[image: image1.png]& VicHealth



[image: image2.wmf][image: image3.jpg]0
Brotherhood

of St Laurence

Working for an Australia free of poverty




The relocation research project: 

Implementing relocation policies that enhance residents’ health, wellbeing and social inclusion 

Kathy Arthurson, Anna Ziersch and Iris Levin
Southgate Institute for Health, Society and Equity

July 2014
For further information or to discuss this summary report, please contact:

Kathy Arthurson
Director, Neighbourhoods, Housing and Health @ Flinders
Southgate Institute for Health, Society and Equity
Email: kathy.arthurson@flinders.edu.au
Ph. (08) 7221 8416
Introduction

Governments in the 21st century face many policy challenges, and one of these is improving social and health inequities for disadvantaged population groups concentrated in particular neighbourhoods or regions of cities. Neighbourhoods that are characterised by disadvantaged populations, who experience low incomes, poor mental, social and physical health and high levels of unemployment, often contain concentrations of poorer quality public housing (Baum, 2008; Goetz and Chapple, 2010). 
Policy responses to this issue include dispersal strategies to redistribute poverty concentrations; asset management strategies to improve housing quality; and neighbourhood regeneration programs, incorporating initiatives aimed at improving neighbourhoods’ characteristics (Arthurson, 2012; Doff and Klienhans, 2011; Jacobs et al., 2004; Petticrew et al., 2009). These responses frequently involve rehousing residents. This process incorporates changes to factors that may have positive or negative impacts on residents’ health and wellbeing (Baker and Arthurson, 2007). Factors explored previously in the literature include changes to housing quality, social networks and neighbourhood environments. Literature about forced relocation in Australia is scarce (Baker, 2008), thus in this research project we aimed to explore these factors further, as well as identify other factors and their impact on residents’ health and wellbeing. The redevelopment of the Carlton Housing Estate (Stage 1) in Melbourne formed the case study project. 

Research objectives

Our research aimed to:

· conceptualise the key factors that change when residents are relocated as part of social housing asset improvement projects, to increase our understanding of the impacts on residents’ health and wellbeing and social inclusion
· investigate the relative importance of these factors from the viewpoint of tenants being relocated and policymakers, using a case study of the population rehoused as part of a public housing estate asset renewal project in Melbourne
· investigate the experience of living in a mixed-tenure estate from the viewpoints of relocated public tenants, new public tenants, private residents and service providers.
Context and methods

The suburb of Carlton is located on the north-eastern boundary of the City of Melbourne. At the 2011 Census, the suburb was home to 14,401 residents, of whom 1715 (12 per cent) were public housing tenants living in the Carlton Housing Estate (ABS, 2013; City of Melbourne, 2012). The Estate was built in the 1960s as a result of a massive slum clearance program undertaken by the then Housing Commission of Victoria between 1939 and 1973 (Tibbits, 1988, pp. 124-6). The Carlton Housing Estate spans 7.5 hectares over three sites: Lygon, Keppel and Elgin. Before redevelopment, the Lygon and Elgin sites contained both high-rise buildings and walk-ups (apartment blocks without lifts) of four and five storeys. The Keppel site has been unoccupied since 1998 and contained no social housing when redevelopment commenced. The walk-ups had not been upgraded since the time of their construction other than carrying out periodic maintenance and thus were deemed appropriate for demolition and redevelopment (DHS, 2009; 2013). 
The Carlton Housing Redevelopment project is the largest public-private partnership redevelopment project in Victoria. It commenced in 2006 and will be completed over nine stages by 2017 (DHS, 2013). The project includes the redevelopment of both public and private housing units, the construction of a retirement village and an aged-care centre, the development of new public parks, gardens and landscaping, and the gradual renovation of the existing high-rise public units. The walk-ups of the Lygon site were demolished in late 2006, while those of the Elgin site were demolished early in 2011. Before redevelopment had started, there were 192 units in the walk-ups of the Lygon and Elgin sites, all of them of three bedrooms. The Lygon site (Stage 1) has been completed since August 2011 and both public and private residents have moved in. The Keppel site (Stage 2) has been completed and occupied since September 2012. The Elgin site construction (Stage 3) is planned to be completed in mid 2014 (Table 1). The new units are more diverse in size than the original units and comprise a majority of one and two bedroom units, and fewer three and four bedroom units. In total, there will be 246 new units instead of 192 old units that were in the walk-ups. The number of bedrooms, however, will decrease from 576 to 444 (DHS, 2009, p. 28).
Table 1: Number of public and private units pre- and post-redevelopment
	Housing site / stage
	Pre-redevelopment
	Post-redevelopment

