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PREFACE

Background

Housing and Community Services (HACS) is a division of the ACT Department of Disability, Housing and Community Services. The area broadly provides services to people in serious disadvantage or crisis, including the provision of public and community housing, housing for people experiencing homelessness and the provision of community support services in the ACT.  The area controls more than 11,500 public and community housing properties, including the assigning of tenants to properties, and the maintenance of these properties.
The provision of public housing services by HACS is covered by the National Affordable Housing Agreement (NAHA) and associated Partnership Agreements. This is an agreement made between the Commonwealth and all states and territories to provide and increase the amount of affordable, appropriate and secure housing for people on low incomes and those who have difficulties accessing home ownership or the private rental market. There is a need for states and territories to monitor the performance of their provision of housing services, one strategy for which is the bi-annual quantitative National Social Housing Survey (NSHS) which is managed by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW), the Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs (FAHCSIA) and each state / territory Housing Authority.   

As a demonstration of commitment to assessing the performance of housing provision, HACS continues to undertake consultation with tenants at alternate years to the NSHS. In 2010 this included a series of qualitative consultations with tenants and a quantitative survey replicating measures collected in the NSHS. This allows the HACS to further explore, monitor, and track some of the key issues related to the provision of housing services with a view to ongoing service delivery and improvement. Specific information gathered from tenants includes:

· Overall satisfaction with services provided;
· Service parameters and drivers of satisfaction;
· Satisfaction with condition of the home;
· Tenant needs, including how public housing has helped tenants; and

· Tenant characteristics e.g. household composition, labour force participation, tenant participation.  

In 2010, HACS commissioned TNS Social Research to facilitate the 2010 Client Satisfaction Survey (CSS) into public housing, the results of which are presented in the following report.
Objectives

The research assists HACS to understand and measure their current levels of satisfaction with services provided.  Specifically, the research aims to:

· Provide data pertaining to tenant satisfaction in relation to key aspects of product and service delivery, including:

· service from Housing ACT

· aspects and condition of the home

· maintenance and servicing of the home

· contact and engagement with Housing ACT 

· dwelling and location needs and how well these are met

· Allow tracking of levels of satisfaction and key performance and service measures over time
· Explore the drivers of satisfaction and understand factors affecting overall satisfaction; and

· Provide comparisons of data over time, identifying both improvements in service delivery and any issues which may be of increasing concern or relevance to the Department.

Methodology

The research method used in the 2010 CSS was identical to previous iterations of the survey, utilising qualitative and quantitative components in tandem. For the qualitative component, eight focus groups were facilitated with Housing ACT tenants, comprising a mix of dwelling type and social group. The quantitative component was again facilitated through a mail-out self-completion questionnaire.  The 2010 sample included 3032 tenants, with a total of 1094 tenants completing and returning the survey in the allotted timeframes, representing an overall response rate to the survey of 36%, similar to previous waves of the survey.
To examine differences in satisfaction between years and subgroups of the population, significance testing was conducted at the 95% confidence level.  However, significance testing was only conducted where base size information was available. The 2010 data was unweighted owing to lack of information about tenant location as a result of a printing error with the questionnaire. To ensure validity of the unweighted 2010 data, several steps were taken including:
· Examining the difference between weighted and unweighted data from 2006 and 2008 surveys, which indicated minimal difference between data on key service and other measures;

· Collecting tenant completion data separate from the survey questionnaire, which indicated a proportional spread of tenants across different areas of Canberra equivalent to the actual distribution as shown in ABS population statistics and indicating that the return card sample was representative of the target population.
Data treatment

Sampling errors

All surveys are subject to errors.  There are two main types of errors:  

· Sampling error:  Sampling error is the error that arises because not every single member of the population was included in the survey.  Given the random sampling procedures and large sample employed in the CSS, the chances of this are small and measurable.  In the case of the CSS, 1094 tenants responded.  A sample of this size has a maximum margin of sampling error on an estimate of a proportion of less than 3% (at the 95% confidence level).  
· Non-sampling error:  Non-sampling error includes things like sample bias that occurs through self-selection in mail-back, self-completion surveys; data entry keying errors; and tenants misunderstanding a question. Every attempt was made to minimise the non-sampling error in this study and TNSSR does not anticipate any specific issues associated with non-sampling error to have an affect on this survey. 

Demographic analysis

Responses to all questions in the 2010 survey for tenants with different demographic characteristics were compared and differences tested for statistical significance.  At the end of each commentary for key questions the significant differences for the demographic characteristics are summarised. Due to the inability to match sample back to location as a result of the aforementioned printing error, please note that no comparison is available for data across different areas of the ACT and in relation to dwelling type.
2010 Client Satisfaction Survey Report
The purpose of this report is to present the findings of the 2010 Client Satisfaction Survey for Housing ACT.  The report incorporates survey data and measures, including tracking of data over time, advanced analysis examining drivers of satisfaction and importance of attributes, and breakdowns among specific subgroups of the population where results are of relevance or significantly different from others. Alongside this data, further elaboration and insight of the main themes and issues drawn from the qualitative consultation is provided, presenting an integrated level of detailed and rich feedback from all aspects of the research program.

 The report structure is as follows:
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Executive Summary 
The following section summarises the key findings of the 2010 research with public housing tenants, highlighting key points in relation to:

· Tenant satisfaction with the services provided by Housing ACT;
· Strategic parameters of service delivery measures;
· Satisfaction with dwelling and the extent to which this met needs; and
· Tenants perceptions and needs of public housing in the future.
Tenant satisfaction with the services provided by Housing ACT
· Overall satisfaction with the service provided by Housing ACT increase to 73%, reflecting a continuation of positive trends over time (up from 69% in 2008). Dissatisfaction also decreased to its lowest ever level (15%). 
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Figure 1:  Overall satisfaction 2001–2010 

Q1:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the service provided to you by Housing ACT since May last year?

BASE:  All tenants (2001 n=636, 2003 n=566, 2004 n=1028, 2005 n=911, 2006 n=1193, 2008 n=1087, 2010 n=1094)

· While there were some individual issues raised regarding the services received, satisfaction was shaped in many ways by an appreciation of benefits provided through public housing, particularly the affordability it offered and the provision of a relatively safe and functioning home.

· There were some concerns in relation to the variability of the service provided, with this perceived to change depending on which staff members tenants happened to engage with. Overall though, the majority of tenants were satisfied with some key service parameters, including: availability of clear information (74% satisfied), the way you were treated by staff (75%), emergency maintenance (76%), day-to-day maintenance (68%), and non-maintenance services (61%).

· Non-maintenance services attracted the most criticism overall, though on balance the majority of tenants were satisfied with several different aspects of these. Time and efficiency of handling queries received most negative comment, with almost one third of tenants expressing dissatisfaction towards the time it had taken to get though on the phone and how efficiently the query was dealt with. 

Strategic parameters of service delivery
· In 2010, five key service parameters related to condition of home, maintenance, information and service from Housing ACT staff were further examined to assess change over time and impact on overall satisfaction. 

· Encouragingly, all of these parameters had increased levels of satisfaction compared with 2008, and were higher over the long term since 2001.
· The level of influence of these parameters on overall satisfaction was similar to previous surveys, with the most influential factor being availability of clear information, followed by treatment by staff and condition of home.

· When overlaying performance (i.e. satisfaction) with derived importance (influence), the picture was mostly positive, reflecting the positive trends in satisfaction in 2010. Relative to other aspects, condition of home presents the largest priority area 

Figure 2: Strategic matrix for overall satisfaction
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Satisfaction with dwelling 
· In 2010, two-thirds (67%) of tenants reported that they were satisfied with the overall condition of their home, an increase of 5% from 2008 levels (62%).

· Many tenants outlined how they took pride in their homes and made the most of the condition, even if there were cases where the condition was less than ideal. These problems were often related to the age and upkeep of properties, as well as the quality of some of the fittings and fixtures.

· On balance, the majority of tenants were satisfied with specific aspects of the condition of their home, in particular the condition of the inside (71%) and the amount of privacy it provided (71%). There was slightly lower satisfaction with regards the condition of the outside (63%) and security of the home (60%).

· In relation to shared facilities and areas, around two-thirds of tenants (67%) were satisfied with the cleanliness of shared facilities, however dissatisfaction was evident among a considerable proportion of tenants when it came to cleanliness of these (32% dissatisfied). Dissatisfaction was also present among a notable proportion of tenants with regards the overall condition of their shared building (34%) and overall security of this building (40%).
Tenant perceptions and needs of public housing in the future
· The majority of tenants were positive towards the impact public housing had made on their quality of life, with 63% reporting that this had improved since entering public housing. Benefits commonly mentioned related to the low cost of rent and the impact this had on other opportunities and access to resources, as well as the stability and security offered with their tenancy.

· Tenants had a range of dwelling needs, with the most important relation to security, safety and privacy. Compared to some other aspects of the dwelling, these features were considered less likely to be met and thus represent priority issues for tenants.

· Tenants also outlined many location needs, with the most important relating to access to essential services such as shops, banks, health and public transport, as well as closeness to family and friends, which was an element considered less likely to be met.

· Around one in five (22%) tenants indicated they required some form of ongoing assistance for a disability or health condition. Mostly this was provided through informal channels, with additional support from government or community groups for some.

· Many tenants were stable in their current property and had no intentions of moving in the future, the barrier of private rental prices and home ownership significant. Additionally, public housing was compared positively to the private sector in offering them security of tenancy.
SURVEY RESULTS

1.   Satisfaction with service delivery
This section of the report explores tenant’s perspectives on the service provided by Housing ACT, drawing on their experiences outlined during qualitative consultation and a detailing a number of key indicators assessed through the quantitative survey of tenants. These include satisfaction overall and with the general service provided by Housing ACT, aspects of emergency and day-to-day maintenance and non-maintenance services received.
KEY FINDINGS
· Overall satisfaction with the service provided by Housing ACT increase to 73%, reflecting a continuation of positive trends over time (up from 69% in 2008). Dissatisfaction has also decreased to its lowest ever level (15%). 
· While there were some individual issues and concerns with some of the services received, satisfaction was shaped in many ways by an appreciation of benefits provided through public housing, particularly the affordability it offered and the provision of a relatively safe and functioning home.

· There were some question marks in relation to the variability of the service provided, with this perceived to change depending on which staff members tenants happened to engage with. Overall though, the majority of tenants were satisfied with key service parameters, including: availability of clear information (74% satisfied), the way you were treated by staff (75%), emergency maintenance (76%), day-to-day maintenance (68%), and non-maintenance services (61%).

· In relation to maintenance services, the most dissatisfaction and concern was in relation to the quality of work undertaken and the time it had taken to deal with the issue. Here in particular there was some delineation between emergency and day-to-day maintenance, with emergency maintenance considered more favourably and generally more efficient in being implemented within necessary timeframes.

· Non-maintenance services attracted the most criticism overall, though on balance the majority of tenants were satisfied with several different aspects of these. Time and efficiency of handling queries received most negative comment, with almost one third of tenants expressing dissatisfaction towards the time it had taken to get though on the phone and how efficiently the query was dealt with. Many tenants felt that they had to be proactive and persistent to resolve the issue that they had with Housing ACT.
1.1.   Overall satisfaction with service
1.1.1
Overall satisfaction (2001–2010)
Figure 3 below illustrates the trend in overall satisfaction with the service provided by Housing ACT since 2001, indicating a general improvement in overall satisfaction over the past few years. 
· Between 2001 and 2004, approximately six out of ten tenants expressed overall satisfaction with Housing ACT, with a low of 58% recorded in 2004.

· This trend was reversed in 2005, where a significant increase in satisfaction of 7% was recorded, from 58% in 2004 to 65% satisfied in 2005.  

· This upward trend has continued across the past five years and the 2010 figure of 73% represents the highest level of satisfaction recorded, eclipsing the previous highest of 69% two years ago.

· Correspondingly, over this ten year period dissatisfaction has decreased consistently, from 22% in 2001 to 15% in 2010.
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Figure 3:  Overall satisfaction 2001–2010 

Q1:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the service provided to you by Housing ACT since May last year?

BASE:  All tenants (2001 n=636, 2003 n=566, 2004 n=1028, 2005 n=911, 2006 n=1193, 2008 n=1087, 2010 n=1094)
 ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories
Figures differ to the P7 customer satisfaction performance indicator results reported in Table 1, as a different methodology is used for performance indicator calculation.  Figures reported here should not be used for performance reporting under the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement.  

