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PREFACE

Background

The Commonwealth State Housing Agreement (CSHAarisagreement between the
Commonwealth and all States and Territories to ipleaffordable, appropriate and secure
housing

The National Housing Data Agreement (NHDA) is arreagnent under the CSHA
developed to improve the data quality and comphiabof CSHA performance
information. The NHDA sets out the requirementsdarational performance information
framework, which comprises 11 core national perfmoe indicators. The goal of the
NHDA is to improve the data quality and comparapilof CSHA performance
information. This would ultimately lead to improvedrvices provided to tenants of public
housing, community housing and state owned and gehkndigenous housing (SOMIH).

The National Social Housing Surveys provide datavm of the 11 national performance
indicators (PIl): the Customer Satisfaction Pl amel Amenity/Location PI. Data for these
two performance indicators for public housing, commity housing and state owned and
managed Indigenous housing are drawn from the NatiGocial Housing Surveys
(NSHS): the NSHS of public housing tenants (thelipuiousing NSHS), the NSHS of
community housing tenants (the community housingdS and the NSHS of state owned
and managed Indigenous housing.

The public housing NSHS was conducted annually fi@®6 to 2001, and biennially from
2003. The community housing NSHS was piloted in8.88d conducted in 2001, 2002
and 2005. In 2005 the public housing NSHS and conitjunousing NSHS were

conducted concurrently and this was repeated ir7 208e first National Social Housing
Survey (NSHS) of SOMIH tenants was conducted irb2&ed is repeated in 2007.

Preface figure 1 on the following page summarises ftamework for the 2007 public
housing NSHS.

Roy Morgan Research November, 2007
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Preface figure 1: Framework for the 2007 Public Hoging National Social Housing Survey

Provide public, community and
Indigenous housing assistance
under CSHA

NHDA performance indicator
framework (11 performance
indicators)

Performance indicators
amenity/location

Other performance indicators

Public Housing NSHS

For more detailed information and background tonges to the 2007 NSHS, see
Appendix 2: Technical appendix.
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Objectives

The objectives of the 2007 Public Housing NSHStammeasure tenants’ satisfaction with
the condition and quality of their public housingdawith the service they receive in
relation to their housing.

To this end, the aims of the survey are to prodial& on the following topics:
Overall satisfaction with the provided housing $e&s;
Overall satisfaction with housing amenities ancatam;
Satisfaction with emergency and day-to-day mainteaaand non-maintenance
services;
Tenants’ needs relating to features of public hagisi
Tenants’ needs relating to location of public hagsi
Tenants’ characteristics, e.g. household compaoséiad labour force participation;

and
State-specific public housing issues as requestestidbe housing authorities.

The data analysis includes:
Analysis of national survey data;
Comparison of satisfaction levels among jurisdits$io
Tracking of satisfaction over time (2001-2007 wldera is available); and
Identification of strategic parameters.

We understand that the jurisdictions will use timformation to assist in improving the
services provided to tenants of public housing.

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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Methodology

Questionnaire development

The questionnaire from the 2005 survey was provittedRoy Morgan Research. We
recommended changes to the questionnaire for thécphousing Steering Committee
(SC). The questionnaire was further refined follagvcognitive testing.

Cognitive testing

The aim of the cognitive testing was to find outhié questionnaire was clear and easily
understood by public housing tenants and whetleeoterall structure of the questionnaire
was comprehensible.

Cognitive testing with 10 public housing tenantssveanducted in January and February
2007. Participants were given $40 for taking partthie cognitive test. The testing
addressed five possible issues:

1. Tenants misunderstanding of the intended focusie$tipnnaire items;

2. Tenants lacking information about the terms, coteepcontext for the items;
Problems with terminology — unclear or ambiguoussed by items;
Items that do not apply to tenants; and

Rating items seeking tenants to make finer discratons than they were capable
of.

o s w

Cognitive testing was undertaken as follows:
Participants were tested individually;
Participants were requested to complete questionts wahile simultaneously
thinking out loud about how they understood thestjoa, what information they
were using to determine their answer, and how Hrelyed at their final answer;
and
The interviewer asked the participant, either follog each question or at the end
of the questionnaire, in-depth questions aboutesghat arose during completion
of the questionnaire.

Roy Morgan Research provided the SC with the figsliof the cognitive testing and
recommendations for revisions to the questionnditee SC then provided feedback to
Roy Morgan Research and the final public housincgenpletion questionnaire was
prepared.

Overview of distribution

The research method used for the 2007 Public HQusiBHS for all jurisdictions was

mail-out of self-completion questionnaires. Thddaing protocol was followed:
Sampling of tenants;

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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Advance letter mailed to all tenants selected engample, explaining the purpose
of the research;

1800 number established for tenants who had quesiasng to the survey;
Translation service established via telephone uiiegDepartment of Immigration
and Citizenship Translating and Interpreting Sexyic

Mail-out of questionnaire packs sent to tenantgkpancluded explanatory cover
page, translation details in several languagesrnmition on how to fill out the
guestionnaire, questionnaires, and reply paid epes; and

Reminder letter sent to tenants who had not retutine questionnaire by week 3 of
fieldwork.

The questionnaire packs were mailed out in the wmekmencing March 5, which was
one week later than originally planned. To allow $ox weeks of field time, the closing
date for receiving questionnaires was also move#t bae week. This change of fieldwork
dates was discussed with and approved by the SC.

Jurisdiction variations

All jurisdictions made additions to either the cayeestionnaire or the core sample of
1,000 dwelling mail-outs. Methodology Table 2 ore tfollowing page shows that five
jurisdictions added questions to the core questimarand seven jurisdictions extended the
core sample.

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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Methodology Table 1: Variations by jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Sample size variationg Additional questions| Other variations

_ Regional and area analysis
Increased sample sizg

New South Wales included and post-
to n=10,000 o )
stratification analysfs

) ) Increased sample sizg )
Victoria Booster of Indigenous tenarjts
to n=2,068

Regional/office area/urban

) . . renewal area/community
Increased sample sizg Additional questions _
Queensland ) renewal zone analysis
to n=7,145 (in total 10 pages)

=1

Disproportionate sampling
Indigenous tenants

Increased sample sizg
to n=2,354

Western Australia

] Additional questions| Second reminder and third
South Australia ) ]
(in total 6 pages) reminder

) Increased sample sizg Additional questions )
Tasmania i Booster of Indigenous tenants
to n=2,650 (in total 3 pages)

Australian Capital Increased sample sizg Additional questions
Territory to n=2,132 (in total 1 page)

Increased sample sizg Additional questions

Northern Territory )
to n=1,449 (in total 2 pages)

NOTE: Post-stratification analysis involves review of geographical and accommodation-type strata to investigate the
comparability of those strata intra-jurisdiction among a range of tenant characteristics (e.g. age, gender).

Sample

A tenant file was provided by each jurisdiction eptfor Queensland and Roy Morgan
Research carried out the sampling. Queensland cteditheir own sampling. Sampling

for all jurisdictions was conducted using a stratifrandom methodology. Strata used for
sampling were: region/area, metro/non-metro, dwegllitype and Indigenous/non-

Indigenous status. The sample for New South Waldsndt include Indigenous/non-

Indigenous stratification. Similar to the previogsirvey, Queensland, Victoria and
Tasmania required a booster sample of Indigenoants. Detailed sampling instructions
were sent to Queensland to ensure that Queenstdlod/éd the same stratified random
sampling methodology as was followed by the otheisglictions. Detailed sampling

instructions can be found in Appendix 2: Technaggbendix.

Response rates

The overall response rate for 2007 was 46% (se@adelogy Table 2), which is marginally
lower than for 2005 when the response rate was 4&%on-significant difference). It is
important to note that, while the response rate bwynarginally lower than the 2005 response
rate, a 46% response rate represents a very higin nete for a paper-based mail-out survey.
All jurisdictions were close to the 2005 resporese rwith the exception of New South Wales,

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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South Australia and the Northern Territory, whicéresignificantly lower than for the previous
survey. We believe that the main reason for theetovesponse rate in 2007, when compared to
2005, is the shorter field time for the 2007 surwahile field time was approximately 6 weeks
for the 2007 survey, it was 8 weeks for the 2006vesy Other factors, which might have
influenced the response rate, are: length of thwesu timing of the survey and size of
Indigenous boosters.

The overall response rate was in line with the joey survey and with expectations for this
survey. We believe that the achieved response patesde for a valid survey and differences in
response rates by jurisdictions are accommodatedeighting.

Methodology Table 2: Response rates

. . 2007 2005
o Questionnaire
Jurisdiction Mail-outs Response response rate | Response rate
(percent) (percent)*

New South Wales 10,000 4,575 46 50
Victoria 2,068 878 42 27-49
Queensland 7,145 3,722 52 31-53
Western Australia 2,354 990 42 43
South Australia 1,000 507 51 56
Tasmania 2,650 1,206 46 37-49
Australian Capital Terri 2,132 904 42 41
Northern Territory 1,449 464 32 38
Total 28,798 13,246 46 48

*2005 response rates show Indigenous responsamdteainstream response rate.

Weighting
The sample data was weighted to reflect the agixggdortions of tenants per area/region
and per jurisdiction. The process of weighting videntical to that used in previous
surveys. Detailed weighting instructions can bentbin Appendix 2: Technical appendix.
The term ‘tenant’ is used throughout the repontetier to the weighted number of tenants
surveyed.

Data treatment

Data treatment included grading, scanning, cleaaimdjcoding. Grading of questionnaires

means preparing questionnaires for scanning anduiahahecking of questionnaires. The

prepared questionnaires were then scanned int®ydtem, after which the data was coded.

All possible measures were taken to thoroughly sbardata and checks were in place to

ensure accuracy. It is important to understanddhewing information about error types:
Sampling error: Sampling error is the error thades because not every tenant was
included in the survey. Given the random stratifsainpling process and large

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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samples used in the public housing NSHS, the sagpérror is small and

measurable. A sample of this size has, at the 988fidence level, a maximum

margin of sampling error on an estimate of a propormf 1%.

Non-sampling error: Non-sampling errors includemgle bias that may occur

through self-selection in mail-back, self-complatisurveys, data entry errors and
tenants misunderstanding questions. Every attengst mvade to minimise non-

sampling errors in this study and Roy Morgan Redeaoes not anticipate any
specific issues associated with non-sampling ertmrisave had an effect on this
study.

See Appendix 2: Technical appendix, for a moreildetadescription of sampling errors
and the implication of these errors for the survey.

Demographic analysis

Responses to all questions in the 2007 survey doarits with different demographic

characteristics were compared and differences degie statistical significance. The

commentary for each question is based on the signif differences. The detailed

percentage values associated with these signifidiffierences are available as part of the
ASTEROID database.

Presentation of results in graphs

For ease of interpretation some graphs combiné&séitisfied’” and ‘very satisfied’ response
categories into a single ‘satisfied’ reporting ¢ate/, and the ‘somewhat dissatisfied’ and
‘very dissatisfied’ response categories into a Isirdissatisfied’ reporting category. The
ASTEROID database provides full details of the detad for the graphs. National figures
are weighted (not unweighted) averages of jurigahest figures.

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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ABBREVIATIONS
AIHW Australian Institute of Health and Welfare
ASGC Australian Standard Geographical Classificatio
CSHA Commonwealth State Housing Agreement
NHDA National Housing Data Agreement
NSHS National Social Housing Survey
SC NSHS Steering Committee
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Outline of the 2007 National Social Housing SurvelReport

This report presents the findings of the 2007 Rublousing NSHS. Where possible
performance on key indicators has been tracked {20011, and significant differences
between jurisdictions have also been examined. thuhdil reports are prepared at the
jurisdiction level, which further evaluate theseigdictions and analyse state/territory
specific questions. The survey for New South Walésr to 2005 was conducted face-to-
face, changing in 2005 to mail-out. Results prior2005 for New South Wales are
therefore not directly comparable.

Executive summary

The executive summary provides an overview of tB872results and highlights key
findings within the report. Performance indicataaed a summary of the strategic
parameters analysis are also included in the execsimmary.

Section 1: Satisfaction with service delivery

Tenant service satisfaction is examined in thigieecTenant service satisfaction is with
the overall service tenants received from theirsimoy authorities, as well as more specific
areas of emergency maintenance service, day-tordaytenance service and non-
maintenance service.

Section 2: Satisfaction with dwelling
Results relating to overall satisfaction with theetling and with specific items inside and
outside the home are presented in this section.

Section 3: Strategic parameters

An analysis of the six ‘strategic parameters’ isgented in this section. The degree to
which each strategic parameter was consideredvardsf overall satisfaction is examined,
in addition to a ‘strategic matrix’ that priorits@reas for service improvement.

Section 4: Tenant needs
This section includes a review of how public hogdias addressed tenant dwelling needs,
location needs and support needs.

Section 5: Tenant involvement with housing authory
In this section tenant involvement with tenant jegration groups and knowledge of
tenant rights is reviewed.

Section 6: Labour force participation
Labour force participation as well as reasons fam-participation in the labour force or
unemployment are outlined in this section.

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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Section 7: Tenant characteristics

A detailed overall profile based on demographicateéncharacteristics (household
composition, age, gender and income) and houstogtsin (tenure in public housing and
future housing expectations) is provided in thistisa.

Section 8: Additional comments
At the conclusion of the 2007 survey, tenants wasked if they had any additional
comments. These comments are summarised in thisrsec

Appendices

The appendices include information regarding samgplguestionnaire design and other
methodological issues; copies of survey materelg. @dvance letter and reminder letters,
the core questionnaire and jurisdiction variatipasid a detailed database that contains all
survey dataThe appendices of this report are:

Appendix 1: Tables and figures contents;

Appendix 2: Technical appendix;

Appendix 3: Non-trackable questions; and

Appendix 4: P1(a), P1(b) and P7 performance indroaétails.

In 2007, as in previous years, a separate methggdalkport was prepared as part of the
survey process. This methodology report outlinedgioposed approach to the survey and
forms one of the deliverables. This report, whilenir to the Technical appendix
attached, provides the AIHW and Roy Morgan Reseaith a working document over
the life of the project to assist in the formalisat of and adherence to the proposed
methodology.

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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Executive summary

The key findings are presented in this executivarsary. More detailed information can
be found in the related chapters of this reportiarttie accompanying appendices.

Service satisfaction

Overall service satisfaction

Nationally, 70% of tenants were satisfied with tbeerall service provided by their
housing authority. Seventeen percent of tenante wissatisfied with the overall service
provided and 11% were neither satisfied nor disgad.

Satisfaction with overall service provided by housig authority by jurisdiction
The majority of tenants in each jurisdiction weegisfied with the overall service from
their housing authority (ranging from 63% in Newu8io Wales to 79% in Queensland)
(see executive summary Figure 1). Compared todtiemal average:
Tenants from Queensland, South Australia and WestAustralia were
significantly more likely to be satisfied (79%, 78a86d 77% respectively) with
overall service, and Queensland and South Austrabaants were significantly
less likely to be dissatisfied (10% and 11% regpelst); and
Tenants from New South Wales, the Australian Capiaritory and the Northern
Territory were less likely to be satisfied with oak service (63%, 65% and 66%
respectively). New South Wales tenants were mokelyli to report being
dissatisfied (22%).
A smaller proportion of tenants did not answer tpigstion in 2007 (ranges from 1% -
2%) compared to 2005 (ranges from 3% to 5%).

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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Executive summary Figure 1: Satisfaction with the werall service provided by housing authorities by
jurisdiction

100% 7

90% -

80% -

70% -

60% -

50% -

40% +

30% -

20% -

10% A

70

63

68

79

0%

19 19
104
r ] b al FFFi b v arl - ] b al L} _
National NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT
# Not answered  Don't know/no opinion * Dissatisfied " Neither 11 Satisfied

Q1:

BASE:

NOTE:

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the service provided to you by the [housing authority] over the
last 12 months?*

All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

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

Figures differ from the P7 customer satisfaction performance indicator results reported in Table 1 as a different
methodology is used for the performance indicator. Figures reported here should not be used for performance

reporting under the CSHA.

Percentages reported may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total

! For further information on previous years resfdtsstates, please refer to the individual stateftey reports.
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Satisfaction with overall service provided by housig authority 2001-2007

Satisfaction with overall service remained unchangeer most of the period, 2001 to

2007, increasing only between 2005 and 2007 (seeuéixe summary Figure 2). The

increase between 2005 and 2007 was from 68% to R¥4ults for dissatisfaction have

also only undergone change more recently. Dissatisih levels did not change between
2001 and 2003. In 2005, there was a decrease iprgportion of tenants reporting that

they were dissatisfied (down from 17% to 15%). Téetrease was reversed in 2007 with
a return to 17% of tenants reporting that they vatssatisfied.

Executive summary Figure 2: Satisfaction with the werall service provided by housing authority
2001-2007

100%

80% -

60% -
40% +
69 68
20% +
0% ; .

(2]
[e¢]
.
3 X

17 : 15 AT
20%
2001 2003 2005 2007
11 Satisfied Dissatisfied
Ql: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the service provided to you by the [housing authority] over the

last 12 months?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: 2001 n=9,588; 2003 n=9,003; 2005 n=15,434;
2007 n=13,246.

NOTE:  ‘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 the performance indicator. Figures reported here should not be used for performance
reporting under the CSHA.

Denotes a statistically significant change (at the 95% level) from the previous year's data.
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Emergency and day-to-day maintenance services

The majority (69%) of tenants who had contactedr theusing authority in the last 12
months indicated that they were satisfied with ¢ngergency maintenance services they
had received. One-fifth of tenants (20%) were disBad with the emergency maintenance
services they had received in the last 12 montlmeNhan three-quarters of tenants were
satisfied with the following aspects of emergencgintenance services; ‘treatment by
contractors’ (82%), ‘information on how to report amergency maintenance problem’
(78%) and ‘treatment by staff’ (79%).

The majority of tenants (60%) who had made contattt their housing authority in the
last 12 months were satisfied with the day-to-dayntenance services they had received.
Just over one-quarter (27%) were dissatisfied whéh day-to-day maintenance services
they had received in the last 12 months. Similar saiisfaction with emergency
maintenance, at least three-quarters of tenants sadisfied with the following aspects of
day-to-day maintenance: ‘treatment by contract@8%), ‘information on how to report a
day-to-day maintenance problem’ (75%) and ‘treatnbgrstaff’ (78%).

Non-maintenance services

Close to one-half of tenants (52%) who had conthtbeir housing authority for non-
maintenance issues in the past year were satidfiedever, one-third (33%) of tenants
indicated their dissatisfaction with the non-manatece services that they had received,
while just under one-in-seven (13%) indicated thia@y were neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied with the service.

Greatest satisfaction for a specific aspect of mamtenance services was mentioned for
‘treatment by housing authority staff’ (63%). Howeythe level of satisfaction with this
aspect of service was higher for both emergencynteiaance services and day-to-day
maintenance services (79% and 78% respectively).

Satisfaction with dwelling

Even though the majority of tenants (63%) weresfiati with the ‘overall condition of
their home’, close to one-quarter (23%) indicateeirt dissatisfaction. There was a non-
significant one percent decrease in the numbegrarits who were satisfied between 2005
and 2007. Tenants were most satisfied with the tarhof privacy of your home’ (67%)
and the ‘condition of the inside of the home’ (64%Mere was a significant increase in
satisfaction with ‘the amount of privacy of yourrhe’ between 2005 and 2007 (from 64%
to 67%).

Roy Morgan Research November 2007
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Fixtures of the home, such as ‘heating’, ‘power ng®i and light switches’, and
‘cooling/ceiling fans’ were the most likely to besessed as being in good condition (66%,
65% and 62% respectively). ‘Bathroom/toilet andnidny’, ‘walls and ceilings’ and ‘floor
finishes’ were the least likely to be describedbasg in good condition (47%, 45% and
41% respectively). When assessing items externdilediome or of a structural nature, 5
key aspects were examined. Over one-half of thentsndescribed ‘external walls’, ‘roof’
and ‘security screens’ as being in good condit@lt?g, 60% and 53% respectively), while
49% described ‘gutters and downpipes’ as in goodliton and 46% described ‘fencing
and gates’ as in good condition.

Satisfaction with strategic parameters

Executive summary Table 1 shows the trends infaatisn between 2001 and 2007 and
between 2005 and 2007 for the six strategic pamm@easured in 2007. It is important
to note that alterations to the questionnaire dkieryears have meant that there may be
some external factors (such as changes in quesireniength and questionnaire
formatting) contributing to changes in reportedsfattion between years. Such changes
could mask or exaggerate genuine alterations iantshsatisfactionEven though overall
differences in satisfaction have been identifidee tesults need to be interpreted with
considerable caution. The general trend betweerb 2@ 2007 is for no change or
possibly a slight increase in satisfaction. Thréghe six strategic parameters did not
change between 2005 and 2007, while two others@&sed by two percent each. One
strategic parameter decreased, but only by oneeper€ompared to 2001 there has been a
decrease in satisfaction on all six strategic patars, but the decline in satisfaction seems
to have been mostly halted between 2005 and 2007.