	
	Public units
	Private units
	Public units
	Private units

	Lygon site – Stage 1
	136
	0
	  84
	  98

	Keppel site – Stage 2
	    0
	0
	  50
	  98

	Nicholson site – Stage 3
	  56
	0
	112
	116

	Total Carlton Estate
	192
	0
	246
	312


(Source: DHS, 2009; 2013)
The research project commenced in early 2011 and focused on the Lygon site (Stage 1 – the only completed complex at that time). We were interested in interviewing people who had previously lived on the site and had either come back to live in the newly completed redevelopment complex or decided to stay away. Data collection included both qualitative and quantitative methods: observations on the Estate and at community events while taking field notes; in-depth interviews with tenants who were relocated and moved back to the redeveloped building, stayed away or moved into the new building from elsewhere; a survey of public tenants; interviews with local service providers; interviews with private residents in the redeveloped complex and a survey of 200 residents in the Carlton area.
Before redevelopment, the site included eight walk-up buildings of varying sizes. As part of the redevelopment a new complex has been constructed, containing three adjacent buildings that sit on the same block in a U-shape, each facing a different street and together enclosing a communal outdoor garden. The largest of the three buildings is eight storeys and consists of public housing, while the other two, on either side, are private apartment buildings of four storeys with entrances and car parks separate from the public building. The communal garden is not accessible to public housing tenants, though some can observe it from their balconies. It is only accessible to private residents secured through their buildings.
Throughout 2012 we interviewed a total of 51 participants (Table 2). All interviews with tenants were semi-structured, lasted an average of 40 minutes (but varied between 20 minutes and over two hours), and were recorded in a digital form and then transcribed. Public housing tenants’ demographic characteristics are presented below (Table 3). 
Table 2: Participants in the research N=51 (excluding 200 survey respondents)
	
	Interviewed

	Public housing tenants who previously lived in the walk-ups and returned to the redeveloped complex (returning)
Public housing tenants who moved to the redeveloped complex from elsewhere (new to building)
	11
10

	Public housing tenants who did not return to the redeveloped complex (non-returning)
	10

	Private residents who live in the redeveloped complex (private owner or renter)
	10

	Representatives of service providers
	10

	Total
	51


Table 3: Sample demographic characteristics of public and private residents N=41
	Characteristics
	Public tenants n=31
	Private residents n=10

	Average age
	40+
	30+

	Female (per cent)
	40
	40

	Australian-born (per cent)
	47
	60

	Working or studying part- or full-time (per cent)
	13
	100


The interviews explored different aspects of the public housing tenants’ lives pre- and post-relocation, in order to understand any changes to health and wellbeing that may have occurred due to relocation and redevelopment. In building on the literature, we were interested particularly in any effects experienced as a result of changes to housing and surrounding grounds, social networks, safety and security, perceptions of stigma, satisfaction with the relocation process and social and tenure mix. 
In the survey of 200 residents around the Carlton area, we asked questions about their perceptions of the housing estate before and after redevelopment. Respondents who had lived in the Carlton area for at least 7 years (i.e. before the walk up buildings were demolished) and were aware of the redevelopment of the estate were surveyed by telephone and randomly sampled using the Electronic White Pages (52 per cent response rate). Demographic information of respondents is presented below (Table 4).
Table 4: Demographic information on local resident survey respondents

	Variable
	Categories
	N ( per cent)

	Gender


	Female

Males
	115 (58)

85 (43)

	Age
	18–29
	6 (3)

	
	30–39
	16(8)

	
	40–49
	30 (15)

	
	50–59
	44 (22)

	
	60–69
	62(31)

	
	70–79
	32 (16)

	
	80+
	10 (5)

	
	
	

	Housing
	Own your home/joint owner
	130(65)

	
	Pay a mortgage/buying
	16 (8)

	
	Pay rent to the Housing Commission
	30 (15)

	
	Pay rent to a private landlord
	20 (10)