Demographic factors that impact on overall satisfaction with service delivery:
· Satisfaction increased with age.

· ACT tenants with children under 16 in the household were significantly less satisfied than those tenants living alone / as a couple. 

· There were also some differences related to employment and income, with tenants who were working and earning a wage less satisfied than those not in the workforce / receiving allowances.

Qualitative insights

The qualitative consultation with tenants provided further exploration into tenant satisfaction, although typically the discussions focused on specific service aspects, and these are included where relevant in subsequent sections of this report. The discussion groups provide a forum for tenants to express their views and outline experiences with Housing ACT and it is not uncommon for specific issues and problems to be raised in such a setting. However, on balance, and when asked to sum up their overall opinion at the end of the discussions, most tenants were satisfied (giving marks around 6 – 8 out of 10), acknowledging a number of benefits associated with being in public housing and content to have a place to live. 

For many tenants, public housing was perceived to be the only option for them and entry into public housing had occurred through challenging or difficult life circumstances. In this light, they were typically happy to have been assisted by public housing and, while they may have had gripes about things like maintenance, facilities and the condition of their home, their satisfaction overall was influenced by the fact that they had been provided with a relatively safe and functioning home.
“I was living on the streets at the time and with my ex-boyfriend and I went into housing. I just kept going in there every single day until they gave me a place. They finally got me one two years down the track.” (Market renter)
“I had nowhere to go and I rented privately.  I was pregnant with my first child.  I waited three months, just called them every week to ask them where it was and within three months they had given me a house, so I was grateful.” (Indigenous tenant)
A common theme across discussions was a perception of variability in the service from Housing ACT, seemingly dependent on who you spoke to, your case manager, the contractors who were sent round etc. Often this perceived variability was felt to hinder a good, consistent service, and limited the extent to which their specific needs and situations were felt to be taken into account. For some this contributed to feelings of ACT Housing as impersonal and bureaucratic.
“(Would like) a bit more empathy and understanding of our situation, rather than just seeing us as a number.” (Single parent)
1.1.2
P7 Performance Indicator

In 2010, as in previous years, an overall customer satisfaction performance indicator was calculated – known as P7.  This indicator was calculated as follows:

          Sum (Number of tenants who said that they were satisfied (very or satisfied)

[image: image27.emf]By emergency 

contractors

Reporting day-to-day

maintenance

By day-to-day 

contractors

Reporting emergency 

maintenance

Treatment by staff

0.02

0.13

0.60

0.03

0.15

When visiting the office

By emergency 

contractors

Reporting day-to-day

maintenance

By day-to-day 

contractors

Reporting emergency 

maintenance

Treatment by staff

0.02

0.13

0.60

0.03

0.15

When visiting the office

P7 =
          Sum (Number of tenants who gave a valid answer to the satisfaction question)

Non-valid answers were where a tenant did not answer the question.  As a result of this re-calculation, the P7 figures differ to the overall satisfaction data reported in Figure 3.
The overall P7 performance indicator in 2010 was 75%.  This has again increased from the results obtained in 2006 and 2008. The proportion of tenants saying they are very satisfied has also increased significantly from 2006 and 2008. 
Table 1:  P7 calculations – ACT 2006 – 2010
	
	2006
%
	2008
%
	2010

%

	Very satisfied
	24
	24
	42

	Satisfied 
	45
	47
	33

	Overall P7 measure
	69
	71
	75


Tenants who did not answer were excluded from the analysis and as such the figures reported differ to the overall satisfaction figures reported in Figure 1. The P7 figures reported in this table are to be used for performance reporting under the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement.  

1.2.   General service from Housing ACT staff
1.2.1 Satisfaction with aspects of general service
Satisfaction with two specific elements of general service was measured in the 2010 survey: availability of clear information and treatment by Housing ACT staff (see Figure 4).  Overall, the majority of tenants were satisfied with both aspects. Availability of clear information and treatment by Housing ACT staff were considered satisfactory by 74% and 75% of tenants respectively, while just over one in ten tenants were dissatisfied with these service aspects.
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Figure 4:  Satisfaction with aspects of general service
Q2:  In relation to the service provided by Housing ACT, since May last year, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with…?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories

Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction with aspects of service delivery
· Men were more satisfied than women on both measures.

· Satisfaction increased with age for both elements. 

· Couples with no children were significantly more likely to be satisfied with both measures than households with children.

· Tenants on an aged pension recorded higher satisfaction levels than tenants receiving income from a wage/salary or a disability pension in relation to the availability of clear information.
Qualitative insights

There were a range of perspectives offered during the qualitative discussions in relation to aspects of service from Housing ACT, though on the whole most tenants were appreciative of the efforts of staff and the sometimes difficult job they faced. When it came to the treatment they got from Housing ACT staff, overall this was considered to be friendly in nature and professional from most staff they had encountered. However, the biggest frustration was what was perceived to be inconsistency in the service and interaction they had with staff, exacerbated by frequent staff turnover (especially with regards case managers) and speaking to different people each time they contacted the Department.

“Area Managers – yeah, they seem to change quicker than I change my underwear. There is no consistency because everybody comes and goes and then if you tell someone they can document it, but if they don’t go back in and look at those documents and a new person comes along, they have got no idea.” (Indigenous tenant)
Tenants cited examples of ways in which they were treated well by Housing ACT staff, with this often entailing consistency in who they dealt with, bringing a level of rapport and understanding of their personal situation. Others brought up examples of staff who were less understanding and appeared to show less concern about their circumstances.

“She just goes that extra yard because she puts herself in your shoes, and she actually - time's no issue and she does put pen to paper.  She always gets back to you.  She rings you no matter what.”  (Single parent)
“Yeah, the people that we talked to at first were really, they didn't care. But then I met someone else, some other guy from there, [inaudible] and he pushed for me and he ended up getting us the house. You get some good ones and you get some bad ones.” (Market renter)
“Well they’re just heartless. They don’t care about people. All they care about is ‘are you paying rent?’” (Parent)
Staff were considered to be a key conduit of information and the level of access to staff was felt to be acceptable, though with comments regarding waiting to speak to them and being transferred from one staff member to another. Tenants were aware of other ways of obtaining information (such as online and written information provided to tenants), but for many this was not always clear or they did not want to ‘wade through’ extensive paperwork, instead preferring to contact Housing ACT staff to address their query or clarify the information specific to their circumstances.
1.2.2
Satisfaction with aspects of general service (2001–2010)
There have been minor fluctuations in satisfaction over time in the ACT across the two elements of general service measured in 2010; however, as with overall satisfaction, the results in 2010 are higher than all previous years (Figure 5). 
· Satisfaction with the availability of clear information increased significantly (74% compared with 67% in 2008), although dissatisfaction remains at similar levels to recent years (13%). 
· Satisfaction with treatment by Housing ACT staff also increased significantly from 2008 (up 5% to 75% in 2010), with dissatisfaction for this element remaining stable.
Figure 5:  Satisfaction with aspects of general service 2001–2010
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Q2:  In relation to the service provided by Housing ACT, since May last year, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with…?

BASE:  All tenants (2001 n=636, 2003 n=566, 2004 n=1028, 2005 n=911, 2006 n =1193, 2008 n=1087, 2010 n=1094)

 ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories

1.3.   Emergency Maintenance
1.3.1
Contact for emergency maintenance service
Emergency maintenance is referred to in the survey as a maintenance issue that is a threat to life such as a burst water pipe, blocked toilet or sewerage pipe, serious roof leak, gas leak or total power failure.  Over half (51%) of tenants in the ACT indicated that they had contacted Housing ACT at least once in the past 12 months for emergency maintenance (see Figure 6):
· Just over one fifth (21%) contacted only once with a further 14% doing so twice. Six per cent of tenants contacted Housing ACT five or more times for an emergency maintenance issue in the past year.

· A substantial proportion of tenants in the ACT (47%) did not make contact with Housing ACT in the past 12 months for an emergency maintenance issue.  
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Figure 6:  Contact for emergency maintenance service
Q6:  How many times have you contacted Housing ACT for an emergency maintenance problem since May last year?
 

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)
Demographic factors that impact on contact for emergency maintenance service:

· Male tenants were significantly more likely to have said that they did not contact Housing ACT regarding emergency maintenance than females.

· Older tenants (45+) were less likely to have contacted than those aged between 15-44 years.

· Tenants working full time were significantly less likely to have made contact for emergency maintenance than those working part time.

· Tenants on a pension were significantly less likely to have contacted for emergency maintenance than those with other forms of income.

· NESB tenants were significantly less likely to have required emergency maintenance services than tenants from English-speaking backgrounds.

· Tenants with children were significantly more likely to make contact for emergency maintenance compared with singles and couples with no children.
1.3.2
Satisfaction with emergency maintenance service
Figure 7 illustrates overall satisfaction with emergency maintenance over the past year among tenants who had used the service. Three quarters (76%) were satisfied with the emergency maintenance services they had received with 15% indicating they were dissatisfied with these services.
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Figure 7:  Satisfaction with emergency maintenance service

Q7:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the maintenance services you have received, since May last year, for emergency maintenance problems? 
 

BASE:  Tenants who contacted Housing ACT for emergency maintenance (2010 n=580)

‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories

Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction with for emergency maintenance service:

· Satisfaction with emergency maintenance increased with age.

· Similarly, aged pensioners were significantly more likely to be satisfied with emergency maintenance services than tenants with other forms of income.

· Households including a person with a disability were more dissatisfied than other tenants.

1.3.3
Satisfaction with specific aspects of emergency maintenance service 
The majority of tenants were satisfied with all aspects of emergency maintenance service measured in the research, as indicated in Figure 8.
· Around four in five tenants were satisfied with the way they were treated by contractors (81%), the way they were treated by staff (83%), and the information on how to report an emergency maintenance problem (81%).
· Across the five elements, time it takes to fix a problem had the highest level of dissatisfaction (19%), as well as the lowest level of satisfaction (68%). Quality of work was also an issue for some (12% dissatisfied)
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Figure 8:  Satisfaction with specific aspects of emergency maintenance service

Q8: In relation to emergency maintenance services, since May last year, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following? 

BASE: Tenants who contacted Housing ACT for emergency maintenance (weighted 2010 n=580)

‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories

Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction with specific aspects of emergency maintenance service:
· Satisfaction with all aspects of the emergency maintenance service was higher amongst tenants aged 45 or more.

· Tenants with children tended to be less satisfied with all aspects of emergency maintenance service and these differences were significant in some instances, especially when compared with those couples or singles living alone.

· Although not statistically significant, there was a clear trend of lower satisfaction amongst Indigenous tenants.

Qualitative insights
In discussing emergency maintenance with tenants it was clear that for some it was challenging to distinguish between emergency and day-to-day maintenance issues. Several tenants recalled experiences in which they felt something was an emergency maintenance issue, only for Housing ACT to deem this non-urgent. Where this occurred, tenants were usually frustrated and critical of the service, as they expected the issue to receive greater priority.
“He just kept on playing silly buggers with me and didn’t get anyone out for about three hours. Then when the plumber finally came over, he said that the guy in the maintenance line hadn’t said it was urgent.” (Parent)
Many knew the process involved and procedures required for emergency maintenance, such as telephone numbers to call, case numbers to record and call outs being completed within a certain time. On the whole, most tenants were happy with this process and reported their issues had been resolved and work completed to a standard which rectified the problem. Some compared this process quite favourably to other experiences they had encountered in the private sector.
“I'm, I suppose, reasonably happy with what happened. I had someone come within four hours to screw the window shut so I could be secured until the next day when they could get a glazier and someone to come fix the metal. But they came and did what they said they were going to do.” (Market renter)
“At least there is an emergency line you can call and they do respond. Because I’ve had my toilet explode with real estate and no-one answered their line either, at night time or in the morning.”  (Single parent)
Overall, despite one or two more negative incidents reported, the group discussions reiterated a positive level of satisfaction with emergency maintenance, which was usually considered more favourably than day-to-day maintenance when this was subsequently discussed.

