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Summary

The 2012 National Social Housing Survey (NSHS) is the most recent in a series of surveys of
social housing tenants and their experiences. The 2012 NSHS sampled tenants of public
housing (PH); state owned and managed Indigenous housing (SOMIH) and community
housing (CH) programs. An overview of the national findings was published in May 2013 in
National Social Housing Survey 2012: a summary of national results. This report provides
national level analyses, state and territory comparisons and comparisons across programs.

How satisfied are tenants?

The majority of NSHS respondents indicated that overall they were satisfied with the
services provided by their housing organisation.

* Tenant satisfaction with the services provided by their housing organisation was highest
among tenants who had not been homeless in the past 5 years, lived in dwellings with
no structural problems, or in dwellings that were not overcrowded.

* Community housing tenants were more satisfied with the services offered by their
housing provider than public housing or SOMIH tenants.

What are the benefits of living in social housing?

Social housing tenants reported a range of benefits from living in social housing.

* The majority (more than 70%) felt more settled and are able to manage rent or money
better.

* Around half benefitted by feeling more able to cope with life events and an improved
sense of social inclusion.

What are dwelling conditions and use like?

* The majority of social housing respondents lived in a dwelling of an acceptable
standard with 4 or more working facilities and no more than 2 major structural
problems. This was most common for public housing, SOMIH and community housing
tenants in Queensland, as well as community housing tenants in Western Australia.

*  Only a small proportion of social housing dwellings were overcrowded, and this is
considerably more prominent in SOMIH households.

* Underutilisation was more common than overcrowding in social housing dwellings.
One in 4 SOMIH households were not fully utilised, as are 1 in 7 public housing and 1 in
10 community housing households.

Which support services are used most and by which tenants?

Tenants across all housing programs used health and medical services most frequently,
followed by mental health services.

* Community housing tenants accessed community or health services most commonly.

viii



1 Introduction

Housing assistance encompasses a range of programs targeted to provide assistance to
low-income households in securing and sustaining housing. Social housing is a significant
component of housing assistance and includes all rental housing owned and managed by
government, or not-for-profit community organisations, which can be let to eligible
households (AIHW 2012). It includes:

* public housing (also called “public rental housing’)

* state owned and managed Indigenous housing

* community housing (also referred to as “mainstream community housing’)
* Indigenous community housing.

The 2012 National Social Housing Survey (NSHS) is the most recent in a series of surveys
designed to gather information on tenants and their social housing experiences. The NSHS
was first conducted via mail-out in 1996 with tenants of public rental housing (PH).
Community housing (CH) was added to the NSHS program in 2001 with tenants also
surveyed by mail-out. State owned and managed Indigenous (SOMIH) housing was
included for the first time in 2005 with tenants surveyed utilising a face-to-face approach.
Details regarding previous iterations of the NSHS, including reports, are available on the
AIHW website. The 2012 survey sampled tenants of public housing , state owned and
managed Indigenous housing and community housing programs — collectively referred to
throughout this report as ‘social housing’. Indigenous community housing has not been
covered in the National Social Housing Surveys to date, and is not included in the 2012
survey. Definitions of “public housing’, ‘state owned and managed Indigenous housing’ and
‘community housing’ are provided in Box 1.1.

The survey’s primary purpose is to collect data on the profile of social housing tenants in
states and territories and record their satisfaction with services provided and the amenity
and location of their housing. Other data of interest have also been collected for national
reporting purposes and to meet specific information requirements of state and territory
governments.

An overview of the national findings was published in the report National Social Housing
Survey: a summary of national results 2012 (AIHW 2013). This report provides additional
national-level analyses, state and territory comparisons and comparisons across programs.

The NSHS complements other data sources about social housing in Australia, especially
administrative data collected by social housing providers and reported at the national level
by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW). These administrative data
provide valuable information about the outputs of social housing programs, including the
number of houses provided and the extent to which people in special needs groups are able
to access social housing. The survey adds to the overall picture by surveying tenants about
their experiences of living in social housing.



Box 1.1: Social housing programs covered by the 2012 NSHS

Public housing

Public housing encompasses the publicly owned or leased dwellings administered by state
and territory governments. It aims to provide appropriate, affordable and accessible
housing mainly for low-income households that have difficulty in obtaining and
maintaining housing in the private market.

State owned and managed Indigenous housing

SOMIH is administered by state governments and is specifically targeted to households
with at least 1 Indigenous member. It aims to provide appropriate, affordable and
financially accessible housing for low- to moderate-income Indigenous households. Four
jurisdictions currently have SOMIH programs: New South Wales, Queensland, South
Australia and Tasmania.

Community housing

Mainstream community housing is managed by not-for-profit organisations and is covered
in the NSHS where it receives capital or recurrent funding from government. Community
housing offers short-, medium- or long-term tenure for low-income individuals and
families, or those with particular needs not well catered for by the private market. Currently
the community housing program is operating in all jurisdictions apart from the Northern
Territory.

The social housing sector

At 30 June 2012, the total social housing stock in Australia was around 423,000 dwellings, of
which 78% (331,000) were public rental housing (Figure 1.1). Mainstream community
housing was the second largest holder of social housing dwellings —almost 60,000, or 14 % of
the total stock. Indigenous-specific programs, including SOMIH, Indigenous community
housing and NT remote public housing accounted for the remaining social housing
dwellings —around 32,000 or 8% of the total stock.

Between 30 June 2006 and 30 June 2012, the overall social housing stock increased slightly by
about 4% from 408,800 dwellings to 423,000 dwellings. While the Australian Government’s
Social Housing Initiative contributed to maintaining the level of stock, during this period
there was a small decline in the social housing stock relative to the total number of dwellings
in Australia—from 4.7% of all dwellings in 2006 to 4.5% in 2011 (AIHW analysis of ABS 2006
and 2011 Censuses). The Social Housing Initiative was designed as part of the National
Partnership Agreement on National Building and Jobs Plan to stimulate the building and
construction industry, both through funding additional dwellings and increasing
expenditure on repairs and maintenance. Over 19,700 new dwellings were constructed under
the Initiative, and over 80,000 benefitted from repairs and maintenance (Department of
Social Services unpublished data).

A decrease in the number of public housing dwellings was offset by an increase in
mainstream community housing. This increasing contribution of the community sector
reflects housing policy directions of both the Australian, and state and territory
governments.
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Figure 1.1: Number of social housing dwellings, Australia wide, by program, 2004-2012

The mainstream community housing sector has grown rapidly over the 5 years to 2011-12,
increasing by more than 50% between 2007-08 and 2011-12 (AIHW analysis of National
Housing Assistance Data Repository 2011-12). This trend looks set to continue, with housing
ministers committing to an aspirational target under which community housing will account
for up to 35% of all social housing by 2014 (FaHCSIA 2010). The sector is also expanding
under the National Rental Affordability Scheme (NRAS) (Box 1.2). As at September 2013,
there were 133 approved applications in the scheme, of which 79 were from not-for-profit
organisations (DSS unpublished data).
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Box 1.2: National Rental Affordability Scheme

The NRAS is an initiative of the Australian Government in partnership with the states and
territories to invest in affordable rental housing. The scheme, which commenced in 2008,
seeks to address the shortage of affordable rental housing by offering financial incentives to
persons or entities such as the business sector and community organisations to build and
rent dwellings to low- and moderate-income households at a rate that is at least 20% below
market rates for 10 years. It aims to:

e  Increase the supply of new affordable rental housing.
e Reduce the rental costs for low- and moderate-income households.
e  Encourage large-scale investment and innovative delivery of affordable housing.

The Australian Government is committed to stimulating the construction of up to 50,000
high quality homes and apartments, providing affordable private rental properties for
Australians and their families.

Source: FaHCSIA 2013.

Social housing is targeted to disadvantaged groups. Eligibility criteria generally specify that
prospective tenants be on low incomes, although some community housing providers also
cater for middle-income earners with special needs. New tenants in both public and
community housing are likely to be those in the category defined as “highest need” —that is,
one or more of the following applies:

* They are homeless.

* Their life or safety is at risk in their accommodation.

* Their condition is aggravated by their housing,.

* They are in housing that is inappropriate to their needs.

* They have very high rental costs relative to their housing.

In 2011-12, 74% of allocations in public housing and 56% of allocations in SOMIH went to
people meeting these criteria. In mainstream community housing, 72% of allocations were to
those in greatest need (AIHW analysis of National Housing Assistance Data Repository
2011-12).

Social housing is also targeted towards other special needs groups including Indigenous
Australians, those with disability, the young and the elderly. In 2011-12, two-thirds (68%) of
new households assisted in public rental housing were in 1 of these groups, with a similarly
high proportion in mainstream community housing (60%) (AIHW analysis of National
Housing Assistance Data Repository 2011-12).

Tenants” experiences of social housing assist in informing the extent to which housing policy
objectives are being met. To this end, the NSHS adds to the work done by the Australian
Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI) and other research bodies. For example,
security of tenure for tenants has been found to enhance household health and education
outcomes (AHURI 2005), social connectedness (Beer 2009) and employment outcomes
(AHURI 2009). As 1 2012 NSHS social housing tenant commented:

‘I have been provided with secure, affordable housing in an area, which has led me to
gain part-time work [and] has given me and my partner an opportunity to participate in
society and take care of our health as we get older.’



2012 NSHS methodology

Like the 2010 NSHS, data for the 2012 NSHS were collected via mail-out self-completed
paper questionnaires from tenants of public housing and community housing. In 2012, data
were also collected from tenants of SOMIH households using this method —previous
surveys of SOMIH tenants had been conducted via face-to-face interviews.

The approach for the 2012 survey differed from that used in previous years due to
limitations on the time available for fieldwork. An initial random sample was drawn from
the administrative or sample databases supplied by jurisdictions, and this sample was sent a
survey pack containing a questionnaire (including covering letter, See Appendix C) and a
reply-paid envelope. Non-response within 2 weeks of these initial mailings was followed up
with a reminder mailing, encouraging tenants to complete the survey. In the Australian
Capital Territory, reminder mailings took place 10 days after the initial mailing due to time
restrictions on fieldwork. The reminder mail-out included a questionnaire (including
reminder letter) and a reply-paid envelope. During the fieldwork period, it became apparent
that a higher response was achieved from initial mailings than from reminder mailings. As
the time available for fieldwork decreased, the focus shifted to achieving the minimum
sample size for reporting for each program and jurisdiction. Therefore additional survey
forms were sent out to randomly selected top-up sample households until the required
numbers of responses were achieved. In previous years, a single sample was selected and
followed up with reminder mailings until the required number of responses was achieved.

As with the 2010 NSHS, the 2012 NSHS used the same survey instrument across all social
housing programs. Prior to 2010, the content differed slightly across the programs, reflecting
the different areas of interest in relation to each program. The approach used for the 2012
survey was undertaken in order to maximise data comparability across all social housing
programs. Further, while there was some change to the survey questions between the 2
survey waves, the same topics were covered and content for key issues remained essentially
the same.

For this report, discussion of comparisons of national and jurisdictional estimates has
focussed on differences that are statistically significant.

Some survey respondents did not answer all questions, either because they were unable or
unwilling to provide a response. The survey responses for these people were retained in the
sample, and the missing values were recorded as not answered. Missing data and ‘not
applicable’ responses were not included in the denominators when calculating proportions
throughout the report.

Further information regarding the approach to the 2012 NSHS is provided in Appendix B:
Survey and reporting methodology.

Comparison with previous years’ results

Caution should be used if comparing 2012 results to previous years due to changes in the
survey methodology and substantially lower response rates in 2012 (overall 16%, down from
approximately 40%: see Appendix B for further information). These may have affected
comparability in survey responses and the decrease in response rates in 2012 may have
increased the survey’s exposure to non-response bias compared to previous surveys.
Particular caution should be taken with comparisons of estimates of customer satisfaction



between 2010 and 2012 due to changes in the methodology of the survey and the levels of
estimation variability associated with these figures.

2012 NSHS sample representativeness

Some differences exist between the demographic profile of NSHS respondents and the
profile of tenants reported in the national administrative data collections. These
demographic differences between data collections are expected as the 2012 NSHS does not
require that a survey respondent be the main tenant of the household (the person who
signed or co-signed the lease). The differences observed for 2012 are consistent with those
observed in 2010 (See Appendix tables B.2, B.3, B.4 and B.5).

Key demographic differences are:

* The gender profile in the administrative database (44% male, 56% female for PH; 43%
male, 57% female for SOMIH; and, 46% male, 50% female for CH) across the social
housing programs was more equal than that achieved in the 2012 NSHS (37% male, 63%
female).

* The age profile in the administrative database across the social housing programs was
younger than that observed in the NSHS sample. For example, around 43% of public
housing tenants, 21% of SOMIH tenants, and 35% of community housing tenants
responding to the NSHS were aged 65 and over compared to 18% of public housing,
5% of SOMIH and 12% of community housing tenants in each of the respective
administrative databases.

* There were noticeable differences in the household types in the 2012 NSHS compared to
the administrative data. For example:

- A higher proportion of public housing tenants responding to the 2012 NSHS lived in
single adult (58%) and couple only households (12%) than was observed in the
administrative database (52% and 9% respectively).

- A higher proportion of community housing tenants responding to the 2012 NSHS
lived in couple only households (13%) than was observed in the administrative
database (7%).

* Tenure length was longer for public housing tenants responding to the NSHS with a
higher proportion having lived in their current home for more than 10 years (47%) than
was observed in the administrative database (38%).

In summary, the 2012 NSHS respondent was more likely to be female, older, and with long
tenures in their homes compared to tenants in the administrative database. These differences
need to be considered when interpreting the findings of the 2012 NSHS. The impact of these
differences can be seen when looking at overall satisfaction. For example, satisfaction with
the services provided by the tenant’s housing provider increased with age and connection to
the labour force, yet decreased as education levels increased (see Box 2.2).

Throughout the report, an analysis of the demographic characteristics relating to the item of
interest has been provided in a summary box at the end of each section to assist in
interpreting survey results.



2 Tenant satisfaction

Overall satisfaction

The majority of NSHS respondents, across public housing, SOMIH and community housing,
indicated that overall they were satisfied with the services provided by their housing
organisation (65% for PH, 59% for SOMIH, and 74 % for CH) (Figure 2.1).

mVery satisfied Satisfied m Neither Dissatisfied mVery dissatisfied

All

Public housing

SOMIH

Community housing

o

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Per cent

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table E2.1.

Figure 2.1: Satisfaction with services provided by the housing organisation, by housing program
type, 2012 (per cent)

Satisfaction was highest across all social housing programs for:

* non-Indigenous tenants

* tenants who had not been homeless in the 5 years leading up to the survey
* tenants in dwellings with no structural problems

* tenants in dwellings classed as adequate or underutilised.



Table 2.1: Proportion of tenants satisfied with services provided by housing organisation, by

Indigenous status, previous homelessness, structural problems, and dwelling utilisation, 2012 (per

cent)

Characteristic Public housing SOMIH c°’:o'“u“8';:; Al
(%) (%) (%) (%)

Indigenous status
Indigenous 56.2 58.0 66.8 58.1
Non-Indigenous 64.8 59.9 74.2 66.3
Homelessness
Homeless in the last 5 years 62.0 57.9 65.7 62.7
Have not been homeless in the last 5 years 65.6 58.6 75.9 66.9
Structural problems
3 or more structural problems 33.1 33.8 48.5 34.5
1 or 2 structural problems 59.0 61.7 64.2 59.8
No structural problems 85.1 86.4 85.4 85.2
Dwelling utilisation
Overcrowded 46.7 48.4 66.1 49.1
Adequate 65.9 59.4 73.7 67.0
Underutilised 68.1 62.5 76.1 68.6

Notes

1. Responses to this question refer to the person who completed the survey form.

2. ‘Satisfied’ includes those who reported being ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’.



Satisfaction over time

Historically, social housing tenants have been asked to rate their overall satisfaction with
their housing provider. The wording of the question tracking this item has changed over
time. In addition, there was a change in methodology between 2007 and 2012 for SOMIH
tenants with a move from face-to-face interviews to mail-out self-completion surveys.

In surveys undertaken since 2001, two-thirds or more public housing tenants and
three-quarters or more community housing tenants reported they were satisfied with the
service provided by their housing provider. In addition, around two-thirds of SOMIH
tenants were satisfied (Figure 2.2). Overall satisfaction has decreased over time, with
community housing respondents consistently the most satisfied. Since the 2010 NSHS:

* public housing tenants’ satisfaction decreased from 73% to 65%
e community housing tenants’ satisfaction decreased from 79% to 74%.
Since the 2007 NSHS, SOMIH tenants’ satisfaction decreased from 63% to 59%.
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L 3
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0
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Year
Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
2. Community housing tenants were surveyed in 2002.
3. SOMIH tenants were not surveyed in 2001, 2003 or 2010.

4. 2012 estimates are not directly comparable with 2010 or previous estimates due to changes in survey design and estimation. This is
represented in the above chart by a break in time series.

Source: Table E2.2.

Figure 2.2: Satisfaction with services provided by the housing organisation over time, by program
type, 2001-2012 (per cent)




Satisfaction, by state and territory

Overall, the social housing tenants in Queensland reported the highest levels of satisfaction
with the overall services they received from their housing provider (Figure 2.3; Table E2.3).

Compared to the national average (65% for PH, 59% for SOMIH and 74% for CH),
satisfaction of respondents was higher for:

* public housing tenants in Queensland (80%), South Australia (73%), the Australian
Capital Territory (70%) and the Northern Territory (70%)

e SOMIH tenants in Queensland (71%)

* community housing tenants in Tasmania (88%), Queensland (81%) and South Australia
(80%).

Compared to the national average, satisfaction was lower for:

* public housing tenants in New South Wales (56%) and Western Australia (57%)
* SOMIH tenants in New South Wales (49%)

* community housing tenants in New South Wales (70%).

1
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m Community
1 housing
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1
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Notes

1. Responses to this question refer to the person who completed the survey form.
2. ‘Satisfied’ includes those who reported being ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’.
Source: Table E2.3.

Figure 2.3: Proportion of tenants satisfied with services provided by the housing organisation, by
state and territory, 2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction, by location

The 2012 NSHS found that satisfaction with the services offered by a tenant’s housing
provider differed across location for the various social housing programs, and increased for
community housing respondents as remoteness increased (Figure 2.4). Location of
respondents was categorised by remoteness as per the Australian Statistical Geography
Standard (ASGS) (See Box 2.1 for more details).

Satisfaction was highest for:

* public housing tenants (73%) who lived in Outer regional areas

* SOMIH tenants (66%) who lived in Outer regional areas

* community housing (80%) tenants who lived in Outer regional and Remote areas.
Satisfaction was lowest for:

* public housing tenants (58%) in Remote areas

* SOMIH tenants (55%) in Major cities and Remote areas

* community housing tenants (72%) in Major cities.

All

Major cities m Public housing

SOMIH

Inner regional

# Community

housing
Outer regional
Remote
0 20 40 60 80 100
Per cent
Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

2. ‘Satisfied’ includes those who reported being ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’.
3. ‘Remote’ includes both ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’regions.
Source: Table E2.4.

Figure 2.4: Proportion of tenants satisfied with services provided by the housing organisation, by
location, 2012 (per cent)
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Box 2.1: The Australian Statistical Geography Standard

The ASGS divides Australia into regions for comparison purposes. One of the concepts
commonly used for comparison is remoteness. Remoteness areas divide Australia into
broad geographical regions that share common characteristics of remoteness for statistical
purposes. There are 6 classes of remoteness areas:

e Major cities

e [nner regional
e Outer regional
e Remote

e Very remote

e Migratory.

Throughout this report, Very remote has been included with Remote for statistical purposes
due to small sample sizes. This has been noted under relevant charts and tables throughout.

Remoteness areas are based on the accessibility /remoteness index of Australia (ARIA)
produced by the Australian Population and Migration Research Centre at the University of
Adelaide.

Satisfaction, by previous homelessness

Overall satisfaction was higher among respondents who had not experienced homelessness

in the 5 years prior to the survey compared to those who had, across the 3 social housing
program types, although the difference was small for SOMIH (Figure 2.5).

Regardless of prior experience of homelessness, the NSHS found that overall satisfaction was

highest among community housing tenants and lowest amongst SOMIH tenants.
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Notes
1. Responses to this question refer to the person who completed the survey form.
2. ‘Satisfied’ includes those who reported being ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’.

Source: Table E2.5.

Figure 2.5: Proportion of tenants satisfied with the services provided, by housing program type and

by previous homelessness, 2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction, by dwelling condition

The structural standard of a dwelling was a greater determinant of satisfaction among social
housing tenants surveyed than the standard of facilities (Figure 2.6). The 2012 NSHS results
also showed that satisfaction was:

* highest among tenants whose dwellings were of an acceptable standard (38% very
satisfied and 36% satisfied)

* also higher among tenants whose dwellings were of an acceptable standard but their
facilities were not (35% very satisfied and 36% satisfied)

* lower as the structural standard decreased, with around one-third (35%) of tenants
satisfied with the services provided by their housing provider with acceptable facilities
but unacceptable structure and one-quarter (25%) satisfied when their dwelling was not
of an acceptable standard.

Per cent ®\Very satisfied Satisfied  ®Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Dissatisfied mVery dissatisfied
100%

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
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20%

10%

0%
Dwelling is not of an Facilities are of an Structure is of an acceptable Dwelling is of an acceptable
acceptable standard acceptable standard but standard but facilities are not standard

structure is not

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table E2.6.

Figure 2.6: Satisfaction with services provided by the housing organisation, by dwelling condition,
2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction, by dwelling utilisation

Surveyed tenants across all social housing programs living in overcrowded dwellings were
less likely to report being satisfied with the overall services provided by their housing
organisation than their counterparts in adequately occupied or underutilised dwellings
(Figure 2.7).

Satisfaction was slightly higher across all social housing programs for respondents residing
in underutilised dwellings as opposed to adequately occupied dwellings; however these
differences were not significant.
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1. Responses to this question refer to the person who completed the survey form.

2. ‘Satisfied’ includes those who reported being ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’.

Source: Table E2.7.

Figure 2.7: Proportion of tenants satisfied with services provided, by housing program type and by
dwelling utilisation, 2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction, by Indigenous status

Overall satisfaction was consistently higher among non-Indigenous respondents compared
to Indigenous respondents for all social housing program types (Figure 2.8). The NSHS
found that:

* satisfaction was highest among community housing tenants regardless of Indigenous
status (67 % for Indigenous tenants and 74% for non-Indigenous tenants)

* satisfaction was lowest for Indigenous tenants in public housing (56%).

It is important to note that Indigenous households may display higher levels of
dissatisfaction with the services provided by their housing provider as they have also
experienced:

* higher levels of prior homelessness
* ahigher proportion of tenants in dwellings with 3 or more structural problems

* ahigher proportion of tenants in households that are inadequate for their needs (that is,
their dwellings are either overcrowded or underutilised).

For a household to be classified as Indigenous, only 1 member of that household needs to identify as
Indigenous and this may not have been the person responding to the survey. Currently, we are
unable to identify households comprised solely of Indigenous persons through either the
survey data or through administrative data. SOMIH only contains a small number of non-
Indigenous households (that is, no-one in the household identifies themselves as
Indigenous), so the non-Indigenous numbers for the SOMIH program used throughout this
report should be interpreted with caution.
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Notes
1. Responses to this question refer to the person who completed the survey form.
2. ‘Satisfied’ includes those who reported being ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’.

Source: Table E2.8.

Figure 2.8: Proportion of tenants satisfied with the services provided, by housing program type and
by Indigenous status, 2012 (per cent)
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Reasons for tenant satisfaction and dissatisfaction

In 2012, social housing tenants were also asked why they were satisfied or dissatisfied with
the services provided by their housing organisation. The most common reason for
satisfaction with the housing provider was ‘repairs being done quickly’. This was most
commonly reported amongst:

* public housing tenants in Queensland (29% of those responding) and South Australia
(28%)

e SOMIH tenants in Queensland (24%)

* community housing tenants in South Australia (29%).

The second most common reason for satisfaction with the housing provider was ‘not having
any problems’, and therefore having no need to contact them, followed by “non-maintenance
staff being friendly, helpful and professional’.

‘Anything that was a problem within the house or yard, housing always fix[es] the
problem quickly and without problem.”
SOMIH tenant, 2012 NSHS

‘We are very satisfied with the service as it has given us the chance to live a good life and
if anything goes wrong the housing fix it straight away.’

Public housing tenant, 2012 NSHS

‘Good response to maintenance needs, newsletter good, helpful staff, house in good
location to bus stop, hospital and shopping. Designed to help the disabled.”

Public housing tenant, 2012 NSHS

The tenants most likely to report these reasons for satisfaction were aged 55-74, and retired.

The most common reason for dissatisfaction was ‘requested repairs not being done at all’,
followed by ‘repairs being done too slowly’. No further analysis was done due to the small
number of respondents who reported the reasons for their dissatisfaction.

‘I have constantly written letters and contacted my area manager about continual
problems regarding maintenance issues with the dwelling I live in and I have been told
frequently that my complaints will be addressed and to this day they still have not been
attended to.”

Public housing tenant, 2012 NSHS

‘Ask for basic things to be done and are still waiting for them things to be done 18
months later.

Community housing tenant, 2012 NSHS

The tenants most likely to report these reasons were aged 45-54, and unable to work (for
example, had a disability).
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Box 2.2: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents related to
satisfaction with their housing provider

Overall satisfaction with social housing increased with increasing age. Around 3 in 4
(77%) respondents aged 75 and over were satisfied overall with the services provided
by their housing organisation.

Around 3 in 4 (75%) retired respondents were satisfied with the overall services
provided by their housing organisation, compared to around 3 in 5 of those employed
full time (58%) or part time (63%) and around half (53%) of those in full-time study.

Overall satisfaction decreased as education levels increased. While around 3 in 4 of
respondents who reported no formal education (74%) or who reported primary school
(70%) as their highest level of education attained were satisfied with the services
provided by their housing organisation, this dropped to around three-fifths (61%) for
those who had obtained a certificate, diploma or advance diploma.
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Satisfaction with amenities

The majority of social housing tenants surveyed indicated that selected amenity features
were important to their household, and of those who rated amenities as ‘important” around
three-quarters or more indicated that their household’s needs were met (Figure 2.9).

The exception to this was thermal comfort where around half of social housing tenants rated
this feature as important and meeting the needs of their household.
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* Not asked in previous surveys.
Notes

1. The proportion of households rating the particular amenity as meeting the needs of the household is based on the households that indicated
that the particular amenity was important to that household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table E2.9.

Figure 2.9: Social housing tenants’ rating of amenity aspects as important and meeting their needs,
2012 (per cent)

As found in 2010, community housing respondents generally reported that the amenities
better met the needs of their households than did public housing respondents. There has
been little change overall across the various aspects of amenity between 2010 and 2012 for
both public housing and community housing tenants.
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Satisfaction with amenities, by state and territory

Across the states and territories, the majority of public housing tenants indicated that
selected amenity features were important to their household, and of those who rated

amenities as ‘important’ around 70% or more indicated that their household’s needs were

met (Table 2.2).

The exception to this was thermal comfort where around half of social housing tenants rated

this feature as important and meeting the needs of their household.

Table 2.2: Amenities rated as meeting the needs of the household in public housing, by state and

territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Vic Qid WA SA Tas ACT NT All
Amenities (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Size of home 84.2 83.4  *91.1 83.5 86.1 84.4  *81.1 *89.9 85.4
Number of bedrooms 85.3 819 %902 85.3 87.4  '89.7 83.0 %905 85.8
Modifications for special needs 71.8 76.6 87.5 83.1 78.1 76.2 80.3 85.2 781
Easy access and entry 88.2 90.1 *94.1 92.6 92.4 90.4 90.5 92.9 90.7
Car parking *80.3 81.2 85.0 83.2 85.9 86.1 81.3 82.0 82.6
Yard space and fencing 77.5 75.7 86.5 86.7 83.8 83.3 82.8 87.4 81.1
Privacy of the home 82,5 83.0  *88.8 84.6 84.9 79.8 84.8 86.1 84.2
Safety and security within the home *76.3 850  *90.6 79.4 80.6 78.2 79.8  *86.7 81.6
Safety and security outside of the
home within the neighbourhood 716 775  '85.3 78.0 77.8 76.5 78.3 77.9 76.9
Energy efficiency* 72.2 723 805 73.7 682 '60.8 *60.3  *88.3 72.6
Water efficiency* *80.1 856 %902 755 831 756 772  *894 82.6
Thermal comfort* *53.6 545  '67.8 57.6 56.8 54.7 518  '74.8 57.1

* Not asked in previous surveys.

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.

Notes

1. The proportion of households rating the particular amenity as meeting the needs of the household is based on the households that indicated
that the particular amenity was important to that household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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A similar finding was evident for SOMIH tenants, with the majority of tenants across the
jurisdictions indicating that selected amenity features were important to their household,
and of those who rated amenities as “important” around 70% or more indicated that their

household’s needs were met (Table 2.3).

Thermal comfort was once again the exception to this with around half of social housing

tenants rating this feature as important and meeting the needs of their household.