Executive summary Table 1: Satisfaction with stratgic parameters between 2001-2007 and 2005-2007

Strategic parameter

Change in %
satisfied
2001-2007

Change in %
satisfied
2005-2007

Change in %
dissatisfied
2001-2007

Change in %
dissatisfied
2005-2007

Condition of home

Decline (-3%)

Decline (-1%)

Increase (+1%)

Increase (+1%)

Em_ergency Decline (-2%) Static Static Increase (+1%)
maintenance
Day-to-day Decline (-3%) Static Increase (+3%) | Increase (+1%)

maintenance

Treatment by staff

Decline (-4%)

Increase (+2%)

Increase (+1%)

Increase (+1%)

Staff knowledge about
policies and
procedures

Decline (-1%)

Increase (+2%)

Increase (+5%)

Increase (+4%)

Clear information

Decline (-3%)

Static

Increase (+1%)

Increase (+1%)

Roy Morgan Research

November 2007
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Matrix of strategic parameters

Specific aspects of satisfaction were classifiecdoth their level of satisfaction and their
influence on overall satisfaction (see executivasary Figure 3). A key priority aspect is
both influential and relatively low in satisfactiom 2007 there was only one aspect that
could be considered as a key priority: ‘conditidthome’. This aspect was a lower priority
area in 2005. Even though the relative influence twaly increased slightly, it was just
enough to move this aspect from lower priority ighler priority. The reverse situation can
be witnessed for ‘day to day maintenance’, whicls makey priority area in 2005 and
moved to a lower priority area in 2007 becausédeflower relative influence in 2007.

A high priority strength aspect is influential amelatively high in satisfaction. The
strategic parameters of ‘treatment by staff’ andaibility of clear information’ have
again been classified as high priority strengthsefaforce.In 2005, ‘treatment by staff’
and ‘availability of clear information’ were als@rmsidered to be strengths to reinforce,
indicating that the housing authorities have susfodly maintained these aspects over the
past two years. ‘Day-to-day maintenance’, ‘staff oktedge’ and ‘emergency
maintenance’ were found to have lower influencentttandition of home’, ‘treatment by
staff’ and ‘availability of clear information’. Alttough ‘day-to-day maintenance’ and ‘staff
knowledge’ were considered to be less importantpared to the key priority ‘condition
of home’, their satisfaction ratings were relatywkdw. ‘Emergency maintenance’ was also
an aspect considered having less influence on bsatsfaction; however this area is
currently performing well.

Executive summary Figure 3: Matrix of strategic paiameters

v

Condition of home

Quadrant 1 Quadrant 4

]
__________________________________________ R T e
1

Quadrant 2 Quadrant 3
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Performance indicators

P7 Customer satisfaction performance indicator

Nationally, the P7 customer service satisfactiorigpmance indicator was 71%, which is
the same as for the 2005 survey. The P7 perforenamticator scores in Queensland
(81%), South Australia (80%) and Western Austréid®o) were significantly higher than

the national value. P7 scores in three jurisdiciorere also significantly lower than the
national value: New South Wales (64%), Australiaapi@l Territory (66%) and Northern

Territory (67%). Executive summary Table 2 also vehahat differences in the P7

performance indicator score mostly arose from ckfiees in the proportions of tenants
reporting that they were ‘very satisfied’ with tbeerall service provided to them.

Executive summary Table 2: CSHA public rental housig at February/March 2007: P7 customer
service satisfaction performance indicator by jurisliction

National NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %

Very satisfied 26 20* 23* 35* 31* 34* 25 20* 25
Satisfied 45 44* 47 46 47 45 47 46 43
P7 customer
service satisfaction 71 64+ 70 g1+ 78 80* 72 66+ 67+
performance
indicator
Standard Error 0.4 0.7 1.6 0.7 1.3 1.8 1.3 1.6 2.2
Unweighted 12,967 | 4,482 | 850 |3,655| 965 | 496 | 1,181 | 884 | 454
response (number)

P7: Overall customer service satisfaction performance indicator.
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data.

NOTE: Tenants who did not answer Q1, or mentioned that they did not know or had no opinion were excluded from the
P7 analysis and as such theP7 figures reported differ to the overall satisfaction figures. The P7 figures reported in
this table are to be used for performance reporting under the CSHA.

Percentages reported in body of the chart may not always sum to total due to rounding.

Care needs to be taken in interpreting small differences in the results that are affected by various sampling
issues.

* indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the relevant national total
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P1(a) Amenity performance indicator

Nationally the P1(a) indicator is 79%, which is grexcentage point higher than in 2005.
There were only small differences among jurisditdigsee executive summary Table 3),
with New South Wales (77%) scoring significantlyldve the national average and

Queensland and Western Australia (both 82%) scasiggificantly above the national

average.

In terms of individual attributes, ‘easy access antty’ received the highest national P1(a)
scores (90%) and ‘safety and security of the havb&ined the lowest P1(a) scores (72%).

Executive summary Table 3: CSHA public rental housig at February/March 2007: P1(a) Amenity by
jurisdictions

P1(a) score National | NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %

Size of the home 82 82 79 81 85 85* 78* 80 78
Modifications 73 67* 71 79* 83* 76 73 74 77
Easy access and entry 90 88 88 93* 94* 93* 90 88 92
Car parking 81 80 79 79 79 87* 84* 80 77
Yard space and fencing 76 73* 73 79* 83* 80* 75 76 78
Privacy of the home 78 77 79 77 81 80 76 78 79
Safety and security of the 72 68+ 72 g5+ 75 270 65+ 66+ 76+
home
Average P1(a) indicator 79 77 * 78 82* 82* 81 77 77 80
Standard Error 0.4 0.8 1.7 0.8 1.4 2.1 15 1.6 2.3

P1(a): Amenity Performance Indicator

Q15: Please indicate if the following features of your home are important to your household and if your current home

meets the needs of your household.

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

For meeting needs: Tenants stating that the feature was important and mentioned that it met their needs (base
size varies by feature).

For valid answer: Tenants stating that the feature was important and mentioned that it met or did not meet their
needs (base size varies by feature).

NOTE  Significance for the average performance indicators is calculated at the 99% confidence level. The confidence
level has been set higher than the 95% confidence level as used in the remainder of this report for significance
reporting. This allows for compensation of the design effect, which could not be calculated for the average PI
indicators.

Care needs to be taken in interpreting small differences in the results that are affected by various sampling
issues.

Value may not sum to total due to rounding.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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P1(b) Location performance indicator

Nationally the P1(b) indicator was 86%, which isigar to the 2005 value. There are only
small differences between jurisdictions (see exeelsdummary Table 4), with New South
Wales (84%) scoring significantly below the natibm&erage and Queensland (88%)
scoring significantly above the national average.

In terms of individual attributes, ‘public transporeceived the highest P1(b) scores at
91% and ‘safety and security of the neighbourhamutained the lowest P1(b) scores at
73%.

Executive summary Table 4: CSHA public rental housig at February/March 2007: P1(b) Location

P1(b) score NatLonaI NSW | Vic Qld | WA | SA | Tas | ACT | NT
Yo % % % % % % % %
Shops and banking 90 88* 90 92* | 87 94* 90 | 93* | 91
Public transport 91 90 92 90 85* | 95* 91 90 91
Parks & recreational facilities 89 87* 90 90 92 91 82* | 92 | 90
Eer?\i::gees?ﬁgsrgﬁglscal 88 87 | 88 | 90* | 87 | 89 | 85% | 86 | 81*
Child care facilities 87 85* 91 91* | 85 87 85 | 78* | 90
Educational/training facilities 87 85* 86 89* | 88 92* 84 85 | 91*
Employment/place of work 82 79* 81 86* | 86 89* | 78* | 78 83
Community and support needs 88 86* 89 89 87 93* 88 89 85
Family and friends 87 85* 89 88* | 85 | 91* 88 88 | 90*
ﬁ;fge%ggrdhgﬁg“”ty of the 73 | e7* | 76 | 79* |78 | 76% | 72 | 75 | 70
Average P1(b) indicator 86 84 * 87 88* | 86 89 84 86 85
Standard Error 0.4 0.7 15 0.7 (15 |19 14 |15 |23
P1(b): Location performance indicator.
Q16: Please indicate if it is important for your home to be located close to the following facilities or services and if the

location of your current home meets the needs of your household.

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464
For meeting needs: Tenants stating that the facility/service was important and mentioned that it met their needs
(base size varies by feature).

For valid answer: Tenants stating that the facility/service was important and mentioned that it met or did not meet
their needs (base size varies by feature).

NOTE  Significance for the average performance indicators is calculated at the 99% confidence level. The confidence
level has been set higher than the 95% confidence level as used in the remainder of this report for significance
reporting. This allows for compensation of the design effect, which could not be calculated for the average PI
indicators.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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SURVEY RESULTS
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1. Satisfaction with services provided by housing autbrities

All tenants were asked to indicate their levelaisfaction or dissatisfaction with:
The overall service provided by their housing atitiip
Specific aspects of the service provided by theudng authority;
Emergency and day-to-day maintenance services gedviby their housing
authority; and
Non-maintenance services provided by their houautfority.

1.1 P7 customer service satisfaction performance indit¢ar

As was done in previous survey years an overatbousr service satisfaction performance
indicator was calculated. This performance indica®@, was calculated as follofvs

b7 = Number of tenants who said that they were satisfied

Number of tenants who gave a valid answer to tlisfaation question

Tenants who did not answer the question were lkegsis providing a non-valid response
for the purpose of the P7 calculation and were inoluded. As a result of this re-
calculation, the P7 results differ from the ovesatisfaction figures reported in Figure 1
and Figure 2. The overall P7 customer service faatisn performance indicator for the
2007 survey was 71% (see Table 1) and remains ogedafrom 2005 when the P7
customer satisfaction performance indicator was ai$o.

2 All tenant numbers are weighted. Tenants sayiey #ie satisfied includes satisfaction ratingssafisfied’
and ‘very satisfied’.
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1.1.1 P7 customer service satisfaction performance indi¢ar by jurisdiction

The P7 performance indicator scores in Queens|8téo), South Australia (80%) and
Western Australia (78%) were significantly highban the national value. P7 scores in
three jurisdictions were also significantly lowaah the national value: New South Wales
(64%), Australian Capital Territory (66%) and Nath Territory (67%). Table 1 also
shows that differences in the P7 performance itdicscore mostly arose from differences
in the proportions of tenants reporting that thegrev‘very satisfied’ with the overall
service provided to them.

Table 1: CSHA public rental housing at February/Mach 2007: P7 customer service satisfaction
performance indicator by jurisdiction

National NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %

Very satisfied 26 20* 23* 35* 31* 34* 25 20* 25
Satisfied 45 44* 47 46 47 45 47 46 43
P7 customer
service satisfaction 7 64+ 70 g1+ 7g* 80* 72 66+ 67+
performance
indicator
Standard Error 0.4 0.7 1.6 0.7 1.3 1.8 1.3 1.6 2.2
Unweighted 12,967 | 4,482 | 850 | 3,655| 965 | 496 | 1,181 | 884 | 454
response (number)

P7: Overall customer service satisfaction performance indicator.
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data.

NOTE: Tenants who did not answer Q1, or mentioned that they did not know or had no opinion were excluded from the
P7 analysis and as such the P7 figures reported differ to the overall satisfaction figures. The P7 figures reported in
this table are to be used for performance reporting under the CSHA.

Percentages reported in body of the chart may not always sum to total due to rounding.

Care needs to be taken in interpreting small differences in the results that are affected by various sampling
issues.

* indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the relevant national total
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1.1.2 P7 customer service satisfaction performance inditar by ASGC
location

Tenants in major cities had a lower P7 performand&ator score than average (70% vs.
71%; see Table 2); however, the difference was enigll in practical terms (about one
percent) and reflects the large sample of tenantgylin major cities.

The absence of an overall difference in the P7estmrinner Regional and Outer Regional
tenants masks differences from the overall avenadglee percentages of tenants reporting
differences in being either satisfied or very duth (see Table 2). Higher than average
percentages of regional tenants reported that werg ‘very satisfied’ while lower than
average percentages of regional tenants reporegdtiley were ‘satisfied’. The results
suggest a higher qualitative level of satisfacaomong regional tenants than was seen with
tenants in major cities.

Table 2: CSHA public rental housing at February/March 207: P7 customer service satisfaction
performance indicator by ASGC location

National Major Cities '”F‘er Oqter
R . Regional Regional
%o %o % %
Very satisfied 26 25* 28* 30*
Satisfied 45 46 44* 40*
P7 customer service
satisfaction performance 71 70* 71 70
indicator
Sample size 12,967 6,217 4,813 521
P7: Overall customer satisfaction performance indicator.

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities n=6,351; Inner
Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=530. A group of 1,416 respondents, corresponding to a weighted count of
2,036 tenants could not be assigned to an ASGC location.

NOTE: Tenants who did not answer Q1, or mentioned that they did not know or had no opinion were excluded from the
P7 analysis and as such the P7 figures reported differ to the overall satisfaction figures. The P7 figures reported in
this table are to be used for performance reporting under the CSHA.

Percentages reported may not sum to totals due to rounding.

* indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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Demographic factors that impact on the P7 customesgervice satisfaction
performance indicator

The P7 performance indicator scores increased agi Tenants aged 15-
steadily to a score of 84% among tenants aged & wad over
the overall average, while male tenants had P7escdbrat were higher than t

overall average (75%); and

than average P7 scores (75% - 76%). Group houssbbldnrelated adults we
the exception with P7 scores about average (57%).

Female tenants had P7 performance indicator s¢688%) that were lower than

Tenants with children had lower than average PYopeance indicator scorgs
(ranging from 60% to 64%), while generally tenantthout children had highg

19

years and tenants aged 20-24 years each had R6 swfo52%. P7 scores roge

ne

=

e
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1.2  Satisfaction with overall service provided by housig authority

Nationally, 70% of tenants were satisfied with theerall service from their housing
authority (see Figure 1). Seventeen percent dnisnwere dissatisfied with the overall
service, while 11% of tenants were neither satisfier dissatisfied.

1.2.1 Satisfaction with overall service provided by housig authority by
jurisdiction
The majority of tenants in each jurisdiction wegrgisfied with the overall service from
their housing authority (ranging from 63% in NewuBoWales to 79% in Queensland)
(see Figure 1). Compared to the national average:
Tenants from Queensland, South Australia and WestAustralia were
significantly more likely to be satisfied (79%, 78486d 77% respectively) with
overall service, and Queensland and South Austrabaants were significantly
less likely to be dissatisfied (10% and 11% regpelst); and
Tenants from New South Wales, the Australian Capiaritory and the Northern
Territory were less likely to be satisfied with oak service (63%, 65% and 66%
respectively). New South Wales tenants were mokelyli to report being
dissatisfied (22%).

A smaller proportion of tenants did not answer tpigstion in 2007 (ranges from 1% to
2%) compared to 2005 (ranges from 3% to 5%).
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Figure 1: Satisfaction with the overall service preided by housing authority by jurisdiction
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Q1:

BASE:

NOTE:

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the service provided to you by the [housing authority] over the

last 12 months?®

All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;

Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

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

dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories.

Figures differ from the P7 customer satisfaction performance indicator results reported in Table 1 as a different
methodology is used for the performance indicator. Figures reported here should not be used for performance

reporting under the CSHA.

Percentages reported may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total

3 For further information on previous years resfdtsstates, please refer to the individual statéfeey reports.
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1.2.2 Satisfaction with overall service provided by housig authority 2001-
2007

Satisfaction with overall service remained unchangeer most of the period, 2001 to
2007, increasing only between 2005 and 2007 (sgar€-i2). The increase between 2005
and 2007 was from 68% to 70%. Results for dissatigin have also only undergone
change more recently. Dissatisfaction levels ditl ciange between 2001 and 2003. In
2005, there was a decrease in the proportion ahtsrreporting that they were dissatisfied
(down from 17% to 15%). That decrease was reveirse#®007 with a return to 17% of
tenants reporting that they were dissatisfied.

Figure 2: Satisfaction with the overall service preided by housing authority 2001-2007
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40% A ¥
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0
2001 2003 2005 2007

11 Satisfied + Dissatisfied
Ql: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the service provided to you by the [housing authority] over the

last 12 months?

BASE:  All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: 2001 n=9,588; 2003 n=9,003; 2005 n=15,434;
2007 n=13,246.

NOTE: ‘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 the performance indicator. Figures reported here should not be used for performance
reporting under the CSHA.

Denotes a statistically significant change (at the 95% level) from the previous year's data.
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1.2.3 Satisfaction with overall service provided by housig authority by
ASGC location

The majority of tenants in each of the ASGC loaaiavere satisfied with the overall
service provided by their housing authority (se®dl@e8). Tenants in Major Cities were
less likely to report being satisfied than on ager&9%), however, the difference was
only about one percentage point lower than thealvaverage.

There was evidence that the qualitative depth ofaation was greater in regional
locations than it was in metropolitan settings. dms living in Inner Regional and Outer
Regional locations were more likely than averagddo'very satisfied’ with the overall

service (27% and 29% respectively), while thosengvin Major Cities were less likely

than average be very satisfied (24%). Converselyartts living in Inner Regional and
Outer Regional locations were less likely than agerto report being ‘satisfied’ (43% and
39% respectively).

Table 3: Satisfaction with the overall service providedy housing authority by ASGC location

National Major Cities Inr_1er Ou_ter

. . Regional Regional

% Yo % %
Very satisfied 25 24* 27* 29*
Satisfied 44 45 43* 39*
Sut_)tqtalz Satisfied or very 70 69+ 70 68
satisfied

Q1: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the service provided to you by the [housing authority] over the

last 12 months?*

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities n=6,351; Inner
Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=530. A group of 1,436 respondents could not be assigned to an ASGC

location.

NOTE: Figures differ from the P7 customer satisfaction performance indicator results reported in table 1 as a different
methodology is used for the performance indicator. Figures reported here should not be used for performance
reporting under the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement.

Percentages reported may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total

* For further information on previous years resfdisstates, please refer to the individual staperes.
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Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wit overall service
provided by housing authority

Older tenants were more likely than average toaisfeed. In contrast, younggr
tenants were less likely than average to be sadis®nly about one-half (49%) pf
tenants aged 15-19 years reported being satisfieel percentage of tenants who
were satisfied increased steadily with age so @énabng tenants aged 75 yefrs
and over 83% said they were satisfied;
Female tenants were less likely than average wrtréeing satisfied (68%) while
male tenants were more likely than average to tdpong satisfied (73%); and
Tenants from households with children were gengrabre likely to report bein
dissatisfied than average. (23% to 25%). In cohtsiagle people living alon
were less likely than average to report being tissed (13%). Grouq
households and extended families without childreneamore likely than average
to report being dissatisfied with the overall seev(38% and 24% respectively
Couples living alone did not differ in their likebod of being dissatisfied (16%).

A 1

D

N
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1.3 Specific service from housing authority staff

1.3.1 Satisfaction with specific aspects of overall serse

Tenants’ satisfaction with each of three specifipexts of overall service provided by their
housing authority was measured:

The availability of clear information;

Treatment by housing authority staff; and

Housing authority staff knowledge about policiesl @nocedures.

For each of the three aspects of overall serviwenmajority of tenants were satisfied (see
Figure 3).
‘Availability of clear information’ and ‘treatmertty housing authority staff’ were
considered satisfactory by 71% and 72% respectiviedgnants.
More than one-half of the tenants (62%) were satisivith ‘staff knowledge about
policies and procedures’. More tenants were ‘neiffagisfied nor dissatisfied’ and
‘dissatisfied’ with this aspect than for the oth&p aspects.

Figure 3: Satisfaction with specific aspects of ovall service

100% —
90% -
80% -
70% A 62
71 -
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40% A
30% 1 - 14
- - | ‘

20% +

10% A
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r, r o [
0% ,J 4 / 5 /
Availability of clear information Treatment by (Housing Authority) staff Staff knowledge about policies and
procedures

* Not answered ™ Don't know/not applicable to me ' Dissatisfied * Neither 11 Satisfied

Q2: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following services provided by the [housing authority] over
the last 12 months?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

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

Percentages reported may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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1.3.2 Satisfaction with specific aspects of overall serse by jurisdiction

Most jurisdictions differed from the overall, natal averages in the percentages of their
tenants satisfied with one or more of the threeeispof overall service (see Table 4):

Tenants from Queensland and South Australia wegrafgiantly more likely to be
satisfied with all three of the aspects;

Tenants from Western Australia and Tasmania wenifgiantly more likely to be
satisfied with ‘treatment by housing authority 8t78% and 75% respectively),
and ‘staff knowledge about policies and proced(®&%6 and 66% respectively);
New South Wales tenants were less likely to besfadi for each of the three
aspects;

Tenants from the Australian Capital Territory weaignificantly less likely to be
satisfied with ‘the availability of clear informat’ (62%) and with ‘staff
knowledge about policies and procedures (55%); and

Victorian tenants were significantly less likely be satisfied with ‘treatment by
housing authority staff’ (67%).

Table 4: Satisfaction with specific aspects of ovall service by jurisdiction

National | NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
Availability of clear 71 67+ | 68 | 78 | 73 | 76+ | 73 | 62¢ | 70
information
Treatment by housing 72 67 | 67* | 79* | 78 | 80 | 75* | 69 | 72
authority staff
Staff knowledge about
policies and 62 58* 59 71* 67* 67* 66* 55* 64
procedures
Q2: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following services provided by the [housing authority] over

the last 12 months?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’' response categories.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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1.3.3 Satisfaction with specific aspects of overall seree 2001-2007

Figure 4 shows the historical trends since 2001s#disfaction with each of the specific
aspects of overall service.

The percentage of tenants that were satisfied ‘aithilability of clear information’
decreased significantly between 2001 and 2003 frdf&b to 70%, and remained
constant from then on;

The percentage of tenants that were satisfied Wwihtment by housing authority
staff’ decreased significantly from 76% to 70% betw 2003 and 2005, but has
remained stable between 2005 and 2007; and

The percentage of tenants that were dissatisfieth vetaff knowledge about
policies and procedures’ increased significantlgpeen 2005 and 2007. However,
it should be noted that between 2005 and 2007 tasealso a decrease in the
percentages of tenants using the ‘no answer’ aol'tknow’ response categories.
Satisfaction with ‘staff knowledge about policiesdaprocedures’ has remained
steady from 2001 to 2007.

