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Publishing Note  

Please note that at the time of finalising the report in 2018, the NSW Government research partner 
was the NSW Department of Family and Community Services (FACS) which incorporated both 
social housing assistance and tenancy management functions, while the NSW Land and Housing 
Corporation (LAHC) was a statutory body within the FACS cluster responsible for managing the 
NSW Government's public housing portfolio.  

FACS was established in 2011, incorporating the social housing tenancy and property 
management functions previously undertaken by the former NSW government agency, Housing 
NSW. The NSW Land and Housing Corporation joined FACS as a separate entity in the cluster in 
August 2013.  

Since 1 July 2019, the social housing tenancy management functions of NSW FACS have been 
incorporated into the NSW Department of Communities and Justice while LAHC became part of 
the NSW Department of Planning, Infrastructure and Environment cluster.  

In the following report, NSW Government entities involved in the research are referred to using the 
nomenclature prevailing at the time to which the reference relates. 
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Executive summary 

Background 

Riverwood, in Sydney’s south-west area, was first used as a public housing estate in the mid-
1940s following the exit of American servicemen that used the site as a Naval Hospital during the 
Second World War. Since then, it has become one of NSW’s larger public housing estates, 
accommodating more than 1,000 public tenant households. In the intervening period, the estate’s 
population has increasingly suffered a range of social disadvantages, with significantly higher 
proportion of older, single persons with low educational and/or vocational qualifications and low 
levels of economic engagement. The estate has also suffered from a high level of crime and 
vandalism. Despite action to remedy some of the physical problems the estate was facing in the 
late 1990s through Housing NSW’s Neighbourhood Improvement Program, by the mid-2000s, 
stocks on part of the estate no longer suit our modern housing needs. A decision was made in 
2008 to redevelop and replace one section in the northern end of the estate (Riverwood North), 
now re-named Washington Park, to create a more integrated community with improved housing 
and social amenities. 

Beginning in 2010, the renewal project is being carried out via two tender contracts, one for 
demolition/construction (PAYCE Communities), the other for tenancy management (SGCH Ltd). 
PAYCE Communities and SGCH were tasked with replacing the 176 social housing units in 
Riverwood North with a new, mixed community that comprises 150 new social housing units and 
450 private market units alongside a number of community facilities, including a new library. The 
two parties also work with Housing NSW and other local stakeholders to deliver a range of 
community engagement and regeneration activities. 

 

The study 

The research partners – PAYCE Communities, SGCH Ltd, NSW Land and Housing Corporation 
(LAHC) and Housing NSW (the latter two now part of the NSW Department of Family and 
Community Services, or FACS) – commissioned the University of New South Wales’ City Futures 
Research Centre to conduct a longitudinal study that would facilitate a better understanding of the 
renewal’s impacts on the local community. Through a longitudinal approach, the study will progress 
alongside the renewal project and track changes over time. The objectives of the study are: 

• To analyse the content, implementation and impacts of community regeneration activities; 
• To quantitatively measure the socio-economic impacts of the scheme as achieved via 

population change and employability initiatives; and 
• To gauge resident views about all aspects of scheme design, implementation and 

outcomes (both physical and community regeneration elements). 
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The study comprises five research elements conducted over two waves through a variety of 
qualitative and quantitative methods (Table ES1) to gauge residents’ experience and views on the 
progress and impacts of the renewal activities. This report reflects on findings of research 
conducted for Wave 1 of this study: 

Table ES1: Research activities across the two waves 

 Wave 1 
(2014) 

Wave 2 1 
(2017/18) 

1. Secondary data review (2011 Census data; Housing 
management records; Crime statistics; NAPLAN scores)   

2. Stakeholder interviews (no. of stakeholder groups) 10 10 
3. Relocated tenant interviews (no. of tenants) 6  
4. Resident survey (no. of respondents) 150 250 
5. Resident focus groups2 (no. of groups) 3 4 
Note: 1 Planned activities for Wave 2 
Note: 2 Up to 10 participants per focus group 

 

Main findings 

Engagement and communication 

Most tenants surveyed and interviewed said they were informed of the decision to redevelop 
Riverwood North by mail. Housing managers from Housing NSW also visited tenants who had to 
be relocated from the renewal site in person. Nevertheless, a small number of residents did not 
recall receiving such correspondence, and instead said they first heard through family, friends and 
neighbours, or when the demolition started. 

A community engagement manager was employed by PAYCE and set an office on site, which 
established and maintained rapport with the community. Some of the community-based activities 
that were already in place (such as provided through the Riverwood Community Centre) were 
expanded as part of the renewal project; other new opportunities were also initiated, particularly 
through the community engagement manager with funding from PAYCE; SGCH also contributed to 
a number of these initiatives. These activities ranged from communication and social engagement 
to employment and training. One stakeholder said that having a community engagement manager 
on site allowed a lot of the community’s fears and questions to be allayed: “being listened to is 
important”. 

There were concerns from sections of the community, however, that the role of the Riverwood 
Community Centre is slowly being diminished and/or replaced by the new community engagement 
activities: “[That] sidelined the traditional community base … That shift … to the developer means 
that the representation of the community has changed.” There was also a fear among a number of 
residents of losing the Community Centre through proposed state-wide funding cuts to community 
services more generally. 

Tenants who had to be relocated off the renewal site were given three or four years advance notice 
to prepare themselves for the move. Much resource – including two permanent relocation staff, a 
multilingual staff, and a community engagement manager – was dedicated to the relocation 
process. Despite this, a few residents still felt their decisions on whether to relocate (whether 
temporarily or more permanently) were a bit rushed. All were provided packing boxes and 
removalist service, and while this was more than sufficient for some it was physically and 
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emotionally trying for others, particularly older tenants who had lived on the estate for a very long 
time. 

Relocated tenants were given priority right of return, though in the event few took up the 
opportunity. This is partly a result of many settling into newly built social housing units funded by 
the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan and the Social Housing Initiative, but some were also 
daunted by the need to move a second time within a short period. 

Overall, relocated tenants were generally happy with their housing outcomes, whether relocated off 
estate or returned to the newly built Washington Park units. 

 

Residents’ view of the renewal 

Many tenants who have relocated to the new Washington Park social housing units are very happy 
with their improved housing outcomes. Many are also satisfied with their housing providers’ 
(SGCH) service quality. New facilities already provided on site, such as the community garden 
located between the two new social housing buildings, for one has provided plenty of opportunities 
for residents old and new to mingle. A number of tenants who live in the older parts of the estate, 
however, feel that they have been excluded from accessing new facilities and services. To these 
tenants, there is a view that new activities introduced as part of the renewal are mainly geared 
towards particular demographic groups (e.g. the elderly, different language groups) and that 
participants of these groups are sometimes not very welcoming. Together with how differently the 
new and older parts of the estate look, they feel that an ‘us and them’ mentality may settle in within 
the community in the long run. 

Noise from the construction has generally been kept to the nominated hours. Dust was, however, 
more of an issue for residents living nearby, having not been able to sun- or air-dry their clothes on 
the balcony, and needing to clean the exterior of their homes more frequently. Workers attending 
to the construction have also caused two areas of concern: littering, and parking on the street, 
which has affected the local bus service. There is also concern that road traffic would get worse 
once new households move into Washington Park, especially when the M5 extension work is 
complete, which include a new off-ramp onto Belmore Road. This is particularly a concern for older 
and less mobile tenants, with the closest shops across Belmore Road from the estate. While a 
small number of shops and restaurants are expected to open within Washington Park, there are 
concerns that the current traffic situation is impacting on the daily living and wellbeing amongst 
some local residents. Most, however, agree that access to public transport options is very good, 
especially since the upgrade of the Riverwood Railway Station. 

There is noticeable improvement in perception of safety on the estate since the renewal activities 
began. Many residents believe that pride in the new housing has discouraged some to vandalise 
local properties. The presence of a security guard on the construction site has also acted as a 
deterrent to opportunity crime. There remain concerns over drug dealing activities, with some 
tenants believing that it would escalate once the security guard’s position on site expires. 

With the new social housing units dedicated to older residents (55 or older), and that the majority of 
the local population are also older, few survey respondents and interviewees said they were 
looking out for training and employment opportunities. This is despite a number of employment and 
training initiatives, such as the Kickstart Youth Café, had been initiated since renewal commenced. 

A number of tenants have said that they would welcome opportunities for the rest of the estate to 
be redeveloped, that it is something that Riverwood has needed for some time. For others, it has 
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been an adjustment living in higher density. To a number of tenants, the new buildings in 
Washington Park are built very close to each other, which have caused concerns over privacy. A 
number of tenants, however, think that having people living more closely to each other enhances 
opportunities for socialising and passive surveillance, in the process making them feel much safer 
than previously. 

 

Key lessons 

Overall, the Riverwood North renewal project has progressed relatively smoothly to date, with 
many residents reported improved outcomes both in terms of their housing and socially. In 
comparing the Riverwood experience with other recent public housing estate renewal projects, 
what are some of the lessons that we can learn for this and other future renewal projects? 

1. Having community buy-in: having early community buy-in has allowed the renewal partners 
(particularly the community regeneration activities) to achieve more positive outcomes. To do 
this, three main strategies contributed to its success: 

• Building a good product – in engaging an architect, interior designer and landscape 
architect, PAYCE has created a well-designed, high specification product for the social 
and private housing components alike. They have also over-delivered on the number of 
social units with Universal Design requirements, further improving the quality of life of 
many tenants. This has allowed them to get a larger part of the community on their side, 
contributing to a more harmonious communal life. 

• Establishing a local presence – through the community engagement manager funded 
by PAYCE, the renewal project established a presence on site early and regularly. This 
local presence was boosted in mid-2014 with a Place Coordinator funded by SGCH. 
Together with high-level management of the developer and housing managers being on 
site regularly, such a presence gives the community an indication that they actually care 
about this place and its people. Having a pair of eyes and ears on site has also allowed 
more immediate verbal feedback from the community to be heard, rather than wading 
through paperwork or online mechanisms which, given an older and ageing population 
with a large proportion born overseas, may not be the most user-friendly option. 

• Effective engagement strategies – the community engagement manager and place 
coordinator both played significant roles in engaging the community effectively. Their 
roles were aided by a number of communication channels, including a quarterly 
newsletter and regular community activities. While these activities may be plenty and 
varied, there is a view amongst some residents that they have largely been put in place 
to inform rather than to genuinely consult the community. There is a perception that the 
views of residents who live in the rest of estate count for little as they are not directly 
affected by the renewal activities. Further efforts may be needed to ensure that all 
residents are welcomed in these activities. 

2. Succession in funding: The success of the Riverwood North renewal to date has benefited 
greatly from a succession of funding in building and upgrading local facilities, including the 
nearby rail station and the wetlands to the immediate north of the estate, most of which have 
now been delivered. The early delivery of these facilities means that services are already in 
place prior to new households settling into the area, increasing the opportunities for new 
neighbours to socialise and interact locally from day one. 

3. Partnership working – partners involved in the renewal project have worked very well 
together, but there is a perception that this has largely depended on the goodwill of each 
partner. While the current approach is flexible, a number of stakeholders would welcome more 
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formalised arrangements so that all can continue to working together in achieving better 
outcomes, but also having a clearer path of accountability. One example is the formal 
Community Housing Assistance Agreement that SGCH Ltd has with FACS that upholds SGCH 
(and other community housing providers alike) to housing service provision standards set by 
legislation. 

4. Setting the right scale – the Riverwood North renewal project is very small in scale compared 
to many other recent public housing estate renewal projects. This has allowed for a quicker 
delivery and for the impacts to be contained should anything go wrong, but also for 
opportunities to pause and learn important lessons before considering the next steps. 
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1. Introduction 

Riverwood is a large, medium-density public housing estate in the south-western suburbs of 
Sydney. It was first redeveloped as a public housing estate after the Second World War with a mix 
of detached houses, low-rise walk-up flats and a small number of lifted towers. A small number of 
the detached houses have since been sold to private owners, but the majority of the estate (81%) 
has remained as public housing. By the mid-2000s, a number of the older blocks were approaching 
the end of their natural lifespan. These were mainly small, bedsit units that have become obsolete 
stock since their construction 30 years ago. In 2008, a decision was made to redevelop the 
northern section of the Riverwood estate (known initially as Riverwood North) and transform the 
area into a mixed tenure neighbourhood, with the objectives to: 

(a) develop and provide Social Housing Units in a way that: 
(i) satisfies the Specification; and 
(ii) is environmentally sustainable; 

(b) achieve an orderly staging of construction on the Land; 
(c) create an integrated residential and community precinct incorporating the Social Housing 

Units and any private housing; 
(d) achieve a balanced mix of social and private housing in accordance with the following 

principles: 
(i) there shall be 150 Social Housing Units in Phase 1; and 
(ii) there shall be no more than 300 affordable Market Housing Units in Phase 2 that 

are to be owned or managed by a community housing provider for affordable 
accommodation, potentially utilising NRAS funding; 

(e) carry out the Project in two phases, Phase 1 (comprising Stage 1 A, Stage 1 B and Stage 1 
C) and Phase 2; 

(f) procure the Project (including the financing of the Project) at a cost and quality that delivers 
an affordable money solution for the Corporation; 

(g) achieve appropriate and efficient risk allocation between the Corporation and the 
Developer; and 

(h) secure the delivery of the Project in a timely fashion, in accordance with this deed. 9Project 
Delivery Agreement – Riverwood north Urban Renewal Project 2010: 52) 

The vision for the Riverwood North renewal emphasises an aspiration to integrate the new scheme 
with the remainder of the existing estate and to maximise the indirect benefits derived by existing 
residents whose homes will not be directly affected by the physical renewal activities. 
Architecturally, consistent with the aim of creating an integrated community, building design in the 
new scheme will avoid differentiating newly-constructed housing by tenure. 

To facilitate a better understanding of the renewal project’s impacts on the local community, a 
longitudinal study was proposed by the developer (PAYCE Communities), community housing 
provider (SGCH Ltd) and the state housing authority (NSW Land and Housing Corporation, or 
LAHC, and Housing NSW, now part of the Department of Family and Community Services, or 
FACS) to progress alongside the renewal project and track changes over time. The University of 
NSW’s City Futures Research Centre was commissioned by these parties to undertake this 
longitudinal study, recognising their long term involvement with estate renewal research, including 
experience in a similar, on-going resident-tracking study in Bonnyrigg, and the evaluation of a 
multi-agency estate improvement project in Waterloo Green. The objectives of this evaluation are 
to: 

• analyse the content, implementation and impacts of community regeneration activities; 
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• quantitatively measure the socio-economic impacts of the scheme as achieved via 
population change and employability initiatives; and 

• gauge resident views about all aspects of scheme design, implementation and outcomes 
(both physical and community regeneration elements). 

An advisory group comprising of representatives from PAYCE Communities, SGCH Ltd and FACS 
was set up to guide the research team throughout the duration of the research. The study 
commenced in 20141 and is being conducted over three ‘waves’ (see Table 1 in Chapter 2), . This 
report reflects on the findings of research conducted during the first of these waves, referred 
throughout this report as Wave 1. Wave 2 will be rolled out over the next three years. 

 

1.1 Background on Riverwood 

The suburb of Riverwood is located approximately 18 kilometres south-west of the Sydney central 
business district (CBD). The majority of the suburb lies within the boundaries of Canterbury City 
Council, with the southern-most portion (south of Josephine Street) falling within the Hurstville City 
Council boundary. In 2011, it had a population of 10,225 residents, almost half of whom were aged 
55 or older. 

During the Second World War, the Australian Government and Allied Works Council established 
an army base hospital barracks for the United States Army in Riverwood before the area was 
transformed into a public housing estate after 1946. This link to an American presence is reflected 
in the local streets being named after either US States or former Presidents. Because of its use as 
a military hospital, it was also nicknamed ‘Hernia Bay’ locally, a play on the suburb’s original name 
of Herne Bay. 

The Riverwood estate itself lies directly north of the Canterbury/Hurstville council boundary, 
bounded by Belmore Road to the east, Truman Avenue to the south, Salt Pan Creek Reserve to 
the west, and the M5 Motorway to the north. In 2011, it had a population of 2,007, about one-fifth of 
the suburb’s total population. Compared to the rest of the suburb, the estate’s population is very 
much older, with 71% of residents aged 55 or older. At the site currently being redeveloped, 84% 
of its population was aged 55 or older, reflecting the bedsit unit population that generally housed 
older single persons. 

Following community consultation, the renewal site was renamed Washington Park to reflect its 
past as the site of an American army hospital. 

 

1.2 Housing renewal at Riverwood North 

Some of the older housing stock on the Riverwood estate was nearing the end of its usable life by 
the mid-2000s. While some stock has received refurbishment in the late 1990s as part of the 
Neighbourhood Improvement Program (NIP), others, especially the older bedsit unit blocks, have 

 

1 Due to contractual delays, fieldwork for Wave 1 of this study was conducted approximately three years after 
the commencement of the renewal project. By this stage, all residents who lived on the renewal site had 
been relocated, some of whom had returned to live in the new Washington Park units. The qualitative data 
taken from the resident interviews, resident focus groups and stakeholder interviews thus reflect 
retrospective recollections of residents and stakeholders. 
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become obsolete and are no longer suitable for housing tenants in the contemporary social 
housing system, and many sat vacant as they were hard to let. 

Figure 1: Location of the Riverwood North renewal site 

 

Note: Renewal site highlighted in opaque red. 
Source: Google Earth 

In 2008, Housing NSW called for an expression of interest to demolish around 10% of the existing 
homes in the northern-most part of the estate, bounded by Belmore Road to the east, Washington 
Avenue and Kentucky Road to the south, Salt Pan Creek Reserve to the west, and the M5 
Motorway to the north (see Figure 1). In place of 176 obsolete public housing units (mostly bedsit 
units, and now demolished), the Riverwood North urban renewal project will see the construction of 
600 new homes over a nine-year period, 150 of which is comprised of age-specific2 social rental 
and the remaining 450 for private sale. This net increase in dwelling numbers is achieved via 
redevelopment of the site with flatted blocks of 5-8 storeys. 

Following an expression of interest and tendering process, PAYCE Communities was awarded the 
contract to obtain the masterplan and development application approvals and also carry out 
demolition, remediation, subdivision works including the design and construction of 150 Social 
Housing Units in August 2010. Concurrently, SGCH Ltd, a not-for-profit housing provider already 
with a strong presence in the local area as manager of some Housing NSW homes, was awarded 
the tender to manage the new social housing units. In partnership with Housing NSW (and now 
FACS), the three parties worked collaboratively to (1) relocate tenants out of the renewal area; (2) 

 

2 Age-specific housing units are accommodation “that have been specifically constructed for, modified for, or 
allocated to older people” (Davy et al. 2010: 8). In general, to qualify for an age-specific unit the applicant 
must be aged 55 or older, or 45 or older if they are Indigenous Australian. 
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deliver new social and private units; (3) relocate eligible tenants back to the new housing units; (4) 
deliver community renewal activities; and (5) coordinate and deliver tenancy and place 
management activities. 

The planned construction of homes for sale will diversify the estate’s tenure profile away from 
monopoly social housing provision. Apart from their potential to cross-subsidise social housing 
renewal, schemes of this kind are often seen as beneficial in enhancing a neighbourhood’s social 
standing and its residential stability. 

Beyond tenure diversification, the project will also alter the profile of the housing stock. As to the 
social housing component of Washington Park, with the original cohort of bedsit units having been 
eliminated, newly built homes for social rent will be predominantly 1-bedroom units (80%) with 2-
bedroom units making up the balance. This is considered appropriate given the intention to 
designate all tenancies as age-specific social housing units. A significant proportion (80%) of these 
age-specific social housing units are being built following Universal Design principles, which further 
enhances the senior tenants’ ability to age in place with minimal future modification and external 
assistance. 

Likewise, the housing for sale component of Washington Park is concentrated on smaller homes, 
with a planned mix of 25% 1-bedroom, 70% 2-bedroom and 5% 3-bedroom units respectively. This 
is consistent with the expectation that the location will be attractive to homebuyers who are young 
couples and small families. 

The social housing is being constructed in the first part of the project over two phases. The first 
phase (123 homes) started on site in April 2012 and was fully completed and tenanted by February 
2014. The second and final phase of social housing comprising the 27 remaining is expected to 
start in 2015 for completion in 2017. Construction of a portion of the private sale units commenced 
in 2014 and is expected to be completed during 2015. Construction of the remaining private units 
will follow soon after with the renewal project to be fully completed by 2019. 

While the redevelopment of Washington Park involves mainly residential buildings, it also includes 
the construction of a new library, community space and some retail provision along with the 
refurbishment of some existing community facilities. Additionally, the renewed site also includes a 
public park, a garden square, and several smaller public open spaces (see Figure 2). 

 

1.3 Community regeneration 

Beyond the immediate physical renewal of the estate, the partner agencies recognised the need to 
deliver ‘self-sustaining social assets’. This is partly a matter of appropriate urban design but is also 
about enhancing the local sense of community and connectivity. Accordingly, as part of the project, 
an ambitious range of community engagement and regeneration projects and health and wellbeing 
programs has been rolled out on the estate. These projects aspire to promote the estate’s social 
and economic connections and to enhance residents’ quality of life. These objectives are being 
progressed via a wide range of measures by SGCH and PAYCE Communities encompassing: 

1. Environmental improvements 
2. Employability schemes 
3. Community safety initiatives 
4. Youth activities 
5. Community participation initiatives 
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The relevance of such measures stems from some of the estate’s historic problems, including 
especially: 

• A low level of economic activity – in part due to the estate’s population profile (70.5% aged 
55 or older), but also due to the high rate of unemployment (27.1%), more than triple the 
suburb’s unemployment rate of 8.6%. 

• A high rate of social exclusion, in terms of poverty, social disconnectedness, and digital 
exclusion 

• The estate’s reputation as isolated, unsafe and crime-prone 
• The poor reputation of the local primary school which translates into a high proportion of 

local children being enrolled in other schools nearby. 

In part, the aim here is to confront and reverse a number of problematic perceptions of the estate. 
Thus, the community regeneration initiatives launched as part of the renewal project aspire to 
improve the estate’s external image such that it is in the future seen as safe and secure, vibrant 
and well-connected, with young families also attracted by the quality of the local school. Such 
changes can only benefit the project in terms of helping to stimulate demand from prospective 
property purchasers. 

Underlying all of the above there is also an awareness of the need to address and defuse local 
scepticism of whether any commercial developer would be able to implement the renewal project in 
a spirit of partnership or contribute to community welfare. 
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Figure 2: Washington Park street layout and public domain plan 

 

Source: PAYCE Communities 
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1.4 Report structure 

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 provides details on the approach and methodology 
taken in the longitudinal study. This includes explanation on the evaluation objectives as well as 
the five research methods. 

Chapter 3 reflects on the early stages of the Riverwood North renewal, beginning with a 
description of what the Riverwood estate was like prior to the announcement of the renewal, why it 
needed renewing and how the different partners work together to deliver successful outcomes. 

Chapter 4 reflects on the early years of the Riverwood North renewal project, including the process 
of informing the community of the renewal project, residents’ decision-making regarding whether 
to leave the estate and/or transfer their tenancy to SGCH, their experiences of the relocation 
process, and how the different partners work with the community through on-going engagement 
activities. 

Chapter 5 reflects on the early impacts of the Riverwood North renewal project, from the time 
the renewal project was announced to the position in early 2015. It focuses specifically on five 
aspects: (1) housing outcomes, (2) dust and noise during construction, (3) increase in street traffic 
and parking concerns, (4), social connectedness, and (5) resident well-being. 

Chapter 6 reviews what aspirations residents and stakeholders have for Riverwood as a living 
neighbourhood, and how they think the completion of Washington Park will continue to change the 
estate. 

Chapter 7 concludes this report by reflecting on the main lessons learnt from Wave 1 of this 
study. 
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2. Research approach and methodology 

This study takes the form of a longitudinal study with the aim to evaluating the impacts of the 
renewal project on the local community. The objectives of this evaluation are to: 

• analyse the content, implementation and impacts of community regeneration activities; 
• quantitatively measure the socio-economic impacts of the scheme as achieved via 

population change and employability initiatives; and 
• gauge resident views about all aspects of scheme design, implementation and outcomes 

(both physical and community regeneration elements). 

It involves five research methods conducted over three waves. Table 1 below shows the planned 
component and timeline for each wave, with completed research components details in five 
sections in this chapter. Ideally Wave 1 fieldwork would have commenced prior to any relocation 
activity taking place, but due to contractual delays fieldwork eventually commenced in early 2014, 
three months after relocated and new tenants have settled into Washington Park. The views of 
residents and stakeholders reflected in this report are thus retrospective rather than real-time 
recollections. All components of Wave 1 fieldwork were completed by early 2015, with the 
subsequent wave to take place over the next three years. 

Table 1: Planned research components and timeline 

 Wave 1 
(2014) 

Wave 2 * 
(2017/18) 

1. Secondary data review (2011 Census data; Housing 
management records; Crime statistics; NAPLAN scores)   

2. Stakeholder interviews (no. of stakeholder groups) 10 10 
3. Relocated tenant interviews (no. of tenants) 6  
4. Resident survey (no. of respondents) 150 250 
5. Resident focus groups^ (no. of groups) 3 4 
Note: * Planned activities for Wave 2 
Note: ^ Up to 10 participants per focus group 
 

As Wave 1 fieldwork commenced after residents have been relocated back into the renewed site, it 
is unable to record pre-project evidence on resident satisfaction, fear of crime and social 
connectedness. Consequently, greater emphasis is placed on the qualitative fieldwork, such as 
resident focus groups, to gather retrospective recollection. Longitudinal comparisons on these 
aspects, however, will be possible following the completion of the subsequent waves. 