Table 2.3: Amenities rated as meeting the needs of the household in SOMIH, by state and territory,

2012 (per cent)

NSW Qld SA Tas All
Amenities (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Size of home 84.1 87.7 84.3 89.0 85.5
Number of bedrooms 83.9 86.7 84.2 90.2 85.2
Modifications for special needs 63.4 81.3 74.0 69.9 72.6
Easy access and entry 87.8 89.7 92.0 83.1 89.1
Car parking 88.4 85.3 88.4 955 87.5
Yard space and fencing 79.5 83.6 78.3 80.2 80.8
Privacy of the home 825 83.4 825 81.3 82.8
Safety and security within the home 714 86.9 72.0 74.6 77.0
Safety and security outside of the home within the neighbourhood 76.3 78.8 76.7 82.7 77.5
Energy efficiency* 67.1 *78.8 67.4 67.3 71.2
Water efficiency* 74.9 *84.9 711 86.2 78.0
Thermal comfort* 51.1 *67.9 54.4 54.7 57.7

* Not asked in previous surveys.
* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.

Notes

1. The proportion of households rating the particular amenity as meeting the needs of the household is based on the households that indicated

that the particular amenity was important to that household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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The amenities rated the highest as both important and meeting the needs of the household
was more varied across the states and territories for community housing tenants compared
to either public housing or SOMIH tenants. However, once again around 70% or more of
community housing tenants rated selected amenities as important and meeting the needs of
their household (Table 2.4).

Once again, thermal comfort was the amenity rated the lowest as both important and
meeting the needs of their household; however the proportion increased to around
two-thirds of tenants.

Table 2.4: Amenities rated as meeting the needs of the household in community housing, by state
and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Vic Qid WA SA  Tas ACT Al

Amenities (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Size of home 87.8 84.5 84.6 84.0 90.3 90.5 80.3 86.4
Number of bedrooms 86.3 82.8 83.3 82.9 *91.1 86.8 90.5 85.2
Modifications for special needs 77.8 69.7 88.1 80.0 79.1 83.7 76.2 7941
Easy access and entry 89.0 90.9 92.9 92.4 *95.0 88.5 87.0 90.9
Car parking 80.2 80.9 76.6 82.7 925 899 918 81.4
Yard space and fencing 82.2 83.0 81.5 86.7 88.7 *89.2 83.3 83.6
Privacy of the home 86.6 84.0 82.3 85.7 88.7 87.7 804 85.4
Safety and security within the home 86.2 84.6 87.0 84.5 88.6 *90.7 78.7 86.0
Safety and security outside of the home
within the neighbourhood 81.7 83.1 83.9 84.2 83.4 84.8 80.2 82.8
Energy efficiency* 77.0 74.1 *83.8 80.2 *70.4 *84.9 631 775
Water efficiency® 85.1 85.5 86.8 86.5 81.5 *90.9 789 854
Thermal comfort* 64.3 67.1 72.0 69.2 62.2 81.9 67.0 66.8

* Not asked in previous surveys.

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significant different from the national finding.

Notes

1. The proportion of households rating the particular amenity as meeting the needs of the household is based on the households that indicated

that the particular amenity was important to that household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Satisfaction with amenities, by location

Amenities most commonly rated as important and meeting the needs of the household

differed across location (in terms of remoteness) for the various social housing programs
(Table 2.5).

For public housing respondents, the amenities most commonly rated as important and
meeting the needs of the household were:

* easy access and entry, size of the home and number of bedrooms for Major cities, Inner
regional areas and Outer regional areas

* easy access and entry, size of the home and modifications for special needs for Remote
areas.

Amenities least likely to be rated as important and meeting the needs of the household were:

* thermal comfort, energy efficiency, and safety and security outside of the home within
the neighbourhood for Major cities, Inner regional and Outer regional areas

* thermal comfort, energy efficiency and car parking for Remote areas.

For SOMIH respondents, the amenities most commonly rated as important and meeting the
needs of the household were:

* easy access and entry, car parking and the size of the home for Major cities and Inner
regional areas

* easy access and entry, car parking and the number of bedrooms for Outer regional areas
* easy access and entry, size of home and number of bedrooms for Remote areas.

Amenities least likely to be rated as important and meeting the needs of the household were:

* thermal comfort, energy efficiency and modifications for special needs for Major cities,
Inner regional areas and Outer regional areas

* thermal comfort, safety and security outside of the home within the neighbourhood,
yard space and fencing and energy efficiency for Remote areas.

For community housing respondents, the amenities most commonly rated as important and
meeting the needs of the household were:

* easy access and entry, size of the home, privacy of the home, safety and security within
the home and water efficiency for Major cities

* size of home, easy access and entry and number of bedrooms for Inner regional areas

* easy access and entry, water efficiency, safety and security within the home for Outer
regional areas

* safety and security within the home, size of home and easy access and entry for Remote
areas.

Amenities least likely to be rated as important and meeting the needs of the household were:
* thermal comfort, modifications for special needs and energy efficiency for Major cities

* thermal comfort, energy efficiency and safety and security outside of the home within
the neighbourhood for Inner regional areas

* thermal comfort, energy efficiency and modifications for special needs for Outer regional
areas

* water efficiency, modifications for special needs and car parking for Remote areas.
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Table 2.5: Amenities rated as meeting the needs of the household, by housing program type, by location (in terms of remoteness), 2012 (per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%)
Major Inner Outer Major Inner Outer Major Inner Outer

Amenities cities regional regional Remote®  All cities regional regional Remote®  All cities regional regional Remote®  All
Size of home 84.6 86.1 90.1 852 854 82.6 88.2 87.5 85.3 85.5 84.7 89.8 89.9 947 86.4
Number of bedrooms 84.7 87.7 92.1 82.0 85.8 82.9 86.7 88.0 83.6 85.2 83.7 88.8 87.6 87.6 85.2
Modifications for special
needs 76.5 80.3 83.8 925 781 68.9 71.9 72.6 83.7 72.6 76.2 83.3 86.4 79.5 7941
Easy access and entry 90.2 91.3 93.8 91.8 90.7 90.0 88.3 89.4 87.5 89.1 90.8 89.5 94.5 93.2 90.9
Car parking 81.8 85.0 86.2 75.4  82.6 88.2 89.2 89.4 79.2 87.5 80.0 83.4 86.7 80.6 814
Yard space and fencing 80.5 80.3 86.5 79.6 811 78.6 82.0 85.5 75.7 80.8 82.0 84.6 90.0 90.7 83.6
Privacy of the home 83.9 84.8 86.8 79.7 84.2 81.2 85.2 84.9 78.7 82.8 84.6 86.6 87.9 88.8 854
Safety and security within
the home 80.2 85.1 86.6 80.0 81.6 71.5 78.9 82.7 780 77.0 85.0 86.1 90.7 98.0 86.0
Safety and security outside
of the home within the
neighbourhood 75.9 78.9 80.8 79.1 76.9 78.2 77.3 81.1 695 775 82.3 81.5 89.3 84.3 82.8
Energy efficiency* 72.7 721 73.1 712 72,6 68.9 67.1 75.6 76.1  T71.2 77.0 75.5 84.3 834 775
Water efficiency* 82.3 84.1 82.6 82.6 82.6 75.8 78.8 79.7 79.1 78.0 84.7 85.6 91.3 79.2 85.4
Thermal comfort* 55.8 59.0 62.1 66.0 57.1 49.2 57.0 66.5 65.0 57.7 64.7 66.1 79.5 88.2 66.8

* Not asked in previous surveys.

(@) ‘Remote’ includes both ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.

Notes

1. The proportion of households rating the particular amenity as meeting the needs of the household is based on the households that indicated that the particular amenity was important to that household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Satisfaction with amenities, by Indigenous status

Accessibility to their property, in terms of easy access and entry, was the most important
amenity (across all housing programs and by Indigenous status) which respondents rated as
important and meeting their needs (Table 2.6).

Indigenous tenants surveyed in from the NSHS were less likely than non-Indigenous tenants
to rate amenities as important and meeting the needs of their household. For example,
Indigenous tenants surveyed across all social housing programs were less likely than non-
Indigenous tenants to rate the following amenities as important and meeting their needs:

* modifications for special needs (particularly community housing respondents)
* safety and security outside their home within the neighbourhood

e privacy of the home

* water efficiency.

The amenities both Indigenous and non-Indigenous respondents most commonly rated as
important and meeting the needs of the household was easy access and entry (86 % for
Indigenous, 91% for non-Indigenous respondents).

For Indigenous and non-Indigenous public housing tenants surveyed, thermal comfort (47 %
Indigenous, 56% non-Indigenous) and energy efficiency (62% Indigenous, 73%
non-Indigenous) were least commonly rated as important and meeting the needs of the
household.

Non-Indigenous SOMIH tenants were more likely to rate amenities as important and
meeting the needs of their household for 8 out of 12 amenities listed.

The amenities SOMIH tenants most commonly rated as important and meeting the needs of
the household of were:

* easy access and entry (89% Indigenous, 92% non-Indigenous)
* car parking (88% Indigenous, 87% non-Indigenous)
* size of home (86% Indigenous, 81% non-Indigenous).

Consistent with public housing tenants, for both Indigenous and non-Indigenous SOMIH
tenants, thermal comfort (59% Indigenous, 55% non-Indigenous) and energy efficiency (72%
Indigenous, 69% non-Indigenous) were least commonly rated as important and meeting the
needs of the household.

Apart from easy access and entry, Indigenous respondents in community housing were less
likely to rate amenities as important and meeting the needs of their household compared to
non-Indigenous tenants.

The amenities Indigenous tenants in community housing most commonly rated as important
and meeting the needs of the household were:

* easy access and entry (94% Indigenous, 91% non-Indigenous)
e privacy of the home (80% Indigenous, 86% non-Indigenous )
* size of home (80% Indigenous, 87% non-Indigenous)

* safety and security within the home (80% Indigenous, 87% non-Indigenous).
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Indigenous tenants in community housing least commonly rated modifications for special

needs (59%) and thermal comfort (60%) as important and meeting the needs of the

households; for non-Indigenous tenants, it was thermal comfort (67 %) and energy efficiency

(79%).
Table 2.6: Amenities rated as meeting the needs of the household, by Indigenous status, 2012 (per
cent)
Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%)
Non- Non- Non-
Amenities Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous
Size of home 76.2 85.8 85.9 81.2 79.9 86.9
Number of bedrooms 771 86.3 85.4 84.9 75.6 86.2
Modifications for
special needs 62.9 77.9 71.7 79.4 59.4 81.1
Easy access and entry 85.9 90.9 88.9 91.5 93.6 91.2
Car parking 79.7 82.4 87.8 86.7 76.4 81.5
Yard space and
fencing 68.9 81.4 80.7 82.1 75.0 83.9
Privacy of the home 775 84.1 82.3 85.7 80.3 86.3
Safety and security
within the home 73.5 81.5 76.4 79.1 79.7 86.8
Safety and security
outside of the home
within the
neighbourhood 69.3 77.2 77.0 81.9 75.2 83.8
Energy efficiency* 61.6 72.6 7.7 68.8 70.6 78.7
Water efficiency* 68.8 83.0 77.9 78.3 69.1 86.6
Thermal comfort* 47.3 56.2 58.6 55.4 60.0 67.2

* Not asked in previous surveys.

Notes

1. The proportion of households rating the particular amenity as meeting the needs of the household is based on the households that indicated
that the particular amenity was important to that household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Satisfaction with amenities, by previous homelessness

Around 1 in 10 social housing tenants (11%) reported that they had experienced
homelessness at least once in the 5 years prior to the NSHS. These tenants were less likely to
rate amenities as important and meeting the needs of the household than those who had not
experienced homelessness.

The only exception was for SOMIH tenants where both those who had experienced
homelessness and those who had not experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the
survey were equally likely to rate modifications for special needs as important and meeting
the needs of their household (Table 2.7).

Table 2.7: Amenities rated as meeting the needs of the household, by previous homelessness, 2012
(per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%)
Have not Have not Have not
Have been been Have been been Have been been
homeless in homeless in homeless in homeless in homeless in homeless in
the last 5 the last 5 the last 5 the last 5 the last 5 the last 5
Amenities years years years years years years
Size of home 67.3 87.3 76.2 86.9 74.9 89.2
Number of
bedrooms 70.2 87.6 81.2 85.8 73.5 87.8
Modifications for
special needs 72.4 78.6 73.5 72.8 71.4 80.6
Easy access and
entry 85.5 91.3 85.0 89.7 88.1 91.7
Car parking 73.5 83.6 79.3 88.7 75.0 83.0
Yard space and
fencing 68.6 824 61.7 83.5 741 85.8
Privacy of the home 72.7 85.5 67.8 85.1 74.3 88.0
Safety and security
within the home 70.2 82.9 62.5 79.2 78.5 87.7
Safety and security
outside of the home
within the
neighbourhood 66.5 78.0 62.3 79.9 77.6 84.1
Energy efficiency* 62.5 73.7 67.1 72.0 76.8 77.7
Water efficiency* 73.2 83.7 7.7 78.8 80.9 86.4
Thermal comfort* 47.2 58.2 53.2 58.5 58.3 69.1

* Not asked in previous surveys.
Notes

1. The proportion of households rating the particular amenity as meeting the needs of the household is based on the households that indicated
that the particular amenity was important to that household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Box 2.3: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents related to
satisfaction with amenity

e  Respondents aged 75 and over were the most likely to report that the amenities in their
homes were important and met the needs of their household, ranging from 74%
satisfied with thermal comfort to 93% for privacy of the home, number of bedrooms
and ease of access and entry.

e  Respondents who finished junior secondary education as their highest level of
education were the most likely to report being satisfied with 8 out of 12 amenities.
Tenants who had no formal education were the most satisfied with their dwelling’s
size (89%), number of bedrooms (87%), water efficiency (87%), energy efficiency (82%)
and thermal comfort (64%).

e Respondents who were retired were the most likely to report that the amenities in their
homes met the needs of their household, ranging from 70% for thermal comfort to 93%
for easy access and entry.

Satisfaction with location

Consistent with the 2010 NSHS, the majority of social housing tenants surveyed indicated
that being located close to a range of facilities and services was important for their
household, and that their household’s needs have been met (Figure 2.10 and Figure 2.11).

The importance of proximity to facilities or services was highest for:

* emergency services, medical services and hospitals (96% for PH, 93% for SOMIH and
94% for CH)

* shops and banking facilities (92% for PH, 87% for SOMIH and 93% for CH)
* family and friends (92% for both PH and CH, and 90% for SOMIH).

The importance of proximity to facilities or services was lowest for:

* child care facilities (44% for PH, 60% for SOMIH and 42% for CH)
* education and training facilities (60% for PH and CH and 71% for SOMIH).

The services rated as important by households can be partly explained by the age of tenants
and the presence or absence of dependent children.

For the almost two-thirds of NSHS respondents (64%) aged 55 and older, particularly in
public housing and community housing households, a higher importance was attached to
the location of emergency services, medical facilities and hospitals. SOMIH households are
characterised by a younger age profile, with a higher proportion of households containing
dependent children. As such, SOMIH households were more likely to rate proximity to child
care, education and training facilities as important.

Households indicating that proximity to various facilities or services was important were
asked to indicate if their current home met their needs. Across all social housing programs,
the majority of tenants indicated that their household’s needs were met.

In comparing this finding with the previous NSHS surveys, there has been little change
overall across the various levels of satisfaction associated with location.
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Figure 2.10: Location rated by tenants as important to the household, 2012 (per cent)
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Figure 2.11: Location rated by tenants as meeting the needs of the household, 2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction with location, by state and territory

Social housing tenant satisfaction with their dwelling’s location was high across the states
and territories for all social housing programs (Tables 2.8, 2.9 and 2.10).

Public housing tenants’ satisfaction with location was higher than the national average for:

* shops and banking facilities in Queensland (96%) and South Australia (95%)
* parks and recreational facilities in Western Australia (94%)

* education and training facilities in South Australia (94%)

* employment or place of work in both South Australia (93%) and the Northern Territory

(92%)
* community and support services in the Northern Territory (90%)

* family and friends in Queensland (93%), South Australia (92%) and the Northern
Territory (93%).

Table 2.8: Location aspects rated by tenants as meeting the needs of the household in public
housing, by state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Vic Qld WA SA  Tas  ACT NT All
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Shops and banking facilities ‘88.8 926 955 89.3 945 91.9 92.1 91.7 91.7
Public transport 90.1 92.3 91.3 87.1 90.2 90.5 92.8 93.4 90.7
Parks and recreational facilities 89.2 91.2 921 *94.1 913  *855 91.8 89.7 90.8
Emergency services, medical
services and hospitals *90.1 92.4 93.6 90.6 93.1 89.6 90.8 90.4 91.6
Child care facilities 88.6 86.9 94.4 87.6 93.8 83.3 84.6 93.2 89.6
Education and training facilities 86.3 84.9 88.8 87.7 *94.4 88.0 88.9 90.0 87.7
Employment or place of work 81.8 80.0 86.5 87.2 *92.8 78.1 87.9 *92.1 84.1
Community and support services *84.9 87.1 89.1 86.3 88.4 85.3 86.6 *90.3 86.7
Family and friends 86.0 88.3  793.0 88.8 924 89.9 86.4 927 88.9
* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.
Notes
1. The proportion of households rating location to selected facilities and services as meeting the needs of the household is based on those

households which indicated that the particular amenity was important to the household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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SOMIH tenant’s satisfaction with location was higher than the national average for:

shops and banking facilities (97%), public transport (94%), parks and recreational

facilities (96%) and emergency services, medical services and hospitals (96%) in South

Australia.

Table 2.9: Location aspects rated by tenants as meeting the needs of the household in SOMIH, by
state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW (%) Qld (%) SA (%) Tas (%) All (%)
Shops and banking facilities 90.9 89.2 '96.8 89.2 91.4
Public transport 91.4 81.3 93.8 86.9 88.4
Parks and recreational facilities 87.8 84.1 *95.8 87.5 88.0
Emergency services, medical services and hospitals 87.8 88.9 *96.2 894 89.9
Child care facilities 91.9 85.4 89.7 80.3 88.8
Education and training facilities 85.5 82.8 85.0 83.9 84.5
Employment or place of work 85.4 84.3 86.2 79.1 85.0
Community and support services 83.7 86.9 86.3 85.1 85.4
Family and friends 88.2 90.5 91.0 88.3 89.5

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.

Notes

1.

2.

households which indicated that the particular amenity was important to the household.

Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

The proportion of households rating location to selected facilities and services as meeting the needs of the household is based on those
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Community housing tenant’s satisfaction with location was higher than the national average
for:

* shops and banking facilities in the Australian Capital Territory (98%)
* public transport in South Australia (91%)

* emergency services, medical services and hospitals in Tasmania (95%)
* community and support services in Tasmania (97%)

* family and friends in Tasmania (95%).

Table 2.10: Location aspects rated by tenants as meeting the needs of the household in community
housing, by state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Vic Qid WA SA Tas ACT All
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Shops and banking facilities 89.8 93.3 91.7 89.4 925 91.5 *97.6 91.0
Public transport 85.4 89.2 83.9 89.6 *91.3 88.7 91.3 87.0
Parks and recreational facilities 88.7 90.2 90.3 91.8 89.7 91.7 89.8 89.8

Emergency services, medical services and hospitals 89.7 90.0 91.7 85.5 924 *95.0 92.3 89.8

Child care facilities 88.8 89.9 83.6 89.6 87.5 95.1 88.9 88.3
Education and training facilities 84.6 85.1 88.1 84.0 86.6 86.6 93.9 85.4
Employment or place of work 83.8 84.5 88.8 83.8 81.4 90.0 90.6 84.7
Community and support services 85.3 87.7 90.6 86.8 87.7 96.6 90.9 87.3
Family and friends 84.9 88.6 84.7 90.3 862 %952 90.2 86.6

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.
Notes

1. The proportion of households rating location to selected facilities and services as meeting the needs of the household is based on those
households which indicated that the particular amenity was important to the household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Satisfaction with location, by remoteness

There were differences in the extent to which the location (in terms of remoteness) of tenants’
housing met the location needs of the household across the various social housing programs
(Table 2.11).

For public housing tenants, proximity to the following facilities and services were rated
highest for:

* public transport (92%), emergency services, medical services and hospitals (92%) for
Major cities

* shops and banking facilities (92%), emergency services, medical services and hospitals
(91%) for Inner regional areas

* parks and recreational facilities (95%), shops and banking facilities (94%) for Outer
regional areas

* child care facilities (99%), education and training facilities (97 %) for Remote areas.
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For SOMIH tenants, proximity to various facilities and services was rated highest in terms of
meeting the needs of the household in Major cities and decreased as the level of remoteness
increased. Proximity to the following facilities and services were rated highest for SOMIH
tenants for:

public transport (96%) and shops and banking facilities (96%) for Major cities

child care facilities (92%), family and friends (90%), and public transport (90%) for Inner
regional areas

shops and banking facilities (93%), and emergency services, medical services and
hospitals (92%) for Outer regional areas

family and friends (89%), emergency services, medical services and hospitals (84%), and
community and support services (84%) for Remote areas.

Notably, only 63% of SOMIH respondents in Remote areas rated proximity to public
transport as meeting the needs of their household.

For community housing tenants, proximity to the following facilities and services were rated
highest for:

public transport (91%), and shops and banking facilities (91%) for Major cities

shops and banking facilities (92%) and emergency services, medical services and
hospitals (89%) for Inner regional areas

child care facilities (96%), and community and support services (95%) for Outer regional
areas

shops and banking facilities (100%), family and friends (95%), and parks and recreational
facilities (95%) for Remote areas.

Notably, only 65% of community housing respondents in Remote areas rated proximity to
public transport as meeting the needs of their household.
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Table 2.11: Location aspects rated by tenants as meeting the needs of the household, by housing program type, by location, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%)
Major Inner Outer Major Inner Outer Major Inner Outer
Proximity to cities  regional regional Remote® Al cities regional regional Remote®  All cities regional regional Remote®  All
Shops and banking facilities 91.3 92.0 93.9 923 917 95.5 89.4 92.5 811 914 90.5 91.6 91.9 100.0 91.0
Public transport 92.0 86.6 84.7 88.1 90.7 95.9 89.8 82.8 62.7 88.4 91.2 76.3 73.6 65.3 87.0
Parks and recreational facilities 90.6 89.5 94.8 91.7 90.8 91.8 88.1 89.3 73.2 88.0 90.4 87.6 88.6 95.0 89.8
Emergency services, medical
services and hospitals 91.7 90.8 90.6 956 91.6 92.8 86.9 91.6 84.2 89.9 90.0 88.7 90.1 941 89.8
Child care facilities 90.2 83.4 92.1 989 89.6 92.7 91.6 85.1 83.4 88.8 87.5 87.3 95.7 943 88.3
Education and training facilities 87.4 86.5 89.4 97.2 87.7 88.9 85.5 82.3 74.8 845 87.4 78.8 88.6 789 854
Employment or place of work 84.1 81.2 86.7 93.4 841 86.3 84.0 88.3 78.4  85.0 84.8 82.3 90.6 88.0 84.7
Community and support
services 86.0 87.2 92.4 82.0 86.7 88.3 84.7 82.6 842 854 86.8 86.3 95.2 770 873
Family and friends 88.3 88.8 93.4 90.3 88.9 87.6 90.3 91.4 89.4 89.5 85.2 87.8 91.7 95.2 86.6
" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%
(@) ‘Remote’includes both ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.
Notes
1. The proportion of households rating location to selected facilities and services as meeting the needs of the household is based on those households which indicated that the particular amenity was important to the
household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Satisfaction with location, by Indigenous status

Proximity to shops and banking facilities was consistently highly rated as meeting the needs
of the household regardless of Indigenous status (Table 2.12).

For public and community housing, the most highly rated location aspect differed between
Indigenous and non-Indigenous respondents.

* Non-Indigenous tenants in both public and community housing: proximity to shops and
banking facilities were rated highest (92% and 91%, respectively), followed by proximity
to parks and recreational facilities (91% for both).

* Indigenous tenants in both public and community housing: proximity to child care
facilities were rated highest (93% and 96%, respectively), followed by proximity to shops
and banking facilities (90% for PH and 94 % for CH).

Aside from proximity to employment or place of work, community and support services,
and family and friends, there was little difference in the proportion of tenants rating
proximity to the facilities and services listed between Indigenous and non-Indigenous
tenants in SOMIH.

Table 2.12: Location aspects rated by tenants as meeting the needs of the household, by Indigenous
status, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%)

Non- Non- Non-
Proximity to Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous
Shops and banking facilities 88.9 91.7 91.3 94.2 94.2 91.2
Public transport 87.0 90.0 89.0 87.0 93.0 86.0
Parks and recreational
facilities 83.2 90.9 88.1 86.2 83.9 90.6
Emergency services, medical
services and hospitals 86.7 91.8 90.0 93.3 91.3 89.8
Child care facilities 92.6 89.6 89.0 91.7 96.4 87.1
Education and training
facilities 86.7 87.3 85.6 83.5 82.8 85.9
Employment or place of work 75.3 84.1 84.5 90.8 85.9 85.2
Community and support
services 84.2 86.7 84.7 92.8 89.3 87.1
Family and friends 83.7 88.9 89.2 94.2 82.8 86.7
Notes
1. The proportion of households rating location to selected facilities and services as meeting the needs of the household is based on those

households which indicated that the particular amenity was important to the household.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Satisfaction with location, by previous homelessness

Tenants who had been homeless in the 5 years prior to the NSHS (about 1 in 10 of social
housing tenants) were less likely to rate their proximity to certain facilities and services as
important and meeting the needs of the household across all social housing programs (Table
2.13).

The exception was community housing respondents who had previously experienced
homelessness. They were more likely to rate proximity to public transport as important and
meeting the needs of their household than those who had not previously experienced
homelessness, however the difference was marginal.

Satisfaction with location amongst those respondents who had previously experienced
homelessness was highest with:

* child care facilities (90%) for public housing tenants

* shops and banking facilities (88%) for SOMIH tenants

* shops and banking facilities and public transport (both at 88%) for community housing
tenants.

Amongst those who had not experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the NSHS,
satisfaction was highest with shops and banking facilities for all social housing tenants (92%
for PH, SOMIH and CH). Public housing tenants also highly rated proximity to emergency
services, medical services and hospitals (92%).
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Table 2.13: Location aspects rated by tenants as meeting the needs of the household, by previous
homelessness, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%)
Homeless Have not been Homeless Have not been Homeless Have not been
in the last homeless in in the last homeless in in the last homeless in
Proximity to 5years the last 5 years 5years the last 5 years 5years the last 5 years
Shops and
banking facilities 87.6 92.1 87.5 92.1 88.3 91.7
Public transport 89.2 90.8 81.1 89.5 87.7 86.7
Parks and
recreational
facilities 88.8 91.1 83.0 88.7 84.5 91.2
Emergency
services, medical
services and
hospitals 88.6 91.9 83.8 90.8 86.7 90.5
Child care facilities 89.5 89.6 81.0 90.3 84.4 89.8
Education and
training facilities 81.7 88.8 66.2 87.9 84.5 85.8
Employment or
place of work 71.6 86.0 67.8 88.1 79.4 85.9
Community and
support services 79.1 87.6 72.4 87.3 80.0 89.2
Family and friends 77.5 90.0 75.6 91.3 74.5 89.2

Notes:

1.

2.

The proportion of households rating location to selected facilities and services as meeting the needs of the household is based on those
households which indicated that the particular amenity was important to the household.

Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Box 2.4: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents related to
satisfaction with location

Respondents aged 55-64 were the most likely to report their proximity to 5 out of 9
facilities and services as meeting the needs of their household, ranging from 89% for
employment or place of work to 94% for child care facilities.

Those aged 75 and over were most likely to rate their proximity to community support
services, education and training facilities, and to family and friends as meeting their
needs.

Respondents who completed primary school as their highest level of education were
the most likely to report their proximity to 4 out of 9 facilities as meeting the needs of
their household, ranging from 87% for proximity to family and friends to 92% for
parks and recreation facilities and shops and banking facilities.

Respondents who were employed full-time and part-time were the most likely to
report that the location of their dwelling met the needs of their household.
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Satisfaction with maintenance services

The NSHS asked social housing tenants to rate their level of satisfaction with both
day-to-day and emergency maintenance services:

* Day-to-day maintenance included such services as fixing slow-dripping taps, faulty
internal door locks, or single power points or lights not working.

* Emergency maintenance included fixing a blocked or broken toilet system, burst water
service or main, gas leaks, flooding, electrical faults, or storm or fire damage.

The level of satisfaction with emergency maintenance services was slightly higher than that
observed for day-to-day maintenance services (Figure 2.12):

* 77% of public housing tenants and 79% of community housing tenants were satisfied
with emergency maintenance services, as were 70% of SOMIH tenants.

* 71% of public housing tenants and 76% of community housing tenants were satisfied
with day-to-day maintenance services, as were 64% of SOMIH tenants.
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Figure 2.12: Satisfaction with day-to-day and with emergency maintenance services, by housing
program type, 2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services

Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by state and territory

Around 3 in 5 social housing tenants were satisfied with the day-to-day maintenance
services provided by their housing organisation across the different states and territories
(Figure 2.13).

Compared to the national average (71% for PH, 64% for SOMIH and 76% for CH),
satisfaction was higher for:

* public housing tenants in Queensland (83%) and South Australia (79%)

* SOMIH tenants in Queensland (72%)

* community housing tenants in Tasmania (84%).

Compared to the national average, satisfaction was lower for:

* public housing tenants in Western Australia (62%) and New South Wales (63%)
e SOMIH tenants in New South Wales (56 %)

* community housing tenants in the Australian Capital Territory (70%).
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1. Responses to this question refer to the person who completed the survey form.
2. ‘Satisfied’ includes those who reported being ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’.
Source: Table E2.13.