Figure 4: Satisfaction with specific aspects of ovall service 2001-2007
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Q2:

BASE:

NOTE:

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following services provided by the [housing authority] over
the last 12 months? (availability of clear information, treatment by [HA] staff, staff knowledge about policies and
procedures)

All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: 2001 n=9,588; 2003 n=9,003; 2005 n=15,434;
2007 n=13,246.

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

Denotes a statistically significant change (at the 95% level) from the previous year's data.
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1.3.4 Satisfaction with specific aspects of overall seree by ASGC location

Tenants in Inner Regional locations were more Vikban average to be satisfied (65%)
with staff knowledge about policies and proceduvdsije at the same time; tenants from
Major Cities were less likely than average to lesBad (61%; see Table 5).

Table 5: Satisfaction with specific aspects of ovall service by ASGC location

. Major Inner Outer
National L . .
Cities Regional Regional
%
° % % %
Availability of clear information 71 70* 71 71
Treatment by housing authority staff 72 71* 73* 75
Staff knowledge about policies and
9 P 62 61+ 65+ 60
procedures
Q2: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following services provided by the [housing authority] over
the last 12 months? (availability of clear information, treatment by [HA] staff, staff knowledge about policies and
procedures)
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities n=6,351; Inner
Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=530. A group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.
NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wit specific aspects of
overall service

Older tenants were more likely than average to dissfeed with the measurgd
aspects of overall service, while younger tenardseviess likely than average [to
be satisfied with these aspects. Only 55% of tenagied 20-24 years wefe
satisfied with ‘the availability of clear informati’, while 74% of those aged 15
years and over were satisfied with this aspect \drall service. Fifty-thre
percent of tenants aged 15-19 years were satisfibdtreatment by staff’, whil
78% of tenants aged 75 years and over were sdtigfieh this aspect. Furthey,
49% of tenants aged 20-24 years were satisfied stdff knowledge abo
policies and procedures’, while 69% of tenants agbdyears and over wefe
satisfied with this aspect;
Male tenants were more likely than average to isfsal with each of the threge
aspects (‘the availability of clear information’2%; ‘treatment by staff’: 749%;
and ‘staff knowledge about policies and procedu6&®s). Conversely, female
tenants were less likely than average to be sadistith each of the three aspefts
(‘the availability of clear information’: 70%; ‘tegment by staff': 71%; and ‘staff
knowledge about policies and procedures: 62%);
Tenants from households with children were gengralbre likely than average
to be dissatisfied with ‘the availability of cleaformation’ (15% to 16%). Singl
people living alone and couples living alone wesnegally more likely thai
average to be dissatisfied (10% and 9% respecjively

Single people living with children and couples tigi with children were mor
likely than average to be dissatisfied with ‘treatinby housing authority staf
(both 19%). Single people living alone and couplgghout children in the
household were less likely than average to be tk$igal with this aspect (both
10%); and
Single people living alone and couples living alevexre more likely than average
to be satisfied with ‘staff knowledge about polgiand procedure’ (65% and
67% respectively), while single people living withildren and couple living
with children were less likely to be satisfied wiliis aspect (both 57%).

1%
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—
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1.4 Emergency maintenance services

1.4.1 Frequency of contact for emergency maintenance saces

Emergency maintenance refers to a maintenanceepnotilat involves a threat to health
and safety such as:

Burst water pipe;

Serious roof leak; or

Gas leak.

Nearly one-half (49%) of all tenants indicated thlaéy had contacted their housing
authority for emergency maintenance services dwerdst 12 months (see Figure 5). Of
those that had contacted their housing authoritgfeergency maintenance services:
16% of tenants did so only once, while 9% contatted housing authority five or
more times over the last 12 months;
A total of 41% of tenants did not make contact withir housing authority in the
past 12 months for emergency maintenance purpasds;
Eleven percent of tenants did not answer; an isereampared to 2005 (6%).

Figure 5: Frequency of contact for emergency maintgance services
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None 1 2 3 4 5 or more Not answered
Q6: How many times have you contacted the [housing authority] for an emergency maintenance problem over the last
12 months?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages reported may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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1.4.1.1 Frequency of contact for use of emergencyamtenance services by ASGC
location

The proportion of tenants in Outer Regional loaagi@ontacting their housing authority
for emergency maintenance services was signifigdatver than average (45%). About
one-half of tenants in Major Cities and Inner Regiolocations contacted their housing
authority (48% and 50% respectively). This pattemas also reflected in the lower than
average proportion of tenants in Outer Regionatioas who made one contact with their
housing authority for emergency services in thel2smonths (11%; see Table 6).

Table 6: Frequency of contact for use of emergenayaintenance services by ASGC location

None One Two Three Four A @
more
% % % % % %
National 41 16 12 8 4 9
Major Cities 41 15 12 8 4 9
Inner Regional 39 17 13 8 4 8
Outer Regional 45 11* 9 7 6 8
Q6: How many times have you contacted the [housing authority] for an emergency maintenance problem over the last
12 months?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities n=6,351; Inner
Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=530. A group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to total due to rounding and because the ‘not answered’ category is not included.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total.
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Demographic factors that impact on contact for usef emergency maintenance
services

Y

Generally, younger tenants were more likely thagrage to have contacted thpir
housing authority for emergency maintenance serwidele older tenants were
less likely than average to have contacted theusimg authority. Sixty-fouf
percent of those aged 25-34 years had contacteédhasing authority, while
only 42% of those aged 75 years and over had demakaleeir housing authority.
However, the frequency of contact among 15-19 yéds-and 20-24 years-olgls
did not reliably differ from the overall average/#4 and 52% respectively);
Female tenants were more likely than average tdéacbtheir housing authority
(50%) for emergency maintenance service, while nehants were less likely
than average to contact their housing authorit$4}6
Tenants living in households with children were enlkely than average to haye
contacted their housing authority for emergencymntesiance service (57% [o
64%); and
Aboriginal tenants were more likely than averagédee contacted their housing
authority for emergency maintenance service (60%).
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1.4.2 Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services

Figure 6 illustrates satisfaction with emergencyntemnance services over the past 12
months.
The majority (69%) of tenants who had reported @enrgency maintenance issue
were satisfied with services they had received)embinly 20% of tenants indicated
that they were dissatisfied with these serviced; an
Nine percent of tenants were neither satisfied dissatisfied with emergency
maintenance service.

Figure 6: Satisfaction with emergency maintenanceesvices
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Q7: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the emergency maintenance services provided by (or through)
the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for emergency maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,393.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories. ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat
dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories.
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1.4.2.1 Satisfaction with emergency maintenance séces by jurisdiction

Figure 7 illustrates satisfaction with emergencyintemance services over the past 12

months by jurisdiction. Nationally, close to twartts (69%) of tenants who sought

emergency maintenance services were satisfiedthétiservices they received. Compared

to the national average:

Tenants from Queensland, Western Australia and hSoAtstralia were
significantly more likely to express satisfactiat8¢o, 75% and 74% respectively).

Figure 7: Satisfaction with emergency maintenanceesvices by jurisdiction
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Q7: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the emergency maintenance services provided by (or through)
the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for emergency maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,393; NSW n=2,374; Vic n=448; Qld n=1,776; WA n=430; SA n=223; Tas
n=510; ACT n=445; NT=187.

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

dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories.
Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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1.4.2.2 Satisfaction with emergency maintenance s#éces by ASGC location

Tenants in Inner Regional areas (72%) were sigmftly more likely than average to be
satisfied with emergency maintenance services,enfibse in Major Cities and Outer
Regional areas (67% and 61% respectively) were hesth likely than average to be
satisfied. Table 7 shows, however, that there vids tifference among the three ASGC
locations in the total proportion of tenants repayteing ‘very satisfied’.

Table 7: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance sdces by ASGC location

National Major Inner Outer
. Cities Regional Regional
o % % %
Very satisfied 26 26 27 25
Satisfied 43 41 44 36
Subtotal: Satisfied or Very satisfied 69 67* 72* 61*
Q7: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the emergency maintenance services provided by (or through)

the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for emergency maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,393; Major Cities n=3,090; Inner Regional n=2,393; Outer Regional n=217. A
group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wih emergency maintenance
services

Older tenants were more likely than average to diesfeed with emergenc
maintenance services, while younger tenants we likely than average to |
satisfied with this kind of service. Eighty-one gemt of those aged 75 years §

over were satisfied with emergency maintenanceicesy while 41% of botl

those aged 15-19 years and those aged 20-24 yeegssatisfied with emergeng
maintenance services;

Male tenants were more likely than average to Wesfeal with emergency
maintenance services (71%), wile female tenante \ess likely than average
be satisfied (67%) with emergency maintenance cesyiand

Aboriginal tenants were more likely than average b dissatisfied witlp

emergency maintenance services (26%).
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1.4.3 Satisfaction with specific aspects of emergency nmenance services

Satisfaction with five specific aspects of emergen@intenance services was measured
(see Figure 8). For each of the five aspects, thpnty of tenants who had contact about
emergency maintenance services expressed satisfacti
‘Treatment by contractors’ was most likely to besctébed as satisfactory (82%),
while ‘the time it took to fix the problem’ was kalikely to be described as
satisfactory (64%);
‘Information on how to report’ and ‘treatment byt had almost the same high
likelihood to be described as satisfactory (78% @b respectively); and
Seventy-one percent of tenants were satisfied théhquality of the work’.

Figure 8: Satisfaction with specific aspects of emgency maintenance services
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Q8: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of emergency maintenance services provided by
(or through) the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for emergency maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,393.

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

Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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1.4.3.1 Satisfaction with specific aspects of emengcy maintenance services by
jurisdiction
The majority of tenants across all jurisdictionsrevesatisfied with all five aspects of
emergency maintenance services (see Table 8). Gethprathe national averages:
Tenants from New South Wales were significantlys Iekely to be satisfied with
‘treatment by contractors’ and the ‘quality of theork’ (80% and 68%
respectively);
Victorian tenants were significantly less likelylte satisfied with ‘information on
how to report’ (72%) and ‘the time it took to fixgblem’ (56%);
Tenants from Queensland were significantly morelyiko report being satisfied
with emergency maintenance services across all caspétreatment by
contractors’:86%; ‘treatment by staff’: 84%; ‘infoation on how to report’: 81%;
‘quality of the work’: 77%; and ‘time it took toXithe problem’: 72%);
Tenants from Western Australia were significantlgrenlikely to be satisfied with
‘treatment by contractors’ (88%);
Tenants from South Australia were significantly mdikely to be satisfied with
‘treatment by contractors’ and ‘information on htaweport’ (both 84%);
Tenants from Tasmania were significantly more {jked be satisfied with the
‘quality of the work’ (76%); and
Australian Capital Territory tenants were lessliik® be satisfied with each of the
five aspects of emergency maintenance services.

Table 8: Satisfaction with specific aspects of emgency maintenance services by jurisdiction

National | NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
Treatment by 82 gor | 83 | 86+ | 88 | 81 | 82 | 75+ | 79
contractors
Treatment by staff 79 78 75 84* 80 84* 76 69* 78
Information on howto | 45 79 | 72+ | 81* | 75 | 84r | 75 | 67¢ | 72
report
Quality of the work 71 68* 70 77* 74 74 76* 61* 74
Time it took to fix 64 63 | 56* | 72¢ | 68 | 67 | 61 | 57* | 62
problem
Qs: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of emergency maintenance services provided by

(or through) the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for emergency maintenance services; results based on weighted
data. Unweighted sample: National n=6,393; NSW n=2,374; Vic n=448; Qld n=1,776; WA n=430; SA n=223; Tas
n=510; ACT n=445; NT=187.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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1.4.3.2 Satisfaction with specific aspects of emengcy maintenance services by ASGC
location

Satisfaction with five specific aspects of emergen@aintenance services was measured.
Tenants in Inner Regional locations were more Yikel be satisfied with each of the five
specific aspects of emergency maintenance ser{geesTable 9). Table 9 also shows that,
in contrast, tenants in Major Cities were lessl{ikhan average to be satisfied with all five
of the aspects of emergency maintenance services.

Table 9: Satisfaction with specific aspects of emgency maintenance services by ASGC location

National 'V'."%J'Of Inr_1er Oqter
% Cities Regional Regional

% % %
Treatment by contractors 82 81* 85* 80
Treatment by staff 79 78* 81* 75
Information on how to report 77 76* 80* 73
Quality of the work 71 68* 75*% 69
Time it took to fix problem 64 62* 67* 58
Qs8: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of emergency maintenance services provided by

(or through) the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for emergency maintenance services; results based on weighted
data. Unweighted sample: National n=6,393; Major Cities n=3,090; Inner Regional n= 2,393; Outer Regional
n=217. A group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wit specific aspects of emergency
maintenance services

Older tenants were more likely than average to dissfeed with the measurgd
aspects of emergency maintenance service, whilegentenants were less likg
than average to be satisfied with these aspecty. 346 of tenants aged 15-19
years were satisfied with ‘information provided bow to report problemsi,
while 86% of those aged 75 years and over werafiti with this aspect df
overall service. Forty-nine percent of tenants atfed 9 years were satisfied with
‘treatment by person whom the problem was repaid&dnhile 86% of tenant$
aged 75 years and over were satisfied with thigasg-urther, 71% of tenangs
aged 25-34 years were satisfied with ‘treatmentcogtractor’, while 88% of
tenants aged 75 years and over were satisfied thithaspect. Finally, 55% ¢f
those aged 20-24 years were satisfied with ‘thdityuaf the work’, while 79%
of those aged 75 years or over were satisfied thithaspect;

Male tenants were more likely than average to hisfeal with ‘information
provided on how to report problems’ (81%), whilenfide tenants were less likgly
than average to be satisfied (76%). Male tenants wmwre likely than average [o
be satisfied with ‘treatment by person whom thebjgm was reported to’ (83%
while female tenants were less likely than avertagbe satisfied (77%). Ma(Ie
tenants were also more likely than average to bisfisal with ‘treatment by
contractor’ (84%), while female tenants were leksly to be satisfied with thi
aspect of overall service (81%);

Single tenants living with children were generatigre likely than average to e
dissatisfied with ‘information provided on how teport problems’ (11%).
Single people living with children and couples rigi with children were mor
likely than average to be dissatisfied with ‘treatrh by person whom the
problem was reported to’ than average (both 15%)gl& people living alon
and couples without children in the household wess likely than average to e
dissatisfied with this aspect (9% and 85 respelgiive

Single people living alone were more likely thareiage to be satisfied with
‘treatment by contractor’ (86%), while single pempiving with children ang
couple living with children were less likely to katisfied with this aspect (7796
and 76 % respectively); and
Single people living alone were more likely thari@ge to be satisfied with ‘tHe
quality of the work’ (76%), while single peopleiling with children, and couplgs
living with children were less likely to be satesi with this aspect (65% and 6(%
respectively).

<

UJ

11

Roy Morgan Research November 2007



2007 National Social Housing Survey —Public Housimgational Report Page 47

1.5 Day-to-day maintenance services

1.5.1 Frequency of contact for day-to-day maintenance seices

Day-to-day maintenance issues are classified agssthat are not a direct threat to the
tenant but may impact on a tenant’s lifestyle, sashproblems involving bench tops,
cupboards, cracked tiles and exhaust fans.

Figure 9 illustrates the frequency of tenants’ aseay-to-day maintenance services over
the last year:
Close to one-half (48%) of the tenants indicatesl/thad contacted their housing
authority for day-to-day maintenance services;
22% had contacted their housing authority oncevaret, while 13% had contacted
the housing authority five or more times;
A total of 42% of tenants had not contacted theuding authority for day-to-day
maintenance services; and
Ten percent of tenants did not answer, which imarease to 2005 (6%).

Figure 9: Frequency of contact for day-to-day mainénance services
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Q9. How many times have you contacted the [housing authority] for a day-to-day maintenance problem over the last

12 months?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE  Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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1.5.1.1 Frequency of contact for day-to-day mainteance services by ASGC location

There were only small differences between the ASG€tions when looking at the
proportion of tenants that contacted their housanthority for day-to-day maintenance
services (see Table 10).

Table 10: Frequency of contact for day-to-day mairgnance services by ASGC location

None One Two Three Four Five or

more
% % % % % %
National 42 11 11 8 5 13
Major Cities 43 12 11 8 5 12
Inner Regional 40* 11 12 7 5 13
Outer Regional 37* 9 10 7 * 16*

Q9. How many times have you contacted the [housing authority] for a day-to-day maintenance problem over the last

12 months?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities n=6,351; Inner
Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=530. A group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total

Demographic factors that impact on frequency of cotact for day-to-day
maintenance services

Younger tenants were more likely than average i@ lentacted their housir|g
authority for day-to-day maintenance service, whiler tenants were less likgly
than average to have contacted their housing atyhfor this kind of service
Sixty-five percent of those aged 20-24 years hadtamted their housinp
authority, while 33% of those aged 75 years and bad contacted their housifg
authority;
Female tenants were more likely than average t@ ltantacted their housirg
authority (52%) for day-to-day maintenance serweeile male tenants were le
likely than average to have contacted their houammtority (41%) for this king
of service;

Single people living with children and couples rigi with children were mor
likely than average to have contacted their housnthority for day-to-day
maintenance service (62% and 60% respectively); and
Aboriginal tenants were more likely than averagédee contacted their housing
authority for day-to-day maintenance service (55%).
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1.5.2 Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services

The majority of tenants (60%) who had made conigitt their housing authority for day-
to-day maintenance services were satisfied withddneto-day maintenance services (see
Figure 10). About one-quarter (27%) of tenants werssatisfied with day-to-day
maintenance services.

Figure 10: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenanceervices
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Q10: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the day-to-day maintenance services provided by (or through)
the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for day-to-day maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,571.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories. ‘Dissatisfied’ includes ‘somewhat
dissatisfied’ and ‘very dissatisfied’ response categories
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1.5.2.1 Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance saces by jurisdiction
Figure 11 shows that compared to the national geera

Tenants from Queensland and Western Australia wene likely to be satisfied
with day-to-day maintenance services (70% and 688pactively), and less likely
to be dissatisfied (18% and 20% respectively);

Tenants from New South Wales were less likely tosagsfied with day-to-day
maintenance services (52%) and more likely to bsatisfied (34%); and

Tenants from South Australia were significantlysléikely to be dissatisfied with
day-to-day maintenance services (22%).

Figure 11: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenanceervices by jurisdiction
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Q1lo: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the day-to-day maintenance services provided by (or through)

the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for day-to-day maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,571; NSW n=2,087; Vic n=449; Qld n=1,933; WA n=528; SA n=237; Tas
n=625; ACT n=467; NT=245.

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

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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1.5.2.2 Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance saces by ASGC location

There were no statistically reliable differences percentages of tenants reporting
satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance servigeA®GC location (see Table 11).

Table 11: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenancservices by ASGC location

National Major Inner Outer
. Cities Regional Regional
% % % %
Very satisfied 18 18 18 14
Satisfied 42 41 43 43
Subtotal: Satisfied or Very satisfied 60 59 61 57
Q10: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you overall with the day-to-day maintenance services provided by (or through)

the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for day-to-day maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,571; Major Cities n=3,064; Inner Regional n=2,526; Outer Regional n=267. A
group of 714 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wi day-to-day maintenance
services

Older tenants were more likely than average to dtesfeed with day-to-day
maintenance services, while younger tenants weee likely than average to e
satisfied with this kind of service. Seventy-thprcent of those aged 75 years
and over were satisfied with day-to-day maintenaseerices, while 22% (g
those aged 15-19 years were satisfied with dayatordaintenance services;
Female tenants were more likely than average tdigsatisfied with day-to-daly
maintenance services (28%), wile male tenants \eseelikely than average to lpe
dissatisfied (24%) with this kind of service;
People living alone and couples living alone wererlikely than average to e
satisfied with day-to-day maintenance services (6388 65% respectively),
while single people living with children and coupliving with children werg
less likely than average to be satisfied with dagdy maintenance servicks
(52% and 49% respectively); and

Aboriginal tenants were more likely than averagdeodissatisfied with day-tg
day maintenance services (32%).

=2

Roy Morgan Research November 2007



2007 National Social Housing Survey —Public Housimgational Report Page 52

1.5.3 Satisfaction with specific aspects of day-to-day nir@enance services

Figure 12 shows tenant satisfaction and dissatisfagvith specific aspects of day-to-day
maintenance services. Generally, tenants werdisdtisith all five aspects of day-to-day
maintenance services.

‘Treatment by contractors’ and ‘treatment by staf€ére more likely to be rated as
satisfactory (78% for each), while ‘time it tookfi® the problem’ was least likely
to be rated as satisfactory (57%); and

Tenants were most likely to be dissatisfied witie‘gquality of the work’ and ‘time

it took to get the problem fixed’ (19% and 28% msstpvely), while the percentages
expressing dissatisfaction with each of the remaitihree aspects were all close to
10% of tenants.

Figure 12: Satisfaction with specific aspects of gato-day maintenance services
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Q11: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of day-to-day maintenance services provided by
(or through) the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for day-to-day maintenance services; results based on weighted
data. Unweighted sample: National n=6,571.

