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EXECUTI VE SUMMARY

Context

The context of this research is the ageing population in Australia and its implications
for housing and urban development. Ageing in place is a key policy response to
population ageing, but this begs the question: ageing in what kind of place? It is well
established that a significant majority of older Australians live in detached suburban
dwellings of three or more bedrooms (ABS 2011a) which are often regarded by policy-
makers as under-utilised (Batten 1999; Judd et al. 2010; Wulff et al. 2004). Much
urban policy is premised on the assumption that an ageing population will require
more diverse (implying smaller) housing stock into which older people will (or should)

downsize. However, little is known aboutolder peopl eb6s downsi zi

et al. 2012).
Aims

The broad aim of this research was to understand more fully the phenomenon of
downsizing in the Australian context including: the extent of downsizing amongst older
Australians; who downsizes and why; what is involved in the process; what are the
outcomes; what obstacles discourage downsizing; and what policies could facilitate
downsizing where appropriate and desired by older people.

Definitions

This project accepts a broad definition of downsizing which encompasses a decrease
in dwelling size (i.e. number of rooms and/or spatial dimensions), and/or garden/yard
area), and/or monetary value. However, for practical purposes a reduction in the
number of bedrooms is used as a proxy for downsizing in analysing ABS and other
survey data.

For the purposes of this study, older people are regarded as those aged 50 years or
over, in order to capture the pre-retirement cohort who may be making decisions
about their housing fut ur e sethosg @hodae moked
to a dwelling with fewer bedrooms since turning 50 years of age. Another category,
60t her Moversdé6 are those who changed t
bedrooms. Both homeowners and tenants are included in the study, along with
residents of retirement villages under loan/lease tenure.

Approach and methods

The research is approached from a personi environment theory perspective. The
following methods were used in the study:

A systematic literature review, reported in the Positioning Paper (see Judd et al.
2012).

Analysis of relevant data from the ABS Census of Population and Housing (ABS
Census) for the years 2001, 2006 and 2011, and the 2003 and 2009 Survey of
Disability, Ageing and Carers (SDAC).

A national questionnaire survey of 2767 older people who had moved since
turning 50 years of age, distributed with the seniors magazine 50 Something.

In-depth interviews with 60 survey respondents, 20 each in New South Wales
(NSW), Victoria and South Australia (SA).

Three Policy Forums using the World Café method in NSW, Victoria and SA.
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The AHURI questionnaire survey did not attempt to collect data on older people who
had not moved since turning 50. Hence, demographic comparisons with the
population of older non-movers was not possible.

ABS Census and SDAC indicative findings

Australiads population continues to age bot|
with 14 per cent of the Australian population in 2011 aged 65 years and over (see
Table 5).

Australians aged 65 and over continue to be more likely to be living in larger
dwellings (three or more bedrooms) than their younger counterparts, with a higher
percentage share of older Australians living in larger dwellings in 2011 than in
2001. By contrast, the proportion of older Australians living in flat/apartment
dwellings (i.e. likely to be smaller dwellings) remains low, with the percentage
share decreasing since 2001. Australians aged 65 and over are increasingly likely
to be living in detached dwellings, though the percentage share of the younger
population (aged 01 54) living in detached dwellings was comparatively higher still.
The pre-retirement age group of 55-64 was the most likely to live in detached
dwellings in 2011.

Full home ownership continued to be the dominant tenure type for older
Australians (i.e. people aged 55 or over). While the percentage share of older
Australians living in mortgaged dwellings or in private rental accommodation
remained relatively low in 2011 (less than 10%), this has increased since 2001,
with the percentage share of older Australians aged 65 and over living in
mortgaged dwellings having doubled in most states/territories.

Older Australians were less likely to have moved home in the period 20061 11 than
20017 06. Their likelihood of moving also decreased with age except for those
aged 85 years and over, a life stage where the most significant decline in the
ability to self-care was most likely. This lower likelihood of relocation was also
reflected in the lower proportion of older SDAC respondents in 2009 who
relocated due to disability and/or age compared to 2003.

The extent of moving and downsizing

Forty-three per cent of survey respondents who had relocated had downsized. Around
half had downsized or moved only once since turning 50 years of age, and a little
under a third had moved more than twice.

When calculated for the whole of Australia using the percentages for each age cohort
applied to 2011 Census data for those of corresponding age who had moved in the
five years from 2006 to 2011, it was estimated that:

Of all of those who moved since turning 50, 50 per cent (235 509) had downsized
(according to the number of bedrooms in the dwelling), representing 9 per cent of
the total population over 50 years of age.

The proportion of Downsizers did not vary greatly between states, with Victoria
having the highest percentage of Downsizers (54%), NSW second (52%) and
South Australia the lowest (43%).

The proportion of the total population in each of the three case study states (NSW,
Victoria and SA) who had downsized was higher in the capital cities than for other
areas.

These estimates need to be considered in the light of likely biases in the survey
sampling due to the recruitment method (self-selected participation in the survey).



Demographic characteristics of Downsizers and Other Movers

Overall, the demographic differences were not great between survey respondents
who had downsized since turning 50 years of age and those who had moved without
downsizing. Compared to Other Movers, Downsizers were found to be marginally
more likely to be:

Older.

Female.

Single.

Living in one-person households.

Resident for fewer years in their current dwelling.
Fully retired, as opposed to working part or full time.

Dependent upon either superannuation or the full Age Pension for their income
rather than wages and salaries.

Of lower income, corresponding with the single and couple Age Pension.

Dwelling and locational characteristics of Downsizers and
Other Movers

The survey findings revealed that the main differences between Downsizers and
Other Movers in terms of dwelling and location characteristics were as follows:

Downsizers were more likely to have moved into retirement village
accommodation than Other Movers.

Downsizers were much less likely to have moved into a separate house, and more
likely to have moved into a form of multi-unit housing, than Other Movers.

Downsizers were a little more likely to have moved from a two-storey to a single-
storey dwelling.

Downsizers had more often moved from larger to smaller dwellings than had
Other Movers. For example, whereas Downsizers had more often moved from
four-bedroom dwellings into two- and three-bedroom dwellings, Other Movers had
predominantly moved from two and three bedroom dwellings into three- and four-
bedroom dwellings.

Consistent with changes in number of bedrooms, Downsizers had generally
moved from 200 square metres or larger dwellings into 100 square metres to 190
square metres dwellings, whereas Other Movers had largely remained in
dwellings of similar or larger floor area than their previous dwelling.

Downsizers were less likely to be either outright owners or owner-purchasers, and
more likely to live in dwellings under loan/lease arrangements (as is typical of
retirement villages).

While around 22 per cent of Downsizers and Other Movers had relocated within
the same postcode area, Downsizers were more likely to have moved within the
same statistical division and less likely to have moved elsewhere in the same
state or to a different state or territory.

A common thread among these findings is the influence of the proportion of
Downsizers moving into retirement villages. Although still a minority (around 21%) of
Downsizers, this is likely to explain many of the differences in dwelling form compared
to Other Movers including number of storeys, number of bedrooms, floor area and



forms of tenure. While separate houses in the private market remain the main housing
type for both Downsizers and Other Movers, retirement villages appear to be the
primary alternate means of downsizing for many older Australians.

Motivations and circumstances leading to downsizing and
other moving

The decision to downsize is multi-faceted. The study/questionnaire survey identified a
number of key drivers:

The most common factor contributing to downsizing for older Australians was a
desire for a change in lifestyle.

The second most important factor contributing to downsizing was inability to
maintain the home and/or garden.

Children leaving home and retirement were also important factors.

Relationship breakdown, health and disability were important only for a smaller
percentage of older people.

Financial motivations were of importance to relatively few Downsizers and,
amongst these, financial gain was a more common motivation than financial
difficulty.

Key drivers that were of similar importance for housing moves by Downsizers and
Other Movers included:

Lifestyle preference as the primary driver.

Retirement and financial reasons (both positive and negative) as somewhat
important drivers for both groups.

A number of differences in the motivations for moving were also identified between
the two groups. For example:

Maintenance was a much more important driver for Downsizers than for Other
Movers.

Demographic changes (children leaving home, relationship breakdown and death
of a partner) were more important drivers for Downsizers than for Other Movers.

lliness and disability were more important drivers for Downsizers than for Other
Movers.

Age was an important factor for a number of circumstances identified by this study
which influenced and ultimately led to downsizing or other moves, for example:

Maintenance as a factor increased in importance with age, particularly for
Downsizers.