Figure 2.13: Proportion of tenants satisfied with day-to-day maintenance services, by state and
territory, 2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by location (remoteness)

Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services differed across location for the various
social housing programs. For community housing tenants, it increased along with increasing
remoteness (Figure 2.14).

Satisfaction was highest for:

* public housing tenants (76 %) who lived in Inner regional and Remote areas
e  SOMIH tenants (69%) who lived in Outer regional areas

* community housing tenants (85%) who lived in Remote areas.

Satisfaction was lowest for:

* public housing tenants (69%) who lived in Major cities

* SOMIH tenants (61%) who lived in Remote areas

* community housing tenants (74%) who lived in Major cities.
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3. ‘Remote’ includes both ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.

Source: Table E2.14.

Figure 2.14: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by location, 2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by Indigenous status

Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services was higher for non-Indigenous tenants
across all social housing programs (Figure 2.15).

The rate of satisfaction (those who were satisfied and very satisfied) among Indigenous
tenants was:

* almost identical for public housing (62%) and SOMIH tenants (63 %)

* higher for community housing tenants (70%).
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Source: Table E2.15.

Figure 2.15: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by Indigenous status, 2012 (per
cent)
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Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by previous homelessness

Overall, satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services was higher among tenants who
had not experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the survey compared to those who
had, across the 3 social housing program types (Figure 2.16).

Regardless of prior experience of homelessness, satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance
services was:

* highest among community housing tenants, both for those who had been homeless in
the 5 years leading up to the survey and those who had not (68% and 77%, respectively)

* lowest for SOMIH tenants (56% of those who had been homeless, 64% of those who had
not been homeless).
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Figure 2.16: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by previous homelessness, 2012
(per cent)
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Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by dwelling condition

Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services increased as the dwelling standard

increased (Figure 2.17).

* Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance was highest among tenants with dwellings
that were of an acceptable standard (42% very satisfied, 37% satisfied).

* GSatisfaction was also high among tenants whose dwellings were of an acceptable
standard but their facilities were not (33% very satisfied, 42% satisfied).

* Those whose dwellings were of an unacceptable standard had the lowest proportion of

tenants who were satisfied (11% very satisfied, 18% satisfied).
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Source: Table E2.17.

Figure 2.17: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by dwelling condition, 2012
(per cent)
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Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by dwelling utilisation

Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services was highest among tenants whose
dwellings were underutilised, though public housing tenants in adequately utilised
dwellings were equally satisfied (Figure 2.18).

Satisfaction was lowest among tenants living in overcrowded dwellings across all social
housing programs — possibly due to a higher need for maintenance services due to the
additional strain placed on facilities through overcrowding —with public housing tenants
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1. Responses to this question refer to the person who completed the survey form.
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Source: Table E2.18.

Figure 2.18: Proportion of tenants who were satisfied with day-to-day maintenance services, by
dwelling utilisation, 2012 (per cent)
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Box 2.5: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents related to
satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services

e  Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance increased with increasing age. Four in 5
(81%) respondents aged 75 and over reported being satisfied with the day-to-day
maintenance services provided by their housing organisation.

e Nearly 3 in 4 (71%) respondents who had no formal education reported being satisfied
with the day-to-day maintenance services they received from their housing
organisation. For respondents who had some form of formal education, satisfaction
with day-to-day maintenance services decreased with increasing level of education.

e Around 4in 5 (81%) retired respondents were satisfied with the day-to-day
maintenance services they received from their housing organisation, compared to only
59% of those in full-time study.

Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services

Satisfaction with emergency maintenance, by state and territory

Overall, satisfaction with emergency maintenance services was higher than satisfaction with
day-to-day maintenance services.

Compared to the national average (77% for PH, 70% for SOMIH and 79% for CH),
satisfaction was higher for (Figure 2.19):

* public housing tenants in Queensland (87%) and South Australia (83%)
e SOMIH tenants in Queensland (80%)
* community housing tenants in South Australia (84%) and Tasmania (86%).

Compared to the national average, satisfaction was lower for:

* public housing tenants in New South Wales (70%) and Western Australia (67 %)
* SOMIH tenants in New South Wales (63%).
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Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by location (remoteness)

Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services differed across location for the various
social housing programs, and as with day-to-day maintenance satisfaction increased for
community housing tenants along with remoteness (Figure 2.20).

Satisfaction with emergency maintenance was highest for respondents in:
* public housing (81%) who lived in Inner regional areas

* SOMIH (77%) who lived in Outer regional areas

e community housing (91%) who lived in Remote areas.

Satisfaction was lowest for:

* public housing (71%) and SOMIH (66 %) respondents in Remote areas

* community housing (77%) respondents in Major cities.
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Source: Table E2.20.

Figure 2.20: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by location, 2012 (per cent)
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Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by Indigenous status

Overall, the NSHS found that satisfaction with emergency maintenance services was higher
amongst non-Indigenous tenants than Indigenous tenants across all social housing programs
(Figure 2.21).

The rate of satisfaction (those who were satisfied and those who were very satisfied)
amongst Indigenous tenants was:

* almost identical for public housing tenants (69%) and SOMIH tenants (70%)
* higher for community housing tenants (75%).

The biggest difference in the rates of satisfaction between Indigenous and non-Indigenous
tenants was for public housing,.
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Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table E2.21.

Figure 2.21: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by Indigenous status, 2012 (per
cent)
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Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by previous homelessness

Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services was lower among tenants who had
experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the survey compared to those who had not.
This trend was seen across the 3 social housing programs (Figure 2.22).

The NSHS found that satisfaction with emergency maintenance services was:

* highest for public housing tenants (78%) and community housing tenants (81%) who had
not experienced homelessness in the past 5 years

* lowest for SOMIH tenants (59%) who had been homeless in the past 5 years.
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Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table E2.22.

Figure 2.22: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by previous homelessness, 2012
(per cent)
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Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by dwelling condition

Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services increased as the dwelling standard
increased (Figure 2.23). This finding may reflect that respondents living in dwellings of an
acceptable standard are less likely to rely on emergency maintenance services than tenants
living in a dwelling with structural and/ or facilities problems.

* GSatisfaction with emergency maintenance services was highest among respondents with
dwellings that were of an acceptable standard (46% very satisfied and 37% satisfied).

* Satisfaction was also high among tenants whose dwellings were of an acceptable
standard but their facilities were not (39% very satisfied and 40% satisfied).

* Respondents whose dwellings were of an unacceptable standard had the lowest
proportion of tenants who were satisfied with emergency maintenance services (12%
very satisfied and 26% satisfied).

Notably, the rates of dissatisfaction was lower for emergency maintenance services
compared to day-to-day maintenance services for all 4 types of dwelling condition.

m Very satisfied Satisfied mNeither satisfied nor dissatisfied Dissatisfied mVery dissatisfied

Dwelling is of an acceptable standard _ . I
Structure is of an acceptable standard but facilities are
not
Facilities are of an acceptable standard but structure is
not
Dwelling is not of an acceptable standard - - -

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Per cent

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table E2.23.

Figure 2.23: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by dwelling condition, 2012 (per
cent)
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Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by dwelling utilisation

The proportion of tenants satisfied with emergency maintenance was highest among those
who live in underutilised dwellings, and was lowest among respondents who live in
overcrowded dwellings (Figure 2.24). This may be explained by less strain on the facilities in
underutilised houses.

The proportion of tenants who were satisfied with emergency maintenance services was
higher compared to the proportion satisfied with day-to-day maintenance services,
regardless of the dwelling’s utilisation.
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Notes

1. Responses to this question refer to the person who completed the survey form.
2. ‘Satisfied’ includes those who reported being ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’.
Source: Table E2.24.

Figure 2.24: Proportion of tenants satisfied with emergency maintenance services, by dwelling
utilisation, 2012 (per cent)

Box 2.6: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents related to
satisfaction with emergency maintenance services

e  Gatisfaction with emergency maintenance services increased with increasing age. Over
four-fifths (84%) of respondents aged 75 and over were satisfied with the emergency
maintenance services they received from their housing organisation.

e  Nearly three-quarters (71%) of respondents who had no formal education reported
being satisfied with the emergency maintenance services they received from their
housing organisation. For respondents who had some form of formal education,
satisfaction with emergency maintenance services decreased with increasing level of
education.
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Respondents who are retired had the highest level of satisfaction with emergency
maintenance services (85%) while those who were unemployed and those who were
employed full time had the lowest (68%).

Reasons for level of satisfaction with maintenance services

In 2012, social housing tenants were also asked why they were satisfied or dissatisfied with
the maintenance services provided by their housing organisation. The most common reason
reported by tenants for satisfaction with their housing organisation was fast day-to-day
maintenance. This was followed by having no problems, and therefore no need to contact
their housing organisation. No further analysis was done, due to the small number of
respondents who reported the reasons for their dissatisfaction.

‘Whenever I find [ am unable to use the household gadgets like the stove, the tube, the
toilet cistern, everything is replaced immediately. The plumbers and the electricians
immediately come and attend to any faults when I inform them’.

Public housing tenant, 2012 NSHS
‘Always on call, workers were at my house the next day their service is great’.

Community housing tenant, 2012 NSHS

The most common reason cited for dissatisfaction was non-emergency repairs being done
too slowly, followed by maintenance not being done or having to call or follow-up several
times.
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‘Been waiting for 8 weeks for a light switch to be fixed and it still isn’t. When I phoned
emergency when my sink pipe burst I was told it wasn’t an emergency —when you have
2 kids, itis’.

Public housing tenant, 2012 NSHS

‘There hasn’t been any maintenance as they keep losing the paperwork’.

Community housing tenant, 2012 NSHS

‘It is extremely stressful and frustrating when I have to ring several times before some
things get fixed. This is causing unnecessary increased stress etc. to my already mental
health problems which is a major problem’.

Community housing tenant, 2012 NSHS



3 Benefits of living in social housing

Perceived benefits of living in social housing

Social housing tenants surveyed in the NSHS reported a range of benefits from living in
social housing (Figure 3.1).

The benefits most commonly reported from living in social housing were:

e feeling more settled in general (70% for PH, 78% for SOMIH and 73% for CH)

e being able to manage rent or money better (76% for PH, 69% for SOMIH and 71% for
CH).

The benefits least commonly reported from living in social housing were:
e have better access to services (36% for PH, 44% for SOMIH and 37% for CH)
e animproved sense of social inclusion (43% for PH, 57% for SOMIH and 50% for CH).

Around 1 in 10 tenants (11%) reported that they, or their household, received “other benefits
from living in social housing. These benefits included a greater feeling of security and
stability and a greater sense of independence.

7

Benefits mAll = Public housing ®mSOMIH = Community housing
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Feel more able to cope with life events
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* Social inclusion is measured through the separate attributes: ‘feel part of the local community’, ‘feel more able to improve job situation’ and ‘feel
more able to start or continue education/training’.

Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
2. Respondents could select more than 1 option.

Source: Table E3.1.

Figure 3.1: Self-reported benefits gained by tenants living in social housing, 2012 (per cent)
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What is social inclusion?

Social inclusion recognises that many Australians are excluded from the opportunities they
need to create the life they want. This can lead then to a cycle of disadvantage caused by
family circumstances, low expectations, community poverty, a lack of suitable and
affordable housing, illness or discrimination. This results in leaving school early, long-term
unemployment and chronic ill health (Stone 2012). The role of social inclusion in housing has
been illustrated by Stone and Reynolds (2012). The authors identified 7 dimensions to

housing wellbeing, and indicators for each dimension (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1: Dimensions and potential indicators of ‘housing wellbeing’

Indicators of poor

Indicators of
positive housing

housing wellbeing Dimension wellbeing
Insecure / highly Secure/independent,
dependent, e.g. low- < Tenure > e.g. affordable home
income private rental, purchase; outright
public housing ownership
No experience of
Experienced < Homelessness ——> homelessness / at
homelessness / at risk low risk of
of homelessness homelessness
Low/moderate
High proportion of < - proportion of
household income on Affordability household income on
housing costs housing costs
g o
? o,
I Appropriate %
3 Too few bedrooms for <———  Crowding _— bedrooms for i
] household household s
§ size/composition size/composition g'
. X . e %
Forced mobility / high < Security/mobility

rates of mobility

Dwelling condition,
high utilities costs,
extensive need for
maintenance and is

Desired mobility/low
rates of mobility

Dwelling condition

<———— Housing quality ———> Wwhich is sustainable,

has low running costs
and supports good

unhealthy health
. Housing with
Housing with limited < Dwelling type > indoor/outdoor
amenity amenity

Source: Stone 2012.
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Social inclusion is a multidimensional concept, and to fully define it goes beyond the scope
of this report. Instead, the degree of social inclusion perceived by social housing tenants has
been inferred through tenants’ responses to the 2012 NSHS question ‘what are the benefits of
living in social housing’, and has been calculated from the responses given to ‘feel part of the
local community’, ‘feel more able to improve job situation’, and ‘feel more able to start or
continue education/training’. Given the structure of the question, the categories define social
inclusion in the context of this survey.

In terms of the dimensions outlined above, please refer to the following for further
information regarding;:

* tenure and homelessness — Appendix A: Profile of 2012 social housing survey
respondents

* housing quality — Chapter 2: Tenant satisfaction
* dwelling type — Chapter 5: Dwelling condition

* crowding— Chapter 6: Dwelling utilisation.

Box 3.1: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents related to
perception of social inclusion

e  Around half of respondents aged 20-24 (52%), 25-34 (49%), 45-54 (49%), and 35-44
(47%) reported an improved sense of social inclusion after entering social housing,
compared to only 40% for tenants aged 75 and over.

e  The proportion of respondents who reported an improved sense of social inclusion
after entering social housing was highest among those who obtained a certificate,
diploma or advanced diploma (53%) and those who obtained a Bachelor’s degree or
higher (49%) and lowest among those with no formal education (41%) and those who
completed primary school as their highest level of education (38%).

e  Nearly two-thirds (65%) of respondents studying full time reported an improved sense
of social inclusion after entering social housing, compared to only 40% of retired
respondents.

55



Benefits of social housing, by state and territory

Overall, social housing tenants from Queensland were more likely than tenants from other
states or territories to have reported they had benefitted from moving into social housing
(Table 3.2).

Compared to the national average:

* Public housing;:

- Queensland tenants were more likely to report they were able to manage rent/ money
better (82%), felt more settled (76%), were more able to cope with life events (59%),
had a greater sense of social inclusion (51%) and had better access to services (45%).

- Northern Territory tenants were less likely to report they felt more settled (61%) or
were able to manage rent/ money better (70%).

* SOMIH:

- Queensland tenants were more likely to report they were able to manage rent/ money
better (77%) and had better access to services (54%).

- New South Wales tenants were less likely to report a higher feeling of social
inclusion (48%) or they had better access to services (36%).

* Community housing:

- Queensland tenants were more likely to report they had better access to services
(46%) while tenants in South Australia were more likely to report they were able to
manage rent/ money better (77%).

- Tenants in both Tasmania and the Australian Capital Territory were less likely to
report they were able to manage rent/ money better (62% and 52% respectively).
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Table 3.2: Benefits of living in social housing, by state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Vic Qid WA SA Tas ACT NT All

Benefits (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Public housing
Feel more settled 678 702 *76.0 684 69.9 677 671  'B12 69.8
Feel more able to cope with life events 442 45.2 *58.6 39.1 441 39.0 45.5 44.8 46.1
Social inclusion*® 41.7 39.2 *51.0 42.6 41.6 41.0 45.5 441 43.0
Able to manage rent/money better 745 746  *82.1 747 74.4 72.8 721 *704 75.6
Have better access to services 34.9 37.2 446 327 32.2 36.8 32.5 39.3 36.4
No benefit 3.6 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 3.7
Other 1.3 ™16 123 9.0 ™M1.7 n.p. 8.2 n.p. 11.0
SOMIH
Feel more settled 75.9 78.1 83.8 76.5 78.1
Feel more able to cope with life events 46.9 56.1 62.0 50.0 53.0
Social inclusion* 478 63.7 65.5 53.2 56.9
Able to manage rent/money better 65.0 *76.7 64.0 71.4 69.3
Have better access to services 355 *53.9 44.8 38.9 44.0
No benefit n.p. 1.2 n.p. n.p. *4.9
Other 9.0 "12.2 76 n.p. 9.9
Community housing

Feel more settled 74.0 74.6 70.8 68.2 75.4 68.5 65.3 72.8
Feel more able to cope with life events 49.3 49.5 54.6 46.9 50.2 44.0 429 49.9
Social inclusion* 45.8 51.6 53.7 52.0 54.7 50.4 57.1 49.9
Able to manage rent/money better 72.8 68.8 69.7 645 76,8 617  '52.0 70.4
Have better access to services 343 36.3 46.3 33.5 32.2 355 34.7 36.6
No benefit n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p.
Other 128 50 112 128 153 142 194 13.2

* ‘Social inclusion’ is measured through the separate attributes: ‘feel part of the local community’, ‘feel more able to improve job situation’ and ‘feel

more able to start or continue education/training’.

¥ Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.

** Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

.. Not applicable.

Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
2. Respondents could select more than 1 option.
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Benefits of social housing, by location

SOMIH tenants were more likely to report social inclusion as a benefit of living in social
housing compared to public and community housing for all areas of remoteness (Figure 3.2).

Social housing tenants in Remote areas were more likely to report social inclusion as a benefit
of social housing compared to tenants in other locations, with the exception of community
housing where less than half (47%) reported social inclusion as a benefit.

With the exception of Remote areas, community housing tenants were also more likely to
report the benefit of social inclusion compared with public housing tenants across the
remaining remoteness categories.

m Public housing SOMIH  mCommunity housing

All

Major cities

Inner regional

Outer regional

Remote

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Per cent
Notes
1. Social inclusion’ is measured through the separate attributes: ‘feel part of the local community’, ‘feel more able to improve job situation’ and

‘feel more able to start or continue education/training’.
2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
3. Respondents could select more than 1 option.
4. ‘Remote’ includes both ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ regions.

Source: Table E3.2.

Figure 3.2: Self-reported social inclusion benefits gained by living in social housing by location,
2012 (per cent)
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Benefits of social housing, by Indigenous status

Figure 3.3 illustrates the differences between Indigenous and non-Indigenous respondents
with regard to the perceived benefits of living in social housing.

Notably, these include:

e Indigenous tenants reported that they were more likely to feel settled (75%), have an
improved sense of social inclusion (53%), and have better access to services (40%)
compared to non-Indigenous tenants (70%, 44% and 36% respectively)

e Indigenous tenants were less likely to feel able to manage rent/ money better (64 %)
compared to non-Indigenous tenants (77%).

Benefits Indigenous  ®Non-Indigenous

Badiidaecey |

Feel more able to cope with life events
Social inclusion*
Able to manage rent/money better

Have better access to services

No benefit
Other
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Per cent
Notes
1. Social inclusion’ is measured through the separate attributes: ‘feel part of the local community’, ‘feel more able to improve job situation’ and

‘feel more able to start or continue education/training’.
2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
3. Respondents could select more than 1 option.

Source: Table E3.3

Figure 3.3: Self-reported benefits gained by tenants living in social housing by Indigenous status,
2012 (per cent)

Benefits of social housing, by prior homelessness

Social housing tenants who had been homeless at some point in the 5 years prior to the
survey were more likely to record a range of benefits from living in social housing
(Table 3.3). These benefits included:

e feeling more settled in general (81% for PH, 83% for SOMIH and 81% for CH)

e feeling more able to cope with life events (65% for PH, 67% for SOMIH and 62% for CH)
e animproved sense of social inclusion (55% for PH, 64% for SOMIH and 61% for CH)

e able to manage rent/money better (74% PH, 69% SOMIH and 71% CH)

e Dbetter access to services (44% for PH, 47% for SOMIH and 43 % for CH).
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On the other hand, those who had not experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the
survey were more likely to report being able to manage rent or money better and not having
experienced any benefits.
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Table 3.3: Self-reported benefits gained by tenants who have experienced homelessness prior to living in social housing, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%) All (%)
Have not Have not Have not
Homeless in been Homeless in been Homeless in the Have not been Homeless in been
the last 5 years homeless the last 5 years homeless last 5 years homeless the last 5 years homeless
Feel more settled 81.1 68.6 82.9 77.6 80.6 71.0 81.0 69.1
Feel more able to cope with life events 64.6 44.2 67.0 51.0 61.7 47.2 63.9 447
Social inclusion* 54.6 417 63.6 55.9 60.7 47.4 56.4 423
Able to manage rent/money better 73.9 75.7 68.7 69.3 70.8 70.5 73.0 74.8
Have better access to services 43.8 35.7 46.8 43.7 42.7 35.1 43.6 35.8
No benefit n.p. 3.6 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 35
Other 21.1 10.0 n.p. 9.2 171 12.3 19.9 10.3

* ‘Social inclusion’ is measured through the separate attributes: ‘feel part of the local community’, ‘feel more able to improve job situation’ and ‘feel more able to start or continue education/training’.

** Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
2. Respondents could select more than 1 option.
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4 Use of support services

Beyond the provision of social housing and financial housing assistance, governments
provide a variety of services which may assist people with housing difficulties — where for
example, people may be either:

* living on very low incomes
* experiencing domestic violence or conflict with neighbours, or
* struggling with a health issue.

Governments provide a range of services which social housing tenants may access, including
financial counselling, mental health support workers, domestic violence services, mediation
services and alcohol and other drug treatment services. Social housing tenants were asked
about their, or anyone in their household’s, use of various health and community services in
the 12 months leading up to the survey. Of primary interest was whether these services were
accessed with or without their housing provider’s assistance.

Household need for, and use of, other community
and health services

Community or health services were most commonly accessed by community housing
tenants —a higher proportion of community housing tenants than public housing or SOMIH
tenants had accessed 9 out of the 12 services listed (Table 4.1).

Across all states and territories, the most frequently used services were:

* health and medical services (53% for PH, 46% for SOMIH and 54% for CH)
* mental health services (19% PH, 14% SOMIH and 26% CH).

‘Mental health services” includes “psychological services’, “psychiatric services” and “‘mental
health services’.

More than a third of respondents (36%) did not use any of the 12 services listed.
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Table 4.1: Proportion of households using community and health services in the past 12 months, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%) All (%)

Access Housing provider Access Housing provider Access Housing provider Access Housing provider
Service service assisted® service assisted® service assisted® service assisted®
Drug and alcohol counselling 3.1 n.p. n.p. n.p. 4.0 n.p. 3.2 9.7
Mental health services® 19.4 4.8 14.4 n.p. 25.6 9.1 20.2 5.6
Health/medical services 52.6 3.5 456 n.p. 54.0 6.4 52.7 4.0
Life skills / personal development
services 46 n.p. 55 n.p. 8.7 7.0 53 8.7
Aged care 8.5 10.5 9.1 19.9 9.0 23.2 8.6 12.7
Information, advice and referral
services 9.8 12.6 9.6 "20.8 13.2 21.8 10.3 14.5
Day-to-day living support services 9.4 0.1 9.2 18.2 12.4 20.5 9.8 12.2
Residential care and supported
accommodation services 3.0 28.4 n.p. 46.3 7.3 44.8 3.7 33.6
Services that provide support for
children, family or carers 6.7 8.3 9.8 n.p. 6.6 n.p. 6.8 9.0
Training and employment support
services 71 n.p. 10.2 n.p. 9.0 2.7 7.5 7.0
Financial and material assistance 71 0.9 6.5 n.p. 10.3 23.5 7.5 13.6
Other support services 7.2 "12.3 75 "18.0 8.2 18.4 7.3 13.5
None of the above 36.1 — 41.0 — 31.6 — 35.5 —

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

. — Nil or rounded to zero.

(@) Only those who reported they had accessed a service were then asked to indicate if they had accessed that service in the past 12 months with the help of their housing provider.

(b)  The category ‘mental health services’ includes the following services which were listed separately in the 2012 NSHS: ‘psychological services’, ‘psychiatric services’ and ‘mental health services’.

Notes

1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form. Respondents could select more than 1 option.
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Use of support services, by state and territory

The most commonly accessed community and health services in the past 12 months across all
social housing programs were health/ medical services and mental health services.

Public housing tenants across all jurisdictions most commonly accessed (Table 4.2):

* health/medical services (53%)
* mental health services (19%).

More than one-third (36%) of public housing tenants did not access any of the community or
health services listed, ranging from a low of 34% in both Victoria and Queensland to a high
of 41% in the Australian Capital Territory.

Table 4.2: Proportion of public housing households utilising community and health services in the
past 12 months, by state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT All
Service (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Drug and alcohol counselling 3.6 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 3.1
Mental health services® 20.2 21.5 17.4 191 19.5 16.1 15.9 *¥10.2 19.4
Health/medical services 50.7 56.3 54.3 50.6 52.8 53.5 47.4 53.4 52.6
Life skills/personal development services 4.3 n.p. ™75 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 4.6
Aged care 8.5 n.p. 9.3 n.p. n.p. n.p. np. “136 8.5
Information, advice and referral services 9.1 99 ™09 1.0 9.7 8.6 9.8 n.p. 9.8
Day-to-day living support services 80 0.0 ™22 117 n.p. 9.2 9.2 7.9 9.4
Residential care and supported
accommodation services n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 3.0
Services that provide support for children,
family or carers 6.0 8.8 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 6.7
Training and employment support services 6.7 9.5 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 8.6 n.p. 71
Financial and material assistance 6.3 108 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 7.7 n.p. 71
Other support services 6.7 8.9 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 7.2 n.p. 7.2
None of the above 38.4 33.5 34.0 35.2 34.9 371 41.1 379 36.1

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.
* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

(@) The category ‘mental health services’ includes the following services which were listed separately in the 2012 NSHS: ‘psychological
services’, ‘psychiatric services’ and ‘mental health services’.

Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.
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SOMIH tenants across all states and territories most commonly accessed (Table 4.3):

* health/medical services (46%)
* mental health services (14%).

Two in 5 (41%) SOMIH tenants did not access any of the services listed in the survey
question. Tasmania had the lowest proportion (36%) of tenants who did not use any of the
services while New South Wales had the highest (42%).

Table 4.3: Proportion of SOMIH households accessing community and health services in
the past 12 months, by state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Qld SA Tas All
Service (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Drug and alcohol counselling n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p.
Mental health services® 152 0.7 9.4  ""48 14.4
Health/medical services 45.7 46.8 42.6 49.7 45.6
Life skills/personal development services n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. *5.5
Aged care 6.9 10.3 1.7 n.p. 9.1
Information, advice and referral services 7.7 **10.1 12.6 n.p. 9.6
Day-to-day living support services 7.6 10.7 n.p. n.p. 9.2
Residential care and supported accommodation services n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p.
Services that provide support for children, family or carers 9.6 0.8 n.p. n.p. 9.8
Training and employment support services 9.2 0.7 1.4 n.p. 10.2
Financial and material assistance n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 6.5
Other support services n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 7.5
None of the above 42,1 0.7 ¥40.0 ¥35.9 1.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.
* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

(a) The category ‘mental health services’ includes the following services which were listed separately in the 2012 NSHS:
‘psychological services’, ‘psychiatric services’ and ‘mental health services’.

Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.



Community housing tenants across all states and territories most commonly accessed (Table
4.4):

* health/medical services (54%)

* mental health services (26%).

Around one-third (32%) of community housing tenants did not access any of the community
and health services listed. South Australia had the lowest proportion (26%) of tenants who
did not use any of the services while New South Wales had the highest (38%).

Table 4.4: Proportion of community housing households accessing community and health services
in the past 12 months, by state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Vic Qid WA SA Tas ACT All
Services (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Drug and alcohol counselling n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 4.0
Mental health services® 234 293 277 266 231 147 2715 256
Health/medical services *48.1 58.6 556.7 60.4 59.2 54.8 55.0 54.0
Life skills/personal development services 6.6 np. 0.0 "™11.0 n.p. np. 193 8.7
Aged care 77 np. 15 ™16 np. 4.4 n.p. 9.0
Information, advice and referral services 105 *"16.3 162 135 123 103 18.3 13.2
Day-to-day living support services 789 ™31 52 75 ™21 51 275 12.4
Residential care and supported accommodation
services n.p. n.p. np. 22 np. 08 239 7.3
Services that provide support for children, family
or carers 6.4 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 6.6
Training and employment support services 7T 1.9 n.p. 9.9 129 n.p. n.p. 9.0
Financial and material assistance 99 105 9.8 24 n.p. n.p. n.p. 10.3
Other support services 7.0 np. 1.3 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 8.2
None of the above *37.6 27.9 27.9 26.7 25.5 324 275 31.6

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.
* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

(@) The category ‘mental health services’ includes the following services which were listed separately in the 2012 NSHS: ‘psychological
services’, ‘psychiatric services’ and ‘mental health services’.

Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.
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Use of support services, by location

Access to community and health services differed across location for the various social
housing programs, and the proportion of tenants not accessing any community or health
services increased along with increasing remoteness.

The most commonly accessed community or health services were:

* health/medical services —all locations for public housing tenants and SOMIH tenants
* mental health services —all locations for all social housing tenants.

The only exception to this was for community housing tenants in Remote areas where more
than one-quarter of tenants accessed aged care services.

Around one-third or more of social housing tenants did not access any of the community or
health services listed ranging from:

* public housing tenants —a low of 18% in Remote areas to a high of 39% in Outer regional
areas

* SOMIH tenants—a low of 34% in Major cities to a high of 58% in Remote areas

* community housing tenants —a low of 30% in Outer regional areas to a high of 32% in
both Major cities and Inner regional areas.

Please note the proportion of social housing tenants living in Remote areas and SOMIH
tenants living in Outer regional areas who accessed community or health services was very
small. As such no further analysis was possible and these groups have been excluded.