 

2.1 Secondary data analysis 

Four main datasets were used to indicate more broadly changes to Riverwood North’s socio-
economic diversity, local housing profile, crime and safety, educational and employment 
opportunities and outcomes. The four datasets were: 

• 2011 Census of Population and Housing 
• Housing management records 
• Incidence and rate of crime 
• The National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) annual 

assessment scores 
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Housing management records are provided by Housing NSW and SGCH Ltd for the years 2009-
2014. The incidence and rate of crime, customised to reflect the Riverwood estate only, are 
supplied by the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research (BOCSAR). The NAPLAN annual 
assessment scores were downloaded from their website for the two local primary schools, 
Riverwood Public School and Hannans Road Public School, for the years 2008-2014. 

Data extracted from the 2011 Census of Population and Housing is used to paint a picture of 
Riverwood’s cultural and socio-economic diversity and its local housing profile. Census data is 
taken from the ABS’ Census Basic Community Profiles (BCP) and the online program TableBuilder 
Pro. Due to the setup of tables in the Basic Community Profiles, the totals reported in each may 
vary. Housing management records provided by Housing NSW and SGCH Ltd are also used to 
reflect changes to tenancy stability and maintenance upkeep. 

Data covered in this report provides an overview of the Riverwood population in August 2011, a 
time when all tenants who lived on the renewal site had been relocated elsewhere. While ideally a 
2006-2011 comparison is included in this Wave 1 report, due to changes to geographic definitions 
between the 2006 and 2011 Censuses, however, a longitudinal comparison with 2006 data is 
unfortunately not possible (see Appendix 5 for the boundary mismatches). It is expected that the 
2011 boundaries will remain for the next few Censuses so a longitudinal analysis will be possible in 
the subsequent waves of this study. 

There is no 2011 Census geographic unit that comprises the renewal site only: instead the SA1 
1137310, which contains the vast majority of the renewal site (see Figure 3), is used in this report 
as a proxy3. When this data is updated in Wave 2, most of the change may be attributed to (i) 
original tenants who have returned to live in Washington Park; (ii) new social tenants who have 
moved to Washington Park; and (iii) new private households that owner-occupy or rent privately in 
the newly completed apartments. Comparisons of the Washington Park renewal site population 
with that of the rest of the estate, the Riverwood suburb, and the wider Inner Southwest SA4 region 
are also made where applicable. 

Analyses of Census data and the NAPLAN assessment scores are used in this report to provide 
contextual background to the longitudinal study. It is included as Appendices 6 and 7 in this report. 
Analyses of the housing management records and incidence and rate of crime are incorporated 
within the main report in sections ‘3.1 Riverwood as a place to live: past and present’ and ‘5.1 
Housing outcomes’ along with findings from the resident survey, tenant focus groups, and tenant 
and stakeholder interviews. 

 

 

 

 

 

3 SA1 1137310 contains the majority of the renewal site as well as a small section of the estate that will not 
undergo renewal, namely the two high-rise towers. The SA1 of 1137309 also intersects the renewal site, 
though the majority comprises part of the Riverwood estate that will not undergo renewal. As the 2011 
Census took place after tenants have been relocated off the renewal site, census data reported in this Wave 
1 report reflects the population that lives in the two high-rise towers. When the census data is updated in 
Wave 2, all changes may be attributable to tenants and private residents who have moved into Washington 
Park since the 2011 Census date. 
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Figure 3: ABS Census geographies used for data extraction 

 

 

 

2.2 Interviews with key stakeholders 

As part of the longitudinal study, a number of key local stakeholders were interviewed. These 
interviews were conducted to gain a clearer understanding of: 

• The evolution of the Riverwood North regeneration plan and its underlying drivers 
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• The plan’s perceived strengths and weaknesses 
• Project implementation challenges experienced and anticipated 
• Expectations on project outcomes 
• The objectives, operation and calibration of the community regeneration initiatives being 

rolled out under the plan 

A master topic guide was developed by the research team and is included as Appendix 1. This is 
further adapted to reflect each stakeholder’s role in the renewal project. 

The shortlist of interviewees were selected with advice from the research Advisory Group and 
includes parties directly involved in the renewal project, local organisations, local businesses, as 
well as a former local member. Interviewees were grouped together thematically to facilitate wider 
discussions of the same topics amongst the key stakeholders (see Table 2). In all, 14 interviews, 
involving 28 interviewees, were conducted with nine of the stakeholder groups; Canterbury Council 
declined our invitation to participate. 

Table 2: Groupings of key stakeholder interviewees 

Group Key stakeholders 

1 Developer PAYCE Communities 
M Projects 

2 Housing provider, Community 
Regeneration SGCH Ltd 

3 Housing provider Department of Family and Community Services, Land and Housing 
Corporation and Housing NSW staff 

4 Youth services 
Riverwood Community Centre Youth Service 
Campsie Police Youth Liaison 
Manager of YMCA Morris Iemma Centre 

5 Community representatives Local residents and businesses 

6 Community facilities Riverwood Community Centre 

7 Community regeneration Brooks Community Consulting 

8 Local council Canterbury Council* 

9 Former local member Morris Iemma 

10 Local school principals Riverwood Public School 
Hannans Road Public School 

Note: * Canterbury Council declined our invitation to participate in the Wave 1 stakeholder interviews. 
 

The interviews were conducted face-to-face and, with participant permission, were recorded using 
a digital voice recorder. A summary report was written up by the interviewer at the conclusion of 
each interview, which included key quotes from the interviewees. These summary reports were 
used as the basis of analysis for this report. 

 

2.3 Interviews with relocated residents 

A total of 163 social rental households were relocated off the renewal site by June 2011, with the 
majority rehoused within the Riverwood estate. Tenants aged 55 or older were eligible for the new 
age-specific units and were given the option to return to Washington Park. Of the 36 tenants who 
were eligible, only 18 took up the option to return. 

Six of the relocated tenants were interviewed to gain insights into their relocation experiences and 
decision of whether to return or not. The interview questions are included as Appendix 2 at the end 
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of this report. The six interviewees were separated into three groups, with one Housing NSW 
tenant and one SGCH Ltd tenant selected for each group (except for group 3, where both 
interviewees are SGCH Ltd tenants as all of the Washington Park social housing units are 
managed by SGCH Ltd): 

1. Aged under 55, therefore not eligible to return to Washington Park 
2. Aged over 55, eligible to return to Washington Park but have chosen not to 
3. Aged over 55, eligible and have returned to Washington Park 

Like the stakeholder interviews, a summary report (including key quotes) was written up by the 
interviewer at the conclusion of each interview. 

 

2.4 Resident survey 

An estate-wide resident survey was designed to investigate a range of issues that can be broadly 
grouped into five categories: 

• Satisfaction with housing and neighbourhood 
• Social connectedness within the neighbourhood 
• Perceptions of home security and community safety 
• Aspects of estate design particularly liked and disliked 
• Views on trajectory of the estate 

The survey was designed in consultation with the Advisory Group and was subcontracted to the 
research company, Sweeney Research, to ensure participant anonymity. The survey incorporates 
a number of standard questions as included in estate surveys undertaken by Housing NSW and 
SGCH Ltd, but also includes additional questions to address some of the issues that impact on the 
Riverwood estate and therefore require further investigation: 

• Impact of tenure mix 
• Quality of life and health outcomes for seniors 
• Incidence of community interaction across tenures and age groups 
• Community engagement across suburb boundaries 
• Security in the home and neighbourhood – real and perceived 
• Resident attitudes to mixed tenure redevelopments 
• Impact of construction programme on residents 
• Project impacts on families 
• Utilisation of community facilities 
• Public transport usage 
• Residents’ priorities influencing accommodation choices 
• Residents’ use of leisure time 
• Residents’ sources of information 
• Residents’ aspirations and concerns 
• Residents’ connectedness to local social networks 
• Resident likes and dislikes about Riverwood 

The survey was undertaken by telephone and was incentivised with a lucky prize draw. For Wave 
1, only social tenants currently living on the Riverwood estate were invited to participate. Tenant 
contact numbers were provided by Housing NSW and SGCH Ltd following an opt-out exercise. 
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Following pilot testing, the Wave 1 survey commenced in August 2014 and concluded in early 
December 2014 with 156 completed responses from social tenants (see Table 3). In Wave 2, the 
survey will be expanded to include 100 private households that have moved onto Washington Park 
since the Wave 1 survey. The survey form is included as Appendix 3. 

Table 3: Survey respondent demographics 

 Wave 1 survey completions Total tenancies 
 No % No % 
Washington Park tenants 27 17% 123 10% 
SGCH tenants* 16 10% 216 18% 
Housing NSW tenants 113 72% 891 72% 
Total 156 100% 1,230 100% 
     
Speak English only 126 81% 4,352 86% 
Speak other languages 30 19% 698 14% 
Note: * SGCH tenants who live on the Riverwood estate but not in Washington Park. 

The overall survey has a response rate of 11%. This is calculated by dividing the total number of 
completions (156) by the total number of phone numbers used (1,345). This number excludes 
respondents who did not progress beyond the screening section of the survey, when the stratified 
quotas have been reached, and if the phone numbers were not working. A higher response rate 
was achieved for SGCH tenants (15%) compared to Housing NSW tenants (10%). A 45% 
response rate was achieved for language other than English (LOTE) completions due to referrals 
from initial phone contacts. 

Table 4: Selected characteristics of survey respondents 

Years lived in Riverwood  Dwelling type 
 No. %   No. % 

Less than 1 year 8 7%  Detached house 13 8% 
1-5 years 18 15%  Row/townhouse/terrace 13 8% 
6-10 years 19 16%  Semi-detached/duplex 3 2% 
10+ years 75 63%  Apartment 118 76% 
    Other 9 6% 

Age     
 No. %  Gender 

18-34 years 13 8%   No. % 
35-54 years 43 28%  Male 56 36% 
55+ years 100 64%  Female 100 64% 
       

Region of birth*  Main language spoken at home 
 No. %   No. % 

Australia 75 48%  English 93 60% 
Middle East 21 13%  Arabic 17 11% 
South East Asia 17 11%  Mandarin 11 7% 
East Asia 16 10%  Cantonese 8 5% 
Southern Europe 13 8%  Vietnamese 8 5% 
The UK 6 4%  Greek 4 3% 
Other 29 10%  Other 15 10% 
Note: * multiple responses allowed. n = 177 

The majority of survey respondents had lived in Riverwood for more than 10 years (63%) and 
currently live in an apartment (76%), reflecting the very stable population of the estate and the 
housing units available for social renting. Two-thirds of our respondents were older (aged 55+, 
64%), again reflecting the local population. Around half were born in Australia (48%), with two-
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thirds speaking English at home (64%). Notable proportions of the survey respondents were born 
in the Middle East (13%), South East Asia (11%) and East Asia (10%), and speak Arabic (11%) 
and Mandarin (7%) at home (see Table 4). Given the difficulties in undertaking surveys of this kind, 
we are pleased with the overall response and feel the data provides a firm basis for the following 
analysis. 

 

2.5 Focus groups with residents 

Three focus groups with Riverwood estate tenants were designed to gain an understanding of their 
views on relevant issues including: 

• Home security and community safety 
• Social networks and interaction 
• The quality of housing and public spaces 
• Estate management by Housing NSW/SGCH Ltd 
• Consultation on regeneration plan 
• Implementation of clearance and redevelopment works 
• Community regeneration initiatives 

Participants were recruited through the survey, where they were asked if they would like to 
participate in a focus group. Some 103 survey respondents expressed interest in focus group 
participation, from which 30 were selected to participate in the three focus groups (10 participants 
per group) based on the selection criteria described below. 

Consistent with well-established social research practice, each focus group was stratified to involve 
participants with situations, experiences or characteristics in common. The three stratified groups 
for Wave 1 were: 

1. Tenants who previously lived on the renewal site and relocated as a direct result of the 
renewal activities, including tenants who have since returned to Washington Park. This 
group was designed to gain a better understanding of the relocation experiences of the 
tenants and factors that influenced their decisions of whether to return to Washington Park 
or not. 

2. Tenants from the wider estate who did not experience relocation. This group was designed 
to gain a better understanding of the impacts of the renewal activities on the wider 
community, including those who do not live within the immediate vicinity of Washington 
Park. 

3. Tenants who mainly speak a LOTE, including tenants who were relocated off the renewal 
site, those who have returned to Washington Park, and those who did not experience 
relocation. This group was designed to reflect the strong LOTE presence in the estate. In 
reviewing the survey data, the larger number of LOTE speakers who nominated themselves 
for participating in the focus group were Mandarin speakers. A native Mandarin speaker 
with experience in qualitative social research (Yingying Li) was employed to assist in 
conducting this focus group. 

The first two focus groups were completed during February 2015. Due to high attrition between the 
time of invitation to in-person attendance (18 agreed to attend but only six participants turned up 
for the day) and reflecting their larger population base, an additional focus group for stratified group 
2 was conducted in March 2015 with 11 participants. The Mandarin focus group was also 
conducted in March 2015, with five participants. 
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In all, 22 tenants contributed to the four focus group discussions. These discussions were recorded 
using a digital voice recorder, and summary report of each discussion was written up by one 
facilitator. The master topic guides are included as Appendix 4. 
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3. Approach to renewal 

This chapter reflects on the early stages of the Riverwood North renewal, beginning with a 
description of what the Riverwood estate was like prior to the announcement of the renewal, why it 
needed renewing (3.1 Riverwood as a place to live: past and present), and how the different 
partners work together to deliver successful outcomes (3.2 Embarking on a partnership). 

 

3.1 Riverwood as a place to live: past and present 

Like many other public estates in Australia and internationally, the Riverwood estate is stigmatised 
as a disadvantaged area with concentration of low-income households, welfare dependency, poor 
access to services and facilities, low in social capital, and high in crime (Ruming 2006: 6). 

Several of our interviewees recalled when the buildings from the former US hospital barracks were 
first used as public housing immediately following the Second World War when there was a severe 
shortage of housing. Most who moved in were poor families, and the housing condition at the time 
was not comfortable and offered little room for privacy. As one stakeholder recalled: 

I remember in the 1950s … the round tin Nissan huts on Belmore Road, and it was 
called Herne Bay. [It had a reputation for being] wild and dangerous. … When you 
were in those huts – you had a long hut divided – you could hear everything going on 
next door. I remember how poor people were, desperately poor. [Stakeholder interview] 

In response, the estate underwent its first redevelopment during the 1950s, with public housing 
apartments and houses built onsite to replace the unsuitable huts. At the same time, the suburb 
was renamed Riverwood following petition from the local business association and a public ballot, 
concerned of Herne Bay’s connection with its history as an emergency housing settlement area 
(Lawrence, Madden & Muir 1999). Aside from physical changes, the neighbourhood also changed 
socially. Tenants and stakeholders alike recalled that the area at that time housed predominantly 
families with children, mostly of Anglo backgrounds, with some of the apartments dedicated to 
members of the armed forces. Most also recalled that neighbourly and community spirits – 
something that was carried through to today – were already strong during those early years: 

We had wonderful neighbours and people that helped, who would mow our lawn. We 
stuck together, we would help each other write a letter. [Stakeholder interview] 

Riverwood used to be good … We used to be out on bikes. There used to be a lot of 
[human] traffic on this street. Now there are no kids in the street. [Tenant interview, not 
eligible to return] 

The strong neighbourly and community spirit were echoed in the survey findings. The survey asked 
residents to nominate some of the aspects they liked and disliked about the Riverwood estates. 
Their responses are included below in Figure 4 and Figure 5 respectively. 

What residents liked most about the Riverwood estate is its access to public transport (15%), 
followed closely by the people who live there (14%) and the quality and variety of shops available 
locally (14%). One-third of respondents said that there is nothing they dislike about the estate 
(34%), followed by the people who live there (11%) and issues with alcohol and drugs (9%). The 
featuring of ‘the people who live there’ on both the most liked and disliked lists is interesting, 
highlighting a community that gradually changed over time. 
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Figure 4: What residents like most about 
the Riverwood estate 

 

n = 156; Survey question Q1a 
Note: * top responses ‘entertainment facilities’ and 
‘other’ 

Figure 5: What residents dislike most 
about the Riverwood estate 

 

n = 156; Survey question Q2a 
Note: * top responses ‘poor quality of education’ and 
‘other’ 

In the years since the estate’s first redevelopment, this family-oriented, friendly image of 
Riverwood gradually changed. Many of the original residents have now aged – “It’s an ageing 
population. It’s gone from a family oriented estate to an aged estate. That’s greatly changed in last 
25 years” [stakeholder interview] – and the cultural makeup of the estate has also diversified – 
“There are now quite a few nationalities here: Arabic, Greek, Italian, Islander and Chinese” 
[stakeholder interview]. 

Some of the other changes have not been for the better. Interviewees generally agreed that in the 
later part of the twentieth century there were significant problems with crime in Riverwood. The 
area became known as ‘the Bronx’ at one time, with a reputation for being ‘rough’ and ‘scary’ 
[Stakeholder interview], with regular car break-ins and other trouble, problems with alcoholics and 
drug addicts, and frequent police and ambulance attendance. As one focus group participant 
explained: 

Ten years ago, you wouldn’t have lived here, especially in Kentucky Road. It’s related 
to drugs. Not even a dog would have lived here. Burnt cars every second night, for no 
reason. It was getting out of hand. [Tenant focus group] 

While some believe that the level of crime that plagued Riverwood over the years has been 
overstated, the impact of this stigma on Riverwood’s reputation as a dangerous suburb cannot be 
underestimated. To these stakeholders and tenants, this stigma caused a lot of anger and 
frustrations amongst large parts of the community, especially to those who did the right thing: 

People that lived here had no choice, that’s where they were given, the stigma 
impacted on people and there was anger. [Stakeholder interview] 

The most stressful things [about living in Riverwood] were what happened from other 
tenants that weren’t ethical, against the law. [Tenant interview, eligible but did not 
return] 
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A number of programs were introduced to address the growing social concerns. These included 
dispersing some of the ‘trouble’ tenants to other estates; some of the unit blocks also received 
refurbishments as part of the then NSW Department of Housing’s NIP during the late 1990s. As a 
result of the NIP refurbishments, which included fencing off some of the garden spaces and 
renovating balconies for tenants’ private use, the incidences of social disturbances had decreased. 

Most of our participants agree that the problems with crime improved during the 2000s, though a 
small number also perceive that the focus has simply shifted from petty crime to drugs, as this 
focus group participant explains: 

It’s improved a little bit because you’ve got so many criminals here but [they] don’t rob 
in [their] own area. … Before it used to be a problem of criminals, now it’s a problem of 
drugs. I can tell you a drug dealer in every single block. [Tenant focus group] 

Overall, however, there was a consensus amongst tenants and stakeholders that the estate has 
become a safer environment for the local community: 

The estate used to be very open, now it’s more compartmentalised, more fencing. 
When it was open, if you did something you could run through the estate; now you 
can’t get through. You’ve got to be on the street. [Stakeholder interview] 

It’s a safer place than it was. Crime has diminished greatly over the last 10 years, the 
police would support that, they would say Riverwood is not a violent place anymore. 
[Stakeholder interview] 

The alleged shift of criminal activities to drug 
activities is not reflected in official reported 
statistics. Using data supplied by the Bureau 
of Crime Statistics and Research (BOCSAR), 
there was an overall downward trend of 
reported incidents on the Riverwood estate 
during the calendar years between 2006 and 
2012, from 154 in 2006 to 134 in 2012 (and 
as shown in the red downward trend line, 
Figure 6). The spike of reported incidence in 
2008 is due to increases in the number of 
stealing from vehicle (+18 since 2007), break 
and enter to dwellings (+17 since 2007), 
malicious damage to property (+13 since 
2007), stealing from dwelling (+10 since 
2007) and motor vehicle theft (+10 since 
2007). 

 

Figure 6: Incidence of reported crime, 
Riverwood estate, 2006-2012 

 

Source: BOCSAR 

With population change considered, however, the per 1,000 incidence rate in 2008 increased 
significantly, at almost twice the rate in 2007 and the NSW average. Nevertheless, overall, the 
Riverwood estate is relatively safe compared to other public housing estates in NSW. The per 
1,000 incidence rate in Riverwood is consistently below the ‘All Estates’ average. The per 1,000 
incidence rate is, however, generally above the NSW average (Table 5). 

 

154

120

203

115

161

131 134

0

50

100

150

200

250

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



 

19 

Table 5: Incidence of crime reported (all categories), rate per 1,000, Riverwood, 2006-2012 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Rate per 
1,000 

Riverwood 85 66 112 63 89 72 79 
All estates 90 90 111 103 98 96 113 
NSW 58 57 56 51 48 47 47 

Difference 
compared to: 

All estates -5 -24 +1 -40 -9 -23 -34 
NSW +27 +9 +56 +12 +41 +25 +32 

 

Key 

Well below NSW/all estate average 
Below NSW/all estate average 
Close to NSW/all estate average 
Above NSW/all estate average 
Well above NSW/all estate average 

Note: See Appendix 6 for detailed breakdown of incidence rate by crime categories. 
Source: FACS 

Many residents now agree that, with the improvements, Riverwood is a nice place to call home. 
This is reflected in their responses to our survey, where we asked residents how much they agreed 
or disagreed to a number of statements. The majority agreed that Riverwood is a good place to 
live, with good access to public transport, services and facilities. Of the 156 respondents, 87% 
agreed or strongly agreed that Riverwood is a good place to live. An even higher proportion (94%) 
agreed or strongly agreed that it is an area well served by public transport, and likely very high 
proportions agreed or strongly agreed that it has good local public spaces and parks (93%), good 
access to health services (84%), and a good range of community activities (79%). There is also a 
good range of shops and services (83%), with plenty of facilities for children (76%) and youths 
(76%). The only thing lacking is access to employment opportunities (45%). All things considered, 
two-thirds would not move out of the Riverwood estate if they could (63%), further reflecting it as a 
good place to live. 

Figure 7: Residents’ attitudes towards Riverwood 

 

n shown in [square brackets]; Survey question Q3 
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awarded to PAYCE Communities. PAYCE was required to deliver a minimum of 150 social 
housing units, integrated with new privately-owned and affordable housing as part of the 
development, and to obtain approvals for the concept plan and development application, and carry 
out demolition, remediation and subdivision works. The tenancy management contract was 
awarded concurrently to SGCH Ltd. In line with the partnership approach required of PAYCE 
Communities, the request for proposal included a requirement for the successful provider to 
participate in early discussions with the successful developer to enable the developer to 
incorporate requirements appropriate to the social housing into the re-development. 

The media release announcing award of the contract noted that PAYCE Communities was 
selected as the private enterprise partner because of its award-winning experience in creating 
liveable and sustainable communities. It also emphasised the partnership approach targeted for 
the project, with Housing NSW, PAYCE Communities, SGCH Ltd, the local residents of Riverwood 
North and community leaders all working together. 

To this, one stakeholder said that there is more flexibility to adapt to change in the collaborating 
approach – “it’s more nimble” [stakeholder interview] – but at the same time the delivery of 
outcomes is less predictable. As the demolition/construction and tenancy management are 
tendered separately, the responsibility for the different parties involved to work together and deliver 
good outcomes collaboratively is less clear cut and relied heavily on good will: 

“If things get hard, there’s no onus to work through the hard, whereas in [a PPP] there 
was” [stakeholder interview] 

“The objectives of the project are administering, or contracting a physical change in a 
portion of the Riverwood estate which is Riverwood North. There weren’t any 
contracted expectations in relation to the human element, or improving human 
capacity, or requirements to involve residents in the physical change process.” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

Despite this challenge, the overall feedback from tenants and stakeholders is that the partners in 
the Riverwood North renewal project have worked together closely to implement the renewal. 
Interviewees identified one key factor that facilitated this working relationship: that excellent long-
term networks and relationships already existed in Riverwood long before the renewal was 
proposed. This included close partnerships between the local Housing NSW office, the Riverwood 
Community Centre, the local police, and the local community. 

“Coming into this area, compared to another area I’ve been working in, the community 
harmony, the partnerships, the networking, is mind-blowing compared to sitting and 
having to butt heads against a brick wall trying to get someone to partner with you. 
Here, people come knocking on your doors to partner, partnering is a much bigger part 
of the community here than in other areas.” [Stakeholder interview] 

Some stakeholders suggested that the renewal has acted to further stimulate partnership working 
and spoke positively of their experiences: 

“We’ve had a great relationship with HNSW … I found compared to other housing 
estates and the way it’s been managed in other places, Riverwood’s been really good.” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

“It’s been by and large pretty positive … I haven’t seen one work as well. As far as 
working with a private developer, this one has been exceptionally good … They 
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probably did more than they really had to do to make it work and they were very 
professional.” [Stakeholder interview] 

Neither tenderer was formally requested to deliver community renewal outcomes. However, 
PAYCE’s established business practice of including elements of community development - in this 
case significantly beyond their contractual obligations to improve both the quality of life of the 
community and marketability to potential buyers - was noted as a strong determinant of it being 
awarded the tender. In the case of Washington Park, community development activities would also 
assist in delivering a mixed community. SGCH Ltd also has a long history in place-making in 
Riverwood through self-funded initiatives that include educational scholarships, affordable credit 
schemes, various tenant engagement programs for residents and the wider community. Some of 
these initiatives were co-funded by SGCH Ltd and PAYCE4. 