Children leaving home was a prominent factor only for the 55i 64 and 65i 74 age
groups.

Relationship breakdown decreased markedly with age as a factor for Downsizers.

Death of a partner, as might be expected, increased in importance with age for
both groups, but much more so for Downsizers.

Financial gain as a factor decreased with age, similarly for both Downsizers and
Other Movers.

Health and disability generally increased in importance with age, particularly for
Downsizers.



I't should be noted that i n t hhesspandeatlaytrei s
time of the survey, rather than at the time of downsizing or moving.

Considerations influencing downsizing and other moves

The main findings from the questionnaire survey in respect to considerations
influencing downsizing for older Australians were as follows:

Dwelling related considerations dominated with maintenance of the home and
yard of equal importance for around three-quarters of respondents, followed
closely by the associated factor of a desire for a smaller dwelling.

Lifestyle improvement was a secondary but important factor for Downsizers,
followed by a number of locational factors (e.g. closeness to shops, transport,
services, children and relatives).

Middle order considerations included accessible design of the new home,
reducing the cost of living and moving to a more attractive area.

Financial considerations such as mortgage discharge or reduction or improved
investment were among the least important motivations for downsizing noted by
survey respondents.

The major differences observed between the considerations which influenced the
decision to move for Other Movers and Downsizers were:

The dominance of lifestyle improvement as the primary objective of Other Movers.

The greater importance placed on other amenity and consumption aspects by
Other Movers, such as more attractive area, more modern home, better
investment, and (obviously) larger dwelling, as compared to Downsizers.

Factors where age appeared to be important were:

Less maintenance of home and yardd increased with age, particularly for
Downsizers.

A more accessible homed increased with age for Downsizers until age 85 and
over, and reduced with age for Other Movers.

Lifestyle improvementd decreased with age for both Downsizers and Other
Movers.

Proximity to shops, health services and public transportd increased steadily with
age for both Downsizers and Other Movers then flattened out or reduced for those
aged 85 and over.

Attraction to aread reduced in importance with age for both Downsizers and Other
Movers.

Financial considerations (reducing cost of living, discharging a mortgage and
improved investment)d each reduced with age.

Generally the interviews supported and expanded on these findings. However, a
number of other issues were emphasised including the importance of:

A dwelling that was on one level (without stairs).

A small and manageable garden.

Good neighbours.

Moving back to an area to which they had a history and emotional attachment.

Moving to a better climate for health reasons.

6age



Deciding against retirement villages because of concern about the costs and
financial arrangements.

Information and advice obtained

Information and advice informing the moving process were sought from a variety of
sources.

Both Downsizers and Other Movers sought their advice primarily from family, and
slightly more so for Downsizers.

Secondary sources of information and advice (e.g. friends and real estate agents)
were utilised by both groups. Downsizers, more commonly consulted friends,
while Other Movers more commonly consulted real estate agents.

Financial advisors appeared to be the only other source of any significance for
both groups, but an equal proportion of Downsizers and Other Movers said they
relied on no one and had made their own decisions.

There was very little reliance by either group on government information services,
seniors peak organisations, lawyers or the popular media for information, advice
or guidance.

Once again these findings were generally supported by the interviews, which also
emphasised independence, advice and support from family and friends, but with some
interviewees commenting on the usefulness of the internet, retirement seminars,
seniors organisations and magazines. (The latter was not surprising given that
interviewees were recruited through responding to a survey distributed with the 50
Something seniors magazine.) However, some interviewees noted that information
was hot always easy to obtain and advice was not always sound. The latter felt that
more information should be made available to older people contemplating downsizing
or moving.

Difficulties encountered in the process of moving

Around three-quarters of respondents found the process of downsizing, or moving
without downsi zing, 0 F ai thé semalbiagsquater the keyp) Ver y E a
difficulties encountered (in order of importance) were:

Availability of suitable housing typed a factor for around two-thirds of those who
found the process of moving difficult.

Cost and affordability of housingd a concern for a little under half of the
respondents who found the process of moving difficult.

Suitability of locationd a difficulty expressed by around one-third of respondents
who found the process of moving difficult.

Less common difficulties included locational factors (distance from family and friends,
retail facilities and health facilities) and, surprisingly, fees or stamp duties, which were
often cited as a major concern for older movers. Interestingly, the percentage finding
moving difficult or very difficult generally reduced with age, more so for Other Movers
than for Downsizers.

Interviewees spoke extensively about the three key difficulties raised in the survey
(housing types, location and availability), often conflating the three. Difficulty finding
suitable accommodation sometimes resulted in moving into less than ideal dwellings
or locations or having dwellings built to suit their needs. For those experiencing
financial difficulties such difficulties often related to the reduced value of their previous



home due to a depressed property market, or the costs associated with moving (e.g.
real estate agentodos fees, stamp duty, removali

Other issues raised by interviewees in respect to the moving process that were not
identified in the questionnaire survey included:

The importance of emotional attachment to the existing home and neighbourhood
and the difficulty this presented in the process of moving.

The difficulties associated with the actual move and the importance of support and
assistance from family and friends during this process.

The i mportance and difficulty of 6downsi zing
smaller property, often being a practically difficult, time consuming and emotional
experience.

The importance of not leaving the move too late but rather moving while still young
and healthy enough to cope with the process.

Appropriateness to needs and circumstances

Overall, levels of satisfaction among Downsizers and Other Movers who participated
in the survey were very high (around 90%) and there was little variation with age. The
interviews revealed that satisfaction with the dwelling was often related to:

Lower maintenance of a smaller house and/or garden.

Having enough space to entertainf/accommodate family and friends.
Where space was limited, having access to shared common spaces.
The layout and accessible design of the dwelling.

Having adequate storage.

Having a good owner 0s corporat icmmitgest rat a
(retirement village).

Close proximity of shops, transport and other services.
Living in a safe area, and having good security.

For the small percentage of survey respondents who were dissatisfied with their
move, the most common concerns for both Downsizers and Other Movers related to
defects and maintenance issues. Beyond these shared concerns there were some
significant differences between the dissatisfaction of the two groups with Downsizers
more likely to cite the following concerns:

Building/development management issues.
Inadequate space.
Affordability problems.
Unexpected costs (e.g. strata and management fees).
Strata title issues.
Lack of privacy.
Inappropriate/poor design.
Conversely, dissatisfaction for Other Movers was more likely to arise from:
Neighbourhood/social issues.

Accessibility/location issues.



Dissatisfaction with building or development management arose as a prominent issue
in the in-depth interviews with some residents citing inadequate resident consultation/
representation; lack of on-site care and support; and stressful experiences of
i nvol vement on residentso committees
villages. The importance of good location in relation to services and facilities was also
stressed and, conversely, the disadvantages of car dependency where access to
public transport was not available. Safety and security of the area was seen as an
important aspect both for Downsizers and Other Movers, with retirement villages often
being preferred for this reason.

With a few exceptions, interviewees generally reported their most recent move as
having a positive impact on health and well-being from both a physiological and
psychological perspective, often as a result of moving to a more favourable climate.

Impacts on familial, social and support networks

Proximity to family members was often an important consideration in choosing a
location to move to. The interviews revealed that where Downsizers or Other Movers
had been able to achieve this, the impact on familial relationships was positive.
Similarly, the ability to retain or develop social networks was important. Some were
able to maintain previous social networks despite moving away. However, for others,
moving away from family and/or friends and establishing a new social network had
proved difficult.

Factors assisting social integration in a new area included:
Having existing contacts, friends or family in the area.
Having good (friendly and supportive) neighbours.

Participating in community events, activities and groups (religious, cultural,
recreational, educational etc.).

The availability of care services featured as an important outcome for many
interviewees, especially for those in retirement villages. Key elements of importance
included:

Call buttons in retirement villages.
On-site/on-call management and nurse in some retirement villages.
Community care from non-government organisations (NGOs) and local councils.

Emergency transport to medical care from remote locations.

Financial impacts

While financial factors did not strongly influence moving decisions or dwelling type,
they did feature as the fourth most important reason for dissatisfaction among the

smal | number of Downsi zers who were O0Very

current home. Financial issues were also commonly raised in the interviews.