I found with emergency things they were there quite quick. I had to hassle them, and if I asked for that job number I think it made things happen a little bit faster.  But with day to day maintenance it's rotten.  (Single parent)
1.4.   Day-to-day maintenance service
1.4.1
Contact for day-to-day maintenance service 
Day-to-day maintenance issues are classified in the survey as issues that are not a direct threat to the tenant but may impact on a tenant’s lifestyle. This could include such things as repairs to bench tops, cupboards, cracked tiles or exhaust fans. 
Overall, contact for day-to-day maintenance was at similar levels to emergency maintenance, with just over half (52%) of tenants having used these services once or more often within the past year.
[image: image33.wmf]13

32

34

40

19

9

11

13

67

60

56

47

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

1

2

3

4

Satisfied

Neither

Dissatisfied

How clean the shared facilities 

Overall security of 

the building

Overall condition of the 

building

How clean the shared areas 

are

Figure 9:  Contact for day-to-day maintenance service
Q9.  How many times have you contacted Housing ACT for a day-to-day maintenance problem since May last year?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)
Demographic factors that impact on contact with Housing ACT for day-to-day maintenance:

· Female tenants generally contacted this service more than men.

· A significantly greater proportion of tenants aged 15-44 contacted Housing ACT for day-to-day maintenance services compared with older tenants (45+).
· Tenants receiving income from a pension or unemployment benefit were more likely to contact this service than those earning wages/salaries or other types of income.

· Single parents were significantly more likely than singles living alone to have made contact for day-to-day maintenance.

1.4.2
Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance service 
Just over two thirds (68%) of tenants who made contact with Housing ACT for day-to-day maintenance were satisfied with the service. Just over one in five tenants (21%) expressed dissatisfaction with day-to-day maintenance. Compared with emergency maintenance, day-to-day maintenance has historically received lower satisfaction scores and this was the case again in 2010. Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services is 8% lower than that for emergency maintenance (a gap which was 9% in 2008). 
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Figure 10:  Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance service 
Q10:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the maintenance services you have received, since May last year, for day-to-day maintenance problems? 

BASE:  Tenants who contacted Housing ACT for day-to-day maintenance (2010 n=588)

‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories
Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance:

· Tenants aged 45+ were more satisfied with day-to-day maintenance than younger tenants.
· Tenants who were unemployed or not in the labour force were more satisfied than tenants who were working both full and part time.

· Tenants born outside Australia were significantly more satisfied with day-to-day maintenance services than those who were Australian born.

· Couples/ singles living alone were significantly more satisfied with the day-to-day maintenance service than other groups.

1.4.3
Satisfaction with specific aspects of day-to-day maintenance service 
The majority of tenants were satisfied with all aspects of day-to-day maintenance services that were measured, although some variations were evident (see Figure 11):
· Around four in five tenants expressed satisfaction with the way they were treated by staff (82%) and contractors (81%), along with the information on how to report a day-to-day maintenance problem (79%)

· There was lower satisfaction towards the quality of the work (72%) and the time it takes to fix the problem (65%), with almost one quarter of tenants reporting dissatisfaction with this aspect of the day-to-day maintenance service. 
Figure 11:  Satisfaction with specific aspects of day-to-day maintenance service 

[image: image35.emf]63

15

13

3

4

2

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Improved It hasn't really made

a difference

Some better some

worse

Worsened Don't know/No

opinion

Not answered

Total proportion of respondents

%


Q11:  In relation to day-to-day maintenance services, since May last year, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with…?

BASE: Tenants who contacted Housing ACT for day-to-day maintenance (2010 n=588)
‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories
Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction with specific aspects of day-to-day maintenance:

· Male tenants were significantly more satisfied with the information on how to report maintenance problems than female tenants.
· Those with an income from the aged pension were significantly more satisfied with the information on how to report maintenance problems, the way you are treated by staff and contractors, the time it takes to get the problem fixed and the quality of the work done by the contractor than other tenants.
· Households including someone with a disability or illness were significantly less satisfied with the information on how to report maintenance problems and the way you are treated by staff than other tenants.
· Couples with no children were significantly more satisfied with the information on how to report maintenance problems, the time it takes to get the problem fixed and the way you are treated by staff compared with other groups.

· Couples with no children were also significantly more likely to be satisfied with the quality of the work done by the contractor compared with households with children.
· Singles with and without children reported lower levels of satisfaction with the way you were treated by contractors than couples with or without children.
· Both tenants who were from a Non-English speaking background and born outside of Australia reported higher levels of satisfaction on all measures.
· Older tenants (45+) were significantly more likely to be satisfied with the way you are treated by staff, the way you were treated by contractors, the time it takes to get the problem fixed and the quality of the work done by contractors than under 45s.
Qualitative insights
Qualitative discussions with tenants highlighted a number of experiences which were considered less than satisfactory, particularly in the context of mostly positive views and experiences with emergency maintenance. Reflecting the survey data, the biggest frustrations appeared to relate to the time it took for day-to-day maintenance to be addressed and the quality of work undertaken. 

Several tenants expressed a more complex process involved for day-to-day maintenance requests and work than for emergency maintenance, further complicated by changing personnel and different contractors. In several instances raised, contractors visited the property on a number of occasions without resolving the issue. Some of these were complex issues requiring maintenance to the wider neighbourhood (e.g. roots of trees impacting plumbing) and appeared to be ongoing over several years. Others found it frustrating when maintenance requests appeared to be fixed but subsequently reoccurred and the whole process was initiated again, with the onus perceived to be on them to do something to activate maintenance, rather than Housing ACT following up and checking the work done. 

“On their report it said it was finalised and they weren't actually coming to fix it. I kept ringing them, kept harassing them. I've been ringing them for about six months now and they still won't come out and do it.” (Market renter)
“Now you can ring up people to get something moving and it can get lost or blokes that come out and they’ll say oh I can’t do this and then they go away. It’s up to you to reinitiate the whole thing again, like to find someone that’s qualified.” (Single parent)
The professionalism and attitude of contractors carrying out day-to-day maintenance was thought to vary, reflective of the many different contractor personnel who had visited tenant properties. Most believed they were professional and friendly, although there was variability from contractor to contractor. There was a sense that some contractors were ‘making the most of the system’ by making multiple visits, carrying out extensive work when it was not necessarily required and ensuring they got paid just for turning up. 

“They're nice, like, some of them are nice when you talk to them. Some of them are really rude.” (Market renter)
“In the beginning Spotless was really prompt.  They were really good.  But now I get a plumber out for a leaky tap and he's like well, anything else you want me to fix, because he knows he's making heaps of money.  They need to sort out their contractors, and maybe regulate them a little bit more.” (Single parent)
The quality of work was also thought to vary, and several tenants across the discussions felt that contractors did not provide work to the highest possible standard as they knew it was ‘government housing’ and that they did not need to complete work to a high quality. A common criticism was of contractors completing work but leaving the dwelling messy and creating more problems. Others mentioned instances of waiting at home for contractors (and even taking time off work for this) only for them not to show up, although this appeared to be fairly infrequent across all participants in the groups.

“People are slack when they know it’s housing. Because my ex, I mean, he does carpeting and he would be -- and I’d go with him sometimes and be his lackey. He’d be like ‘oh it’s alright, it’s just a housing job.’” (Single parent)
“They didn’t cover anything and I mean all this grout or whatever it is, concrete or grout stuff just dropped everywhere and set hard, on my washing line, on my washing.”  (Indigenous tenant)
“And the way they leave your house if they do something in a bathroom.  They never clean up.  They're really filthy.” (Parent)
1.5.   Non-maintenance services
1.5.1
Contact for non-maintenance services 
Non-maintenance issues are those that are not directly related to the maintenance of a tenant’s home.  These may include such things as support, advice, transfer availability or complaints and disputes. Nearly one half of tenants (46%) reported contact with Housing ACT for non-maintenance matters over the past year, slightly lower than the level of contact for day-to-day maintenance (52%) and emergency maintenance (48%).
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Figure 12:  Contact for non-maintenance service 
Q12:  How many times have you contacted Housing ACT for any reason other than to report a maintenance problem since May last year?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

Demographic factors that impact on contact for non-maintenance services:
· Male tenants were less likely than female tenants to have contacted Housing ACT for non-maintenance issues.
· The likelihood of not having contacted Housing ACT for a non-maintenance issue increased significantly with age. Tenants in receipt of an aged or disability pension were least likely to have made contact for non-maintenance services.

· Tenants who were born in Australia were less likely than those born elsewhere to have been in contact for non-maintenance services.

· Couples with no children were less likely to have contacted Housing ACT for non-maintenance than those with children..

· Generally, the likelihood of a tenant not having contacted Housing ACT for non-maintenance services in the past year increased with the length of time the tenant had lived in a Housing ACT residence.
1.5.2
Satisfaction with non-maintenance services 
Approximately six out of ten (61%) tenants were satisfied with the non-maintenance services. As in previous years, satisfaction with non-maintenance services was significantly lower than both emergency (76%) and day-to-day maintenance (68%). Reflecting this lower score, dissatisfaction was evident in almost one third of tenants (31%). 
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Figure 13:  Satisfaction with non-maintenance services 
Q13:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the service you have received, since May last year, when you have contacted Housing ACT for reasons other than to report a maintenance problem?

BASE:  Tenants who contacted Housing ACT for a non-maintenance matter (2010 n=501).
‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories
Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction with non-maintenance services:
· Tenants who were receiving an aged pension were significantly more satisfied than wage/salary earners with the non-maintenance services received.
· Tenants with disability in the household were less likely to express satisfaction than others.
1.5.3
Satisfaction with specific aspects of non-maintenance services 

Reflecting the lower overall score for satisfaction with non-maintenance services, perceptions of individual elements of these services varied. Around half or more of tenants did however express satisfaction towards most of them (see Figure 14).

· The highest level of satisfaction was evident in relation to treatment by staff in the office (67%). However, staff knowledge was less well regarded, with 56% of tenants reporting that they were satisfied with this aspect and one quarter (26%) expressing dissatisfaction. 
· Time issues were evident for many, with approximately half of tenants indicating that they were satisfied with the time it takes to get through on the phone (54%) and time it takes before being attended to in the office (49%).

· Reflecting some tenants’ concerns over time, the efficiency in which the query was dealt with attained a similar level of satisfaction (53%).

· Highest dissatisfaction was apparent with regards to time it takes to get through on the phone and how efficiently query is dealt with (both 31%).
Figure 14:  Satisfaction with specific aspects of non-maintenance services 
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Q14.  In relation to staff service, since may last year, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with…?

BASE:  Tenants who contacted Housing ACT for a non-maintenance matter (2010 n=501)

‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories

Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction with specific aspects of non-maintenance services:
· Younger ACT tenants (15 to 44 years old) were significantly more likely to be dissatisfied with way you are treated by office staff and the knowledge of office staff than older tenants (45 years+).
· Female tenants reported significantly greater dissatisfaction than males on all measures.
· Tenants receiving an aged pension or unemployment benefit were significantly more satisfied with the time it takes to get through on the phone than those receiving a disability pension. Tenants receiving an aged pension or unemployment benefit were also more likely to be satisfied with the way you were treated by staff than wage/salary earners.

· Tenants in full time employment were significantly less satisfied with the time it takes before you are attended to in the office than those who were unemployed.

· Couples with no children were significantly more satisfied with the way you were treated by staff and how efficiently your query was dealt with compared with all other household types and were also more satisfied with knowledge of office staff compared to households with children.

· Those tenants who had lived in Housing ACT residences for 5-10 years were more dissatisfied with the way you were treated by staff and knowledge of office staff compared to others.
Qualitative insights
The discussions with tenants tended to reiterate some of the common issues also raised in relation to maintenance services, especially the efficiency and process of getting in touch with Housing ACT and the response of staff that they dealt with. Some tenants were highly engaged and involved with Housing ACT for non-maintenance issues, and these were often complex cases and situations which, at times, caused friction and conflict with the Department. Others were less engaged and generally had little need to engage regulary with ACT Housing. 

While there were some negative comments relating to the efficiency and accessibility of non-maintenance services, many tenants were appreciative of the presence of channels for engaging with Housing ACT if they needed to, even if this meant they had to be sometimes persistent to see the issue through.  As with other service aspects, turnover and variability of staff appeared to directly impact the nature of experiences and satisfaction with these.