“The issue of the social outcomes of inclusion and connectedness wasn’t a particular 
highlight of the tender. In our agreement there is no particular obligation of PAYCE to 
deliver any of these community renewal outcomes. That’s really from PAYCE’s 
commitment to this project. Our commercial/contractual obligation really only relates to 
the built community.” [Stakeholder interview] 

“When I say a market, it’s not a market for units; it’s a market for a place. We’re 
creating a new place that people want to fall in love with, for their children to live there, 
for their mum and dad to live there.” [Stakeholder interview] 

These commitments added to the strong role the Riverwood Community Centre has played in the 
community over the decades.  

The current success of the project to date also benefitted from funding opportunities that improved 
many of the local facilities immediately prior or concurrent to the redevelopment. Morris Iemma, 
then Premier of NSW and local Member of Parliament, was a strong advocate and championed the 
proposed renewal project. Although Iemma left the premiership (and politics) not long after the 
initial discussions, his early efforts led to the expansion of the Riverwood Community Centre (in 
anticipation of a large injection of local residents), the building of a local sports centre (now the 
Morris Iemma Indoor Sports Centre, located on Belmore Road just north of the estate), upgrading 
of the Riverwood rail station and fast train connections, and the renewal of the Salt Pan Creek 
wetlands through a mix of local, state and federal funding. 

PAYCE also employed a community engagement manager to liaise between the company and the 
community, to many a vital role in the success of this project. The community engagement 
manager’s role included relaying information to the community about the renewal as well as 
initiating community building activities while making sure “the community is in the lead” 
[stakeholder interview]. This is a complex and nuanced task, especially in a community such as 
Riverwood that already has strong, existing community networks. We return to this in more detail in 
Section 4.4. 

 

 

4 A more detailed discussion of these initiatives, together with a full list, is provided in Section 4.4 below. 
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4. Preparing the community for change 

This chapter reflects on the early years of the Riverwood North renewal project, from the time of 
informing the community of the renewal project (4.1 Informing the community), residents’ decision-
making regarding whether to leave the estate and/or transfer their tenancy to SGCH (4.2 Deciding 
to stay or go), their experiences of the relocation process (4.3 The relocation process and 
satisfaction with outcomes), and how the different partners work with the community through on-
going engagement activities (4.4 Working with the community and on-going engagement). 

 

4.1 Informing the community 

Providing information to the community about the Riverwood North renewal occurred over a long 
period and by means of multiple approaches to engage the community. During the tendering stage 
of the renewal, Housing NSW invited a number of community representatives to have initial input in 
the tender selection process. When the tender was announced, residents were informed of the 
renewal by letter and a public meeting was held. A number of other community meetings and 
consultation activities were held following the announcement, including different sub-groups of the 
community (e.g. with non-English speaking residents or older residents). Stakeholders said 
attendance at consultation sessions varied, reflecting a mix of acceptance (that it is a good thing to 
happen in Riverwood), apathy (that they do not live in that part of the estate so it would not affect 
them), thinking that their input would not change the outcome of the renewal (that they do not think 
that their opinions have any real influence), and some who did not really understand the 
consultation procedures. 

Some stakeholders and tenants noted that while events were held following the tender 
announcement, there was no real opportunity for the community to comment on the proposal prior, 
and that they were mostly: 

“informed but not consulted. … All of the history here has been community 
development, listen to the community, consult. And this absolutely was said as a fait 
accompli.” [Stakeholder interview] 

Figure 8: How residents recall first hearing about the renewal 

 

n = 156; Survey question Q6 
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Many residents recalled first hearing about the Riverwood North renewal from a variety of sources, 
the most common being from Housing NSW via a letter to the community (23%). Some also heard 
from family, friends and neighbours (16%), with a few surprised by the renewal when the 
demolition and construction started (15%; Figure 8). 

Some early resistance was noted, and one stakeholder recalled the initial concerns that arose out 
of both practicality (e.g. increase in traffic) as well as questions over how a mixed tenure 
community could work in reality. Many of the issues raised at the consultations were not in direct 
opposition to the proposal, but were focussed on clarifying matters such as what the finished 
buildings would look like. The biggest concern was if the renewal activity would break up the 
existing community: 

“The issues were fear of change; that households would have to be moved; not 
understanding the development, the fact it was going to be high density – we were 
going to move from 180 to, when we mixed it, close to 650; the road access, so 
Washington Avenue coming into Hannans Rd has always been a bit of a bottleneck 
and sometimes Riverwood railway crossing blocks up; that bringing private in could 
cause an us and them situation – that was a big issue; and – these were concerns we 
had to allay – that it was going to be a locked community – that the privates were going 
to be locked off, they’d be their own little contained area.” [Stakeholder interview] 

 

4.2 Deciding to stay or go 

There were 1765 social units in the buildings that were demolished as part of the Riverwood North 
renewal project, and 163 tenants were informed by a personalised letter from Housing NSW of 
their need to relocate after the initial letter to the community. This was followed up by visits from 
staff of the local Housing NSW office. Tenants aged 55 or older were informed that they would be 
eligible to move into one of the new social housing units once they were completed, and were 
asked of their intention during one of these early visits. Tenants were also informed that, in moving 
into the new social units, their tenancy would be transferred to SGCH Ltd, the tendered community 
housing manager for Washington Park. For tenants who did not qualify for the new age-specific 
social units (i.e. aged under 55 years), they were given options on where they could move to. Many 
remained locally and moved into social units on or near the Riverwood estate, though some 
tenants took the opportunity to downsize when allocated a smaller property, with some transferring 
to other areas. 

“They sent out a letter years ago, 2008 – 3 to 4 years before 2011 when they moved 
me out. Then I got another letter saying you are being relocated. Then the ladies who 
were doing the relocation came around from NSW Housing and interviewed us and 
filled in forms and ticked boxes.” [Tenant interview, eligible but did not return] 

The relocation commenced in 2011, coinciding with a special period of social housing delivery in 
Australia. Many relocated tenants benefited from the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan 
(NBESP) and the Social Housing Initiative (SHI) that were in place at the time, which injected a 
significant number of new social housing units across NSW (and Australia more broadly) after 
years of persistent public housing divestment. SGCH Ltd increased its presence in the Riverwood 
area, many of which were used for relocating tenants affected by the Washington Park renewal 

 

5 13 units were vacant at the time of tenant relocation. 



 

24 

project. Some tenants also relocated further afield. According to one stakeholder, this allowed 
them to complete the relocation process three months ahead of schedule. 

For tenants who were eligible to return, they were asked to make a decision relatively early on in 
the process, though they were also informed that, if they indicate that they would move into the 
new social units but change their mind later on, that may be possible. Some who initially indicated 
that they would return have remained in the new NBESP and SHI dwellings with no plans to return. 

“When they first came to see me they said if what we build is suitable, do you want to 
come back. You’re not locked in if you say yes. If I said no, there would be no 
opportunity to move back. So I said yes.” [Tenant interview, returned to Washington 
Park] 

Tenants were encouraged to take up tenancies in Washington Park and transfer to SGCH and 
were offered incentives (relocation costs and rent-free period) to help ease the transition. The final 
decision of whether to transfer or not was the tenant’s and any transfer is therefore voluntary. This 
is stipulated by SGCH’s contractual agreement, where SGCH staff was not allowed to approach a 
Housing NSW tenant for transfer in the absence of Housing NSW staff. 

Several stakeholders noted in their interviews (and also tenants who participated in the focus 
groups) noted that a lot of tenants found the early decision making process stressful, especially in 
deciding whether to leave an area that they have lived in for a long period of time and away from 
their community. Some felt angry, and some felt daunted, if they were to return, of the prospect of 
having to move multiple times within a few short years. As two stakeholders recalled: 

“Because of the stimulus program it wasn’t too bad, but the challenges were trying to 
get people to consider moving off the estate because most people didn’t want to move 
away. The bulk of people didn’t want to move off the estate. They like it, it’s good, 
they’re comfortable, they’ve got their shops, they’ve got their community.” [Stakeholder 
interview] 

“A lot of people had quite some angst about relocation. They felt very much that 
Riverwood was their community, the Community Centre was a central part of their 
access to the social aspect of gathering.” [Stakeholder interview] 

Many tenants took a lot of factors into consideration when deciding whether to stay or go, and 
these included many practical, day-to-day factors that would affect their quality of life. Some of 
these were influenced by their experience of the estate (both positive and negative), as well as 
change in circumstance since they first relocated off the renewal site. 

“I was happy to get out because all of us had serious problems with one tenant who 
happened to live above. He was a drunk and urine was coming down through my 
ceiling from when his mates missed the spot. It was a disaster. … It was just a bedsit. I 
was content where I was, then I needed a carer … it’s a nice new place, two bedroom 
to accommodate the carer.” [Tenant interview, eligible but did not return] 

“I moved to Iluka Street. I was given a choice. You could say yes to that or if you said 
no you could be moved to anywhere else they had a space. It was a nice place, the 
first time I’d had a separate bedroom. I’d always been in bedsitters. It was a lovely 
place, I enjoyed it up there. They said when these places were built we had first choice 
of moving down here. Then my legs started going on me and I had trouble walking 
even to my doctors just down in Riverwood. I chose to move from there [to Washington 
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Park] because I had trouble walking and from here I can get there quicker and easier.” 
[Tenant interview, returned to Washington Park] 

A small number of tenants, however, were confused about their options, and felt that they were not 
given enough time to process the information before needing to make a decision. 

“I actually got confused because I thought someone was going to come to me, and tell 
me my options, so I got in at the last minute. I had to go see my doctor because I was 
so concerned because all my neighbours were saying they got a place and I was still in 
limbo, I had no idea what was going on.” [Tenant interview, not eligible to return] 

“I had to weigh up the pros and cons. It was a snap decision. Sometimes you have to 
think about it. If I’d had more time I would have thought more closely … I should have 
picked [a different option].” [Tenant interview, eligible but did not return] 

 

4.3 The relocation process and satisfaction with outcomes 

In partnership with SGCH Ltd, Housing NSW and SGCH Ltd worked collaboratively to relocate 
tenants off the renewal site and into their new home. Stakeholders commented that the relocation 
went very smoothly, largely aided by the availability of the local NBESP and SHI properties owned 
by SGCH Ltd which provided more options for relocating tenants. Allocations were made using 
standard SGCH allocation criteria: Tenants were shown these properties and were given 
opportunities to reject the offer once (and any subsequent offers may be located in other areas) 
though most were quite happy and settled into the first property shown to them. 

“Relocating the clients so successfully, we did it 3 months ahead of schedule, we didn’t 
get any Ministerial complaints. Overall the lack of complaints from tenants has been 
really good … We were lucky that when the redevelopment started and we had to 
relocate our tenants, we were going through the government stimulus, they built 5,500 
properties, we were able to relocate a lot of our tenants into brand new properties, that 
helped greatly. If we didn’t have that, maybe it would have been more difficult, we 
would have had to relocate them into existing properties. If you’ve got to move 163 
tenancies, you’ve got to find 163 vacant tenancies. That would be very difficult.” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

Tenants were provided assistance in relocating. This included cardboard boxes for packing up 
possessions, a removalist to transfer their packed boxes, and redirected their mail, telephone and 
other services. For some tenants, the relocation was handled professionally and they were happy 
with the assistance they received; for others, particularly older tenants who had lived on the estate 
for many years, packing up treasured possessions was a difficult task (both mentally and 
physically), and they would have appreciated more assistance throughout the process. A small 
number were also confused about their eligibility for Commonwealth Rent Assistance (CRA) or the 
concept of ‘community housing’; this is despite investments by SGCH Ltd in educating tenants on 
CRA and CHP policies. One focus group participant said that she helped four of her elderly 
neighbours pack up their possessions because it was simply too difficult for them to do without 
assistance. 

“The next thing I know I got a date for moving out, and that Housing will help you 
transfer, and transfer your phone and everything, and here I am. I thought it was 
handled excellently from my perspective.” [Tenant interview, eligible but did not return] 
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“I wasn’t happy to move. Because of what I went through I don’t like change, it caused 
me a lot of anxiety, stress and worry, the moving, packing, the arrangements, all the 
stress that comes with moving. My illness got worse because I was worrying about how 
I was going to do everything. It was overwhelming.” [Tenant interview, not eligible to 
return] 

“I packed four houses up. Then when the truck went over I went and set their houses 
up for them. They did have a lot of time, a couple of months. But you’ve got to think, 
most, like one of the old ladies I helped, she’d been there since they first built them, 
and she’s raised her kids there. And then to leave – she loves where she is now – but it 
was a big thing, that’s 40 years of stuff, and having kids, it was very hard. The old 
ladies that I met, it was very hard for them, both physically and mentally.” [Tenant focus 
group] 

For a few relocated tenants, their decision on whether to return to Riverwood or not was based on 
the experience of their first relocation. The need to move for a second time if they wanted to return 
to Riverwood North was a big deterrent for some tenants in considering whether to return or not: 

“I was given the option to move back to one of the new units. I didn’t want to return, all 
the moving is a nightmare.” [Tenant interview, eligible but did not return] 

Overall, most relocated tenants were satisfied with their housing outcomes and with the decisions 
they made on whether to stay or go. 

“Most of them are quite happy, they think it’s good. They have been moved from an old 
building to brand new one.” [Stakeholder interview] 

“Life has changed. I’m happier, and to get up in the morning and look out of the window 
and see the beautiful flowers and the gardens and the people walking around and 
doing exercise. I didn’t see any of that before.” [Tenant interview, returned to 
Washington Park] 

“I wasn’t happy [in the place I was temporarily relocated to]. It was a townhouse, I have 
bad knees and the stairs were aggravating the knee. I also didn’t like the area. So I 
was happy to go. St George invited me to come and look. I was over the moon. It’s a 
brand new place. What’s not to like? It’s quite big enough. I’m very impressed. It’s a 
security building, no stairs.” [Tenant interview, returned to Washington Park] 

 

4.4 Working with the community and on-going engagement 

Residents are kept informed of the progress of the renewal via a number of means. These include 
correspondence from the housing providers and a range of communication initiated and funded by 
PAYCE and SGCH, including the quarterly newsletter (Village Talk, Streets Ahead), articles in the 
local newspaper and weekly Friday barbeques. A number of social activities have also been set up 
to continually engage the community with the renewal, including tenant information workshops,  
carols and music in the wetlands, and garden and fencing restoration works in the wider Riverwood 
social housing estate. The community engagement manager also holds weekly meetings with 
Riverwood Community Centre, Riverwood Public School, community members and the General 
Manager of PAYCE to keep the developer informed of community relations and developments on 
site. A Place Coordinator, employed by SGCH since 2014, is also on site to assist with community 
engagement activities. The Riverwood Community Advisory Board was also revitalised by PAYCE 
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to further enhance local tenants’ roles in working with staff from FACS, SGCH, the Community 
Centre and the local police in devising solutions to local social issues and increase social 
connectivity. 

The tenants’ landlord (both Housing NSW and SGCH) is the most common means by which 
residents continue to receive their information about the renewal (16%), followed closely by the 
Riverwood Community Centre (15%) and the local newspaper (11%). Some 12% said that they do 
not keep up to date with the renewal and have no interest in doing so (Figure 9). Of the residents 
who have received materials about the renewal, most find them very or fairly informative. 
Residents find the Village Talk newsletter the most informative (75% ‘very informative’), with high 
proportions also finding the local newspaper (58%) and communications from their housing 
provider (55%) very informative. Very few residents find the materials they received not very or not 
at all informative (Figure 10). These proportions are, however, calculated using relatively small 
samples so they should not be taken as being necessarily representative of the community’s view. 

 

Figure 9: How residents stay informed 
about the renewal 

 

n = 156; Survey question Q7a 
 

Figure 10: How informative do tenants find 
materials about the renewal they received 

 

n shown in [square brackets]; Survey question Q7c, 
asked to respondents answered ‘yes’ to having 
received materials from these sources in Q7a only. 
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community and stakeholder engagement activities in Riverwood have been established or are 
supported by the renewal project (Table 6). These activities can be broadly classified into seven 
categories as set out in the community engagement program: 
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Table 6: List of community engagement activities 

Category Activities 
Communication • Community group liaison * 

• Community Reference Group 
• Project update meetings (with PAYCE General Manager) * 
• Village Talk, website and social media, and project update for the Riverwood 

Community Centre’s Inside News * 
Social engagement and 
community events 

• Carols in the Wetlands * 
• Cinema under the Stars * 
• Community leadership mentoring * 
• Harmony Day * 
• Music in the Garden * 
• Positive Parenting Program * 
• Riverwood Autumn Fair * 
• Weekly barbeques * 
• Welcome resident workshops (building personal safety and getting to know 

your community) ^ 
• White Ribbon Day * 
• Washington Park Open Day * 

Youth and education • Mathletics * 
• Mural and logo design (partnership between PAYCE, SGCH and the 

Riverwood Community Centre) 
• Painting of snake sculpture * 
• Riverwood Public School P&C events sponsorship and mentorship * 
• School kitchen and garden program * 
• Seed Harvest Spoon program * 

Community garden • Community garden at Riverwood Public School * 
• Riverwood Community Garden 
• Washington Park Garden Club ^ 

Health & Fitness/Sport • In2Cricket program * 
• Live Fit for Life ^ 
• Riverwood Pride * 
• YMCA indoor soccer * 
• YMCA sponsorship * 

Community safety • Clean Streets Program (partnership between PAYCE, SGCH and the 
Riverwood Community Centre) 

• Community Safety * 
• Security guard on site * 

Employment, education 
and training 

• Arlington Café * 
• Koori jobs program * 
• PAYCE Institute * 
• Social Enterprise Advisory Board * 
• STRIVE Education Scholarships ^ 
• Tomorrow’s Jobs Today * 
• Adult computer training at Riverwood Public School * 
• Kick Start Youth Café * 

Note: * denotes PAYCE initiated/funded activities 
Note: ^ denotes SGCH initiated/funded activities 
 

The community reference group, weekly barbeques, and the recently reconvened Residents 
Organisation at Riverwood (or ROAR, a local resident’s group), for example, encourage face-to-
face communications between community members and stakeholders while others, like Village 
Talk, are designed to keep residents informed of changes to the estate. The importance of the 
face-to-face meetings is highlighted by one stakeholder: “You can’t solve all the problems, but 
being listened to is important” [stakeholder interview]. 
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Some of these activities offer training opportunities and facilitate residents to becoming community 
leaders or onto a career path. For example, one focus group participant said that participating in 
these community engagement activities has given her confidence in her ability, and recently she 
has been appointed a community representative at ROAR. PAYCE also provides mentoring the 
Riverwood Public School Parents and Citizens Association (P&C), and has run upskilling and 
computer classes. Others, such as the social enterprise café cart (Kickstart Youth Café, which to 
date has employed four local young people aged 17-18. This initiative includes sponsoring their 
Certificate III traineeship, barista, Responsible Service of Alcohol, Responsible Service of 
Gambling courses), provide on-the-job training and on-going employment for local residents while 
allowing them to complete vocational qualifications. For example, PAYCE employs a local resident 
to deliver all event flyers and the quarterly publication, Village Voice, while local residents regularly 
volunteer at local events, including the weekly barbeque. 

Many residents, however, are not on the look out for training and employment opportunities, but 
value the sociability that other activities provide. This partly reflects the generally older and ageing 
population that currently lives on the estate; a number of focus group participants noted that they 
are on disability or carer allowances and are, therefore, also not actively seeking these 
opportunities. With private households moving onto the estate from 2016 onwards, a significant 
change to the Washington Park population expected. Some new local employment opportunities 
include the new shops and services, other training opportunities (such as the Kickstart Youth Café 
mentioned above) may also need to be expanded to cater to the increased population. 

Many residents have taken up these social opportunities and there were many positive comments 
about their value from tenants and stakeholders alike. In particular, activities that are targeted to 
addressing disadvantage in Riverwood were highly valued: 

“Kids need support in terms of managing their ability to focus, socialise and be 
educated. The breakfast program was an initiative with PAYCE, we ran a fair few 
initiatives through PAYCE because they needed to engage the community, it’s such a 
big project and in order to do that they help support the kids.” [Stakeholder interview] 

Most of the new activities were supported by PAYCE Communities through seed funding and/or 
initial administrative and organising assistance, and – as one stakeholder noted – are deigned to 
be sustainable, whether through on-going sponsorship from local businesses or other funding 
opportunities such as external grants. Relating to experience in working on other projects 
established through seed funding, one stakeholder questioned whether most of the activities would 
continue beyond PAYCE’s involvement in the redevelopment. 

“Using PAYCE as a tool for financial support, it’s in their interests too.” [Stakeholder 
interview] 

“The problem will be if they cease. Time will tell.” [Stakeholder interview] 

A small number of tenants, however, feel that the reported numbers and positivity of the 
community engagement activities are conflated, and that some of these activities (e.g. the 
Riverwood community garden) already existed in Riverwood even before the redevelopment was 
proposed. Some of these activities were initiated and run by Riverwood Community Centre. While 
acknowledging PAYCE’s interest in and contribution to the community, a handful of residents and 
stakeholders find their approach assertive at the risk of sidelining important local agencies and 
institutions like the Riverwood Community Centre. With rumours of proposed funding cuts to 
community and social services by the Federal (Aston 2014) and State Governments (Martin 2015), 
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some residents and stakeholders were concerned that the role of the community centre may be 
reduced or replaced by commercial enterprises. 

“[That] sidelined the traditional community base … That shift … to the developer means 
that the representation of the community has changed.” [Tenant focus group] 

The variety of community engagement activities on offer allow Riverwood residents to contribute in 
a number of ways, and their contributions have invariably helped shaped the Riverwood North 
redevelopment. As one stakeholder proclaimed: 

“I don’t think the tenants were aware of this, but as a result of their tenant surveys [and 
participation in other engagement activities], they have actual say in abating [the] 
tenancy manager or the facility manager. Quite powerful really.” [Stakeholder interview] 

In this respect, some residents realise the community’s power and were able to coordinate and 
advocate for change: 

“People whinge and whinge but we have to get organised, get into committees. We 
have plenty of committees, we’ve got to get things sorted out. They’re starting to listen. 
Some of the things we needed to get fixed are fixed.” [Tenant focus group] 

Safety and security was one aspect that changed with community feedback. Following this, 
PAYCE incorporated security cameras at building entrances (made cost-effective through NBN 
connection) as well as key card entries, which allows residents access to communal facilities such 
as the mail room as well as the floor on which they live. The role of the security guard who 
originally patrolled and protected the construction site is now considered to be incorporated into 
and funded by the new strata scheme. 
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5. Living through renewal – early impacts 

In this chapter we reflect on the early impacts of the Riverwood North renewal project, from the 
time the renewal project was announced to now in early 2015. 

In the survey, we asked respondents who have lived in the Riverwood estate for at least three 
years how the estate has been transformed in the early years of the renewal project. We asked if 
they think if a number of aspects about the Riverwood estate have improved, stayed the same or 
got worse in the last three years. 

Three-quarters of our respondents think that the overall physical environment has improved in the 
last three years (76%); three-fifths also thought the outdoor public spaces have improved (62%). 
Other things that improved are a sense of community (56%) and pride in the Riverwood estate 
(54%). These are quite significant findings given the early stage of the renewal. One-third of our 
respondents, however, find that the amount of street traffic has got worse (33%), compared to 45% 
who find it has not changed. With a relatively older population, more than half of respondents was 
not aware if job and training opportunities had improved or not as they are not actively looking for 
employment or training. 

Figure 11: Early impacts of renewal on Riverwood (change in last 3 years) 

 

n = 120; Survey question Q8a, asked to respondents who have lived in the Riverwood estate for three or more years 

 

5.1 Housing outcomes 

The total number of social housing units in the Riverwood estate remained at just under 1,300 
between 2010/11 and 2013/14 aside from a slight decline during the demolition/construction period 
of 2012/13. Over this period, the number of properties owned and/or managed by SGCH doubled 
following the completion of the bulk of the Washington Park social units. Vacancy rates were high 
during the initial years of the renewal project, when tenants were relocated off the renewal site 
prior to the social units’ demolition. 
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Table 7: Housing tenancy overview, Riverwood estate, 2010-2014 

 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 
 HNSW SGCH HNSW SGCH HNSW SGCH HNSW SGCH 

Number of properties 1,093 202 1,050 219 987 241 874 400 
Avg Tenure Length (yrs)* 11.6 2.5 11.9 1.9 12.4 1.4 12.2 0.4# 
Vacancy Rate 20% 12% 17% 2% 13% 2% 2% 1% 
Tenancy turnover rate 6% 13% 5% 7% 5% 2% 10% 1% 
No. of requested transfer ^ 151 9 106 5 72 5 106 7 
% requested transfer ^ 14% 4% 10% 2% 7% 2% 12% 2% 
No. of accounts in arrears 
> 2 weeks ^ 61 n/a 49 n/a 54 n/a 36 n/a 

% of accounts in arrears > 
2 weeks ^ 26% n/a 31% n/a 25% n/a 32% n/a 
* SGCH data refers to median tenure length (in years). This includes tenants who have transferred from Housing NSW 
as a result of the Washington Park renewal, where the length of their previous tenancies with Housing NSW is not 
reflected here. 
# A much lower median due to transferred and new tenancies of Washington Park residents that commenced in early 
2014. 
^ HNSW data refers to tenancies for Riverwood suburb. No data available for SGCH due to change in recording system. 
Source: FACS and SGCH internal records 

Aside from some residents feeling inconvenienced by having to relocate (and for residents who 
returned to Washington Park, having relocated more than once), they are generally happy with the 
outcomes of their new housing situation. Many tenants noted that this positive view towards the 
relocation was contributed by them being offered new housing units in Washington Park or nearby 
that were built as part of the NBESP and SHI initiatives. 