Financial outcomes were mixed. Positive financial outcomes tended to relate to
savings in maintenance and heating costs as a result of moving to a smaller dwelling.
Some may have experienced equity gains but this was not a major finding. Negative
outcomes were often associated with the financial arrangements of the retirement
village loan/lease model due to unforeseen or escalating weekly/monthly fees, or the
lack of capital gain inherent in the loan/lease model.
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Impact on future mobility

Downsizers were less likely to be planning to move again than Other Movers. In the
survey, only 13 per cent of Downsizers intended or expected to move again in the
foreseeable future, with an additional 20 per cent who did not rule a future move out
(as compared with 19% and 23%, respectively, of Other Movers). Of the Downsizers
who intended or expected to move in the future the following observations can be
made:

Most indicated an intention to move within three years.

They were more likely than Other Movers to indicate an intention to move within
one year.

While 42 per cent preferred detached housing, their preference for multi-unit
housing forms was somewhat greater than for Other Movers.

Moving to a single-storey dwelling was a very high priority (similar to Other
Movers).

The major circumstances likely to lead to a future move for Downsizers included (in
order of importance):

Lifestyle preference.

Inability to maintain house/garden.

lliness.

Disability.

Retirement of self or partner (for younger respondents).

The need for a more accessible dwelling, in particular, one without stairs.

To obtain a higher level of care services, for example, in retirement villages or
other age-specific accommodation.

To be closer to family.
Retirement (for younger interviewees).
Health reasons.

However, despite this, some Downsizers expressed a strong desire to remain in their
current home.

Policy implications

The major issues identified in the Policy Forums as important in framing the debate
about downsizing fell into three broad categories:

Improving dwelling and locational availability.
Removing financial disincentives.
Addressing psychological and practical barriers.

Housing availability and housing affordability stood out as the two key barriers to
downsizing for older people seeking suitable smaller accommodation.

There was consensus among delegates at the Policy Forums that if more age-friendly
and accessible dwellings in desirable locations and existing neighbourhoods were
made available for older people, downsizing rates would increase accordingly. It was
also widely recognised that these issues needed to be addressed across the broad



spectrum of housing, planning, economic and ageing/care policy in order to make a
real difference. Possible specific policy interventions suggested at all forums included:

Specialised services to assist older people in the moving and downsizing process,
including forward planning for housing and care needs, financial advice and
assistance in the moving process.

Improved information provision about housing choices and the practical aspects of
downsizing.

The removal of financial disincentives to downsizing, including those related to the
purchase and transfer of housing (e.g. stamp duty) and eligibility for the Age
Pension.

The fostering of innovation within the housing industry.

Conclusion

While downsizing was undertaken by around half of the older population who moved
over a five-year period, this still represented only a small percentage of the total older
population. This study found that those who did downsize moved from three- and four-
bedroom dwellings to two- and three-bedroom dwellings, and many did so into
retirement villages. Downsizers were motivated mostly by a desire for lifestyle change
and an inability to maintain the house or garden, and financial factors were important
for very few. Downsizers relied primarily on family and friends for information and
advice rather than professional, government or seniors organisations. The vast
majority found the downsizing process easy, but for the few who did not the main
difficulties faced were availability of suitable housing that was affordable and in a
suitable location. Satisfaction with the smaller home was generally very high, but for
the few who were dissatisfied, the reasons were mostly related to
defects/maintenance and management issues associated with apartments or
retirement villages, inadequate space and cost/affordability.

The policy forums identified the key barriers to downsizing as dwelling and locational
availability, financial disincentives and the psychological and practical challenges of
the moving process. The most effective policy strategies recommended for
overcoming these barriers were improving information and support services to assist
in the moving process, removing financial disincentives, and fostering innovation in
the housing industry. If implemented, participants believed this could result an
increase in downsizing on the part of older Australians, thus providing a better match
with the housing needs of some older people while releasing their larger homes into
the market. The reality is, however, that the majority are likely to continue to remain
living in their larger suburban homes for as long as possible.
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1 | NTRODUCTI ON

1.1 Background to the research

This project builds on earlier research by the authors (Judd et al. 2010; Bridge et al.
2011) and others (Faulkner & Bennett 2002; Olsberg & Winters 2005; Jones et al.
2007; Beer & Faulkner 2009) for AHURI on ageing and housing in Australia.
Population ageing is an international phenomenon which is also impacting on
Australia. According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), at 30 June 2011
14.0 per cent of Australians were 65 years or older (see Table 5). This figure is
expected to nearly double to between 23 and 25 per cent by 2056, with the
percentage of those aged 85 and over quadrupling from 1.9 per cent to between 4.9
and 7.3 per cent* (ABS 2008).

Amongst the member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) and other most populous countries of the world, including
Australiaés near nei gh?Australia rarkaghth in ®rchs of
the percentage of the population aged 65 and over, similar to Canada, New Zealand
and the USA but consi derdeditoyntryl Japars(2217%)amd
much of Europe (ranging from 16.6% in the UK to 20.7% in Italy) (ABS 2011a). In
common with many international C O U ndentsi
many challenges to policy-makers. Not least of these is its economic impact, acutely
described by former Federal Treasurer Peter Costello in the Intergenerational Report
20027 03 (Australian Treasury 2002) as being due, in large part, to a reducing income
tax base and increased financial burden of health and aged care. This has led to a
number of policy shifts regarding superannuation, pensions and the aged care
system, but also has important implications for housing and urban policy.

1.1.1 Ageing in place and efficient use of the housing stock

6Ageing i n pl ac edkeyhstraegyemastemptang to @duce the cost
burden of aged care on government and to encourage independent and active ageing.
It is regarded as a wini win policy as it is also the often stated preference of older
people themselves to live independently in their own homes for as long as possible
(Judd et al. 2010). To facilitate this, governments have progressively stepped up the
level of care delivered in the home from the fairly basic support provided under the
inaugural rollout of the Home and Community Care (HACC) program that was
introduced in the mid-1980s. Since that time, governments have added more Home
and Community Care (HACC) providers and service types, and more recently rolled
out a series of programs including: Community Options Projects (COP); Community
Aged Care Packages (CACP); the Extended Aged Care at Home (EACH) program;
and the Extended Aged Care at Homed Dementia (EACHi D) program.

However, a higher percentage of older people remaining in their own homes with
higher support needs has implications for new and existing housing design. Clearly,
much of the existing housing stock does not support ageing in place. Four main
options therefore exist for older households: (1) modify the existing home; (2) move to
more appropriate accommodation; (3) move into a retirement village or other age-
specific accommodation; (4) if eligible, move into residential aged care. However,
despite some encouraging recent moves toward more accessible/adaptable/universal

! Australian Bureau of Statistics Series B and C population estimates respectively. 2011 Census
projections were not published at the time of writing.

Z Includes non-OECD countries: China, Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, Papua New Guinea, Philippines,
Singapore, South Africa and Vietnam.
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housing design, the bulk of new housing and existing stock remains unsupportive of
ageing in place (Judd et al. 2010).

Paradoxically, while advocating for ageing in place, there is also a concern among
policy-makers about inefficiency due to the underutilisation of housing stock by older
people who largely choose to remain in three or more bedroom suburban detached
housing. While this mismatch assumption has been questioned in earlier research by
the authors (Judd et al. 2010) and others (Batten 1999; Wulff et al. 2004), the
assumption that population ageing will require greater diversity of (implying smaller)
housing types is commonly included in housing and planning policy documents (e.g.
Department of Infrastructure and Transport 2011; NSW Department of Planning and
Infrastructure 2013).

It is in this context that the question of downsizing is worthy of investigation. If ageing
in place is desirable and existing dwellings are largely unsuitable, moving to more
appropriate accommodation is clearly important. The extent to which downsizing of
the dwelling and/or property is important in this process, and in the housing market at
large, is the subject of this research.

1.1.2 Definition and scope

It is important to clarify what is meant by downsizing for the purposes of this research.
The literature review in the earlier Positioning Paper (Judd et al. 2012) noted the
di fferent perspectives on the meaning
on the size of the dwelling (measured by number of rooms or floor area) and/or
associated land or yard; others including a reduction in property value (down-pricing);
and others including a reduction in accumulated belongings (de-cluttering). For the
purposes of this research a broader definition of downsizing is accepted which
includes any or a combination of the above perspectives. However, for practical
reasons, the narrower and more conservative definition of reduction in dwelling size is
used for the analysis of ABS Census data, SDAC data and questionnaire survey
included in this report.