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

Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Roy Morgan Research November 2007



2007 National Social Housing Survey —Public Housimgational Report Page 53

1.5.3.1 Satisfaction with specific aspects of dag-tlay maintenance services by
jurisdiction

Across all jurisdictions the majority of tenantsresatisfied with each of the five specific
aspects of day-to-day maintenance services (sete Ti&). Compared to the national
average:

Queensland tenants were more likely to be satisfire@ach of the five aspects of
day-to-day maintenance services;

Tenants from Victoria were more likely to be saéidfwith treatment by staff
(81%)), treatment by contractors (83%), and tineok to fix the problem (71%);
Tenants from Tasmania were more likely to be gatisfwith treatment by
contractors (83%), quality of the work (74%) anchdi it took to fix the problem
(61%);

Western Australian and South Australian tenanteveggnificantly more likely to
be satisfied with the time it took to fix the prebi (both 63%), and South
Australian tenants were significantly more likelp te satisfied with the
information they had to report a problem (80%);

Tenants from New South Wales were less likely tedtesfied with each of the five
aspects of day-to-day maintenance services; and

Tenants from the Australian Capital Territory wéess likely to be satisfied with
treatment by staff (70%), information on how to odp(70%) and quality of the
work (59%);

Table 12: Satisfaction with specific aspects of day-day maintenance services by jurisdiction

National NSW | Vic | Qid | WA | SA | Tas | ACT | NT
% % % % % % % % %
Treatment by staff 78 72* 81* | 83* | 81 81 75 70* 78
Treatment by contractors 78 70* 86* | 83* | 82 79 83* 74 80
Information on how to report 75 73* 74 | 82 | 73 | 80* | 73 70* 72
Quality of the work 66 57* 71* | 73* 69 70 74* 59* 67
Time it took to fix problem 57 50* 55 66* | 63* | 63* | 61* 53 57
Q11: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of day-to-day maintenance services provided by
(or through) the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?
BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for day-to-day maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,571; NSW n=2087; Vic n=449; Qld n=1933; WA n=528; SA n=237; Tas n=625;
ACT n=467; NT n=245.
NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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1.5.3.2 Satisfaction with specific aspects of dag-tlay maintenance service by ASGC
location

Generally, there were no significant differencestwleen ASGC locations in the
proportions of tenants reporting satisfaction fory af the five aspects of day-to-day
maintenance service (see Table 13). The one erceptias a lower than average
percentage of tenants in Major Cities reportings&attion with treatment by contractors
(77%).

Table 13: Satisfaction with specific aspects of dayp-day maintenance service by ASGC location

National M_a_jor Inr_1er Ou_ter
% Cities Regional Regional
% % %
Treatment by contractors 78 77* 79 77
Treatment by staff 78 78 76 72
Information on how to report 75 74 77 71
Quality of the work 66 65 67 68
Time it took to fix problem 57 56 58 58
Q11: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following aspects of day-to-day maintenance services provided by

(or through) the [housing authority] over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for day-to-day maintenance; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=6,571; Major Cities n=3,064; Inner Regional n=2,526; Outer Regional n=267. A
group of 714 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wi specific aspects of day-to-day
maintenance services

Older tenants were more likely than average to dissfeed with the measurgd
aspects of day-to-day maintenance services, wlolenger tenants were leps
likely than average to be satisfied with these etsp&ixty-five percent of tenanfs
aged 25-34 years were satisfied with ‘informatiaovided on how to repoit
problems’, while 84% of those aged 75 years and oere satisfied with thig
aspect of day-to-day maintenance services. Sixtypsicent of tenants aged 45-
34 years were satisfied with ‘treatment by persdmonv the problem was
reported to’, while 85% of tenants aged 75 yeats@rer were satisfied with th|s
aspect. Further, 69% of tenants aged 25-34 yeamns satisfied with ‘treatmert
by contractor’, while 84% of tenants aged 75 yeard over were satisfied with
this aspect. Fifty-seven percent of those aged®$ears were satisfied with ‘the
quality of the work’, while 76% of those aged 75ay® or over were satisfidd
with this aspect. Finally, 32% of those aged 20y24rs were satisfied with the
‘time it took to fix the problem’, while 69% of tlse aged 75 years and over wgre
satisfied with this aspect;

Male tenants were more likely than average to hisfeal with ‘information
provided on how to report problems’ (78%), whilenfide tenants were less likgly
than average to be satisfied (74%).
Single people living with children and couples tigi with children were less
likely than average to be satisfied with ‘infornmatiprovided on how to repoyt
problems’ (72% and 68% respectively), while singleople living without
children were generally more likely to be satisfigith this aspect (78%).
Single people living with children and couples tigi with children were less
likely than average to be satisfied with ‘treatmbgitperson whom the problem
was reported to’ (75% and 72% respectively), whitgle people living withou
children were generally more likely to be satisfigith this aspect (80%).
Single people living alone were more likely tharem@age to be satisfied with
‘treatment by contractor’ (81%), while single pempiving with children ang
couple living with children were less likely to katisfied with this aspect (7690
and 72% respectively); and
Single people living alone were more likely thari@ge to be satisfied with ‘tHe
quality of the work’ (70%), while single peopleilng with children and couplgs
living with children were less likely to be satesi with this aspect (62% and 69%
respectively).

-
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1.6 Non-maintenance services

1.6.1 Frequency of contact for non-maintenance services

Non-maintenance issues are those issues that adérectly related to the maintenance of
tenants’ homes. These may include such thingsuggpaost, advice, transfer availability,
complaints and disputes.

Thirty-five percent of tenants had contact withitimusing authority for non-maintenance
issues in the last 12 months (see Figure 13). Egghpercent of tenants had contacted their
housing authority either once or twice, while 9%lioated they had contacted their
housing authority five or more times for non-man@ece issues. Eleven percent of tenants
did not answer this question, which is up compaoe2D05, when only 8% did not answer.

The proportion of tenants who contacted their haysauthority for non-maintenance
services (35%) in 2007 was lower than for day-tg-d48%) and emergency (49%)
maintenance services.

Figure 13: Frequency of contact for non-maintenancservices
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Q12: How many times have you contacted the [housing authority] for any reason other than to report a maintenance
problem over the last 12 months?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.
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1.6.1.1 Frequency of contact for non-maintenance iséces by ASGC location

Table 14 shows that tenants in the three ASGC ilmtagroups had generally similar

frequencies of contact with their housing authairityelation to non-maintenance services.
Tenants in Inner Regional location were less likielyhave not contacted their housing
authority for non-maintenance services (51%), whaleants in Outer Regional locations
were less likely to have contacted their housinthaity twice in the twelve months

preceding the survey (6%).

Table 14: Frequency of contact for non-maintenanceervices by ASGC location

Five or
None One Two Three Four
more
% % % % % 0
%
National 53 10 8 5 3 9
Major Cities 54 10 8 5 3 9
Inner Regional 51* 10 9 5 4 9
Outer Regional 53 7 6* 5 4 12
Q12: How many times have you contacted the [housing authority] for any reason other than to report a maintenance
problem over the last 12 months?
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities n=6,351; Inner
Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=570. A group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.
NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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Demographic factors that impact on frequency of cotact with housing authority
for non-maintenance services

Younger tenants were more likely than average i l@ntacted their housir|g
authority for non-maintenance services, while oliggrants were less likely thqn
average to have contacted their housing authooty tlis kind of service
Seventy-seven percent of those aged 20-24 yearsdradcted their housing
authority for this kind of service, while only 208bthose aged 75 years and oyer
had contacted their housing authority;

Female tenants were more likely than average tdéacbtheir housing authori
(36%) for non-maintenance services, while male nenavere less likely thi
average to contact their housing authority (30%);

Single people living with children and couples rigi with children were mor
likely than average to have contacted their houaunority for non-maintenange
services (42% to 46% respectively), while singlegie without children angl
couples without children were less likely than ager to have contacted their
housing authority for this kind of service (30% &f%o respectively); and
Aboriginal tenants were more likely than averagédee contacted their housing
authority for non-maintenance services (47%), whikn-Indigenous tenangs
were less likely than average to have contacten timeising authority for non
maintenance service (33%).

11%
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1.6.2 Satisfaction with non-maintenance services

Just over one-half (52%) of tenants were satisfigth non-maintenance services (see
Figure 14). However, 33% of tenants were dissatisiiith the non-maintenance services.

Figure 14: Satisfaction with non-maintenance servies
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Q13: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall service you have received from the [housing authority] staff
relating to non-maintenance issues over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for a non-maintenance issue; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=4,679.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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1.6.2.1 Satisfaction with non-maintenance servicéy jurisdiction

There were significant differences between jurigdics in the percentages of tenants who
were satisfied with non-maintenance services. Guoetpto the national average (see
Figure 15):
South Australian, Queensland, and Western Austra(&2%, 61% and 60%
respectively) tenants were significantly more ke be satisfied;
Queensland tenants were less likely to dissatigfdéo); and
Tenants from New South Wales were less likely tosatsfied (45%) and more
likely to be dissatisfied (38%) with non-maintenarservices.

Figure 15: Satisfaction with non-maintenance servies by jurisdiction
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Q13: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall service you have received from the [housing authority] staff

relating to non-maintenance issues over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for non-maintenance services; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=4,679; NSW n=1,553; Vic n=307; Qld n=1,406; WA n=369; SA n=174; Tas
n=408; ACT n=308; NT=154.

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

Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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1.6.2.2 Satisfaction with non-maintenance servicéy ASGC location

Tenants in Inner Regional locations (56%; see Tablewere significantly more likely to

be satisfied with non-maintenance services.

Table 15: Satisfaction with non-maintenance servigeby ASGC location

National Major Inner Outer
. Cities Regional Regional
% % % %
Very satisfied 18 17 21* 16
Satisfied 34 34 35 35
Subtotal: Satisfied or Very satisfied 52 51 56* 51
Q13: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall service you have received from the [housing authority] staff

relating to non-maintenance issues over the last 12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for non-maintenance services; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=4,679; Major Cities n=2,247; Inner Regional n=1,791; Outer Regional n=178. A
group of 463 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total

Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wi non-maintenance services

Older tenants were more likely than average toatisfeed with non-maintenande
services, while younger tenants were less likeinthverage to be satisfied wjth
this kind of service. Sixty percent of those agédy@ars and over were satisfied
with non-maintenance services, while 42% of thogeda25-34 years wele
satisfied with non-maintenance services.
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1.6.3 Satisfaction with specific aspects of non-maintenae services

Figure 16 presents satisfaction with specific atgpetnon-maintenance services. At least
one-half of all tenants (from 52% to 63%) who cated their housing authority for non-
maintenance services in the past 12 months weidisdtacross the six aspects that were
measured.
The greatest proportion of tenants reporting sattedn was with ‘the way you
were treated by staff in the office’ (63%);
The lowest proportion of tenants reporting satiséecwas with ‘how efficiently
the query was dealt with’ (52%);
One-quarter (25%) of tenants reported dissatisfactiith ‘the time it took to get
through on the phone’ and 30% of tenants were tis$igal with ‘how efficiently
the query was dealt with’; and
About one-fifth (19%) of tenants were dissatisfigith the ‘amount of privacy in
the office’ and 21% of tenants mentioned dissatigfa with ‘the knowledge of the
staff'.

Figure 16: Satisfaction with specific aspects of memaintenance services
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Q14. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following aspects of non-maintenance services over the last
12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for non-maintenance services; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=4,679.

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

Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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1.6.3.1 Satisfaction with specific aspects of nonaimtenance services by jurisdiction

Nationally, more than one-half of tenants weres$atl across the six aspects of non-
maintenance services measured (see Table 16). lowbere were significant differences
between jurisdictions.
Tenants from Queensland were more likely to reperhg satisfied with each of
the six aspects of non-maintenance services;
Tenants in both New South Wales and the Australlapital Territory were less
likely to report being satisfied with each of thi& aspects of non-maintenance
services;
Tenants in Western Australia, Tasmania and the hdant Territory were more
likely to express satisfaction with ‘the time itototo get through on the phone’
(69%, 68% and 75% respectively);
Similarly, the same three groups of tenants wereenlikely to report being
satisfied with the time it took before being atteddn the office (65%, 68%, and
71% respectively);
Tenants in South Australia, Tasmania and the Nontfierritory were significantly
more likely to express satisfaction with ‘treatmémnt staff’ (70%, 69% and 70%
respectively);
South Australian tenants were significantly mokelly to report satisfaction with
the efficiency with which their query was dealt wv{60%);
Tasmanian tenants were more likely to report sattgfin with the amount of
privacy in the office (60%); and
Northern Territory tenants were more likely to eeqw satisfaction with the staff
knowledge about policies and procedures (68%).
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Table 16: Satisfaction with specific aspects of nemaintenance services by jurisdiction
National | NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
Time it took to get 55 45+ | 56 | 60 | 69* | 59 | 68* | 44 | 75*
through on the phone
Time it took before 56 52+ | 53 | 60 | €5¢ | 57 | 68* | 41* | 71*
attended in the office
Treatment by staff 63 59* 61 68* 68 70* 69* 51* 70*
Staff knowledge about 56 | 50 | 57 | 63* | 62 | 61 | 58 | 40¢ | 68*
policies and procedures
Amount of privacy in the 54 49 | 54 | 58 | 50 | 56 | 60* | 45* | 57
office
\',Ev‘;gf'ency query dealt 52 45 | 50 | 62* | 57 | 60* | 56 | 42* | 56
Q14. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following aspects of non-maintenance service over the last
12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for non-maintenance services; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=4,679; NSW n=1,553; Vic n=307; Qld n=1,406; WA n=369; SA n=174; Tas
n=408; ACT n=308; NT=154.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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1.6.3.2 Satisfaction with specific aspects of nonaimtenance services by ASGC
location

Tenants in Major Cities were less likely to be &t than tenants in Inner & Outer
Regional locations with all aspects of non-mainteeaservices, except for ‘the efficiency
the query was dealt with’, for which tenants intbdflajor Cities and Outer Regional
locations were equally likely to be satisfied (Sedble 17).

Table 17: Satisfaction with specific aspects of nemaintenance service by ASGC location

National Major Inner Outer

. Cities Regional | Regional

& % % %
Treatment by staff 63 61* 68* 68
Time it took before attended in the office 56 51* 61* 61
Knowledge of staff about policies and 56 53* 60* 56
procedures
Time it took to get through on the phone 55 50* 61* 66*
Amount of privacy in the office 54 53 55 56
Efficiency query dealt with 52 50 56* 50

Q14. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the following aspects of hon-maintenance services over the last
12 months?

BASE: Tenants who contacted their housing authority for non-maintenance services; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=4,679; Major Cities n=2,247; Inner Regional n=1,791; Outer Regional n=178. . A
group of 463 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wt specific aspects of non-
maintenance services

Older tenants were more likely than average to dissfeed with the measurgd
aspects of non-maintenance services, while youregemnts were less likely than
average to be satisfied with these aspects. Fiftg-percent of tenants aged |75
years and over were satisfied with ‘time it tookdoe attended in the office|.
Forty-nine percent of tenants aged 25-34 years wsatisfied with ‘treatment by
staff’, while 65% of tenants aged 75 years and owvere satisfied with thig
aspect. Further, 41% of those aged 25-34 years segisdied with the ‘amount gf
privacy in the office’, while 56% of those aged y&ars and over were satisfied
with this aspect. Finally, 34% of tenants aged 25yB8ars were satisfied wiih
‘efficiency of query dealt with, while 52% of tertanaged 65-74 years weye
satisfied with this aspect;
Male tenants were more likely than average to hesfeal with ‘amount of
privacy in the office’ (52%), while female tenantsre less likely than average |to
be satisfied (47%).
Couples living with children were less likely thanerage to be satisfied wifh
‘treatment in the office’ (52%), while single peeglving without children wer¢
more likely to be satisfied with this aspect (62%).
Couples living with children were less likely thamerage to be satisfied wifh
‘staff knowledge about policies and procedures (10%
Couples living with children were less likely thanerage to be satisfied wifh
‘amount of privacy in the office (42%); and
Single people living alone were more likely tharem@age to be satisfied with
‘efficiency of query dealt with’ (48%), while cowgs living with children werg
less likely to be satisfied with this aspect (32%).

14

14
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2. Satisfaction with dwelling

2.1 Satisfaction with the overall condition the of home

In 2007, 63% of tenants reported that they wernsfgad with the overall condition of their
home. Conversely, about one-quarter of tenants 28ported that they were dissatisfied
with the condition of their home (see Figure 17).

2.1.1 Satisfaction with the overall condition of the homeby jurisdiction

The majority of tenants in each of the jurisdiciomere satisfied with ‘the condition of
their home’ (see Figure 17). Compared to the natiamerage:
Tenants from South Australia, Queensland and WestAustralia were
significantly more likely to be satisfied with ‘theondition of their home’(72%,
72% and 69% respectively);
Tenants from Queensland and South Australia weageifgiantly less likely to
report being dissatisfied (16% and 15% respectjyegd those from Queensland
were less likely to report being neither satisted dissatisfied (9%)
Tenants from New South Wales, Victoria, the AustralCapital Territory, and the
Northern Territory were all less likely to reportibg satisfied (57%, 60%, 59%,
and 56% respectively);
Tenants from the Northern Territory, New South VBaéad Victoria were more
likely to be dissatisfied (29%, 28% and 27% regpebt) and those from New
South Wales and the Australian Capital Territoryrevalso more likely to report
being ‘Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied’ (17% a6 respectively).

Figure 17: Satisfaction with the overall conditionof the home by jurisdiction

100% | —
80%
57 6o 59% 2 2x 59 ES
63 65
g e 72 F 72 2 a
60%
-
B -
40% - - 11
E klz e 10 : 140 N
10 e L - 10 [ L.,
k ‘F k9 - |
S I N S o N S ST B U0 B b
{ .28. - 27 . . b { . .
2= 1s” - 20 15 -22. 2o
0% P FFra Lot S e FFF s e I
National NSwW viCc oLD WA SA TAS ACT NT
r Not answered ™ Don't know/no opinion Dissatisfied " Neither 11 Satisfied
Q3: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall condition of your home?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

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

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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2.1.2 Satisfaction with the overall condition of the home2001-2007

The proportion of tenants expressing satisfacticth ithe overall condition of the home’
decreased significantly from 66% in 2001 to 64%20@3, and has then remained stable to
2007 (see Figure 18). Dissatisfaction has remaimethanged for the period between 2001
and 2007.

Figure 18: Satisfaction with the overall conditionof the home 2001-2007
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Q3: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall condition of your home?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: 2001 n=9,588; 2003 n=9,003; 2005 n=15,434;
2007 n=13,246.

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

Denotes a statistically significant change (at the 95% level) from the previous year's data.

Roy Morgan Research November 2007



2007 National Social Housing Survey —Public Housimgational Report

Page 69

2.1.3 Satisfaction with the overall condition of the homéoy ASGC location

Table 18 shows the percentages of tenants saymg wlere satisfied with the overall
condition of their home across the ASGC locatiohisere were no statistically reliable
differences among the percentages.

Table 18: Satisfaction with the overall condition 6the home by ASGC location

National Major Cities e Ozl
. . Regional Regional
& % % %
Satisfaction with overall condition 63 63 63 61
of home

Qs3:
BASE:

NOTE:

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the overall condition of your home?

All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities n=6,351; Inner
Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=530. A group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an ASGC location.

‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Demographic factors that impact on satisfaction wit the overall condition of
the home

Older tenants were more likely than average to dtesfeed with the overal|

condition of their home than were younger tena@tdy 40% of tenants aged 2p-
34 years were satisfied with the overall conditadrtheir home. The percentage

of tenants who were satisfied increased steaditit age so that among tenapts

aged 75 years and over 78% said they were satisfied
Tenants who were not actively looking for or aviaidafor work were more likely

than average to be satisfied with the overall cooaiof their home (65%).

Tenants who were employed full-time or unemployed bad actively looked fq
work in the past four weeks were less likely thaarage to be satisfied (54% al

53% respectively);
Male tenants were more likely than average to besfead with the overal

condition of their home (69%), while female tenantge less likely than average

to be satisfied (60%);
Tenants from households with children were lesglyikthan average to K
satisfied with the overall condition of their hor#% to 55%). Single peop
living alone were more likely than average to bisfiad (73%); and

Non-Indigenous tenants were more likely than awergbe satisfied with tl'r
rqut

overall condition of their home (64%). Aboriginaénants and Torres St
Islander tenants were less likely than average etosdttisfied (47% and 50
respectively).

.
nd
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2.2  Satisfaction with specific aspects of the home

Tenants were asked to rate their satisfaction wébh of four specific aspects of their
home:
Amount of privacy of the home;
Overall condition of the inside of the home;
The security of the home (e.g. security screensdow locks, lighting, etc.); and
Overall condition of the outside of the home

Two-thirds of tenants said they were satisfied witl privacy of their home (see Figure
19). Sixty-four percent of tenants reported beiatjsfied with the condition of the inside
of their home, and 60% said they were satisfiedh whie condition of the outside of the
home. Sixty-one percent reported satisfaction wighsecurity of the home.

2.2.1 Satisfaction with specific aspects of the home bwuijisdiction

The majority of tenants in each of the jurisdicionere satisfied with each of the four
specific aspects of the home (see Table 19). Cardparthe national average:
Tenants in New South Wales were less likely to dtesed with each of the four
aspects;
Tenants in Queensland, Western Australia and SoAtistralia were all
significantly more likely to be satisfied with tlowerall condition of the inside of
the home (72%, 69%, and 70% respectively), whileamés in the Australian
Capital Territory and the Northern Territory weesd likely to be satisfied with the
overall condition of the inside of the home (58% &6% respectively);
Tenants in Queensland, Western Australia and thehBlon Territory were more
likely to report being satisfied with the securitfiytheir home (79%, 66%, and 73%
respectively), while those in South Australia, Tasm and the Australian Capital
Territory were significantly less likely to be sdied (56%, 51% and 53%
respectively);
Tenants in Queensland, Western Australia, Southraliss and Tasmania were all
significantly more likely to be satisfied with tleeerall condition of the outside of
the home (68%, 65%, 68%, and 68% respectively); and
South Australian tenants were significantly moieelly to be satisfied with the
privacy of their home (73%).
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Table 19: Satisfaction with specific aspects of theome by jurisdiction
National | NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT

% % % % % % % % %
Privacy of home 67 66* 65 66 70 73* 65 67 66
Condition of the
inside of the 64 59* 63 72* 69* 70* 65 58* 56*
home
The security of

61 57* 59 79* 66* 56* 51* 53* 73*
the home
Condition of the
outside of the 60 54* 59 68* 65* 68* 68* 57 58
home
Q4: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with...

