
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the 16th floor.  Also, some apartments were converted by tenants or gangs into alcohol 

factories or suspicious activities. 

Some minor incidents were mentioned by residents, indicating lack of security, 

safety and moral values in the complex.  For instance, disturbance by loud music from 

or family arguments in a neighboring unit was very common. 

 

4.2.7.6. Conclusive comments 

Toward the end of the questionnaire, many respondents and those who were 

interviewed revealed their final points of view on Jeddah Rush Housing.   The most 

comment made was that this complex was a failing project and needed to be 

demolished.  Other demanded replacing the project with another one that was more 

secured, safe, well maintained, clean and with better residents’ awareness.  Some said 
that the physical and social deterioration of the project has turned the complex into 

another slum in Jeddah.  A few residents demanded an immediate intervention from a 

higher authority for a reliable Supervision Committee and more services (i. e.  clubs) 

for children and teens. A resident asked for the prevention of renting the units.  He said 

that these units were not meant for investment. 

 

4.3. Recommendations by Residents 

Several residents who have been interviewed came up with the following suggestions 

in order to stop or at least reduce the social and physical problems in Jeddah Rush 

Housing Project: 

 Enhancing the sense of belonging and responsibility of residents by workshops, 

seminars and lectures organized and supervised by some residents, invited 

speakers, and the Supervision Committee. 

 Setting up harsh fines by the Supervision Committee against any resident that 

creates damage or annoy other residents. 

 Establishing a regular maintenance program by both the residents (or their 

representatives) and the Committee. 

 Redesigning the common areas such as sidewalks and playgrounds by making 

them socially attractive and secured. 

 Hiring a company that is specialized in security. 

 Increasing communication between residents and the Supervision Committee. 

 Publishing more materials by the Committee to expand residents’ awareness. 
 Removing all satellite dishes from the facades and placing them on the roof. 

 Redesigning the front facades in order to create a harmony between the exterior of 

the apartments and that of the shops in the ground floor. 

 Expanding the use of the garden to strengthen social relationship between 

residents. 

 Maintenance outside the unit should be contracted out to a professional company,  

The USD 367 paid by each unit is sufficient enough to cover the cost. 

 Enhancing the security of the garages, which should be heavily guarded to prevent 

vandalism, crimes and strangers’ cars from entering. 
 Seeking more funds from the government to support the maintenance and 

supervision work by the Committee. 
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The author thinks that the above recommendations by residents are genuine.  

Nevertheless, their implementation will not be easy and would take time.  Also, more 

detailed studies based on the current social and physical problems of the complex are 

still needed.  Livability studies focusing on the issues of safety, security, privacy, and 

sense of community are required. 

 

5.   SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

After its completion, the Rush Housing Project of Jeddah that features high-rise towers 

remained unoccupied for more than a decade.  However, the project started to show 

scenarios of social and physical decays after being occupied by residents.  The author 

consequently surveyed the complex in an attempt to find out the nature and scope of 

these issues.   

The investigation has realized the presence of various social and other 

problems that varied from social disintegration, crime, and safety to poor maintenance 

and services.  These problems were a major concern to residents who participated in 

the survey (questionnaires and interviews) of this research. 

There is no doubt that the Rush Housing Project of Jeddah adds another 

example of  unsuccessful public housing to similar projects of high-rise residential 

buildings worldwide.  These projects have failed to create a decent living to occupants, 

and themselves turned out to be problematic to the surrounding social and urban 

context. 
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اƃعنجل بجدة سƂنناإتقييم اƃسƂن في مشروع   

ƅقد مƄث مشروع اإسƄان اƅعاجل بجدة، اƅمملƄة اƅعربية اƅسعودية، غير مأهوا ƅسƊوات طويلة مƊذ 
ااƊتهاء من إƊشائه في اƅثماƊيات من اƅقرن اƅفائت، وذƅك بسبب إشƄاƅيات عمراƊية واجتماعية وبيئية 

ى اƅمواطƊين، Ƅƅن وفي وسط اƅتسعيƊات، تم محتمل أن تؤدي إƅيها أبراج اƅمشروع اƅعاƅية بعد توزيعها عل

http://www.saudiembassy.net/
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توزيع اƅوحدات اƅسƊƄية من اƅمشروع على اأسر اƅسعودية اƅمستحقة، وƄما Ƅان متوقع، أصبح اƅمشروع 
 اƅعمراƊي وااجتماعي في اƅمديƊة. رمصدر ƅاƊحدا

تقوم هذƋ اƅدراسة باƅتحقق من اƅمشاƄل ااجتماعية اƅتي صاحبت اإقامة في مشروع اإسƄان اƅعاجل في 
مديƊة جدة وتختبر مدى رضا اƅسƄان عن اƊƅواحي اƅتصميمية واƅخصائص اأخرى اƅمتعلقة باƅمشروع، 

ƅحياة اƅيومية ƅسƄان معتمدة على مسح تم اƅقيام به ƅلوقوف على Ɗوعية هذƋ اƅمشاƄل ومدى تأثيرها على ا
 اƅمشروع.

 : إسƄان عام، جدة، مƊاطق عشوائية، تفƄك اجتماعي، أبراج سƊƄية.Ƃلمنت مفتنحية
 