The focus of this research is downsizing and other moving amongst older Australians
(aged 50 and over) within the private housing market. It includes both Downsizers and
Other Movers (i.e. those who move without downsizing) to understand the differences
between these two groups and to investigate how these differences vary across five
age groups: less than 55; 55i 64; 651 74; 75i 84; and 85 and over. It does not attempt
to investigate downsizing in the social housing sector as this is highly constrained by
policies concerning housing allocation and security of tenure. Since the national
survey was conducted via a prominent seniors magazine, it is also likely that there is
some bias towards its membership profile. This is examined further in Chapter 2.

1.2 Policy context

The housing implications of population ageing has been recognised by Australian
governments as an important policy issue since the mid-1980s with the introduction of

of 6dow

the Home and Community (HACC) Care program as

Aged Care Reform Strategy (AIHW 1993). Early 1990s initiatives included the
National Housing Strategy (Howe 1992) and the New Homes for Old Strategy, a
recommendation put forward in the Australian Urban and Regional Development
Review (AURDR 1994). Since 2000, ageing issues have been addressed in a number
of policy documents and reports including: the National Strategy for An Ageing
Australia (Andrews 2001), the Pri me Mi
Council report Promoting healthy ageing in Australia (PMSEIC 2003); Policy

ni ster o6
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(Productivity Commission 1999); the 2002i 03, 2007 and 2010 Intergenerational

reports of the Australian Treasury (Australian Treasury 2002, 2007, 2010); and the
Department of Health and Ageingds (2006) Oof ficeA for an
Community for All Agesd Building the Future. More recently, aspects of the Henry Tax

Review (Australian Treasury 2010a)Caringfore Pr odu
older Australians (Productivity Commission 2011), the Department of Infrastructure

and Transportdés national urban policy documen
Transport 2011) and Major Cities Unit publications on the State of Australian Cities

(Major Cities Unit 2012) have made reference to the importance of population ageing

and its implications for housing and urban planning. Similarly, many state government

metropolitan planning strategies also address population ageing (e.g. NSW

Department of Planning 2005).

The policy review in the Positioning Paper (Judd et al. 2012) which supports this study
identified four main areas where policy impacts specifically on downsizing:

Availability of information on housing choice and downsizing.
Taxation policies related to the sale and transfer of property such as stamp duty.

Planning policies which affect the location and design of housing, community
infrastructure and services.

Policies governing the application of income and assets tests for the Age Pension
and realisation of equity arising from the downsizing process.

1.2.1 Information provision

Information services on housing options are provided by both the federal and state
governments. At the federal level the Department of Families, Housing, Community
Services and Indigenous Affairs (FaHCSIA) has published the booklet
Accommodation choices for older Australians and their families (FaHCSIA 2010).
While this booklet does not mention downsizing per se, it does discuss the option of
moving to a more suitable home (including retirement villages) as a lifestyle choice
(and the process of moving) and how this might affect eligibility for the Age Pension
and other benefits. Likewise, relevant departments in most states and territories
publish information guides on retirement planning issues for people holding Seniors
Cards though only rarely on downsizing per se.

An impressive recent initiative is the collaboration between the WA Department of
Commerce and the Council on the Ageing (COTA) in the development of the WA
Seni or s6 Hou s adidigon © @rovidinge an orline information service for
individuals, the Centre, auspiced through COTA, offers a wide range of housing
related resources for older people. These include: Your home: a guide to housing
options for people over 556 ( D e p aofGommeerce 2013); So youdre thinking
moving into a retirement village ( Depar t ment of Co mhmmkingef 2009) ;

using the equity in your home6 ( ASI' C 2011) . It also runs ¢
seminar s on 6Making I nf or meaamentHVillages gl Deci si
Residenti al Par ks b, 6Accessing Equityé, 6 Mo di
Optionséo and, mo s t speci fi cahl lory downsizingr el at i on

6 Down QiAziFngel d Guided (Airey 2012)
1.2.2 Taxation

The Henry Tax Review (Australian Treasury 2010a) suggested that the taxation of
housing purchasers and its interaction with income support systems has a
considerable impact on housing decisions. Taxation policy impacts on downsizing in a
number of ways. Firstly, capital gains tax exemption on the principal residence can
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itself act as a disincentive to sell as it encourages wealth to be retained in the family

home. Secondly, as the Review noted, O0the

home though location to a lower value property (or by way of a reverse mortgage)

al so discourages downsizingd (Australian

stamp duties levied by state governments on the purchase of dwellings also impacts
on downsizing by increasing the cost of the transfer and reducing equity realised from
the sale of the home (Australian Treasury 2010a, Chapter 2.3). According to the
Henry Tax Review, the impact of stamp duties on transaction costs varies
considerably between Australian capital cities ranging from $5915 in Brisbane to
$26 596 in Darwin (based on median value of the home). Stamp duties therefore
contributed significantly to total moving costs of between $17 550 in Brisbane to
$47 699 in Darwin, an effective tax rate of between 34 and 126 per cent respectively
(Australian Treasury 2010a).

The policy review undertaken for the Positioning Paper found that four states had
adopted stamp duty exemptions or concessions for older people (ACT, NSW,
Northern Territory and Victoria), mostly targeted towards those on the Age Pension or
equivalent low income with different eligibility and concessional arrangements (Judd
et al. 2012, pp.58, 59). The Henry Tax Review recommended replacing stamp duties
with land taxes, which it estimated could reduce the cost of downsizing by up to
50 per cent (Australian Treasury 2010a).

1.2.3 Planning and housing policies

Planning and housing policies have implications for downsizing at all three tiers of
government. At the Commonwealth level the Major Cities Unit of the Department of

I nfrastructure and Transport is resS@meafsi b
Australian Citesr eport contains a section entit]

abilitiesbo, which proposes that,

€ an increasing proportion and number of older people will require different
housing, better access to health and transport services, more accessible
public transport and pedestrian areas that are easier to manage by people with
poor mobility.

as s E

Tr e c

e f

Which will require shaburbeue bt iabd eand thaipt
demographic and social change s 6 ( Maj or Ci t218.sn phrticular the2 0 1 2, p.

importance of ageing in place and the relationship between appropriate housing and
urban design and the health and wellbeing of older people is recognised:

As people age they find things such as self-care and personal mobility more
difficult. The availability of suitably designed housing, neighbourhoods,
commercial centres, public space and transport has an influence on the health
and wellbeing of people of all ages but particularly affects the level of

independence, mobility and soci al i nteractio

Cities Unit 2012, p.220)

The Liveable Cities Program, established in 2011, provides grants to support state
and territory governments in applying these and other priorities including to transit-
oriented, affordable, adaptable and accessible residential developments. This initiatve
accompanies the earlier introductad Ruidings)f
Standards 20106 (ComLaw 2010) u nDisability
Discrimination Act 1992 (DDA), which require common areas of all multi-unit housing
to be accessible and, in collaboration with the development industry, the susequent
introduction o f t h e Liwable lhousing designdguidelinesé ( Li vabl
Australia 2012). The introduction in 2002 of Disability Standards for Accessible Public
Transport (ComLaw 2002) in association with the DDA additionally established
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dninimum accessibility requirements to be met by providers and operators of pu[b]lic
transport conveyances, infrastructure and premiseso |, ef f e ey¢ar pragranato
upgrade accessibility for public transport. As a further initiative, the Department of
Health and Ageing partnered with the Australian Local Government Association
(ALGA) in developing the Australian Local Government population ageing action plan:
200471 2008 (ALGA 2004), which has led to a range of programs to assist local
councils in responding to an ageing population including age-friendly urban design
and planning.

At state and territory government level, the importance of considering the ageing
population in planning and housing provision is either explicit or implicit in the various
capital city metropolitan planning strategies. The emphasis is often on the need for
more diverse (implying smaller) housing types, age friendly urban design and
intensified mixed-use development around transport nodes. For example, the Sydney
Metropolitan Strategy (currently under review) states:

The trend to smaller households is partly driven by the ageing of the
population, which tends to result in more single and two person households.
This will inevitably lead to a greater demand for smaller housing with good
access to shops, transport and services such as health. (NSW Department of
Planning 2005, p.24)

It is a common assumption amongst planning and housing policy-makers, both federal

30

and state, t hat ol der peopl e wi-utli Inieseedd 60 rl awa

suburban dwellings into these new housing forms. However, evidence suggests that
at present the vast majority of older Australians continue to choose to age in place in
larger suburban dwellings for very understandable reasons, and actually utilise the
0 s u r pphce mdie effectively than presumed (Judd et al. 2010; Wulff et al. 2004).