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;

Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

NOTE:  ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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2.2.2 Satisfaction with specific aspects of the home 20@D07

From 2001 to 2005 the proportion of tenants exjmgssatisfaction with aspects of their
home showed some evidence of declines (see Figdye The percentage of tenants
reporting satisfaction with the overall conditiohtbe outside of the home fell from 65%
in 2001 to 62% in 2003. The percentage of tenaepsrting satisfaction with privacy of
the home fell from 69% in 203 to 64% in 2005.

There was no further evidence of declines afte’s2@0d in fact, the percentage of tenants
reporting satisfaction with the privacy of the homereased from 64% in 205 to 67% in
2007.

There was no reliable evidence that the proportmhtenants expressing dissatisfaction
changed over the six year period.

Figure 19: Satisfaction with specific aspects of thhome 2001-2007

90%

70% =165 oo 65 = 65
67715 63 55 155 62 62 64 64 61 ¢o —154 61 60

50%
30% 8 ¥ *

10%

18 20 1 20" 19

9
0% 22 5¢ 222 20 93 93 23 24 55 23

50% -
2001 2003 2005 2007

O Privacy of home B Condition of the inside of the home O The security of the home O Condition of the outside of the home

Q4. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with... (the following aspects of your home)?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: 2001 n=9,588; 2003 n=9,003; 2005 n=15,434;
2007 n=13,246.

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

Denotes a statistically significant change (at the 95% level) from the previous year's data.
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2.3 Satisfaction with shared facilities and common area

Tenants’ satisfaction was measured with each of #mpects of shared facilities and
common areas of their home. Only tenants that loathwon areas rated their satisfaction
with the three aspects of common areas that wetedli Tenants were asked about the
cleanliness of shared facilities (kitchen, bathrepand laundries). The common areas that
tenants were asked about were:

The cleanliness of shared facilities;

The cleanliness of the building including corridastairs, lifts;

The condition of the building including corridosgairs, lifts; and

The security of the building

2.3.1 Satisfaction with shared facilities and common ares

The majority of tenants were satisfied with thdiaed facilities (see Figure 20).
About two-thirds (68%) of tenants were satisfiedhwihe cleanliness of shared
facilities’; and
About 60% of tenants reported being satisfied watich of the three shared
common areas: cleanliness of the building (61%ddmn of the building (60%),
and security of the building (58%).

Figure 20: Satisfaction with shared facilities

100%

90% -

80% -

70% A

60% -

50% A+

40% -

30% -

20% A

10% A

0%

T T T
How clean shared facilities are Overall condition of the building Overall cleanliness of the building Security of the building

Total not satisfied 2 Neither 11 Total satisfied

Q5: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with ...?
BASE: Tenants who shared common areas and facilities and had an opinion (base size varies).

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

Categories ‘not applicable/don’t know’ and ‘not answered’ were removed from the analyses.
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2.3.2 Satisfaction with shared facilities and common aresaby jurisdiction

More than one-half of tenants in all jurisdictiowgre satisfied with the four measured
aspects of shared facilities and common areasTabk 20). Compared to the national
average:

Tenants in Queensland were more likely to be satisfith each of the four shared
facilities and common areas;

Tenants in South Australia were significantly maileely to be satisfied with
‘cleanliness of shared facilities’ (84%) and witbvérall condition of building’
(80%);

Tenants in New South Wales were the least likelgdsatisfied across all aspects,
except for ‘cleanliness of shared facilities’;

Tenants in Tasmania were significantly more likéty be satisfied with the
‘cleanliness of the shared facilities’ (80%), ‘Oatkrcondition of the building’
(78%), and ‘Cleanliness of the building’ (79%); and

Tenants in the Australian Capital Territory wererenbkely to be satisfied (71%)
with ‘the overall condition of the building’.

Table 20: Satisfaction with shared facilities by juisdiction

National NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
Cleanliness of 68 65+ | 61 | 78 | 75 | 84* | 80* | 70 | 67
shared facilities
Overall condition of 61 54+ | 63 | 73+ | 68 | 80+ | 78 | 71* | 66
the building
Cleanliness of the 60 5o+ | 69¢ | 71+ | 69 | 77 | 77* | 60 | 62
building
Overall security of 58 49+ | 67+ | 75¢ | 66 | 61 | 59 | 55 | 64
the building
Q5: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with ...?
BASE: Tenants who shared common areas and facilities and gave a valid answer about the shared facilities (base size
varies).

NOTE: ‘Satisfied’ includes ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ response categories.

Categories ‘not applicable/don’t know’ and ‘not answered’ were removed from the analyses.
National figure is weighted (not raw) average of jurisdiction figures.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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2.4 Condition of items inside the home

Tenants were asked to judge the condition of itersisle their home that were provided by
or paid for by their housing authority and to irate whether these items were in good
condition average condition — some wear, poor condition wene in need of repaiflhe
11 different items inside the home were:

Wallls and ceilings;

Bathroom toilet and laundry;

Windows;

Security locks on windows and doors;

Floor finishes;

Kitchen stove;

Plumbing ;

Exhaust fans/ventilation;

Heating;

Cooling/ceiling fans; and

Power points and light switches.

Figure 21 presents for each of these items theildision of tenants’ judgements of the
overall condition.

For eight of the 11 items the majority of tenarm@parted those items were in good
condition: ‘heating’ (66%), ‘power points and lighswitches’ (65%),
‘cooling/ceiling fans’ (62%), ‘windows’ (57%), ‘exust fans/ventilation’ (59%),
‘security locks on windows and doors’ (56%), ‘plumiy (58%), and ‘kitchen
stove’ (57%); and

For each of the three remaining items less thanhaifeof the tenants said that
those items were in good condition: ‘bathroom, eioiand laundry’ (47%) and
‘walls and ceilings’ (45%), and the ‘floor finisHeg1%).

Across all 11 items, tenants reporting that theniteyas in average condition
outnumbered tenants reporting that the item wag®aor by a ratio of two to one.
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Figure 21: Condition of items inside the home

100% 1 —
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Heating Powerpoints Cooling/ Windows  Exhaust Security Plumbing  Kitchen Bathroom, Walls and Floor
and light ceiling fans fans/ locks on stove toilet and ceilings finishes
switches ventilation  windows laundry
and doors
{Poor condition -needs repairs 7 Average condition -some wear 11 Good condition
Q17: What is the current condition of the following items inside your home?

BASE: Tenants with these items in their home and with a valid answer (base size varies).
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2.4.1 Condition of items inside the home by jurisdiction

Table 21 shows the proportion of tenants in eacisdiction that rated the condition of
items inside their home as ‘good’.
Tenants from Queensland and South Australia werst ileely to rate items as
being in good condition; for each of these two gdittions, tenants were
significantly more likely to rate items as beinggood condition for eight of the 11
items; and
Tenants from Western Australia and Tasmania wereerikely than average to
rate six of the 11 items as being in good condjtaord
Tenants in New South Wales and the Australian @aperritory were least likely
to rate items in their home as being in good camditNew South Wales tenants
were less likely than average to rate all 11 item$eing in good condition, while
Australia Capital Territory tenants were less hk& rate seven of the 11 items as
being in good condition;

Table 21: Condition of items inside the home by jusdiction (percentage rated as good condition)

National | NSW | Vic Qld | WA | SA | Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %

Heating 66 59* 67 67 | 76* | 66 | 74* 56* 65
Power points and switches 65 61* 66 65 73 | 68* | 67 61* 54*
Cooling/ Ceiling fans 62 57* 65 65* | 61 | 74* | 67* 58 46*
Windows 57 47* 55 75* | 68* | 56 | 64* 55 66*
Exhaust fans/ ventilation 59 54* 57 61 66* | 63* | 64 54* 54
Plumbing 58 53* 60 62* | 61 | 62* | 63* 52* 57
Security lock on windows & 56 51* 51* 20+ | 66* | 55 | 6o a7 55
doors
Kitchen stove 57 51* 59 61* | 63* | 63* | 56 50* 50*
Bathroom, toilet and 47 40+ | 49 | 49* | 53+ |58 | 48 | 47 | 41*
laundry
Walls and ceilings 45 41* 46 50* | 43 | 49* | 48* 42 36*
Floor finishes 41 37* 42 46* | 42 | 51* | 39 32* 33*
Q17: What is the current condition of the following items inside your home?

BASE: Tenants with these items in their home and with an opinion (base size varies).

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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2.5 Condition of items outside the home

Tenants were asked to comment on the conditioneafs outside their home that were
provided by or paid for by their housing authorifys with the items inside the home, the
rating allowed tenants to indicate if the item vimgjood conditionaverage condition —
some wear, poor condition — or was in need of refddie five items outside the home
were:

External walls;

Roof;

Security screens;

Gutters and downpipes; and

Fencing and gates

Figure 22 compares percentages of tenants ratitgjdeuitems as in good condition,
average condition or poor condition.
The majority of tenants described three of the figes outside the home as being
in good condition: ‘external walls’ (61%), ‘roof'60%) and ‘security screens’
(53%);
The remaining two items were rated as being in gawdlition by nearly one-half
of tenants: ‘gutters and downpipes (49%) and ‘fleg@nd gates’ (46%);
About one-quarter (27%) of tenants described ‘flegp@nd gates’ as being in poor
condition;
One-fifth of tenants described their ‘security sor€ (20%) and ‘gutters and
downpipes’ (21%) as being in poor condition; and
Less than 10% of the tenants described their ‘eateralls’ (9%) and ‘roof’ (9%)
as being in poor condition.

Figure 22: Condition of items outside the home
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Q18: What is the current condition of the following items outside your home?

BASE: Tenants with these items outside their home or with an opinion (base size varies).
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2.5.1 Condition of items outside the home by jurisdiction

Table 22 shows the proportion of tenants in eacisdiction that rated the condition of
items outside the home as ‘good’. Compared to #tiemal average:

Tenants from Queensland and Western Australia wene likely to rate each of
the five outside items as being in good condition;

Tenants from Tasmania and South Australia wereifgigntly more likely to rate
four of the five items as being good. Tasmaniaranen were less likely than
average to rate fencing and gates as being in gmodlition (42%). South
Australian tenants rated security screens as haiggod condition at an average
rate.

New South Wales tenants were less likely than @ecta rate each of the five
items as being in good condition;

Tenants from the Australia Capital Territory weged likely to rate three of the five
items as being in good condition: roof (54%), Sagwscreens (40%, and fencing
and gates (40%); and

Tenants from the Northern Territory were less kiélan average to rate external
walls and roof as being in good condition (53% &@éb).

Table 22: Condition of items outside the home by pisdiction (percentage rated as good condition)

National | NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
External walls 61 53* 67* 66* 66* 65* 68* 62 53*
Roof 60 54* 61 66* 68* 67* 67* 54* 52*
Security screens 53 41* 50 75* 65* 52 63* 40* 64*
S““ers. and 49 40+ | 51 | 53 | 59* | 58 | 61* | 46 47
ownpipes
Fencing and 46 41* | 46 | 52¢ | 55* | 51x | 42¢ | 40 | s52¢
gates
Q18: What is the current condition of the following items outside your home?

BASE:

Tenants with these items outside their home or with an opinion (base size varies).

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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3. Strategic Parameters

As in previous years, the 2007 survey measuredfaation with key strategic aspects of
service by housing authority. Six key measures videatified and are detailed in Table
23.

Table 23: Key strategic parameters and questionnad@ reference

Strategic parameter Section of the report Question number
. Section 2 .
Condition of the home Satisfaction with dwelling Question 3
Emergency maintenance Section 1 Question 7

services Satisfaction with service delivery
Day-to-day maintenance Section 1 :
services Satisfaction with service delivery Question 10
Treatment by housing authority | Section 1 :
staff Satisfaction with service delivery Question 2b
Section 1 .
Staff knowledge Satisfaction with service delivery Question 2¢
I : . Section 1 -
Availability of clear information Satisfaction with service delivery Question 2a

3.1 Satisfaction with strategic parameters 2001-2007

Table 24 shows the trends in satisfaction betwd¥Il zand 2007 and between 2005 and
2007 for the six strategic parameters measuredOv/.21t is important to note that
alterations to the questionnaire over the yeare magant that there may be some external
factors (such as changes in questionnaire lengtlgaastionnaire formatting) contributing
to changes in reported satisfaction between y&rsh changes could mask or exaggerate
genuine alterations in tenants’ satisfactiBmen though overall differences in satisfaction
have been identified, the results need to be indéed with considerable caution.

The general trend between 2005 and 2007 is fothaoge or possibly a slight increase in
satisfaction. Three of the six strategic parameateaot change between 2005 and 2007,
while two others increased by two percent each. Sireegic parameter decreased, but
only by one percent (see Table 24). Compared tdl 26@re has been a decrease in
satisfaction on all six strategic parameters, bet decline in satisfaction seems to have
been mostly halted between 2005 and 2007.
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In detail, changes in strategic parameters bet2866 and 2007 were:
Satisfaction for all strategic parameters declibetiveen 2001 and 2007;
Satisfaction increased between 2005 and 2007 for:

o Treatment by staff (2%); and
o Staff knowledge about policies and procedures (2%).

Satisfaction remained static between 2005 and &07
o Emergency maintenance;
o Day-to-day maintenance; and
o0 Clear information; and

Satisfaction declined between 2005 and 2007 for:
o Condition of home (1%).

Table 24: Satisfaction with strategic parameters beveen 2001-2007 and 2005-2007

Change in % Change in % Change in % Change in %
Strategic parameter satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied
2001-2007 2005-2007 2001-2007 2005-2007
Condition of home Decline (-3%) Decline (-1%) Increase (+1%) In(irle(;)‘;'e
Emergency . Y . . Increase
maintenance Decline (-2%) Static Static (+1%)
Day-to-day a0 , o Increase
maintenance Decline (-3%) Static Increase (+3%) (+1%)
. Increase
Treatment by staff Decline (-4%) Increase (+2%) | Increase (+1%) (+1%)
Staff knowledge of
. . Increase
policies & Decline (-1%) Increase (+2%) | Increase (+5%) (+4%)
procedures 0
. . . . Increase
-30, 0
Clear information Decline (-3%) Static Increase (+1%) (+1%)
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3.2 Importance of strategic parameters in predicting oerall service
satisfaction

To assist in planning and policy development, iiseful to know which of the strategic
service parameters have the most influence on t&naverall satisfaction. This analysis
was undertaken using AMOS - a Structural Equaticsd®éling program provided by
SPSS. The analyses described in this section assvil sections 3.3 and 3.5 are based on
the same approach as that which was used in 2005.Was preferred by the client in
order to be able to compare results directly.

Figure 23 shows the relative importance of the sirategic parameters on overall
satisfaction in 2007. The three strongest drivésatisfaction were:

Treatment by [housing authority] staff;

Clear information; and

Condition of home.

Two other drivers, ‘staff knowledge about policasl procedures’, and ‘day-to-day
maintenance’ also had relatively strong influenme®verall satisfaction.

Figure 23: Relative influence of strategic paramets on overall service satisfaction

0.22 (0.21)
Treatment by staff
0.21 (0.22)
Clear Information
0.20 (0.19)
Condition of home
0.17 (0.06) > O\ierfall ts_ervice
Knowledge of staff satistaction
0.16 (0.25)
Day-to-day maintenance
0.09 (0.10)
Emergency maintenanc

NOTE: Figures are SEM standardised weights, they were produced by estimating two separate regression equations; no
two-step regression technique was used, which means that the figure does not provide any information on indirect
and total effects on overall satisfaction.

Parenthesised figures are SEM standardised weights reported for 2005.

Compared to the 2005 findings (parenthesised fgygteown in Figure 23) it is apparent
that the importance of ‘day-to-day maintenance’ faélen from the most important driver
to fifth position in the 2007 data. The 2007 ressltmore consistent with the 2003
findings, which placed ‘day-to-day maintenancethird position.
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Figure 23 shows that for 2007 ‘treatment by housaughority staff was the most
important driver of overall satisfaction. Over tpast three surveys, this parameter has
moved from the main driver in 2003 to third plane2005 and back to the main driver in
2007. As an extension to the model shown in FiggBe an additional iteration was
produced including satisfaction with ‘non-maintecarservice’. The results showed ‘non-
maintenance service’ slotting into sixth positiostveeen ‘day-to-day maintenance’ and
‘emergency maintenance’ (standardised weight 0.10).
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3.3 Satisfaction levels for strategic parameters

Detailed information on the satisfaction scoresoeisded with the six key strategic

parameters is presented in the relevant sectiamgealand summarised in Figure 24).
From the strategic parameters, ‘treatment by stafl the highest percentage of
tenants being satisfied (72%), representing a 2¥ease from the 2005 survey;
‘Clear information’ (70%) and ‘emergency mainten&n@©9%) were also rated as
satisfactory by a relative high percentage of t&aand
Satisfaction for the strategic parameters for b@72survey was similar to the 2005
survey for ‘clear information (70%), ‘day-to-day mienance’ (60%) and
‘emergency maintenance’ (69%). ‘Treatment by stéf2%) and ‘staff knowledge
about policies and procedures’ (62%) have increas2607 compared to 2005.

Figure 24: Satisfaction levels for strategic paranters

72% (7C%)

Treatment by staff

70% (70%

Clear information

63% (64%.

Condition of home

Overall service
62% (60%) "| satisfaction

Knowledge of staff

60% (60%

Day-to-day maintenance

69% (69%

Emergency maintenanc

NOTE: Figure shows proportion of tenants who reported that they were satisfied (this includes ‘very satisfied’ and
‘somewhat satisfied’).

Corresponding 2005 figures are shown in brackets.

Parenthesised figures are equivalent satisfaction levels for 2005.
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3.4 Matrix of strategic parameters

Figure 25 combines the results of the two analyed;is, the results of the SEM analysis
estimating relative influence of strategic paramsetsn overall service satisfaction, and the
observed levels of satisfaction, to generate aegfiamatrix.

The strategic matrix (see Figure 25) provides aeagyic, diagnostic summary of the results
by locating the 6 parameters into quadrants, aaugid the degree of influence on overall
satisfaction and the level of tenant satisfactidte vertical axis is a measure of the SEM
standardises weights generated by the SEM analyss is, the degree of influence of

each strategic parameter on overall satisfactibhg horizontal axis is a measure of the
percentage of tenants who indicated that they watisfied or very satisfied with each

strategic parameter. The matrix is divided intodyaats divided on the median figure for

each dimension.

Quadrant 1: Key priorities identifies strategic parameters ¥anich satisfaction
levels were relatively low, but the degree of iefice was relatively high, and are
therefore important issues to address. The parasnptesitioned in this quadrant
have the most potential impact on improving ovesatisfaction.

Quadrant 4: Strengths to reinforce identifies strategarameters for which both
satisfaction levels and the degree of influencewerall satisfaction were relatively
high. These parameters need to be maintained anftbreed through ongoing
investment.

Quadrants 2, 3:Lower priority items identifies strategmarameters for which the
degree of influence on overall service satisfactisnrelatively low. These
parameters may have relative low satisfaction &velit for which improvements
would not have great impact on overall serviceséattion. These parameters may
instead have relative high satisfaction levels, @nsl probable that they are being
‘taken for granted’ by tenants; for example, fast@uch as ‘cleanliness’ or
‘hygiene’, which are expected by tenants. Impofyartheir removal could cause
great dissatisfaction amongst tenants. The valuéhede parameters of service
should be communicated to tenants.

If relative satisfaction for a parameter increasesr time, then the attribute will move
from quadrants on the left of the matrix, throughgtiadrants on the right. Movement of a
parameter into another quadrant is dependant emjgisrtance level and satisfaction score
relative to other parameters

In addition some of the parameters are likely to limked (e.g. satisfaction with
maintenance and condition of the home) and asudt résrgeting one parameter may have

® Figures in the matrix use weighted data.
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a compound effect. This report does not exploresdhaterrelations as the matrix and
guestionnaire was not set up to investigate suehrelations.

Figure 25 shows the strategic matrix for 2007. @2 only ‘condition of home’ is a key
priority parameter. This aspect was a lower pryogitea in 2005. Even though the relative
influence has only increased slightly, it was suéint to move this aspect from lower
priority to higher priority. ‘Day-to-day maintenagicwas a key priority area in 2005 but
moved to become a lower priority parameter in 208Fause of its lower relative influence
in 2007.

The strategic parameters of ‘treatment by staffl availability of clear information’ have

been classified as strengths to reinfoloe2005, ‘treatment by staff’ and ‘availability of
clear information’ were also considered to be gjties to reinforce, indicating that the
housing authorities have successfully maintainedabpect over the past two years.

Satisfaction with ‘day-to-day maintenance’ and fiskmowledge’ were identified as lower
priority parameters. These parameters were coresldey be less important than was
‘condition of home’. For both parameters, the $atison level was relatively low.
‘Emergency maintenance’ was also a low priorityapaeter, but is currently performing
well.

Tenants who were not able to answer the questioa reenoved from the base to calculate
this proportion, as their results negatively influaed the matrix.
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Figure 25: Matrix of strategic parameters®
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® Condition of home refers to Q3
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3.5 Underlying drivers of satisfaction

To further analyse the influence of the 6 stratggacameters on overall satisfaction, the
components of these parameters were further examisiag structural equation modelling
(SEM), as was used for the 2005 survey.

3.5.1 Service satisfaction

The following service satisfaction parameters wamalysed using the SEM technique to
explain overall satisfaction:
Treatment by staff;

Clear information;
Staff knowledge about policies and procedures;
Day-to-day maintenance; and

Emergency maintenance.