Some relocated tenants are very satisfied with the lengths the relocation managers went to in 
addressing and meeting their housing needs. 

“I said to [housing manager] we’d like something closer to mum. She tried to find 
something close. When I found it was that close I said yes.” [Tenant interview, not 
eligible to return] 

For another tenant who was not eligible to return, however, her housing outcome was less 
satisfactory, and claims this is having particular impacts on her ill health. 

“The new place is on the main street, so it’s not good for my illness. I and doctor had 
the assumption that this was all they’ve got. Now it’s too late, but I would have given 
reasons why I can’t have this. But when you’re not used to saying what you need in 
your life, you just … there was a lot of things I needed to say but I didn’t. I didn’t know 
how.” [Tenant interview, not eligible to return] 

For tenants who have moved into Washington Park, most are happy with the design and facilities. 
For older and less mobile tenants, the inclusion of lifts has been a big positive. While they are 
aware that a new building will be built between them and the wetlands, they are appreciating the 
views for now and access to the public parklands. 

“New building is very nice for old people, not climb up any steps. Before old people had 
to climb up the steps. Beautiful balcony. Lovely.” [Tenant focus group] 

“The clothesline’s beautiful. And that walk. My great-grandchildren go on Nanna’s big 
walk [in the wetlands], and the swings and they tell everybody I own ducks and swans. 
I think it’s just a beautiful place.” [Tenant focus group] 
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“It does make the community look better. In the social housing it’s the elderly getting 
into it, it’s more modern so it makes them more comfortable. And if they’re more 
comfortable it makes them happier.” [Tenant focus group] 

There were some early teething problems that caused some inconveniences. Some tenants said 
that there were issues with the NBN initially, which meant that they had no phone connection for 
the initial few weeks. There were also mix-ups with addresses, with mail being sent to the wrong 
units. 

“There was a bit of a stuff up in the beginning with the electricity and the gas. Bills all 
went to wrong people. But it’s all sorted out now. The phone lines were in the wrong 
position, connected to somebody else.” [Tenant focus group] 

This is reflected in the relatively higher levels of satisfaction with their housing providers’ service 
provision amongst Washington Park residents (Table 8). In contrast, a small number of tenants 
who live in the older units and those who did not have the option to move feel that they have been 
left out, and are not receiving as good quality of services as they used to. 

“I think that we’re getting nothing. We can’t get anything fixed. They don’t care about 
our area.” [Tenant focus group] 

Table 8: Tenants’ satisfaction with services of their housing provider during the last 12 
months 

 HNSW Washington 
Park SGCH Total 

 No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Very satisfied 42 37% 10 37% 2 13% 54 35% 
Fairly satisfied 41 36% 12 44% 8 50% 61 39% 
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 9 8% 2 7% 1 6% 12 8% 

Fairly dissatisfied 6 5% 0 0% 3 19% 9 6% 
Very dissatisfied 13 12% 3 11% 2 13% 18 12% 
Don’t know 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 2 1% 
Total 113 100% 27 100% 16 100% 156 100% 
Survey question Q5a 

When we asked tenants in our survey for what reasons they are satisfied or dissatisfied with their 
housing providers’ services, these can be broadly categorised into positive and negative 
experiences of their area or housing unit, and about their housing provider specifically (Table 9). 

For some tenants who have transferred their tenancies from Housing NSW to SGCH, they said 
that SGCH is more responsive to their complaints and requests. 

“They’re fabulous, and they’re strict. They want to know you and they don’t want to 
bother you.” [Tenant focus group] 

“If I rang and said the woman next door is working and on the pension, Housing are not 
as proactive as St George.” [Tenant focus group] 

A handful of tenants also think that, having transferred to SGCH and because they now qualify for 
Commonwealth Rent Assistance, they are paying less rent than previously. 

“For those people in St George, they don’t pay that much because government pays 
rent assistance.” [Tenant focus group] 
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Table 9: Tenants’ reasons for (dis)satisfaction with their housing provider 

Area / housing unit HNSW Washington 
Park 

SGCH Total 
Po

si
tiv

e Nice area to live good environment / 
good accommodation / quiet / safe 5% 30% 6% 10% 
Good transport / public transport 2% 4% 0% 2% 
Close to facilities / medical / shops 2% 0% 0% 1% 

N
eg

at
iv

e Housing isn't suitable I would like to 
move elsewhere 6% 0% 6% 5% 
Safety in the area is a concern / drugs / 
racism / have been robbed 4% 0% 6% 4% 

Housing provider HNSW Washington 
Park 

SGCH Total 

Po
si

tiv
e 

Haven't had any problems with them / 
everything is good / satisfied 24% 11% 13% 21% 
They are approachable / helpful / 
responsive / proactive / look after you 17% 30% 6% 18% 
Efficient / quick to get / back to you / 
get things done / repaired / fixed / 
maintenance 13% 7% 6% 12% 
Staff are nice / courteous / friendly / 
caring 8% 22% 13% 11% 

N
eg

at
iv

e 

Lack of repairs / maintenance / slow to 
repair things / don’t fix things properly / 
have to come back 16% 22% 25% 18% 
Slow to respond to concerns / don’t get 
back to you / lack of communication / 
lack of service 12% 15% 38% 15% 

Survey question Q5b. This was an open-ended question. Tenants’ responses were recorded verbatim and post-coded 
into these 11 categories. 

A number of tenants who have opted not to transfer their tenancies, however, remain sceptical of 
community housing, and have the misperception that it is like private rental and think the lease 
terms are shorter and rents are higher. These same tenants are also concerned that community 
housing is governed by different legislations, and they feel that this leaves them more vulnerable 
than if they were with Housing NSW. 

“There’s a really important distinction because public housing in NSW characteristically 
does far longer leases and there is a specific rental 25% of your household income, 
whereas St George is 30%. And they’ve gone in there on three month leases, held over 
periodically.” [Tenant focus group] 

“I won’t sign over to St George. I’ll live in a tent first.” [Tenant focus group] 

The same tenants believe that the new social housing units should have remained public housing 
(i.e. with Housing NSW) rather than being transferred to other organisations. 

“I think the land should have been kept in the Department of Housing instead of being 
handed over to St George.” [Tenant focus group] 

“I’m surprised that St George had anything to do with it, because it was Housing 
properties that they took over. The people in those properties were Housing so why 
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was it given to St George? It should have had Housing tenants not people in social 
housing6.” [Tenant focus group] 

The last tenant comment particularly reflects the relative lack of familiarity that some tenants may 
have regarding the community housing sector and how renewal partnerships work. In this instance, 
the management of the social housing units was contracted to SGCH Ltd, while NSW FACS retain 
the title of the land on which these units are located. While it may not be essential for affected 
community members to learn about the more nuanced details of renewal projects and the 
transferring of tenancies from public housing to community housing providers, greater assurance 
over the procedures, a centralised waiting list and titling – which arose as an important concern for 
several focus group participants – may allay some fears and misunderstandings that some 
residents may have over their future. It would improve the quality of life of residents prior to, during 
and after transfers, and in some instances may result in more residents taking up transfer 
opportunities. 

 

5.2 Dust, noise and rubbish during construction 

Table 10: Impact on construction on Riverwood 

  n Big problem Minor 
problem 

No problem at 
all for you 

Noise from construction 
Group 1 77 17% 35% 48% 
Group 2 34 0% 29% 71% 
Group 3 9 0% 11% 89% 

Dust from the construction 
Group 1 75 15% 32% 53% 
Group 2 34 3% 21% 76% 
Group 3 9 11% 22% 67% 

Increased road traffic 
Group 1 76 14% 42% 43% 
Group 2 34 9% 24% 68% 
Group 3 9 11% 22% 67% 

Less parking available 
Group 1 71 20% 30% 51% 
Group 2 34 12% 15% 74% 
Group 3 9 0% 11% 89% 

Survey question Q8b 

In the surveys, interviews and focus groups, we asked our respondents how much they have been 
impacted by the noise, dust and traffic created by the Washington Park constructions. For the most 
part, constructions have not caused any problems for Riverwood residents, with only very few 
survey respondents reporting that noise, dust and traffic have been a big problem for them (less 
than 20%; Table 10). Understandably, these are more prominent issues for those living closest to 
the constructions (i.e. Group 17). The increased road traffic on the streets of Group 1 has the most 
negative impact, with 14% of Group 1 respondents saying that it is a big problem and 42% saying 
that it has been a minor problem. 

 

6 Tenants in this focus group understand ‘social housing’ incorrectly as any subsidised housing other than 
public housing, and public and social housing together make up ‘community housing’. 
7 Survey respondents who lived on different streets on the Riverwood estate were grouped together to 
facilitate an assessment of the impacts of the Washington Park constructions on different parts of the estate. 
The streets closest to the construction sites (Washington Avenue, Kentucky Road and the streets that run off 
these) were grouped together as Group 1, with Groups 2 and 3 located further south (see Appendix 9). Two-
thirds of our survey’s respondents lived in Group 1 (68.6%), one-quarter in Group 2 (25.0%), and the 
remaining in Group 3 (6.4%). 
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Tenants who live closest to the construction site were warned of the noise and dust. Some focus 
group participants have said that the noise is mostly restricted to daytime, though on a number of 
occasions they have found workmen starting work before the permissible hours (7am). Dust is 
often a bigger problem, and it has been difficult, especially for tenants who have now moved into 
Washington Park, to keep their new homes clean or to air dry their clothes on the balcony. On the 
most part they understand that that is what comes with new buildings and are generally accepting 
of the temporary inconvenience. 

“For that whole month there was dust. They had to rebuild sooner or later, we took 
everything on the cheek. There was a fair bit of noise and dust.” [Tenant focus group] 

“You hear them about 6:45. [...] They say 7am start. I’m on top of the situation, I 
overlook everything and hear everything. On Saturday morning most of them have 
been on booze and they keep bringing it up and everything.” [Tenant focus group] 

With the introduction of the Clean Street Program (led by the Riverwood Community Centre) and 
more regular monitoring of illegal street-dumping, many residents said that rubbish dumping is less 
of a problem now than years ago. While some residents find the workmen hard working and have 
few complaints against them – “workers are great. Could be my three sons. They never stop. It’s 
the good with the bad. You never hear them yelling” [tenant focus group] – many also feel that they 
do not respect the neighbourhood and is the main source of street rubbish these days. As some 
focus group participants explained: 

“I belong to the Clean Street Program, and we go around every month and clean up 
that area, and it is deplorable, it’s a joke.” [Tenant focus group] 

“The mess we get from those workers is totally disgusting. They throw their bottles in 
the gutter, on the grass, everywhere. Paper, whatever, even dump their cigarette butts 
out of their ashtrays. To me, that’s wrong. We might live in Riverwood but we’re pretty 
clean people, we don’t have to, it’s not a rubbish tip anymore. The rubbish tip went 
years ago.” [Tenant focus group] 

 

5.3 Increase in street traffic and parking concerns 

For many residents, parking remains an unresolved concern. While the underground parking 
capacity in the new social housing buildings has doubled as a result of Council requirement, many 
residents feel they are still unduly inconvenienced by the increase in on-street parking. One-third of 
our survey respondents said that the amount of street traffic has got worse (33%), the most 
significant decline of all potential changes we asked about (Figure 11). Many residents said that 
they have found workmen who come to work on the construction would park along Kentucky Road 
and Washington Avenue, even at the bus stops. This caused significant inconvenience to some 
residents, especially those who are less mobile and suffer from physical ailment, when they had to 
walk to the middle of the street to get on; if the bus could not get kerbside, the step is also too high 
for some residents to climb on and off. One resident said she had to ride on for an extra stop or 
two before she could get off the bus safely. Some have also said that Kentucky Road is a narrow 
street, and workmen having parked on both sides of the streets makes it very difficult for buses to 
get through. 

“Kentucky Road has always been a really tight street anyway. If you park on both 
sides, the bus can’t get through” [tenant focus group]. 
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Residents feel that this is a significant oversight on the part of the developer. Some residents 
petitioned the local council and was successful in having one side of Kentucky Road designated as 
a no parking zone. PAYCE, in collaboration with SGCH, have also worked with the local police to 
increase policing of parking infringements in the area. During the early transition period, however, 
some workmen were not aware of the no parking zone, and some residents took it upon 
themselves to monitor, something they feel that the authorities should have had a closer eye on. 

“We had to organise that, but PAYCE should have had that done and delivered before 
they even started. I live on Kentucky Road and I was trying to get Kentucky Road one 
side no parking because the bus and the garbage trucks can’t get through.” [Tenant 
focus group] 

“PAYCE and the Department should have got in and widened Kentucky Road, they 
could have planned it better.” [Tenant focus group] 

“A whole lot of people worked on this and we got the bus zone put in, Washington and 
Kentucky. But they keep parking in the bus zone. So we go and check every day and 
we ring up the Council and the rangers come out and book them. So they finally get the 
message, don’t park in the bus zone.” [Tenant focus group] 

Another traffic concern amongst the residents is the increase in road traffic and the lack of road 
crossing facilities, which is a safety concern. There is no traffic light at the corner of Belmore Road 
and Washington Avenue, and the number of trucks and workmen that drive up and down 
Washington Avenue has caused a bottleneck situation. Some residents have said that on some 
occasions it takes them 15-20 minutes just to wait for a right turn from Washington Avenue onto 
Belmore Road. Many residents believe that when the renewal project in complete and more new 
households have moved it, the situation will be worse. Others were concerned that connecting the 
M5 directly onto Belmore Road will also exacerbate the traffic situation. 

“When everyone gets in there, there’s no traffic lights to get out of this estate. There’s 
like Washington, Roosevelt and Truman. You try and get out in the morning and the 
peak hour in the afternoon and you can’t. And all the people coming down Hannans 
Road and that way in the peak hour, you can’t get out. They’re going to have to put 
traffic lights, probably on Roosevelt. And it’s going to block the traffic more that goes up 
over the train line. That’s a big problem.” [Tenant focus group] 

“If the new buildings come in, there should be a T-junction here, traffic turns right to 
Washington Avenue. Yesterday the truck was blocking the people who wanted to turn 
right into Washington, there was a long queue wanting to turn right. That is a problem. 
Maybe more traffic lights or something. This T-junction is very hard.” [Tenant focus 
group] 

 

5.4 Social connectedness 

As we noted before, one of the initial concerns that residents had when the renewal project was 
first proposed was its impact on social connectedness. In speaking with residents during the 
interviews and focus group discussions, most did not find the renewal having affected their social 
activities; for some, their involvement in community increased thanks to the number of community 
engagement activities that are now run in the neighbourhood. In general, most residents have 
continued their social and other activities, including friendships on and off the estate, without much 
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interruption. One tenant who relocated off the estate before returning to live in Washington Park 
finds that, due to ill health, the location of her temporary home made it difficult to use facilities on 
the estate that she was familiar with (especially the local medical centre). 

Many tenants, especially those who live in Washington Park, enjoy the increased opportunities to 
run into their neighbours in the lifts or in the common podium gardens managed by SGCH tenants. 
Some of the tenants we interviewed or had participated in the focus group discussions said that 
they regularly join in on the garden club and enjoy its sociability as well as opportunities to learn 
new skills: 

“I’m going down at 7 in the morning to weed the gardens, I’ve got a friend coming. 
We’ve got two [garden] beds. A chap from the Agricultural Department came yesterday 
[to talk to us about] on seeds and that. I could see these lovely people down there, 
they’re elderly, enthusiastic, and they’d be sitting idle. And they’ve got their own little 
garden room now with tables and chairs and they can go and talk, you don’t have to be 
lonely. It can take time, but it’s there for them.” [Tenant focus group] 

Reflecting its long association in the suburb, most residents are aware of the Riverwood 
Community Centre and it is the most attended local facility amongst our survey respondents. Other 
new activities and facilities initiated by PAYCE – including the weekly Friday community BBQ, new 
community garden at the public school, local sports club and local social/cultural clubs at the 
YMCA and the Riverwood Community Centre – and those that already existed prior to the renewal 
are also well used/attended by local residents. In general, locally-based activities or facilities 
garner more interest from Riverwood residents, whether they have used/attended these activities 
and facilities or have expressed an interest in them (Table 11). 

Table 11: Residents’ attendance and interest in local activities/facilities 

 Yes, 
used/attended 

Have not used / attended: 
Not aware but would like 

to 
and would not 

like to 
Riverwood Community Centre 56% 14% 29% 1% 
Weekly Friday community BBQ 35% 17% 45% 3% 
Community gardens 25% 23% 49% 3% 
Local sports club 25% 10% 56% 8% 
Local social/cultural clubs 24% 20% 45% 10% 
Local resident/tenant groups/ 
associations 17% 17% 45% 21% 

Religious groups 17% 12% 61% 10% 
The Clean Street program 17% 21% 40% 22% 
School-related groups 13% 6% 70% 11% 
Senior citizens club 11% 24% 58% 7% 
Local conservation/environmental 
groups 11% 24% 45% 21% 

Activities organised by political 
parties 8% 13% 68% 10% 
n = 156; Survey question Q14 

Of the residents who have used these local activities, the majority are satisfied with how they have 
been organised and run as well as the social opportunities that they offer (Figure 12). Social events 
that bring the community together are especially valued by local residents (Table 12). 
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Figure 12: Residents’ satisfaction with 
local social events 

 

n = 89; Survey question Q13b 
 

Table 12: Residents’ reasons for 
satisfaction with local social events 

Reasons % 
Brings the community together / meet new 
friends / other people 41% 

Well planned / catered for with good 
activities / events 27% 

Makes me happy / enjoy / good fun 18% 
People are very friendly / nice / helpful 14% 
People put a lot of effort in / volunteer help 
/ organised 12% 

Mixed cultural environment 8% 
Feel welcomed/belonged 7% 
n = 79; Survey question Q13c 

While a few tenants think that the new buildings are built too close together, one tenant found the 
opportunities for passive surveillance of benefit and improved her social networks, though it came 
following an unfortunate incidence: 

“I had a fall in the bathroom, couldn’t get up. Lady across in the next building saw me 
lying on the floor, came over and knocked on the door. She rang the police, ambos, 
security, and stood outside the door until they came. I was in hospital for 2 weeks. We 
have become friends, that darling lady my guardian angel.” [Tenant interview, returned 
to Washington Park] 

A small number of residents have said, however, that many of the focus of some of the old 
activities have shifted and are now mainly for residents of non-English speaking backgrounds, 
which limits social opportunities with residents of different backgrounds. A small number of 
residents also said that some of the social groups have become territorial and are generally not 
welcoming of ‘outsiders’. 

“They’ve replaced the services that were there for the cultural people, and they’ve left 
us … Youse are fine, you speak the language, you don’t need anything sort of thing. 
they’ve got Chinese groups, Arabic groups and … Now if you’re Aussie, there’s nothing 
up there for you. Nothing, anymore.” [Tenant focus group] 

Despite these apparent fractions, most residents agree that there is a strong sense of community 
in Riverwood, and that it is a nice neighbourhood to live in (Figure 13). 

“The community is not only one person, it’s the best community. Everyone is friendly, 
that’s why everything goes smoothly. It’s nice here, best community.” [Tenant focus 
group] 
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Figure 13: Residents’ connection to the Riverwood community 

 

n shown in [square brackets]; Survey question Q11 

 

5.5 Resident well-being 

Eight items from the Australian Unity Wellbeing Index were used in our survey. Respondents are 
asked to rate their satisfaction of the eight items on a scale between 0 and 10 (with 0 being very 
dissatisfied and 10 being completely satisfied). The eight items relate to their: 

• Health 
• Personal relationships 
• Safety 
• Standard of living 
• Current achievements in life 
• Community connection 
• Future security, and 
• Spirituality/religion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14: Residents’ Personal Well-being 
Index 

 

n =154; Survey question Q10 

Respondents are allowed to skip questions, and the Personal Well-being Index (PWI) is calculated 
by adding the satisfaction scores together and dividing the sum by the number of questions 
answered, which is then multiplied by ten. The individual PWI or collective PWI can then be 
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compared to the national index. On average, the mean national PWI in Australia ranges between 
73.7 and 76.7. The average PWI for respondents was 71.5, slightly below the national average 
range. Almost half of the respondents (45%), however, had a PWI above the national average, with 
another 8% within the national average range. 11% of respondents had a PWI of less than 50, 
which is significantly below the national average range (Figure 14). For residents with a low PWI, 
most are dissatisfied with their current personal relationships and life achievements. They are, 
however, generally positive about their health. 
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6. Looking forward 

In this chapter, we review what aspirations residents and stakeholders have for Riverwood as an 
estate, and how they think the completion of Washington Park will continue to change the estate. 
These can be broadly grouped in four categories. 

In the survey, we asked residents how they think Riverwood as an estate will change in the next 
three years, and the majority (70%) think that it will continue to improve. Few residents think that it 
will stay the same (13%) or get worse (8%; Figure 15). Residents were then asked why they think 
so, and their responses are coded and included in Table 13. 

Figure 15: Residents’ view about Riverwood’s future 

 

n = 156; Survey question Q18a 

For most residents who think that Riverwood will continue to improve, the change in physical 
environment plays a significant role (61%). The change in tenure mix also plays a big part in a 
better Riverwood. For those who think that Riverwood will stay the same or get worse, however, 
they are worried about the increasing density (35%), and that this may foster more crime and 
antisocial behaviour (25%). We explore these in the following sections. 

Table 13: How will Riverwood change in the future? 

Improve [n = 109]  Stay the same / get worse [n = 32] 
Better physical environment 61%  Too many people/overcrowding 35% 
Better people moving in/getting the right mix 25%  Crime/antisocial behaviours has got worse 25% 
Improved safety/less crime/more police 13%  Nothing's changed/same people 22% 
Attracting more people into the area 12%    
Looking better/cleaner/greener/newer 11%    
Good mix of private and public housing 7%    
More activities/things to do 6%    
n shown in [square brackets], multiple reasons allowed; Survey question Q18b 
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6.1 Change in physical environment 

Most stakeholder and tenant interviewees think that the change in physical environment has had a 
positive effect on residents’ outlook and community life. The Wetlands, community gardens, the 
expansion of the Community Centre, and general improvements in the physical environment 
(especially in Washington Park) are often singled out as prime examples. 

“It’s [the renewal] changed the feel. This new development is something great to look at 
… It’s like the wetlands. The Housing Department did the estate and Council did the 
wetlands, Salt Pan Creek and the community gardens etc. Those things are a big asset 
to Riverwood. And the Community Centre being done up and bigger. Those things can 
only enhance – the new development and that can only walk hand in hand.” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

“I can see it’s been very positive for the community … The first time I looked, I thought, 
‘wow, they are really impressive housing. They have been built very well.’ I know once 
people started to see it, it lifted people’s sense of their residence – they were proud 
that this was in Riverwood. Around here, people talk down Riverwood and I think it’s 
helped change that perception of Riverwood as a place.” [Stakeholder interview] 

These stakeholders and residents expressed the view that these physical improvements increased 
community pride: 

“I think that if you give people a product they can be proud of, they want to maintain it.” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

“You look at 15-20 years ago, Riverwood was covered in graffiti, windows were broken. 
It still is down in our area. But you look where they’ve built the pond. There’s no graffiti 
there, it’s not getting destroyed. They do appreciate when they get new stuff.” [Tenant 
focus group] 

A small number of residents are, however, concerned that the high quality of the physical 
environment may not be maintained once construction is finished and new residents move in. This 
is a particular concern for these residents, especially when they think that many of the new units 
have been bought by investors and the new private tenants that will move in may not have as high 
an incentive to keep the area looking nice. This view is also shared by this stakeholder who we 
interviewed: 

“One of the question marks is that a large proportion of units was bought by investors. 
The downside is a lot of private renters, a lot of churn, a lot of turnover, not necessarily 
a sense of community … and the fact it’s a strata site, they’ll need to chip in money. 
There are concerns about the longer term amenity and how well looked after given 
there’s going to be large proportion of private renters.” [Stakeholder interview] 

Stakeholders and residents alike expected that the development would stimulate business, 
increasing the number of shops and other businesses in the area. Tenants especially welcomed 
this, with several expressing the hope that a supermarket would open in Washington Park. 

“With the number of people moving in, there will be the need for services, cafés and 
restaurants, convenience shops. You’re also gonna have the library, which is going to 
engage a lot more people from outside coming into the area. It will mark itself as a 
destination rather than just somewhere they live.” [Stakeholder interview] 
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“We need a supermarket. The supermarket is on the other side of the railway line.” 
[Tenant focus group] 

“It’s good to see families. The swings are great. It would be good to put a court where 
they could shoot into a basketball ring. And netball.” [Tenant focus group] 

A number of tenants, however, said that some of the facilities that stood on the renewal site have 
not been replaced. With more families expected to move into the area, these will be important to 
have to cater to the changing population. 

“There was cricket nets and there was basketball hoops and there was a little barbecue 
area  that Council had put in with a little pergola, and people could go out on a 
summers evening and cook their sausage and the kids used to run.” [Stakeholder 
interview] 

 

6.2 Change in social and tenure mix 

When asked about their views on Washington Park becoming an area where households of 
different social backgrounds and tenure types would live together, many residents think that it is a 
very good policy and is something that they look forward to. To these residents, there are several 
disadvantaged groups that are overly presented on the estate. While this is generally the case due 
to social housing allocation policies, the concentration of disadvantage has exacerbated a number 
of social issues which made life in Riverwood less than ideal. 