1.2.4 Age Pension income and assets tests

Assessing the impact of downsizing on pension eligibility is not straightforward. Both
the Henry Tax Review (Australian Treasury 2010a) and a recent Productivity
Commission report (Productivity Commission 2011) note the distorting effect of
income and assets tests on the housing and retirement decisions of older people. The
Productivity Commission (2011, p.293) stated in its report:

The current asset s test has a significant
willingness to sell their home and move to more appropriate housing,
particularly if that would involve renting or other forms of periodic payment for
accommodation.

Research undertaken by the Australian School of Business at the University of NSW
(UNSW) (Piggott & Sane 2007; Sane & Piggott 2011) supports this view. However,
this is disputed by the Seniors Means Test Policy division of FaHCSIA, which regards
the Productivity Commission view as representing a limited number of views
expressed by seniors interest groups and Sane and Piggott (2011) paper, in which
they regard the definition of downsizing to be unclear. Rather, their view is that older
people on the Age Pension will be in a better position financially overall if they obtain
excess funds through downsizing, as any reduction in pensions will be more than
offset by increased income and they will retain their rights to health benefits and the
Commonwealth Seniors Health Card. They cite the Harmer Pension Review (Harmer
2009) as finding no evidence of such distortion effects. Nevertheless, whether the
impacts are real or imagined by older age pensioners and seniors interest groups is
immaterial if people act accordingly. Nevertheless, in the 20137 14 Federal Budget the
Australian Government introduced a three-year pilot project providing exemption from
the means test for up to $200 000 of the proceeds of sale of their home for older
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Australians eligible for the Age Pension if they had lived in the home for at least 25
years. The clear intention is to encourage downsizing/moving to more appropriate
housing.

1.3 Housing market conditions

There has been a widening gap in housing demand and the supply of new housing in
Australia in recent decades. This has led to an estimated cumulative shortfall of
186 800 dwellings nationwide in the decade to 2011, which is projected to grow to
over 600 000 dwellings by 2030. This widening gap is mostly due to continued
shortfalls in building completions despite successive policies by the federal and state
governments aimed at increasing supply. While the onset of the Global Financial
Crisis (GFC) in the late 2000s impacted negatively on housing markets worldwide, its
effects were less adverse in Australia. The National Housing Supply Council (NHSC
2011) reported that the Australian housing markets only showed their first signs of
slowing in 2011 after the economic stimulus package introduced by the Australian
Government in response to the GFC increased first home-buying activities during the
late 2000s. These activities were concentrated in urban areas of major capital cities,
with some criticising the stimulus for further inflating house prices in traditionally less
affordable markets in Australia (Randolph et al. 2012).

Of our three case study states, Victoria was the only state where the housing shortfall
had narrowed in recent years, though affordability pressure was still noted as one of
the greatest in the country. The shortfalls in NSW and South Australia had continued
to widen with most measures showing households in Sydney facing the greatest
housing pressures (NHSC 2011, 2012). In the capital cities, the majority of new supply
is expected in infill sites. This may facilitate older households that want to downsize
locally to do so, especially if a wider range of housing stock comes onto the market. A
decrease in housing affordability, especially in the first home-buying markets,

however, has seen changes i n younognerphwopl ebs

with staying in the parental home for longer noted as an affordable option (Liu &
Easthope 2012; NHSC 2011, 2012). These changes can have significant impact on
the ability of older households to downsize. Market conditions therefore need to be
kept in mind when interpreting both ABS Census data and the AHURI questionnaire
survey and interview findings.

1.4 Research aims

The broad aim of this research is to understand more fully the phenomenon of
downsizing in the Australian context including: the extent of downsizing amongst older
Australians; who downsizes and why; what is involved in the process; what are the
outcomes; what obstacles discourage downsizing; and what policies could facilitate
downsizing where appropriate and desired by older people.

1.4.1 Research questions

This study addresses these aims by responding to the following 13 research
guestions:

1. What evidence is there from ABS Census data of downsizing amongst older
Australians, and has this increased over the last three censuses (i.e. 2001, 2006,
2011)?

2. What is the extent of downsizing amongst older Australians (Australians aged 55
and over)?

3. What are the demographic characteristics of Downsizers?
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11.
12.
13.

What motivations and circumstances precipitate downsizing?

What types of accommodation do older people downsize into?

To what locations do downsizers move in relation to their previous dwelling?
What are the impacts of downsizing on familial, social and support networks?
What are the financial considerations and consequences of downsizing?
What processes do people undertake in downsizing?

. How appropriate do Downsizers find their new home for their needs and

circumstances?
How does downsizing impact on access to care services?
What barriers exist to downsizing?

What are the policy options for encouraging or supporting downsizing for people
who wish to do so?
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2 METHODOLOGY
2.1 Approach

The research was approached from a personi environment fit perspective which
hypothesises that stress arises from a misfit between an older p e r s dousirgy
needs/wants and what their current housing and neighbourhood environment affords,
and that this fit or misfit with their needs/wants impacts their decision-making.
Understanding satisfaction with the downsizing of their housing in later life has
relevance to wellbeing and life satisfaction outcomes for older people. This knowledge
has the potential to inform better policy instruments. Following a national and
international literature and policy review, the research reported here represents a
mixed-method approach including: analysis of ABS data; a national questionnaire
survey of 2819 people who had moved since turning 50 years of age; in-depth
interviews with 60 survey respondents and policy forums in three states (NSW,
Victoria, SA), as outlined in detail in the sections following.

2.2 Literature and policy review

A systematic review of peer-reviewed academic articles and reports was undertaken
using a method developed by Bridge and Phibbs (2003) for home modification
research projects. The search frame was based on synonyms and keywords related
to downsizing of housing consumption and residential mobility (downsizing, down-
pricing, housing adjustments, relocation, moving, housing options, housing choices)
and older people and retirement (older people, elderly, seniors, retirement).

Literature was accessed through the AHURI and UNSW library databases and via the
World Wide Web (WWW). It was limited to English language sources without any set
date criteria. Once collected themes were identified and related to the research
guestions for the project and used for further searching. The literature review is
reported in Chapter 4 of the Positioning Paper (Judd et al. 2012, pp.241 53).

In addition to drawing from the literature review, the policy review was undertaken by
searching the WWW, Google, parliamentary databases and government websites
published in English. For international policy, the scope was limited to Canada, the
European Union, the United Kingdom, New Zealand and the United States of
America. The findings are outlined in Chapter 5 of the Positioning Paper (Judd et al.
2012, pp.54i 72).

2.3 ABS data analysis

2.3.1 Census data analysis

The five-yearly ABS Census of Population and Housing does not include specific
guestions that can reveal downsizing (e.g. areal/value of current or previous
dwelling/land or number of bedrooms of previous dwelling). It was considered,
however, that inferences may be drawn from changes in dwelling size (number of
bedrooms), dwelling type, tenure and mobility over a 10-year period (19961 2006).
Custom tables were purchased from the ABS 2006 Census cross tabulating these
variables with four age groups (55i 64, 651 74, 75i 84, 85 and over) at Statistical
Division (SD) level. Preliminary findings by state/territory level were included in
Chapter 3 of the Positioning Paper (Judd et al. 2012, pp.12i 23) with the intention of
undertaking analysis at selected SD level in this Final Report.

Since comparable data from the 2011 Census became available in 2012, it was
decided to update the analysis of the Positioning Paper for the period 20017 11 in this
Final Report (see Chapter 3). The additional SD level analysis for this Final Report is
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therefore based on ABS Census data for 2001, 2006 and 2011. Interpretation of this
data needs to consider the housing market conditions following the GFC, as described
in more detail in Section 1.3, which may explain some fluctuations in the 2011 Census
data.

2.3.2 ABS SDAC data analysis

Analysis of 2003 and 2009 ABS Survey of Disability, Ageing and Carers (SDAC) data
regarding motives for relocation due to a functional impairment of care need was also
undertaken for the Positioning Paper for the same age groups. While a more recent
SDAC survey had been undertaken in 2008, the results were not available at that
time. They have since become available; hence the SDAC analysis provided has
been updated in Chapter 3 to include data from both the 2003 and 2008 surveys.

2.4 The national survey
2.4.1 Survey design

A questionnaire survey was designed for dissemination via a nationally circulated
seniors magazine for return by pre-paid mail and was also made available in online
form via a number of other sources. The personi environment theoretical framework
explicitly guided the type of questions asked in the survey. The survey included
standard demographic questions, including economic status and number of moves.
Definitions of variables are given in Appendix 5.