In addition to the above mentioned five servicasfattion parameters, ‘condition of
home’ was also analysed using the SEM techniquerdar to allow comparisons with
previous survey years, the set-up of analysingditivers, including the decision to
elaborate on specific items, follows the 2005 medhagy.
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3.5.2 Drivers of satisfaction with treatment by housing athority staff

As identified in Figure 23, the primary driver ofvevall satisfaction for 2007 was

‘treatment by housing authority staff’. Figure 2tows the level of importance associated

with aspects of ‘treatment by housing authorityfsta

As in 2003 and 2005, satisfaction with the ‘way yane treated by staff in the
office’ was identified as the key driver of satidfian with ‘treatment by [housing
authority] staff’. Close to three-quarters (78%)tehants were satisfied with this

aspect (see Figure 12).

‘Reporting day-to-day maintenance’ and ‘reportimgeegency maintenance’ issues
were also identified as being important, althoughsiderably less so than the main
driver of ‘way you were treated by staff in theiod .

Figure 26: Drivers of satisfaction with treatment ky housing authority staff

When visiting the
office

0.50

Reporting day-to-
day maintenance

0.20

Treatment by
Staff

0.22

Reporting
emergency
maintenance

0.12

By emergency
contractors

0.06

By day-to-day
contractors

NS

Clear
Informatior

Condition of
Home

Knowledge of
Staff

Day-to-day
Maintenanc

Emergency
Maintenanc

0.21

0.20

0.17

0.16

Overall service
satisfaction

0.09

NOTE: Figures are SEM standardised weights, they were produced by estimating 2 separate regression equations; no
two-step regression technique was used, which means that the figure does not provide any information on indirect

and total effects on overall satisfaction.

NS: Non reliable estimate.
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3.5.3 Dirivers of satisfaction with condition of home

‘Condition of home’ was the third strongest predicdf overall satisfaction in 2007 (see
Figure 23). The importance of ‘condition of home’explaining overall satisfaction was
unchanged from the 2005 data (SEM standardisedmyéd?0 in 2007 and 0.19 in 2005).
Figure 27 shows the level of importance associaiiiaspects of ‘condition of home’.

As in 2005, the condition of ‘items inside the honvas, by far, the most important
aspect related to satisfaction with ‘condition ofrie’. Close to two-thirds (64%) of
tenants were satisfied with this aspect in 200 {s&ble 19).

The only other important driver of satisfactionlwitondition of home’ was related
to ‘items outside the home’. Sixty-three per ceetevsatisfied with this aspect.

Figure 27: Drivers of satisfaction with condition d home

Treatment by 0.22
Staff
Items inside home 0.67
Clear 0.21
. Informatior
Items outside 0.20
h
ome .| Condition of 0.20
: 0.08 Home .| Overall service
Security of home 0.17 "| satisfaction
Knowledge of
- 0.04 Staff
Privacy of home 0.16
Day-to-day :
Maintenanc
0.09
Emergency
Maintenanc

NOTE: Figures are SEM standardised weights, they were produced by estimating two separate regression equations; no
two-step regression technique was used, which means that the figure does not provide any information on indirect
and total effects on overall satisfaction.
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3.5.4 Drivers of satisfaction with day-to-day maintenanceservices

Satisfaction with ‘day-to-day maintenance’ was fifidn driver of overall satisfaction as
shown in Figure 23. In 2005 ‘day-to-day maintenamees identified as the primary driver
of overall satisfaction. Figure 28 shows the lesfeimportance that tenants associated with
aspects of ‘day-to-day maintenance services'.

As in 2003 and 2005, the most important aspect aifsfaction with ‘day-to-day
maintenance’ is related to ‘the time it took to tiet problem fixed’ (see Figure 28). Three
other aspects had much smaller influences on aetish with ‘day-to-day maintenance’:
‘quality of the work’, ‘staff treatment’ and ‘infonation on how to report’.

As in 2005, satisfaction with ‘time to fix a probté was the lowest of the four
aspects of day-to-day maintenance (57%; howeves, dhtisfaction figure has
increased by 2% since the 2005 survey); and

Again, as in 2005, the highest level of satisfattieas recorded for ‘treatment by
contractors’ (78%) which was considered to be #astl important aspect of day-to-
day maintenance services (see Figure 12).

Figure 28: Drivers of satisfaction with day-to-daymaintenance services

Time to fix a 0.46 Treatment by 0.22
problem Staff
- 0.19 Clear 0.21
Quality of work Informatior
0.16 Condition of 0.20
Staff treatment Home
0.17 .| Overall service
Knowledge of satisfaction
. Staff
Information on 0.14
how to report
P .| Day-to-day 0.16
"1 Maintenance
Contractor NS
treatment 0.09
Emergency
Maintenanc

NOTE: Figures are SEM standardised weights, they were produced by estimating two separate regression equations; no
two-step regression technique was used, which means that the figure does not provide any information on indirect
and total effects on overall satisfaction.

NS: Non reliable estimate.
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3.5.5 Drivers of satisfaction with emergency maintenanceervices

Satisfaction with ‘emergency maintenance’ was teasi important driver of overall

satisfaction in 2007. As in 2003 and 2005, the éita fix a problem’ was clearly the main
driver of satisfaction with emergency maintenano®iagst tenants in 2007. Figure 29
shows the level of importance associated withiadl &spects of ‘emergency maintenance’.

Satisfaction with time to fix a problem has incre@d$o 64% in 2007 (see Table 12)
from 62% in 2005.

As in 2003 and 2005, tenants were generally motisfisal with ‘emergency
maintenance’ than with ‘day-to-day maintenance’.

The overall satisfaction with emergency maintendrma® remained constant between 2005
and 2007 (69% - see Figure 6).

Figure 29: Drivers of satisfaction with emergency raintenance services

Time to fix a 0.46 Treatment by 0.22
problem Staff
0.19 Clear 0.21
Staff treatment Informatior
0.15 Condition of 0.20
Information on Home I
how to report 0.17 ,| Overa
Knowledge of Satisfaction
Staff
Quality of " 0.10
uality of wor
y Day-to-day 0.16
Maintenanc
Contractor 0.04
treatment .| Emergency 0.09
"1 Maintenance

NOTE: Figures are SEM standardised weights, they were produced by estimating two separate regression equations; no
two-step regression technique was used, which means that the figure does not provide any information on indirect
and total effects on overall satisfaction.
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3.5.6 Drivers of satisfaction with non-maintenance servies

Satisfaction with ‘non-maintenance services’ was inoluded in the overall satisfaction
model to retain consistency with the 2005 resuNdditional analysis including ‘non-
maintenance services’ in the overall satisfactiovdet found ‘non-maintenance services'
to be a statistically non-significant predictor mferall satisfaction (sixth position out of
the 7 strategic parameters). Figure 30 shows thel lef importance associated with
aspects of non-maintenance service.

As in 2005, ‘efficiency of service’ is considerdw); far, the most important driver
of satisfaction with non-maintenance services. T#istill the aspect that tenants
are least satisfied with (52% - see Figure 16).

Other aspects of non-maintenance services can heideved as being only
secondary drivers of satisfaction.

Figure 30: Drivers of satisfaction with non-mainterance services

0.57
Efficiency of service

0.15
Knowledge of staff

0.14
Treatment by staff

0.09 » Non-Maintenanc
Time to get through on the)
phone

-0.30
Privacy when talking

-0.31
Time before attended in
office

NOTE: Figures are SEM standardised weights, they were produced by estimating two separate regression equations; no
two-step regression technique was used, which means that the figure does not provide any information on indirect
and total effects on overall satisfaction.
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3.6 Further implications on findings

As mentioned above, the results described are basadnodelling technique - SEM - that
was previously used in 2005, and which allows campas between the current and the
previous survey results.

The technique of Structural Equation Modelling (SEMprimarily designed to confirm a

proposed causal model instead of developing anamkmodel structure. Doing so, SEM

simultaneously estimates parameters with two orens@ts of relationships. The current
analyses adopted a slightly different approach biymating parameters sequentially.
Furthermore, combining service satisfaction asptecyseld underlying explanatory factors

that influences overall service satisfaction, aprapch that would be characteristically
used in SEM, was not used here.

The results of the sequential models quite reguladowed non-reliable estimates of
influence. In addition the model for ‘non-maintenahcontained negative estimates for
certain service aspects on satisfaction with ‘naiftenance issues’. As many of the
service satisfaction aspects are highly correlaegtession weights are likely to be biased.
Such biasing could affect, at least in parts, theeoved pattern of results.

In summary, we believe that the current approactinéoanalysis of influence faces some
shortcomings. While recognizing the need for cantinof historical comparisons, we
believe that it is important to also recognize lih@tations of the approach, as described
above. Future analyses might test a model in waictemergency maintenance’, ‘day-to-
day maintenance’, ‘non-maintenance’ and ‘condittdrhome’ aspects are combined into
underlying factors for each of the service satisfac dimensions whose influence on
overall service satisfaction would be simultanepusttimated. Doing this could easily
handle the correlations between predictors. Theiltsesvould offer a more easily
interpreted set of measures of the overall infleeoiceach service satisfaction dimension,
such as ‘day-to-day maintenance’, on overall sersatisfaction.
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4. Tenant needs

4.1 Ways in which public housing has helped

Tenants were asked about whether public housinghkfxed them or their household in
each of nine different ways:

Feel more settled in general;

Enjoy better health;

Be more able to cope;

Feel part of the local community;

Be able to continue living in this area,;

Manage rent/money better;

Improvement in job situation;

Being able to start or continue education/traineuay

Better access to services needed.

Among the nine ways suggested in the survey, sesa cited by more than one-half of
the tenants as having helped them (see Figuredsily.four of the suggested nine possible
ways were mentioned to not have helped by 20%nafrEs or more. The most commonly
mentioned ways in which public housing has helpedaw

‘Feeling more settled in general’ (90%);

‘Managing rent/money better’ (89%); and

‘Being able to continue living in the area (89%).
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Figure 31: Ways in which public housing has helped
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It has not helped yet, but it might in the future 7 No, it has not helped 11 Yes, it has helped
Q24: 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 in any of the following ways?
BASE: Tenants who said the benefit applied to them and had an opinion (base size varies).

NOTE: Tenants who did not answer this question or felt that this question did not apply to them/their household were
removed from the analysis.
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4.1.1 Effect of public housing on household’s overall quéy of life

Fifty-nine percent of tenants stated that theiralguality of life had improved as a result
of living in public housing, whereas only 2% of &mts considered their quality of life to
have worsened (see Figure 32).

Figure 32: Effect of public housing on household'sverall quality of life
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80% -
70% -
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59
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30% -

] 17

20% -
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Improved It hasn't made a Some better some Worsened Don't know/No Not answered
difference worse opinion
Q25: How much has living in public housing changed your household’s overall quality of life?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.
NOTE: Improved includes ‘improved a little’ and ‘improved a lot’ combined in this chart

Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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4.1.2 Effect of public housing on overall quality of lifeby jurisdiction

Compared to the national average (59%), tenantsn flQueensland (69%) were
significantly more likely to indicate that their @ity of life had ‘improved’ as a result of
public housing. Tenants from South Australia (27%@re significantly more likely to
mention that it ‘has not made a difference’; tesaindm South Australia were the least
likely (53%) to mention that it had improved theousehold’s quality of life.

Table 25: Effect of public housing on overall quaty of life by jurisdiction

National | NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
Improved 59 60 56* 69* 58 53* 58 62 57
It hasn't made a 17 15« | 18 | 13~ | 19 | 27* | 21¢ | 15 | 23+
difference
Some better some 15 16* | 17 | 12* | 15 | 11* | 14 | 13 | 13
worse
Worsened 2 2 2 1* 3 2 2 2 1*
Don't know/ No 4 4 5 3 4 5 4 4 5
opinion
Not answered 2 2 2 2 3 3 1 4 2
Q25: How much has living in public housing changed your household’s overall quality of life?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

NOTE: ‘Improved’, ‘improved a little’ and ‘improved a lot’ combined in this chart.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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4.2 Dwelling needs

Tenants were asked about the importance to theisdtwld of eight dwelling features of
their home:

Size of your home;

Modifications for special needs (e.g. disability);

Easy access and entry;

Car parking;

Yard space and fencing;

Privacy of your home;

Safety and security of your home; and

Safety and security of the neighbourhood.

In addition, for tenants who identified a featuseb&ing important, they were then asked if
that feature met the needs of their household.

Figure 33 compares the eight dwelling features slnodws tenants’ perception of the
importance and degree to which these needs were(R@atcentages for dwelling needs
being met are based on only those tenants whotespthrat the feature was important to
their household.) All dwelling needs were deemeg@drtant to the majority of tenants
(between 63% and 96%), with the exception of ‘miadifons for special needs’ (35%).

The needs most commonly identified as importanteweafety and security of the home
(90%), safety and security of the neighbourhood4Band privacy of the home (86%).
Two

Approximately three-quarters of tenants also ndtel following dwelling needs to be
important: size of the home (73%), easy access ey (74%) and yard space and
fencing (75%).

Across all eight of the listed needs, at least @W%&nants who had identified the need as
important reported that the need had been met.niemaere most likely to report that their
needs were met for the following features: ‘easyeas and entry’ (90%), ‘size of home’
(82%), ‘car parking’ (80%) and ‘privacy of the hon(é8%).
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Figure 33: Importance of and degree to which dweltig meets needs of household
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Q15: Please indicate if the following features of your home are important to your household and if your current home

meets the needs of your household.
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

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

NOTE: Tenants who indicated that the feature was not important to them were excluded from the analysis of dwelling
needs.
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Demographic factors that impact on importance of ad degree to which
dwelling meets needs of household

Younger tenants were more likely than average dlicate that ‘yard space and
fencing’ was important, while older tenants werssldikely than average To
indicate that this aspect was important. Ninetg-fpercent of tenants aged 15419
years indicated that ‘yard space and fencing’ wmagortant. The percentage |of
tenants who indicated this aspect was importantedsed steadily with age o
that among tenants aged 75 years and over 77%saidspect was importarjt.
Tenants aged 15-19 years were also more likely drarage to indicate that ‘siz
of the home’ was important (92%). Tenants aged &g/ and over were leps
likely than average to indicate that ‘size of thame’ and ‘car parking’ werg

important (72% and 76% respectively);
Female tenants were more likely than average teatel that the ‘size of the
home’ and ‘yard space and fencing’ were importa@be4 and 73% respectivelyf).
Male tenants were less likely than average to atdithat the ‘size of the homg’
and ‘yard space and fencing’ were important (69% 4% respectively);
Male tenants, however, were more likely than avetagndicate that the ‘size pf
the home’ and ‘yard space and fencing’ met the seédhe household (84% and
80% respectively). Female tenants were less likedyr average to indicate that
the ‘size of the home’ and ‘yard space and fencingt the needs of the
household (80% and 74% respectively); and
Tenants from households without children were midkely than average tp
indicate that the size of their home met their seethile tenants living with
children were less likely than average to indidhtg this aspect met their neegls.
Ninety-one percent of tenants living in extendednifees without children
indicated that the size of their home met theirdseevhile only 68% of living a
a couple with one or more children indicated th& aspect met their needs.

)

vJ
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4.2.1 Strategic matrix of household needs being met by delling

A strategic matrix was used to distinguish amorgydlght features of dwellings on both

their rated importance and rated degree to whigy thmet tenant's needs. Dwelling

features that were rated to be of high importaneed®scribed as being higher priority

features. Higher priority features rated relativielw in meeting tenants’ needs are those
that need to be addressed. Features that were red&giyely high are describes as being
strengths to reinforce.

In order to identify which aspects of the dwelliage strategically most noteworthy, it is
important to review the importance that tenantcquaon each aspect. Areas of priority
can be identified if the importance of each attigun contributing to overall satisfaction
with the dwelling is plotted against current sattsfon with these attributes. The resulting
analysis forms the basis of the strategic matree (Bigure 34). The strategic matrix for
dwelling needs for the 2007 survey is shown in Fegb.

Figure 34: Strategic matrix showing priorities

More important
Higher than average importance rating in the survey

Higher priority: Higher priority:
issues to addres strenaths to reinforce
Quadrant 1 Quadrant 4
Less needs met More needs met
lower proportion of tenants Higher proportion of tenants
in survey say needs met Quadrant 2 Quadrant 3 in survey say needs met

Lower priority items

in survey say needs met

Less important

Lower than average importance rating in the survey

Figure 34 presents the strategic matrix showingripies. The vertical axis on the strategic

matrix represents the proportion of tenants whacetdd that the aspect of the home was
important to them. The horizontal axis represenésgroportion of tenants who indicated

that their needs were being met. The dividing fiey@resents the median for each axis.
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Figure 35: Strategic matrix for dwelling meeting neds of household

Safety and
95 1 security at Safety and
hor.ne security of the .
Quadrant 1 . neighbourhood ) Privacy of home Quadrant 4

85 Higher priority: issues to address Higher priority: strengths to reinforce
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2 ™ . home
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55 - Quadrant 2 Quadrant 3

45 A

Modifications for
. special needs

35

68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 7 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90

% of needs being met

Quadrant 1 — Higher importance and lower proportion of needs met
Features of the dwelling that are in Quadrant lilawee where tenants felt that their needs
were not being met, but which were relatively intpat to them in contributing to
satisfaction with their dwelling. In essence, thase key priority areas for attention and
are listed below in order of importance:

Safety and security of the home;

Safety and security of the neighbourhood; and

Privacy of the home.

These attributes were also present in the sameraptaith 2003 and 2005. These features
indicate that there has been little change in tehaninds regarding the quality of these
aspects and the importance of these aspects imdeteg satisfaction with their dwelling.
‘Yard spacing and fencing’ was perceived as a loingrortance in 2007 compared to
2005.

Quadrant 2 — Lower importance and lower proportionof needs met

Dwelling features in this quadrant are those forcwhienants felt their households’ needs
were not being met, but which could be consideredtd relatively unimportant. “Yard
spacing and fencing’ is located in this quadradiodifications for special needs’ can also
be found in this quadrant.

Quadrant 3 — Lower importance and higher proportion of needs being met
Features of the dwelling in this quadrant are tHosavhich tenants felt their households’
needs were being met, but which were considerdx teelatively unimportant. No action
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needs to be taken on these attributes as servieks lare already considered acceptable by
tenants:

Car parking;

Size of the home; and

Easy access and entry.
In 2003 and 2005 these attributes were also inrqma®. This is a positive result for the
housing authorities, indicating that the level efvice that is provided for these dwelling
aspects has remained high over the past two years.

Quadrant 4 — Higher importance and higher proportion of needs being met
Attributes of the home in this quadrant are thamewhich tenants felt their households’

needs were being met and which could be considerbd relatively important.

As in 2003 and 2005, there were no features inghédrant.
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4.3 Pl(a) Amenity performance indicator

Similar to the 2003 and 2005 surveys, an overaleraty performance indicator was
calculated for the 2007 survey. This amenity inticavas calculated as follows:

Weighted number of ‘yes’ responses across sevenignieatures

Pl(a) =
Weighted number ‘valid’ responses across seven iyrfeatures

A ‘'yes’ response indicates that an amenity featmas important to the tenant and that
their needs were being met. A ‘valid’ response was for which a tenant indicated that
the amenity feature was important to them and foickvthe tenant gave a valid response
to whether their households’ needs were being Aetsponse was invalid if a tenant did
not answer the question or indicated that it wasapplicable.

Similarly to the previous survey, the amenity featusafety and security of the
neighbourhood’ is not included in the P1(a) amepiyformance indicator but instead is
included in the P1(b) location performance indicato

Nationally the P1(a) indicator is 79%, which onege@tage point higher than in 2005.
There were only small differences among jurisditdigsee executive summary Table 3),
with New South Wales scoring significantly below7%) the national average and
Queensland and Western Australia (both 82%) scerguificantly above the national
average.

In terms of individual attributes, ‘easy access antty’ received the highest national P1(a)
scores (90%) and ‘safety and security of the havb&ined the lowest P1(a) scores (72%).

Table 26: CSHA public rental housing at February/Mach 2007: P1(a) by Amenity and jurisdiction

DPOIREANT AR [ EEY S National | NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
NEEDS

Size of the home 7599 | 2,773 | 1,347 | 1172 697 084 | 248 | 273| 105
Modifications for special 3,098 | 1,050 554 520 306 407 | 107 | 110| 44
needs

Easy access and entry 8,328 2,995 1,493 1,327 767 1,036 293 287 | 131
Car parking 6,362 | 2,084 | 1,139 | 1,034 646 862 | 249 | 247 | 102
Yard spacing and fencing 6,703 | 2,198 | 1,198 1,100 701 892 251 249 | 115
Privacy of your home 8,437 | 3,026 | 1574 | 1,252 794 | 1075 | 285| 299 | 132
ﬁg‘:ﬁg and security of the | g 177 | 5810 | 1489 | 1456| 791| o78| 258| 262 | 133
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Table 26 (continued): CSHA public rental housing afebruary/March 2007: P1(a) by Amenity and

jurisdiction
:\'}"EFI;%F;TRAE'FT,SND VALID INational | Nsw | Vvie | od | WA | SA | Tas | ACT | NT
Size of the home 9,320 3,381 1,711 1,450 824 1,161 317 342 | 134
Modifications 4,254 1,559 780 660 368 535 147 149 57
Easy access and entry 9,256 3,408 1,690 1,434 819 1,113 324 325 | 143
Car parking 7,899 | 2,613 | 1,439 | 1,308 816 986 | 298 | 307 | 133
Yard space and fencing 8,823 | 3,026 | 1,641 1,391 847 1,109 335 329 | 147
Privacy of the home 10,817 | 3,916 | 2,005 1,632 984 | 1,351 376 385 | 168
Safetyand securlty ofthe | 11304 | 4,123 | 2073 | 1708 | 1050 | 1406 | 394 | 395 | 174
P1(a) score Nati;mal Nsw \ﬁ}c QO/Id V(\;A SO/A T;s AOC/:T IEI/T
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Size of the home 82 82 79 81 85 85* 78* 80 78
Modifications 73 67* 71 79* 83* 76 73 74 77
Easy access and entry 90 88 88 93* 94* 93* 90 88 92
Car parking 81 80 79 79 79 87* 84* 80 77
Yard space and fencing 76 73* 73 79* 83* 80* 75 76 78
Privacy of the home 78 77 79 77 81 80 76 78 79
safetyand security ofthe | - 7 68* | 72 85 | 75 70 | 65+ | 66* | 76*
Average P1(a) indicator 79 77 * 78 82* 82* 81 77 77 80
Standard Error 0.4 0.8 1.7 0.8 1.4 2.1 15 1.6 2.3

Please indicate if the following features of your home are important to your household and if your current home
All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

For meeting needs: Tenants stating that the feature was important and mentioned that it met their needs (base

For valid answer: Tenants stating that the feature was important and mentioned that it met or did not meet their

Q15:

meets the needs of your household.
BASE:

size varies by feature).

needs (base size varies by feature).
NOTE

Significance for the average performance indicators is calculated at the 99% confidence level. The confidence
level has been set higher than the 95% confidence level as used in the remainder of this report for significance
reporting. This allows for compensation of the design effect, which could not be calculated for the average PI
indicators.