“It’s really hard to get a hold of them if you try to ring them directly though. Yes. I keep ringing and ringing…” (Single parent)
“They are good, but you've just got to be on the phone - and then when you're trying to get your kids to school and then you get home and there's just engaged, engaged, engaged.  It's just a nightmare.”  (Parent)
“Yeah, the people that we talked to at first were really, they didn't care. But then I met someone else, some other guy from there, and he pushed for me and he ended up getting us the house. You get some good ones and you get some bad ones.” (Market renter)
2.   Strategic parameters

In order to further examine service delivery from Housing ACT, the following section summarises findings for five key strategic parameters
 linked to overall satisfaction, identifying their relative importance on shaping tenant satisfaction and, within each, the main factors influencing tenant views and satisfaction with individual aspects. The five parameters in 2010 were:
Table 2:  Strategic parameters

	Strategic parameter
	Section of the report
	Question number

	Condition of the home
	Section 3
Satisfaction with dwelling
	Question 3

	Emergency maintenance service
	Section 1
Satisfaction with service delivery
	Question 7

	Day-to-day maintenance service
	Section 1
Satisfaction with service delivery
	Question 10

	Treatment by Housing ACT staff
	Section 1
Satisfaction with service delivery
	Question 2b

	Availability of clear information
	Section 1
Satisfaction with service delivery
	Question 2a


KEY FINDINGS:
· There were positive increases in satisfaction towards the strategic parameters between 2008 and 2010, and over the long term since 2001; only one attribute (availability of clear information) has experienced an increase in dissatisfaction.
· The level of influence of the key parameters on overall satisfaction is similar to previous surveys, with the most influential factor being the availability of clear information, following by treatment by staff and condition of home.
· Day-to-day and emergency maintenance, while remaining important, have less overall influence on satisfaction with the services provided by Housing ACT, especially when compared with 2008.
· When overlaying performance (i.e. satisfaction) with derived importance (influence), the picture was mostly positive, reflecting the positive trends in satisfaction in 2010. Relative to other aspects, condition of home presents the largest priority area where influence is relatively strong and satisfaction is lower.
2.1.   Strategic parameters 2001–2010

Examining the trends in the results for the five strategic parameters measured in 2010 (Table 3), there is evidence of considerable improvement in how these factors are regarded by tenants. 

Between 2008 and 2010, the level of satisfaction increased for all aspects, with day-to-day maintenance and the availability of clear information both 7% higher than in 2008. Correspondingly there was a general fall in the proportion of tenants dissatisfied towards these measures. However, levels of dissatisfaction remained static between 2008 and 2010 in relation to treatment by staff and increased marginally with regards the availability of clear information (for these measures, consequently the proportion of tenants giving a neutral response decreased since satisfaction had risen as well).
Looking at the longer term trends since 2001, there have been clear improvements in satisfaction over this time, with some substantial gains in satisfaction, particularly for day-to-day maintenance (+12%), emergency maintenance (+8%), and the availability of clear information (+8%).
Table 3:  Satisfaction with strategic parameters between 2001 and 2010, 2008 and 2010

	
	Change in % satisfied 
	Change in % satisfied
	Change in % dissatisfied
	Change in % dissatisfied

	Strategic parameter
	2001–2010
	2008–2010
	2008–2010
	2008–2010

	Condition of home
	Increase (+3%)
	Increase (+5%)
	Decline (-4%)
	Decline (-4%)

	Emergency maintenance
	Increase (+8%)
	Increase (+4%)
	Decline (-6%)
	Decline (-3%)

	Day-to-day maintenance
	Increase (+12%)
	Increase (+7%)
	Decline (-10%)
	Decline (-4%)

	Treatment by staff
	Increase (+5%)
	Increase (+5%)
	Decline (-3%)
	Static

	Clear information
	Increase (+8%)
	Increase (+7%)
	Static
	Increase (+1%)


2.2.   Importance of strategic parameters 

To assist in planning and policy development within a service delivery environment such as this, it is valuable to identify the service parameters which have most influence on tenants' overall satisfaction. To facilitate this, advanced analysis was undertaken using AMOS – a form of Structured Equation Modelling. Like multiple regression analysis, AMOS enables the investigation of linear relationships between variables in order to determine relative influences of a number of variables on an outcome measure, i.e. drivers of satisfaction.

The figure below shows the relative importance of the five strategic parameters examined in the 2010 Client Satisfaction Survey and, as in previous years, the strongest drivers of satisfaction were the availability of clear information, treatment by staff, and the condition of the home. Both day-to-day and emergency maintenance have a lower level of influence on overall satisfaction, but they remain important aspects in the overall model alongside the other strategic parameters.
Figure 15:  Relative influence of strategic parameters on overall satisfaction
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2.3.   Satisfaction with strategic parameters 

Detailed information on the satisfaction scores associated with the five key strategic parameters is presented in the relevant sections of this report.  The figure below provides a summary of these findings, in the context of relative importance.  

Figure 16: Satisfaction with strategic parameters
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Note:  Figures are per cent satisfied (very satisfied and somewhat satisfied).

· Around three quarters of tenants were satisfied with the two most influential service parameters on overall satisfaction: availability of clear information (74%) and treatment by Housing ACT staff (75%).

· Condition of home, which had a considerable impact on overall satisfaction, was rated lower in comparison, with two-thirds (67%) of tenants satisfied with this parameter.

· While the impact of emergency and day-to-day maintenance on overall satisfaction was similar, satisfaction with these two aspects varied somewhat, from 68% satisfied for day-to-day maintenance to 76% for emergency maintenance. 

2.4.   Strategic matrix 

A further step in the analysis of strategic parameters was undertaken, whereby the AMOS analysis indicating relative degrees of influence was cross-referenced with the findings on actual levels of satisfaction to generate a strategic matrix. Essentially this plots the influence or importance of each parameter against the level of satisfaction towards that attribute and locates each parameter into a particular quadrant, as illustrated below:

Figure 17: Strategic matrix
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· Quadrant 1: Key Priorities – these have a relatively high influence and experience lower levels of satisfaction, i.e. they are important but underperforming

· Quadrant 2 & 3: Lower priority items – are of low influence in general but should be monitored, particular if there is lower satisfaction towards these aspects (quadrant 2) as poor ratings can often elevate importance in the future and more strongly impact service (dis)satisfaction.

· Quadrant 4: Strengths to reinforce – are items which have a strong influence on overall satisfaction and are well rated, hence they present potential for improved perceptions and delivery of services overall.

The strategic matrix for the 2010 survey of public housing tenants is illustrated below:  
Figure 18: Strategic matrix for overall satisfaction
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Overall, the picture is positive in many respects, with no service parameter identified as a strong priority to rectify (i.e. high importance and low satisfaction). There are, however, a couple of parameters which are borderline and, relative to other attributes, suggest some priority attention should be paid to them. One of these is the condition of home, which has featured as a service priority in previous years and remains of relative low satisfaction and is considered fairly influential on overall satisfaction. The other one is the availability of clear information, which is highly important and, though not of low satisfaction, receives less satisfaction than some other aspects.

Day-to-day maintenance has decreased as a priority since the last survey though with lower satisfaction scores it should be monitored and attention paid to ensure it does not become a stronger driving factor in dissatisfaction. Emergency maintenance in contrast is well regarded and not of significant importance compared to the other parameters. 

One area which is of high relative importance and performing well appears to be treatment by staff, which was in a similar position in previous years and are a positive strength to reinforce.
2.5.   Underlying drivers of satisfaction

To drill down further on the influence of the five strategic parameters on overall satisfaction, the components of these parameters were examined using the same technique as was used to examine overall satisfaction (AMOS analysis).  This thereby examines what is driving satisfaction within the individual parameters and subsequently influences their impact on overall satisfaction with the service provided by Housing ACT.
2.5.1
Service delivery elements - treatment by staff

Treatment by staff had considerable influence on overall satisfaction and received 75% satisfaction overall. Breaking down the components of this attribute, by far the biggest factor influencing this score was the treatment received by staff when visiting the office. Other aspects of service delivery were less important to satisfaction, although treatment from staff when reporting maintenance problems both had some influence on satisfaction. This pattern was very similar in 2008. 
Figure 19: Drivers of satisfaction with treatment by staff
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Note:  Figures are AMOS weights.

Around two-thirds of tenants were satisfied with the way they were treated by staff when visiting the office (67%), suggesting some improvement in this regard would increase satisfaction overall, given its significant weight as a driver of satisfaction.

2.5.2
Service delivery elements - emergency maintenance service
Satisfaction with emergency maintenance had limited impact on overall satisfaction and around three-quarters (76%) of tenants were satisfied overall with the emergency maintenance they had received. Aspects within emergency maintenance and their relative influence on satisfaction with this aspect of service are illustrated in the figure below.
Figure 20: Drivers of satisfaction with emergency maintenance service
[image: image43.emf]50

34

26

11

12

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Government or

community agency

Friend or relative who

does not live in your

home

Yourself Friend or relative who

lives in your home

Private agency

Total proportion of respondents

%


Note:  Figures are AMOS weights.

As in previous years, time taken to fix a problem was the most significant factor influencing overall satisfaction with emergency maintenance. This was also, relative to other aspects of emergency maintenance, the lowest rated in terms of satisfaction and indicates efforts to address waiting time and perceptions of waiting time for emergency maintenance would have considerable impact on improving satisfaction with emergency maintenance overall.

2.5.3
Service delivery elements – day to day maintenance
While still important to day-to-day maintenance overall, time taken to fix a problem was not as strong a factor on overall satisfaction as it was for emergency maintenance. Quality of work took on slightly greater importance, and was considered more important than it was in 2008. Treatment by staff when requesting maintenance was the other significant factor influencing satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance.
Figure 21: Drivers of satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance service
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Note:  Figures are AMOS weights.

Importantly, the two most influential factors were also the areas in which tenants expressed lowest relative satisfaction – 65% for time taken to fix a problem and 72% for quality of the work undertaken, suggesting there is some capacity to improve these and drive up satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance. 
2.5.4
Service delivery elements - non-maintenance service

While not in itself a strategic parameter, elements of non-maintenance services from Housing ACT, such as treatment by staff and accessibility of information, were themselves a strong influence on overall satisfaction with Housing ACT. Examining aspects of non-maintenance services, the most influential driver of satisfaction with non-maintenance was the efficiency of the service, followed by staff treatment and knowledge. Treatment by staff appeared to take on increased importance compared with 2008, while other factors were generally unchanged.
Figure 22: Drivers of satisfaction with non-maintenance service
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Note:  Figures are AMOS weights.

Considering its impact on satisfaction with non-maintenance services, efficiency was not widely regarded with satisfaction, with around one half (53%) of tenants expressing satisfaction with this. Staff knowledge was also relatively poorer scoring than some other aspects, with 56% of tenants reporting satisfaction towards this.
2.5.5
Contextual elements - condition of home
As in previous years, condition of the home continues to have significant influence on tenants’ overall satisfaction with Housing ACT. The aspects driving overall satisfaction with the condition of the home are illustrated below, with the condition of the inside of the home having greatest influence, followed by condition outside of the home. The influence of other factors was lower, including security and privacy.
Figure 23: Drivers of satisfaction with condition of home
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Seven out of ten (71%) of tenants were satisfied with the condition of the inside of the home, while satisfaction was lower in relation to the outside condition (63%) and security (60%). Potential increases here would help to drive improvement in satisfaction with home condition overall.
3.   Satisfaction with dwelling

Tenants were asked a number of questions regarding the condition of their home, examining their satisfaction with the condition overall and in relation to specific aspects such as the inside and outside of the home, and the security and privacy provided. Further questions explored reactions to shared facilities and common areas for tenants whom it was applicable.

KEY FINDINGS:

· Around two-thirds (67%) of tenants reported that they were satisfied with the overall condition of their home, an increase of 5% from 2008 levels (62%).
· The qualitative discussion indicated that many tenants had attempted to make the most of their home and took pride in it, despite what some saw as issues with its condition. One of the key concerns related to the age and upkeep of properties, as well as the quality of some of the items and fittings inside and outside the home, which made it more challenging to maintain in a good condition.
· On balance, the majority of tenants were satisfied with specific aspects of the condition of their home, in particular the condition of the inside (71%) and the amount of privacy it provided (71%). There was slightly lower satisfaction with regards the condition of the outside (63%) and security of the home (60%).

· In relation to the condition and upkeep of shared facilities there were some concerns raised, particularly in relation to the cleanliness and security of communal areas. Overall, around two-thirds of tenants (67%) were satisfied with the cleanliness of shared facilities, however dissatisfaction was evident among a considerable proportion of tenants when it came to cleanliness of shared areas (32% dissatisfied). 
· Dissatisfaction was also present among a notable proportion of tenants with regards the overall condition of their shared building (34%) and overall security of this building (40%).