	
	Pay board (to your own or another family)
	3 (2)

	
	Other: please specify
	1 (1)

	
	
	

	Languages spoken
	English only
	147 (74)

	
	Other than English
	53 (27)

	
	
	

	Financial management
	Finding it very difficult
	2 (1)

	
	Finding it difficult
	11 (6)

	
	Getting by
	62 (31)

	
	Living comfortably
	85 (43)

	
	Living very comfortably
	37 (19)

	
	Don’t know/refused
	3 (2)

	
	
	

	Country of birth
	Australia
	145 (73)

	
	Other than Australia
	55 (27)

	
	
	

	Years living in Carlton 
	
	Mean: 13.1  Median:  11.7


Findings
Reasons for tenants not returning to the new building (at Drummond Street)
The main reason people decided not to return was because they were offered units with fewer bedrooms than what they felt they needed. For example some single parents wanted a spare bedroom for when their children came to stay. Despite their disappointment about not returning, they preferred to stay in a larger unit rather than move back to a brand-new but smaller unit. This led to distress among some of the tenants who did not return to the redeveloped building. 

Well if I had two bedrooms in the other place I would have moved because I have more space, room, and so that’s why I decide to stay here (male, 50+, non-returning).

Well the new units were very small. We know you don’t need big units but I have a carer, my sister who cares for me, and they wouldn’t give us a two bedroom unit. We probably could have pushed it but even the single – even the one room units, the bedrooms were so small and the window – one fixed window and one small window which winds out (male, 50+, non-returning).

Most of the tenants we interviewed who did not return were frustrated because they felt that the Office of Housing had promised them the opportunity to move back to Drummond Street and to a similar size flat but in the end this promise was not kept. 

Another reason for choosing not to return was the significant time lag that occurred between moving out and back in again, sometimes up to seven years later. We have been told that some people who moved to outer suburbs had settled into their new place of residence and thus did not want to relocate again. However, the researchers were unable to locate tenants who had moved to the outer suburbs and did not return. Tenants who did not return and participated in interviews lived in nearby units around the Carlton area.
Grounds and housing amenity 
A common view shared by service providers and tenants was that the quality of grounds and areas surrounding the estate has improved significantly as part of the redevelopment project by way of landscaping the open area between the high rise buildings, building a new community garden, creating grassed areas with a new playground and installing barbecue facilities, tables, benches and covered areas. The improved open space has led to an increase in tenants spending more outdoor time, with many children playing in the playground and adults chatting nearby. A similar view was shared in regard to housing quality within the redeveloped building, which was perceived as significantly better than the quality of the previous walk-up flats. Typical comments from public housing tenants included:

The building is great, you know, it’s beautiful, it’s made people with more self esteem. Overall I can see the majority of the people; they can’t believe they can afford to live in a place like this (female, 40+, new). 

The change from here – to come back to a place like this is like coming back to a six star motel in Hawaii, that’s how it feels – that’s truthfully. It’s quiet, it’s good and there’s no problem with the people here (male, 50+, returning).

Social networks 

The findings suggest that changes to social networks were not significant for most tenants who relocated. Tenants mainly moved to units on the Estate or to nearby estates, with the Carlton Office of Housing staff trying their best to meet tenants’ requests. This meant that most tenants did not experience a major change to their social networks due to the redevelopment project:
Well I was used to it here. All my friends are here, my sister lives across the road here in Pitt Street. I know everybody here (male, 50+, returning).

No, it was just across the road there. If it was maybe somewhere further it might have changed friends (male, 20+, returning).

No, just the same. I didn’t feel that I lost my community, you meet new friends (female, 30+, non-returning).
However, there were a small number who had lost contact with their friends due to relocation:
I didn’t want to move. I was feeling bad because I had all my friendships over there. ... Yeah here because that’s the only family that speak my language so for me it’s a little bit difficult (female, 70+, non-returning).