Care needs to be taken in interpreting small differences in the results that are affected by various sampling
issues.

Value may not sum to total due to rounding.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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4.3.1 Degree to which dwelling meets household needs bys&C location

There were small but statistically significant drfnces among location types in the
proportions of tenants for whom each of the eighteaities were meeting their
household’s needs (see Table 27). Compared todtienal average:

Tenants from Major Cities were significantly leskely to indicate that their
households’ needs were met (70%) for ‘Modificatiémsspecial needs’ and in the
size of their home (81%); and

Tenants from Inner Regional areas were more likelymention that their
households’ needs were met for ‘modification foegpl needs’ (76%) and for car
parking (82%).

Table 27: Degree to which dwelling meets househotiteds by ASGC location

National Major Inner Outer
% Cities Regional Regional

% % %
Size of the home 82 81* 83 84
Modifications for special needs 73 70* 76* 73
Easy access and entry 90 89 90 91
Car parking 81 80 82* 83
Yard space and fencing 76 76 75 76
Privacy of the home 78 78 77 74
Safety and security of the home 72 71 73 76

Q15: Please indicate if the following features of your home are important to your household and if your current home

meets the needs of your household.
BASE: For importance: all tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities

n=6,351; Inner Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=570. A group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an
ASGC location.

For meeting needs: Tenants stating the feature was important and giving a valid answer to ‘meeting needs’
question (base size varies by feature).

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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4.4 Location needs of household

Tenants were asked about the importance to theisdtwld of their home being located
close to each of nine facilities or services:

Shops and banking;

Public transport;

Parks and recreational facilities;

Emergency services, medical services and hospitals;

Child care facilities;

Educational and training facilities;

Employment/place of work;

Community and support services; and

Family and friends.

In addition, for tenants who identified a featuseb&ing important, they were then asked if
that feature met the needs of their household. Qehants who indicated that a
facility/service was important to the household avercluded in the analysis of whether
the dwelling met their household’s needs.

Figure 36 illustrates the nine dwelling locatioreds that were measured, including their
level of importance and the degree to which the dnamet the household’s needs.

All location needs were deemed important by theonitgj of tenants, with the exceptions
of proximity to educational and training facilitieemployment/place of work, and
childcare facilities

Facilities and services identified for which proxiynwas identified as being important by
the greatest proportions of tenants were:

Emergency services, medical/hospitals (84%);

Shops and banking facilities (82%);

Family and friends (78%); and

Public transport (74%).

Two other facilities and services were mentionedtliy majority of tenants as being
important to be close to:

Community and support services (60%); and

Parks and recreational facilities (52%).

The great majority of tenants (82% or more) who baml that a service or facility was
important, indicated that their dwelling’s locationet their household’s needs for that
particular service or facility.
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Figure 36: Importance of and degree to which dwellig location meets household needs
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Q1le6: Please indicate if it is important for your home to be located close to the following facilities or services and if the

location of your current home meets the needs of your household.
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

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

NOTE: Tenants who indicated that the facility or service was not important to them in column A of the question were
excluded from the analysis of the dwelling’s location meeting needs.
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Demographic factors that impact on importance of ad degree to which
dwelling location meeds household needs

Younger tenants were more likely than average dicate that it was importaft
to be close to ‘child care facilities’, while oldégnants were less likely than
average to indicate that this aspect was imporfaifty-two percent of tenan

aged 20-24 years indicated that it was importanbeoclose to ‘child car

facilities’. The percentage of tenants who indidathis aspect was important
decreased steadily with age so that among tengets 25 years and over orly
5% said this aspect was important. Tenants agetl91¥ears were also mofe
likely than average to indicate that it was impottao be close to ‘publi¢
transport’ (90%). Tenants aged 75 years and ovee lgss likely than average o
indicate that it was important to be close to ‘publansport’ (71%);
Female tenants were more likely than average ticabel that it was important {o
be close to ‘childcare facilities’ (19%), ‘educatad and training facilities’ (38%],
‘employment/place of work’ (35%), ‘community or fuqot services’ (63%) an
‘family and friends’ (81%). Male tenants were |&&sly than average to indicaje
that it was important to be close to ‘childcareilfaes’ (12%), ‘educational angl
training facilities’ (24%), ‘employment/place of wWo (24%), ‘community or|
support services’ (56%) and ‘family and friend2%3);
Tenants aged 20-24 years were less likely thamageeto indicate that ‘childcage
facilities’ met their needs (77%); and
Older tenants were more likely than average tocetei that the location featufe
of being close to ‘family and friends’ met theireas, while younger tenants wegre
less likely than average to indicate that this espeet their needs. Only 61% pf
tenants aged 15-19 years indicated that this aspwedt their needs. The
percentage of tenants who indicated this aspecthmetneeds increased steadily
with age so that among tenants aged 75 years a1d9@9%6 said this aspect met
their needs;

jon
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4.4.1 Strategic matrix of location needs being met by dwikng

The strategic priority of individual services aratifities for households depends upon the
household’s judgement about the importance of #meice and facility and the extent to
which the service or facility meets the househofdsds.

The horizontal axis on the strategic matrix (segufg 37) for location needs represents the
proportion of tenants who indicated that their rse@tere being met. The vertical axis
stands for the proportion of tenants who indicated the location aspect was important to
them. The dividing line represents the median &mhedimension.

Figure 37: Strategic matrix of location needs beingnet by dwelling

Emergency services/
85 | medical service/ hospital
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Quadrant 1 — Higher importance and lower proportion of needs met

Services or facilities that are in Quadrant 1 dresé for which tenants felt that their
dwelling’s location close to facilities and sensceas important to their household. In
essence, these are key priority areas.

‘Being close to family and friends’ was the onlyast in this quadrant and was also in this
quadrant in 2003 and 2005. This means that it wihgerceived as relatively important
and tenants still felt that their needs were natdpenet.
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Quadrant 2 — Lower importance and lower proportionof needs met

Services and facilities in this quadrant are tHosavhich tenants felt their needs were not
being met, but which they considered to be relétiv@important to satisfaction for their

household. These can be considered low prioritasarfer action. Locations close to

‘employment /place of work’, as well as ‘educatemmd training facilities were in Quadrant
2 in 2007, similarly to 2005. ‘Child care facilisewas in Quadrant 3 in 2003 and has
moved to Quadrant 2 in 2007. This means that, vdoempared to 2005, a slightly smaller
proportion of tenants that thought their locatidwse to child care facilities was important,
felt that their needs were met.

Quadrant 3 — Lower importance and higher proportion of needs being met

Services and facilities in this quadrant are thfssewhich tenants felt their needs were
being met, but which were considered to be relbtiveimportant. No action needs to be
taken on these attributes as service levels asadjrconsidered acceptable by tenants.
Similarly to 2005, ‘parks and recreational facd#i can be found in Quadrant 3.

Quadrant 4 — Higher importance and higher proportion of needs being met
Attributes of the home in this quadrant are thobene tenants felt their needs were being
met and which could be considered to be relatiwalyortant with respect to satisfaction
with the dwelling:

Shops and banking facilities

Public transport

Community and support services

These aspects could also be found in Quadran2008, priority needs of households for
these services and facilities continued to be nwer ahe past two years. ‘Emergency
services/ medical service/ hospitals’ moved froma@ant 1 in 2005 to Quadrant 4 in
2007. This means that compared to 2005 househatdstelation to ‘emergency
services/medical services/hospitals’ needs werggddo be better met in 2007.
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4.5 P1(b) Location performance indicator

An overall location performance indicator was cited for the 2007 survey, similarly to
the 2003 and 2005 survey. This location indica®dr(b), is calculated as follows:

Weighted number of ‘yes’ responses across 10 locaspects

P1(b) =
(®) Weighted number of ‘valid’ responses across 10tionaaspects

A ‘yes’ response indicates that being close toraice or facility was important and that
household’s needs were being met. A valid respareseone for which tenants indicated
that the location feature was important to them &ordwhich the tenant gave a valid
response about whether their needs were beingAresponse was invalid if a tenant did
not respond or indicated that the location featwes not applicable. Similarly to the
previous survey, the amenity feature ‘safety amaisty of the neighbourhood’ is included
in the P1(b) performance indicator.

Nationally the P1(b) indicator was 86%, which isigar to the 2005 value. There are only
small differences between jurisdictions (see exeelsgummary Table 4), with New South
Wales (84%) scoring significantly below the natibm&erage and Queensland (88%)
scoring significantly above the national average.

In terms of individual attributes, ‘public transporeceived the highest P1(b) scores at
91% and ‘safety and security of the neighbourhamutained the lowest P1(b) scores at
73%.

Table 28: CSHA public rental housing at February/Mach 2007: P1(b) Location (per cent)

Important and meet needs National | NSW | Vic Qd | WA | SA | Tas | ACT | NT
Shops and banking 9,305 |3,350 |1,694 |1,478 | 790 [1,219 | 321 | 323 | 129
Public transport 8,329 (3,193 |1,614 |1,272 |599 994 | 265 | 280 | 112
Parks & recreational facilities 5,802 (2,092 |1,117 | 935 |523 | 670 | 164 | 219 | 81

Emergency &medical

. . 9,183 (3,367 |1,693 |1,461 |811 (1,112 | 313 | 303 | 122
services/hospitals

Child care facilities 1,690 | 611 | 306 | 339 | 134 159 60 51| 30
Educational/training facilities 3,587 |1,315 620 665 | 282 393 | 116 | 130 | 66
Employment/place of work 3,050 |1,020 501 601 | 298 370 98 | 112 | 50
Community and support needs 6,533 2,359 |1,304 |1,000 |534 786 | 224 | 230 | 95
Family and friends 8,373 |3,061 |1,542 |1,276 | 706 |1,081 | 299 | 293 | 114

Safety and security of the

) 7,938 (2,644 {1,494 1,285 | 779 |1,052 | 274 | 291 | 119
neighbourhood
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Important and valid needs

National | NSW | Vic Qld | WA | SA | Tas | ACT | NT

reply

Shops and banking 10,335 |3,791 (1,882 {1,609 |908 |1,298 | 357 | 348 | 142
Public transport 9,174 |3,537 |1,745 |1,413 | 705 |1,052 | 290 | 310 | 123
Parks & recreational facilities 6,499 (2,392 (1,237 1,035 |570 | 735 | 201 | 239 | 90

Emergency medical
services/hospitals

10,460 |3,862 |1,930 1,619 (928 |1,250 | 368 | 352 | 151

Child care facilities 1,935 | 721 | 335 | 371 |157 183 70 65 | 33
Educational/training facilities 4,128 |1,544 725 749 | 321 428 | 138 | 152 | 72
Employment/place of work 3,712 1,299 618 703 | 346 416 | 126 | 145 | 60
Community and support needs 7,437 2,758 1,470 |1,127 | 614 845 | 255 | 257 | 111
Family and friends 9,629 (3,622 |1,741 |1,445 | 831 1,190 | 340 | 332 | 126

Safety and security of the
neighbourhood

10,891 |3,975 (1,977 |1,624 (999 |1,379 | 381 | 387 | 170

P1(b) score

National | NSW | Vic Qld | WA | SA | Tas | ACT | NT

% % % % % % % % %
Shops and banking 90 88* a0 92* 87 94* a0 93* 91
Public transport 91 90 92 90 85* | 95* 91 90 91
Parks & recreational facilities 89 87* 90 90 92 91 82* 92 90
Emergency medical 88 87 | 88 | 90* | 87 | 89 | 85+ | 86 | 81
services/hospitals
Child care facilities 87 85* 91 91* 85 87 85 78* 90
Educational/training facilities 87 85* 86 89* | 88 92* 84 85 | 91*
Employment/place of work 82 79* 81 86* | 86 89* | 78* | 78 83
Community and support needs 88 86* 89 89 87 93* 88 89 85
Family and friends 87 85* 89 88* 85 91* 88 88 90*
Safety and security of the 73 | e7* | 76 | 79* |78 | 76% | 72 | 75 | 70
neighbourhood
Average P1(b) indicator 86 84 * 87 88* | 86 89 84 86 85
Standard Error 0.4 0.7 1.5 0.7 15 1.9 14 |15 |23
Q16: Please indicate if it is important for your home to be located close to the following facilities or services and if the
location of your current home meets the needs of your household.
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464
For meeting needs: Tenants stating that the facility/service was important and mentioned that it met their needs
(base size varies by feature).
For valid answer: Tenants stating that the facility/service was important and mentioned that it met or did not meet
their needs (base size varies by feature).
NOTE  Significance for the average performance indicators is calculated at the 99% confidence level. The confidence

level has been set higher than the 95% confidence level as used in the remainder of this report for significance
reporting. This allows for compensation of the design effect, which could not be calculated for the average PI
indicators.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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4.5.1 Degree to which household needs for dwelling are mkey ASGC location

Compared to the national average, tenants in GQRegional areas were significantly less
likely to report that locations needs that they fdahtified as being important were being
met in relation to:

Shops and banking (83%);

Public transport (71%);

Child care facilities (77%); and

Community and support needs (80%).

Inner Regional tenants were also less likely torefhat some of their important location
needs were being met:

Public transport (89%);

Parks and recreational facilities (87%); and

Educational/training facilities (84%).

In contrast, tenants from Major Cities were mokelly to report that some of their location
needs were being met:

Public transport (92%); and

Child care facilities (89%).

Table 29: Degree to which household needs for dwiel§j are met by ASGC location

National M_a_jor Inr_1er Ogter
% Cities Regional Regional
% % %
Shops and banking 90 90 90 83*
Public transport 91 92* 89* 71*
Parks and recreational facilities 89 90 87* 87
Emergency & medical services/hospitals 88 88 87 85
Child care facilities 87 89* 85 75*
Educational/training facilities 87 88 84* 87
Employment/place of work 82 82 81 83
Community and support needs 88 88 88 80*
Family and friends 87 86 87 87
Safety and security of the neighbourhood 73 72 72 73
Q16: Please indicate if it is important for your home to be located close to the following facilities or services and if the

location of your current home meets the needs of your household.

BASE: For importance: all tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; Major Cities
n=6,351; Inner Regional n=4,929; Outer Regional n=570. A group of 1,436 tenants could not be allocated to an
ASGC location.

For meeting needs: Tenants stating the feature was important and giving a valid answer to ‘meeting needs’
question (base size varies by feature).

NOTE: Safety/security of neighbourhood is included in the amenity question of the survey however is included in the
calculation of the location indicator. Care needs to be taken in interpreting small differences in the results that are
affected by different sample sizes for each location aspect.

Indicates ASGC locations differing significantly from the national total
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4.6 Support needs

Tenants were asked whether any member of theirehald had an ongoing condition that
limited participation in activities or for which sistance was required. Tenants were also
asked if they had required assistance in the lasttim Those with an ongoing condition
were asked about the nature of that condition. mesnaith support needs were asked
about modifications made to their home. Finallgythvere asked about ongoing assistance
that they required.

4.6.1 Incidence of tenants with support needs

Just over one-half (52%) of tenants indicated thither they or a member of their
household had a disability, health condition oreotbondition that limited participation in
activities or for which assistance was requirec (Bgure 38). Close to one-quarter of all
tenants (26%) indicated that they or a member@f titousehold had required assistance in
the last month.

Figure 38: Incidence of tenants with support needs
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Q32: 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?

Q35: Did you, or any member of your household, require any ongoing assistance in the last month?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.
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Demographic factors that impact on the incidence aienants with support needs
and requirements of ongoing assistance

Older tenants were more likely than average to hswpport needs, whil

younger tenants were less likely than average t@ Isapport needs. Only fi\re
percent of tenants aged 15-19 years indicated sbate member of the|r
household had support needs, increasing steadityage so that among tenapts
aged 75 years or over 59% said that someone in tioeisehold had suppdrt
needs. Interestingly, a similar proportion (60%)58:64 year-old tenants al$o
reported that a household member had support nbatlsnly 54% of those ip
the 65-74 year group reported household membelsomigoing support needs;
Male tenants were more likely than average to tsangport needs (60%), while
female tenants were less likely than average te sapport needs (48%);
Tenants living with children were less likely thaverage to have support neegds.
Only 36% of single people living with one or morgldren had support needs,
and the percentage among couples with one or mioitdren was 45%. I
contrast, tenants living without children were mbkely than average to haye
support needs. Tenants living in groups of unrdladults, tenants living ip
extended families without children, tenants livingcouples without children and
single people living alone we all more likely thaverage to have support neg¢ds
(74%, 67%, 63% and 56% respectively);
Tenants aged 15-19 years were less likely tharageeto have ongoing supp¢rt
requirements (8%), while tenants aged 75 yearsoaed were more likely thap
average to have ongoing support requirements (30¥Qe again, the 65-74 yefar
age group had a lower proportion having ongoingpeuprequirements (21%);
and
Indigenous tenants were more likely than averagéhdwe ongoing suppoft
requirements (32%).

=
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4.6.2 Reason for needing support

Among tenants who indicated that they or a memibe¢har household had a condition
that limited their participation in activities, &r which they required assistance, the most
common reason stated for requiring assistance hatsthey had a disability (45%; see
Figure 39). Long-term health conditions accountedd further 38% of tenants with old
age being cited by about one-quarter (24%) of tesan

Figure 39: Reason for needing support
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condition
Q33: What is the main reason that limits your participation in activities (such as work, cooking, gardening, self-care)

and/or for which assistance is required?
BASE: Tenants who have support needs; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=6,901

NOTE: Percentages reported in body of the graph may not sum to total due to multiple response option.
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4.6.3 Specific needs for support

Among tenants who had reported requirements fooioiggassistance, the most common
type of support need was ‘daily living support’ %8 ‘Personal support’ was mentioned
by 27% of tenants. Close to one-fifth (19%) of temants needed ‘community/living
support’, as well as ‘financial and material assise’ (19%).

Figure 40: Specific needs for support
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Q36: In which areas was assistance required over the last month?

BASE: Tenants who required any ongoing assistance in the last month; results based on weighted data. Unweighted
sample: National n=3,409.

NOTE: Percentages reported in body of the graph may not sum to total due to multiple response option.
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4.6.4 Who is providing the assistance?

The most common form of assistance came from ‘gowent or community agencies’
(51%). A further 30% of tenants requiring assiseanalicated ‘friends or relatives not
living at home’ provided assistance (see Figure. Agople within the household
accounted for a total of 35% of responses; 20%epéarts reported that they themselves
assisted another member of the household, while db&nants said that someone else (a
friend or relative) living in the household gave #ssistance.

Figure 41: Who provided the assistance?
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Q37: Who provided the assistance?

BASE: Tenants who required any ongoing assistance in the last month; results based on weighted data. Unweighted
sample: National n=3,409.

NOTE: Percentages reported in body of the graph may not sum to total due to multiple response option.
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4.6.5 Reasons for using self/friends/relatives for assetice

Among tenants who said that the assistance wasidaewvby themselves, friends or

relatives, Figure 42 compares percentages of tehaatsons for providing assistance:

The most common reason was ‘prefer to do it my£48%);
Eleven percent mentioned that it was ‘more affolefaland

Lack of knowledge about what services are availgBBb) or how to access

services (8%) accounted for 16% of tenants’ reafmmgroviding assistance.

Figure 42: Reasons for using self/friends/relativefor assistance
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Q3s:
BASE:

NOTE:

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

Tenants who used themselves/friends/relatives for assistance; results based on weighted data. Unweighted
sample: National n=2,005.

Tenants only tenants who indicated in Q37 as having themselves/friends/relatives provide assistance.

Percentages in the graph do not sum up to 100% due to omission of the ‘not answered’ response category.
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4.6.6 Most common way of accessing government, communioy private
agency assistance

The most common way of accessing assistance frgpvarnment, community or private
agency was for the provider of the assistance meect the tenant’'s home (50%). Twenty-
four percent mentioned they mostly went to the glewof the assistance (see Figure 43).

Figure 43: Most common way of accessing governmemommunity or private agency assistance
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Q39: 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; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=1,807.
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4.6.7 Most common way of accessing government, community private
agency assistance by jurisdiction

When compared to the national average (see Tabie 30
Tenants from South Australia and the Northern Tawyiwere significantly more
likely to mention that providers of assistance cataethem (65% and 62%
respectively);
Tenants from New South Wales were less likely yothat providers of assistance
came to them (45%); and
Tenants from South Australia were significantlyslégely to say that they went to
providers for assistance (12%).