“We want a social mix, ideally we don’t want differentiation, it should be Riverwood, you 
don’t know if that’s social housing or private. You’d like people to be able to use 
resources whoever they are … The template’s there, the buildings are uniform, built 
alike so you can’t physically differentiate social from private housing.” [Stakeholder 
interview] 

“You do not put everyone all together in one housing estate. You have to mix them all 
up. And that’s what they’re trying to do, that’s a good thing. Private and housing mixed 
in together. It is better.” [Tenant focus group] 

“I think it’s an asset, [the private households] they’ll want to look after their property.” 
[Tenant focus group] 

To a number of stakeholders, the change in social and tenure mix in Riverwood will also 
emphasise the need for more shops and services in the area. 

“It will drop the median age and bring money and working people into the economy.” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

“The demographics of Riverwood will change, hopefully we will get a lot of middle aged 
people who are working, that are not on welfare. So the demographics of people using 
the facilities, the gym, parks will change. We’re working hard to achieve is no social 
housing and private segregation, none of the us and them.” [Stakeholder interview] 

To stakeholders and residents alike, it is hoped that the change in social and tenure mix will reduce 
Riverwood’s stigma of being a housing estate: 
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“A mix of people who aren’t social housing is a good idea. Riverwood didn’t have a 
good name before. It was a big estate – in hindsight wasn’t good idea to put a whole 
stack of people in a low economic situation together. People would look down their 
nose at you because you were in Housing Commission. I was glad to have it because 
of my situation. I think having a mix of social and private is better.” [Tenant interview, 
returned to Washington Park] 

“The current social housing tenants, I think they’ll feel a lot more empowered mainly 
because they’ve got better housing. Once they start mixing with the private purchasers, 
they’ll feel like they live in a normal community and not just in housing [estate].” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

A small number of residents, however, expressed concerns that the suburb will become “two 
different worlds” [tenant focus group]. To these residents, this separation is already apparent. This 
is especially so between residents who were offered the opportunity to move into the new units in 
Washington Park and those who are not eligible because they are age-specific units: 

“Why are they [older households] the only ones who are entitled to nice places? People 
that are buying it have got families, so what are they worried that us people with kids 
are going to wreck the place or something? There’s 3-bedroom places there. That to 
me says family. The stuff they’re putting in there is for families. It’s only for families that 
are buying into it. I personally wouldn’t move there but a lot of my friends are annoyed 
that they won’t get the chance because they’ve got kids.” [Tenant focus group] 

How visually different the Washington Park buildings are to the rest of the estate will also create a 
distinction between residents who live there and those who live in the rest of the estate. To one 
stakeholder, this is a deliberate strategy to remove it from a stigmatised past, but it may also have 
the effect of dividing an existing community. 

“It’s not a housing estate, it’s Washington Park. We’ve branded it Washington Park on 
the basis that we wanted to differentiate this area from what’s been there for 20 years.” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

“I think the renewal is really good, but I don’t like the fact that it’s called Washington 
Park now, not Riverwood, like it’s a new suburb. It’s broken the community up. They 
will feel a difference. You have new housing on one side of the road and old on the 
other.” [Stakeholder interview] 

“The residents here shouldn’t be made to feel like poorer cousins. As in change this, 
change that, we don’t like this, we need you to go around and stop this and stop that 
and it’s all stuff that aren’t really breaches, its more about if someone drives by they 
don’t see [the old social housing] stock. [The renewal] has been done really, really well, 
but that sort of stuff creates them and us divisions.” [Stakeholder interview] 

A few tenants are concerned that when the new private households move into Washington Park 
that they will want to keep to themselves and not participate in community life, because they will be 
at work during the day and not join in on existing activities, or enjoy family life locally on the 
weekends: 

“People work, they tend to stick in. The people in that building have got in their own 
little world.” [Tenant focus group] 
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At present, while more than half of the survey respondents socialise mostly with people of similar 
social background and/or age to them, there are less clear-cut patterns when asked if they mostly 
socialise with people who live locally, who are social tenants, who are of the same ethnicity as 
them, or if they only socialise at local community events (Figure 16). A small number of residents 
also think that, while the new buildings are designed to look similar, they think that most people will 
be able to tell which are private buildings and which are social buildings, and so are wary of when 
the private households do move in. 

“People are fairly well aware of the differences but it’s creating this strange – people 
know they’re different.” [Tenant focus group] 

Figure 16: Residents’ social networks 

 

n shown in [square brackets]; Survey question Q12 

A couple of stakeholders suggested that a pepper-potting approach to assigning social tenancies 
as a better way of facilitating social integration. They also concede, however, that the need to have 
separate strata arrangements means this is not easily achieved. They are hoping that the new, 
mixed building, where social and private housing co-exist in the same building with the new 
Riverwood library, may work as a prototype of integrated buildings in the future. 

 

6.3 Increase in density 

The Washington Park redevelopment means a significant increase in density on the renewal site. 
This is necessary in order to finance the project but also make better use to what some 
stakeholders and residents understand as an underdeveloped site. Many tenants are 
understanding and think that the move towards higher density is a sign of progression. 

“They give me information and I am happy with what’s going on because I have to think 
not only about myself, but future people because Sydney is growing and everybody 
has rights to have shelter.” [Tenant focus group] 

Others also think that the new buildings will create better living conditions than can be had in the 
older units. Some look forward to having the rest of the estate redeveloped: 
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“I hope they continue on and knock down the next 10 blocks.” [Tenant focus group] 

“I hope they continue ripping it down, just continue one, and not leave it segregated like 
we’re the scum of the earth and that’s Housing, which is what it is at the moment.” 
[Tenant focus group] 

To this, a small number of residents are sceptical of whether it would happen, thinking that any 
new social housing units that will be built in the area will also be dedicated to age-specific housing 
only. 

“They won’t do it, they’ve run out of old people.” [Tenant focus group] 

More so, some residents think that time must be given to take stock, stand back and look at the 
impacts of the current redevelopment before devising the best way of moving forward. 

“Progress is good, but there must be a limit. Right now they have probably gone a little 
bit overboard. My personal view about the redevelopment is, pause for a while. In a 
year or two, let’s see what the impacts brought on by the new residents are, then 
consider what the next steps should be” [Tenant focus group] 

A handful of residents said that plans are already underway to redevelop other parts of the estate. 
On recounting the approval that PAYCE received to increase the density of Washington Park 
redevelopment by another 50 units for private sale, a number of residents think that this contradicts 
the originally approved plan (which they had opportunities to provide feedback on).  

While many Washington Park residents are happy with their housing outcomes, they think that the 
new buildings are built too close together. As a result, privacy is one concern; others have said that 
they do not get enough sun exposure and is difficult for them to dry their clothes. 

“The buildings are good but too close. No sun.” [Tenant focus group] 

“My balcony only gets the sun for half a day. Now my clothes take two or three days to 
dry.” [Tenant focus group] 

A handful of residents also recall being invited to community events where they were asked by 
potential developers to sign petitions for further redevelopment. While some were happy to sign, 
others – especially participants whose level of English proficiency is not well – said they were 
unaware of what they were signing onto, and so the final tallied numbers in support of further 
redevelopment may be inflated. 

 

6.4 Crime and antisocial behaviours 

To a small number of residents, the overall safety level on the Riverwood estate has improved, 
especially when attending local community events, but overall the perceived level of safety has 
remained much the same (Figure 17). 
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Figure 17: Change in residents’ perception of safety in last 3 years 

 

n shown in [square brackets]; Survey question Q16b 

The reasons why there has been little change in perceived safety in Riverwood over the last three 
years are multi-fold. For tenants who have been living in Riverwood for many years, improvements 
have been gradual, and compared to 10-20 years ago, there have been lots of improvement. In 
these tenants’ view, little change in the last 2-3 years does not necessarily mean it is bad. 

“The police say it’s getting better and better every month. I lived here about 30 years, 
there used to be heaps of problems, but now it’s like a haven.” [Tenant focus group] 

Figure 18: Residents’ perception of safety 

 

n shown in [square brackets]; Survey question Q16a 

Most survey respondents feel safe during the daytime, whether it is at home by themselves, 
walking around the neighbourhood, walking up to the shops or attending local community events. 
Most respondents also feel safe at home by themselves after dark, but walking around the 
neighbourhood or to the shops at night was perceived to be far less safe (Figure 18). 
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Many residents now recognise that drug dealing and drug use is a problem. Many residents also 
recognise that this is not a problem unique to Riverwood but is a growing concern for society in 
general. 

“Before it used to be a problem of criminals. Now it’s a problem of drugs. I can tell you 
a drug dealer in every single block.” [Tenant focus group] 

“It’s related to drugs. … Break and enter is minimal. About half a dozen passed on, 
some moved out, some in jail. You tell me one area in Sydney that’s not affected by 
drugs.” [Tenant focus group] 

The lack of improvement in perception of safety may also relate to the number of police visits the 
estate gets on a regular basis. One focus group participant notes that police visits are nightly 
occurrences, and while another participant in the same focus group said she speculates that is to 
do with drug arrests. 

“Participant A: I can’t remember the last night when police weren’t parked out the front 
going into one of the units. Ever. The units in Kentucky Road. 

Participant B: I always hear the police car. There is lots of drugs. 

Participant A: People that don’t know the area or associate with the area – like she 
says the police are there, she doesn’t know why. 

Participant B: Yes, last night there were three police cars. Sometimes they are there for 
a long time. I think maybe drugs. In the station I see a lot of people on drugs.” [Tenant 
focus group] 

A small number of tenants have also witnessed petty crime in the area: 

“In my building, in the car park, the cleaner’s room the door is broken, they take all the 
stuff.” [Tenant focus group] 

This led a number of residents to question why no security doors or peepholes are installed on 
their units’ door in the new social housing units. While the new Washington Park buildings are only 
accessible using security swipe cards, a small number of tenants think that it does not protect them 
from other tenants who might be troublesome: 

“There’s no screen doors on the front. That’s ok, my son paid for mine, but what was 
missing, there’s no peephole – for people our age, there’s nothing there to protect you. 
So if you haven’t got $550 to get a decent door put on like I was fortunate to have, the 
security risk was not having it. They have two [at different heights] in some other units. 
I think that was a very big thing that was lacking.” [Tenant focus group] 

Tenants note that since the security guard has been employed, their level of safety has improved. 
For tenants who live in the new buildings, they also find passive surveillance having improved their 
sense of safety. 

“The security fellow is an asset, he watches my daughter when she can’t get parking. 
But the people who live here are our security too. You don’t have a security officer 
everywhere.” [Tenant focus group] 

Most residents we spoke with believe that the security guard is only for the time of the construction, 
and once the building works are complete, the security guard will also move on. One stakeholder 
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said that they are working to incorporate this into the strata management so that the security can 
stay in the area. Nonetheless, a small number of residents think that once the security guard is 
gone, the level of safety may drop again, especially with some thinking that drug dealing activities 
would move into the Washington Park garden square area. 

“As soon as the security’s gone, and all the people start going up there to hang out, it’s 
going to be just one big block again … As soon as they open it up and people can go in 
there and associate … They’re all going to go to those units. I talk to them. They can’t 
wait … It’s going to get so much worse. At the moment they’re doing drug deals at the 
bus stop. Once they’ve got somewhere quiet there to do it, that’s where it will be. That’s 
going to be the new spot … You’ve got to get rid of a problem, you can’t just move it 
and think it’s gone away. It hasn’t gone away, they’re just waiting for somewhere new 
to go.” [Tenant focus group] 
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7. Main lessons learnt 

In this chapter, we summarise the main lessons learnt during the early years of the Riverwood 
North renewal project, and reflect on strategies that stakeholders and residents alike consider as 
critical to successful outcomes. 

 

7.1 Having community buy-in 

Most stakeholders and residents agree that the success of a renewal hinges more or less on 
having buy-in from the local community, the people that will be most affected by the process and 
the outcomes. It may seem obvious, but several strategies employed by the Riverwood renewal 
team allowed this to be achieved more widely than in other renewal projects here in Australia and 
overseas. 

 

7.1.1 Building a good product 

Many residents who have moved into the new social housing units in Washington Park agree that it 
is a very nice living environment, both in terms of having high quality interiors but also pleasant 
green spaces to look out to: 

“[Focus group moderator]: Are you happy with the new apartments? 

Participant A: I thank God every morning. 

Participant B: There’s no room for complaint. .” [Tenant focus group] 

To a few of the stakeholders, another important aspect of good business practice and delivering a 
good product was that the social housing dwellings were the first to be built rather than leaving it as 
an afterthought. This not only minimised the length of temporary relocation that residents had to 
experience but also make sure that all social housing targets are delivered. This is in contrast to 
most other contemporary public estate renewal practices in Australia, where social housing is 
pepper-potted and delivered in stages at the same time as new private housing; or in the case of 
inclusionary zoning, where through legislations a designated percentage of completed dwellings 
are set aside for affordable and/or social housing uses, though ‘escape’ clauses are often included 
in the contracts so that developers can “pay a cash contribution in lieu of including affordable 
housing in a proposal” (Williams 2000: 300). While the cash contribution is often used in delivering 
social/affordable housing in another (possibly nearby) location, the total number of 
social/affordable housing delivered on site is minimised; this is not the case in Washington Park. 

“For the credibility of the project, for the tenants, those that would be affected, and the 
others that won’t necessarily see their buildings demolished and replaced but who 
could potentially benefit from further extensions in the future, for them to see, ‘ah, 
they’re actually true to their words. The public units were demolished and replaced and 
the locals came back and they got really good quality housing.’” [Stakeholder interview] 

Several stakeholders also speak of the contracting arrangement. While there is flexibility relating to 
the finalisation of the concept plans and overall design of the site, the developer was locked in to 
deliver all private housing within a certain timeframe following the completion of the social housing 
units. This mechanism allowed a sense of cohesion in the designing of the renewal site and 
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minimised the risk of the land remaining undeveloped while a developer waits for the land value to 
increase in order to get a higher yield. The current arrangement, therefore, leads to a more 
immediate, positive outcome for the renewal and neighbouring sites. 

 

7.1.2 Establishing a local presence early 

Several stakeholders spoke of how important it is to have a local presence early. To do this, a 
community engagement manager was brought into the project in 2010, prior to relocation and 
demolition taking place. Stakeholders and residents alike spoke of this inclusion as an important 
asset to the success of building good relations and trust between the development and the 
community. Project managers and the developer also made appearances, which allayed some of 
the queries that the community had in the early stages. Working in conjunction with a long-
established community centre that has good rapport with the local community also helped the 
community engagement manager’s job. 

“This community has the benefit of the community centre, Riverwood Community 
Centre, which is the best in the state. I don’t think there would be one come close. 
They are the model the others probably need to aspire to. So without their support and 
without them supporting the tenants and the community it wouldn’t have worked as well 
either. Other areas don’t have that.” [Stakeholder interview] 

“You don’t build it up in two minutes. It takes a long time, a lot of hard work to do.” 
[Stakeholder interview] 

“[The community engagement manager] was fantastic, but [Senior Managers at 
PAYCE] have also made connections, been visible.” [Stakeholder interview] 

“[The community engagement manager] is an excellent public relations guy. He’s really 
good. … He does a good job and does very well at it. He goes out of his way too.” 
[Tenant focus group] 

Having a local presence allowed the community engagement manager to engage the community 
through activities at the grassroots level. It also means that feedback from the community is 
listened to and relayed back to the development. Changes made as a result of community 
feedback (such as increased safety) have already come to fruition, and this was aided by having a 
community engagement manager who is regularly on-site. 

“Grassroots engagement, going in there, talking to them, knowing the schools, knowing 
the community centre, knowing the people. Bring them in, week after week, day after 
day, getting to understand what it is that they would like to see.” [Stakeholder interview] 

 

7.1.3 Consulting vs. informing 

As in many renewal projects, community engagement is not the easiest task to do. There are well-
documented difficulties in engaging hard-to-reach populations, including households with busy 
working and family lives, those with lower language proficiency, and those who do not feel they 
have any opinions to contribute (e.g. Cortis, Katz & Patulny 2009). Community engagement is 
important in gauging the needs of the community so that products and programs may be tailored to 
address such needs. In the context of renewals, community engagement has been noted as a 
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significant factor in bringing about overall successful outcomes to the local community, especially 
where engagement activities involve educative roles (such as capacity building and upskilling 
programmes) to ensure that the impacts of regeneration endure beyond the physical renewal 
process (Rogers & Robinson 2004). 

While many residents think that a number of community consultation and engagement activities 
have been put in place, to some residents the outcome has largely been on informing the 
community on decisions that have already been made rather than involving the community in the 
decision-making process. One example that has been brought up a number of times is the 
increase in building height (to allow for additional private units to be built) of the Como towers 
currently under construction. As one stakeholder said: 

“Riverwood has a history of activism and engagement and involvement because it’s 
been a concerted effort to make that happen. It requires dollars, it requires services, it 
requires facilities, and it requires people who’s got a commitment to it. With the right 
combination of people and the dollars it can be made to happen.” [Stakeholder 
interview] 

To this, the renewal partners have invested financially in engaging the community, and several 
residents have said that they are becoming more and more involved as the project progresses. 
Other residents, especially those who are seen to be less immediately impacted, feel that bigger 
efforts can be made to include their views: 

“We got stuff in the letterbox. That’s about it. I’m in Kentucky Road, so not far. I can 
hear them all.” [Tenant focus group] 

Speaking with the community engagement manager, all engagement activities were open to the 
whole community rather than just those who are relocated. One way of encouraging wider 
participation is to reassure that everyone can have a role and that their opinions do matter, but 
another may also be in finding more innovative and engaging means for the community to 
participate. When we asked one focus group participant if they had attended any community 
meetings, they said: 

“I went to a few. They’re so boring!” [Tenant focus group]. 

A more diversified approach, where residents can contribute not simply via face-to-face contacts, 
may aid on this front. For example, while face-to-face contacts are still used, more and more 
community organisations (including community housing providers) are increasingly using social 
media as an engagement platform. Communities are often invited to respond to tweets, comment 
on Facebook groups, and post on Instagram to let their social landlords know of positive and 
negative changes to their community. Some face-to-face interactions can also be reorganised so 
the setting may be less formal; instead of town hall style forums, participants may be organised 
into small groups for more intimate discussions. These techniques may encourage more residents 
to express their opinions and join in on the conversation than remaining hard-to-reach. 
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7.2 Succession of funding 

The physical renewal of Riverwood benefited from a succession of funding that allowed for the 
upgrade of existing or introduction of new amenities on and near the estate. Some of the 
groundwork was laid by the local Member of Parliament and NSW Premier at the time, Morris 
Iemma, but also through funding mechanisms at different levels separately and collaboratively 
negotiated by the different partners in the renewal project. For example, the Morris Iemma Indoor 
Sports Centre, now operated by the YMCA in partnership with the Canterbury City Council, was 
constructed with financial support from the NSW State Government; the nearby Riverwood Railway 
Station was also upgraded with significant contribution from Transport NSW. 

“It has just been a continual path of improvement to that place that Morris Iemma had 
championed. Before you go knocking things down, you’ve actually got to spend money 
on community to make sure that they realise that that’s their home, their place is 
important, and why it’s important.” [Stakeholder interview] 

The succession of funding, and especially the delivery of a large chunk of amenity upgrades at the 
start of the process, is in stark contrast to the approaches of a number of the other renewal 
projects in NSW. Some stakeholders said it is actually important to deliver these upgrades so that 
the new community moving in will already have social outlets to integrate rather than struggling 
through the first few years, accessing services and doing their shopping elsewhere instead of 
spending time and money locally. 

“The community centre was doubled in capacity in anticipation of the number of people 
that’ll be living on the estate once a private developer was selected. If you want to 
make it successful you’ve got to provide that [community facilities] first because you 
build the stock, and suddenly the population increases by 1,000 and there’s a library 
that you can’t swing a cat in. and there’s no recreational facility, there’s no sporting 
facility, the passive picnic area isn’t there. The kids on the estate used to get by with a 
gym in the community centre that was the size of this room. There’s a massive gym 
now they can subscribe to, it’s run by not-for-profit organisation owned by the Council. 
The picnic ground is massive. Essentially some of the most important community 
facilities are built, finished and opened well before the big surge in population has 
arrived.” [Stakeholder interview] 

The succession of external funding also built a momentum for continual improvements. One down 
side, however, is that it is reliant on parties that are not formally part of the renewal project, and 
significant coordination and investments in time and effort are required to keep these partnerships 
working. The community engagement manager, for example, holds weekly meetings with a 
number of local stakeholders – including the local schools, community advisory group, and resident 
representatives – to continually seek their inputs to and feedback on the renewal project. 

 

7.3 Partnership working 

While a small number of residents perceived that the Riverwood North renewal was being 
delivered through a PPP, in fact it has been facilitated by a Project Development Agreement (PDA) 
tendered to the developer (PAYCE). SGCH Ltd was selected to manage the community housing 
tenancies after entering into a headlease management agreement with Housing NSW. One 
stakeholder said of that the Riverwood model is a lot easier, simpler and quicker to set up than 
compared to a PPP, but at the same time FACS has to take on more risks. There is more flexibility 



 

55 

to adapt to changes – “It’s more nimble” [stakeholder interview] – but separate tendering is 
required if more than one product is to be delivered. Given the timing of when the project was first 
proposed – in the middle of the GFC – the funding options for demolishing and constructing were 
also a lot more limited: 

“At the time there were very few developers, in the middle of a GFC, that were willing to 
do what PAYCE was willing to do at Riverwood.” [Stakeholder interview] 

With the PDA approach, the delivery of one cohesive renewal product relied heavily on the 
different parties involved – in this case, a developer, two tenancy managers, a state department, 
the local community, and the local council. One stakeholder said that the risk with this approach is 
that: 

“If things get hard, there’s no onus to work through the hard, whereas in [a PPP] there 
was.” [FACS interview] 

Another downside of separately tendered PDAs was a perception among community members and 
some stakeholders of a lack of dedicated funding from FACS for community renewal activities. 
While for some stakeholders community renewal was not critically vital to the immediate success of 
the renewal given the role the Riverwood Community Centre plays and the strong sense of 
community that already exists prior to renewal, it was still a strongly desired outcome for the longer 
term success and liveability of the community. It is part of PAYCE’s operational philosophies and 
good business practice that this was delivered for better overall outcomes. Tenant outcomes reflect 
on both landlords. 

“There was no community renewal funding for anything. Everything is done out of 
goodwill, so that fact that it’s gone smoothly is because people were prepared to step 
up, but also because the residents were ready for the renewal. In another estate it 
could have gone pear shaped.” [Stakeholder interview] 

In the case of Riverwood, the renewal project was fortunate to involve a number of partners who 
wanted to work together, and worked together well. For some stakeholders, these working 
relationships should have been formalised to ensure cohesive outcomes. 

“There were two separate government contracts and two separate departments [Land 
and Housing Corporation as the owner of the assets and Housing NSW and the 
manager of public tenancies]. There was the appetite to work together, but that should 
be more formal.” [Stakeholder interview] 

 

7.4 Setting the right scale 

While there will be significant uplift in density and population once complete, the current renewal 
project reinvigorates approximately 10% (in terms of the original number of dwellings) of the 
original Riverwood estate. This was limited by the significant investments required to redevelop the 
whole estate within one project, but also the social impacts of needing to relocate a significant 
number of residents and settling them into new neighbourhoods. To this, a number of stakeholders 
and residents said that this is probably the right starting scale. 

Having started ‘small’ offers opportunities for the partners involved to learn important lessons on 
what worked and what did not work as well. One stakeholder explains: 
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“Our position is how do you use that as a template. It’s only 10% of the estate, so how 
do you start to roll this out so you can look at estate-wide regeneration and mixed 
tenure and greater working aged people and a different mix that’s more representative 
of the rest of Riverwood.” [Stakeholder interview] 

Starting small also means that this initial phase can be completed within a relatively short 
timeframe. Compared to larger scale project, the impacts felt are more immediate. For example, 
one stakeholder said that: 

“Preferably you have to do your development within two to three years. Having a 12-
year development timeframe inevitably means you have to renegotiate the contract” 
[stakeholder interview]. 

To this end, homework must be done upfront to ensure positive outcomes because there are fewer 
opportunities for adjustments once the project gets going. 
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9. Appendices 

Appendix 1: Key stakeholder interviews master topic guide 

• What is your role in [organisation / Riverwood]? 

• How would you describe Riverwood and the people who live here to someone who has never 
visited the area? 

• How has Riverwood changed in the past 5-10 years? [Prompts: characteristics of residents, 
built environment, access to services, community connectivity] 

• What have been some of the key issues and challenges facing the residents of Riverwood in 
the past (over the past 5-10 years)? 
 To what extent, and how, do you think the renewal will impact on these issues? 

• What were the circumstances that lead to the renewal of Riverwood? Why did this renewal 
happen here, in this way and at this time? 

• What impact do you foresee the arrival of new private tenants and owners in the area will have 
on the nature of the area?  
 What impact do you think this will have on tenants living in the rest of the estate (the 

areas that were not redeveloped) 
 [Where relevant] do you think this will affect the nature of the work that you do in 

Riverwood? 

• How do you think the renewal process has been progressing so far?  
 What have been the major milestones? 
 What have been the major challenges and successes so far? (prompt: built 

environment, community development, health, education, employment/training) 

• Which (other) stakeholders have been involved in the renewal process? What role have they 
played? 

• How well have the plans for the renewal process been communicated to residents, in your 
opinion?  
 What has been particularly successful in this regard and what hasn’t worked so well? 

• What opportunities have been available to residents and other stakeholders to become 
engaged with the renewal?  
 Have residents taken up these opportunities? Why do you think this is? 

• Have there been any strategies to accommodate the perspectives of residents and other 
stakeholders into forward planning and future stages of the renewal? 
 If so, how successful have these been? 