For further information please see Appendix tables E4.1, E4.2 and E4.3.

Use of support services, by Indigenous status

The 2 most commonly accessed services were consistent across both Indigenous and non-
Indigenous tenants for all 3 social housing programs (Table 4.5):

* health/medical services
e mental health services.

One-third of both Indigenous tenants (35%) and non-Indigenous tenants (34%) across all
social housing programs did not access any of the services listed.

* Indigenous tenants in public housing were slightly less likely than non-Indigenous
tenants to report not accessing any services (32% compared to 34%).

* There was no difference between the proportions of Indigenous and non-Indigenous
tenants in both SOMIH and community housing who did not access any of the listed
services.

SOMIH tenants were the most likely to report that they did not use any of the listed services.
This may be because a number of Indigenous respondents live in Remote areas, so rather than
not choosing to access particular services it may be that they did not have access to those
services.

Due to the small number Indigenous tenants for public and community housing, further
analysis by jurisdiction was not possible.
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Table 4.5: Community and health services accessed in the past 12 months, by Indigenous status, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%) All (%)

Non- Non- Non- Non-
Service Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous
Drug and alcohol counselling n.p. 2.9 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 4.4 3.0
Mental health services® 22.6 19.5 14.4 15.4 30.6 25.5 20.8 20.4
Health/medical services 52.5 55.3 459 42.7 55.5 55.9 50.7 55.4
Life skills/personal development services n.p. 4.6 5.7 n.p. n.p. 8.1 73 5.1
Aged care n.p. 8.6 9.5 n.p. n.p. 9.0 73 8.7
Information, advice and referral services 13.6 10.2 10.4 n.p. *21.6 13.0 13.5 10.6
Day-to-day living support services 11.6 9.2 9.2 n.p. "18.4 11.3 11.6 9.5
Residential care and supported accommodation
services n.p. 3.0 n.p. n.p. n.p. 7.0 n.p. 3.6
Services that provide support for children, family or
carers 16.2 6.5 10.1 n.p. n.p. 6.2 13.7 6.4
Training and employment support services 9.9 7.2 10.5 n.p. n.p. 9.1 10.3 7.5
Financial and material assistance 11.8 7.0 6.8 n.p. n.p. 10.3 10.1 7.5
Other support services 3.7 6.7 77 n.p. n.p. 7.9 11.8 6.9
None of the above 31.7 34.3 40.9 40.7 30.6 30.3 34.6 33.7

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

(a) The category ‘mental health services’ includes the following services which were listed separately in the 2012 NSHS: ‘psychological services’, ‘psychiatric services’ and ‘mental health services’.

Notes

1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.
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Prior homelessness

Of those social housing tenants who experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the
survey, the most commonly accessed community or health services were health/ medical

services (60% for PH, 49% for SOMIH and 56 % for CH) followed by mental health services

(40% for PH, 28% for SOMIH and 42% for CH) (Table 4.6).

Around 1 in 4 social housing tenants who previously experienced homelessness had not

accessed any community or health services in the 12 months prior to the survey (23% for PH,

28% for SOMIH and 25% for CH). This pattern is noticeably different from the analysis by

housing program type, jurisdiction, ASGS location, and Indigenous status.

Table 4.6: Community and health services accessed by respondents who have been homeless in the

last 5 years, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing Al
Service (%) (%) (%) (%)
Drug and alcohol counselling 11.1 n.p. "10.9 111
Mental health services® 39.5 28.3 42.1 39.9
Health/medical services 60.4 48.9 56.3 59.1
Life skills/personal development services "11.9 n.p. "12.0 11.9
Aged care n.p. n.p. n.p. 4.9
Information, advice and referral services 19.8 **16.1 22.3 20.3
Day-to-day living support services 12.9 "15.1 4.6 13.4
Residential care and supported accommodation
services 7.0 n.p. 10.6 7.9
Services that provide support for children, family or
carers 14.7 14.8 1.8 13.9
Training and employment support services 17.5 5.8 16.1 171
Financial and material assistance 18.9 n.p. 21.6 19.5
Other support services 15.8 "15.4 "12.9 15.1
None of the above 23.3 27.8 24.7 23.8

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

(@) The category ‘mental health services’ includes the following services which were listed separately in the 2012 NSHS: ‘psychological
services’, ‘psychiatric services’ and ‘mental health services’.

Notes

1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.
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Box 4.1: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents who accessed
community and health services

Those who accessed community or health services were more likely to:

e  be aged 25-44, with the exception of health/medical services which were most
commonly accessed by respondents aged 45-54, aged care which was most commonly
accessed by respondents aged 75 and over, and training which was most commonly
accessed by respondents aged 20-24

e  be female; however mental health services were accessed equally by men and women
and drug and alcohol counselling and residential care and supported accommodation
services were more commonly accessed by men

e have obtained a graduate certificate, diploma or advanced diploma. Respondents who
had no formal education or whose highest level of education was Year 6 accessed aged
care, and residential care and supported accommodation services most frequently

e  be unemployed or unable to work. Respondents who were retired accessed aged care
the most while respondents who reported that they were studying full time accessed
information, advice and referral services and services that provide support for
children, family or carers most frequently.

Housing provider assistance in obtaining services

Tenants who had accessed community and health services in the 12 months leading up to the
survey were asked if they had accessed this service with assistance from their housing
provider.

Overall, a considerably lower proportion of public housing tenants received assistance from
their housing provider when accessing community and health services (Table 4.1).

Residential care and supported accommodation services were most commonly accessed with
assistance from the tenant’s housing provider (28% for PH, 46% for SOMIH and 45% for
CH), but this was one of the least accessed services.

Due to the small number of social housing tenants who accessed community and health
services with the assistance of their housing provider, analysis by jurisdiction, location,
Indigenous status, and prior homelessness was not possible.
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Box 4.2: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents who accessed
community and health services with assistance from their housing provider

Respondents who accessed community and health services with the assistance of their
housing provider were more likely to:

e  be aged 55-64 or 75+ with the exception of health/medical services, day-to-day living
support services, residential care and supported accommodation services, and other
support services

e  be male, with the exception of aged care; particularly for life skills/personal
development services, information, advice and referral services, day-to-day living
support services and residential care and supported accommodation services

e  have attained either junior secondary school or a Bachelor Degree or above as their
highest level of education, with the exception of mental health services,
health/medical services, and training and employment support services

e  be retired or unemployed, with the exception of day-to-day living support services,
which was accessed mostly by those employed part-time with assistance from their
housing provider, and training and employment services, which was mostly accessed
with assistance by those not in the labour force.




5 Dwelling condition

In order to assess dwelling condition, tenants were asked what facilities their dwelling had
and whether or not these facilities were in working order. Tenants were also asked to report
the number of structural problems present in the dwelling. As this is based on self-reporting,
structural problems may be under-reported, as the tenant may not have been able to identify
these.

A dwelling is considered to be of an acceptable standard if it has 4 or more working facilities,
and if it has no more than 2 major structural problems.

Facilities

From the list provided, around 90% or more of all social housing tenants reported that their
household had the facility and it was currently in working order (see Figure 5.1). It is
important to note that the survey did not identify who owned or supplied the facility. The
list of facilities included:

* stove/oven/other cooking facilities
* fridge

* toilet

* Dbath or shower

* washing machine

e kitchen sink

* laundry tub.

The most common facilities that the household either did not have or that were not currently
in working order included:

* washing machine (10%) and laundry tub (7%) for public housing tenants
* stove (12%) and washing machine (9%) for SOMIH tenants

* washing machine (12%), fridge (7%) and laundry tub (7%) for community housing
tenants.
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Stove/oven/other cooking facilities

Fridge

Toilet
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Bath or shower . .
Public housing
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Washing machine
m Community housing

Kitchen sink

Laundry tub
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Per cent

Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
2. Respondents were not asked to specify if they provided the facilities or the landlord provided the facilities.

Source: Table E5.1.

Figure 5.1: Facilities the household has that work, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Structure

Major structural problems that could be reported (that is, were listed on the survey
questionnaire) by social housing tenants were:

* rising damp

* major cracks in walls/floors

* sinking/moving foundations
* sagging floors

* walls/windows out of plumb
* wood rot/termite damage

* major electrical problems

* major plumbing problems

* major roof defect

* other structural problems.

National Social Housing Survey: detailed results 2012
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Compared to the national average (Figure 5.2; Table E5.2):

* more than one-third of public housing tenants (38%) reported that their dwelling had no
structural problems while a slightly lower proportion reported their dwelling had 1 or 2
structural problems (32%). Less than 1 in 5 public housing tenants (19%) reported that
their dwelling had 3 or more structural problems, in line with the national average

* community housing tenants were significantly more likely to report their dwelling had
no structural problems (53%) and significantly less likely to report their dwelling had 1
or 2 (27%) or 3 or more structural problems (10%). This may be a consequence of the fact
that community housing stock is newer than that found in public housing or SOMIH

* SOMIH tenants were significantly more likely to report their dwelling had 3 or more
structural problems (33%) and significantly less likely to report their dwelling had no
structural problems (24%). Around 36 % reported their dwelling had 1 or 2 structural
problems.

The most commonly reported structural problems for social housing tenants were major
cracks in walls/floors (24% for PH, 33% for SOMIH and 14% for CH) and rising damp (18%
for PH, 25% for SOMIH and 12% for CH).

mAll Public housing =SOMIH Community housing

Households with 3 or more structural problems

Households with 1 or 2 structural problems

Households with no structural problems

o
-
o
N
o
w
o

40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Per cent

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table E5.2.

Figure 5.2: Number of structural problems the household has, by housing program type, 2012 (per
cent)
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Dwelling standard

The majority of social housing tenants reported that their house was of an acceptable
standard (75% for PH, 61% for SOMIH and 85% for CH) (Figure 5.3).

mAll Public housing ®SOMIH Community housing

No more than 2 structural problems
and 4 or more working facilities

None, 1 or 2 structural problems, and
3 or less working facilities

3 or more structural problems and 4 or
more working facilities

3 or more structural problems and 3 or
less working facilities

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Per cent

o

Notes

1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

2. Facilities listed include: stove/oven/other cooking facilities; fridge; toilet; bath or shower; washing machine; kitchen sink; and laundry tub.

3. Respondents were not asked to specify if they provided the facilities or the landlord provided the facilities.

4. Structural problems listed include: rising damp; major cracks in walls/floors; sinking/moving foundations; sagging floors; walls/windows out of

plumb; wood rot/termite damage; major electrical problems; major plumbing problems; major roof defect; other structural problems.

Source: Table E5.3.

Figure 5.3: Dwelling condition, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

National Social Housing Survey: detailed results 2012

75




Dwelling standard, by state and territory

Community housing had the highest proportion of tenants rating their dwelling as of an
acceptable standard, both nationally and across each of the jurisdictions, with 4 in 5 or more
tenants rating their dwelling as of an acceptable standard (Table 5.1). It is important to note,
that for this breakdown a high proportion of results are unable to be published due to
concern over data quality. As such, these results should be interpreted with caution.

Compared to the national average (75% for PH, 61% for SOMIH and 85% for CH), the
highest proportions of tenants in a dwelling of an acceptable standard were in:

*  Queensland (84%), South Australia (82%) and the Northern Territory (82%) — public
housing

*  Queensland (70%)—SOMIH

*  Queensland (89%) and Western Australia (89%) —community housing.

Compared to the national average, the lowest proportion of tenants living in a dwelling of an
acceptable standard were located in:

* New South Wales (68%) —public housing

* New South Wales (81%) —community housing.

Overall, social housing tenants were more likely to report that the facilities in their dwelling
were of an acceptable standard but the structure was not, compared to the reverse.

* For public housing, tenants from New South Wales (26%) were more likely to report their
dwelling currently had facilities of an acceptable standard yet was of an unacceptable
structure while Queensland tenants were less likely to do so (11%).

* Around 1in 3 (34%) SOMIH tenants were more likely to report their dwelling had
facilities of an acceptable standard yet the structure was not, ranging from a low of 26%
in Queensland to a high of 39% in New South Wales.

*  Onein 10 (10%) community housing tenants were more likely to report their dwelling
had facilities of an acceptable standard yet the structure was not, ranging from a low of
11% in South Australia to a high of 13% in New South Wales.

The highest proportions of tenants living in such dwellings are among those in New South
Wales (26% for PH, 39% for SOMIH and 13% for CH).
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Table 5.1: Dwelling condition in social housing, by state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

Dwelling condition NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT All
Public housing

Facilities are of an acceptable

standard but structure is not 258 205 1.1 188 "16.1 19.6 19.2 134 19.9
Dwelling is of an acceptable

standard *67.7 73.7  *835 759 817 762 766 ‘816 747

SOMIH

Facilities are of an acceptable

standard but structure is not 38.9 259 36.2 32.0 33.7
Dwelling is of an acceptable

standard 56.4 *69.9 56.9 64.9 61.4

Community housing

Facilities are of an acceptable

standard but structure is not 13.1 n.p. n.p. np. 14 n.p. n.p. 10.0
Dwelling is of an acceptable

standard 81.4 87.1 894  *89.1 86.1 84.4  80.2 85.2

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.

.. Not applicable.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Dwelling standard, by location

Across all social housing programs and all degrees of remoteness, the NSHS found that more
than half of tenants rated their dwelling of an acceptable standard (Table 5.2).

For public housing, while no dwelling was rated as of an unacceptable standard in
Remote areas, a lower proportion of dwellings were rated an acceptable standard than
dwellings in other areas. Remote areas also had the highest proportion of dwellings with
facilities that were of an acceptable standard yet the structure was not (28%). Public
housing dwellings in Major cities and Inner regional areas on the other hand, were more
likely to be of an acceptable standard structurally while facilities were not (both at 4%).

For SOMIH, Major cities had the lowest proportion of dwellings of an acceptable
standard (56%) and the highest proportion of dwellings with facilities that are of an
acceptable standard but the structure is not (39%) when compared to Inner, Outer regional
and Remote areas.

For community housing, dwellings in Remote areas were more likely than other areas to
be of an unacceptable standard (6%). Tenants in Remote areas also reported the lowest
proportion of dwellings of an acceptable standard (80%) of all areas. Meanwhile,
dwellings in Major cities had the highest proportion of dwellings with facilities that are of
an acceptable standard while the structure was not (11%).

Table 5.2: Dwelling condition in social housing, by location, 2012 (per cent)

Major Inner Outer

Dwelling condition cities regional regional Remote® All

Public housing

Facilities are of acceptable standard but structure is not 20.7 18.4 14.2 275 19.9
Dwelling is of an acceptable standard 73.7 76.7 81.2 69.8 74.7
SOMIH
Facilities are of acceptable standard but structure is not 38.6 29.4 30.8 34.8 33.7
Dwelling is of an acceptable standard 55.7 66.5 62.9 63.4 61.4
Community housing
Facilities are of acceptable standard but structure is not 10.6 8.3 n.p. n.p. 10.0
Dwelling is of an acceptable standard 85.1 87.4 82.9 80.4 85.2

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

(a)

‘Remote’ includes both ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Dwelling standard, by Indigenous status

The NSHS found that Indigenous households across all social housing programs were less
likely than non-Indigenous households to rate their dwelling as being of an acceptable
standard (Indigenous 62% compared to 78% non-Indigenous respondents) (Table 5.3).

The differences between the 2 were most pronounced in community housing where:

* 21% of Indigenous household dwellings reported that their dwelling had facilities of an

acceptable standard but the structure was not, compared to 10% for non-Indigenous

households

* 69% of Indigenous household dwellings were rated by respondents as an acceptable

standard, compared to 88% for non-Indigenous respondents.

Table 5.3: Dwelling condition in social housing, by Indigenous status,

2012 (per cent)

Dwelling condition

Indigenous

Non-Indigenous

Facilities are of acceptable standard but structure is not

Dwelling is of an acceptable standard

Facilities are of acceptable standard but structure is not

Dwelling is of an acceptable standard

Facilities are of acceptable standard but structure is not

Dwelling is of an acceptable standard

Facilities are of acceptable standard but structure is not

Dwelling is of an acceptable standard

Public housing
34.7
61.1
SOMIH

33.8

61.2
Community housing
21.2

69.0

All
32.9
62.0

19.1
76.7

32.0
65.2

9.5
87.5

17.7
78.3

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Dwelling standard, by prior homelessness

The NSHS found no large differences in tenants” perceptions of their dwelling condition
between those who had experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the survey and
those who had not (Table 5.4).

* Around three-quarters (73%) of social housing tenants who had been homeless in the 5
years prior to the survey reported that their current dwelling was of an acceptable
standard, while 3% reported that their dwelling was of an unacceptable standard.

* Among tenants who experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the survey:

- community housing tenants were the most likely to report their dwelling was of an
acceptable standard (82%) and less likely to report the facilities are of an acceptable
standard yet the dwelling structure is not (12%), compared to both public housing
and SOMIH tenants

- SOMIH tenants were the least likely to report their dwelling was of an acceptable
standard (63%) and most likely to report the facilities are of an acceptable standard
yet the dwelling structure is not (31%).

Box 5.1: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents related to dwelling
condition

e  Over four-fifths (85%) of respondents aged 75 and over reported living in dwellings of
an acceptable standard, while only 62% of those aged 25-34 lived in dwellings of an
acceptable standard.

e  Around three-quarters (78%) of those who obtained a bachelor’s degree or higher
reported living in dwellings of an acceptable standard, compared to 73% of those with
no formal education.

e Over four-fifths (85%) of retired respondents reported living in dwellings of an
acceptable standard, compared to only 69% of unemployed respondents.
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Table 5.4: Dwelling condition in social housing, by housing program type, for those who had been homeless in the last 5 years, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Have not Have not Have not Have not
been been been been
Homeless homeless in Homeless homeless in Homel homel in Homel homel in
in the last 5 the last 5 in the last 5 the last 5 in the last 5 the last 5 in the last 5 the last 5
years years years years years years years years
Facilities are of an acceptable standard but structure is not 231 19.6 30.8 34.5 2.3 9.4 20.6 18.6
Dwelling is of an acceptable standard 70.4 75.2 62.6 61.1 82.1 86.0 73.1 76.4

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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6 Dwelling utilisation

Matching the size of a dwelling to the size of the household ensures that existing dwelling
stock is used to capacity and that households are housed according to their requirements.
The currently accepted standard by which the dwelling size requirements of a household are
measured is the Canadian National Occupancy Standard (CNOS) (Box 6.1).

Matching dwelling size to household composition is not a straightforward process. Factors to
be considered include:

* the availability, state of repair and location of existing dwellings

* the availability of options to relocate existing tenants to alternative accommodation
* the willingness of tenants to relocate

* the cost of rehousing existing tenants.

‘Overcrowded’ or ‘underutilised” are terms used to describe a dwelling whose size is not
well matched to the household occupying it. They are concepts related to each other, but
with different outcomes for the tenants. “Overcrowding’ occurs when the dwelling size is too
small for the size and composition of the households living in it. Overcrowding of dwellings
increases the stress on kitchens, bathrooms, laundry facilities and sewage systems, which in
turn increases the risk of spreading infectious diseases between residents and places
unnecessary strain on interpersonal relationships (AIHW 2012). “Underutilisation” occurs
when the dwelling size is larger than that required to adequately house the household.

Box 6.1: Canadian National Occupancy Standard

The CNOS measures the bedroom requirements of a household based on the number, sex,
age and relationships of household members. For a household not to be considered as
overcrowded, it specifies that:

e no more than 2 people share a bedroom

e  parents or couples may share a bedroom

e children under 5, either of the same sex or opposite sex, may share a bedroom

e  children under 18 of the same sex may share a bedroom

e achild aged 5-17 should not share a bedroom with a child under 5 of the opposite sex
e single adults aged 18 and over and any unpaired children require a separate bedroom.

Source: AIHW 2012.

In order to determine whether the size of the dwelling matches the size and needs of the
household, surveyed tenants were asked 2 questions:

* how many bedrooms their home had
* who shares bedrooms in their home, if anyone.

Overcrowding occurs when the dwelling size is too small for the size and composition of its
occupants. A dwelling requiring at least 1 additional bedroom according to CNOS is
designated ‘overcrowded’. Underutilisation occurs when the dwelling size is larger than
required to adequately house the household. A dwelling is said to be ‘underutilised” when it
consists of 2 or more bedrooms surplus to requirements according to CNOS.
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The majority of households in public and community housing had 1 or 2 bedrooms (64 % and
74%, respectively), while the majority of SOMIH households had 3 bedrooms (61%).

Based on the CNOS standard, the majority of social housing dwellings were considered to be
adequate in size for the household, with only a small percentage of social housing dwellings
considered overcrowded (6%) or underutilised (14%) (Figure 6.1).

mAll Public housing = SOMIH Community housing
Dwelling utilisation
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Note:
1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
2. Dwelling utilisation has been calculated based on the CNOS.

Source: Table E6.1.

Figure 6.1: Dwelling utilisation, by social housing program type, 2012 (per cent)
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Dwelling utilisation, by state and territory

It is important to note that a high proportion of results for this breakdown cannot be
published due to concerns over data quality. This is particularly evident for social housing
dwellings that are classified as overcrowded and are therefore not reported in detail. The
results published should be interpreted with caution.

The NSHS found that social housing dwellings classified as adequate were more likely to be
in:

*  Western Australia (87%) and Northern Territory (86%) for public housing
* Queensland (94%) and Western Australia (91%) for community housing.

South Australia was least likely to have social housing dwellings classified as adequate, due
to a higher proportion classified as underutilised than other jurisdictions.

Table 6.1: Dwelling utilisation, by state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

NSW Vic Qid WA SA Tas ACT NT All

Public housing

Overcrowded 5.0 8.9 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 5.7
Adequate 80.9 79.5 79.6 *86.7 *74.0 79.6 724 86.2 79.9
Underutilised 14.1 11,6 14.7 n.p. 235 *16.0 21.8 n.p. 14.4
SOMIH
Overcrowded 1.9 .. 18.9 .. 151 n.p. .. .. 14.7
Adequate 62.6 .. 62.7 .. 51.5 66.9 .. .. 60.7
Underutilised 25.6 . 18.4 .. 33.3 7.2 .. . 24.6
Community housing
Overcrowded n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. .. 4.5
Adequate 87.3 84.2 937 *90.7 *69.6 88.3 91.2 .. 86.9
Underutilised 8.4 n.p. n.p. n.p. *27.9 n.p. n.p. .. 8.7

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

.. Not applicable.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Dwelling utilisation, by location

Dwelling utilisation varied across the different locations with the level of overcrowding

increasing as the level of remoteness increased (Table 6.2).

Across all remoteness categories:

* SOMIH dwellings were the least likely to be rated by respondents as adequately utilised

(61%), compared to community housing (87 %) and public housing (80%) respondents
* Additionally, SOMIH dwellings were most likely to be either overcrowded (15%) or

underutilised (25%).

Table 6.2: Dwelling utilisation, by location, 2012 (per cent)

Major cities  Inner regional Outer regional Remote® All
Public housing
Overcrowded 6.0 n.p. n.p. n.p. 5.7
Adequate 80.7 80.5 74.8 69.6 79.9
Underutilised 13.3 15.9 20.9 n.p. 14.4
SOMIH
Overcrowded 14.7 105 4.6 222 14.7
Adequate 64.9 63.1 59.4 48.8 60.7
Underutilised 20.5 26.4 26.0 291 24.6
Community housing
Overcrowded 5.1 n.p. n.p. — 4.5
Adequate 87.4 84.2 88.1 91.1 86.9
Underutilised 75 1.5 n.p. n.p. 8.7

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

— Nil or rounded to zero.

(a) ‘Remote’includes both ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Dwelling utilisation, by Indigenous status

The rate of overcrowding was higher in Indigenous households (16%) compared to non-
Indigenous households (5%) (Table 6.3).

Due to concerns over data quality, detailed analysis of dwelling utilisation by program type
and Indigenous status is unable to be undertaken and figures presented in Table 6.3 should
be interpreted with caution.

Table 6.3: Dwelling utilisation, by Indigenous status, 2012 (per cent)

Overcrowded Adequate Underutilised

Public housing Indigenous 16.1 71.4 2.4
Non-Indigenous 5.1 80.7 14.2
SOMIH Indigenous 15.8 60 24.2
Non-Indigenous n.p. 65.1 "25.6
Community housing Indigenous n.p. 7.7 n.p.
Non-Indigenous n.p. 87.8 8.2
All Indigenous 15.5 68.4 16.1
Non-Indigenous 4.9 81.7 134

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Box 6.2: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents related to dwelling
utilisation

e  88% of respondents aged 75 and over reported living in adequate dwellings. One-fifth
(20%) of respondents aged 55-64 reported living in underutilised dwellings while 19%
of those aged 25-34 reported living in overcrowded dwellings.

e  Opver four-fifths (85%) of respondents who completed a bachelor’s degree or higher
reported living in adequate dwellings. Nearly one-fifth (16%) of respondents who
completed junior high school as the highest level of education attained reported living
in underutilised dwellings, while 8% of those who completed secondary high school as
the highest level of education attained reported living in overcrowded dwellings.

e Over four-fifths (85%) of retired respondents and 86% of those studying full-time
reported living in adequate dwellings. One-fifth (21%) of respondents employed full
time reported living in underutilised dwellings, while 13% of those in full-time study,
those employed full-time and those unemployed reported living in overcrowded
dwellings.

e  88% of respondents who lived in a house composed of a group of unrelated adults
reported living in adequate dwellings. More than half (54%) of respondents living with
extended family, including 1 or more children, reported living in overcrowded
dwellings. Meanwhile, 40% of couples without children reported living in
underutilised dwellings.
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Appendix A: Profile of 2012 NSHS social
housing survey respondents

Demographic characteristics are routinely collected in surveys to provide the opportunity
when analysing the data to better understand the population surveyed —for example,
questions about age, sex, education and employment help researchers understand whether
those surveyed are similar to other populations.

As with past surveys, questions relating to demographic characteristics were included in the
2012 NSHS. The information sought was from 2 perspectives:

* the respondent, presented first, under ‘Characteristics of survey respondents’

* the household, presented second under ‘Characteristics of households’.

Characteristics of survey respondents

Age and sex

The age profile of survey respondents was concentrated in the older age groups —
particularly for public housing and community housing respondents (Figure A.1).

Across the programs the majority of tenants were aged 55 and over (66 % for PH, 57% for CH
and 44 % for SOMIH).

The younger age profile of SOMIH respondents reflects the fact that the Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander population has a younger age-distribution than the Australian
population as a whole (ABS 2012a).
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Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table EA.1.

Figure A.1: Age of survey respondents, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Almost two-thirds of both public housing (65%) and community housing respondents (62%)
were female, as were almost 3 in 4 SOMIH respondents (73%) (Figure A.2).
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Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table EA.2.

Figure A.2: Sex of survey respondents, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)
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Country of birth

More than two-thirds of public and community housing respondents were born in Australia
(68% and 69% respectively), as were 98% of SOMIH respondents (Figure A.3). Of those born
outside of Australia, the largest group was classified as being born in European countries
(59% of PH and 46% of CH). For the SOMIH population, only 100 respondents were born
outside of Australia and, as such, further analysis has not been undertaken).

The proportion of overseas-born respondents was slightly higher than the proportion of the
general population born overseas. According to the ABS, at 30 June 2011, about a quarter
(27%) of the estimated resident population of Australia were born overseas (ABS 2012b)
compared with 31% of social housing survey respondents.
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Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table EA.3.

Figure A.3: Country of birth of survey respondents, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Language spoken

Just over 1 in 10 public and community housing respondents spoke a language other than
English at home (12% for PH and 13% for CH), as did 1 in 20 (5%) SOMIH respondents.

For those tenants who mainly spoke a language other than English at home, the next 2 most
frequently recorded languages were:

* Vietnamese (12%) and Chinese (9%) — public housing
* Creole (53%) and Indigenous dialects (40%) —SOMIH
* Arabic (13%) and Chinese (12%) —community housing.

Respondents were provided with the option of requesting a survey translated in 1 of 8
languages. The list of languages available for translation was made in consultation with the
jurisdictions. A total of 215 respondents requested surveys to be translated into 1 of the
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languages detailed on the survey covering letter and a total of 116 completed surveys were
returned —a response rate of 54%.

Indigenous status

For a household to be classified as Indigenous, only 1 member of that household needed to
identify as Indigenous and this may not have been the person responding to the survey.
Almost 9 in 10 SOMIH respondents (89%) reported that they were of “Aboriginal or Torres
Strait Islander origin’, compared with around 1 in 20 respondents for both public housing
(5%) and community housing (6%) (Table A.1).

On Census night 2011, Indigenous Australians represented around 2.5% of the Australian
population, which suggests that they are over-represented in social housing (ABS 2012a).

Table A.1: Indigenous status of survey respondents, by housing program type, 2012
(per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing

Indigenous status (%) (%) (%)
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin 5.3 89.0 6.0
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin 94.7 11.0 94.0

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Tenants’ labour force status

More than 1 in 5 (22%) social housing respondents were in the labour force in 1 of the
following categories:

* employed full time (35 hours or more per week in all jobs) (5%)
* employed part time (less than 35 hours per week in all jobs) (10%)
* unemployed (not in paid employment but seeking work) (7%).

The remainder were either studying, engaged in volunteer work or a full-time parent or
carer, retired or unable to work due to long-term illness or disability (Figure A.4).

