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The purposes of this research were to find the costs and benefits Items in a mutual help housing
project and to evaluate the BTP Ladpraw 101 m both financial and economic aspects using the cost-benefit
analysis technique. The analysis was divided into two parts: the investor and the clients. The samples were 50
people who were involved in the building of then homes and who have been living there ever since.
Questionnaires were used in collecting data and BTP Company’s financial statements during the years 1979 - 1998
were analysed. Research instruments mcluded the project's 9-stage conceptual framework and interviews. Data
was analysed usmg worth indicators, le. Net Present Value (NPV) linternal Rate of Return (IRR) and Benefit - Cost
Ratio (BIC Ratio). Qualitative analysis was also done.

The research findings can be summarized as follows:

L For the investor, there were 27 cost Items, 24 of which were explicit costs, the remaining were
implicit cost ; 23 benefit Items , 21 of which were direct benefits, and the other two were indirect benefits. The
financial evaluation during the twenty years revealed that investment on building together group only would have
resulted in a 37% loss on costs compared to a 40% profit from investment on building for sale only. Both
investments put together would yield a 4% benefit, at the ratio of 40:60 between building for sale and building
together, at an inflation rate of 5.9%, and an economic growth rate of 6.3%. The economic eval ation revealed that
the project earned only 043% profit. It was found that all NPV, IRR and B/C Ratio indicated that the project was
not worth the investment either financially or economically. However, the cost-benefit evaluation of those Items
with no monetary value revealed that the benefits were higher than the costs incurred.

2. For clients, there were 10 cost Items, 8 of which were explicit costs, the remaining were implicit
costs: 30 benefit Items 125 of which were direct benefits, and the other were indirect benefits. The ratio of direct
physical, economic/financial, and social benefits was 8:7.9, more or less at the same levels. On calculating worth
indicators, it was found that all NPV, IRR, and B/C Ratio mdicated that the project was worth the mvestment both
financially and economically because there were more advantages for the clients than disadvantages. The
qualitative analysis also showed that the benefits were higher than the costs.

It can thus be concluded that this project was beneficial to low-income people. They had them own
hosues, lived m community and been selves-reliance. Although the project might not be worth the mvestment,
Meanwhile, the investors could still manage not to make any loss. This could be considered a praisworthy way of
helping solve a social problem of housmg for low-income families.
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