The survey tool was developed following a systematic literature search which
revealed a range of instruments developed in other countries but no tool that had
been statistically validated and none designed for distribution in Australia. At best,
statistical piloting and validation of survey tools is a highly complex enterprise, and in
t hi s caser enfoerdenmocrend 6 -raenfde r Gorcietdedr itoens t
exists. However, a small pilot sample was conducted with 12 fluent English speaking
Australian users fitting the inclusion criteria for the survey. The pilot revealed only a
few minor issues resulting in some previously open-ended answers being made
closed and some minor changes in wording to improve clarity. The survey included
both closed and open-ended questions and an invitation to participate in a follow up
interview. Survey participants were provided with information about the purpose of the
research before commencing the survey (see Appendix 2).

2.4.2 The magazine survey

A four-page printed questionnaire survey (see Appendix 1) was bound into the
August/September issue of 50 Something, the bi-monthly magazine of National
Seniors Australia (NSA) with pre-paid postal return. At the time of the survey the NSA
had a membership of 256 000 and the largest circulation of a seniors magazine in
Australia, with a readership of 367 998 covering all states and territories. The majority
of survey responses were received by mail through this recruitment method. It should
be noted that whilst this is an effective recruitment strategy for engaging older people,
magazine subscribers in general have a higher disposable income than other groups
(Oster & Morton 2005). This wealthier demographic may have led to some bias in the
reporting of financial considerations and outcomes for Downsizers and Other Movers
in our results.

2.4.3 The online survey

The online survey was developed using Key Survey software, which provides a
vehicle for collection and analysis of data in a secure, controlled environment. Use of
the Key Survey tool facilitated survey creation and survey deployment, and the design
of the online survey mirrored the hardcopy paper-based version. Table 1 lists the
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magazines and websites in which the survey was advertised in August, September
and October 2011.

Table 1: Website and newsletter advertising for the online survey

Organisation Medium Circulation
Council on the Ageing OneCota magazine 30,000
(COTA)
Your Life Choices E-newsletter 50,000
University of the Third Age Online link advertised on the | 64,160 (in 2008)
(U3A) Seniors page of U3A
Retirement Village Residents | Email message 500 (Email)
Association 5,000 (Newsletter)
Combined Pensioners and Advertisement in Newsletter Over 37,000 membership
Superannuants of NSW
City Futures Research Centre | Hyperlink to survey on N/A

website

2.4.4 Response to the questionnaire survey

A total of 3297 completed surveys were received, 2942 by mail and 355 online. While
the survey had sought responses from older people who had moved at least once
since turning 50 years of age, 478 were found to have not done so. This left a total of
2819 valid responses: 2492 (88.5%) in hard copy and 327 (11.6%) online. A total of
1214 respondents had downsized from their previous dwelling, while 1553 had not.
Additionally, 52 respondents did not provide enough information for us to determine
whether they had downsized or not and were subsequently excluded from the
analysis, leaving 2767 total valid responses where the mode of moving was known.

It should be noted that the sample resulting from the combination of the self-
administered magazine survey and online survey inherently contains an element of
bias towards the middle 65i 74 and 75i 84 older age cohorts (see Section 4.1.1);
towards English speakers (the survey was not available in other languages); possibly
towards middle- and higher-income bracket groups (groups with a higher disposable
income) who may be more likely to be members of the NSA or subscribers to their
magazine; and to those engaged individuals more inclined to complete surveys.
Similar biases are likely in membership/readership of other organisations and online
seniors services within which the online survey was promoted. Additionally, the
sample does not include people who had not moved since turning 50 years of age but
may have wished, or unsuccessfully attempted, to move or downsize but were
constrained from doing so by financial or other considerations or barriers.

2.4.5 Replicability and reliability

In order to ensure that the data collected was as reliable and valid as possible, the
design of the methodology was guided by the principles of measurement theory in
regard to sample size calculations, survey design, processing and analysis.

Sample size

The total population is based on the number of Family/Household Reference Person
Indicators aged 55 and over who moved within Australia (excluding those moving from
overseas) in the period 2006i11 (t he RPI P is &éthe hous
coding as the starting point for identifying the relationships between usual residents of
a househol doé6 ( Ampulatbdidcludes most persbns aged 55 and over
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who changed residential address at least once during the period, including multiple
movers, but excludes persons aged 55 or over in households where the RPIP was
aged 0i 54 years. From this value all RPIPs counted both in non-private dwellings and
in the social rented sector were removed, while those counted in private rental were
retained. The RPIP variable can be seen as equivalent to a household count. Over
95 per cent of RPIPs are either the husband, wife or de-facto partner in a single family
household or a lone person in a non-family household.

Of the 2 533 578 households with a RPIP aged 55 or over in 2011, approximately
427 438 (16.9%) had downsized. This value will not be the absolute population of all
Australian households meeting the criteria of the survey as the survey targeted any
household with a respondent who had moved since turning 50 years of age. It can,
however, serve as a useful minimum for the purposes of calculating sample size error.
To achieve the maximum value, the approximate number of Downsizers was
multiplied by three (1 282 314), because in the 15 years preceding 2006 (i.e. 19911
2006) the over 50 age group was as mobile as that observed in the 20067 11 period.

This maximum value provides a proxy value for the total population from which to
draw a robust sample. To do this the Sample Size Calculator on the National
Statistical S e htipi/vorey.dss.govagnssghonte asf/pages/Sample+
Size+Calculator+Description?OpenDocument was used. Table 2 sets out the required
sample size with a confidence level of 95 per cent and a confidence interval of 2 per
cent. The 95 per cent confidence level is the standard used by social researchers.

Table 2: Sample size calculation

Confidence level 95%
Population size 1,282,314
Proportion 0.5
Confidence interval 0.02
Upper 0.52
Lower 0.46
Standard error 0.01020
Relative standard error | 2.04
Sample size 2,399

The required sample size needed to meet these assumptions is 2399. The survey
returned 2767 households who had moved at least once since the respondent had
turned 50 years of age.

2.4.6 Data processing and analysis

The paper surveys were coded into Key Survey to create a combined database that
was then analysed using SPSS software. Some variables in this study are nominal
level measures, and some are interval. Variable type and question therefore has
determined the data analysis undertaken. For example, nominal level measures
include counts of moves, number of bedrooms etcetera. Since the study is primarily
descriptive, initial analyses focused on a descriptive summary of the data, especially
the nominal measures. Histograms and cross tabulation tables were the main
descriptive devices used to answer the research questions.

Chi Square tests were used to ascertain the associations between the phenomenon of
downsizing and selected demographic characteristics. These characteristics included:
age; gender; relationship status; household size; length of residence; number of home
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relocations since turning 50; employment/retirement status; income source and
household income level. Results of these tests are discussed in Chapter 5.

2.4.7 Estimating downsizing in the older Australian population

Estimates of the number of Downsizers in Australia and in the three case study states
(NSW, Victoria and SA), their capital cities and balance of the state in 2011 were
made using the percentage of Downsizers in each age cohort from the survey who
moved during 200671 11. These proportions were then used to calculate estimates of
the downsizing population for Australia using the number of persons aged 55 or over
who had moved at least once between 2006 and 2011 (i.e. people who had moved
since turning age 50) as the base number.

2.5 Thein-depth interviews

The questionnaire survey included an invitation for respondents to participate in an in-
depth interview. A total of 1220 (43.3%) valid respondents indicated their willingness
to be interviewed. Sixty interviews were subsequently undertaken, 20 in each of the
three states of NSW, Victoria and South Australia.

Purposive sampling of those wiling to be interviewed was used for the 20
interviewees from each state using a sampling frame developed to ensure
representation of a range of ages, gender, relationship status and urban/regional
location. As 43 per cent of survey respondents were Downsizers, and 57 per cent
were Other Movers, the sample was divided into approximately 50 per cent of each.
The sampling frame is shown in Table 3 below. Within each category, random
sampling was used to select participants with replacement candidates for each in the
event of any refusals.