• How was the relocation of existing tenants managed in the area? What were the major 
challenges and successes in this regard? 

• How have the different organisations and agencies involved in the renewal worked together in 
planning and carrying out the renewal?  
 Are there any lessons to be learnt from this process that might inform te future 

management of Riverwood? 
 Are there any lessons to be learnt from this process that might inform other renewal 

projects? Could the Riverwood renewal model be applied to other public housing 
estates?  
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Appendix 2: Relocate tenant interviews master topic guide 

• How long did you live in Riverwood? 

• How did you come to live in Riverwood? 

• What were the best and worst things about living in Riverwood for you and your family before 
the project began? 

• When exactly did you move away from Riverwood? 

• Can you talk me through the process of your relocation from Riverwood? 
 When did you first hear about the Riverwood regeneration project? Who told you about 

it? 
 What options were you given regarding your relocation (incl. switching to SGCH or 

staying with HNSW)? Do you feel that you were given any choice? Was it an easy 
choice for you? Were you able to nominate particular areas of types of property that you 
wanted to move to? 

 Did you receive any support to help you relocate - either financial or in terms of 
organising the move itself? Where did this support come from? 

 At the time, were you happy to move? Why/ why not? 
 Were you given the option of moving back to Riverwood after the renewal? 
 When you first moved away from Riverwood, were you intending to move back? Why/ 

why not? Have you changed your mind since then about moving back? If so, why? 

• What are the best and worst things about living in your current property?  
 Prompts: dwelling size/ quality; location; access to services; closeness to friends/family 

• How does your current property compare with the property you used to live in in Riverwood? 

• Have you made new friends since relocating?  

• Do you feel part of the wider community in this area? Why/ why not? 

• Do you keep in contact with people who stayed in Riverwood? Do you keep in contact with 
other people who moved off the estate like you? 
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Appendix 3: Riverwood tenant survey 

Riverwood North Longitudinal Study – Phase 1: 2014 
 

Study No. 23434 
Client City Futures 
Version Version 11 – 3rd December 2014 
Research Consultant Adeline Ong 
 
 

QUOTAS 
 
 

Phase 1 
(2013/14) 

Phase 2 
(2015/16) 

Total 150 250 
Social Housing Tenants 
– SGCH 

Pre-existing dwellings 45 

150 
New dwellings 30 

Social Housing Tenants 
– HSNW 

Pre-existing dwellings 75 

New dwellings - 

Private Housing 
Residents – New 
dwellings 

Private Housing Residents – New 
dwellings - 100 

 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Good morning/afternoon/evening. My name is (… … … … … … …) from Sweeney Research.  

[CLIENT LIST] We are looking to speak to [INSERT NAME]? Would that be you?  

[IF YES] CONTINUE  

[IF NOT] SEEK OUT CORRECT PERSON AND RE-INTRODUCE. IF PERSON ON CLIENT LIST 
UNAVAILABLE, SEEK OUT ANOTHER APPROPRIATE PERSON TO SPEAK TO 

We are conducting a survey on behalf of the University of New South Wales about how you feel about the 
redevelopment of Riverwood. You would have received a letter previously informing you of this survey. 

This survey is part of the evaluation of the Riverwood redevelopment project currently taking place in your 
neighbourhood. The information you provide will be valuable to help plan for the future of your 
neighbourhood. 

The survey will take about 20 minutes and is completely confidential and anonymous. Everyone who 
completes the survey is given the chance to go into a prize draw to win one of six Coles Myer gift vouchers 
valued at $50 each. Would you be able to help us now? 

[IF YES] Thank you for agreeing to participate. This call may be monitored for quality control purposes. 

[IF NOT NOW] ARRANGE CALL BACK OR THANK AND CLOSE 

[IF NO] THANK AND TERMINATE 

 
IF ASKED, INFORM RESPONDENT THAT: 
[CLIENT LIST] Your contact details have been provided by the University of New South Wales from Housing 
NSW and St George Community Housing, where you would have received a letter about the survey, 
confirming your participation.  



 

61 

[NON-CLIENT LIST] Your contact details have been obtained from Australia-On-Disk, which is based on 
White Pages listings. 

The Australian Market and Social Research Society has a phone line that you can call if you wish to confirm 
our credentials. The number is 1300 364 830 or you can email them on amsrs@amsrs.com.au. 

As a market & social research organisation, we are exempt from the Do Not Call Register. We are not trying 
to sell or market anything to you and your decision to participate in this survey is voluntary. 

 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: IF RESPONDENT SPEAKS A LANGUAGE OTHER THAN ENGLISH AND 
REQUIRES THE ASSISTANCE OF AN INTERPRETER TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE – 
PLEASE RECORD DETAILS. 
 
 

PS1. RECORD MAIN LANGUAGE  English Go to S1 1 
Non-English     Go to PS2 2 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF PS1=2 
(NON-ENGLISH) 
PS2. Is there anyone else in your 

household who may be able to 
help us with this survey? 

Yes                 Ask for person and re-introduce 1 
No     Go to PS3 2 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF PS1=2 
(NON-ENGLISH) 
PS3. CONFIRM NAME, CONTACT 

NUMBER, AND PREFERRED 
LANGUAGE 

Name:  

Contact number:   

Preferred language:   
  

mailto:amsrs@amsrs.com.au
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SECTION 1: SCREENER 
 

Firstly, we would like to ask you a few questions to ensure we get a good mix of people for this 
survey.  
 

S1. Can I ask your age? Under 18                 Ask for someone 18+ to take part. If no, 
thank and terminate  1 

18-24     Continue 2 
25-34     Continue 3 
35-44     Continue 4 
45-54     Continue 5 
55-64     Continue 6 
65-74     Continue 7 
75 or older     Continue 8 
Refused     Check if 18+. If no, thank and terminate9 

 

S2. [SOCIAL HOUSING TENANTS] 
RECORD SAMPLE SOURCE 

 
[ASK PRIVATE HOUSING 
TENANT – PHASE 2 ONLY]  
Which of these best describes your 
household? Do you…? 

 
 SINGLE RESPONSE   

SOCIAL HOUSING TENANTS 
Rent from a Community Housing provider, such as St George 
Community Housing (SGCH) 1 

Rent from Housing NSW/the Aboriginal Housing Office 2 

PRIVATE HOUSING TENANTS (ASK IN PHASE 2 ONLY) 
Fully own your own home 4 

Own your own home with a mortgage 5 

Rent privately 6 

Do not own home/rent privately (e.g., live with parents) 7 

 

Other 8 
 

S3a. [SOCIAL HOUSING TENANTS] 
RECORD STREET NAME  

 
[ASK PRIVATE HOUSING 
TENANT – PHASE 2 ONLY]  
Can you confirm your street name? 
DO NOT READ OUT. SINGLE 
RESPONSE 

Group 1: Arizona Place, Kentucky Road, Michigan Road, 
Montana Crescent, Roosevelt Avenue, Vermont Crescent, 
Virginia Place, Washington Avenue, Wyoming Place 1 

Group 2: Florida Crescent, Minnesota Avenue, Missouri Place, 
Pennsylvania Road, Tennessee Place, Truman Avenue 2                                                             

Group 3: Coleridge Street, Hunter Street, Killara Avenue, Mary 
Street, Union Street 3 

 

Other Terminate 
 

ASK IF S2=1 AND S3a=1 
S3b. Do you live in one of the new 

Washington Park apartments?  
Yes 1 

No 2 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S3b=1 
(LIVE IN WASHINGTON PARK 
APARTMENTS) 
S3c. Which of the following best 

describes your situation? 
 
 READ OUT  

I moved to Riverwood to take up the tenancy at the Washington 
Park apartments (i.e., never lived in Riverwood before) 1 

I was a former Riverwood tenant and I moved out  
as a result of the renewal/construction process but have now 
returned 2 

None of the above 3 
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S4a. What type of property is your 
home? 

 
 READ OUT  
 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: CODE 2 
INCLUDES PROPERTIES 
FOLLOWING A RADBURN 
MODEL, IN WHICH HOUSES 
ARE BUILT BACK TO FRONT, 
WITH GARAGES FACING THE 
STREET WHILE THE FRONTS 
OPEN ON TO PUBLIC SPACE. 
FYI, IF MENTIONED BY 
RESPONDENTS 

A detached/freestanding house 1 
Row, townhouse or terrace 2 
Semi-detached or duplex (half house) 3 
Apartment 4  
Other  5 

 

ASK IF S4a=4 (APARTMENT) 
S4b. And how many storeys are there in 

your apartment block? Is it…? 
 
 READ OUT  

4 storeys or less 1 
5 storeys or more 2 

 

ASK IF S4a=4 (APARTMENT) 
S4c. Is there a lift? 
 
 READ OUT  

Yes 1 
No 2 

 

S5. RECORD GENDER  Male 1 
Female 2 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S3b=2 
(DOES NOT LIVE IN WASHINGTON 
PARK APARTMENTS) OR IF S3c=2-3 
(FORMER RIVERWOOD TENANT OR 
NONE OF THE ABOVE) 
S6. How long have you lived in the 

Riverwood estate? 
 
 DO NOT READ OUT 

Less than 1 year 1 
1 to 2 years 2 
3 to 5 years 3 
6 to 10 years 4 
Over 10 years 5 
Don’t know 6 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S3b=1 
(NEW RIVERWOOD TENANT) 
S7. Just before you moved to 

Riverwood estate, where was your 
previous home? 

  
 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE 

Elsewhere in Riverwood (not on the estate) 1 
Elsewhere in Canterbury Council (not in Riverwood) 2 
Elsewhere in Sydney (not in Canterbury Council) 3 
Elsewhere (not in Sydney) 4 
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S8. How would you best describe your 
household? 

 
 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE 

Single with no children 1 

Couple with no children 2 

Couple with children living at home (dependent and/or non-
dependent children) 3 

Single parent with children living at home (dependent and/or 
non-dependent children) 4 

Extended family (e.g., three-generation family) 5 

Group household (i.e., of unrelated people) 6 

Other (e.g., older households where children are no longer living 
at home) 7 

 

S9. In what country/countries were the 
members of your household born? 

 
 DO NOT READ OUT. MULTIPLE 

RESPONSES ALLOWED 
  

Australia 01 

New Zealand 02 

Elsewhere in Oceania (e.g., Fiji, Samoa) 03 

United Kingdom 04 

Southern Europe (e.g., Greece, Italy, Spain, Serbia, Croatia) 05 

Eastern Europe (e.g., Russia, Hungary, Poland). 06 

Western and Northern Europe (e.g., Germany, France, Ireland, 
Scandinavia) 07 

East Asia (e.g., China, Korea, Japan) 08 

South East Asia (e.g., Vietnam, Cambodia, Philippines, 
Malaysia, Indonesia, Thailand) 09 

South Asia (e.g., India, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Pakistan) 10 

Middle East (e.g., Saudi Arabia, Iran, Lebanon, Egypt) 11 

Africa 12 

North America (e.g., Canada, the United States, Mexico)  13 

South America (e.g., Argentina, Brazil, Colombia)  14 

Other 15 
 

S10. What is the main 
language spoken in your 
household? If you speak more than 
one language at home, please 
think about the language used 
most often. DO NOT READ OUT. 
SINGLE RESPONSE 

English 01 
Arabic 02 
Cantonese 03 
Croatian  04 
Filipino/Tagalog 05 
Greek 06 
Indonesian 07 
Khmer 08 
Lao 09 
Macedonian 10 
Mandarin 11 
Spanish 12 
Vietnamese 13 
Other  14 
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SECTION 2: ABOUT YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD 
 

In this first section, we’d like to ask you a few questions about the Riverwood estate. 
 

Q1a. What is the one thing you like most about the Riverwood estate?  
DO NOT READ OUT. PROMPT IF REQUIRED. SINGLE RESPONSE 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF Q1a≠16 OR 17 (NOT NONE/NOTHING OR DK) 
Q1b. What else do you like about the Riverwood estate?  

DO NOT READ OUT. PROMPT IF REQUIRED. MULTIPLE RESPONSES UP TO TWO. 

 a. First to 
mind b. Others 

1. Open space and parks 01 01 

2. Schools and educational facilities 02 02 

3. Shops (quality, variety, easy access to) 03 03 

4. Social services and community facilities 04 04 

5. The people who live here  05 05 

6. Friends and family in the area 06 06 

7. Employment opportunities 07 07 

8. Access to public transport 08 08 

9. Entertainment facilities 09 09 

10. Housing affordability 10 10 

11. Safety as a place to live 11 11 

12. The wetlands 12 12 

13. The Riverwood Community Centre 13 13 

14. The accommodation itself 14 14 

15. Other  15 15 

16. None/nothing   16 16 

17. Don’t know (INTERVIEWER NOTE: PROMPT AND ENCOURAGE 
THEM TO PROVIDE RESPONSE IF DK) 17 17 

 

Q2a. What is the one thing you dislike most about the Riverwood estate?  
DO NOT READ OUT. PROMPT IF REQUIRED. SINGLE RESPONSE.  

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF Q2a≠16 OR 17 (NOT NONE/NOTHING OR DK) 
Q2b. What else do you dislike about the Riverwood estate?  

DO NOT READ OUT. PROMPT IF REQUIRED. MULTIPLE RESPONSES UP TO TWO.  
INTERVIEWER  NOTE: IF RESPONDENT MENTIONED “CRIME” IN GENERAL, PLEASE PROBE 
WHAT TYPES OF CRIME ARE THEY REFERRING TO 

 a. First to 
mind b. Others 

1. Alcohol and/or drug related problems 01 01 

2. Lack of safety 02 02 

3. Youth problems 03 03 

4. Lack/poor quality of education 04 04 

5. Lack/ poor employment opportunities 05 05 

6. Lack/ poor access to public transport 06 06 

7. The people who live here  07 07 

8. Lack/poor quality of social services/facilities 08 08 
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9. Lack/poor quality of shops 09 09 

10. Public housing/housing commission in the area 10 10 

11. Poor street lighting 11 11 

12. The accommodation itself 12 12 

13. Other  13 13 

14. None/nothing   14 14 

15. Don’t know (INTERVIEWER NOTE: PROMPT AND ENCOURAGE 
THEM TO PROVIDE RESPONSE IF DK) 15 15 

 

Q3. I am now going to read out a list of statements relating to the Riverwood estate. Please tell me 
whether you strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, or strongly disagree with 
each about the estate.  

 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 
 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

Neither/ 
nor Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

DK 
(DO 
NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. There is a good range of shops and 
services 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. There are enough meeting halls/clubs 
where people can get together 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. The estate is well served by public 
transport 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. There are good local public spaces and 
parks 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. There are good local facilities and 
activities for young children 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. There are good local facilities and 
activities for youths 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. There are good employment 
opportunities accessible to the 
Riverwood area/suburb 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. There is good access to health services 
(e.g., local doctors) 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. There is a good range of community 
activities on offer  1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. I would move out of the Riverwood 
estate if I could 1 2 3 4 5 6 

ANCHOR TO BOTTOM 
11. Overall, Riverwood is a good place to 

live 1 2 3 4 5 6 



 

67 

Q4. How often do you/your family usually visit or make use of the following facilities in the Riverwood 
estate? Please tell me whether this is at least once a week, once or twice a month, every couple of 
months, few times a year, or never. Feel free to let me know if a statement is “not applicable” to you. 

 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 
 At least 

once a 
week 

Once or 
twice a 
month 

Every 
couple of 
months 

Few 
times a 

year 
Never 

N/A 
(DO NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. The Riverwood Community Centre 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. Local shops 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. The Riverwood library 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Community gardens 
 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: The original 
community garden is part of the renewal, 
so that is temporarily closed while it is 
upgraded. Its closure is relatively recent 
so some respondents may have used it 
within the last 12 months 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Park and open spaces 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Sports fields and facilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. Children’s playgrounds 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. Local doctors 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S2=1-3 
(SOCIAL HOUSING TENANT) 
Q5a. Thinking about [INSERT 

RESPONSE FROM S2, i.e., “your 
Community Housing provider”, 
“Housing NSW”, or “the Aboriginal 
Housing Office”], how satisfied are 
you with the services you have 
received from them in the last 
year? 

 
 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE 

Very satisfied 1 

Fairly satisfied 2 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 

Fairly dissatisfied 4 

Very dissatisfied 5 

Don’t know (DO NOT READ OUT) 6 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF Q5b=1-2 OR 4-5 (SATISFIED OR DISSATISFIED) 
Q5b. And why do you say that? RECORD VERBATIM 
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SECTION 3: ABOUT THE RENEWAL 
 

In this section, we’d like to ask you a few questions about the renewal of Riverwood, specifically the 
part that has been renamed Washington Park. 
 

Q6. Can you remember how you first 
heard about the renewal project? 

 
 DO NOT READ OUT. SINGLE 

RESPONSE 
 
 INTERVIEW NOTE: SGCH is St 

George Community Housing 
Ltd. Some tenants will only 
know it as community housing 
provider 

Letter from Housing NSW/community housing provider 1 
The local newspaper 2 
Heard from family/friends/neighbours 3 
The Riverwood Community Centre 4 
The project developer (PAYCE Communities) 5 
When the demolition/construction started 6 
Other  7 
Don’t know 8 

 

Q7a. And from who or where do you find 
out information about the renewal 
process now? 

 
 DO NOT READ OUT. MULTIPLE 

RESPONSES ALLOWED 
 
 INTERVIEW NOTE: SGCH is St 

George Community Housing 
Ltd. Some tenants will only 
know it as community housing 
provider. Code 9 “Village Talk” 
is the local quarterly newsletter 
produced by the project 
developer, PAYCE Communities 

The Riverwood library 01 
The Riverwood Community Centre 02 
Family/friends/neighbours 03 
Landlord/housing provider (including SGCH and HNSW) 04 
The project developer (PAYCE Communities) 05 
The Local Council 06 
The local newspaper 07 
Village Talk 08 
Other  09 
Don’t find out/no interest in such information 10 
Don’t know/remember 11 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING SOURCES MENTIONED IN Q7a. DO 
NOT ASK IF Q7a=10 OR 11 (DOES NOT FIND OUT INFO OR DK) 
Q7b. Have you received any materials such as leaflets or letters about the renewal project from [ASK FOR 

EACH SOURCE MENTIONED IN Q7a]? 
 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 
 

Yes No 
Can’t recall 

(DO NOT 
READ OUT) 

1. The Riverwood library 1 2 3 

2. The Riverwood Community Centre 1 2 3 

3. Landlord/housing provider (including SGCH and HNSW) 1 2 3 

4. The project developer (PAYCE Communities) 1 2 3 

5. The Local Council 1 2 3 
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PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING SOURCES MENTIONED IN Q7a (CODES 
7-8 IE., LOCAL NEWSPAPER AND VILLAGE TALK) OR Q7b=1. DO NOT ASK IF Q7a=10 OR 11 (DOES 
NOT FIND OUT INFO OR DK)  
Q7c. How informative has the information been on these materials? Please tell me whether they’ve been 

very informative, fairly informative, not very informative, or not informative at all.  
 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 

 
Very 

Informative 
Fairly 

Informative 
Not very 

informative 

Not 
informative 

at all 

DK 
(DO NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. The Riverwood library 1 2 3 4 5 

2. The Riverwood Community Centre 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Landlord/housing provider (including 
SGCH and HNSW) 1 2 3 4 5 

4. The project developer (PAYCE 
Communities) 1 2 3 4 5 

5. The Local Council 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The local newspaper 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Village Talk 1 2 3 4 5 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S3b=2 (DOES NOT LIVE IN WASHINGTON PARK APARTMENTS) OR IF 
S3c=2-3 (FORMER RIVERWOOD TENANT OR NONE OF THE ABOVE) 
Q8a. How have the following changed, if any, in the Riverwood estate in the last 3 years [IF S6=1-2, ALSO 

SAY: “…or since you moved to the estate”]? Please tell me if things have improved, got worse, or 
stayed the same. 

 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 
 

Improved Got worse  Stayed the 
same 

DK 
(DO NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. The number/range of community activities on offer 1 2 3 4 

2. Pride in being a Riverwood estate resident 1 2 3 4 

3. Overall physical environment (e.g., wetlands, 
gardens) 1 2 3 4 

4. Sense of community 1 2 3 4 

5. The amount of street traffic 1 2 3 4 

6. Your social circles  1 2 3 4 

7. Availability/variety of shops 1 2 3 4 

8. Availability/variety of community services (e.g., 
clinics, health centres, for people with special 
needs) 

1 2 3 4 

9. Outdoor public spaces (e.g., parks and a new 
plaza) 1 2 3 4 

10. Crime and safety 1 2 3 4 

11. Access to public transport 1 2 3 4 

12. Job training and employment opportunities 1 2 3 4 
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PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S3b=2 (DOES NOT LIVE IN WASHINGTON PARK APARTMENTS) OR IF 
S3c=2-3 (FORMER RIVERWOOD TENANT OR NONE OF THE ABOVE) 
Q8b. How far have the following been problematic, if any, during the renewal process? Please tell me if you 

see each of the following aspects as a big problem, minor problem, or no problem at all for you. 
 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 
 

Big 
problem 

Minor 
problem 

No problem 
at all for 

you 

DK 
(DO NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. Noise from the construction 1 2 3 4 

2. Dust from the construction 1 2 3 4 

3. Increased road traffic (e.g., trucks to/from 
construction site) 1 2 3 4 

4. Less parking available 1 2 3 4 
 

Q10. I am now going to ask you some questions about how satisfied you are with your life at the present 
time. Feel free to let me know if you prefer not to answer a question. On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 
being “not satisfied at all” and 10 being “completely satisfied”, how satisfied are you with…? 

 Not satisfied 
at all       Completely 

satisfied 

1. Your life as a whole 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 

2. Your standard of living 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 

3. Your health 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 

4. What you are currently 
achieving in life 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 

5. Your personal relationships 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 

6. How safe you feel 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 

7. Feeling part of your 
community 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 

8. Your future security 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 
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SECTION 4: SOCIAL CONNECTEDNESS 
 

The next few questions are about the Riverwood community. 
 

Q11. I’m going to read out a list of statements about the Riverwood estate. Please tell me whether you 
strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, or strongly disagree with each about the 
estate.  

 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 

 
Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Neither/ 

nor Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 

DK 
(DO 
NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. The estate is a safe place to live 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. There is a strong sense of community  1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. I visit my neighbours in their homes 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. I often invite people in my 
neighbourhood to my house to visit 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. I believe my neighbours would help me 
in an emergency 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. There is a good mix of people  1 2 3 4 5 6 

ANCHOR TO BOTTOM 
7. I feel I belong in Riverwood 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

Q12. Using the same scale, how much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about how 
you interact with others?  

 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 

 
Strongly 

Agree Agree 
Neither/ 

nor Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 

DK 
(DO 
NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. Most people I socialise with live in 
Riverwood 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. Most of the people I socialise with are of 
the same ethnicity as me 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Most of the people I socialise with are of 
a similar age to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Most of the people I socialise with are of 
a similar social background to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Most of my social life is at local 
community events 1 2 3 4 5 6 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S2=1-3 
(SOCIAL HOUSING TENANT) 
6. Most of the people I socialise with are 

other social housing tenants 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S2=4-8 
(PRIVATE HOUSING TENANT (ASK IN 
PHASE 2 ONLY)) 
7. Most of the people I socialise with are 

private property owners or private 
tenants 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Q13a. Have you attended an event in 
Riverwood in the past 12 months 
such as a sporting event, 
community BBQ, Christmas 
carols, festival or concert?  

Yes 1 

No 2 

Don’t know 3 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF Q13a=1 
(YES, ATTENDED) 
Q13b. How satisfied are you with these 

events and services? 
 
 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE 

Very satisfied 1 

Fairly satisfied 2 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 

Fairly dissatisfied 4 

Very dissatisfied 5 

Don’t know (DO NOT READ OUT) 6 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF Q13b≠6 (NOT DK) 
Q13c. Why do you say that? RECORD VERBATIM 

 

 

 
 

Q14. Have you used or attended any of the following groups or activities in Riverwood in the last 12 
months? Feel free to let me know if you have not heard of these activities before. 
READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER  

 Yes, 
used/attended 

No, have not 
used/attended 
but would like 

to 

No, have not 
used/attended 
and would not 

like to 

Not 
aware 

1. The senior citizens club 1 2 3 4 

2. Weekly Friday community BBQs 1 2 3 4 

3. The Riverwood Community Centre 1 2 3 4 

4. Local social or cultural clubs 1 2 3 4 

5. Local resident/tenant groups/associations 
(e.g., ROAR) 1 2 3 4 

6. Local conservation/environment groups 1 2 3 4 

7. Community gardens 
 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: The original community 
garden is part of the renewal, so that is 
temporarily closed while it is upgraded. Its 
closure is relatively recent so some 
respondents may have used it within the last 12 
months 

1 2 3 4 

8. School-related groups (e.g., 
parent/teacher) 1 2 3 4 

9. Religious groups 1 2 3 4 

10. The local sports club 1 2 3 4 

11. Activities organised by political parties 1 2 3 4 

12. The Clean Street program 1 2 3 4 
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Q15. Are there any new facilities 
you would like see provided or 
improved in or near the 
Riverwood estate? 

 
 DO NOT READ OUT. 

MULTIPLE RESPONSES 
ALLOWED 

A new library 1 

Sporting facilities/exercise equipment/swimming pool 2 

Playgrounds/parks 3 

Shops 4 

Community garden space 5 

Café/restaurants 6 

Other (please specify) 
 7 

None/nothing 8 
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SECTION 5: PERCEPTION OF HOME SECURITY AND COMMUNITY SAFETY 
 

I would now like to ask you a few questions about safety and security in the Riverwood estate. 
 