Table 30: Most common way of accessing governmemmmunity or private agency assistance by
jurisdiction

National | NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %

They mostly came to 50 45« | 46 | 55¢ | 48 | 65¢ | 51 | 44 | 62
our house
l/we mostly went to 24 25 | 20 | 21 | 24 | 12¢+ | 23 | 27 | 16
them
A combination of the 19 21 | 19 | 17 | 19 | 14 | 17 | 16 | 14
2 ways
Q39: 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; results based on weighted data.
Unweighted sample: National n=1,807; NSW n=600; Vic n=151; Qld n=465; WA n=158; SA n=69; Tas n=167;
ACT n=139; NT n=58.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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5. Tenant involvement with housing authority

5.1 Involvement in tenant participation groups

Tenants were asked to indicate their level of imgoient with tenant participation groups
in their local area. A majority of tenants had relseen involved in tenant participation
groups (see Figure 44), with a high proportionenfants (42%) indicating that they did not
know anything about tenant participation groupsveBepercent of tenants had been
involved at some stage in a tenant participati@mugror were currently involved.

Figure 44: Involvement in tenant participation groups
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about tenant involved the past but not at but have not been tenant participation participation groups in
participation groups present involved program but don't the area
know about any
groups
Q29: Have you heard about, or are you involved in, any local tenant participation groups in your area?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages do not sum to total due to omission of ‘contradictory response’ category.
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5.1.1 Involvement in tenant participation groups by jurisdiction

There were differences between jurisdictions inlével of participation in and knowledge
of tenant participation groups (see Table 31):
Only between 1% and 3% of tenants in all jurisdics were involved in tenant
participation groups, with tenants from Victoriacoeding the highest level for
current participation (3%) and past participati8fo]; and
Tenants from Western Australia, Tasmania & and\tbghern Territory were least
likely to know anything about tenant participatignoups (59%, 54% and 55%
respectively not knowing anything). These jurisdics also had the highest
responses to “there are no tenant groups in my.area

Table 31: Involvement in tenant participation groups by jurisdiction

National | NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %

| don't know anything
about tenant 42 38* 38* 39* 59* 48* 54* 40 55*
participation groups
Yes, | am currently 5 5 3¢ 3 1 o 5 3 1%
involved
| have been involved
in the past but not at 5 6* 8* 5 2* 3* 3* 4 3*
present
| know of the groups
but have not been 25 29* 29* 29* 7* 22* 11* 32* 8*
involved
| have heard about
the tenant
participation program 6 7* 6 6 5 7 5 6 5
but don't know about
any groups
There are no tenant
participation groups in 12 12 10* 9* 22* 12 15* 12 19*
the area
Not answered 4 3 4 4 3 5 5 3 4
Q29: Have you heard about, or are you involved in, any local tenant participation groups in your area?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

NOTE: Percentages reported in body of the chart may not always sum to total due to omission of ‘contradictory response’
category.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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5.2 Knowledge of tenant rights

Tenants were asked whether they knew what actiotake if they had been unfairly

treated by their housing authority. Close to onartgr of tenants (27%; see Figure 45)
indicated that they ‘did not know what to do’. llontrast, close to one-third (34%)

answered that they ‘would know what to do’, andbtalt of 36% said they would have

‘some idea of what to do’.

Figure 45: Knowledge of tenant rights
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60% -
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34
30% - 27
20% -
10% -
3
0% : : : L 1

Yes, lwould know whatto do  Iwould have some idea of what No, | would not know what to do Not answered
to do
Q30: If you felt you had been treated unfairly by the [housing authority], would you know what to do?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.
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5.2.1 Awareness of availability of written information on appeals

Tenants were asked whether their housing authbaty written information on ‘how to
appeal against a decision it made. Forty-five pdraid not know if their housing
authority had written information on how to appeaghinst decisions it made (see Figure
46). Eight percent of tenants said that their haysiuthority does not have such written
information, while 45% stated that it does.

Figure 46: Awareness of availability of written information on appeals
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No Don't know Not answered

Q31: Does the housing authority have written information on how you can appeal against a decision it makes?
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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6. Labour force participation

6.1 Labour force participation

Close to one-quarter of tenants (23%) indicated tinay were employed either part-time
or full-time, which was higher than for the 2005na&y (18%). Close to two-thirds of

tenants (62%) said that they had not been actieelking for work in the last four weeks,

which was higher than for the 2005 survey (59%Y diference in results between 2005
and 2007 may be explained, at least in part, bysthaller proportion of tenants who did
not answer the question (8% in 2007 vs. 24% in 2005

Figure 47: Labour force participation
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50% |
40% |
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E K

Employed, fuII time Employed, part-time Unemployed actlvely Not actively looking for or Not answered
looking in last 4 weeks)  available for work in the
last 4 weeks
Q43: In relation to your employment situation, are you...?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE  Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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6.1.1 Labour force participation by jurisdiction

Compared to the national average, tenants fromAtgtralian Capital Territory were
significantly more likely to be employed part-tirae full-time (37%), followed by tenants
from Queensland (28%). Tenants from New South Waks® less likely than average to
be employed. Conversely, tenants from the Austr@ipital Territory and Queensland
were less likely to have not been looking for w@B8% and 59%) respectively, while
tenants from New South Wales were more likely teeh@ot been looking for work (64%).

Table 32: Labour force participation by jurisdiction
National | NSW | Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
Employed full-time 23 20* | 22 | 28 | 26 | 24 | 21 | 37 | 26
or part-time
Unemployed -
actively looking for " " N
work in the last 4 ! 8 ! ! 3 5 8 6 9
weeks
Not actively looking
for work in the last 4 62 64* 62 59* 61 63 64 53* 59
weeks
Not answered 8 8 9 6 10 8 7 4 6
Q43: In relation to your employment situation, are you...?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246; NSW n=4,575; Vic n=878;
Qld n=3,722; WA n=990; SA n=507; Tas n=1,206; ACT n=904; NT n=464.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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Demographic factors that impact on labour force paticipation

Male tenants were more likely than average to bllftime employment (9%)
while female tenants were less likely than avetadee employed full-time (6%].
In contrast, females were more likely than avertagee in part-time employment
(18%), while males were less likely than averageb#o employed part-time
(13%);
Tenants living with children were more likely thaverage to be in full-timg
employment. Ten percent of single people livingwonhe or more children wefe
in full-time employment, and 16% of tenants livimgcouples with one or more
children were employed full-time. In contrast, $engeople living alone werg
less likely than average to be in full-time empl@nh(4%);
Younger tenants were more likely than average tormmployed. Fifty percerpt
of tenants aged 15-19 years were unemployed. Theem@ge of tenants who
indicated that they were unemployed decreased agth so that among tenats
aged 75 years and over 0% were unemployed; and
Tenants of Aboriginal descent were more likely thaarage to be employed fu|
time (9%) and more likely than average to be uneyga (15%), but were legs
likely than average to be ‘not actively looking f@r unavailable for work in the
last four weeks’ (56%).
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6.2 Reasons for employment status

6.2.1 Main reason for part-time employment

The main identified reason mentioned for workingtpiane, was that it suited the tenant’s
current circumstances (36%; see Figure 48). Clmsmeé-quarter (23%) of tenants working
part-time mentioned that they would work more hatitke work was available. Another
40% of tenants offered other reasons for their-pee employment status.

Figure 48: Main reason for part-time employment
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Suits current circumstances ~ Would work more hours or full- Other reasons Not answered
time if the work was available

Q44: What is the main reason you are employed part-time?

BASE: Tenants who were employed part-time; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=2,300.
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6.2.1.1 Main reason for part-time employment by juisdiction

When compared to the national average (see Tabie 33
Tenants from Western Australia and the Australiaapi@l Territory were
significantly more likely to work part-time because suited their current
circumstances (48% and 45% respectively), whilarénfrom New South Wales
were significantly less likely (31%) to work paitre for this reason; and
Tenants from Queensland were significantly morelhik(27%) to mention that
they would work more hours if the work was avaii@gblvhile tenants from the
Northern Territory and Western Australia were digantly less likely to give this
reason for working part-time (9% and 15% respebtjve

Table 33: Main reason for part-time employment by prisdiction

National NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas | ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
Sulits current 36 31* 37 39 | 48* 34 36 | 45+ | 47
circumstances
Would work more hours or
full-time if the work was 23 25 20 27* 15* 25 22 16 9*
available
Other reasons 40 43* 43 33* 35 38 42 37 41
Not answered 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 3
Q44: What is the main reason you are employed part-time?

BASE: Tenants who were employed part-time; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=2,300;
NSW n=667; Vic n=168; Qld n=726; WA n=195; SA n=77; Tas n=198; ACT n=195; NT n=74.

NOTE  Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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6.2.2 Main reason for non-participation in the workforce

Three-quarters of tenants who were not particigaimthe workforce mentioned
that they were unable to work in the last four veeddecause they were either too
young, too old, ill, a suffered a disability or nieal condition (see Figure 49).
One-quarter (25%) gave other reasons as to whywleeg not participating in the
workforce in the last four weeks.

Figure 49: Main reason for non-participation in the workforce
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Q45:

BASE:

What is the main reason that you were not actively looking for or available for work in the last 4 weeks?

Tenants who were not actively looking for work; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National
n=8,036.

6.2.2.1 Main reason for non-participation in the weokforce by jurisdiction

When compared to the national average (see Table 34

Tenants from Queensland and Tasmania were signifjcéess likely (71% and
70% respectively) to mention that they were unableork in the last four weeks,
because they were either too young, too old, fllsaffered from a disability or
medical condition.

Table 34: Main reason for non-participation in theworkforce

National NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT
% % % % % % % % %
Unable 75 75 74 71* 76 79% 70* 74 76
to work
Other 25 25 26 20 24 21* 30 26 24
reasons
Q45: What is the main reason that you were not actively looking for or available for work in the last 4 weeks?

BASE:

Tenants who were not actively looking for work; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National
n=8,036; NSW n=2,929; Vic n=519; Qld n=2,165; WA n=585; SA n=322; Tas n=758; ACT n=457; NT n=271.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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6.2.3 Reasons for lack of employment or insufficient emjplyment

Figure 50 outlines the reasons for non-participatiothe labour force for:
Tenants working part-time, but would prefer to warkre hours;
Tenants who are unemployed; and
Tenants not currently in the workforce (but notdese of being unable to work).

Tenants working part-time, but who would work mawaurs comprise 14% of this group
(n=494 weighted) and unemployed tenants 26% (n¥8fghted). The remaining 60% are
not actively looking for work and have stated tkt@s is for other reasons than being
unable to work (n=2,094 weighted).

The strongest influence for non-participation ie fbour force was the need for ‘more
training, education or work experience’ (31%), daled by ‘transport to work being too
expensive or unavailable’ (25%).

Figure 50: Reasons for non-participation in the labur force and unemployment
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Q46: What is the influence of the following on your employment situation?

BASE: Tenants who were not actively looking for work or available for work or who were unemployed, actively looking for
work; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=3,751.
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6.2.3.1 Reasons for lack of employment or insuffient employment by jurisdiction

When compared to the national average (see Tabie 35
Tenants from Tasmania (23%) were significantly mdeely to report that ‘no job
where you live/ in the type of work you want’ hagtaong influence on their lack
of employment, while tenants from the Northern ery (10%) and Australian
Capital Territory (11%) were significantly lessdil;
Tenants from Victoria (23%) and Tasmania (22%) veegeificantly more likely to
say that ‘if you work, rent might go up’ had a stgoinfluence, while South
Australian tenants (10%) were significantly legly;
Tenants from the Australian Capital Territory (27%pasmania (23%), and New
South Wales (20%) were all significantly more lijkéb say that ‘if you work, pay
too low or benefit might be reduced’ had a stramftuence, while South Australian
tenants were significantly less likely;
Tenants from the Australian Capital Territory (21%)d Victoria (18%) were
significantly more likely to say that ‘child care too expensive/ unavailable’ had a
strong influence, while New South Wales (11%) andsWrn Australian (7%)
tenants were significantly less likely;
Tenants from the Australian Capital Territory (37%)asmania (32%), and
Queensland (29%) were significantly more likelysty that ‘you want/need to stay
home to take care of children’ was a strong infagenwhile tenants from South
Australia (13%) were significantly less likely; and
Tenants from the Tasmania (14%), New South Wal@86j1 and Queensland
(12%) were significantly more likely to say thatamsport to work is too
expensive/unavailable’ was a strong influence, evkéinants from South Australia
(4%) and Victoria (5%) were significantly less like
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Table 35: Reasons for lack of employment or insuffient employment by jurisdiction (percentage
indicating strong influence)

National NSW | Vic | Qld WA SA | Tas | ACT | NT
% % % % % % % % %
No jobs where you
live/in the type of work 16 17 17 15 17 12 23* 11* 10*
you want
More trammg,_educaﬂon 31 30 36 32 31 26 30 35 27
or work experience
It you work, rent might 18 18 |23+ | 16 | 17 | 10 | 22r | 23 | 23
go up
If you work, might have 14 14 | 13| 13 | 18 | 10 | 16 | 10 | 19
to leave current housing
If you work, pay too low
or benefit might be 18 20* 17 17 13 12* | 23* | 27* 21
reduced
Child care is too 13 11* | 18* | 13 | 7+ | 10 | 15 | 21* | 16
expensive/unavailable
You want/need to stay
home to take care of 25 25 28 29* 27 13* 32* 37* 27
children
Transport to work is too 10 12¢ | 5¢ | 12¢ | 10 | 4 | 14* | 11 | 13
expensive/unavailable
Other 11 10 8 13 10 12 12 14 11
Q46: What is the influence of the following on your employment situation?

BASE: Tenants who were not actively looking for work or available for work or who were unemployed, actively looking for
work; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=3,751; NSW n=1266; Vic n=271; Qld
n=1139; WA n=237; SA n=115; Tas n=392; ACT n=224; NT n=107.

Indicates jurisdictions differing significantly from the national total
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7. Tenant characteristics

7.1 Demographic profile

Table 36 provides details of demographic tenantatheristics.

Table 36: Demographic profile
Base: All tenants (n=13,246) %
Main income earner
Respondent 81
Someone else 7
There is more than one equal earner 12
Main source of income
Wages/salary 6
Disability pension 28
Aged pension 33
Unemployment benefit (e.g. Newstart) 6
Other government pension/benefit 18
Other
No income
Not answered, don’t know 8
Lease holder/s
Respondent 96
Someone else
Don’t know 2
Household composition
Couple/single, living alone 65
Couple/single with children under 16 31
Group home or other situation 4
Age of respondent
15-19 years 0
20-24 years 1
25-34 years 6
35-44 years 15
45-54 years 21
55—-64 years 21
65—74 years 20
75 years or over 16
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Table 36 (continued): Demographic profile

%

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Island descent

Aboriginal/Torres Strait Island people 6

Option of Indigenous-specific housing

Yes 19
No 73
Not answered, don’t know 8

Reasons for Indigenous households choosing maamstpeiblic

housing*

Prefer public rental housing 38
No Indigenous-specific housing in the area | warlive in 15
Problems with Indigenous ‘identification’ 18
Could be housed faster in public housing 38
Not available in my jurisdiction 3

Other reasons 9

Country of birth

Australia 69
United Kingdom 10
New Zealand 2

Other 19
Language spoken at home

English 89
Gender

Male 33
Female 66
Not answered, don’t know 1

NOTE  Percentages reported in body of the graph may not always sum to total due to multiple response option.
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7.1.1 Country of birth

Close to one-third (31%) of tenants were born goantry other than Australia. Of those
born outside of Australia the most frequently meméd other countries of birth were:

United Kingdom (31%)

New Zealand (6%)

Vietnam (4%)

Former Yugoslavia (4%)

Lebanon (4%)

Germany (3%)

Philippines (2%)

7.1.2 Other languages spoken at home

Just over one-in-ten (11%) of tenants spoke a laggwther than English at home. The
most frequently spoken other languages were:

Vietnamese (9%)

Spanish (8%)

Arabic (8%)

Polish (6%)

Russian (6%)

Cantonese (6%)

Lebanese (4%)
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7.2 Housing situation

7.2.1 Length of tenure with housing authority

Close to three-quarters (74%) of tenants have bg@mtheir housing authority for over
five years (see Figure 51). Almost one-quarter esfants (24%) have been with the
housing authority for more than 20 years, almost-iird (30%) of tenants have been
with their housing authority for over 10 and up2® years, and almost one-quarter (24%)
of tenants have been with their housing authodtybketween five and 10 years.

Figure 51: Length of tenure with housing authority
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Q21: How long have you been a tenant of the [housing authority]?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages reported in body of the graph may not always sum to total due to omission of ‘don’t know/not
answered’ response categories.
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7.2.2 Frequency of movement

Close to two-thirds (68%) of tenants indicated ity had not moved since becoming a
tenant of public housing (see Figure 52). Closerte-quarter (22%) of tenants had moved
either once or twice since they became a publicsimgutenant. Only 8% of tenants had
moved three or more times.

Figure 52: Frequency of movemerit
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Q22: How many times have you moved since you have been a tenant in public housing?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.

" Please note that tenant relocation only relatesaeing out of and back into public housing.
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7.2.3 Residence at current address

Close to two-thirds (69%) of tenants had livedhairt current address for more than five
years (see Figure 53). Close to one-quarter (27/t¢rants indicated they had lived at
their current address for 15 or more years. A &rrtt8% indicated that they had lived at
their current address for between 10 and 14 yemnile close to one-quarter (24%)
mentioned that they had lived at their current adslifor between five and nine years.

Figure 53: Residence at current address
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Q23: How long have you lived at your current address?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.
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7.2.4 Modifications made to housing because of a disaliyior health
condition

Close to one-fifth (22%) of tenants have had theimes modified as a result of a disability
or health condition (see Figure 54).

Figure 54: Modifications made to housing because @f disability or health condition

100% -
90%

80% -

70

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

22
20%
10%-

) 5

0% e E A

Yes No

Don't know Not Answered

Q34a: Has your home been modified because of a disability or health condition of someone in your household?
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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7.2.5 Modifications required to be made to housing

Thirteen percent of tenants indicated that theméaurrently requires modifications due
to a disability or health condition of someoneheit household (see Figure 55).

Figure 55: Modifications required to be made to hasing
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Q34b: Does your home currently require modifications because of a disability or health condition of someone in your
household?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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7.2.6 Previous housing situation

Prior to living in public housing, 56% of tenanteme living in private rental homes (see
Figure 56). Close to one-fifth (19%) of tenants @vkving with friends/relatives, while 6%
lived in community housing.

Figure 56: Previous housing situation
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BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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7.2.7 Reasons for moving into public housing

The main reason close to two-thirds (64%) of temaméntioned for moving into public
housing was that they could not afford private aé(dee Figure 57). Close to one-quarter
(27%) of tenants also mentioned that ‘securityesiute/not having to move’ was a reason
for moving into public housing.

Figure 57: Reasons for moving into public housing
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Q20: Why did you move into public housing?
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages reported in body of the graph may not always sum to total due to multiple response option.

Roy Morgan Research November 2007



2007 National Social Housing Survey —Public Housimgational Report Page 147

7.2.8 Desire to buy current home

Forty-four percent of tenants mentioned they wdikd to purchase their current home
(see Figure 58). Close to one-third (36%) of temamdicated that they were not interested
in purchasing their current home, while 17% wereentain as to whether they would like
to or not.

Figure 58: Desire to buy current home
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Q28: If it were possible, would you like to buy your current home?
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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7.2.9 Future housing expectations

In five years from now, close to two-thirds (64%)tenants see themselves still living in
public housing (see Figure 59). Close to one-qu&28%6) of tenants did not know where
they would be in five years time, while 5% of tetsagee themselves living in a house they
own or were buying.

Figure 59: Future housing expectations
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Q26: Where do you see yourself living in five years from now?

BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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7.2.10Current barriers to buying a home

Forty-three percent of tenants perceived the inghid afford repayments as the main
barrier to buying a home (see Figure 60). More tBafo of tenants considered ‘the
inability to get a loan’ (34%), ‘the security ofét by renting public housing that isn’t
otherwise available’ (34%), and ‘the inability tetga deposit’ (33%) as barriers to buying
a home.

Figure 60: Current barriers to buying a home
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Q27: What is currently stopping you from buying a home?
BASE: All tenants; results based on weighted data. Unweighted sample: National n=13,246.

NOTE: Percentages reported in body of the graph may not always sum to total due to multiple response option.
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8 Additional comments

Tenants were asked for additional comments or sigges about the service received
from their housing authority. If there were spexisues that tenants felt needed to be
addressed directly by their housing authority, kaintenance issues, they were asked to
contact their housing authority directly. In tofgB62 tenants provided responses relating
to the service from their housing authority. Maagdnts offered more than one comment.
Comments have been categorized by:

Negative comments;

Positive comments; and

Other comments.

Of those tenants that provided a resp8n88% provided negative comments about their
housing authority or housing situation. These negaemarks mostly concerned:

health issues;

maintenance customer service;

changing personnel,

safety and security issues;

condition of items inside the house;

condition of items outside the house;

the survey;

rent;

transferral process; and

other (general) comments.

Fifty percent provided positive comments about rthebusing authority or housing
situation. These positive remarks mostly concerned:

the housing authority;

the survey;

the house;

rent;

housing authority staff;

maintenance customer service; and

other general positive comments.

Ten percent provided other issues and suggestgasding their housing authority or
housing situation. These included:

® This was an open-ended question and as a reattigipants could include more than one commeng Th
total number of comments therefore adds to mone 1%, as most tenants provided multiple responses
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request for assistance (e.g. getting older, disalete);
wanting the buy the home;

request for information; and

other general comments.
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