Table 3: Purposive sampling frame for the in-depth interviews

State 50i 64 65i 74 75i 84 85+ R‘é;’g‘zg || Total

3 urban 3 urban 3 urban 3 urban 12
(2 couples (2 couples | (2 couples | (2 couples urban
+ 1 single + 1 single + 1 single + 1 single

NSW gle) gle) gle) gle) 20
2 regional 2 regional 2 regional 2 regional 8
(1 couple+ | (1 couple+ | (1 couple+ | (1 couple+ .
1 single) 1 single) 1 single) 1 single) regional
3 urban 3 urban 3 urban 3 urban 12
(2 couples (2 couples | (2 couples | (2 couples urban
+ 1 single + 1 single + 1 single + 1 single

vIC gle) gle) gle) gle) 20
2 regional 2 regional 2 regional 2 regional 8
(1 couple+ | (1 couple+ | (1 couple+ | (1 couple+ )
1 single) 1 single) 1 single) 1 single) regional
3 urban 3 urban 3 urban 3 urban 12
(2 couples (2 couples (2 couples (2 couples
+1single) | +1single) |+ 1single) |+ 1single) urban

SA - . - - 20
2 regional 2 regional 2 regional 2 regional 8
(1 couple+ | (1 couple+ | (1 couple+ | (1 couple+ .
1 single) 1 single) 1 single) 1 single) regional

Total 15 15 15 15 60 60

Note: Approximately 50 per cent in each cell were Downsizers and 50 per cent Other Movers.
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The interviews were undertaken between May and August 2012 by four members of
the research teamd two in NSW and one each in Victoria and South Australia. The
interviews were semi-structured around the key themes of the research (see Appendix
6 for details). Duration of interviews was approximately one hour. The interviews were
digitally recorded, transcribed and coded into thematic codes using NVIVO qualitative
data management software. All interviewees were provided with information about the
purpose of the interviews and provided their consent before participating (see
Appendices 3 and 4).

2.6 The policy forums

Policy forums were held in each of the three states selected for interviews (NSW,
Victoria and SA) using the World Café methodology. This method has been used
successfully in a previous AHURI project (Bridge et al. 2011), and is designed to

mobilise éddynamic networks of convetageati on
scale coll aboration, l earning and changebo

were selected from relevant government departments, seniors organisations, the
housingindusttyand residentsd associations.

The forums were of approximately three hours duration and undertaken in two parts:

1. A presentation by the researchers of the preliminary findings of the survey and
interviews for approximately one hour.

2. A structured discussion using the World Café conversation process of
approximately two hours.

For the World Café structured conversation, participants were divided into a number
of small groups at separate tables, each focusing on different discussion questions. A
note taker from the research team was stationed permanently at each table to keep a
written record of the discussions. Participants were then rotated between tables after
20-minute intervals, with the composition of the groups changing organically during
each rotation. Linking small group and large group conversations to foster collective
insight is an objective of the World Café method (Brown & Isaacs 2001, p.1). After
each question was considered by each group the note takers reported on the key
aspects of the discussion back to the group as a whole. Questions were deliberately
leftopen-ended so as to encourage creativit
focus inquiry, and bring assumptions t
(Schieffer et al. 2004, p.1). Questions included:

What issues are most important in framing the debate around downsizing?

What are the current downsizing policy concerns, and what change if implemented
would make the most difference to downsizing numbers and outcomes?

What are the barriers/opportunities related to downsizing?

What assumptions do we need to test or challenge about downsizing amongst

ol der Australians? Whatdéds possible here

In total 50 people attended the policy forums. Participants included a wide cross-
section of stakeholders. Stakeholders included: national/state housing and ageing
policy representatives; non-government organisations with either an ageing or
housing focus; and community housing managers and housing industry
representatives with a seniors focus. Policy forums were held in three states in order
to capture as many views within the sector as possible, and to reflect any regional or
state-based differences in policy or practice.
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A written summary of the key findings of the discussion was then prepared by the
researchers and circulated to respondents for their information and comment. These
reports form part of Chapter 10 of this report.
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3 EVI DENCE OF DGWRNERDOKI ABS DATA

This chapter addresses Research Question 1: What evidence is there from ABS
Census data of downsizing amongst older Australians, and has this increased over
the last three Censuses (i.e. 2001, 2006, 2011)?

Due to data availability, the analysis of ABS data included in the Positioning Paper
(Judd et al. 2012) was limited to the 1996 and 2006 Censuses as well as data from
the 2003 SDAC. New data were released since the publication of the Positioning
Paper, and this chapter presents analyses of this new data to facilitate time-series and
trend analyses on how the housing consumption and relocation behaviours of older
Australians have changed since the mid-2000s. Further, analyses included in the
Positioning Paper were at the state/territory level.

This chapter includes more detailed analyses of these datasets at selected SD level to
highlight regional differences within the selected states of NSW, Victoria and South
Australia. It commences by updating ABS population ageing data from the 10 years
19961 2006 to 20017 11 (Section 3.2). It then analyses changes in dwelling size (no. of
bedrooms) (Section 3.3), dwelling type (Section 3.4), housing tenure (Section 3.5) and
concludes with updating the analysis of residential relocations of older people for the
same period (Section 3.6). In the latter case ABS Census data is accompanied by
ABS SDAC data on older people relocating for reasons of disability or old age. The
figures presented represent percentage change over the 10-year period.

In Sections 3.3 to 3.6 on housing characteristics the changes for the total population
are discussed first, followed by commentary on the older population. Five age cohorts
are used for the older population (<55, 55i 64, 65i 74, 75i 84 and 85+) together with
the total for those aged 65 and over. In each case the figures for 19961 2006 as
calculated for the Positioning Paper (Judd et al. 2012) are also included for
comparative purposes.

3.1 Data sources

Two main ABS datasets are referred to in this chapter: ABS Census data for 1996,

2001, 2006 and 2011; and SDAC data for 2003 and 2009. Australian Census tables

were obtained both through custom purcghase frc
ABS data cubes generated via the ABS® online p
purchased tables and TableBuilder Pro cross-tabulations were adapted to replicate

the analyses included in the Positioning Paper. Data from the 1996 and 2006 ABS

Census were included in the Positioning Paper to provide a 10-year time series

analysis. Data from the 2001 and 2011 Census are included in this Final Report to

further extend this time series analysis by analysing change over the 10-year period of

2001 to 2011. Analysis of 2003 SDAC data was included in the Positioning Paper;

analysis in this Final Report focuses on 2009 SDAC data. References to trends

arising in the analysis of the 19967 2006 Census data and 2003 SDAC data are made

where applicable to facilitate time-series analysis.

3.1.1 ABS Census data

While there is no direct data on downsizing available from the ABS Census or other
national surveys, some indications can however be drawn from Australian Census of
Population and Housing data. This includes: dwelling size (number of bedrooms);
dwelling type (structure); tenure; and mobility (between Censuses). When cross-
tabulated by age group, such analyses provide a useful indicator of relocation
behaviours within the Australian population. Trends over time can be studied by
comparing this data with data from previous censuses.

25



In order to ascertain the incidence of downsizing amongst older Australians,
customised tables were commissioned from the ABS from the 1996, 2001, 2006 and
2011 Censuses. These customised tables comprised four housing variables: dwelling
type; dwelling size (number of bedrooms); household size (humber of usual
residents); and tenure. These variables were cross-tabulated by five age groups (Oi
54 years; 55i 64 years; 65174 years; 751 84 years; 85 years or older) and by
geographic variables (Australian States and Territories and all Statistical Divisions®).

The analysis of dwelling type data uses four of the categories of the ABS variable

6dwel lindnamed gt dse@ar at e h omentanda,threé dorlesst |, uni t
storey bl ockd, ofl at , uni t or apart ment i n a
apart ment at t a dhaetdesetace tha mdstocansm®rd dwelling types in

which older Australians reside. For ease in analysis, the categor i es 6f | at , un
apartment in a three or |l ess storey block©o, e
storey blocké and ofl at, unit or apartment at
the category oOfl at dwel |l i ncho@u,sewhiilse rtefercad
6det ached dwel | i nFEpdtenirey both Hullys ownedh and mertgaged

categories from the Censwus variable 6tenured a

Census data on resident relocation was downloaded from the ABS online program,
TableBuilderPro( ABS 2012b) , specifically the variabl e
indicatordo (UAIS5P). Analysis of this variable
of Australians compared to five years prior. An analysis of relocations between 2001

and 2006 at the SD level was included in the Positioning Paper. Due to changes to

the Australian Standard Geographical Classification (ASGC), no data from the 2011

Census at the SD level was available for customisation through TableBuilder Pro. The
6Statisti €4l Aoedt2atistical Division 20116 co
were instead used to calculate SD-level population using Statistical Area Level 2

(SA2) data downloaded from TableBuilder Pro. These correspondences are
population-weighted rather than area-weighted so the correspondences reflect the

actual population distribution within the SA2 boundaries rather than assuming an even

distribution. Figures calculated using these correspondences are therefore accurate

and reliable at the SD level. The change in ASGC did not impact on state/territory

level data and therefore did not require any correspondence calculations.