Q16a. Thinking about your personal safety, please tell me whether you feel very safe, fairly safe, neither safe 
nor unsafe, fairly unsafe, or very unsafe in the following situations on the estate?  
READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 

 
Very 
safe 

Fairly 
safe 

Neither 
safe nor 
unsafe 

Fairly 
unsafe 

Very 
unsafe 

NA 
(DO 
NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. At home by yourself during the 
day 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. At home by yourself after dark 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. Walking around your 
neighbourhood during the day 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Walking around your 
neighbourhood after dark 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Attending local community 
events 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. Walking up to the shops during 
the day 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7.  Walking up to the shops after 
dark 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S3b=2 (DOES NOT LIVE IN WASHINGTON PARK APARTMENTS) OR IF 
S3c=2-3 (FORMER RIVERWOOD TENANT OR NONE OF THE ABOVE) 
DO NOT SHOW STATEMENTS WHERE Q16a=6 (NA) 
Q16b. How have the following changed, if any, in the Riverwood estate in the last 3 years [IF S6=1-2, ALSO 

SAY: “…or since you moved to the estate”]? Please tell me if things have improved, got worse, or 
stayed the same in terms of your safety when you’re… 

 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 
 

Improved Got worse Stayed the 
same 

DK 
(DO NOT 

READ 
OUT) 

1. At home by yourself during the day 1 2 3 4 

2. At home by yourself after dark 1 2 3 4 

3. Walking around your neighbourhood during the day 1 2 3 4 

4. Walking around your neighbourhood after dark 1 2 3 4 

5. Attending local community events 1 2 3 4 

6. Walking up to the shops during the day 1 2 3 4 

7.  Walking up to the shops after dark 1 2 3 4 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF S3b=2 
(DOES NOT LIVE IN WASHINGTON 
PARK APARTMENTS) OR IF S3c=2-3 
(FORMER RIVERWOOD TENANT OR 
NONE OF THE ABOVE) 
Q17a. Have you reported crime and/or 

antisocial behaviour in your local 
area in the past year? 

Yes 1 

No 2 
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PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF Q17a=1 
(YES, HAVE REPORTED) 
Q17b. Who have you approached or 

reported crime and antisocial 
behaviour to? 

 
 DO NOT READ OUT. PROMPT IF 

REQUIRED. MULTIPLE 
RESPONSES ALLOWED 

Housing NSW 1 

The community housing provider (e.g., SGCH) 2 

The police 3 

Friend(s) 4 

Family 5 

The Riverwood Community Centre 6 

Other support services 7 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF Q17b=1-3, 6, 7 (HOUSING NSW, SGCH, OR POLICE, COMMUNITY 
CENTRE, OTHER) 
Q17c. How helpful was [INSERT RESPONSE FROM Q17b] in its assistance to you? Was this very helpful, 

fairly helpful, not very helpful, or not helpful at all? 

 READ OUT. SINGLE RESPONSE. ROTATE ORDER 
 Very helpful Fairly helpful Not very helpful Not helpful at all 

1. Housing NSW 1 2 3 4 

2. SGCH 1 2 3 4 

3. Police 1 2 3 4 

4. The Riverwood Community 
Centre 1 2 

3 
4 

5. Other support services 1 2 3 4 
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SECTION 6: LOOKING FORWARD 
 

Finally, I would like to ask you about your views of the future of the Riverwood estate. 
 

Q18a. Do you think the Riverwood estate 
will improve, get worse or stay the 
same over the next 3 years?  

Improve 1 

Get worse 2 

Stay the same 3 

Don’t know 4 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IF Q18a=1-3 (NOT DK) 
Q18b. For what reasons do you say that? RECORD VERBATIM 

 

 

 
 

Thank you. That is the end of the interview. Before I go, I just wanted to check a few things with you.  
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK IN PHASE 
2 ONLY 
Q19. Do you remember doing this 

survey in 2014? 

Yes 1 

No 2 

 

Q20a. Would you be willing to be 
contacted in the future and asked 
to participate in a focus group in 
November about the Riverwood 
renewal? 

Yes 1 

No 2 

 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK Q20a=1 
(WILLING TO PARTICIPATE) 
Q20b. What is the best way of contacting 

you? 

Name:  

Contact number:  

Email:  
 

Q21a. Would you like to go into the draw 
to win a $50 Coles Myer gift card? Yes 1 

No 2 
 

PROGRAMMER NOTE: ASK Q21a=1 
(PRIZE DRAW) 
Q21b. The draw will take place on 6 

October 2014. Please confirm your 
contact details. Contact details will 
only be used to notify the winners. 

Name:  

Contact number:  
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End of interview. 

Thank you. That is the end of the interview. Once again my name is (… … …) from Sweeney Research. 
Should you need to contact us again please call us on 1800 35 77 39. 
The study has been conducted on behalf of the University of New South Wales, PAYCE Communities, St 
George Community Housing Ltd and Housing NSW. If you would like more information about the study, you 
can contact Professor Hal Pawson at the University of New South Wales on 02 9385 5078. 
As part of quality control procedures, someone from our project team may wish to re-contact you to ask a 
couple of questions, validating the information we have collected. 
As a market research company, we comply with the requirements of the Privacy Act. The information you 
have provided will be used only for market research purposes.  
Would you like me to give you any more details about how we comply? 
 

If yes then say: 

As I mentioned we may contact you to verify some of the information you gave us. Once we have completed 
our validation and processing of information, please be assured that your name and contact details will be 
removed from your responses to this survey. After that time, we will no longer be able to identify the 
responses provided by you. However for the period of time that your name and contact details remain with 
your survey responses, which will be approximately (one month) you can contact us to request access to 
your information and/or ask us to delete some or all of your information. 
Once again, thank you for your time. My name is ….. and I’m calling from Sweeney Research. If you have 
any queries, you can call the Australian Market & Social Research Society’s Survey Line on 1300 364 830 
(for the cost of a local call). 
 
If no: 

Thank and close. 
Date of interview: 

Respondent’s name: 

Phone number: 

Address (if applicable): 

“I certify that this is a true, accurate and complete interview, conducted in accordance with international standards (ISO 20252) and the 
AMSRS Code of Professional Behaviour (ICC/ESOMAR). I will not disclose to any other person the content of this questionnaire or 
any other information relating to this project.” 

Signed: Interviewer: 
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Appendix 4: Tenant focus group master topic guides 

Focus group 1: Tenants who have been relocated 

• How long have you lived in Riverwood? 
 How has the suburb changed since you first moved here? Have the changes been for 

better or for worse? 

• How did you first hear about the renewal project? 
 What were your initial reactions? Have these views changed since? 

• Were there any consultation activities before anything happened? 
 Did you participate in them? 
 Did you find these activities useful in 

a) getting information about the project 
b) letting you express your views/concerns about the renewal? 

 How/where else do you find information about the renewal? 

• Tell us a bit about your relocation experience: 
 How were you first informed that you had to move out? How did you feel at first? 
 How much time in advance were you told you had to move before you finally moved? 

Do you think this was sufficient? How could you have been better prepared for the 
relocation? 

 What kind of support were you offered to help you relocate? [e.g. removalist, 
counselling] 

 What kind of housing were you offered? Did you have much choice in where/what you 
would move to? 

 What do you think of the new social units in Washington Park? 
 [For those eligible to return, whether returned or not] When did you have to decide 

whether you would move back to Washington Park or not? 
 [For those not eligible to return] How did you feel not being able to move into one of the 

new apartments? 
 [For those who chose not to return] Why did you decide not to move back to 

Washington Park? 
 [For returners] Why have you decided to move back to Washington Park? 
 [For returners] What was that period of ‘temporary relocation’ like? [stressful, ‘in limbo’, 

nothing unusual] 
 [For those who transferred their tenancy] Why have you chosen to transfer? What has 

been the main difference (if any)? 

• What do you think of having a mix of people (tenure mix / social mix) live in Washington Park? 
Do you think that has changed the community? 

• What do you hope the regeneration will bring to Riverwood? [prompts: physical change, social 
change, sense of community/attachment, safety  positive & negative] 
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Focus groups 2 & 3: Tenants who have not experienced relocation 

• How long have you lived in Riverwood? 
 How has the suburb changed since you first moved here? Have the changes been for 

better or for worse? 

• How did you first hear about the renewal project? 
 What were your initial reactions? Have these views changed since? 

• Were there any consultation activities before anything happened? 
 Did you participate in them? 
 Did you find these activities useful in 

a) getting information about the project 
b) letting you express your views/concerns about the renewal? 

 How/where else do you find information about the renewal? 

• What do you think of the new social units in Washington Park? 

• What is it like seeing the northern part of Riverwood transform into Washington Park? 
 Was there much disruption from the construction (e.g. trucks, noise, dust, vermin/feral 

cats)? 
 How do you feel that it is the Washington Park part of Riverwood that is renewed rather 

than where you live? 
 What kind of support have you received in preparing you for this change in your 

community? What else could have been provided to support you? 

• What do you think of having a mix of people (tenure mix / social mix) live in Washington Park? 
Do you think that has changed the community? 

• How do you think the renewal has changed/is changing Riverwood? [prompts: sense of 
community, physical change, social change, safety  positive & negative] 

• What (else) do you hope the regeneration will bring to Riverwood (not just Washington Park)? 
 
Focus group4: Tenants who have not experienced relocation (translated into simplified Chinese 
and conducted in Mandarin) 

• 您在 Riverwood 住了多久了？ 

 和您刚搬来这里时相比，这个区发生了哪些变化？变好了还是变坏了？ 

• 您第一次是怎么听说这个更新工程的？ 

 您听说这个更新工程的第一反应是什么？后来您对更新工程的看法有没有变化？ 

• 在更新工程动工之前有没有咨询活动？ 

 您有没有参与咨询？ 

 这些咨询有用吗？ 

a) 帮助了解项目的情况 

b) 让您表达自己对于这个项目的意见？ 

 您在其他什么地方获得这个项目的信息呢？你怎么找到的？ 

• 告诉我们一些您自己重新安置的经历： 
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 您当初是怎么被通知您必须搬出去的？当时您是什么感受？ 

 按您实际搬走的时间来算，提前了多长时间通知您搬走？几月通知？您几月搬走的？您

觉得留给您准备搬走时间够吗？您觉得怎样才能更好地为重新安置做好准备呢？ 

 您有没有获得重新安置的帮助？比如搬运工，辅导 

 搬走之后，提供的什么类型的房子给您住？您可以选择住哪里和住什么房子吗？ 

 您觉得 Washington Park 新修的廉租房如何？ 

 您什么时候必须决定要不要搬回Washington Park？ 

 您不能搬进新修的公寓是什么感觉呢？ 

 为什么您选择不搬回 Washington Park？ 

 为什么您选择搬回 Washington Park？ 

 临时重新安置的时期是什么样的？比如有压力，处于不稳定的过渡状态，没什么不寻常

的？ 

 为什么您选择转让租约呢？转让了租约后有什么重要的区别呢？ 
• 您对各种各样的人混合住在 Washington Park（tenure mix/不同社会阶层）有什么看法？您觉得

这种混合居住对社区有改变吗？ 

• 您希望 Riverwood 也进行这种重建吗？[提示: 房子的物理变化，社会变化，社区意识，社区的依

恋，安全感正面和负面的] 
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Appendix 5: Boundary mismatches, Riverwood, 2006-2011 

(i) Suburb boundary mismatches, 2006-2011 

 

 

(ii) Estate boundary mismatches, 2006-2011 

 

  

 



 

82 

(iii) 2006 Census Collection District boundary mismatches with 2011 SA1 boundaries 

 

 

(iv) Renewal site boundary mismatches with 2006 Census Collection Districts 
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(v) Renewal site and 2011 SA1 boundaries 
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Appendix 6: Contextual data 

This appendix sets out a contextual, background picture of Riverwood as reflected by a range of 
official datasets. The datasets used indicate more broadly the cultural and socio-economic diversity 
of Riverwood the estate as well as the Washington Park renewal site. Additionally, a description of 
Riverwood’s local housing profile, perceptions of crime and safety, educational and employment 
opportunities and outcomes, as well as how these have changed since the announcement of the 
renewal project are also included. 

Data covered in this appendix provides an overview of the Riverwood population in August 2011, a 
time when all tenants who lived on the renewal site had been relocated elsewhere. The figures on 
Washington Park, therefore, are of those who lived in the rest of the SA1: 1137310 (approximately 
one-third of the SA1’s area) only rather than reflect a pre-renewal overview of the Washington 
Park. When this data is updated in Wave 2, most of the change may be attributed to (i) original 
tenants who have returned to live in Washington Park; (ii) new social tenants who have moved to 
Washington Park; and (iii) new private households that owner-occupy or rent privately in the newly 
completed apartments. 

 

A6.1 The Riverwood population in a regional context 

In 2011, Washington Park and the rest of the estate have relatively older populations, with median 
ages of 47 and 48 respectively, compared to 36 for Greater Sydney. The estate is also relatively 
older compared to Riverwood the suburb (median = 40) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region 
(median = 36). 

Table A6-1: Resident age profile, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No % No % No % No % 

0-14 years 37 17.8% 505 28.1% 2,899 28.4% 167,733 32.0% 
15-19 years 13 6.3% 114 6.3% 616 6.0% 32,223 6.2% 
20-29 years 6 2.9% 228 12.7% 2,030 19.9% 118,179 22.6% 
30-39 years 43 20.7% 274 15.2% 2,001 19.6% 114,761 21.9% 
40-49 years 34 16.3% 283 15.7% 2,140 20.9% 108,143 20.7% 
50-54 years 13 6.3% 137 7.6% 758 7.4% 33,631 6.4% 
55-64 years 48 23.1% 396 22.0% 1,910 18.7% 80,332 15.3% 
65-74 years 60 28.8% 327 18.2% 1,274 12.5% 53,481 10.2% 
75 years or older 26 12.5% 247 13.7% 850 8.3% 37,647 7.2% 
Total 208  1,799  10,225  523,608  
Median age 47  48  40  36  
Note: ABS BCP Table B04 

Table A6-2: Resident marital status, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Married 39 22.3% 477 31.7% 3,927 46.4% 222,097 52.7% 
Separated 15 8.6% 107 7.1% 310 3.7% 12,677 3.0% 
Divorced 45 25.7% 284 18.9% 941 11.1% 31,107 7.4% 
Widowed 27 15.4% 173 11.5% 592 7.0% 24,905 5.9% 
Never married 49 28.0% 462 30.7% 2,690 31.8% 130,424 31.0% 
Total (aged 15+) 175  1,503   8,460  421,210  
Note: ABS BCP Table B05 
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In 2011, there are higher proportions of the Washington Park population who were separated 
(8.6%), divorced (25.7%) or widowed (15.4%) compared to the rest of the estate, the Riverwood 
suburb and the wider Inner Southwest SA4 region. As a result, there was a lower proportion who 
were married. 

The most common birthplace of Washington Park residents is Australia, although this accounts for 
only one-quarter of the population (27.4%). This proportion is much lower compared to the rest of 
the estate (40.6%), Riverwood suburb (44.1%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region (51.6%). 
Notable proportions of the Washington Park population were born in China (7.7%), the Middle East 
and North Africa (10.6%), and the rest of Asia (11.5%). 

Table A6-3: Resident birthplace, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Australia 57 27.4% 731 40.6% 4,505 44.1% 269,946 51.6% 
New Zealand & Fiji 0 0.0% 28 1.6% 285 2.8% 11,557 2.2% 
UK & Ireland 0 0.0% 27 1.5% 156 1.5% 8,837 1.7% 
Continental Europe 20 9.6% 80 4.5% 499 4.9% 32,887 6.3% 
China 16 7.7% 179 10.0% 1,373 13.4% 38,484 7.3% 
Rest of Asia 24 11.5% 154 8.6% 1,241 12.1% 51,941 9.9% 
Middle East & 
North Africa 22 10.6% 233 13.0% 534 5.2% 30,826 5.9% 

Other/Not stated 70 33.7% 365 20.3% 1,632 16.0% 79,130 15.1% 
Total 208  1,799  10,225  523,608  
Note: ABS BCP Table B09 

Half of Washington Park’s overseas-born population have been living in Australia for more than 20 
years (i.e. arrived before 1991), a slightly lower proportion than the rest of the estate (55.9%) but 
higher then compared to the Riverwood suburb (44.9%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region 
(46.9%). About one-third of Washington Park’s overseas-born population arrived during the 1990s, 
by far the most significant arrival period for these residents. 

Table A6-4: Year of arrival of overseas-born residents, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Before 1941 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 0.2% 429 0.2% 
1941-1950 0 0.0% 9 1.1% 45 0.9% 2,552 1.2% 
1951-1960 0 0.0% 12 1.4% 128 2.7% 10,152 4.6% 
1961-1970 10 10.6% 85 10.2% 363 7.6% 23,670 10.7% 
1971-1980 15 16.0% 146 17.6% 533 11.2% 26,761 12.1% 
1981-1990 23 24.5% 212 25.5% 1,066 22.3% 40,321 18.2% 
1991-2000 29 30.9% 210 25.3% 1,202 25.2% 42,855 19.4% 
2001-2005 11 11.7% 62 7.5% 606 12.7% 25,491 11.5% 
2006-2011* 0 0.0% 56 6.7% 655 13.7% 39,925 18.0% 
Not stated 6 6.4% 38 4.6% 170 3.6% 9,254 4.2% 
Total 94  830  4,777  221,410  
Before 1991 48 51.1% 464 55.9% 2,144 44.9% 103,885 46.9% 
Note: * until 2011 Census data, 6 August 
Note: ABS BCP Table B10 

With most having arrived in Australia before the 1990s, more than half (55.3%) of the Washington 
Park overseas-born population speak English very well or well (including those who speak English 
only), a higher proportion compared to the rest of the estate (50.7%) but lower than the Riverwood 
suburb (71.4%) or the Inner Southwest SA4 region (77.7%). This means that a larger proportion of 
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Washington Park’s overseas-born population has relatively poor English language skills than the 
wider region. 

Table A6-5: Overseas-born residents’ proficiency in spoken English, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Speaks English 
only 14 14.9% 81 9.8% 673 14.1% 32,821 14.8% 

Sp
ea

k 
ot

he
r l

an
gu

ag
es

 

Speak English 
very well or 
well 

38 40.4% 340 41.0% 2,737 57.3% 139,324 62.9% 

Do not speak 
English well or 
at all 

42 44.7% 387 46.6% 1,329 27.8% 47,323 21.4% 

English 
proficiency not 
stated 

0 0.0% 6 0.7% 18 0.4% 516 0.2% 

Language/English 
proficiency not 
stated 

0 0.0% 16 1.9% 21 0.4% 1,427 0.6% 

Total 94  830   4,778  221,411  
 52 55.3% 421 50.7% 3,410 71.4% 172,145 77.7% 
Note: ABS BCP Table B11 

Half of Washington Park’s population speak a language other than English at home (50.5%) a 
proportion that is slightly lower than the rest of the estate (57.2%), Riverwood suburb (56.6%) and 
the Inner Southwest SA4 region (57.7%). Of the non-English languages spoken, Arabic was the 
most common, spoken by one-seventh of the population (15.9%), followed by Cantonese (6.7%) 
and Greek (5.8%). These proportions are comparable to the rest of the estate, but there are twice 
as many Arabic speakers in Washington Park (and the rest of the estate) than the suburb or the 
Inner Southwest SA4 region. 

Table A6-6: Top 10 languages spoken by residents at home, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

English 54 26.0% 556 30.9% 3,719 36.4% 202,903 38.8% 
Arabic 33 15.9% 404 22.4% 895 8.8% 67,371 12.9% 
Mandarin 7 3.4% 132 7.3% 969 9.5% 30,500 5.8% 
Cantonese 14 6.7% 123 6.8% 1,232 12.0% 30,118 5.8% 
Vietnamese 10 4.8% 98 5.4% 260 2.5% 21,003 4.0% 
Greek 12 5.8% 45 2.5% 406 4.0% 36,131 6.9% 
Indonesian 6 2.9% 31 1.7% 258 2.5% 5,646 1.1% 
Spanish 0 0.0% 25 1.4% 178 1.7% 5,928 1.1% 
Croatian 6 2.9% 12 0.7% 55 0.5% 2,791 0.5% 
Macedonian 7 3.4% 10 0.6% 155 1.5% 12,013 2.3% 
Other 10 4.8% 141 7.8% 1,350 13.2% 89,254 17.0% 
Not stated 49 23.6% 224 12.4% 833 8.1% 28,411 5.4% 
Total 208  1,801   10,225  523,609  
Speak language 
other than English 
at home 

105 50.5% 1,031 57.2% 5,789 56.6% 301,906 57.7% 

Note: ABS BCP Table B13 

Christianity is the most common religious affiliation in Washington park (44.2%), though this 
proportion is lower than the rest of the estate (47.0%), Riverwood suburb (53.7%) and the Inner 



 

87 

Southwest SA4 region (57.2%). This may be due to a larger proportion who did not state their 
religious affiliation (at least twice as many than the other areas compared). The proportion who 
followed Islam (18.8%) is similar to that in the rest of the estate (20.5%), both of which are about 
twice as high as the Riverwood suburb (9.0%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region (13.3%). 

Table A6-7: Resident religious affiliation, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Christianity 92 44.2% 846 47.0% 5,491 53.7% 299,556 57.2% 
Islam 39 18.8% 369 20.5% 921 9.0% 69,666 13.3% 
Buddhism 13 6.3% 113 6.3% 694 6.8% 29,805 5.7% 
Hinduism 4 1.9% 3 0.2% 123 1.2% 11,404 2.2% 
Judaism 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 13 0.1% 618 0.1% 
Trad. Aboriginal 
religions 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 29 0.0% 

No religion 12 5.8% 231 12.8% 1,866 18.3% 69,817 13.3% 
Other 0 0.0% 7 0.4% 87 0.9% 4,987 1.0% 
Not stated 48 23.1% 230 12.8% 1,029 10.1% 37,727 7.2% 
Total 208  1,799   10,224  523,609  
Note: ABS BCP Table B14 

The Washington Park population live in relatively small households. On average, each household 
had just 1.6 usual occupants compared to 1.9 in the rest of the estate, 2.4 in Riverwood suburb, 
2.7 in the Inner Southwest SA4 region, and 2.7 in Greater Sydney. Half of Washington Park 
households are single-person households (48.4%), a much higher proportion than the rest of the 
estate (36.5%), Riverwood suburb (27.4%) and twice as high as the Inner Southwest SA4 region 
(19.1%). 

Table A6-8: Household size, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

One 62 48.4% 346 36.5% 1,167 27.4% 36,958 19.1% 
Two 18 14.1% 198 20.9% 1,018 23.9% 49,119 25.4% 
Three 14 10.9% 81 8.6% 656 15.4% 32,367 16.7% 
Four 0 0.0% 50 5.3% 542 12.7% 31,475 16.3% 
Five 3 2.3% 27 2.9% 260 6.1% 15,177 7.8% 
Six or more 3 2.3% 21 2.2% 145 3.4% 9,750 5.0% 
Not stated 28 21.9% 224 23.7% 475 11.1% 18,767 9.7% 
Total 128  947   4,263  193,613  
Average 1.6  1.9  2.4  2.7  
Note: ABS BCP Table B30 

As a result, half of Washington Park households were lone person households in 2011 (49.2%), 
higher than in the rest of the estate (42.9%), Riverwood suburb (27.4%) and the Inner Southwest 
SA4 region (19.1%). Reflecting the relatively older population, there are also fewer couple family 
with children households in Washington Park (6.3%) and the rest of the estate (10.7%) than the 
suburb (26.0%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region (33.9%). This profile will change significantly 
on completion of the redevelopment when a larger number of young families are expected to move 
into the new private units in Washington Park. 

In 2011, Greater Sydney had a median household weekly income of $1,447. Four-fifths of 
Washington Park’s households (80.6%) had weekly income below this Greater Sydney median, 
with high proportions earning significantly less than this amount. This high proportion of 
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households with below-median weekly income, however, is comparable to the rest of the estate 
(83.5%), while two-thirds of the suburb’s households (64.2%) and half of the Inner Southwest SA4 
(54.4%) also had below-median weekly income. 