Around a third of social housing respondents were retired (36%). SOMIH respondents were
less likely to be retired (14 %) than either public housing (37%) or community housing
respondents (31%).
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Figure A.4: Current employment status by survey respondents, by housing program type, 2012 (per

cent)
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Education status of tenants

Community housing respondents were more likely to have a higher level of education than
public housing and SOMIH respondents (Figure A.5):

* 51% of community housing respondents had completed Year 12 or above
*  42% of public housing respondents had completed Year 12 or above
* 31% of SOMIH respondents had completed Year 12 or above.

Community housing respondents (31%) were more likely than those from public housing
(23%) or SOMIH (14 %) to hold post-secondary school qualifications.

Around 2% of social housing respondents reported no formal education.
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Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table EA.5.

Figure A.5: Highest level of education completed by survey respondents, by housing program type,
2012 (per cent)
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Housing histories

Time in current home
Public housing and SOMIH respondents had lived in their current home longer than

community housing respondents, partly reflecting the fact that community housing has been

available in Australia for a shorter amount of time than public housing and has grown at a
faster rate since its introduction (Figure A.6). Community housing respondents (43 %) were
more likely to have moved into their current home within the last 2 years than public
housing (17%) or SOMIH (16%) respondents, while almost half of public housing and
SOMIH respondents (47% for both) had been in their current home for 11 years or more
compared with 20% of community housing respondents.
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Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Source: Table EA.6.

Figure A.6: Length of time in current home, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Prior homelessness

In the 2012 NSHS, being ‘homeless’ refers to times when the respondent had to live in
emergency accommodation provided by a homelessness agency, had stayed temporarily
with friends or relatives because they had nowhere else to live, had been totally without

permanent shelter or had lived in shelter unlawfully such as squatting in derelict buildings.

In the 5 years leading up to the survey:
* 9% of public housing respondents had experienced homelessness (up from 6% in 2010)
* 12% of SOMIH respondents had experienced homelessness

*  19% of community housing respondents had experienced homeless (up from 12% in
2010) (Figure A.7).

93




Per cent =2010 #2012
20

18
16
14
12
10

o N b~ O

Public housing SOMIH Community housing
Housing Program

Notes

1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
2. SOMIH tenants were not surveyed in 2010.

Source: Table EA.7.

Figure A.7: Proportion of individuals who experienced homelessness in the last 5 years, by housing
program type, 2010-2012 (per cent)

Those who had been homeless in the 5 years prior to the survey were asked to indicate
whether they were living in non-conventional accommodation, non-private dwellings or
short-term or emergency accommodation.

* Respondents most commonly reported that they had resided in short-term or emergency
accommodation.

* More than 1 in 4 respondents reported that they had slept rough or in
non-conventional accommodation.

Table A.2: Proportion of 2012 NSHS respondents who experienced homelessness in the last
5 years, by housing program type (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing

Homeless category (%) (%) (%)
Sleeping rough or in non-conventional accommodation 31.2 252 26.7
Short-term or emergency accommodation 73.0 84.3 7.7
In a private boarding house 14.9 6.0 17.4
Hotel/motel, caravan park, or other temporary accommodation 25.9 16.4 21.8
Notes

1. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.
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Of those respondents who had experienced homelessness in the 5 years prior to the survey
(Figure A.8):

* around 4 in 10 public and community housing respondents had experienced more than 1
episode of homelessness in those 5 years (41% for PH and 44 % for CH)

* nearly 6in 10 (58%) SOMIH respondents had experienced repeated periods of
homelessness in those 5 years, with 1in 10 (9%) experiencing homelessness more than 10
times in the 5 years.
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1. Base is people who were homeless prior to moving into social housing.

2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
Source: Table EA.8.

Figure A.8: Number of times homeless in last 5 years, for those respondents who previously
experienced homelessness, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)
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Prior tenure

Social housing respondents who were homeless prior to moving into their current home
were most likely to describe their previous situation as:

* ’homeless —staying with friends/relatives’ (33% PH, 49% SOMIH and 31% CH)
* ‘residing in a private boarding house’ (27% PH, 20% SOMIH and 25% CH) (Figure A.9).
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1. Base is people who were homeless prior to moving into social housing.
2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
Source: Table EA.9.

Figure A.9: Tenure prior to moving into social housing for those respondents who have
experienced homelessness in the last 5 years, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)
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One of the outcomes committed to under the NAHA is that people who are homeless, or at
risk of homelessness achieve sustainable housing (COAG 2012). According to those surveyed
in the 2012 NSHS, about 3 in 10 social housing respondents were homeless prior to moving
into their current home (26% for PH, 33% for SOMIH and 31% for CH). Of these, 78% of
public housing respondents, 80% of SOMIH respondents, and 47% of community housing
respondents have been living in their current home for 3 years or more (Figure A.10).
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2. Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
Source: Table EA.10.

Figure A.10: Respondents whose prior situation was homelessness, by length of time in current
home by housing program, 2012 (per cent)

Characteristics of households

Household types

More than half of public housing and community housing households surveyed (58% for
both) comprised a single person living alone, compared with just over a quarter of SOMIH
households (27%) (Figure A.11). Around 1 in 10 of all social housing households comprised
couples only (12% PH, 9% SOMIH and 13% CH).

Less than a quarter of public housing and community housing households contained 1 or
more dependent children (23% and 22% respectively). Consistent with 2010 findings, almost
two-thirds (66 %) of dependent children in public housing and almost three-quarters (70%) in
community housing lived in a single parent household. In comparison, almost half of
SOMIH households consisted of 1 or more dependent children (49%), with almost
two-thirds (66 %) of these dependent children residing in a single parent household.
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Figure A.11: Household type, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Indigenous status

Almost all SOMIH survey respondents reported that at least 1 member of their household
was of “Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin” (96%), compared with less than 1 in
10 for both public housing and community housing (8% and 9%, respectively) (Table A.3).

Table A.3: Indigenous status of other members of the household by housing program
type, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing
(%) (%) (%)
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin 8.0 95.8 8.6
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin 92.0 4.2 91.4
Notes
1. Responses to this question were provided by the respondent on behalf of the household.
2. Excludes the survey respondent.

Household labour force status

Around a quarter of those in public housing (25%) or mainstream community housing (28%)
and 39% of SOMIH respondents aged 15 or over were in the labour force in 1 of the
following categories:

* employed full time (35 hours or more per week in all jobs) (6% PH, 6% CH, and 11%
SOMIH respondents were employed full time)

* employed part time (less than 35 hours per week in all jobs) (8% PH, 11% of CH, and
10% SOMIH respondents were employed part time)

* unemployed (not in paid employment but seeking work) (11% PH, 11% CH, and 18%
SOMIH).
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The remainder of those in public housing and community housing households were either
studying, engaged in volunteer work or a full-time parent or carer, retired or unable to work
due to long-term illness or disability (Figure A.12).

People in SOMIH households were less likely than those in either public housing or
community housing to be retired (27% PH, 9% SOMIH and 23% CH) or unable to work due
to long-term illness or injury (26% PH, 229% SOMIH and 25% CH).
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Source: Table EA.12.

Figure A.12: Household labour force participation, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Young people engaged in full-time education

Around 9 in 10 public housing and community housing households did not contain any
young people —defined as those younger than 25 —enrolled in full-time education at the time
of the survey (Table A.4). A higher proportion of SOMIH households contained at least 1
young person aged 14 or under currently enrolled in full-time education (31% compared to
around 12% for both PH and CH).

Table A.4: Young people engaged in full-time education by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing (%) SOMIH (%) Community housing (%)

15-24 14 and under 15-24 14 and under 15-24 14 and under
None 90.5 88.3 81.1 68.8 90.7 88.2
1 7.5 6.5 13.8 14.6 71 71
2 1.6 34 4.0 9.4 1.7 3.7
3 or more 0.3 1.7 1.1 7.4 0.4 0.9

Note: Responses to this question were given by the survey respondent on behalf of the other members of the household.
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Appendix B: Survey and reporting
methodology

The approach for the 2012 survey differed from that used in previous years due to
limitations on the time available for fieldwork. An initial random sample was drawn from
the administrative or sample databases supplied by jurisdictions, and households in this
sample were sent a survey pack containing a questionnaire (including covering letter) and a
reply-paid envelope. A total of 82,235 initial survey packs were lodged in 3 separate batches
between 18 May 2012 and 18 July 2012.

Non-response within 2 weeks of these initial mailings was followed up with a reminder
mailing encouraging tenants to complete the survey (in the ACT reminder mailings took
place 10 days after the initial mailing due to time restrictions on fieldwork). The reminder
mail-out included a questionnaire (including reminder letter) and a reply-paid envelope.
Reminder packs were sent to a total of 32,313 social housing tenants. In Tasmania, due to
small numbers, the sample included all tenants in community housing and SOMIH
programs. As such, a second reminder mail-out was conducted in Tasmania to maximise
survey response activity.

During the fieldwork period, it became apparent that a higher response was achieved from
initial mailings then from reminder mailings. As the time available for fieldwork decreased
the focus shifted to achieving the minimum sample size for reporting for each program and
jurisdiction. Therefore additional survey forms were sent out to randomly selected top-up
sample households until the required numbers of responses were achieved. In previous
years, a single sample was selected and followed up with reminder mailings until the
required number of responses was achieved.

The 2012 survey weighting was calculated as:

The number of households

number of responses for each housing program type x
accessibility /remoteness index of Australia (ARIA) x
jurisdiction (except the Australian Capital Territory)

For the Australian Capital Territory, weights were calculated by the same method by
housing program type without ARIA. (See Box 2.1 for a full description). All population
counts were provided by the jurisdictions to the AIHW, and those ARIA areas without
completed surveys were excluded from weighting calculations. This approach differs from
that used in 2010 when the area (as defined individually by each jurisdiction) was used for
stratification and selection rather than ARIA.

As with the 2010 NSHS, the 2012 NSHS used the same survey instrument across all social
housing programs. Prior to 2010 the content differed slightly across the programs, reflecting
the different areas of interest in relation to each program. The approach used for the 2012
survey was undertaken in order to maximise data comparability across all social housing
programs. Further, while there was some change to the survey questions between the 2
survey waves, the same topics were covered and content for key issues remained essentially
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the same. A copy of the questionnaire is located in Appendix C: Final 2012 NSHS
questionnaire.

Further information regarding the methodological approach to the 2012 NSHS can be found
in the 2012 National Social Housing Survey: Methodological Report published on the AIHW
website <www.aihw.gov.au>.

Survey response rates

The questionnaire was mailed to a randomly selected sample of 55,101 public housing, 9,504
SOMIH and 17,570 community housing households. A total of 13,381 completed
questionnaires were received (8,984 for public housing, 1,346 for SOMIH and 3,051 for
community housing).

The overall response rate for the 2012 NSHS was 16% and ranged from a low of 12% for
Queensland SOMIH tenants, to a high of 35% for Tasmanian community housing tenants —
program specific response rates were 16% for public housing, 14% for SOMIH and 17 % for
community housing. This represents a drop in the overall response compared with the 2010
NSHS (reported as 40% for PH and 36% for CH).

Table B.1 2012 NSHS response rates, by social housing type and jurisdiction

Component Public housing Community housing SOMIH
Number of Response Number of Response Number of Response
surveys rate (%) surveys rate (%) surveys rate (%)
completed completed completed

Total number of surveys

completed 8,975 3,037 1,183

NSW 5,082 15.5 1,119 17.0 544 12.7
Vic 526 13.8 376 15.7

Qi 665 22.2 399 16.0 347 11.0
SA 506 21.9 372 17.4 187 10.8
ACT 665 247 109 20.0

WA 517 15.4 391 15.0

Tas 477 17.9 271 33.1 105 315
NT 537 11.8

.. Not applicable.
Notes
1. SOMIH program currently operates in 4 jurisdictions: NSW, Qld, SA, Tas.

2. Community housing program operates in all jurisdictions except for the Northern Territory.
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Scope

The NSHS is a national survey encompassing a range of tenancies by geography and
remoteness. In 2012, the NSHS was conducted across 3 social housing programs: public
rental housing, SOMIH, and community housing. Indigenous community housing was out
of scope for the 2012 survey.

All tenants were eligible to participate in the survey. In the majority of cases, census
databases were provided to Lonergan Research via the AIHW. In a minority of cases, sample
databases were provided to Lonergan Research directly from jurisdictions. Each jurisdiction
was asked to provide the following information for each tenancy:

* address (including post code)

* program type
* remoteness category (by ARIA code).

As Housing NSW required a minimum sample size for each area they were also required to
provide area information for each tenancy.

Participation in the survey was voluntary and respondents were asked their permission to
pass non-identifiable unit record data to their housing provider. A total of 3,292 respondents
did not provide permission to pass their data on (24% of public housing respondents, 28% of
SOMIH respondents, 24% of community housing respondents). For these survey
participants, responses are only available in collated form.

Methodology

The 2012 NSHS consisted of 3 key stages: pre-fieldwork, fieldwork and post-fieldwork. Each
of these stages is outlined briefly below. For full details of each of the stages please refer to
the National Social Housing Survey 2012: technical report available on the AIHW website:
<www.aihw.gov.au>.

Pre-fieldwork
The pre-fieldwork stage consisted of several distinct steps:

* First was a critical assessment of the existing 2010 NSHS questionnaire and findings
undertaken by Lonergan Research. To reduce overall project costs, 1 key
recommendation from this review was to develop 1 core questionnaire which could be
used across all social housing tenants. Previously, separate surveys had been developed
for public and community housing tenants.

* Following this, a draft questionnaire was developed in consultation with the AIHW and
the NSHS steering committee.

* To evaluate and further refine the questionnaire, Lonergan Research undertook a 2-stage
pilot survey with a sample of social housing tenants.

- Face-to-face cognitive testing was undertaken to evaluate the design and content of
the draft 2012 NSHS questionnaire. Due to time and budgetary constraints, cognitive
testing was limited to the Australian Capital Territory and New South Wales only.
Tenant lists were provided to Lonergan Research by Housing and Community
Services ACT, Housing NSW and NSW Aboriginal Housing Authority. Recruitment
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was undertaken by senior Lonergan Research consultants. Participants were paid
$50 to cover expenses incurred as a result of taking part in cognitive interviews.

- Following cognitive interviewing the draft questionnaire underwent minor revision.
This questionnaire was then endorsed by the steering committee for use in the pilot
test. Due to time constraints and the availability of sample, the pilot mail-out survey
was restricted to tenants in New South Wales and Queensland only. Survey packs
were mailed to a total of 120 tenants offering them the option to complete the survey
online or return by hard copy (using the reply-paid envelope provided). Due to time
constraints, tenants were only allowed 12 days to respond, and although sample
sizes were small, the survey indicated that a better response rate could be expected
from public housing tenants.

Fieldwork

For the 2012 NSHS, a common approach to fieldwork was adopted for all social housing
programs. That is, an initial survey was mailed to the selected sample and followed up with
reminder packs if the tenant had not responded in the time allowed.

Primary approach packs

For the 2012 NSHS, primary approach letters were not included as a standard step in the
fieldwork. The exception to this is NSW SOMIH tenants who did receive a primary approach
letter from their housing organisation.

Primary approach packs, containing a covering letter and a frequently asked questions
(FAQ) sheet were sent to a total of 2,485 New South Wales SOMIH tenants. To further boost
response rates, towards the end of the survey a census mail-out was conducted by mailing to
an additional 1,799 tenants. Due to pressing timescales, each tenant was mailed the FAQ
sheet in advance.

Survey packs

Each survey pack contained a questionnaire (including covering letter, see Appendix C) and
a reply-paid envelope. A total of 82,235 initial survey packs were lodged in 3 separate
batches between 18 May and 18 July 2012. The lodgement date varied by geographical
location and priority was given to remote areas and those areas under quota at that point in
time.

Reminder packs

Each reminder pack contained a questionnaire (including reminder letter, see Appendix C)
and a reply-paid envelope. Reminder packs were sent to a total of 32,313 tenants. In those
cases where a census mailing was undertaken in wave 1, second reminder packs were also
sent. A total of 37,506 reminder packs were mailed.
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Post-fieldwork

Following completion of the fieldwork, a client workshop was held at the AIHW with
Lonergan Research. Members of the 2012 NSHS steering committee were also invited to
attend. The purpose of the workshop was to discuss specific aspects of each of the stages of
the project, including:

cognitive testing and pilot survey

primary approach letter

sampling selection

address files

1300 number

response rates, including the use of reminder letters
weighting

returns since the final reporting date

data storage, retention and disposal, including the disposal of physical questionnaires
and delivery of electronic data securely through AIHW secure messaging (ASM)

recommendations for the 2014 survey.

Recommendations

The recommendations coming out of this meeting in relation to future iterations of the NSHS
were:
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Investigate the possibility of placing an embargo on any ‘competing’ tenant surveys from
being undertaken during the 2014 NSHS.

Consider reinstating the use of primary approach letters for all jurisdictions and all social
housing programs.

For all future mailings, the deadline date for response is consistent with the survey
completion date (as opposed to 14 days after the initial mailing).

Allow sulfficient time after the survey end date for returns to be received and
processed —recommended as no less than 4 weeks.



Table B.2: Detailed survey response rates, by housing program type, by state and territory

Total sample Response rate Response rate

mailed  Returned surveys® Total responses (2012) (2010)  Difference
(Number) (Number) (Number) (%) (%) (%)
Public housing
NSW 32,759 212 5,082 15.5 44.2 —-28.7
Vic 3,802 37 526 13.8 35.2 -21.4
Qld 2,990 16 665 22.2 37.8 -15.6
WA 3,352 224 517 15.4 32.8 -17.4
SA 2,308 17 506 21.9 50.3 -28.4
Tas 2,662 18 486 18.3 38.9 -21.0
ACT 2,691 21 665 24.7 n.a. n.a.
NT 4,537 90 537 11.8 25.4 -13.6
SOMIH
NSwW 4,284 127 658 154
Qld 3,154 202 370 11.7
SA 1,733 66 213 12.3
Tas 333 2 105 31.5
Community housing
NSW 6,577 226 1,119 17.0 39.2 -22.2
Vic 2,395 274 376 15.7 38.3 —22.6
Qld 2,488 141 399 16.0 31.4 -15.4
WA 2,608 330 391 15.0 37.6 -22.6
SA 2,139 55 372 17.4 414 —24.0
ACT 544 8 109 20.0
Tas 819 133 285 34.8 491 -16.0

.. Not applicable.
n.a Not available.

(a) Includes both blank questionnaires received as well as ‘return to sender’ survey packs.
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Issues for consideration

Several factors may have contributed to the fall in response rates:

Different criteria for sample selection may have been used between 2010 and 2012.

Jurisdictions and housing programs with lower response rates had sample top-ups to
achieve a representative sample (by ARIA and area) in 2012.

In 2012, other tenant surveys were being conducted at the same time as the NSHS.

With the exception of New South Wales SOMIH, pre-approach letters were not sent to
tenants in the 2012 NSHS. Pre-approach letters were used during the 2010 NSHS for
New South Wales, Queensland and the Northern Territory public housing tenants, and
New South Wales and Queensland mainstream community housing tenants.

Supplementary computer assisted telephone interviews were not undertaken in 2012.
When minimum sample sizes were not achieved for New South Wales public housing in
2010, a number of these interviews were undertaken in order to achieve quota and this
may have improved response rates.

Deadline dates of 14 days were highlighted in the covering letter in 2012 — this may have
been a disincentive for tenants in remote areas to complete and return the survey.

A steady stream of returns continued to be received after the survey end date. Those
received prior to finalisation of the 2012 data set were included.

2012 NSHS sample representativeness

As highlighted in chapter 1, analysis was conducted comparing the demographic
characteristics of NSHS respondents from the 2012 survey with equivalent demographic
information contained in the national administrative data collections for public housing,
SOMIH and community housing. This provides some indication as to whether social
housing tenants surveyed as part of the NSHS are representative of the broader social
housing population. The results of this analysis are contained in the following tables.
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Table B.3: Demographic characteristics of public housing tenants —2012 administrative database

ACT NSwW Vic Qid WA SA Tas NT Total
Number 9,810 89,788 57,312 46,435 29,644 30,953 9,934 5,320 279,196
Male 443% 45.0% 43.3% 433% 43.0% 453% 442% 45.6% 44.1%
Gender
Female 55.7%  55.0% 56.7%  56.7% 57.0% 54.7% 55.8% 54.4% 55.9%
14 and under 256% 19.2% 24.3% 25.8% 291% 15.6% 27.8% 34.6% 22.8%
15-19 9.3% 9.0% 9.4% 10.2% 8.1% 7.0% 7.9% 9.0% 8.9%
20-24 5.8% 5.1% 5.8% 4.8% 4.3% 4.4% 4.9% 3.8% 5.0%
25-34 10.5% 7.2% 8.8% 7.6% 8.4% 7.4% 9.7% 9.2% 8.0%
Age
35-44 123% 10.7% 11.4% 11.3% 10.8% 11.6% 12.0% 10.9% 1.1%
(years)
45-54 13.1%  12.3% 12.3% 12.9% 10.6% 15.9% 13.2% 9.5% 13.4%
55-64 9.6% 11.5% 11.5% 11.9% 10.8% 15.1% 11.4% 9.4% 12.6%
65-74 7.4% 8.6% 8.6% 9.3% 9.7%  11.5% 7.9% 8.5% 9.8%
75 and over 6.5% 7.9% 7.9% 6.3% 81% 11.5% 5.3% 5.2% 8.3%
Single adult 485% 52.7%  48.8% 493% 49.4% 59.9% 49.9% 40.7% 51.5%
Couple only 6.8% 9.5% 72% 10.3% 84% 10.8% 8.7% 7.3% 9.1%
Sole parent with
Tenancy Kid 18.4%  17.6% 142% 25.4% 25.6% 8.7% 26.7% 27.7% 18.4%
ids
composition
Couple with kids 4.2% 6.0% 4.5% 9.1% 8.3% 3.6% 10.1% 9.7% 6.3%
Group and mixed
o 222% 14.3% 25.3% 5.8% 8.3% 16.9% 4.6% 14.6% 14.7%
composition
6 months or less 5.2% 4.5% 4.4% 5.1% 7.3% 4.6% 6.1% 6.0% 5.0%
Over 6 months to 2
1.9% 121% 12.9% 13.8% 14.9% 11.6% 15.3% 17.7% 12.9%
years
Tenure Over 2 years to 5
18.1%  19.3% 19.9% 21.9% 242% 17.7% 19.6% 21.8% 20.1%
Length years
Over 5 years to 10
231% 23.2% 253% 24.4% 256% 23.9% 21.4% 25.8% 24.1%
years
Over 10 years 41.8% 40.9% 37.5% 34.9% 28.0% 42.3% 37.6% 28.8% 37.9%

Source: Australian Government Housing Data Repository.
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Table B.4: Demographic characteristics of community housing tenants —2012 administrative
database

ACT NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas Total
Gender Not stated 0.7% n.a. 3.0% n.a. 3.9% 7.1% 4.9% 4.1%
Male 62.6% n.a. 46.0% n.a. 46.9% 42.1% 46.9% 45.9%
Female 36.7% n.a. 51.0% n.a. 49.2% 50.8% 48.3% 50.1%
Age Not stated 4.5% n.a. 3.7% n.a. 4.7% 4.0% 24.6% 4.7%
(years)
14 and under 11.1% n.a. 18.5% n.a. 19.0% 19.9% 14.8% 18.6%
15-19 3.9% n.a. 7.4% n.a. 5.8% 7.1% 3.7% 6.8%
20-24 8.0% n.a. 6.2% n.a. 5.2% 6.0% 7.6% 6.0%
2534 20.4% n.a. 1.7% n.a. 12.2% 10.9% 13.0% 11.9%
35-44 21.1% n.a. 15.6% n.a. 14.9% 13.6% 11.9% 15.1%
45-54 14.2% n.a. 15.5% n.a. 13.4% 14.0% 9.1% 14.5%
55-64 8.9% n.a. 11.0% n.a. 10.4% 10.6% 8.0% 10.6%
65-74 5.3% n.a. 5.9% n.a. 8.5% 8.0% 4.7% 6.9%
75 and over 2.6% n.a. 4.5% n.a. 6.1% 6.0% 2.5% 5.0%
T
compoaition ot stated na.  13.5% na. 135%  31%  55%  15% 10.8%
Single person, living
alone 82.8% n.a. 54.3% n.a. 64.1% 57.9% 73.9% 59.0%
Sole parent, living with
1 or more children 7.0% n.a. 9.4% n.a. 5.4% 12.3% 9.4% 8.9%
Couple, living without
children 2.1% n.a. 5.6% n.a. 7.3% 9.6% 3.9% 6.6%
Couple, living with 1
or more children 3.4% n.a. 3.7% n.a. 1.7% 3.7% 4.2% 3.2%
Extended family, living
without children n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Extended family, living
with 1 or more
children 3.0% n.a. 12.5% n.a. 7.4% 12.2% 2.3% 10.5%
Extended family, living
with other non-related
members present 0.2% n.a. 0.1% n.a. 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1%
Group of unrelated
adults 0% n.a. 1.0% n.a. 0.6% 1.1% 0.5% 0.9%

n.a Not available.

Source: Australian Government Housing Data Repository.
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Table B.5: Demographic characteristics of SOMIH tenants —2012 administrative database

NSW Qid SA Tas Total
Number per state 12,229 10,771 4,733 812 28,545
Male 42.4%  432%  43.8%  43.8% 43.0%
Gender
Female 57.6% 56.8% 56.2% 56.2% 57.0%
14 and under 384%  40.6% 34.6% 35.7% 38.5%
15-19 11.8% 12.4% 11.6% 8.5% 11.8%
20-24 5.4% 5.3% 5.7% 6.2% 5.4%
25-34 10.3% 9.3% 9.6% 12.4% 9.9%
Age (years) 35-44 12.4% 10.8% 13.3% 12.2% 12.0%
45-54 10.8% 8.8% 12.2% 11.2% 10.3%
55-64 6.7% 6.7% 7.9% 7.6% 6.9%
65-74 3.2% 3.9% 3.8% 4.3% 3.6%
75 and over 1.3% 21% 1.3% 1.9% 1.6%
Single adult 24.7% 19.8%  30.8%  36.6% 24.6%
Couple only 4.1% 8.2% 4.9% 8.3% 5.8%
Tenancy composition Sole parent with kids 45.0%  404% 252%  36.0% 39.5%
Couple with kids 9.3% 18.0% 6.4% 13.6% 11.8%
Group and mixed 16.9%  13.6%  32.7%  56% 18.3%
composition
6 months or less 7.5% 7.5% 5.3% 7.7% 7.1%
7 months to 2 years 19.8% 19.3% 14.5% 18.6% 18.6%
Tenure length 3 years to 5 years 20.8% 26.2% 23.6% 20.1% 23.1%
6 years to 10 years 22.3% 23.1% 26.8% 31.0% 23.7%
Over 10 years 29.6% 23.9% 29.9% 22.7% 27.5%

Source: Australian Government Housing Data Repository.
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Table B.6: Demographic profile of 2010 and 2012 NSHS public housing survey respondents (per cent)

NSW vic Qid WA SA Tas NT Total

Public housing respondents
2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012
Not stated 3% 1% 5% 1% % 1% 5% 1% 5% 1% 5% 0% 4% 0% 5% 1%
Gender  Male 34%  38% 29%  29% 30%  32% 3% 34% 35%  38% 30%  34% 39%  41% 33%  37%
Female 62%  61% 66%  70% 64%  67% 63%  66% 60%  61% 65%  66% 57%  59% 63%  63%
Not stated 3% 2% 4% 1% 4% 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 1% 2% 1% 3% 2%
Under 15 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
15-19 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
20-24 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 3% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1%
Age 25-34 4% 4% 7% 5% 5% 6% 6% 2% 4% 3% 8% 8% 6% 4% 5% 4%
(years) 35-44 10%  10% 14% 1% 13% 7% 0% 8% 0%  12% 12%  12% 9% 9% 1%  10%
45-54 20%  20% 20%  20% 21%  20% 16%  14% 19% 7% 20%  19% 12%  13% 19%  19%
55-64 24%  23% 2% 21% 22%  28% 24%  19% 21%  21% 23%  24% 20%  19% 23%  22%
65-74 21%  23% 19%  23% 20%  24% 2%  25% 20%  24% 18%  21% 32%  32% 20%  24%
75 or over 18%  17% 13%  19% 14%  15% 19%  28% 22%  20% 12%  14% 18%  22% 17%  18%
Not stated 1% 2% 1% 1% 3% 1% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2%
;‘r’t‘r’]””y of  Australia 67%  70% 76%  65% 73%  74% 65%  58% 73%  71% 90%  89% 66%  62% 72%  69%
Other 31%  20% 2%  34% 25%  26% 33%  41% 2%  27% 8%  10% 32%  37% 27%  29%
Language  Not stated 2% 3% 1% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 2% 1% 2% 5% 2% 3%
Smp‘i::g'n L Engish 84%  84% 90%  80% 90%  91% 9%  89% 94%  92% 97%  98% 85%  84% 88%  86%
home Other 15%  13% 9% 17% % 7% 6% 8% 4% 6% 1% 1% 13%  12% 10% 1%
Highest Ot Stated 5% 6% 5% 4% 7% 5% % 5% 6% 4% 6% 5% 9% 6% 6% 6%
level of Did not go to school 5% 2% 5% 3% 4% 2% 4% 2% 3% 1% 4% 1% 4% 1% 5% 2%
education -+ 6 or below 15% 7% 17% 8% 18% 5% 15% 6% 21% 2% 10% 6% 17% 6% 16% 6%