Once, like we used to see each other going up, downstairs. It was – like the technology right now, back then it wasn’t like as much as now and as a big as now, like easy access and everything so we didn’t have no [phone] numbers, no nothing, and used to just... Since they left, the old number is cut off so they can’t get in touch with you, you can’t get in touch with them (male, 20+, non-returning).
As mentioned previously, the researchers found it difficult to locate tenants who had moved farther away from the Carlton Estate. The social networks of these tenants may have been adversely affected by the relocation and this is an area for investigation in future research of this kind.
Safety and security

Changes to safety and security were commented upon regularly during interviews. Most service providers believed that in general the safety on the Estate has improved as a consequence of the redevelopment of the outdoor area with its new landscaping and lighting. Many participants believed that due to redevelopment the Estate has become friendlier, leading to outsiders feeling they can pass through it without fear. Perceptions of safety and security among tenants who lived in the redeveloped complex varied:
This building, security wise, it’s wide open. Three people that I know here, they’ve tried to break into their door already. They need a secure flywire – they can’t count that door downstairs, people just walk in and out (male, 60+, new).

There [are] a few issues with the younger people here, they lobby down in the lobby together. It’s not very good for the women here, they get worried and concerned. I’ve been there a few times when they’ve come into the foyer. They’re all down there and the women are all worried downstairs, you see them (male, 50+, returning).

I was glad when they pulled them down and I had to move. At least at Reservoir it was a different sort of scene. But this is different; this is totally different, really nice. You felt unsafe in those old units; you really did feel unsafe (male, 60+, returning).

Some tenants felt the old walk-ups were extremely unsafe while conversely others reported that they were very safe. These different opinions were linked to different perceptions of the walk-ups (or previous housing). This may have been a result of the specific location of the unit in the walk-ups, as some blocks were considered safer than others. Issues that were often raised were the lack of peep-holes and screen doors in the new units, and the main entrance door that has been broken regularly. 
Some tenants emphasised the ongoing reduction in public housing stock and the resultant concentration of tenants most in need with multiple problems. They contended that they had been promised a family-oriented building but instead many occupants had mental health problems and drug abuse issues.

My next door neighbour, oh my God. She’s on drugs and she’s screaming in the middle of the night. [...] At my other place we [had] no problem. I move in here maybe one month later from under the car park they steal my car... (female, 40+, returning).
Stigma and reputation

The majority of tenants reported positive change in how people from outside the estate perceived the new building. 
People outside of here don’t look at us in this building as part of the high-rise, they look at it as private because that building there is private and they think this is all private. So from a résumé point of view, if I was looking for a job or something, it sits better on a résumé too (male, 50+, new).

A lot of people don’t even know that this is Ministry [housing] here. When I talk to them ‘I’m in Drummond Street’ [they say] ‘Oh you’re so lucky, in those new – oh wow!’ you know? A lot of them don’t realise that it’s Ministry unless you say it (female, 30+, returning).

 A few tenants, however, said the change was minimal: 

Just for living in Commission, people know it’s Commission and just because you live here doesn’t change who you are or what you are, so they still look at you the same. It’s definitely better but – what can I say? – yeah people just look at you the same (male, 20+, returning).

The process of relocation 
Most tenants felt that their needs and requests were addressed by the Office of Housing, although sometimes what they were offered did not match tenants’ expectations. The mismatch between tenants’ expectations and actual reality occurred because when tenants relocated out of the walk-ups, most were moved to a unit with either the same number of bedrooms (three) or more than they already had. They said that this was because the Office of Housing wanted to expediently relocate them out of the buildings in order to commence the redevelopment. Tenants who wished to return to the redeveloped new building were later reassessed by the Office of Housing and at this stage in many cases were offered a smaller unit than what they had previously had access to, this time according to their actual needs (as reviewed by the Office of Housing). That this situation could occur was not made clear to most tenants before relocation, and some felt the Office of Housing did not keep their promise.

The policy is the policy but I don’t accept it because my family situation is my family situation (male, 50+, non-returning).

Look I feel like the Housing Commission lied to me, to be honest (male, 40+, non-returning).

This reassessment would most likely be supported by the general public as there appears little justification for a single person to live in a three bedroom unit subsidised by the State. However, sometimes the situation is more complicated as in the case of two divorced fathers who have their children living with them only during weekends and need to accommodate this situation. Both these tenants and many others decided not to return to Drummond Street because if they did, they would have had to compromise the size of their unit, thus they preferred to stay away in their older but larger unit. Of the ten non-returning tenant interviewees, eight did not return because of this reason, and we have heard many other stories concerning similar cases. This mismatch has led to these tenants feeling frustrated in not being able to move back to the redeveloped building as they had been assured.