Table A6-9: Household type, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Couple family with 
no children h’hold 9 7.0% 119 12.6% 705 16.5% 36,966 19.1% 

Couple family with 
children h’hold 8 6.3% 101 10.7% 1,109 26.0% 65,666 33.9% 

Single-parent 
family h’hold 20 15.6% 154 16.3% 521 12.2% 20,704 10.7% 

Other family h’hold 0 0.0% 13 1.4% 60 1.4% 2,814 1.5% 
Multi-family h’hold 0 0.0% 3 0.3% 106 2.5% 6106 3.2% 
Lone person h’hold 63 49.2% 406 42.9% 1,166 27.4% 36,959 19.1% 
Group household 0 0.0% 21 2.2% 123 2.9% 5,635 2.9% 
Other household * 28 21.9% 130 13.7% 473 11.1% 18763 9.7% 
Total 128 100.0% 947 100.0% 4,263 100.0% 193,613 100.0% 
Note: * includes visitor-only households and other household types not further classifiable 
Note: ABS TableBuilder Pro 

Table A6-10: Household weekly income, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Negative/Nil 4 4.1% 21 2.6% 65 1.7% 3,191 1.8% 
$1-$199 10 10.2% 43 5.2% 108 2.9% 3,297 1.9% 
$200-$299 22 22.4% 149 18.1% 303 8.0% 5,437 3.1% 
$300-$399 20 20.4% 163 19.8% 399 10.5% 10,903 6.2% 
$400-$599 10 10.2% 144 17.5% 417 11.0% 16,660 9.5% 
$600-$799 8 8.2% 93 11.3% 349 9.2% 15,287 8.7% 
$800-$999 0 0.0% 42 5.1% 269 7.1% 13,756 7.9% 
$1,000-$1,249 5 5.1% 24 2.9% 269 7.1% 14,243 8.1% 
$1,250-$1,499 0 0.0% 8 1.0% 254 6.7% 12,400 7.1% 
$1,500-$1,999 3 3.1% 16 1.9% 317 8.4% 19,399 11.1% 
$2,000-$2,499 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 241 6.4% 13,957 8.0% 
$2,500-$2,999 0 0.0% 7 0.9% 176 4.6% 11,365 6.5% 
$3,000-$3,499 0 0.0% 6 0.7% 94 2.5% 7,274 4.2% 
$3,500-$3,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 42 1.1% 3,600 2.1% 
$4,000 or more 0 0.0% 4 0.5% 44 1.2% 5,592 3.2% 
Not stated 16 16.3% 103 12.5% 442 11.7% 18,485 10.6% 
Total 98  823   3,789  174,846  
Below median* 79 80.6% 687 83.5% 2,433 64.2% 95,174 54.4% 
Note: * Due to banding, household weekly income of $1,499 or less is used here as a proxy 
Note: ABS BCP Table B28 

Half (55.9%) of the Washington Park population did not relocate between 2006 and 2011. This 
proportion is lower than the rest of the estate (65.0%), Riverwood suburb (59.6%) and the Inner 
Southwest SA4 (60.2%). This relatively low proportion is in part a reflection of the very high non-
response rate to this question (27.2%). The results also reflect the relocation of tenants from the 
renewal site to another part of the estate or locally within Riverwood, indicted by the slightly higher 
proportions of residents in the rest of the estate and in Riverwood suburb who have relocated 
locally between 2006 and 2011. 
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Table A6-11: Resident relocation between 2006 and 2011, Riverwood 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Did not relocate 109 55.9% 1,120 65.0% 5,721 59.6% 292,833 60.2% 
Moved locally* 4 2.1% 81 4.7% 430 4.5% 26,283 5.4% 
Moved from 
elsewhere in same 
SA4 

20 10.3% 129 7.5% 1,157 12.0% 53,484 11.0% 

Moved from 
elsewhere in 
Greater Sydney 

3 1.5% 80 4.6% 541 5.6% 37,042 7.6% 

Moved from 
elsewhere in NSW 3 1.5% 24 1.4% 108 1.1% 4,736 1.0% 

Moved from 
interstate 0 0.0% 6 0.3% 71 0.7% 3,905 0.8% 

Moved from 
overseas 3 1.5% 33 1.9% 626 6.5% 35,936 7.4% 

Not stated 53 27.2% 251 14.6% 948 9.9% 32,316 6.6% 
Total (aged 5+) 195  1,724  9,602  486,535  
Note: * within the same SA2. The Riverwood estate is located within the SA2 of 11373, which also includes all of the 
Riverwood suburb south of the M5 motorway. 
Note: ABS BCP Table B39 

 

A6.2 Changes to local housing profile 

Riverwood is a medium-density estate and this is reflected in the local housing profile. In 2011 (i.e. 
prior to the redevelopment), almost three-quarters of the households in Washington Park (70.6%) 
lived in three-storey walk-up flats, while the remainder lived in two-storey walk-up flats (25.5%). 
These proportions are higher than the rest of the estate (53.5% and 5.2%), Riverwood suburb 
(22.5% and 11.6%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 (10.6% and 9.2%), all of which include some 
detached houses and a small number of semi, row, terrace and townhouses. Following the 
redevelopment, Washington Park’s housing profile will change significantly as all new dwellings will 
be in lifted buildings between 6 and 8 storeys tall. 

Table A6-12: Household dwelling type, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Detached house 0 0.0% 114 13.2% 1,815 45.6% 101,439 54.7% 
Semi, row, terrace, 
townhouse 0 0.0% 28 3.2% 412 10.3% 22,401 12.1% 

Flat in two-storey 
block 26 25.5% 45 5.2% 461 11.6% 17,080 9.2% 

Flat in three-storey 
block 72 70.6% 462 53.5% 898 22.5% 19,652 10.6% 

Flat in four-storey 
block or higher 0 0.0% 171 19.8% 171 4.3% 12,807 6.9% 

Other dwelling 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 32 0.8% 1,182 0.6% 
Not stated 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 286 0.2% 
Unoccupied private 
dwellings 4 3.9% 44 5.1% 194 4.9% 10,449 5.6% 

Total private 
dwellings 102  864   3,983  185,296  
Note: ABS BCP Table B31 
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The majority of the walk-up flats in Washington Park pre-redevelopment were relatively small, with 
two (56.6%) or one bedroom (29.3%). These proportions are higher than the rest of the estate 
(45.8% and 10.2% plus a small proportion of studios/bedsitters), Riverwood suburb (31.9% and 
6.5% plus a small proportion of studios/bedsitters), and the Inner Southwest SA4 (32.3% and 4.0% 
plus a very small proportion of studios/bedsitters). This profile of relatively small dwellings in 
Washington Park will likely be sustained, with the majority of the new units (for social rental and 
private sales) being two-bedroom apartments. 

Table A6-13: Dwelling size, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

None (includes 
studio/bedsit) 0 0.0% 31 3.8% 97 2.6% 988 0.6% 

One 29 29.3% 83 10.2% 245 6.5% 7,061 4.0% 
Two 56 56.6% 372 45.8% 1,208 31.9% 56,426 32.3% 
Three 8 8.1% 270 33.3% 1,592 42.0% 67,410 38.6% 
Four or more 0 0.0% 14 1.7% 521 13.8% 38,883 22.2% 
Not stated 6 6.1% 42 5.2% 126 3.3% 4,079 2.3% 
Total 99  812  3,789  174,847  
Note: ABS BCP Table B36 

As a public housing estate, in 2011 three-quarters of Washington Park’s households (72.5%) 
rented from Housing NSW, with a smaller proportion renting from a community housing provider 
(SGCH Ltd, 12.7%). The proportion of public rentals is higher in the rest of the estate (81.5%) but 
community housing rental is lower (2.4%). The proportions of social rentals are also far lower in 
Riverwood suburb and the Inner Southwest SA4 region, with the majority of households being 
owner-occupiers (owned outright or with mortgage). Again, this profile will change significantly 
when new private households move onto Washington Park then the redevelopment completes. 

Table A6-14: Household tenure type, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Owned outright 3 2.9% 30 3.7% 859 22.7% 59,293 33.9% 
Owned with a 
mortgage 3 2.9% 28 3.4% 959 25.3% 54,905 31.4% 

Public housing 74 72.5% 667 81.5% 1,086 28.7% 9,511 5.4% 
Community 
housing 13 12.7% 20 2.4% 65 1.7% 1,147 0.7% 

Private rental 3 2.9% 6 0.7% 613 16.2% 42,629 24.4% 
Other rentals 0 0.0% 16 2.0% 25 0.7% 900 0.5% 
Other 3 2.9% 14 1.7% 46 1.2% 1,115 0.6% 
Tenure not stated 3 2.9% 37 4.5% 136 3.6% 5,347 3.1% 
Total 102  818   3,789  174,847  
Note: ABS BCP Table B32 

In 2011, owner-occupied dwellings in Greater Sydney had a median monthly mortgage of $2,167. 
All of the owner-occupied households with a mortgage in Washington Park in 2011 had a monthly 
mortgage significantly less than this Sydney-median, as did the majority in the rest of the estate 
(88.0%). With a large number of smaller apartments sold in Washington Park, it is expected that 
the majority of owner-occupied households with mortgages will still have monthly mortgage 
repayments below the Sydney-median, reflecting the area as an affordable option for young 
families. 
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Table A6-15: Monthly mortgage repayment, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

$0-$299 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 34 3.5% 2,035 3.7% 
$300-$449 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18 1.9% 830 1.5% 
$450-$599 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 15 1.6% 767 1.4% 
$600-$799 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 21 2.2% 1,338 2.4% 
$800-$999 3 100.0% 3 12.0% 42 4.4% 1,886 3.4% 
$1,000-$1,399 0 0.0% 6 24.0% 115 12.0% 5,979 10.9% 
$1,400-$1,799 0 0.0% 8 32.0% 131 13.7% 6,971 12.7% 
$1,800-$2,399 0 0.0% 5 20.0% 221 23.1% 11,600 21.1% 
$2,400-$2,999 0 0.0% 3 12.0% 163 17.0% 7,620 13.9% 
$3,000-$3,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 120 12.5% 8,007 14.6% 
$4,000 and over 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 42 4.4% 4,805 8.8% 
Not stated 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 36 3.8% 3,067 5.6% 
Total 3  25   958  54,905  
Below median* 3 100.0% 22 88.0% 597 62.3% 31,406 57.2% 
Note: * Due to banding, monthly mortgage of $2,399 or less is used here as a proxy 
Note: ABS BCP Table B32 

In 2011, median weekly rent in Greater Sydney was $351. The majority of Washington Park’s 
renting households (91.4%) as well as in the rest of the estate (91.5%) had weekly rent below this 
Sydney-median, reflecting their status of public housing tenants on low income, and therefore pay. 

Table A6-16: Weekly rent, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

$0-$74 19 20.4% 104 14.7% 183 10.2% 2,744 5.1% 
$75-$99 32 34.4% 225 31.8% 370 20.7% 3,001 5.5% 
$100-$149 15 16.1% 170 24.0% 269 15.0% 2,653 4.9% 
$150-$199 9 9.7% 80 11.3% 163 9.1% 2,497 4.6% 
$200-$224 7 7.5% 24 3.4% 63 3.5% 1,635 3.0% 
$225-$274 0 0.0% 22 3.1% 79 4.4% 3,823 7.1% 
$275-$349 3 3.2% 23 3.2% 156 8.7% 11,126 20.5% 
$350-$449 0 0.0% 10 1.4% 260 14.5% 14,751 27.2% 
$450-$549 0 0.0% 3 0.4% 106 5.9% 6,639 12.3% 
$550-$649 0 0.0% 3 0.4% 32 1.8% 2,000 3.7% 
$650 and over 3 3.2% 6 0.8% 15 0.8% 1,173 2.2% 
Not stated 5 5.4% 38 5.4% 92 5.1% 2,145 4.0% 
Total 93  708   1,788  54,187  
Below median* 85 91.4% 648 91.5% 1,283 71.8% 27,479 50.7% 
Note: * Due to banding, weekly rent of $349 or less is used here as a proxy 
Note: ABS BCP Table B32 

 

A6.3 Changes to educational and employment opportunities and outcomes 

With a relatively old population, the majority of Washington Park residents were not attending an 
educational institution in 2011 (84.2%). This proportion is higher than the rest of the estate 
(80.2%), Riverwood suburb (78.7%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region (76.0%). Of those 
attending, secondary is the most common type of institution Washington Park residents were 
attaining an education. The proportions attaining tertiary (3.8%) and technical or vocational 
qualifications (1.4%) were also relatively low compared to the suburb (4.3% and 2.5%) and the 
Inner Southwest SA4 region (4.9% and 2.6%). 
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Table A6-17: Educational institution residents currently attending, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Pre-school 6 2.9% 12 0.7% 158 1.5% 8,380 1.6% 
Infants/Primary 3 1.4% 103 5.7% 651 6.4% 39,942 7.6% 
Secondary 13 6.2% 113 6.3% 597 5.8% 33,205 6.3% 
Technical or 
vocational colleges 
(e.g. TAFE) 

3 1.4% 58 3.2% 252 2.5% 13,359 2.6% 

University or other 
Tertiary Institution 8 3.8% 54 3.0% 442 4.3% 25,729 4.9% 

Other 0 0.0% 18 1.0% 81 0.8% 4,958 0.9% 
Not stated/ 
applicable 176 84.2% 1,446 80.2% 8,045 78.7% 398,037 76.0% 

Total 209  1,804  10,226  523,610  
Note: ABS BCP Table B15 

Aside from few currently attaining educational qualification, the Washington Park population is 
relatively less educated compared to the rest of the estate, the suburb and the Inner Southwest 
SA4 region. This is reflect by the lower proportion of the population having completed high school 
(i.e. with Year 12 qualifications) and higher proportions having left school at Year 9 or earlier. This 
may be due to the high number of overseas-born residents whose educational qualifications are 
not recognised in Australia, but also those who came from societies where formal educational 
attainment may have been disrupted by war or natural disasters. 

Table A6-18: Residents’ highest level of schooling completed, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Year 12 47 28.5% 440 30.6% 3,961 48.7% 221,723 54.9% 
Year 11 8 4.8% 50 3.5% 319 3.9% 15,234 3.8% 
Year 10 24 14.5% 262 18.2% 1,412 17.4% 71,097 17.6% 
Year 9 13 7.9% 106 7.4% 461 5.7% 19,198 4.8% 
Year 8 or below 17 10.3% 192 13.4% 681 8.4% 29,750 7.4% 
Did not go to 
school 6 3.6% 96 6.7% 240 3.0% 9,865 2.4% 

Not stated 50 30.3% 292 20.3% 1,061 13.0% 36,645 9.1% 
Total (15+) 165  1,438   8,135  403,512  
Note: ABS BCP Table B16 

Less than half of Washington Park’s population aged 15 or older has a post-school qualification 
(47.3%). This proportion is lower than the rest of the estate (42.1%), Riverwood suburb (52.3%) 
and the Inner Southwest SA4 region (56.1%) and reflects the lower level of high school 
completions amongst the Washington Park population. Of those with post-school qualifications, 
more than two-thirds did not state or sufficiently described their qualification (69.2%), which 
impacts on the proportion of the other qualification types, which are generally lower compared to 
the rest of the estate, suburb and wider SA4 region. This may also reflect the high proportion of 
overseas-born among estate residents whose qualifications may not be recognised in Australia. 
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Table A6-19: Residents’ highest level of post-school qualification completed, Riverwood, 
2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Postgraduate 
Degree 3 3.8% 9 1.5% 305 7.1% 18,782 8.3% 

Grad. Diploma/ 
Certificate 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 62 1.4% 4,186 1.9% 

Bachelor Degree 5 6.4% 50 8.3% 989 23.0% 58,333 25.8% 
Adv. Diploma/ 
Diploma 6 7.7% 80 13.2% 665 15.5% 36,323 16.1% 

Certificate III & IV 7 9.0% 117 19.3% 796 18.5% 47,897 21.2% 
Certificate I & II 3 3.8% 12 2.0% 83 1.9% 4,314 1.9% 
Certificate, nfd* 0 0.0% 12 2.0% 115 2.7% 6,803 3.0% 
Inadequately 
described^ 54 69.2% 325 53.7% 1,288 29.9% 49,617 21.9% 

Total# 78  605   4,303  226,255  
As % of 15+  47.3%  42.1%  52.3%  56.1% 
Note: * denotes ‘not further defined’ and includes all other Certificate-level qualifications 
Note: ^ includes level of post-school qualification not stated 
Note: # persons aged 15+ and have a qualification, excluding persons with qualifications out of scope of the Australian 
Standard Classification of Education. 
Note: ABS BCP Table B40 

NAPLAN is the national assessment program set up by the Federal Ministerial Council on 
Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs in 2008. While controversies surrounds 
NAPLAN – as promoting ‘teaching to the test’ culture (Hosking 2012) and using the same 
questions to test Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 students (Decent 2015) – it is the only standardised means of 
comparing the literacy and numeracy skills of primary and secondary schools students across 
Australia. The Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority administers the tests on 
an annual basis across all States and Territories to students currently in Years 3 and 5 (primary 
level) and Years 7 and 9 (secondary level), with results for each school published on the 
Government’s My School website (http://www.myschool.edu.au/). Indications of how far above or 
below the national minimum standard are also provided on the website to the following scale: 

Substantially above national minimum standard 
Above national minimum standard 
Close to national minimum standard 
Below national minimum standard 
Substantially below national minimum standard 
 

One primary school is located on the Riverwood estate: the Riverwood Public School. Another 
public school, Hannans Road Public School, is located just off the estate and it is noted that a 
sizeable number of children from the estate attend Hannans Road Public. Therefore, the NAPLAN 
results for these two schools are included in this report, though it should be noted that these results 
may include students of these public schools that do not live in Washington Park and/or the 
Riverwood estate. 

Between 2008 and 2014, the literacy and numeracy skills of Riverwood Public students have also 
gradually declined and have generally stayed substantially below the national minimum standard. 
For the first time in 2013, the NAPLAN scores across all five assessment categories for both Year 
3 and Year 5 students were assessed as being substantially below the national minimum average. 
This is a significant decline when, in 2008, all but one of the categories for Year 5 students were at 

http://www.myschool.edu.au/
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or above national minimum standard; the writing skills of Year 3 students were also at national 
minimum standard. 

Table A6-20: NAPLAN results, Riverwood Public School, 2008-2014 

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Ye
ar

 3
 Reading 350 358 365 367 316 361 342 

Writing 387 367 403 413 341 340 365 
Spelling 374 372 415 379 324 350 355 
Grammar & punctuation 358 352 391 388 341 344 344 
Numeracy 341 313 416 339 302 315 308 

Ye
ar

 5
 Reading 470 463 429 440 434 409 442 

Writing 490 473 467 450 449 379 476 
Spelling 502 507 480 455 488 412 477 
Grammar & punctuation 470 476 437 443 469 387 442 
Numeracy 463 476 449 446 451 430 446 

Total enrolments (P-6) 94 89 91 79 74 64 65 
Source: http://www.myschool.edu.au/ResultsInNumbers/Index/82824/RiverwoodPublicSchool/41430/2014 

In contrast to Riverwood Public, Hannans Road Public School has a comparatively larger student 
base (between 2 to 3 times than Riverwood Public’s since 2008) and their NAPLAN scores are 
also closer to the national minimum standard. The literacy and numeracy skills of Year 3 students 
improved slightly between 2008 and 2010 before returning to roughly the 2008 level by 2013; the 
literacy and numeracy skills of Year 5 students also improved during 2008 and 2010, and while 
these skills level declines slightly by 2013, they were better than the 2008 level, with all at or just 
below national minimum standard. There was, however, a significant drop in numeracy and literacy 
level by 2014, with all assessed categories at substantially below the national minimum standard. 

Table A6-21: NAPLAN results, Hannans Road Public School, 2008-2014 

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Ye
ar

 3
 Reading 402 355 388 398 361 361 322 

Writing 427 396 429 424 378 403 310 
Spelling 421 394 416 415 384 417 357 
Grammar & punctuation 397 368 407 409 383 403 333 
Numeracy 369 363 402 378 355 349 341 

Ye
ar

 5
 Reading 439 445 475 417 474 478 426 

Writing 459 390 508 449 456 479 394 
Spelling 483 510 520 467 509 500 441 
Grammar & punctuation 448 488 471 435 485 484 428 
Numeracy 448 472 472 447 479 450 414 

Total enrolments (K-6) 194 192 190 178 171 156 153 
Source: http://www.myschool.edu.au/ResultsInNumbers/Index/82849/HannansRoadPublicSchool/41455/2014 

Only a minority (13.8%) of the Washington Park population was in the labour force in 2011 (i.e. 
those aged 15+ who are currently employed or unemployed persons and actively seeking work). 
This proportion is lower than the rest of the estate (22.4%) and is significantly lower than 
Riverwood suburb (48.8%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region (56.4%). This low labour force 
participation reflects the generally older population currently living in Washington Park and the rest 
of the estate. Of those who are in the workforce, the Washington Park population and the rest of 
the estate have very high unemployment rates (29.2% and 27.0%), three to four times compared to 
Riverwood suburb (8.6%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region (6.9%). This is in addition to half of 
the Washington Park labour force being employed in part-time/casual positions only (54.2%), more 
than twice that in Riverwood suburb (26.5%) and the Inner Southwest SA4 region (27.1%). The 
high unemployment rate and part-time employment status contribute to the relatively low income 
Washington Park residents currently receive. 

http://www.myschool.edu.au/ResultsInNumbers/Index/82824/RiverwoodPublicSchool/41430/2014
http://www.myschool.edu.au/ResultsInNumbers/Index/82849/HannansRoadPublicSchool/41455/2014
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Table A6-22: Resident labour force status, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Employed FT* 4 16.7% 123 36.5% 2,482 60.1% 142,165 59.9% 
Employed PT* 13 54.2% 114 33.8% 1,093 26.5% 64,442 27.1% 
Employed, away 
from work* 0 0.0% 9 2.7% 105 2.5% 7,717 3.3% 

Employed, hours 
not stated* 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 95 2.3% 6,704 2.8% 

Unemployed, 
seeking FT* 3 12.5% 58 17.2% 208 5.0% 9,608 4.0% 

Unemployed, 
seeking PT* 4 16.7% 33 9.8% 147 3.6% 6,794 2.9% 

Total labour force 24  337   4,130  237,430  
Not in the labour 
force 100 57.5% 952 63.4% 3,512 41.5% 157,587 37.4% 

Labour force status 
not stated 50 28.7% 213 14.2% 819 9.7% 26,192 6.2% 

Total (15+) 174  1,502   8,461  421,209  
Unemployment 
rate# 29.2%  27.0%  8.6%  6.9%  
Participation rate^ 13.8%  22.4%  48.8%  56.4%  
Note: * As percentage of total labour force 
Note: # percentage of persons aged 15+ in the labour force who are unemployed 
Note: ^ percentage of total population aged 15+ who are in the labour force 
Note: ABS BCP Table B42 

The Federal Department of Employment publishes selected labour force statistics on a quarterly 
basis through its publication, Small Area Labour Markets. Unfortunately this data is not available at 
a finer geography than SA2, e.g. at SA1 level in line with other data tables included in this report. 
For the SA2; 11373 (which includes the Riverwood Estate and the Riverwood suburb south of the 
M5 motorway), the unemployment rate has continually declined from a high of 12.4% in December 
quarter 2010 down to 7.4% in September quarter 2014, having been as low as 7.0% in December 
quarter 2013. The unemployment rate for SA2: 11373, however, has consistently been higher than 
Canterbury LGA, though the difference has been narrowing in recent quarters. 

Figure A6-1: Unemployment rate, SA2: 11373, 2010-2014 

 

Source: Department of Employment (2014: Table 1) 
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Of the very few Washington Park residents who are employed, the most common occupation were 
as community and personal service workers (e.g. community worker, beauty therapist or café 
worker: 33.3%) and as clerical and administrative workers (33.3%). These occupations may reflect 
the high proportion of Washington Park residents employed in part-time/casual positions only, 
which may not offer long-term stable employment or few opportunities for career development, 
limiting future earning potentials. 

Table A6-23: Resident occupations, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Managers 0 0.0% 6 2.5% 296 7.8% 23,621 10.7% 
Professionals 0 0.0% 15 6.1% 705 18.7% 45,357 20.5% 
Technicians and 
trades workers 3 16.7% 32 13.1% 542 14.4% 30,442 13.8% 

Community and 
personal service 
workers 

6 33.3% 56 23.0% 376 10.0% 19,783 9.0% 

Clerical and 
administrative 
workers 

6 33.3% 29 11.9% 670 17.7% 38,093 17.2% 

Sales workers 0 0.0% 30 12.3% 347 9.2% 21,370 9.7% 
Machine operators 
and drivers 0 0.0% 28 11.5% 352 9.3% 16,384 7.4% 

Labourers 3 16.7% 48 19.7% 414 11.0% 20,719 9.4% 
Inadequately 
described / Not 
stated 

0 0.0% 0 0.0% 74 2.0% 5,255 2.4% 

Total employed 18  244   3,776  221,024  
Note: ABS BCP Table B45 

Most of Washington Park’s employed population travelled to work by driving (66.7%), with a small 
number making use of local public transport options. 

Table A6-24: Mode of transport taken to work, Riverwood, 2011 

 Washington Park 
(SA1: 1137310) Rest of estate Riverwood 

suburb 
Inner Southwest 

SA4 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Car, as driver 12 66.7% 109 43.8% 1,884 49.9% 120,523 54.5% 
Car, as passenger 0 0.0% 18 7.2% 183 4.8% 10,545 4.8% 
Public transport, 
one mode 3 16.7% 59 23.7% 894 23.7% 38,963 17.6% 
Public transport, 
two modes 0 0.0% 7 2.8% 89 2.4% 6,003 2.7% 
Other (including 
other mixes) 0 0.0% 19 7.6% 217 5.7% 12,637 5.7% 
Worked at home 0 0.0% 3 1.2% 82 2.2% 5,414 2.4% 
Walked only 0 0.0% 16 6.4% 93 2.5% 5,602 2.5% 
Away from work 3 16.7% 18 7.2% 283 7.5% 17,118 7.7% 
Method of travel 
not stated 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 52 1.4% 4,220 1.9% 
Total employed 18  249   3,777  221,025  
Note: ABS BCP Table B46 
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Appendix 7: Incidence rate per 1,000 – selected categories, Riverwood, 2006-2012 

 

 

   

Source: FACS 
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Appendix 8: Street groupings of resident survey respondents 

 

Group 1 Arizona Place, Kentucky Road, Michigan Road, Montana Crescent, Roosevelt Avenue, Vermont 
Crescent, Virginia Place, Washington Avenue, Wyoming Place 

Group 2 Florida Crescent, Minnesota Avenue, Missouri Place, Pennsylvania Road, Tennessee Place, 
Truman Avenue 

Group 3 Coleridge Street, Hunter Street, Killara Avenue, Mary Street, Union Street 
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