Continued
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Table B.6 (continued): Demographic profile of 2010 and 2012 NSHS public housing survey respondents

Junior secondary 41%  51% 39%  45% 39%  53% 39%  45% 36%  47% 47%  56% 36%  38% 41%  48%
Senior secondary 17%  13% 19%  21% 17%  13% 21%  19% 22%  26% 22%  16% 16%  21% 18%  16%
Highest
'e(;'e' °th gg\gﬂiaefa?;ﬂ?n”;a 2% 17% 13%  15% 12%  19% 1%  18% 10%  14% %  14% 14%  19% 12%  17%
eaucation
Dachelorsdegreeor 4% 5% 3% 4% 4% 3% 2% 5% 2% 4% 1% 2% 5% 8% 3% 5%
Z‘g‘g;e person, fving 570, 5g0, 53%  57% 51%  54% 55%  64% 63%  64% 54%  58% 56%  55% 55%  57%
Single person, living
with 1 or more 17%  15% 25%  22% 21%  19% 18%  14% 12%  12% 19%  17% 18% 7% 18%  17%
children
Sg:&ﬁﬁ; living without 4 10/ 149, % 9% 12%  12% 17%  12% 17%  14% 14%  14% 13%  13% 14%  13%
Household gr";‘g'fe Ic“r/:degr;:th ! % 7% 9% 5% 9% 8% % 4% 5% 5% 0% 6% 9%  10% 8% 7%
composition ]
E;;Z”iii;i’t“;{" von 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Extended family,
living with 1 or more 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
children
aG(;SI‘:E of unrelated 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1%
Other 0% 2% 1% 2% 0% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2%
Less than 1 6% 7% 8% 8% 6% 5% % 9% 4% 7% 7% 8% 8% 7% 6% 8%
1-2 1% 9% 10%  10% 12% 9% 14% 9% 8% 9% 10%  10% 10%  10% 1% 9%
35 17%  19% 20%  14% 19%  16% 23%  21% 19%  14% 18%  15% 22%  14% 19%  17%
Tenure
length 6-10 19%  19% 25%  21% 22%  21% 25%  24% 19%  21% 20%  19% 26%  24% 21%  20%
(years) 11-15 15%  17% 15%  21% 18%  20% 14%  16% 14%  15% 15%  18% 12%  16% 15%  17%
16-20 10% 1% 8%  12% 1% 13% 9% 11% 1%  14% 9% 1% 8%  10% 10% 1%
20 or more 22%  18% 15%  15% 12%  15% 8%  10% 25%  22% 20%  18% 14% 7% 18%  18%
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Table B.7: Demographic profile of 2010 and 2012 NSHS community housing survey respondents

NSW Vic Qid WA SA Tas Total
Community housing respondents
2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012
Not stated 4% 1% 3% 1% 7% 1% 6% 1% 4% 0% 6% 3% 5% 1%
Gender Male 31%  35% 36%  34% 39%  43% 37%  42% 35%  39% 27%  30% 36%  38%
Female 65%  64% 61%  65% 54%  56% 57%  57% 62%  61% 67%  68% 59%  61%
Not stated 3% 2% 3% 4% 4% 2% 4% 2% 3% 2% 3% 3% 4% 2%
Under 15 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
15-19 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
20-24 1% 1% 1% 3% 2% 2% 2% 1% 3% 2% 1% 3% 2% 2%
Age 25-34 7% 6% 9% 5% 8%  10% 10% 7% 10% 7% 4% 8% 8% 7%
(years) 35-44 16%  13% 19%  17% 14% 1% 19%  11% 14%  12% 16%  13% 16%  14%
45-54 21%  19% 24%  26% 17%  17% 20%  18% 18%  20% 16%  18% 19%  20%
55-64 22%  22% 17%  21% 17%  20% 19%  18% 23%  25% 17%  17% 19%  21%
65-74 19%  20% 15%  14% 19%  23% 15%  23% 16%  20% 17%  17% 17%  19%
75 or over 12%  17% 14%  10% 18%  16% 10%  21% 13% 1% 21%  21% 15%  16%
Not stated 1% 2% 1% 3% 4% 2% 2% 3% 1% 1% 3% 3% 2% 2%
Country of A stralia 62%  64% 73%  70% 70%  74% 60%  63% 65%  65% 88%  85% 68%  68%
birth
Other 36%  34% 26%  27% 26%  24% 38%  34% 34%  34% 9%  13% 30%  30%
Language  Not stated 2% 4% 1% 4% 4% 3% 2% 3% 2% 4% 3% 3% 2% 4%
;”pao'ﬂgn 4  English 78%  77% 9%  86% 89%  90% 0%  91% 88%  91% 93%  94% 87%  85%
home Other 20%  20% 8%  11% 8% 8% 8% 6% 10% 5% 3% 3% 1%  12%
Highest Not stated 6% 4% 6% 5% 8% 5% 7% 5% 5% 3% 5% 6% 7% 5%
level of Did not go to school 5% 2% 3% 1% 4% 1% 2% 2% 3% 1% 7% 0% 4% 2%
ducati
edueation  year 6 or below 1% 7% 0% 5% 18% 5% 8% 2% 10% 4% 18%  10% 13% 6%
Junior secondary 39%  42% 34%  35% 34%  44% 40%  39% 32%  33% 36%  48% 36%  40%
Continued
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Table B.7 (continued): Demographic profile of 2010 and 2012 NSHS community housing survey respondents

Senior secondary 16%  17% 19%  21% 17%  19% 23%  23% 22%  20% 20%  14% 19%  19%

g;ger;is;;;’;’s' acg\g:iztgh?;ﬁﬂma o 8% 21% 18%  22% 14%  21% 17%  23% 22%  26% 13%  16% 16%  22%
Ssgc:'” s degree or 6% 7% 10%  10% 6% 7% 4% 5% 7%  13% 2% 6% 6% 8%
Z‘;‘g'ee person, living 52%  57% 51%  54% 69%  66% 54%  60% 54%  59% 54%  61% 54%  58%
‘/Sv'l?r?'f grer:fgr”e m? dgren 23%  18% 2%  21% 1%  13% 18% 1% 19%  14% 1%  15% 20%  16%
Couple, living without 40/ 439, 9% 8% 1%  13% 14%  16% 15%  16% 0% 1% 12%  13%
children

Household Sﬁ%‘:g';i'l'(‘j"rzg withtor g gy 8% 8% 5% 3% % 5% 6% 4% 8% 6% % 5%

composition o
iﬁf:iefh‘:ﬁﬂg'g’ living 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Evf:qd;dr;i’;”gh::gr’;% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 2% 1%
Sgﬁﬁ‘s’ of unrelated 2% 2% 8% 4% 2% 3% 5% 4% 3% 3% 14% 4% 4% 4%
Other 0% 1% 0% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 2% 1% 1% 0% 2%
Less than 1 14%  16% 13%  17% 22%  29% 2%  27% 9% 8% 13%  25% 17%  19%
1-2 14%  24% 20%  23% 24%  33% 35%  26% 15%  14% 1%  19% 21%  23%
3-5 24%  17% 20%  23% 26%  18% 18%  20% 28%  19% 25%  17% 24%  19%

Tenure length

ears) 9 6-10 27%  19% 20%  16% 17%  12% 18%  17% 28%  29% 29%  21% 21%  19%

years
11-15 12%  14% 15%  10% 7% 5% 6% 7% 12%  19% 12% 1% 10%  12%
16-20 3% 5% 8% 7% 2% 3% 2% 2% 4% 7% 3% 3% 3% 5%
20 or more 5% 6% 4% 3% 1% 1% 0% 1% 4% 4% 8% 3% 3% 4%
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Respondents versus households
Responses to the NSHS can report either:

* information about the social housing tenant who is completing the survey (the
respondent), such as age and gender

* information provided by the respondent that is:

- about individuals in the social housing household, such as the number of adults in
the household currently working full-time

- on behalf of all members of their household, such as whether aspects of the location
of their dwelling are rated as meeting the needs of the household.

In each instance, this is noted under the relevant chart or table throughout the report.

The majority of NSHS questions relate to the household —that is, all individuals who make
up that household —and this information is presented in terms of “households’ or
‘households sampled’. It is important to distinguish household-level responses from those
questions that are specifically targeting the individual who completed the survey and this
information is presented as ‘respondents” or ‘survey respondents’.

When considering those questions relating to the individual completing the survey, the
responses provided may not apply to all other members of the household.

It should also be noted that the survey respondents have provided information on behalf of
other household members. Survey respondents were not asked whether they had consulted
with other household members in formulating these responses.

Weighting

2012 weighting strategy

This report does not present raw survey data. The estimates presented here have been
derived by applying ‘weights’ to the raw data (survey responses) to ensure that the estimates
presented represent the total population, to the extent possible. With the exception of the
Australian Capital Territory, the weighting for the 2012 NSHS survey was calculated as the
number of households divided by the number of responses with calculations performed at
the jurisdiction level by housing program type (public housing, SOMIH or community
housing) by ARIA level. For the Australian Capital Territory, weights were calculated by the
same method at the housing program type (public or community housing) level (not
including ARIA). This is the first time responses have been weighted by ARIA —in previous
years, region rather than ARIA, was used for stratification and weighting. In addition, non-
response to the NSHS may have influenced the results and this should be taken into
consideration when interpreting the results.

Differences from the 2010 weighting strategy

Substratum and region were not included in the 2012 weighting, instead ARIA was used. In
addition, the 2010 survey adopted a percentage weight strategy by dividing the proportion
in the population by the proportion in the sample for each stratum. The 2012 weights were
calculated by dividing household counts by number of responses.
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Table B.8: 2012 weights

Housing type Jurisdiction ARIA Population Responses Weight
Public housing NSW 0 93,158 3,324 28.0259
1 14,817 1,410 10.5085

2 3,268 334 9.7844

3 272 14 19.4285

Vic 0 46,979 340 138.1735
1 14,610 158 92.4684

2 3,335 28 119.1071

Qld 0 34,892 481 72.5405
1 8,527 110 77.5182

2 7,408 68 108.9412

3 870 4 217.5000

4 280 2 140.0000

WA 0 22,617 404 55.9827
1 3,326 54 61.5926

2 3,576 46 77.7391

3 2,802 11 254.7273

4 1,519 2 759.5000

SA 0 32,178 408 78.8677
1 2,800 45 62.2222

2 5,828 49 118.9388

3 749 3 249.6667

4 83 1 83.0000

Tas 1 8,293 338 24.5355
2 2,941 134 21.9478

3 56 5 11.2000

ACT 0 11,848 665 17.7989
NT 2 3,563 429 8.3054
3 1,305 99 13.1818

4 182 9 20.2222

SOMIH NSW 0 1,840 307 5.9935
1 1,360 161 8.4472

2 801 62 12.9194

3 205 14 14.6429

Qi 0 457 72 6.3472
1 633 86 7.3605

2 1,353 135 10.0222

3 351 17 20.6471

4 593 37 16.0270
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Housing type Jurisdiction ARIA Population Responses Weight

SA 0 1,120 143 7.8322

1 144 12 12.0000

2 337 22 15.3182

3 96 8 12.0000

4 152 2 76.0000

Tas 2 287 80 3.5875

3 57 25 2.3600

Community NSW 0 16,121 765 21.0732
housing

1 6,350 284 22.3592

2 1,586 68 23.3235

3 28 2 14.0000

Vic 0 8,372 273 30.6667

1 2,307 91 25.3516

2 401 11 36.4545

3 15 1 15.0000

Qld 0 5,115 202 25.3218

1 2,364 96 24.6250

2 2,032 82 24.7805

3 291 14 20.7857

4 400 5 80.0000

WA 0 5,015 254 19.7441

1 890 83 10.7229

2 832 38 21.8947

3 469 14 33.5000

4 128 2 64.0000

SA 0 4,007 319 12.5611

1 386 31 12.4516

2 223 18 12.3889

3 60 4 15.0000

Tas 1 407 166 2.4518

2 407 98 4.1531

3 16 7 2.2857

ACT 0 663 109 6.0826
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Sampling variability

The aim of sampling is to achieve ‘representation” so that the results are the same as if the
whole population had been included. The 2012 NSHS is based on a sample of the social
housing tenant population. When estimates are based on data from a sample selected from a
population rather than a full count of that population, they are subject to sampling
variability. This means the estimates may differ from the figures that would have been
produced if the data had been obtained from the complete population.

The measure of sampling error that has been used in the 2012 NSHS is relative standard
error (RSE), which is obtained by expressing the standard error as a percentage of the
estimate. The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) considers that only estimates with
relative standard errors of less than 25%, and percentages based on such estimates, are
sufficiently reliable for most purposes. Throughout this report, a double ++ has been placed
against estimates with relative standard errors between 25% and 50% to indicate they have
high standard errors and should be used with caution. Estimates with relative standard
errors greater than 50% are not published (n.p.) as they are considered too unreliable for
general use.

Throughout the report, national estimates and jurisdictional estimates have been compared,
to see if the differences are statistically significant. Statistical significance has been calculated
using a z-test. The z-test tests the difference between 2 proportions. Confidence levels
computed provide the probability that a difference at least as large as noted would have
occurred by chance if the 2 population proportions were in fact equal. The results are
calculated using 95% confidence levels, using 2-tailed tests. Statistically significant
differences have been illustrated using .

Comparability with the 2010 questionnaire

As for the 2010 NSHS, data for the 2012 NSHS were collected via mail-out self-completed
paper questionnaires from tenants of public housing and community housing. In 2012, data
were also collected from tenants of SOMIH households using this method. Previous surveys
of SOMIH tenants were via face-to-face interview.

The sampling approach for the 2012 survey differed from that used in previous years due to
limitations on the time available for fieldwork. Additional survey forms were sent to
randomly selected top-up sample households until the required numbers of responses were
achieved across housing programs and jurisdictions. In addition, follow-up mailings were
sent to those households which did not respond to the initial mail-out. In previous years, a
sample was selected and followed up with reminder mailings until the required number of
responses was achieved.

The 2012 survey weighting was calculated as the number of households divided by the
number of responses for each housing program type by ARIA across all jurisdictions except
the Australian Capital Territory. For the Australian Capital Territory, weights were
calculated by the same method, by housing program type without ARIA. All population
counts were provided by the jurisdictions to the AIHW, and those ARIA areas without
completed surveys were excluded from weighting calculations. This approach differs from
that used in 2010 when the region (as provided by each jurisdiction) was used for
stratification and selection rather than ARIA.
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As with 2010, the 2012 NSHS used the same survey instrument across all social housing
programs. Prior to 2010 the content differed across the programs, reflecting the different
areas of interest in relation to each program. The approach used for 2012 was undertaken in
order to maximise data comparability across all social housing programs. Further, while
there was some change to the survey questions between the 2 survey waves, the same topics
were covered and content for key issues remained essentially the same.

Caution should be used if comparing 2012 results with 2010 due to changes in the survey
methodology and substantially lower response rates in 2012. These may have affected
comparability in survey responses and increased the survey’s exposure to non-response bias
compares to previous surveys. Particular care is advised when comparing estimates of
customer satisfaction between 2010 and 2012 due to these changes.

Despite the changes in methodology between the 2010 and 2012 NSHS, the tenant profiles of
respondents remained similar across all social housing programs.
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Appendix C: Final 2012 NSHS
questionnaire

For copies of all the questionnaires used in the cognitive and pilot testing phase of the project
please see National Social Housing Survey 2012: technical report, available on the AIHW
website. An example of the covering letters and questionnaire are provided here.
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Covering letter used for initial mail-out for 2012 NSHS (public housing
example)

 Asnaraliss Gioversment ‘
" Amication et lonergan research l
- |
Tenant P RPOSIE01"
Address line 1]
Address fine 2
NSW, Post Code
PUBLIC HOUSING SURVEY 2012
D=ar Tenant,

The #ustralian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) and Housing NSW wants to understand how satisfied
you are with your housing and the services provided to you. The information you prowvide will be usedto
improve housing services provided to youw and to tenants like you, Please refer to the Frequenthy Asked Questions
owerizaf for further information,

The survey is being undertaken by Lonergan Research, an independant markst research company, on behalf of
the ATHW and Housing MSW. You have been randomly selected to take part in the survey. Your participation
in the survey is woluntary. Howsver, as the information will be wsad for improving services to tenants, we
encourage you to participate, Your answers will remain completely confidential. Data from this survey will
be provided to the ATHW and to Housing NSW. Lonergan Ressarch will not pass on any information that could
identify you to the ATHW, your housing service provider, or to any other onganisation, Further information abouwt
hoes v willl protect your privacy is provided overleaf

If you agres to take part, you c2n complete the questionnaire and return it in the reply-paid envelope
provided by 5** June 2012, Akzrmatively, you can complete the survey online using the information
provided below.

Go toe www, lonenganreseanch,com.awhousing and type in:
Your online username: 22053601
Your online passwond: 1612NP

Your feedback is wery important to us 2nd we encourage you to take partin the survey and contribute to the
improvemant of services to youw and other t=nants,

We look forsard to receiving your com pleted guestionnaire,

o p

David Kalisch Stephen Gilmour
Director Ressarch Director
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare Lonengan Ressarch

rﬁpuﬁtamn parbe pmadn

e e g W e

4_}J._,_l!-l—-l]_}-'n"f

=05

ST S e S e e

v Dl ERTODD el v POTNPEras

[ I Iy [y

-a-denmlq zarfm |g:|nde bme gerl;-.rollaj.rm
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Frequently asked questions

Whao will my information be given to?

The information you give will be provided to the AIHW and to state and termitory housing departments, By law,
AIHW caninot pass on any information you provide to the police, courts, or any other government department,
organisation or individual,

What will my information beused for?

The AIHW will use your information combined with information provided by other tenants to report on
satisfaction with housing sarvices, The states and territories will use the information provided to improve services
o you and to tenants like you,

Do I have to participate?
Participation in the Public Housing Survey is completely voluntary, Howiever the maore people wiho complete the
survey, the maone useful the information will be.

Is theinformation collected confidential?

Yes, Lonergan Reszarch will provide data from this survey to the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare
{Mustralia’s national agency for health and welfare statistics and information]) for the purpesas of national
reporting, Lonergan Research will not pass on any information that could identify youw or your household to the
ATHW, your housing service provider, or to any other organisation. Your name is NOT collected and your
address will NOT be passadon,

The AIHW will provide your data combined with information from other tenants to state and territory housing
departments, The AIHW will also pass on your individual responsas to the survey to Howsing MSW unless you tell
ws mot to. Your name and address will NOT be incheded with this information. You and your household will
not be able to be identified from this data, If you do rotwant yourindividual dats to be given to Houwsing
MEW pleass cross the box provided at the end of the questionnaine,

For mare information about privacy issues pleass go to werwraihw,gov.awprivacy) and
wrvowi lonenganreszarch.com, aw/privacy.

I'm having trouble reading the questionnaire or understanding the questions?
I you require assistanoz in completing this survey, phkeass ask another memberof your houszhold 1o help you.
Aternatively you can contact Lonengan Ressarch for assistance on:

Telephons: 1300 123453 OR Email: housing@lonergannessarnch.com.au

I have a problem with my home. What should Ido?

I you hawve a concem about a spacific issue, put this aside and think about what each question is asking, Please
do not answer all of the questions thinking about this conczm.

If youware having a problem with your home, pleass contact your housing provider directly to ket them know,
Lonergan Research is unable to pass on any requests for maintenance or repair becawss this would identify you
a5 a respondent to this survey,

Can I complete the survey online?

‘You can complete the survey online using the kogon and password details provided in the box onthe letter
finrviting you to participate in the survey.

Idon't hawe a computer or access to theinternet. What do I do?
Pleasz fill in the paper guestionnaine and send this back to us in the reply-paid envelope provided.

Where can I get more information about the Public Housing Survey 20127
I you have any guestions about the survey please contact Lonergan Ressarch for assistance on:

Telephons: 1300 123 453 (local call rates apply) OR Email: housing@lonergannessarnch.com.au

National Social Housing Survey: detailed results 2012
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Covering letter used for reminder mail-out for 2012 NSHS (public housing
example)

: lonergan research llll
[ L Amtralias Ginvernment

5% guuraliss Imbito sl

i, LTI

The Tenant e

Address Linz 1
Address Line 2
Suburb STATE Postoode

Public Housing Survey 2012 — Reminder
Dear Tenant,

We recently sent you a letter inviting you to take part in the 2012 Public Housing Survey, Asof 5 June, we haven't received
your completed questionnaire, We'd like you to take partin this survey and ask that you complete and retumn the attached
guestionnaine as your feedback & very mportant to us.

The Australizn Institute of Health and Wielare (AIHW) and Housing NSW wiants to understand how satisfied you are with
your housing and the services provided to you. The information yeu provide will be used 1o improve housing services
provided to you and to tenants fike you. Please referto the Freguently Asked Questions overleaf for further information,

The survey is being undertaken by Lonengan Research, an independant market ressarch company, on behalf of the ATHW and
Houwsing MSW.  You have been randomly selected to take part in the survey. Your paricipation in the survey i woluntary.
Howizver, as the information will be used for improving services to tenants, we encourage you to participate. Your answers will
remain completely confidential. Diata from this survey will be provided to the AIHW and to Housing NSW. Lonergan Ressarch
will ot pass on any information that could identify you to the ATHW, your housing service provider, or to any other onganisation,
Further information about how we will protect your privacy is provided overeaf,

If you agres 1o take par, you can complete the guestionnaire and return it in the reply-paid envelope provided by
25 July 2012, Ahematively, you can complete the survey online using the information provided below,

Go to: www. lonerganresearch.comhousing 18 and typs in:
Your onlinz usermame: 22176424
Your online passwond; 183K

our feedback is wery important to us and we encourags you to take partin the survey and contribute to the improvemeant of
servioes to you and other tenants,

W look forward to receiving your completed questionnainz,

o

5 ﬁ,,-".-".__.-—._...
David Kalisch Stephean Gilmour
Director Ressarch Dirsctor
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare Lonergan Ressarch

estionnaires are also available in the following non-English languages:

na hrvats jeziku, molimo oznadte zna ¥ ukvadratiou i vratite nam ovo pismo U povratnog

postansko] omotnid.

Y7oliel NOMHTE GUSHKY K3 DYOCKOH AZEIKE, OTHETETE NONE ZHIKOM & M OTNDSEETE NWCeMT CUPETHD K HIM B

CNAz$SHE0H BOSERaTHOM KOHESLTE
EET NEr un3 encuesia en espandd, margue I3 casilla con una Xy reemients esia cana en el SODrE 4 res pussta con

ports pagado.

F 50, T PR R W I ) 0| [ P B Vo | R PR [ [ ] [
gy a1 et all U1

Iz Dwcre polDrnK 3HKETY Ha CRNCKOM JE2NKY, OEHESMTE ORMoEapajyhe Nomee Ca X M EpaTHTE HaM OB0 MKCMO Y NOEPETHO]
WOBSPTH €3 nnafissoM nowTa prsoM.,

TIE ihian b cal Tl Rhan 531 ang Treng Vist, Mol guy vi aanh Ga0 X vas O iTeng va g 1T fay o Ching tomong
phong bi $5 dwoc tra b phi tir tiede

NP EHZREEEREE - EEFT LARS #FRERASESTEEETES sEESTT

i e I e I [ o o [

Torkge olarak bir anket almak sterseniz, kutuyw Xl Baretleyin ve bu mekoubu ekieki adreslive pul parasi Gdenmig zarfin
icinde bize gari yollayin,
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Frequently asked questions

Who will my information be given to?
The information youw give will be provided to the AIHW and to state and temitory housing departments, By law, AIHW cannot pass
on any infermation you provide to the police, courts, or any other govemmeant department, organisation or individual,

What wrill m'r information beused for?
The ATHW will use your information combined with information provided by other tenants to report on satisfaction with howsing
senvices, The states and termitories will use the information provided to improve services to you and to tenants fike you,

Do I have to participate?
Participaticn in the Public Housing Survey 5 completely voluntary, However the mone people who complete the survey, the more
usaful the infarmation will bz,

Is theinformation collected confidential?

Yes, Lonergan Ressarch will provide data from this survey to the Sustralian Institute of Health and Welfare (fustralia’s national
agency for health and welfare statistics and information ) for the purposes of natienal reporting, Lonengan Ressarch will not pass
on any infermation that could identify you or your housshold to the ATHW, your housing sarvice prowvider, or to any other
organisation, Your name is NOT collectad and your address will MOT be passed on.

The AIHW will provide your data combined with information from other tenants to state and termitory housing depantments, The
ATHW will also pass on your individual responsas to the survey to Housing NSW unless you tell us not to, Your name and address
will NOT be inc wiith this information, ¥ou and your household will not be able to be identified from this data. If
you do not want your individual data to be given to Housing REW please cross the box provided at the end of the guestionnaine.

For more information about privacy issues pleass go to woww.aihwr,oov.aw'privacy and weer, konenganreszarch.com, au/privacy.
I'm having trouble reading the questionnaire or understanding the questions?

If you requine assistance in completing this survey, please ask another member of your household to help you, Albematively you
can contact Lonerngan Ressarch for assistance on:

Telephone: 1300 123 453 OR Email: housing@lonerganresearch.com.au

T hawe a problem with my home. What should Ido?

If you have a concem about 3 specific issue, put this aside and think about what each question s asking, Please do not answer
allof the questions thinking abouwt this concem,

If youw are having a problem with your home, please contact your howsing provider directly to let them know.  Lonergan Ressanch
is unable to pass on any requests for maintenance or repair becawuse this woukd identify you as a respondent to this survey,

Can I complete the survey online?
“fou can complete the survey online wsing the: logon and password details provided in the box on the letter inviting youto
participate inthe survey,

Idon't have a computer or access to theinternet. What do I do?
Pleasa fillin the paper questionnaine and send this back to us in the reply-paid envelope provided,

Where can I get moreinformation about the Public Housing survey 20127
If you have any guastions about the survey pleass contact Lonergan Research for assistance on:

Telephone: 1300 123 453 (local call rates apply) TR Email: housing@lenenganresearch.com.au

National Social Housing Survey: detailed results 2012
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CORE questionnaire 2012 NSHS

How to complete this survey

= Do not tick boxes. Plesse cross boxes like this:
- Corect mistakes ke this:  []
(If pou make 5 miztske, 2imply zcabble i ouf and mark the comect snawerwith 5 crozs).
= Use g ballpoint blue orblack pen (do not use s felt tipped pen).
= Where exsct informationis not known, please give the best answeryou can.

= Where a wrtten answeris required, pleasewrte cleary in the boxes provided.

Section A — Overall Satisfaction

Naihar
ary satstadnar ary Mt
satstad Saisfiad  dissaisiad Dissaisfad dissadciad  appicabia
1 In the last 12 months, how
satisfied were you with the I:l D D D D D
services provided by your
housing crganisation?

Why are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the services provided by your housing organisaton?
Fiesze provide s2 much detai a2 pozeible — inciuding speciic exampliez where sporopnafe
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2 ForColumn A, plesse indicate whether the following features of yourhome are important or

notimportant to yourhousehold. THEN

ForColumn B, please indicate if these festures cumently meet the needs of yourhousehold

ornot.

Size of home

Murmnberof bedrooms

Modifications for special needs fe.g.
dizahifity]

Easyaccess and entry
Carparing

“ard space and fendng

Privacy of the home

Safety and secunty within the home
Safety and securnity oukideofthe
home within the neighbourhood

(e.g. adequate street ighting)

Enengy efficiency (e.g. power hillz)
Waterefficiency (e.g. waler=sving
showerhesd, dualfiuzh fobet)

Themnal comfort (e.g. coolin summer,
wamm in winter)

DO000 0 00§

Hu W

Column A

3
=
=1

00 O 0Ooooo0 oo

]
O

N

amn cana

OOo00 O 00

EY EE B

OOOO00 O OO

[ BT ]

O

Column B

Cozs nal

00000 O oo

B} @ E B

. DD%&

L1 B N[ Tl Iwsr 11 I}

FPlease ensure you have complefed BOTH Columns A and B.

4 ForColumn A, please indicate if it is important ornot foryourhousehold to have sccess to
the following facilities orsemwices. THEM
For Column B, please indicate if the location of yourcumenthome meets the neads of yvour

household ornot

Column & Column B

Dwoas nal
Mazis maaq Wl

Shops and banking facilities

Public transport (& q. buses frams. frans)
Parks and recreational facilities
Emergency services, medical services
and hospitals

Child care facilities

Education and treining facilities
{e.g. TAFE universify)

Employment or place of work

Community and support services
e g sged care senvice disshiify servies
drug and slsohol support senise)

Famihy and friends

0 DDIZI§

Bl &) L

O

O DDDEE

L1 L) LIS

O

0 DDDDDDD%E

[

neads maads Applcaihs

O 0OO0OCOood

O

5 5 S I R O

i

[

L]
Ll
L]
Ll
L]
[l
Ll
Ll

Please ensureyou have completed BOTH Columns A and B.
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ther). THEN

ForColumn A, plesse indicate the faclities that this household has {regardless of who owns

ForColumn B, for all the facilties you have, please indicgie if they are working ornot

working?