3.1.   Satisfaction with overall condition of home 

3.1.1
Satisfaction with overall condition of home (2001–2010)

Satisfaction with the overall condition of the home has increased in 2010, up five percent to 67% - the highest level since the survey began in 2001. Correspondingly, dissatisfaction was also at its lowest level, although one in five tenants (21%) were dissatisfied overall with the condition of their home.
Figure 24: Satisfaction with condition of home 2001–2010
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Q3:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall condition of your home?

BASE:  All tenants (2001 n=636, 2003 n=566, 2004 n=1028, 2005 n=911, 2006 n=1193, 2008 n=1087, 2010 n=1094)
‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories
Demographic factors that impact on overall satisfaction with condition of home:
· Male tenants were significantly more satisfied than female tenants with their home’s condition.

· Satisfaction with condition of home increased significantly with age.

· Tenants who were not in the labour force were significantly more satisfied with the condition of home compared to employed tenants who worked full time.

· Tenants receiving an aged pension were significantly more satisfied with the condition of home than tenants receiving other types of income.

· Australian-born tenants were significantly less likely to be satisfied with their home’s condition compared with tenants born elsewhere. However, NESB tenants were more likely to be dissatisfied with their home’s condition than tenants from an English-speaking background.

· Couples/ single tenants without children were significantly more satisfied with the condition of home in comparison to households with children.

Qualitative insights

Feedback from tenants in the qualitative research included a number of examples of problems with different aspects of the home and its general condition. Many tenants recounted issues with elements within the home, such as plumbing, carpets, windows, as well as yards and fences, some of which had been long term and difficult to rectify. One of the common themes discussed impacting condition of the home was the age of buildings and their general upkeep. Several participants reported that their and others dwellings were becoming dated and old, contributing to problems with keeping them maintained. Others also thought that the home was susceptible to having problems with items inside the home, such as kitchens, bathrooms etc because of the relatively ‘cheap’ fit out and quality of construction and installation. 
“The problem is that some of these buildings are getting old and they need to be properly kind of… Well either torn down or restored properly. Not just painted over.” (Single parent)
Despite many appearing to face ongoing issues with the condition of the home, there was a sense of gratitude about having a home, and many tenants talked about making the most of what they had, and actively trying to improve its condition and make it more ‘homely’. Overall, there were not high expectations with regards the condition of public housing and several tenants were accepting of this, sometimes able to overlook and live with some of the problems they raised and make the most of it.
“It’s probably not the flashest house in the street, but it’s homely except for all its problems, but other than that you just learn to live with it.  As long as it doesn’t fall down around your ears.” (Indigenous tenant)
“I don't know. I’m really in like a little house and it’s only – it’s just a two bedroom. I have the downsides I don’t mind. But I’m happy that I’m there and not on the street.” (Single parent)
A few tenants talked about the condition of their home in a very positive light – mostly these were in newer properties or those which had undergone extensive refurbishment and modernisation. These were often the envy of others within the group! There was some discussion of newly built properties becoming available, and while it was expected there would be huge demand for these, most were settled where they were and content to remain, regardless of its current condition. 

3.2.   Satisfaction with specific aspects of condition of home

When asked about specific aspects relating to the condition of the home, the majority of Housing ACT tenants reported satisfaction with the condition of the inside (71%) and outside (63%) of the home, the amount of privacy (71%) and security of the home (60%).

3.2.1
Satisfaction with specific aspects of condition of home (2001–2010)
There has been a marked improvement in satisfaction with specific aspects of condition of home (see Figure 25).  Satisfaction levels with the condition of the inside of the home have increased by 10% to 71% reversing a declining trend from 65% in 2005 to 61% in 2008. Seven in ten (71%) tenants also said they were satisfied with the amount of privacy the home has, slightly higher than in previous years. 

There were also positive marginal increases in satisfaction with the security of the home (from 57% in 2008 to 60% in 2010) and the condition of the outside of the home, which continued its upward trend from a low of 54% in 2004 to 63% in 2010. 
Figure 25: Satisfaction with specific aspects of condition of home 2001–2010
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Q4: In relation to your home, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with…?

BASE:  All tenants (2001 n=636, 2003 n=566, 2004 n= 1028, 2005 n=911, 2006 n=1193, 2008 n=1087, 2010 n=1094)

‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories

Qualitative insights

As previously mentioned, many participants in the focus groups highlighted issues with the condition of their home, mindful of being in a forum where they could raise issues and problems. Most focus was on items in the interior of the home, some related to age of the building and construction, others felt to be down to low frequency of maintenance and updating. Kitchens and bathrooms were commonly discussed as particular areas of the home which the condition was less than ideal (often leading to leakages, plumbing issues etc). Several tenants also mentioned problems with windows and flyscreens and the condition of these. Another common source of frustration for some was the state of carpets and walls, with this often equated to cheap materials and fit out.
“There’s lot of things wrong with my house. It’s falling apart. Sometimes some electric switches don’t work. I’ve had to get a few replacements because they were just too old. The heating costs a fortune. I don’t know how to totally turn off that heater, so it doesn’t keep charging me. There’s always been a leak coming from the bathroom going straight through in the kitchen.” (Parent)
“My carpets are ripped and they were when I moved in, but they won’t replace them.  They are stained and they stunk when I moved in.  They hadn’t been cleaned.” (Indigenous tenant)
A number of tenants indicated that some of these conditions with items inside the home had been raised, but as of yet had not been addressed. Some tenants outlined how they had been ‘promised’ things when they had an inspection from Housing ACT, only for this to not materialise and the same things to be raised during the next inspection.

Discussion focusing on the condition of the outside of the home was limited, as this did not apply to some tenants and most seemed to be happy with the outside and the space they had. A few tenants discussed issues with fencing and implications this had on their privacy and security.

Certainly, security was an issue and concern for many tenants within the area in which they lived, though most felt that the home itself was reasonably secure. However, there were instances of homes being broken into and one or two recounting problems getting exterior doors repaired and updated to be more secure. Security was considered important in the context of the area in which they lived, which many felt to be unsafe at times.

“How rough it is and how many druggos there is around there and the fact that my house has been broken into eight times.” (Market renter)
“I’m embarrassed for my kids to bring their friends home. I’ve got burn outs all up the street and there’s fire brigade and police. I can’t even let my kids out the front.” (Indigenous tenant)
3.3.   Satisfaction with shared facilities 

3.3.1
Satisfaction with specific aspects of shared facilities 

In the ACT in 2010, over half of tenants for whom this was relevant were satisfied with the common areas or facilities they shared.
· Highest satisfaction was expressed towards the cleanliness of shared facilities (67%).

· Three in five (60%) tenants were satisfied with the overall cleanliness of the building, though this was an issue for a third of tenants (32%) who expressed dissatisfaction with this element. 

· Over half (60%) said they were satisfied with the overall condition of the building, though this was a problem for a considerable proportion of tenants (34%).
· Lowest satisfaction was reported in relation to the overall security (47%) of the building and four out of ten (40%) tenants were dissatisfied with this aspect.
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Figure 26: Satisfaction with shared facilities

Q5:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you…?

BASE:  Tenants who shared common areas and facilities or had an opinion (base size varies).

‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.  ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories

Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction with common areas or facilities:

· Older tenants (45 years and over) were significantly more satisfied with the cleanliness of the shared facilities, overall cleanliness of the building and the overall security of the building when compared to younger tenants. 

· Those born outside Australia were also more likely than others to express satisfaction towards cleanliness of shared facilities and security of the building. 

Qualitative insights

Discussion with regards common areas and shared facilities was limited in the qualitative research since this did not apply to a large number of tenants. Most discussion came about from those living in flats and there were mixed views on the condition, cleanliness and security of the building. Cleanliness was a problem in communal areas, in part felt to be a consequence of multiple parties and no clear person or organisation appearing to take responsibility for cleanliness.  
“You get a lot of rubbish being dumped in stairwells and that sort of thing and it can stay there for weeks; which, obviously, isn't so much the fault of the institution. It's probably the tenants doing it really but, they had some sort of structure in place.” (Market renter)
As with private dwellings, the condition of the building was felt to vary depending on which particular establishment they were housed in, though the age and quality of construction was considered to be causing ongoing problems for a number of properties, and some felt that these should be demolished or were due to be demolished. Perceptions of security and safety were also dependent on which particular building tenants were residing in. Some were not overly concerned about security and thought they were no less secure in a communal building, with benefits in having friends and neighbours in close proximity to look out for safety. Others questioned the easy accessibility to their home in a shared building and safety in some of the communal areas, such as stairwells. 
“I like my building.  My building is all sort of, like, really nice people a lot of the time.” (Market renter)
“Anyone can just walk through the stairwells and have access to each flat in each block.  I think it would be useful to have some form of security entrance or a general key that everyone has to get into the actual stairwell.” (Market renter)
4.   Tenant needs

The survey of tenants included measures exploring the impact of public housing on individual tenants’ quality of life and the benefits they saw were available from living in public housing, coupled with identification of further needs related to dwelling, location and other assistance.

KEY FINDINGS:

· The majority of tenants were positive towards the impact public housing had made on their quality of life, with almost two-thirds (63%) reporting that this had improved since entering public housing.

· By far the most widely mentioned advantage of living in public housing was the relatively low cost of rent, which not only allowed people to have access to a home but provided potential for further opportunity through the money saved and the ability to better manage finances. There was also a sense of stability and security associated with living in public housing as opposed to the private sector, which helped with other aspects of life such as education and employment.

· Tenants had a range of dwelling needs, the most important relating to security, safety, and privacy. Overlaying how well these needs were considered to be met, there were a number of gaps evident, with the most important aspects thought to be relatively less likely to be met. As a consequence, safety and security of both the home and the neighbourhood were identified to be key priority issues.
· Tenants also identified many location needs, with the most important being access to essential services such as shops, banks, health and public transport. In addition, it was important for many to be close to family and friends. In terms of how well these needs were met, proximity to family and friends was, as in previous years, identified as a priority issue.

· Around half of tenants (47%) indicated that they or someone in their household had a disability or health condition and, overall, 22% required some form on ongoing assistance, predominantly in the form of daily living support. Much, but not all, of this support was informal in nature (friends, family etc). Participants tended to think of the role of Housing ACT in this context to relate to issues associated with the home, such as modifications for disability etc.

4.1 Ways in which public housing has helped 

In the quantitative survey, tenants were asked ways in which they thought public housing has benefited them, with large range of features considered to be of benefit to them. 
· Almost all tenants considered public housing to have helped them feel more settled (92%), allowed them to continue living in this area (90%), and helped them manage rent and money better (88%).

· A large majority also believed that public housing had helped them have better access to public transport services (84%), better cope (83%), provided better access to services (74%), helped them feel part of the local community (71%) and enjoy better health (65%).

· Just over one half of tenants in the ACT considered public housing to have contributed to helping them to start or continue education (57%) or facilitated an improvement in their job situation (52%).
Please note that due to a high proportion of tenants indicating that none of these aspects applied to them, the categories of not answered and does not apply to me/my household were removed from the analysis.
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Figure 27: Ways in which public housing has helped
Q22:  Some people have said living in public housing has helped them in the following ways.  Not all, if any, may apply to you. 
Has living in public housing helped you or your household to…?

BASE:  Tenants who said the benefit applied to them and had an opinion (base size varies).

4.1.1
Effect of public housing on quality of life 

Positively, almost two thirds of tenants (63%) indicated that their overall quality of life had improved as a result of living in public housing, a consistent picture over time (63% in 2006, 62% in 2008). There were some tenants though who had not perceived an improvement in their quality of life – 15% reported that it hadn’t really made a difference to their quality of life, 13% that some aspects had improved but others worsened and 3% that it had completely worsened.
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Figure 28: Effect of public housing on overall quality of life

Q23:  How much has living in public housing changed your household’s overall quality of life?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

‘Improved’ includes ‘improved a little’ and ‘improved a lot’ response categories.  

Demographic factors that impact on perceptions of quality of life:

· Younger tenants (15-24 years old) were less likely to say that their move into public housing had improved their life a lot compared with those 25 years and older. This group were also the most likely to say that their quality of life had worsened since moving into public housing.

· Tenants receiving a disability pension were significantly more likely to report their quality of life had improved than tenants earning a wage or salary but they were also significantly more likely to say their life had worsened than those on a wage or salary.