An important aspect of the redevelopment processes was the degree of public consultation during the different stages of redevelopment. Service providers agreed that tenants have not been involved in decision making about the redevelopment and relocation process but have only been informed about the project. Tenants perceived the role of public consultation in different ways: 

I’m no Philadelphia lawyer but I reckon that then they can say ‘well, we consulted the residents’. They can say ‘well we had a meeting once a month with the residents and they – sorry, ex residents – and they know what we’re building so it’s all above board’ (male, 50+, non-returning). 

Look, I think they have consulted. I think that they pretty much kept in touch with all the tenants from the walk-ups and kept us informed of every meeting that was going to happen or any gathering, any barbecue, any function. I think they’ve done a pretty good job of keeping everybody in touch with the next step (female, 40+, non-returning).

Mixed tenure and social interaction

Public housing tenants in the redeveloped complex were not very concerned with issues of tenure mix. They reported that they had not experienced social mixing with private residents who live on the same block. Similarly, most private residents were also relatively unconcerned with issues of social mix on the site. 

I mean it’d be great to know other people in the other buildings. I think I’d feel better about living here. I don’t feel bad about living next to people in commission housing, I just – it is us and them very much so, especially when there’s damage to property and you feel that it doesn’t hurt them like it hurts you because – I mean we’re invested in this property (female, 30+, private owner).

Some private renters said they did not think social mix could work on the estate because of the disparity between the two groups regarding to education, lifestyle, family situation and social background. 

One major issue that was frequently discussed by service providers was the internal garden between the three buildings. Most public housing tenants did not complain about the fact that they cannot access the garden, but some public tenants and private residents believed it is not fair that the garden is accessible only to private residents.

It’s probably a bit unfair, having them be able to see it but not – well I think also they haven’t – the fact that they’ve put it there, they really haven’t made it big enough to cater for... (female, 20+, private renter).

Their buildings are completely separate. I mean in between the three buildings there’s a little park in the middle with barbecues and the rest of it; we don’t have access to that. I mean when they built the barbecues underneath 510 because they’re doing all the garden and that over there, as soon as those barbecues went in down there me and my mates used them probably 10 or 15 times in the space of two and a half months. Nearly every Friday night we’d go to Safeway, get all our meat and bread and the rest of it and have a big barbecue with beers and the rest of it but now to walk all the way over there - it’s only a couple of hundred metres but it’s a bit far when there’s one out the window which we don’t have access to, which seems a bit silly (male, 30+, new).

Public housing tenants and private residents alike felt that there is no meeting space for them to interact around the redeveloped building, and thus few opportunities to get to know each other.

Yeah and I’m not, again, opposed to what they [private residents] have but this area has nothing where people can get together whereas 530, 510, 480 have a community hall. Elgin Street, the new building on Elgin Street, we fought, we took up a petition and we got approval in the new buildings to go in there, that the community hall be put there. We think it’s important (male, 50+, new).

The only opportunity for social mixing was a project run by Environment Victoria about the green fittings supplied in the buildings. Though only a small number of residents have been involved, this opportunity to mix was appreciated by both public tenants and private residents. 
Some private owners complained that they had not been told about the housing tenure mix when they purchased their apartment. Private residents also noted that public housing tenants do not have the same rules as private residents regarding the use of balconies and external appearance of their units.
At the time we were not aware that half of the building complex would be allocated to "government housing" [...]. However, had I been aware of this small but vital detail I would not have spent my entire life's savings on purchasing this apartment due to the stigma of living close to/or being neighbours with "commission" housing because it will bring down the re-sale value of even a free standing property close to commission housing in a surrounding suburb (female, private owner).
Health and wellbeing

The effects of relocation in terms of health and wellbeing varied. Some people found relocating to a different unit or estate a very difficult experience.

I’m a pretty strong-minded person but it was getting me down. Well, look, I’m houseproud in my place, I like my place to be all right. Sometimes you won’t see it because I haven’t done my housework but the thing is there I lost interest. Once you lose interest you’re not feeling too good. The place [relocated unit] was getting to me. It was, I’ll be honest, I lost interest (male, 50+, returning).