You msycrozs more than one box

Column A

Stoveloveniother cooking facilities
Fridge

Toilet

Bath orshower

Washing machine

Kitchen sink

Laundry tub

DDDDDDD%

Column B
Nal
VWarking  waorking

1 B R
OoHodon

Please enswreyou have completed BOTH Columns where appropriate.

g Does yourhome hawve any of the following problems?
You may cross more than one box

Rising damp

Majorcracks in walls / floors
Sinking / rroving foundstions
Sagging floors
Walls / windows out of plumb
Wood ot/ termite damage
Mejorelectrics] problems
Major pluribing problems
Majorroof defect
Otherstructural problems
Don't know

This property has no problems atall

2 | o 3 G o R B B
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In the last 12 months, how satisfied were you overall with the maintenance services provided

T
to you by your housing organisation?
Weaithar
vary sakshad nor vary |
=aisfiad Salishad dissalisled Dissalished dissalisied appiicania
Day-to-day maintenance
includes fixing slow dripping taps,
faulty internal door locks, or |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| D
zingle power points or lights not
waorking
Emergency maintenance
includes fixing 3 blocked or
broken toilet system, burst water
service or main, gas leaks, D I:l D D D D
flooding, electrical faults, or
storm or fire damage.
E Why are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the meintensnce services provided by your housing
organisation?
Fiesze provide 52 much detsil 52 pozeibie — noiuding seeciic exsmpiss where sporopasie
snd mdicate Fyou mean day-fo-day mamfenance cr emergency mainfenance
Section B — About Your Household
g Including yourself, how many people aged 15 years and over ususlly ve in yourhome?
[+ (I ERE s s Cls +
10 How many people aged 14 years and under ususlly live in yourhome?
Orene O [z Ik (s [s (e +
11 Which of the following bestdescrbes yourhhousehold?

Fiesse crozs one box oniy
Single person, living alone

Single person, living with one orrore children
Couple, living without children

Couple, living with one ormore children
Extended farmily, living without children
Extended family, living with one ormore children
Group of unrelated adults

TOther (plesze specify) |

OOooooon
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12 Including yourself, please complete the following information foreach person who usually
Iivesin yourhome.

Important: Flesese zelect each sex and age group in the spsce provided

F'EFEDI'I1
E‘é:?;.'séill:'ng Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person & Person €
s survey)

Cin Cmae e Cmse Clmale  [Imae Cmate
|:|Fen1ale DFemalE DFernalE D Female |:|Female DFemsiE
[Junders [unders [Junders [Junders [Junders [Junders

i (517 Cls-17 Cs-17 WEEY 517 (517
IEEET [11z24 [11z=4 [11g24 [ J1m24 [ ]1824
[ ]25+ []z5+ []z5+ []25+ [Jzs+ [[J25+

If youw have more than € people in yourhome, plesze call 1 300 123 453 snd szk foran sdditionsi form

13 Including yourself, how many people aged 15 years and averin your household are:

Imporfant: Fleaeze croes 5t least one box foreach person in yourhousehoid

Person 1
{Person
compledng
this survey)

Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person & Person &

Employed
full-time {35

hours. per I:l

wesk or
mare)
Employed
part-time

{kess than 35 |:|
[]

]
L]
=4
(]
|

heoiurs, per
wesk)
Unemployed

Voluntary
work

Studying —
full-time

&
s
Studying - I:l
]
5]

L
O0OoOO O

part-time
Retired

Full time
Parent/Carer

Unable to

work (dusto

disability or

lomg term

iliness of & I:l
months or

mare)

oooooo o
(1R O D O
000000 O
oo
00

R
[
O
il
O
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14

15

16

Including yourself, how many people aged 15 #o 24 years are cumently ennolied in full time

education?

[ Mane O [ Oa Ca Os e+

Including yourself, how many people aged 14 years and under are currenthy enrolled in
full tirne education?

[ Hone lE [ HE L Lls Os+

ForCaolumn A, plesse indicate if you oranyone else in yourhousehold used any of the
following services in the past 12 months? THEN

FarCaolumn B: for only those services crossed in Column A, please indicate f you or
anyone elsa in yourhousehold had help or a referral from your housing provider to get
that service?

Column & Column B

vvith

help

from
housing
provider
Drug and alcohol counseling
Psychological services
Psychiatnc services
Mental health senvices
Health ! medical services

Life skills { personaldevelopment
SEMCes

Aged care

Information, advice and refemrsl
SENICES

Day-to-day living support senvices

Residential care and supported
accommodation senvices

Services that provide support for
children, family or carers

Training and employmentsupport
SEMVICEES

Financial and matenal assistancea

Othersupport services

LI T DDDDDDDDDDDE
[BCT I OB O3 L) O L8 O CEEL REIL

MNone of the above
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17 How many bedrooms does yourhome have?

O4 0= WE 4 Os Oe+

18 Ifpeople hawve to share the same bedroom in your home ona regularbasis, which of the
following apphy?

¥ou may cro2s more then one Gox

Someone aged 5 to 17 years has to share a bedroom with someone of the opposite
SEx.

A zingle person 18 years oroverhasto share s bedroom.

|:| Any bedroom that three people ormore have to share.
[[] Moneofthe sbove.

Mot applicable — no one shares a bedroom.

Section C - About You

19 Have you been homeless in the last 5 years?

Flease nofe: ‘Homeless' refers fo times when you have lived in emergency sccommodstion
provided by s homelezznezs sgency, have =is yed ltemporanil with fmendsz orreistives
beecsuze you hadnowhere eize fo ive, orfhiave been fofaly withou! permanentsheliferoriived
in shefterthatl waz uniswiul zuch 3= forced fo sgust in derelict buidings.

You msy crozz more than cne box

D Yes, skeeping roughorin non-comventional accommadation (e.qg. in a park oron the
street, living in buildings not meantfor habitstion e.g. office building, shed, orcar)
Yes, short-termn oremergency sccommodation (e.g. refuge, crsis shelter, living with
family/fiends temporarly, couch surfing)

In & private boarding house
Hotel'Motel, caravan park, orothertempaorary sccommaod ation {exceptwhile on holiday,
traveliing, orduring home renowvsations)

R |

G0 TO 0T

Mo, have never been homeless GO TOQ2

20 How many tines have you N Mara fan 10
'EXF'EI"EI'IIEC' homelessness in onca Twica F5Bmas a10Emas fmas

the lasth years? I:l I:l I:l I:l I:l
e 29 How long hawve you lived in yourcument home?
Fiesze crozs one box only

<1year 1-Zyears 3-Byears G6-10years 11-15years 16-20years 21+ years

L] H N ] O [ N
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22

23

24

Immediately priorto mowving to yourcument home, which of the following situations were you
Irving in?

Fieaze crosz ome box oy

[] Inaprvate boarding house

In & caravan park

Haormeless — staying with frends / relatives

Homeless — staying in a refuge § crisis or othersuppored accommodation

Haormeless — sleeping rough

In an institution (&.g. prison, juvenile detention, hospital, outof home care)

Mone ofthe sbove

T
=]

5
W

ryou, what are the benefitsof living in social housing?
coial housing refers to pubiic housing, community housng orsfste owned snd

d Indigenous housing

i

(T |

=
|
= m

=z all that sppiy
Feelmore settled
Feelmaore able to cope with Iife events
Feelpar of the local community
Feelmaore sble to improve job situstion {i.e. obtsin, maintsin or sdvance)
Feelmaore able to start orcontinue education / training
Able to mansage rent / money batter
Hawve betteracoess to services
Mo benefit
Other (plesze speciy]

I O

Are you orany members of yourhousehold of Abonginalor Tomes Strait Islander ongin?

Dthers in
N ¥
Yourself household
Cross one box only  Cross all that apply

hlg'rt_he: Abonginal or Tomes Strait [slander
ornigin

Abonginal but not Tomes Strait Islanderongin
Taomes Strait Islanderbut not Abonginal ongin
Both Aborginaland Tomes Strait Islanderongn

Don’t know

LA C LI L
ChE . 1 WO R

Mo others in household

National Social Housing Survey: detailed results 2012
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a5 Are you male orfemale?

[ nste (I Female

6 How old are you'?

Flegge crogs one oox only

D 14 years and under D 25-34 years |:| 65-04 years
O] 1518 years O] 2544 earc ] 5574 years
20-24 years D 45-54 years l:l TH years or over

a7 What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Fiesze crozs ome box only

[[] Didnotgoto schoal [1 *eario
|:| eard or below D Yeari1
|:| YearT D Year12
|:| Years D Cerificate, Dipbma or Advanced Diplobmsa
D Yeard D Bachelor Degres or showe
a8 In which country were you bom?
|:| Australa

[] oOther (piesze zpecify)

g What language do you mainly speak st home?

D English

[] oOther jpieaze specify)

a0 What is yourcument employment status?

Ernployed full time [35 hours or more 8 week)

Ermployed part timme {less than 35 hours a week)

Unemplbyed — meaning not cumently employed but hawe been boking fora job
Retired

In full time study

Unabk o work je.g. disabed)

Maot in the lsbour force

I | | | O
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Your Data Privacy

The AIHW will provide yourdsta combined with information from othertenants to state and temitony
housing departrents. The AIHWwill pass on yourindividual dats to Housing NSW unlessyou tellus
notto. Yourname and addresswill NOT be included with this information. Y ou and your household
will not be able to be identified from this data. If you do NOT want yourindividual dats to be given
to Housing NSW please cross the box below.

Do NOT provide my individualdats to Housing MSW |:|

Forfurtherinfomation, pieszereferio the FALz2 on the back of the covenn

'3

Thank you for completing the survey

Please return the completed form in the reply-paid envelope provided.
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Appendix D: Data quality statement

Summary of key issues

* The 2012 National Social Housing Survey (NSHS) collects information from tenants from
3 social housing programs — public housing, community housing and SOMIH.

* The NSHS provides information on characteristics of tenants, information about their
housing histories, their satisfaction with their housing and information about their
household’s use of other health and community services.

* The response rate for the 2012 survey was 16.3%. Some non-response bias is expected,
but this bias has not been measured. An independent review of the survey did find that
the sample profile by age, sex and household composition was similar to previous
survey waves, although the 2012 sample was slightly less educated then the 2010 sample.

* Both sampling and non-sampling errors should be considered when interpreting results.

* There are major methodological differences between cycles of the NSHS affecting
consistency.

Description

The 2012 NSHS collects information from tenants from 3 social housing programs — public
housing, SOMIH and community housing.

The NSHS provides information on characteristics of tenants, information about their
housing histories, their satisfaction with their housing and information about their
household’s use of other health and community services.

Lonergan Research was engaged by the AIHW to conduct the 2012 NSHS. Data were
collected via postal and online (self-completion) questionnaire from a randomly selected
sample of public housing SOMIH and community housing tenants. The tenants completing
the questionnaires were from all jurisdictions.

Sample design

Simple random sampling was undertaken for all housing programs except for New South
Wales public housing in which stratified sampling was undertaken in order to maximise the
chance of obtaining minimum sample size requirements of 342 per area.

To produce reliable estimates for each housing program, minimum sample sizes were set for
each housing program. An additional 4,950 booster sample was allocated to New South
Wales public housing (4,300) and community housing (650).

The 2012 NSHS sampling and stratification methods were similar to the 2010 and 2007
survey i.e. sample was randomly selected from each jurisdiction’s public housing, SOMIH
and community housing tenants.

The larger sampling fraction of the lesser-populated states and territories produced a sample
that was not proportional to the distribution of the population of social housing tenants
across jurisdictions and housing programs. Weighting was applied to ensure that the results
relate to the social housing population.

With the exception of the Australian Capital Territory, the weighting for the 2012 survey was
calculated as the number of households divided by the number of responses for each
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jurisdiction by housing type by ARIA. For the Australian Capital Territory, weights were
calculated by the same method by housing type without ARIA.

Institutional Environment

The AIHW is a major national agency set up by the Australian Government under the
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare Act 1987 to provide reliable, regular and relevant
information and statistics on Australia’s health and welfare. It is an independent statutory
authority established in 1987, governed by a Management Board, and accountable to the
Australian Parliament through the Health and Ageing portfolio.

The AIHW aims to improve the health and wellbeing of Australians through providing
authoritative health and welfare information and statistics. It collects and reports
information on a wide range of topics and issues, ranging from health and welfare
expenditure, hospitals, disease and injury, and mental health, to ageing, homelessness,
disability and child protection.

The Institute also plays a role in developing and maintaining national metadata standards.
This work contributes to improving the quality and consistency of national health and
welfare statistics. The Institute works closely with governments and non-government
organisations to achieve greater adherence to these standards in administrative data
collections to promote national consistency and comparability of data and reporting.

One of the main functions of the AIHW is to work with the states and territories to improve
the quality of administrative data and, where possible, to compile national datasets based on
data from each jurisdiction, to analyse these datasets and disseminate information and
statistics.

The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare Act 1987, in conjunction with compliance to the
Privacy Act 1988, (Cwlth) ensures that the data collections managed by the AIHW are kept
securely and under the strictest conditions with respect to privacy and confidentiality.

For further information see the AIHW website <www.aihw.gov.au>.

Timeliness

Data are not collected annually. Surveys for public and community housing were conducted
in 2001, 2003, 2005, 2007, 2010 and 2012. Surveys for SOMIH were conducted in 2005, 2007
and 2012.

The fieldwork for 2012 was conducted from 18 May-27 June for the Australian Capital
Territory. For all other jurisdictions, fieldwork was conducted from 25 May-30 July 2012. For
2012, NSHS data are generally collected for the reference period for the 12 months prior to
the survey.

The first release of data from the 2012 NSHS was on 28 May 2013.
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Accessibility

Published results from the 2012 NSHS are available on the AIHW website, see National Social
Housing Survey 2012: a summary of national results report and National Social Housing Survey
2012: detailed findings report. Access to the confidentialised unit record file may be requested
through the AIHW Ethics Committee.

Users can request data not available online or in reports via the Communications, Media and
Marketing Unit on (02) 6244 1032 or via email to <info@aihw.gov.au>. Requests that take
longer than half an hour to compile are charged for on a cost-recovery basis.

Interpretability

Information to aid in interpretation of 2012 NSHS results may be found in the National Social
Housing Survey 2012: a summary of national results, as well as future publications.

In addition, the 2012 technical report, code book and other supporting documentation will be
available on the AIHW website or through METeOR.

Metadata and definitions relating to this data source can be found in the National Housing
Assistance Data Dictionary (Version 3, AIHW Cat. no. HOU 147). Supplementary information
can be found in the public housing, SOMIH and community housing collection manuals
which are available upon request from the AIHW.

Relevance

The 2012 NSHS comprise tenants from public housing, SOMIH and community housing. The
Indigenous community housing sector was excluded from the survey. The survey refers to
‘the last 12 months’ — that is, between May 2011 and June 2012. All states and territories
participated in the survey if the relevant program operated in their jurisdiction. All
remoteness areas were included in the sample. The speed of delivery to, and returns from,
more remote locations may have affected the number of responses received from tenants in
these areas.

Accuracy

Missing data

Some survey respondents did not answer all questions, either because they were unable or
unwilling to provide a response. The survey responses for these people were retained in the
sample, and the missing values were recorded as ‘not answered’. No attempt was made to
deduce or impute these missing values.

Response rates

The accuracy of the outputs from the 2012 NSHS are affected by the response rates across the
jurisdictions and at the national level (see response rate tables below).

Overall, 82,175 questionnaires were sent to tenants in public housing, SOMIH and
community housing, of which 13,381 questionnaires were categorised as being complete and
useable, representing a response rate for the 2012 survey of 16.3%; considerably lower than
the 2010 survey of 38.6%.

A low response rate does not necessarily mean that the results are biased. As long as the
non-respondents are not systematically different in terms of how they would have answered

136


mailto:info@aihw.gov.au

the questions, there is no bias. Given the relatively low response rates for this survey, it is

likely there is some bias in the estimates. However, it is not possible to identify or estimate

any bias without a follow-up of non-respondents.

Jurisdiction Sample size  Response rate

(number) (%)

Public housing
NSW 5,082 15.5
Vie 526 13.8
Qi 665 229
SA 506 21.9
ACT 665 247
WA 517 15.4
Tas 477 17.9
NT 537 11.8
SOMIH

NSW 544 12.7
Qi 347 1.0
SA 187 10.8
Tas 105 315

Community housing
NSW 1,119 17.0
Vie 376 15.7
Qld 399 16.0
SA 372 17.4
ACT 109 20.0
WA 391 15.0
Tas 271 33.1

The 2012 NSHS was designed to achieve minimum sample requirements for each housing
program, which in turn controlled the level of sampling error present in the estimates.

Sampling error

The measure used to indicate reliability of individual estimates reported in 2012 was the
relative standard error (RSE). Only estimates with RSEs of less than 25% are considered
sufficiently reliable for most purposes. Results subject to RSEs of between 25% and 50%

should be considered with caution and those with relative standard errors greater than 50%

should be considered as unreliable for most practical purposes.

Non-sampling error

In addition to sampling errors, the estimates are subject to non-sampling errors. These can
arise from errors in reporting of responses (for example, failure of respondents” memories,

incorrect completion of the survey form), the unwillingness of respondents to reveal their
true responses and the higher levels of non-response from certain subgroups of the

population.
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Also, given the relatively low response rates for this survey, it is likely there is some
non-response bias in the estimates. However, it is not possible to identify or estimate any
bias without a follow-up of non-respondents.

Finally, there also exists the possibility of data capture and coding errors in the NSHS
dataset.

The survey findings are also based on self-reported data.

Coherence

In 2010, the data collected for public and community housing excluded the Australian
Capital Territory as this jurisdiction had undertaken its own collection. Trend data should
therefore be interpreted with caution.

Comparisons between jurisdictions” data should be undertaken with caution due to
differences in response rates, which have potentially lead to differences in non-sampling
error between collections.

Surveys in this series commenced in 2001. Over time, modifications have been made to the
survey’s methodology and questionnaire design. The sample design and the questionnaire of
the 2012 survey differs in a number of important respects from previous versions of the
survey which means that caution is required if comparing estimates between surveys.

Caution should be used if comparing 2012 results to 2010 due to the substantially lower
response rates in 2012. The decrease in response rates in 2012 may have increased the
survey’s exposure to non-response bias compared to previous surveys and results should
therefore be interpreted with caution.

Comparison of estimates of customer satisfaction between 2010 and 2012 should be avoided
due to changes in the methodology of the survey and the levels of estimation variability
associated with these figures.
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Appendix E: Detailed results of the 2012
NSHS

The tables in this appendix present the detailed results of the 2012 National Social Housing

Survey (NSHS).

Table E2.1: Satisfaction with services provided by the housing organisation,
by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Level of satisfaction Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Very satisfied 31.0 21.9 38.8 31.9
Satisfied 34.2 36.6 35.1 344
Sub-total 65.2 58.5 73.9 66.3
Neither 14.3 15.9 12.4 14.0
Dissatisfied 11.3 13.8 8.5 10.9
Very dissatisfied 9.2 11.8 5.2 8.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

++ Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.

Table E2.2: Satisfaction with services provided by the housing
organisation over time, by housing program type, 2001-12 (per cent)

Year of survey Public housing SOMIH Community housing
2001 69 .. 80
2003 68 .. 77
2005 68 63 82
2007 70 63 80
2010 73 .. 79
2012 65 59 74

.. Not applicable.
Notes

1. Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form
and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.

2. Community housing tenants were surveyed in 2002.
3. SOMIH tenants were not surveyed in 2001, 2003, or 2010.

4. 2012 estimates are not directly comparable with 2010 or previous estimates due to
changes in survey design and estimation.
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Table E2.3: Proportion of tenants satisfied with services provided by the housing organisation, by
state and territory, 2012 (per cent)

Level of satisfaction NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT All
Public housing

Very satisfied 222 327 46.3 25.0 37.9 325 25.8 32.0 31.0
Satisfied 33.9 33.6 34.0 324 35.0 32.8 442 38.3 34.2
Sub-total *56.1 66.3 80.3 *57.4 72.9 65.3 *70.0 ¥70.3 65.2
Neither satisfied nor

dissatisfied 16.6 13.3 9.4 15.3 14.0 18.5 14.0 135 14.3
Dissatisfied *3.9 1.9 n.p. 16.0 n.p. 9.3 9.9 8.9 1.3
Very dissatisfied 13.5 n.p. n.p. 1.3 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 9.2

SOMIH

Very satisfied 16.3 27.7 244 184 21.9
Satisfied 323 433 343 34.4 36.6
Sub-total 48.6 71.0 58.7 52.8 58.5
Neither satisfied nor

dissatisfied 16.5 15.0 15.7 7.7 15.9
Dissatisfied 18.8 n.p. n.p. n.p. 13.8
Very dissatisfied 16.0 n.p. "14.8 n.p. 11.8

Community housing

Very satisfied ¥32.9 37.8 447 46.5 44.9 *57.2 "29.5 38.8
Satisfied 36.7 35.0 35.9 28.9 34.6 30.9 41.9 35.1
Sub-total 69.6 72.8 780.6 75.4 ¥79.5 *88.1 71.4 73.9
Neither satisfied nor

dissatisfied 14.3 11.6 n.p. "13.8 "10.2 n.p. n.p. 12.4
Dissatisfied 9.7 0.4 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 8.5
Very dissatisfied 6.4 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 5.2

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

.. Not applicable.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.
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Table E2.4: Proportion of tenants satisfied with services provided by the housing organisation, by

location, 2012 (per cent)

(@)

Major cities Inner regional  Outer regional Remote All
Public housing
Very satisfied 29.9 32.7 371 28.6 31.0
Satisfied 33.5 37.0 35.9 29.5 34.2
Sub-total 63.4 69.7 73.0 58.1 65.2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 14.9 141 10.1 n.p. 14.3
Dissatisfied 11.9 9.6 9.0 n.p. 11.3
Very dissatisfied 9.7 6.6 7.9 19.2 9.2
SOMIH
Very satisfied 19.9 21.8 25.3 "20.8 21.9
Satisfied 35.1 36.2 40.4 34.2 36.6
Sub-total 55.0 58.0 65.7 55.0 58.5
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 16.8 15.7 13.0 19.0 15.9
Dissatisfied 14.9 "15.0 n.p. n.p. 13.8
Very dissatisfied "13.3 "11.3 n.p. n.p. 11.8
Community housing

Very satisfied 37.2 38.8 51.1 37.9 38.8
Satisfied 34.7 37.8 29.3 42.5 35.1
Sub-total 71.9 76.6 80.4 80.4 73.9
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 13.5 9.8 n.p. n.p. 12.4
Dissatisfied 9.4 75 n.p. n.p. 8.5
Very dissatisfied 5.3 n.p. n.p. — 5.2

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

— Nil or rounded to zero.

(a) ‘Remote’ includes ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other

members of the household.
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Table E2.5: Proportion of tenants satisfied with the services provided, by housing program type and by previous homelessness, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Have not been
Homeless Have not been Homeless Have not been Homeless Have not been Homeless homeless in
in last 5 homeless in the inlast 5 homeless in the in last 5 homeless in the in last 5 the last 5
Level of satisfaction years last 5 years years last 5 years years last 5 years years years
Very satisfied 29.1 31.2 *17.3 22.5 31.8 40.5 29.4 32.3
Satisfied 32.9 34.4 40.6 36.1 33.9 35.4 33.3 34.6
Sub-total 62.0 65.6 57.9 58.6 65.7 75.9 62.7 66.9
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 15.7 14.2 *17.2 15.7 14,7 11.9 15.5 13.9
Dissatisfied 11.2 11.3 n.p. 13.9 131 7.4 11.8 10.8
Very dissatisfied 1.2 9.0 n.p. 11.8 n.p. 4.9 10.0 8.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.

Table E2.6: Proportion of tenants satisfied with the services provided, by dwelling condition, 2012 (per cent)

Dwelling

is not of an acceptable

Facilities are of an acceptable

Structure is of an acceptable

Dwelling is of an acceptable

Level of satisfaction standard standard but structure is not standard but facilities are not standard
Very satisfied n.p. 12.6 34.6 38.1
Satisfied 15.4 22,5 35.7 36.1
Sub-total 25.1 35.1 70.3 74.2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 18.0 20.4 15.2 11.6
Dissatisfied "26.6 19.4 n.p. 9.0
Very dissatisfied 30.2 251 n.p. 5.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.
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Table E2.7: Proportion of tenants satisfied with the services provided, by housing program type and by dwelling utilisation, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All

Over- Under- Over- Under- Over- Under- Over- Under-
Level of satisfaction crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised
Very satisfied 17.8 30.8 36.0 135 19.7 31.1 329 38.7 40.9 19.3 31.8 36.2
Satisfied 28.9 35.1 321 34.9 39.7 314 33.2 35.0 35.2 29.8 35.2 324
Sub-total 46.7 65.9 68.1 48.4 59.4 62.5 66.1 73.7 76.1 49.1 67.0 68.6
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 20.2 14.3 13.0 8.5 15.7 5.2 n.p. 12.8 n.p. 19.3 14.1 12.8
Dissatisfied "16.7 11.0 9.9 n.p. 14.1 "13.7 n.p. 8.6 n.p. 15.5 10.7 10.0
Very dissatisfied "16.4 8.8 8.9 "19.9 "10.8 n.p. n.p. 4.9 n.p. 16.0 8.2 8.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Table E2.8: Proportion of tenants satisfied with the services provided, by housing program type and by Indigenous status, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Level of satisfaction Indigenous Non-Indigenous Indigenous Non-Indigenous Indigenous Non-Indigenous Indigenous Non-Indigenous
Very satisfied 243 30.8 217 22,6 35.5 39.7 24.8 322
Satisfied 31.9 34.0 36.3 37.3 31.3 345 33.3 34.1
Sub-total 56.2 64.8 58.0 59.9 66.8 74.2 58.1 66.3
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 15.0 14.3 15.9 7.4 12.8 12.2 151 14.0
Dissatisfied 9.8 11.8 13.7 n.p. 8.6 9.0 10.9 1.4
Very dissatisfied 19.1 9.0 12.3 n.p. 11.8 4.6 15.9 8.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.
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Table E2.9: Social housing tenants’ rating of amenity aspects as important and meeting their needs,

2012 (per cent)
Amenity Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Size of home 85.4 85.5 86.4 85.5
Number of bedrooms 85.8 85.2 85.2 85.7
Modifications for special needs 78.1 72.6 79.1 78.1
Easy access and entry 90.7 89.1 90.9 90.7
Car parking 82.6 87.5 81.4 82.5
Yard space and fencing 81.1 80.8 83.6 81.4
Privacy of the home 84.2 82.8 85.4 84.3
Safety/security within the home 81.6 77.0 86.0 82.1
Safety/security outside of the home within the
neighbourhood 76.9 77.5 82.8 77.8
Energy efficiency* 72.6 71.2 77.5 73.3
Water efficiency* 82.6 78.0 854 82.9
Thermal comfort* 57.1 57.7 66.8 58.6

* Not asked in previous surveys.

Notes

1. The proportion of households rating the particular amenity as meeting the needs of the household is based on the households that indicated

that the particular amenity was important to that household.
2. Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.

Table E2.10: Location rated by tenants as important to the household, 2012 (per cent)

Public

Location aspect housing SOMIH Community housing
Shops and banking facilities 91.7 86.7 92.9
Public transport 86.2 81.0 84.2
Parks and recreational facilities 67.2 70.3 68.4
Emergency services, medical services and

hospitals 95.5 92.6 941
Child care facilities 43.5 59.6 41.7
Education and training facilities 60.1 71.3 60.1
Employment or place of work 64.3 72.5 66.7
Community and support services 82.4 79.5 83.3
Family and friends 91.7 90.2 92.0

Note: Responses to this question relate to the person in the household who completed the survey form.
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Table E2.11: Location rated by tenants as meeting the needs of the household, 2012 (per cent)

Location aspect Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Shops and banking facilities 91.7 91.4 91.0 91.6
Public transport 90.7 88.4 87.0 90.1
Parks and recreational facilities 90.8 88.0 89.8 90.6
Emergency services, medical services and hospitals 91.6 89.9 89.8 91.3
Child care facilities 89.6 88.8 88.3 89.3
Education and training facilities 87.7 84.5 85.4 87.2
Employment or place of work 84.1 85.0 84.7 84.3
Community and support services 86.7 85.4 87.3 86.8
Family and friends 88.9 89.5 86.6 88.6
Notes

1.

households that indicated that the particular amenity was important to that household.

of the household.

The proportion of households rating location to selected facilities and services as meeting the needs of the household is based on the

Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members
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Table E2.12: Satisfaction with day-to-day and with emergency maintenance services, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All

Day-to-day Emergency Day-to-day Emergency Day-to-day Emergency Day-to-day Emergency
Level of satisfaction maintenance maintenance maintenance maintenance maintenance maintenance maintenance maintenance
Very satisfied 34.4 38.5 25.5 29.5 40.4 451 35.1 39.2
Satisfied 36.5 38.0 38.1 40.6 35.1 33.8 36.3 375
Sub-total 70.9 76.5 63.6 70.1 75.5 78.9 71.4 76.7
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 13.0 10.9 13.0 11.5 10.8 11.1 12.7 10.9
Dissatisfied 9.5 74 11.4 9.2 8.6 5.8 9.4 7.2
Very dissatisfied 6.7 5.2 11.9 9.2 5.1 4.2 6.6 5.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.
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Table E2.13: Proportion of tenants satisfied with day-to-day maintenance services, by state and

territory, 2012 (per cent)

Level of satisfaction NSW Vic Qid WA SA Tas ACT NT All
Public housing
Very satisfied 255 36.0 484 276 435 37.1 30.0 355 34.4
Satisfied 371 36.8 35.0 34.8 35.1 36.9 437 38.5 36.5
Sub-total 62.6 728 834 *624 1786 74.0 73.7 74.0 70.9
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 162 115 9.8 ™30 112 135 137 103 13.0
Dissatisfied 12.2 8.9 np. 15.0 n.p. n.p. np. 10.0 9.5
Very dissatisfied 9.1 n.p. n.p. 9.6 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 6.7
SOMIH
Very satisfied 20.6 324 24.9 19.5 25.5
Satisfied 35.6 40.0 40.6 374 38.1
Sub-total *56.2 72.4 65.5 56.9 63.6
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3.0 2.0 4.9 n.p. 13.0
Dissatisfied 14.5 n.p. np. *716.8 1.4
Very dissatisfied 16.4 n.p. n.p. n.p. 11.9
Community housing
Very satisfied 34.8 417 44.4 453  *495 %502  26.9 40.4
Satisfied 36.9 335 35.3 34.7 29.1 33.8 43.0 35.1
Sub-total 1.7 75.2 79.7 80.0 78.6 84.0 69.9 75.5
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 11.6 np. 1.1 *10.8 *10.2 n.p. n.p. 10.8
Dissatisfied 0.3 105 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 8.6
Very dissatisfied 6.4 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p.