· Those tenants who had been resident in public housing for between two and five years were significantly more likely to say that their quality of life had worsened than those who had lived in public housing for more than ten years.

Qualitative insights

Tenants in the qualitative discussion acknowledged a number of benefits and positive impacts of living in public housing, especially those who were in difficult circumstances prior to moving into housing. By far the most frequent concept raised was in relation to the cost of public housing, and the benefits associated with cheaper rent. For many, this was considered the only way they would be able to afford somewhere to live of suitable size and standard, following pressures within the private housing sector from high rents and property prices. The provision of a low cost housing option enabled greater control of finances and capacity to use money on other life essentials. A few tenants also reported being able to save some money each week or month thanks to the lower rent paid.

“Public housing is cheap .Yes. That’s one thing. That is true. Then if you are not working and then Centrelink, that would be the best house to go, because then you cannot rent, go to the public sector and rent. It’s very, very expensive.” (Single parent)
Generally, the public housing tenants consulted thought that their dwellings were in reasonably located areas, allowing access to a range of services and opportunities, such as shops, public transport etc. In some cases this was thought to compare favourably to private housing, given the lower rent paid in public housing for the same level of access as private housing nearby. Many of the tenants were settled in their home and in the area, with children attending local schools, connections made with other community services and so on. Others looked at benefits of their housing in a more fundamental way, as a roof over their head and offering some stability to pursue other opportunities, such as education and employment.
“Just having shelter and being settled, knowing that you can stay dry. Because it really is. It’s sort of one rung up from being on the street.” (Parent)
“It's easier to get work and that when you've got a house too.” (Market renter)
There were some negatives associated with living in public housing however, including concerns about security of the area and condition of the home in which they lived. For some, there were quite specific psychological implications of being a public housing tenant, with a view that they were ‘looked down on’ as a ‘second class citizen’. Some tenants who were in mixed areas with private sector housing tried to hide the fact that theirs was public housing. Others described feeling embarrassed about inviting friends over to their home, given the stigma associated with public housing tenants. 

Many felt that public housing attracted a diverse range of individuals, some of whom had specific problems with such things as drugs, violence, mental health etc. This made it challenging to invoke a sense of community, although there were some tenants who described close relationships with other public housing tenants in their area which had enhanced their quality of life.  
“I'm really happy where I'm living and I've got great neighbours.” (Single parent)
4.2 Dwelling needs

4.2.1
Importance of and degree to which dwelling needs are met 

Tenants were presented with a number of different features of their home and asked whether they considered these elements to be important and, for those who considered them important, whether these features currently met their needs (see Figure 29).
The majority of tenants considered most of these dwelling needs to be important, with the exception of modifications for special needs (only 42% of tenants in the ACT placed importance on this factor), likely related to personal relevance of this aspect. In terms of delivery, the majority also thought that their dwelling needs were being met, ranging from 89% in relation to easy access and entry to 68% for safety/security of the home. As in 2008, the largest gap between importance and the degree to which need was met was in safety and security of the home (24% difference between importance and extent to which needs were met). There was also a relative shortfall in importance versus fulfilment of the safety and security of the neighbourhood feature (20% difference between importance v needs met).
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Figure 29: Importance of and degree to which dwelling needs are met

Q15:  In relation to the following features of your home, how important are they to your household and how well does your current home meet the needs of your household: For each feature listed, you need to answer two questions: Is this feature important to you?  Does your home meet your household’s needs in respect to this feature?
Base for importance:  All tenants (2010 n =1094)

Base for meeting needs: Tenants stating the attribute was important and giving a valid answer to ‘meeting needs’ question (base size varies).

Demographic factors that that impact on importance of dwelling needs:

There were a large range of differences across different groups of tenants in relation to the importance of features to them. These included the following:
· Younger tenants (aged 44 or less) were significantly more likely to indicate the following features as being important compared to tenants aged over 45:
- Size of home
- Car parking

- Privacy of the home

- Safety and security of the home and

- Safety and security of the neighbourhood.

· Older tenants, singles and couples with no children, tenants born outside Australia, those with a person with a disability in the household and those receiving a pension were significantly more likely than other groups to consider modifications for special needs as being important. 
· Females were significantly more likely than males to consider yard space and fencing to be an important feature of their dwelling.
· Tenants receiving a wage or salary were significantly more likely to consider size of home, car parking, yard space and fencing, privacy of the home, safety and security of the home and safety and security of the neighbourhood as important compared with those receiving a pension or unemployment benefit.
· Single parent families were more likely to value the safety and security of the neighbourhood than other household types. All families with children also rated the safety and security of the home as more important compared to other households.
· Families with children and couples with no children saw yard space and fencing, the size of the home and car parking as a higher priority than other household types.

· Tenants born in Australia perceived car parking and yard space and fencing as a more important feature than tenants born elsewhere. 

· Tenants from a non-English speaking background were more likely to consider the privacy of their home as being important than others. 
4.2.2
Strategic matrix of dwelling needs 

Further analysis was completed examining the needs of tenants relative to the importance of different aspects of their home. Essentially, this plots the stated importance of each dwelling attribute against the extent to which needs were met for this attribute, forming a strategic matrix of dwelling needs. The matrix allows for the identification of any key priorities, areas of strength and those dwelling needs which are less of a priority but require monitoring should they become more important or performance worsens. The strategic matrix is illustrated as follows:
Figure 30: Strategic matrix framework
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The horizontal axis on this strategic matrix represents the proportion of tenants who indicated that their needs were being met.  The vertical axis represents the proportion of tenants who indicated that this aspect of the home was important to them.  The dividing lines represent the median line for each axis, which forms four distinct quadrants:

· Quadrant 1: Key Priorities – these are considered relatively important and are less likely to meet tenant needs.

· Quadrant 2 & 3: Lower priority items – are of lower importance in general but should be monitored, particular if it is a lower performing element (quadrant 2) as poor ratings can often elevate importance in the future.

· Quadrant 4: Strengths to reinforce – are items which are important to tenants and are currently meeting need, hence presenting potential for improved perceptions and delivery of services.

The strategic matrix for dwelling needs is illustrated in the figure below.
Figure 31: Strategic matrix for dwelling needs
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Aspects of the dwelling featuring in this quadrant are of high importance yet relatively less likely to meet tenant needs, hence representing key priority areas for attention. As in previous years of the survey, these encompass safety/ security of the home, and safety/ security of the neighbourhood, both themes which emerged as issues in the qualitative consultation with tenants.
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Elements within this quadrant are less likely to have had needs met; however this is counterbalanced by them being considered of less importance. Two aspects are marginally within this quadrant in 2010: modifications for special needs and car parking. Both of these featured more strongly in this quadrant in both 2008 and 2006.
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Features of the dwelling in this quadrant are those where tenants felt their needs were being met, but which were generally considered to be relatively unimportant compared to other attributes. It is questionable whether much in the way of action needs to be taken on these attributes, given service levels are already considered acceptable by tenants and they are not highly important in the context of other issues.  Yard space and fencing features in this quadrant, as it did in 2008. The other feature within this sector is privacy of the home, which has moved into this quadrant following a drop in relative importance to tenants from 2008.  
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This quadrant represents those elements which are important to tenants but are currently meeting need relative to other aspects. Hence they are effectively being delivered and are likely to have a positive impact on satisfaction with the dwelling overall. In 2010, the size of the home and having easy access and entry appear in this quadrant; both of these were similarly located in 2008, although size of home appears to have increased relatively in terms of meeting tenant need.

4.3  Location needs

4.3.1
Importance of and degree to which location needs are met

Following an assessment of dwelling needs, the survey also examined the location needs of tenants. Tenants were presented with a list of location factors involving proximity to various services etc and asked whether these were important and, if important, whether their needs were met in relation to these. Figure 32 overleaf illustrates considerable variability in the importance of location-related factors:
· The most important aspects to tenants were proximity to shops and banking facilities (84%), emergency and health services (83%), public transport (79%) and family and friends (78%).
· Over one half of tenants also considered proximity to parks and recreational facilities (60%) and community services (56%) to be of importance to their location.

· Likely related to relevance of these aspects, there was lower importance placed overall in relation to proximity to educational facilities (39%), place of work (38%), and child care (19%).

Overall, the majority of tenants who placed importance on proximity to various services reported that these different location needs where met, ranging from 94% for being close to public transport to 76% for proximity to childcare. 
Figure 32: Importance of and degree to which location needs are met
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Q16:  In relation to the following facilities and services, how important is it for your home to be located close to these and how well does the location of your current home meet the needs of your household.  For each facility or service listed, you need to answer two questions: Is being located close to this facility or service important to you?  Does your home meet your household’s needs in respect to how near it is to this facility or service?

Base for importance:  All tenants (2010 n =1094)

Base for meeting needs:  Tenants stating the facility/service was important or not important and giving a valid answer to the ‘meeting needs’ question (base size varies).

Demographic factors that that impact on importance of location needs:

As with dwelling needs, there were a large range of differences across tenant subgroups in relation to the perceived importance of location features:

· Younger tenants (18 to 44 years old) were more likely to consider the following location needs important compared to older tenants (45 years and older):

- Close to parks and recreational facilities 

- Close to child care facilities 

- Close to educational and training facilities and

- Close to employment/place of work. 

· Female tenants were significantly more likely than males to feel that proximity to shops and banking facilities, parks and recreational facilities, childcare, education and training, employment/place of work and family and friends was important.

There were a number of variations depending on the employment status of tenants, including:

· Those who were not in the labour market felt that being close to shops/banks was a high priority, but closeness to educational and training facilities and employment/place of work was of lower importance.

· Part time workers in ACT public housing placed higher importance on having parks and recreational facilities nearby than tenants with other employment arrangements.

· Tenants who were working full time were significantly less concerned about their home’s proximity to public transport and emergency services/medical services/hospitals than those who were not in the labour market or those who were looking for work.

· Those tenants who worked part time or who were currently unemployed considered proximity to child care as a higher priority.

· Tenants who were working either full or part time placed less importance on their access to community services than other tenants.
Other differences included:

· Those receiving a pension were significantly more likely to view being close to shops and banking facilities, emergency services/medical services/hospitals as important, and less likely than others to desire close access to parks and recreational facilities, child care, educational and training facilities and employment/work.

· Those receiving unemployment benefits saw proximity to public transport as a high priority compared to other tenants.

· Households with children viewed being close to child care facilities, parks and recreational facilities, employment/work and education and training as being significantly more important than households without children.

· Households of single parents and couples with no children placed higher importance on being close to family and friends than other households.

· Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander tenants reported significantly greater importance than non-Indigenous people towards being closer to shops and banking facilities, child care facilities, educational and training facilities.
· Tenants from a non-English speaking background placed higher importance on being close to family/friends but less importance on their access to education and training, child care, emergency services/medical services/hospitals and public transport.
4.3.2
Strategic matrix for location needs
As with dwelling needs (see Section 4.2.2), a strategic matrix was developed, highlighting the location needs which were of more or lesser importance and how this related to the extent to which needs were considered to be being met.

The horizontal axis on the strategic matrix represents the proportion of tenants who indicated that their needs were being met.  The vertical axis represents the proportion of tenants who indicated that this aspect of the location was important to them.  The dividing lines represent the median line for each axis.  

Figure 33: Strategic matrix for location needs 
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There was one aspect of location which featured in this quadrant and can be considered a key priority area for attention, and this was proximity to family and friends, which appeared here in previous years. Positively, the other feature here in 2008 – closeness to emergency and health services – has improved in terms of needs being met and shifted from this quadrant into more positive territory. 

Elements within this quadrant are generally of lower relative importance despite being less likely to have had needs met. Several aspects of location feature in here in 2010, including proximity to place of employment, educational facilities and child care. This likely reflects the specific nature of these to only a subgroup of tenants, rather than all tenants, who may not be engaged or have the need for these services. Both employment and child care featured here in 2008, while education has moved into this section following a dip in the proportion of tenants feeling their dwelling had met their needs in this regard.

Any elements of location appearing in this quadrant are those where tenants felt their needs were being met, but were considered to be relatively unimportant. Overall, there were no attributes clearly within this quadrant, although a couple were borderline: access to community services and proximity to parks and recreational areas, both of which were in similar positions in 2008.