Others were happy to move out of the walk-up to a different environment. For most tenants, coming back (or moving into) a new unit at 522 Drummond Street has been a very positive experience in terms of health and wellbeing, due to the improved housing conditions and new facilities.
I am actually sleeping better than I’ve slept for a long, long time. ...It’s the first time I really feel like I’ve got a home. ... Contentment, yeah, more contentment. (male, 60+, new). 

It’s definitely good, yeah. I’ve got major depression and the rest of it and since I moved here it’s been a hell of a lot better. The other place was just constantly depressing (male, 30+, new).

Well the most important ones was I am happier here. It’s a bigger place for me, it’s happier. It’s not so much being a new place it’s a better place and I’m happy in myself. Being around friends even more so and it’s more convenient also for shopping and other things (male, 50+, returning).

For those who relocated and did not move back to the redeveloped building the change has been less positive. Some complained that their health has deteriorated because of the need to relocate and then not moving back to the new building:
No, I was happy there [at the walk-ups]. Yeah happy to be in my place – I mean flat – and I was happy there. Honestly, I didn’t want to move. They moved me in the end, the last time, yeah (male, 40+, non-returning).
No I was very – a little bit upset because I knew from the beginning that they say that they would move temporarily to us and then we’re going back to new premises and I don’t think that will happen, and that was true, we are still in this place (male, 50+, non-returning).
External perceptions of the estate and tenure mix

Survey respondents were asked to rate a number of aspects of the housing estate both before and after the redevelopment on a scale of 1–10, where 1 was very poor and 10 was excellent (Table 5). Ratings of all of the aspects of the estate were statistically significantly higher after redevelopment than before the redevelopment, suggesting that the redevelopment had improved overall perceptions of the estate by people living in the area.
Table 5: Survey respondent ratings of Estate characteristics*

	
	Before redevelopment

Mean/median
	After redevelopment

Mean/median

	Housing quality
	4.37 / 4.00
	6.98 / 7.00

	Physical buildings and grounds
	4.32 / 4.00
	7.23 / 8.00

	Reputation
	4.36 / 5.00
	7.26 / 8.00

	Safety on and around the estate
	5.10 / 5.00
	6.75 / 7.00


* Responses were weighted for age and sex according to the Census to be representative of the Carlton area.
Survey respondents were also asked whether they thought it was a good idea for housing estates to have a mix of public and private housing. The majority thought that it was a good idea with 62 per cent reporting that they agree with this ‘quite a bit’ or a ‘great deal’ (Table 6).
Table 6: To what extent is tenure mix a good idea?*

	Response
	N ( per cent)

	Not at all
	13 (6)

	Slightly
	37 (19)

	Quite a bit
	38 (19)

	A great deal
	85 (43)

	Do not know
	26 (13)


* Responses were weighted for age and sex according to the Census to be representative of the Carlton area.
Conclusions and recommendations 
Interviews with tenants, service providers and private residents revealed that many of the outcomes of the redevelopment have been positive, particularly in relation to the quality of the new units and surroundings and this was echoed in the improved perceptions of residents living in the surrounding suburb. While most returning tenants were satisfied with the improvement in their housing and grounds qualities, some non-returning tenants experienced distress because they could not move back to the redeveloped building. Disruptions to social networks were minimised due to major efforts of the Office of Housing to accommodate tenants’ location preferences. Most tenants felt that there have been improvements from the previous stigma associated with the estate and the survey of surrounding residents supported this improvement in reputation. The majority of tenants and private residents felt that the opportunities for social interactions between the two parties on the estate are limited. Most tenants did not have major changes to their health and wellbeing as a result of relocation from their place of residence, though a few of them did report on significant changes.
The main questions arising from the research that remain for discussion between policy makers, tenants, private residents and service providers for future redevelopment processes are:
· Given that most tenants and service providers expressed disappointment with the consultation processes, how might the structures for consultation be improved?

· How might the mixed-tenure component be made more transparent during the sale of units to private buyers?  

· How migh the mismatch between the tenants’ expectations and Office of Housing guidelines about the number of rooms that tenants are entitled to be addressed?

· What can be done to respond to the disappointment of some public tenants and some private residents about the lack of a shared space where interaction could flow but is not forced?

· How can the management and maintenance of public and private buildings be improved to achieve a more consistent physical environment?

· How might perceptions of safety and security in the new building be addressed? (For example, by the addition of security screen doors and peep-holes to unit entrances.)
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