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

.. Not applicable.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.
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Table E2.14: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by location, 2012 (per cent)

Level of satisfaction Major cities Inner regional ~ Outer regional Remote® All
Public housing
Very satisfied 33.3 38.4 37.2 31.2 34.4
Satisfied 36.1 375 35.6 44.2 36.5
Sub-total 69.4 75.9 72.8 75.4 70.9
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 13.7 10.9 11.3 n.p. 13.0
Dissatisfied 9.9 8.1 8.6 n.p. 9.5
Very dissatisfied 6.9 5.1 7.3 n.p. 6.7
SOMIH
Very satisfied 23.9 26.1 29.9 n.p. 255
Satisfied 37.7 36.5 39.1 40.2 38.1
Sub-total 61.6 62.6 69.0 60.9 63.6
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 15.3 135 n.p. n.p. 13.0
Dissatisfied 13.5 126 n.p. n.p. 1.4
Very dissatisfied 9.6 1.3 4.5 np. 11.9
Community housing
Very satisfied 39.3 42.6 42.6 43.8 40.4
Satisfied 34.9 33.8 38.1 41.0 35.1
Sub-total 74.2 76.4 80.7 84.8 75.5
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 1.7 8.8 n.p. n.p. 10.8
Dissatisfied 9.3 8.0 n.p. n.p. 8.6
Very dissatisfied 4.9 n.p. n.p. np. 51

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

(a) ‘Remote’includes ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate

to other members of the household.

Table E2.15: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by Indigenous status, 2012

(per cent)
Public housing SOMIH Community housing

Non- Non- Non-
Level of satisfaction Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous
Very satisfied 27.2 343 24.6 32.0 39.3 39.5
Satisfied 35.2 36.9 38.6 36.7 30.8 35.2
Sub-total 62.4 71.2 63.2 68.7 70.1 74.7
Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied 3.7 13.2 12.8 n.p. n.p. 11.4
Dissatisfied 1.5 9.1 11.5 n.p. n.p. 8.7
Very dissatisfied 2.4 6.5 125 n.p. n.p. 5.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.
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Table E2.16: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by previous homelessness, 2012

(per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing
Have not Have not Have not
been been been

Homeless homeless Homeless homeless Homel homel
inthe last5 inthelast5 inthelast5 inthelast5 inthelast5 inthelast5
Level of satisfaction years years years years years years
Very satisfied 31.0 34.7 19.7 26.2 33.9 419
Satisfied 31.3 371 36.2 38.2 34.1 35.3
Sub-total 62.3 71.8 55.9 64.4 68.0 77.2

Neither satisfied nor

dissatisfied 16.9 12.6 20.7 12.2 123 10.3
Dissatisfied 9.9 9.4 n.p. 1.5 2.7 77
Very dissatisfied 0.8 6.2 n.p. 11.9 n.p. 4.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.

Table E2.17: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by dwelling condition, 2012 (per

cent)
Facilities are of an Structure is of an

Dwelling is not of acceptable acceptable Dwelling is of an

an acceptable standard but standard but acceptable

Level of satisfaction standard structure is not facilities are not standard
Very satisfied n.p. 14.4 32.9 42.2
Satisfied "18.0 29.0 41.6 36.6
Sub-total 29.2 43.4 74.5 78.8
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 245 18.6 n.p. 10.5
Dissatisfied 4.6 18.5 n.p. 7.3
Very dissatisfied 31.7 19.5 n.p. 3.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.
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Table E2.18: Satisfaction with day-to-day maintenance services, by dwelling utilisation, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All

Over- Under- Over- Under- Over- Under- Over- Under-
Level of satisfaction crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised
Very satisfied 227 34.6 37.2 7.3 241 33.1 37.7 39.7 46.8 24.0 35.2 38.0
Satisfied 34.9 36.8 354 36.7 39.2 36.7 33.1 35.3 33.0 34.8 36.6 35.2
Sub-total 57.6 71.4 72.6 54.0 63.3 69.8 70.8 75.0 79.8 58.8 71.8 73.2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 19.6 12.9 11.7 14.6 13.9 n.p. n.p. 11.2 n.p. 18.0 12.6 11.3
Dissatisfied 9.5 9.7 8.3 n.p. 11.8 n.p. n.p. 8.7 n.p. 9.8 9.6 8.4
Very dissatisfied 13.4 6.1 7.4 9.5 1.0 n.p. n.p. 5.1 n.p. 13.4 6.0 7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.
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Table E2.19: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by state and territory, 2012 (per
cent)

Level of satisfaction NSW Vic Qid WA SA Tas ACT NT All
Public housing
Very satisfied 30.0 42.0 *50.2 *30.6 472 36.7 38.7 41.3 38.5
Satisfied 39.6 38.0 36.3 36.8 36.1 40.0 39.8 38.3 38.0
Sub-total *69.6 80.0 *86.5 674 833 76.7 78.5 79.6 76.5
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 14.4 9.4 np. 10.2 95 ™33 ™02 1041 10.9
Dissatisfied 8.5 n.p. np. 139 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 7.4
Very dissatisfied 7.5 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 5.2
SOMIH
Very satisfied 23.6 .. 37.3 .. 284  ''30.4 .. .. 29.5
Satisfied 39.1 .. 42.8 .. 39.8 43.0 .. .. 40.6
Sub-total *62.7 .. fs0.1 . 68.2 73.4 . . 70.1
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 1.4 .. n.p. .. ™32 n.p. .. .. 1.5
Dissatisfied 131 .. n.p. .. n.p. n.p. .. .. 9.2
Very dissatisfied "12.9 .. n.p. .. n.p. n.p. .. .. 9.2
Community housing
Very satisfied 40.4 48.7 441 51.4 52.6 50.4 325 .. 45.1
Satisfied 34.8 31.0 38.1 29.8 31.2 35.3 45.8 .. 33.8
Sub-total 75.2 79.7 82.2 81.2 83.8 85.7 78.3 .. 78.9
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 12.8 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. .. 111
Dissatisfied 6.6 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. .. 5.8
Very dissatisfied n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. .. 4.2

* Indicates jurisdictional finding is statistically significantly different from the national finding.
" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.
.. Not applicable.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members
of the household.
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Table E2.20: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by location, 2012 (per cent)

(2)

Level of satisfaction Major cities  Inner regional  Outer regional Remote All
Public housing
Very satisfied 37.8 42.0 40.3 30.6 38.5
Satisfied 37.5 39.3 39.4 40.7 38.0
Sub-total 75.3 81.3 79.7 71.3 76.5
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 115 8.8 0.4 n.p. 10.9
Dissatisfied 7.7 6.2 n.p. n.p. 7.4
Very dissatisfied 5.6 n.p. n.p. n.p. 5.2
SOMIH
Very satisfied 27.0 29.9 34.8 "25.0 29.5
Satisfied 39.8 40.3 41.9 40.7 40.6
Sub-total 66.8 70.2 76.7 65.7 70.1
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 11.9 11.0 n.p. n.p. 11.5
Dissatisfied 11.6 "10.9 n.p. n.p. 9.2
Very dissatisfied 97 n.p. n.p. n.p. 9.2
Community housing
Very satisfied 43.8 48.1 43.3 "59.1 45.1
Satisfied 33.4 32.8 39.4 31.6 33.8
Sub-total 77.2 80.9 82.7 90.7 78.9
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 12.0 9.7 n.p. n.p. 1.1
Dissatisfied 6.4 4.9 n.p. n.p. 5.8
Very dissatisfied 4.4 n.p. n.p. 4.2

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

(a) ‘Remote’includes ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas

.. Not applicable.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.

Table E2.21: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by Indigenous status, 2012 (per

cent)
Public housing SOMIH Community housing

Non- Non- Non-
Level of satisfaction Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous Indigenous
Very satisfied 27.2 38.8 28.9 36.4 43.2 44.6
Satisfied 417 38.6 40.8 37.4 31.9 33.5
Sub-total 68.9 77.4 69.7 73.8 75.1 78.1
Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied 2.5 10.8 1.6 n.p. n.p. 11.6
Dissatisfied n.p. 7.0 9.2 n.p. n.p. 6.1
Very dissatisfied 111 4.8 ™95 n.p. n.p. n.p.
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not relate to other members of the

household.
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Table E2.22: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by previous homelessness, 2012

(per cent)
Public housing SOMIH Community housing

Homeless Have notbeen Homeless Have notbeen Homeless Have not been
Level of in the last 5 homeless in in the last homeless in in the last homeless in
satisfaction years the last 5 years 5years the last 5 years 5years the last 5 years
Very satisfied 33.7 39.0 "25.9 30.3 36.7 47.0
Satisfied 321 38.7 32.9 41.2 315 343
Sub-total 65.8 77.7 58.8 71.5 68.2 81.3
Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied 15.9 10.4 7.5 10.8 4.4 10.4
Dissatisfied 7.8 7.3 17.0 8.2 10.1 4.9
Very dissatisfied 0.4 4.6 n.p. 9.5 n.p. n.p.
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.

Table E2.23: Satisfaction with emergency maintenance services, by dwelling condition, 2012 (per

cent)

Dwelling is not of

Facilities are of an
acceptable

Structure is of an
acceptable

Dwelling is of an

an acceptable standard but standard but acceptable
Level of satisfaction standard structure is not facilities are not standard
Very satisfied n.p. 20.0 38.8 46.4
Satisfied 26.4 342 39.6 36.8
Sub-total 38.0 54.2 78.4 83.2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied "23.9 16.9 n.p. 8.7
Dissatisfied "16.1 14.3 n.p. 5.4
Very dissatisfied "22.0 14.5 n.p. 2.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members

of the household.
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Table E2.24: Proportion of tenants satisfied with emergency maintenance services, by dwelling utilisation, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All

Over- Under- Over- Under- Over- Under- Over- Under-
Level of satisfaction crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised crowded Adequate utilised
Very satisfied 29.2 38.5 41.6 20.7 30.6 31.8 41.4 44.4 51.9 29.9 39.3 42.2
Satisfied 40.1 38.0 37.3 39.9 411 40.4 35.3 33.9 31.1 39.6 374 36.9
Sub-total 69.3 76.5 78.9 60.6 71.7 72.2 76.7 78.3 83.0 69.5 76.7 79.1
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 18.0 10.5 10.6 n.p. 11.0 "12.2 n.p. 12.0 n.p. 16.4 10.7 10.2
Dissatisfied n.p. 7.8 n.p. n.p. 8.6 n.p. n.p. 5.6 n.p. n.p. 7.5 5.9
Very dissatisfied n.p. 52 n.p. n.p. 8.8 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 7.9 5.1 4.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.
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Table E3.1: Self-reported benefits® gained by tenants living in social housing,

2012 (per cent)
Benefit Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Feel more settled 69.8 78.1 72.8 70.4
Feel more able to cope with life events 46.1 53.0 49.9 46.8
Social inclusion® 43.0 56.9 499 443
Able to manage rent/money better 75.6 69.3 70.4 74.6
Have better access to services 36.4 44.0 36.6 36.6
No benefit 3.7 4.9 n.p. 3.6
Other 11.0 9.9 13.2 11.3

(a) Social inclusion is measured through the separate attributes: ‘feel part of the local community’, ‘feel more able to improve

job situation’, and ‘feel more able to start or continue education/training’.

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Notes

1.

2.

Table E3.2: Self-reported social inclusion benefits@ gained by tenants living in social

relate to other members of the household.

Respondents were allowed to select more than 1 response.

housing, by location, 2012 (per cent)

Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily

Social housing type Major cities  Inner regional  Outer regional Remote All
Public housing 43.1 39.9 44.2 52.9 43.0
SOMIH 54.9 51.2 56.5 72.1 56.9
Community housing 51.1 45.2 53.2 46.8 49.9

(a) Social inclusion is measured through the separate attributes: ‘feel part of the local community’, ‘feel more able to improve

job situation’, and ‘feel more able to start or continue education/training’.

Notes

1.

other members of the household.
Respondents were allowed to select more than 1 option.

‘Remote’ includes both ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.

Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to
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Table E3.3: Self-reported benefits gained by tenants living in social housing, by Indigenous status, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All

Benefit Indigenous Non-Indigenous Indigenous Non-Indigenous Indigenous Non-Indigenous Indigenous Non-Indigenous
Feel more settled 724 69.9 79.2 73.1 79.2 727 75.4 70.4
Feel more able to cope with life

events 43.0 47.0 53.1 52.4 51.5 50.7 47.3 47.6
Social inclusion* 49.1 43.2 59.2 41.6 50.4 49.7 52.5 44.2
Able to manage rent/money better 62.9 77.5 68.0 76.5 61.6 72.0 64.4 76.6
Have better access to services 37.0 36.2 454 35.1 40.6 35.1 40.1 36.1
No benefit n.p. 3.3 n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. 4.9 3.3
Other 10.5 1.3 9.8 n.p. n.p. 13.4 10.6 11.6

* Social inclusion is measured through the separate attributes: ‘feel part of the local community’, ‘feel more able to improve job situation’, and ‘feel more able to start or continue education/training’.
" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

Notes
1. Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.
2. Respondents were allowed to select more than 1 response.
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Table E4.1: Community and health services accessed by public housing respondents in the past 12

months, by location, 2012 (per cent)

Major cities Inner regional Outer regional Remote® All
Drug and alcohol counselling 3.2 n.p. n.p. n.p. 3.1
Mental health services® 20.3 18.6 12.9 n.p. 19.4
Health/medical services 51.9 54.6 52.9 60.7 52.6
Life skills/personal development services 4.7 53 n.p. n.p. 4.6
Aged care 8.1 8.8 9.6 n.p. 8.5
Information, advice and referral services 10.0 8.4 "10.3 n.p. 9.8
Day-to-day living support services 9.0 9.9 0.5 n.p. 9.4
Residential care and supported accommodation services 2.9 n.p. n.p. n.p. 3.0
Services that provide support for children, family or carers 6.4 7.0 6.2 n.p. 6.7
Training and employment support services 7.1 8.7 n.p. n.p. 71
Financial and material assistance 7.1 79 6.2 n.p. 71
Other support services 7.2 6.4 75 n.p. 7.2
None of the above 36.9 334 39.1 18.2 36.1

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.

(a) ‘Remote’includes ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.

(b) The category ‘mental health services’ includes the following services which were listed separately in the 2012 NSHS: ‘psychological services’,

‘psychiatric services’ and ‘mental health services’.
Notes
1. Responses to this question were provided by the survey respondent on behalf of the household.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.
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Table E4.2: Community and health services accessed by SOMIH respondents in the past 12 months,

by location, 2012 (per cent)

Major cities Inner regional Outer regional Remote® All
Drug and alcohol counselling n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p.
Mental health services® 20.2 144 n.p. n.p. 14.4
Health/medical services 50.0 47.0 46.9 30.3 456
Life skills / personal development services 77 n.p. n.p. n.p. 55
Aged care 9.8 9.6 n.p. n.p. 9.1
Information, advice and referral services 11.2 10.2 n.p. n.p. 9.6
Day-to-day living support services 9.6 n.p. n.p. n.p. 9.2
Residential care and supported accommodation services n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p. n.p.
Services that provide support for children, family or carers 2.7 10.0 n.p. n.p. 9.8
Training and employment support services 13.4 n.p. n.p. np. 10.2
Financial and material assistance 9.3 n.p. n.p. n.p. 6.5
Other support services 8.1 n.p. n.p. n.p. ™75
None of the above 34.2 40.7 40.9 58.2 41.0
" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.
(a) ‘Remote’includes ‘Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.
(b) Mental health services include ‘psychological services’ and ‘psychiatric services’.
Notes
1. Responses to this question were provided by the survey respondent on behalf of the household.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.
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Table E4.3: Community and health services accessed by community housing respondents in the

past 12 months, by location, 2012 (per cent)

(a)

Major cities Inner regional Outer regional Remote All
Drug and alcohol counselling 4.4 n.p. n.p. — 4.0
Mental health services® 28.7 23.2 *14.6 n.p. 25.6
Health/medical services 52.9 53.8 55.0 81.1 54.0
Life skills/personal development services 9.2 9.1 n.p. n.p. 8.7
Aged care 7.3 8.0 18.4 "27.6 9.0
Information, advice and referral services 14.0 2.7 n.p. n.p. 13.2
Day-to-day living support services 12.0 1.9 14.8 n.p. 12.4
Residential care and supported accommodation services 76 6.2 n.p. n.p. 7.3
Services that provide support for children, family or carers 6.4 8.4 n.p. — 6.6
Training and employment support services 9.6 8.6 n.p. n.p. 9.0
Financial and material assistance 11.8 8.8 n.p. n.p. 10.3
Other support services 8.1 "10.0 n.p. n.p. 8.2
None of the above 32.1 32.4 29.9 n.p. 31.6
" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.
— Nil or rounded to zero.
(a) ‘Remote’includes Remote’ and ‘Very remote’ areas.
(b) ‘Mental health services’ include ‘psychological services’ and ‘psychiatric services’.
Notes
1. Responses to this question were provided by the survey respondent on behalf of the household.

2. Respondents could select more than 1 response.
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Table E5.1: Facilities the household has that work, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Facility Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Stove/oven/other cooking facilities 941 88.1 95.9 94.2
Fridge 93.6 93.1 92.8 93.5
Toilet 97.5 96.1 98.4 97.6
Bath or shower 96.9 94.7 97.8 97.0
Washing machine 89.5 91.2 88.0 89.3
Kitchen sink 97.3 97.2 98.3 97.5
Laundry tub 93.0 96.7 93.4 93.2

Notes

1. Responses to this question were provided by the respondent on behalf of the household.

2. Respondents were not asked to specify if they provided the facilities or the landlord provided the facilities.

Table E5.2: Number of structural problems the household has, by housing program type, 2012 (per

cent)
Number of structural problems Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Households with 3 or more structural problems 19.0 33.2 9.7 18.0
Households with 1 or 2 structural problems 321 35.6 27.4 31.5
Households with no structural problems 37.9 23.8 53.2 39.8

Note: Responses to this question were provided by the respondent on behalf of the household.

Table E5.3: Dwelling condition by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Dwelling condition Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
3 or more structural problems and 3 or less working
facilities n.p. n.p. n.p. 1.4
3 or more structural problems and 4 or more working
facilities 19.9 33.7 10.0 18.8
None, 1 or 2 structural problems, and 3 or less working
facilities 3.9 n.p. 4.0 3.9
No more than 2 structural problems and 4 or more
working facilities n.p. 61.4 85.2 76.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.
n.p. Not publishable because of small numbers, confidentiality or RSE greater than 50%.
Notes
1. Responses to this question were provided by the respondent on behalf of the household.
2. Facilities listed include: stove/oven/other cooking facilities; fridge; toilet; bath or shower; washing machine; kitchen sink; and, laundry tub.
3. Respondents were not asked to specify if they provided the facilities or the landlord provided the facilities.
4. Structural problems include: rising damp; major cracks in walls/floors; sinking/moving foundations; sagging floors; walls/windows out of

plumb; wood rot/termite damage; major electrical problems; major plumbing problems; major roof defects; other structural problems.
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Table E6.1: Dwelling utilisation, by social housing program
type, 2012 (per cent)

Public housing SOMIH Community housing All
Overcrowded 57 14.7 4.5 5.8
Adequate 79.9 60.7 86.9 80.4
Underutilised 14.4 24.6 8.7 13.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

" Indicates RSE of over 25% and less than 50%.

Notes
1. Responses to this question were provided by the respondent on behalf of the household.
2. Dwelling utilisation has been calculated based on the CNOS.

Table EA.1: Age of survey respondents, by housing program type,
2012 (per cent)

Age Public housing SOMIH Community housing
14 and under — 0.1 —
15-24 0.8 23 2.3
25-34 4.3 10.3 6.7
35-44 9.8 18.8 13.9
45-54 19.4 243 204
55-64 22.9 23.3 215
65 and over 42.7 20.9 35.2

— Nil or rounded to zero.

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore
do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.

Table EA.2: Gender of survey respondents, by housing program
type, 2012 (per cent)

Gender Public housing SOMIH Community housing
Male 35.4 27.0 37.9
Female 64.6 73.0 62.1

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate
to other members of the household.

Table EA.3: Country of birth of survey respondents, by housing
program type, 2012 (per cent)

Country of birth Public housing SOMIH Community housing
Australia 67.9 98.0 69.0
Other 32.1 2.0 31.0

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate
to other members of the household.
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Table EA.4: Current employment status by survey respondents, by housing program
type, 2012 (per cent)

Employment status Public housing SOMIH Community housing
Employed full time 4.7 11.6 5.8
Employed part time 9.1 11.4 12.9
Unemployed 6.6 15.5 7.5
Retired 371 14.3 30.9
In full-time study 1.7 34 3.0
Unable to work 29.5 29.6 30.1
Not in the labour force 11.2 14.2 9.8

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate
to other members of the household.

Table EA.5: Highest level of education completed by survey respondents, by housing program
type, 2012 (per cent)

Level of education Public housing SOMIH Community housing
No formal education 24 23 1.7
Primary school 6.2 7.0 5.6
Junior secondary education (completed Year 10 or

equivalent) 50.0 60.2 41.9
Senior secondary education (completed Year 12 or

equivalent) 19.0 15.9 19.5
Certificate, Diploma or Advanced Diploma 17.8 12.2 22.9
Bachelor Degree or above 4.7 2.4 8.2

Note: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to other members
of the household.

Table EA.6: Length of time in current home, by housing program
type, 2012 (per cent)

Length of stay Public housing SOMIH Community housing
2 years or less 16.5 15.7 43.5
3-5 years 16.3 19.0 19.2
6-10 years 20.6 18.5 17.8
11-20 years 294 26.3 15.8
21 years or more 171 20.5 3.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Notes: Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do
not necessarily relate to other members of the household.
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Table EA.7: Proportion of individuals who experienced homelessness in the last
5 years, by housing program type, 2010-2012 (per cent)

Survey year Public housing SOMIH Community housing
2010 6.0 .. 12.0
2012 9.4 11.5 18.6

.. Not applicable.
Notes

1. Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily
relate to other members of the household.

2. SOMIH tenants were not surveyed in 2010.

Table EA.8: Number of times homeless in last 5 years, for those tenants who previously
experienced homelessness, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Occurrence Public housing SOMIH Community housing
Once 59.0 41.6 56.0
Twice 17.7 216 22.8
3-5 times 14.0 20.7 15.4
6-10 times 3.8 7.1 2.6
More than 10 times 5.6 9.0 3.1
Notes
1. Base is people who were homeless prior to moving into social housing.
2. Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to

other members of the household.

Table EA.9: Tenure prior to moving into social housing for those tenants who have experienced
homelessness in the last 5 years, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Tenure type Public housing SOMIH Community housing
In a private boarding house 26.6 19.8 25.2
In a caravan park 14.3 8.6 11.7
Homeless—staying with friends / relatives 32.6 48.7 31.4
Homeless—staying in a refuge / crisis or other
supported accommodation 16.4 15.5 18.6
Homeless—sleeping rough 5.5 6.2 4.4
In an institution 4.6 1.2 8.7

Notes

1. Base is people who were homeless prior to moving into social housing.

2. Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and therefore do not necessarily relate to

other members of the household.
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Table EA.10: Respondents whose prior situation was homelessness, by
length of time in current home by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Length of stay Public housing SOMIH Community housing
2 years or less 222 20.0 53.5
3-5 years 201 23.8 17.7
6-10 years 221 19.1 15.2
11-20 years 23.0 23.4 121
21 years or more 12.6 13.7 1.5
Notes
1. Base is people who were homeless prior to moving into social housing.
2. Responses to this question relate to the individual who completed the survey form and

therefore do not necessarily relate to other members of the household.

Table EA.11: Household type, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Household type Public housing SOMIH Community housing
Single person, living alone 58.0 26.5 58.3
Single person, living with 1 or more children 17.3 37.0 16.1
Couple, living without children 12.2 8.9 12.7
Couple, living with 1 or more children 6.0 12.3 5.4
Extended family, living without children 1.5 3.7 1.1
Extended family, living with 1 or more children 21 7.5 1.5
Group of unrelated adults 0.8 0.4 3.1
Other 2.1 3.6 1.9

Note: Responses to this question were provided by the respondent on behalf of the household.

Table EA.12: Household labour force participation, by housing program type, 2012 (per cent)

Employment status Public housing SOMIH Community housing
Employed full time/part time 14.5 21.5 17.2
Unemployed 10.8 17.5 10.8
Studying 8.4 12.6 9.2
Volunteer or full-time parent/carer 13.9 16.9 14.7
Retired 26.9 9.2 22.8
Unable to work (due to long-term iliness or disability) 25.6 22.3 25.3

Notes

1. Responses to this question were provided by the respondent on behalf of the household.

2. Categories are not mutually exclusive. More than 1 response could be provided by the respondent on behalf of each member of the

household.
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Glossary

Canadian National Occupancy Standard
A measure of the appropriateness of housing that is sensitive to both household size and
composition. The CNOS specifies that:

* no more than two people shall share a bedroom

* parents or couples may share a bedroom

e children under 5, either of the same sex or opposite sex, may share a bedroom

* children under 18 of the same sex may share a bedroom

* achild aged 5-17 should not share a bedroom with a child under 5 of the opposite sex

* single adults 18 and over and any unpaired children require a separate bedroom.

Community housing (mainstream)

Housing provided for low- to moderate-income or special needs households, which is
managed by community-based organisations. Community housing models vary across
jurisdictions and housing stock is owned by a variety of groups, including government.

Demographic profile

A term used in marketing and research to describe a demographic grouping or segment of
the population. This typically involves age bands, gender, educational attainment and labour
force status.

Homelessness

In the 2012 NSHS, being homeless refers to times when the respondent had to live in
emergency accommodation provided by a homelessness agency, had stayed temporarily
with friends or relatives because they had nowhere to live, had been totally without
permanent shelter or had lived in shelter unlawfully such as squatting in derelict buildings.

Note: ‘Homelessness’ can be defined in different ways for different purposes.

Household

A group of two or more related or unrelated people who usually reside in the same
dwelling, and who make common provision for food or other essentials for living.

A household can also be a single person living in a dwelling who makes provision for his or
her own food and other essentials for living, without combining with any other person.

Household composition

The grouping of people living in a dwelling. Household composition is based on couple and
parent-child relationships. A single-family household contains a main tenant only, or a main
tenant residing with a partner and/or the main tenant’s children. Group households consist of
two or more tenants aged 16 or over who are not in a couple or parent-child relationship.
Mixed households are households not described by the other two types —for example, multiple
single-family households.

Indigenous household

A household as defined above which contains one or more people who identify as being of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin.
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Overcrowding

A situation in a dwelling when one or more additional bedrooms are required to meet the
Canadian National Occupancy Standard.

Public housing

Rental housing provided and managed by state and territory governments. Included are

households residing in public rental dwellings where the dwelling is either:

* owned by the housing authority

* leased from the private sector or other housing program areas and used to provide
public rental housing

* leased to public housing tenants.

Social housing

Rental housing that is funded or partly funded by government, and that is owned or
managed by the government or a community organisation and let to eligible persons. This
includes public rental housing, state owned and managed Indigenous housing, mainstream
and Indigenous community housing and housing provided under the Crisis
Accommodation Program.

Social inclusion

According to the Australian Government’s Social Inclusion Board, a society in which all
members have the resources, opportunities and capability to learn, work, engage with and
have a voice in the community.

State owned and managed Indigenous housing

Housing that is administered by state governments and specifically targeted to households
with at least 1 Indigenous member. It aims to provide appropriate, affordable and accessible
housing for low- to moderate-income Indigenous households.

Underutilisation

A situation where a dwelling contains one or more bedrooms surplus to the needs of the
household occupying it, according to the Canadian National Occupancy Standard.

Unemployed person

A person aged 15 years or more who was not employed during the reference week but had
actively looked for work and was currently available for work.
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An overview of the national findings of the 2012 National
Social Housing Survey was published by AIHW in May 2013.
This report provides further detail on national level findings,
state and territory comparisons and comparisons across
public housing, state owned and managed Indigenous
housing, and community housing programs. It shows that:

- The majority of tenants are satisfied with the services
provided by their housing organisation, with community
housing tenants the most satisfied.

- Tenants report a range of benefits from living in social
housing. Around 7 in 10 tenants feel more settled and are
able to manage rent or money better.

- The majority of tenants live in a dwelling of an acceptable
standard, and less than 1 in 10 social housing dwellings
can be reported as overcrowded.

- An estimated 1 in 10 public housing and SOMIH tenants
and around 1 in 5 community housing tenants indicated
they have been homeless in the past five years.
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