Elements in this quadrant are important to tenants but are currently having their needs met, something which should be maintained where possible given their importance. As in 2008, shops and banking facilities and access to public transport feature here, with proximity to emergency and health services moving up into this quadrant as the extent to which tenant location is perceived to meet their need in this regard has increased.
4.4  Support needs

4.4.1
Incidence of tenants with support needs

Almost one half (47%) of Housing ACT tenants said that either they or a member of their household had a disability, health condition or other condition that limited participation in activities, or for which assistance was required, which they have had for a period of at least six months. Related to this, just over a fifth (22%) of ACT tenants said they or a member of their household required some form of assistance in the last month.

Figure 34: Incidence of tenants with support needs
Q31:  Do you, or any member of your household, have a disability, health condition or other condition which has lasted, or is likely to last for a period of six months or more, that limits participation in activities (such as work, cooking, gardening, self care), or for which assistance is required?

Q33:  Did you, or any member of your household, require any ongoing assistance in the last month?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

Demographic factors that that impact on whether tenants had a disability or health condition:
· The number of tenants with a disability increased significantly with age and the need for ongoing assistance was highest amongst those aged over 65 years.

· Significantly more male tenants compared to female tenants considered themselves to have a disability or health condition.

· Disabilities or health conditions and ongoing assistance were significantly less likely to occur with tenants who were employed or actively looking for work, in comparison to those tenants who were not in the labour market. Similarly, those households whose main income source was wages or salary were significantly less likely to have a member with a disability or health condition and less likely to require ongoing assistance.
· Couples and singles with no children were significantly more likely to have a disability or health condition compared to tenants in other types of households.

· Tenants who had lived in Housing ACT accommodation for more than ten years were more likely than others to have a household member with a disability or health condition.
Qualitative insights

Some of the participants in the focus groups indicated a requirement for assistance to help with particular needs or health issues. Of these, most reported receiving a certain level of support, although in the case of ongoing assistance this was often accessed through other government avenues than Housing ACT.

“They (community provider) employ somebody to come and clean my house every Wednesday - just the bathrooms and the wet areas and things. On a Friday they also organise somebody to assist me with the shopping, grocery shopping.” (Single parent with disability)
The role of Housing ACT in addressing support needs was typically focused on modifications to the home, rather than a more holistic level of day-to-day support. Here, tenants outlined some positive action which had been taken, although in some cases this was considered to have taken some time and effort to instigate.
“He's had to fight to get rails and steps and general sort of disability maintenance [unclear] to the house, which has been a struggle, especially for Justin because he's on his own, and he does suffer from brain damage.”  (Parent)
“My middle son's got some special needs, and I'm happy.  They gave me a four bedroom house so that he could have his own space and sort him out.”  (Single parent)
4.4.2
Specific needs for support

Tenants who reported that they or somebody in their household required ongoing assistance were asked the type of assistance they required. As in 2008, the most common type of support need was daily living support (e.g. dressing, showering, eating, mobility, cleaning, cooking, shopping, home maintenance, health care, personal transport, provision of meals), with almost three quarters (73%) mentioning a need for this.  

A third (33%) of tenants who required ongoing support said that they required personal support, a quarter (25%) required community living support and a further 12% needed support for children, families and carers.
Figure 35: Specific support needs of those requiring ongoing assistance
Q34:  In which areas was assistance required?


BASE:  Tenants who required any ongoing assistance in the last month (2010 n=242)

4.4.3
Who is currently providing assistance 

Amongst the tenants who required ongoing assistance, half (50%) reported that they received this from a government or community agency, a similar picture to the levels reported in 2008. Friends and family accounted for a considerable amount of support, both from those who lived outside of the tenants’ home (34%) and those who lived in the same home (12%). Around a quarter of tenants (26%) who said that a member of their household required ongoing assistance reported that they provided this assistance themselves.

Figure 36: Who is currently providing assistance to those requiring ongoing assistance
Q35: Who provided the assistance?

BASE:  Tenants who required any ongoing assistance in the last month (2010 n=242)
4.4.4
Reasons for using yourself / friends / relatives for assistance 

Amongst tenants who used informal channels of assistance, such as themselves, friends or family, the most common reason cited for this was a preference to do it myself (67%). A further fifth (19%) stated that informal assistance channels such as these were preferable as they were considered more affordable.
A number of tenants indicated low awareness or understanding of support available from government or community channels. Nine per cent were unsure how to access support, 7% said they did not know what services are available, and 5% said that there were not eligible for services. Some tenants also reported that there were no services available (1%) or such assistance was not really applicable to them (16%). 

Figure 37: Reasons for using yourself/friends/relatives for the provision of assistance to those requiring ongoing assistance 

Q36:  If assistance was provided by yourself, friends/relatives, what was the reason for this?

BASE:  Tenants who used themselves/friends/relatives for assistance (2010 n=153)

4.4.5
Most common way of accessing government, community or private agency assistance 

When accessing assistance from a government, community or private agency, tenants said assistance was most commonly given by providers visiting the tenants’ house (54%). Conversely one fifth of tenants (20%) reported that they mostly went to the provider, and a further fifth (21%) indicated that it was a combination of the above two ways.
Figure 38: Most common way of accessing government, community or private agency assistance for those requiring assistance on an ongoing basis 

Q37:  If assistance was provided by a government, community or private agency, what was the most common way you accessed this assistance?

BASE:  Tenants who used government, community or private agency for assistance (2010 n=133)

5.
Tenant involvement with housing organisation

Tenants were asked a number of questions regarding some of the associations and support available to them. This focused on tenant participation groups, and further questions examined the awareness of tenants of their rights and the availability of written information on appeals.

KEY FINDINGS:

· Awareness of tenant participation groups was mixed, with some tenants suggesting such forums would be a good idea and beneficial to them, unaware that something like this was already in place. Overall, 38% of tenants reported that they did not know anything about tenant participation groups and a further 8% had heard of the tenant participation program but not of tenant groups.
· Approximately one in ten tenants (11%) had participated in tenant participation groups – 5% currently involved and 6% in the past.
· Generally most tenants had an idea of what to do if they felt they were treated unfairly by Housing ACT – 33% indicating they were aware of their rights and 44% reporting that they would have some idea of what to do. There a sense from many that if they did not know or were unsure then it would be reasonably straightforward for them to find this out from Housing ACT.
· Overall, around one half (46%) of tenants were aware of the availability of written information on appeals, a similar level to previous years. Awareness of this and other similar information appeared to vary depending on factors such as length of tenancy, engagement and familiarity with services.

5.1 Involvement in tenant participation groups 

Tenants were asked to indicate their level of awareness and involvement with tenant participation groups in their local area (see Figure 39).  

· Over a third of tenants (38%) were unaware of tenant participation groups.

· Just over one in ten (11%) had been involved in the groups – 5% currently and 6% in the past, representing a four percent increase from the 2008 survey.

· The remainder were aware of the groups but had not been involved (35%), had heard about the tenant participation program but not specifically the groups (8%) or reported that there were no participation groups in their area (8%)

Figure 39: Involvement in tenant participation groups 

Q28:  Have you heard about, or are you involved with, any local tenant participation groups in your area?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

5.2 Knowledge of tenant rights

Tenants were asked whether they would know what action to take if they felt they had been unfairly treated by Housing ACT.  A fifth (22%) said that they would not know what to do while at the opposite end of the spectrum a third (33%) reported that they would know what to do. The largest proportion of tenants (44%) fell in between, saying that they would have some idea of what to do.
Figure 40: Knowledge of tenant rights 

Q29:  If you felt you had been treated unfairly by Housing ACT, would you know what to do?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

5.2.1
Awareness of availability of written information on appeals 

Tenants were asked whether they were aware of any written information on how to appeal against a decision Housing ACT makes.  Under a half of tenants (46%) indicated that they were aware of this written information, which was similar to 2008 levels (45%). Around one third (34%) indicated that they were not aware and a further 19% said that they don’t know. 
Table 4:  Awareness of the availability of written information on appeals 

	
	2008

%
	2010

%

	Yes
	45
	46

	No 
	31
	34

	Don’t know
	22
	19

	No answer
	1
	2


Q30:  Do you know of any written information on how you can appeal a decision Housing ACT makes?

BASE:  All tenants (2008 n=1087, 2010 n=1094)
Qualitative insights

Awareness and engagement with tenant groups and in relation to tenancy rights and issues appeared to vary substantially across the groups, depending on exposure to public housing communities, length of time as a tenant and familiarity with the system. Culturally and Linguistically Diverse tenants appeared to have particularly low levels of awareness of these and expressed uncertainties towards accessing information about their rights. Some respondents suggested a support group of tenants would be useful, demonstrating lack of awareness that this kind of forum is already in place. When asked how they would like to see this operate, the general consensus was for a relatively informal, simple means of sharing experiences and issues, and finding out about what options to take.
“But no, I really don’t have any idea about the tenants’ rights. There is a tenancy tribunal that you can go and see. But again, trying to find that particular place is like trying to find hens’ teeth.” (CALD Parent)
“As far as I know there is not even a group where tenants can actually, like a support group for tenants where you can ring up and say, who do I turn to for this?” (Indigenous tenant)
Some other, often long term, tenants demonstrated scenarios in which they felt they were treated unfairly and for which they made a complaint. While understandably these were thought to be stressful and sometimes traumatic times, most were happy eventually with the resolution that occurred. Most felt that, even if they did not know the exact information relating to their rights and the appeals process, they would be able to find this out reasonably easily. In some cases escalation was required to senior officials and advocates for their situation. This had occurred because of perceptions that Housing ACT staff were not treating them fairly and were displaying a lack of independence. 
“If there's anything you need to know you can - they give you the numbers anyway to contact them, so that you can always find out.” (Market renter)
“You need someone neutral from Housing to complain to, not someone connected to Housing. You need someone neutral.” (Indigenous tenant)
6 Labour force participation 

The following section examines the labour force participation of Housing ACT tenants, identifying levels of participation and reasons for non-participation in the labour market.

KEY FINDINGS:

· Overall around three out of ten tenants were in employment, 14% full time and 15% part time. Over one half were not in employment, with the majority of these (46% in total) not actively seeking work.

· The main barriers to participation in the workforce were health or medical related, with 46% of tenants indicating they were unable to work and 30% that they had a permanent medical condition impacting their capacity to work. While this was raised by a number of participants in the qualitative research, less than one in ten (8%) tenants said that concerns over rent going up were a barrier to employment. 

· Of those tenants unemployed and actively seeking work, almost one third (30%) reported that a barrier was the need for more training, education or work experience.

6.1 Labour force participation 

Around three out of ten (29%) of tenants said that they were employed either full time or part time. One half of tenants were not in the labour market, the majority of whom were not actively seeking work (46%), with a further 9% unemployed and seeking work. 

Figure 41: Labour force participation 

Q41:  In relation to your employment situation, are you…?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

Demographic factors that that impact on labour force participation:
· Younger tenants aged 15-44 were significantly more likely to be employed either full time or part time than their older counterparts (45 years or over). This age group was also significantly more likely to be unemployed and actively seeking work.

· Tenants who said they had an illness or disability in the household were significantly less likely to be in the labour force or actively looking for work.

· Tenants who were born in Australia were significantly more likely to be working full time.

· Those tenants who had children in the household (both single parents and couples with children) were more likely to be either working full or part time or actively looking for work compared to singles or couples with no children in the household. 

· Tenants who had lived in a Housing ACT property for more than ten years were more likely to be working full time and the likelihood of a tenant being unemployed (actively seeking work) was highest for those who had been Housing ACT tenants for less than two years or between two and five years.

6.2 Reasons for non-participation in the labour force and unemployment

The reasons for non-participation by those tenants who were not in the labour force are outlined in Figure 42.  The reason that was cited as having a strong influence by the most tenants was I am unable to work (46%).  Additionally, around one third (30%) of tenants cited having a permanent medical condition as a strong influence.  Other reasons were relatively small in scope, with fewer than two in ten tenants indicating these had some influence on their non-participation in the labour force.

Figure 42: Reasons for non-participation in the labour force and unemployment 

Q42.  In relation to the reasons you are unemployed or not actively looking for or available for work, what is the influence of the following…?

BASE:  Tenants not actively looking for work or available for work or who were unemployed, actively looking for work (2010 n=595)

Examining the results amongst only those who were unemployed but were actively looking for work, the most influential reasons for non-participation in the labour force were:

· Need more training, education or work experience (30% saying this was a strong influence)

· Pensions/benefits might be reduced (16%)

· Permanent medical condition (16%)

· I am unable to work (15%)

· Rent might go up (12%) and
· No jobs where I live (12%).
7 Tenant and household characteristics

The final element of the survey was to capture the characteristics of tenants in order to establish a profile of the people living in public housing in the ACT. This includes their demographic profile, including language and ethnicity, and exploration of their current and previous housing situation and expectations for housing in the future.
KEY FINDINGS:

· Many respondents were long term tenants, with 60% having lived in a Housing ACT property in excess of ten years. During their time as a tenant, most had not moved property (66%).

· The main reason for moving into public housing was the cost of private rental, with this, and cost of home ownership, forming a major barrier towards moving out of public housing. Many felt settled in their current property and were not contemplating a move in the future, especially given the security of tenure that was associated with public housing.

7.1 Demographic profile

Table 5:  Demographic profile
	Base:  All tenants (n=1094)

	%

	Main income earner
	

	Respondent is
	78

	Someone else is
	6

	There is more than one equal earner
	9

	Main source of income
	

	Wages/salary
	28

	Disability pension
	21

	Aged pension
	29

	Unemployment benefit (e.g. Newstart)
	6

	Other government pension/benefit
	11

	Other
	3

	No income
	1

	Lease holder/s
	

	Respondent is
	96

	Someone else is
	1

	Don’t know
	2

	Household composition
	

	Couple/single, living alone
	62

	Couple/single with children under 16
	23

	Group home or other situation
	15

	Age
	

	15–19 years
	1

	20–24 years
	3

	25–34 years
	7

	35–44 years
	15

	45–54 years
	19

	55–64 years
	21

	65–74 years
	19

	75 years or over
	16

	Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander descent
	

	Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander people
	5

	Country of birth
	

	Australia
	62

	Language spoken at home
	

	English
	86

	Gender
	

	Male
	35

	Female
	63


7.1.1
Country of birth

Four out of ten (38%) tenants were born in a country other than Australia.  Of those born outside of Australia (n=415) the most frequently mentioned other countries of birth were:

· Britain, including Eire and Gibraltar (21%)
· Yugoslavia / Croatia / Serbia / Bosnia (5%) 

· Germany (5%)
· Poland (4%)
· Vietnam (5%)
· New Zealand (4%)

· Philippines (3%)

· The Netherlands (2%)
· The Sudan (2%)

· China (2%)
7.1.2
Other languages spoken at home

Twelve percent of tenants reported that their main language spoken at home was a language other than English, and specified it. Of these (n=132), the most frequently mentioned other languages spoken were:

· Vietnamese (12%)

· Polish (8%)

· Spanish (8%)

· Dinka (6%)

· Arabic (5%)
7.2 Housing situation

7.2.1
Tenure

There was a clear pattern regarding length of tenancy, with many respondents to the survey long term tenants of Housing ACT. Over one-third (34%) of respondents had been a tenant of Housing ACT for more than 20 years. A further quarter (26%) had been a tenant for more than 10 but less than 20 years. Seventeen percent of tenants stated having been a tenant of public housing for more than five years and up to 10 years and a further 17% said they had been Housing ACT tenants for between one and five years. One in twenty (5%) tenants had become Housing ACT tenants within the last year.
Figure 43: Length of time as a tenant 

Q19:  How long have you been a tenant of Housing ACT?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

7.2.2
Frequency of movement

There was an indication of stability with the tenancy arrangements of respondents, with two-thirds (66%) of Housing ACT tenants indicating that they had not moved since becoming a public housing tenant. One fifth (22%) of tenants had moved either once or twice since living in public housing.  Only 11% of tenants had moved 3 or more times since becoming a public housing tenant.

Figure 44: Frequency of movement as a tenant 

Q20:  How many times have you moved since you have been a tenant in public housing?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

7.2.3
Residence at current address 

Reflecting the length of tenancy and low frequency of movement, over one third (34%) of Housing ACT tenants had lived in their current accommodation for 15 years or more and around one fifth (19%) had lived at their current address for between 10 and 14 years. A further one in five (21%) indicated that they had lived in their current home for between five and nine years. Less than one in ten (8%) said that they had moved into their Housing ACT accommodation within the last year. 
Figure 45: Residence at current address 

Q21:  How long have you lived at your current address?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

7.2.4
Modifications made to housing because of disability / health

Nearly a quarter (24%) of public housing tenants have had their homes modified as a result of a disability or health condition.  Less than one in ten (9%) indicated that their homes were in need of modifications but these had not been undertaken. The majority (66%) reported that their home had not had and did not require modifications.
Figure 46: Modifications made to housing because of disability/health 

Q32:  Has your home been modified, or does it require modifications, because of a disability or health condition of someone in your household?

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

7.2.5
Previous housing situation

Prior to living in public housing, two in five (42%) tenants were living in private rental.  Just over one quarter (26%) were living with family and friends, with another quarter (24%) of tenants living in other accommodation means (i.e. home they owned, community-based housing, private boarding house etc). Almost one in ten (9%) of tenants entered public housing after living in refuge or crisis accommodation (6%) or being homeless / sleeping rough (3%).
Figure 47: Previous housing situation 

Q17:  Where were you living before you became a tenant with Housing ACT?
 

BASE:  All tenants (2010 n=1094)

7.2.6
Reasons for moving into public housing

The key reason for tenants moving into public housing was that they could not afford private rental, mentioned as a reason by two-third (66%) of tenants. The next most influential factor was the perceived security of tenure associated with public housing, with one quarter (25%) of tenants mentioning this as a major reason for moving into public housing. Other factors including a desire to remain in the area (12%), being in a violent or dangerous situation (12%), inability to get a privately rented home (9%) and poor quality of previous housing (7%).
Figure 48:  Reasons for moving into public housing 

Q18:  Why did you move into public housing?
 

BASE:  All tenants (weighted 2010 n=1094)

7.2.7
Desire to buy home 

As illustrated in Figure 49, almost half (49%) of public housing tenants would like to purchase their current home.  Around a third (34%) of tenants would not purchase their home if this option were available, while 15% were uncertain as to whether they would like to purchase their current home.

Figure 49:  Desire to buy current home 

Q27:  If it were possible, would you like to buy your current home? 

BASE:  All tenants (weighted 2010 n=1094)

7.2.8
Future housing expectations 

When asked to consider where they expect to be in five years from now, the majority (59%) of tenants anticipated remaining in public housing.  One fifth (22%) of tenants found this hard to predict and did not know where they would be in five years time. Just over one in ten expected themselves to be in the private housing sector, either ownership (10%) or private rental (1%). 
Figure 50:  Future housing expectations 

Q24:  Where do you see yourself living in five years from now?

BASE:  All tenants (weighted 2010 n=1094)

7.2.9
Barriers to buying a home 

When asked to indicate the barriers to home ownership, tenants mentioned a number of aspects, many of which were of a financial nature. Almost one half said that they would not be able to afford the repayments (46%), and around one third that they could not get a deposit (37%), could not get a home loan (35%) and have not got a secure enough income (29%). In addition to financial barriers, the perceived security of public housing tenancy was a factor in deterring some from buying a home, with around a third of tenant (35%) indicating this.

Figure 51:  Current barriers to buying a home 

Q25:  What is currently stopping you from buying a home?

BASE:  All tenants (weighted 2010 n=1094)

7.2.9
Barriers to private rental 

In addition to home ownership, barriers to private rental were also examined and, again, the two main barriers were related to finance and the appeal of public housing as a secure tenancy arrangement. Three out of five tenants (60%) indicated that they could not afford private rental, with others indicating issues with security of income (19%) and difficult obtaining a deposit (12%). More than two-fifths (43%) of tenants expressed the view that public housing offered them much greater security of tenure than private rental. 
Figure 52:  Current barriers to private rental 

Q26:  What is currently stopping you from moving to a private rental home?

BASE:  All tenants (weighted 2010 n=1094)

Qualitative insights

The qualitative discussions explored further the expectations, motivations and barriers of tenants in relation to home ownership and / or private rental. Reiterating the quantitative findings, a significant proportion of tenants highlighted their inability to move into either of these options due to financial and income constraints. Most felt settled where they were and were unlikely to consider moving, with the perceived security of tenancy an added incentive to stay.

“I can’t afford private housing or to even buy a house later on. It’ll never happen.” (Single parent)
“As long as you pay your rent you can live there forever.”  (Parent)
Some tenants were able to more fully articulate their future aspirations, and younger tenants in particular had hopes and plans to move into the private sector if they could, though there was recognition that this was relatively expensive and may lead to some compromises in terms of things like space and location.

“Hopefully by then I’ll actually have a decent job and have a degree and maybe move to the private. Because again, they’re in a better area.” (Single parent)
“I would like to eventually save, go back to work full time and save for many years while in my Housing house and then eventually buy something small.  I know that I’m never going to be able to afford to buy a nice big three bedroom home for my children, but I certainly can’t afford to go out and rent if I want to get anywhere.” (Indigenous tenant)
Many felt that the private rental market was expensive and they had previously been in this arena but could no longer afford it and moved into public housing. One of the distinct benefits seen with public housing over private rental was the security it offered tenants and the stability this brought; further engendering positive opportunities and wellbeing.
“You don't have to worry so much about the owner of your property selling and you have to move. You're pretty much, once you've got a housing place, you don't really have to ever give it up. So there's kind of a stability if you're happy where you are.” (Market renter)
Despite issues with condition of home and location, a considerable number of tenants in the groups said that they would be interested in buying their current public housing dwelling if they could, often since they had been in this place for some time and it had met the needs for their family. Some expressed preference for a ‘right to buy’ style scheme but were not sure if such an option was in place.
“Where I’m at now, if there was an arrangement through the rent and if they asked me to pay an extra 30 or 40 bucks a week, a fortnight or whatever. But at the end of that X amount of time, it became mine, then I’d be very interested in that.” (Parent)
Others thought that perhaps it would not be worth their while buying their current dwelling, given concerns with the age and condition of the building and items inside the home, which would potentially negate any potential savings through the renovation required.
“I think, yeah it would be nice buy this house and probably get it a little cheaper from buying it through Housing, but the fact is at the end of the day with all the maintenance, kitchen, bathroom and piping and all that, I would be spending all the money trying to redo what I have already got and it would be totally pointless.” (Indigenous tenant)
Overall, there was a sense of tenants being reasonably settled where they were and, with this, a general reluctance to move. Some were even fearful that they would be asked to move by Housing ACT as they got older and the space they were in was no longer required for children etc. Most appeared to have made their dwelling their home, and viewed this as the preferred long term housing option.
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Executive summary





This provides an overall view of the 2010 results, and highlights key findings within the report.  








Section 1: 


Satisfaction with service delivery





This section examines overall satisfaction with the service provided by Housing ACT, exploring areas of general service, emergency maintenance, day-to-day maintenance and non-maintenance services








Section 2: 


Strategic parameters





Further analysis of service measures is detailed in this section, identifying change over time in five key service delivery parameters, as well as assessment of the importance and performance of these measures.








Section 3: Satisfaction with dwelling





This section explores tenant satisfaction with the condition of their home, including inside and outside of their dwelling and shared facilities.








Here, we assess how public housing has helped tenants and the impact on quality of life. Further examination is made of future tenant need in relation to their dwelling, location and support needs.








Section 4: 


Tenant needs





This section examines the awareness and involvement of tenants in participation groups. It also explores their understanding of tenant rights.








Section 5: 


Tenant involvement





Tenants’ involvement in the workforce is discussed in this section, identifying the barriers tenants face in the labour market.








Section 6: Labour force participation





This section provides a detailed profile of tenants based on demographic characteristics and housing situation, including entry into public housing and future aspirations.








Section 7: 


Tenant & household characteristics 
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Availability of clear information





Treated by Housing ACT staff
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Condition of the inside of the home
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Amount of privacy your home has





The security of the home





Condition of the outside of the home





QUADRANT 1: Higher importance, lower proportion of needs met





QUADRANT 2: Lower importance, lower proportion of needs met





QUADRANT 3: Lower importance, higher proportion of needs met





QUADRANT 4: Higher importance, higher proportion of needs met





QUADRANT 1: Higher importance, lower proportion of needs met





QUADRANT 2: Lower importance, lower proportion of needs met





QUADRANT 3: Lower importance, higher proportion of needs met





QUADRANT 4: Higher importance, higher proportion of needs met








� Note: the parameter ‘Staff knowledge’ was removed from the 2010 survey and is not included in the model as in previous years


� Please note that tenant relocation only relates to moving out of and back into public housing.
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