In the Positioning Paper for this study (Judd et al. 2012) an analysis of a cross-

tabul ation of resident sd c ur ireesidential 83 fivel ent i al
years previously was included. This permitted analysis of the movements of

Australians during the five-year period of 2001i 06, from which it was concluded that

the majority of those who relocated did so within their original SD rather than further

afield. Due to changes to the ASGC, this cross-tabulation unfortunately could not be

performed on 2011 Census data. Instead, Statistical Area Level 4 (SA4), the largest

sub-state regions in the Main Structure of the Australian Statistical Geography
Standard (ASGS) were used. The fwayeabd eadpd ac
(PUR5P), while not exactly replicating the analysis included in the Positioning Paper,

was selected to showcase the movement of Australians at a regional scale during the

five-year period of 20067 11. Since SA4s cover large geographic areas (although they

are mostly smaller than SDs), analysis of this new cross-tabulation provides a more

detailed view of movements of Australians. Due to the large size of this cross-

% A Statistical Division (SD) was an Australian Standard Geographical Classification (ASGC) defined
area, which represented a large, general purpose, regional type geographic area. SDs represented
relatively homogenous regions characterised by identifiable social and economic links between the
inhabitants and between the economic units within the region, under the unifying influence of one or more
major towns or cities. The ASGC was updated in 2011 and the categories of SDs, SSDs, and Statistical
Local Areas (SLAs) were replaced and were not used from the 2011 Census onwards.

26



tabulation (750 rows by 127 columns), it is not reproduced in full in this Final Report.
The presented analysis therefore focuses on older Australians (65+) in order to
provide cross-referencing with the other tables included in this chapter.

3.1.2 ABS SDAC data

The ABS Survey of Disability, Ageing and Carers (SDAC) is currently the only
Australian survey that includes data on residential relocations due to a functional
impairment or care need. Analysis of the 2003 survey was included in the Positioning
Paper, and since then results from the 2009 survey have been released by the ABS.
Analysis of these new 2009 results were analysed at the state/territory level, with
comparisons made to the results of the 2003 survey, giving a time series perspective.

3.1.3 Selection and descriptions of Statistical Division case studies

The Census data purchased from the ABS were at Statistical Division (SD) level to
enable analysis of selected areas where there were high numbers of respondents to
our survey. Table 4 shows the survey responses from the SDs in NSW, Victoria and
South Australia (our case study states).

The intention had been to take three SDs from each of these states with the highest
representation in the survey for further analysis. However, this proved problematic in
Victoria and South Australia where responses were low from non-metropolitan areas.
It was determined therefore to only undertake such analyses in SDs where 50 or more
survey responses were received. Analyses at SD level were therefore undertaken for
three SDs in NSW (Sydney, Hunter and Mid North Coast), and only one in each of
Victoria (Melbourne) and South Australia (Adelaide).

Only data custom-purchased from the ABS and downloaded from TableBuilder Pro
was used in these SD-level tables. SDAC data is only available at the state/territory
level and not at any smaller geography; as such it has been omitted from analysis and
discussion in this section.
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Table 4: Survey responses from Statistical Divisions in NSW, Victoria and SA

State Statistical Division Downsizers Movers Total
No. % No. %

NSW Sydney 223 52.1 205 47.9 428
Hunter 31 33.7 61 66.3 92

lllawarra 32 49.2 33 50.8 65
Richmondi Tweed 27 46.6 31 53.4 58

Mid North Coast 29 42.0 40 58.0 69

Northern 2 10.0 18 90.0 20

North Western 5 455 6 54.5 11

Central West 10 40.0 15 60.0 25

South Eastern 18 38.3 29 61.7 47
Murrumbidgee 8 42.1 11 57.9 19

Murray 9 47.4 10 52.6 19

Far West 1 100.0 0 0.0 1

Victoria Melbourne 162 52.1 149 47.9 311
Barwon 11 40.7 16 59.3 27

Western District 9 69.2 4 30.8 13

Central Highlands 22 66.7 11 33.3 33
Wimmera 1 14.3 6 85.7 7

Mallee 2 50.0 2 50.0 4

Loddon 10 27.8 26 72.2 36

Goulburn 7 50.0 7 50.0 14

Ovensi Murray 7 46.7 8 53.3 15

East Gippsland 0 0.0 1 100.0 1
Gippsland 5 71.4 2 28.6 7

North West 1 100.0 0 0.0 1

Northern 0 0.0 1 100.0 1

SA Adelaide 55 44.0 70 56.0 125
Outer Adelaide 5 27.8 13 72.2 18

Yorke & Lower North 1 12.5 7 87.5 8

Murray Lands 4 66.7 2 33.3 6

South East 1 25.0 3 75.0 4

Eyre 1 50.0 1 50.0 2

Northern 1 25.0 3 75.0 4
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Sydney Statistical Division

Sydney SD covers a vast geography (over 12 000 square kilometres) and in 2011
included 835 suburbs and almost 4.5 million residents. It spreads from the Sydney
CBD in the east westward to the Blue Mountains, northward to the Central Coast
(including areas, e.g. The Entrance), northwest towards Colo Heights and southwest
towards Picton (see Figure 1). It was the SD where the highest number of survey
respondents currently reside, with 428 surveys returned (0.01% of total population;
0.04% of its population aged 55 years and over). More than half (52.1%) of these
survey respondents had downsized since turning 50.

Figure 1: Suburbs of Sydney Statistical Division, NSW
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Hunter Statistical Division

The Hunter SD is located north of Sydney and includes the large regional city of
Newcastle (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Suburbs of Hunter Statistical Division, NSW

Glenrock '

-

_ Barrington R
Y © ‘ . Tuncurry

[ Hunter SD (2006 boundary)
ABS suburb (2011 boundary)

It covers nearly 29 000 square kilometres, and in 2011 included 345 suburbs and
617 993 residents. It has an older population than the whole of NSW, with 16.9 per
cent aged 65 years and over (compared to 14.6% in NSW). While it is ageing at a
similar rate to the state of NSW (at 23.1% during 20017 11, compared to 22.1% in
NSW), it is ageing more rapidly than Sydney SD (19.4%). The number of those aged
551 64 especially had increased considerably, by more than one-third (37.4%) over
the same period. The number of those aged 85 years and over increased by almost
two-thirds (60.6%) during 20017 11, although from a relatively small base population in
2001 (8916). Ninety-two survey responses were received from residents of the Hunter
SD, representing 0.01 per cent of its total population, or 0.05 per cent of its population
aged 55 years and over.
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Mid North Coast Statistical Division

The Mid-North Coast SD is located north of Hunter SD and south of Richmondi
Tweed SD (see Figure 3). It covers an area of 25 524 square kilometres and 345
suburbs, including many sealtree-change destinations such as Coffs Harbour and
Grafton as well as other major regional centres like Kempsey.

Figure 3: Suburbs of Mid-North Coast Statistical Division, NSW *
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Note: * Lord Howe Island is not drawn to scale in this map.

In 2011 the Mid-North Coast SD had a population of 298 892 people, and was the
only SD in NSW with more than one-fifth of its population (21.9%) aged 65 and over,
making it one of the oldest SDs in Australia. It has a relatively slow population growth,
increasing by 8.7 per cent during 2001i 11 (compared to 9.2% in NSW, and 14.5%
nationwide). Like most non-metropolitan areas in Australia, the Mid-North Coast SD
has experienced a population decline amongst its younger age groups, and there
were 2956 fewer people aged 0i 54 (-1.5%) living in the Mid-North Coast SD in 2011
than in 2001. Consequently, its older population (65+) increased by more than one-
guarter (27.9%) over the same period, compared to 25.1 per cent during 199671 2006.
The proportional population increases were considerable for the 55i 64 (38.8%) and
85 and over age groups (70.1%), although these only represented relatively small
populations (12 520 and 3462 people respectively). A total of 69 survey responses
were received from Mid-North Coast SD residents, representing 0.02 per cent of its
total population, or 0.06 per cent of its 55 and over population.
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Melbourne Statistical Division

The Melbourne SD (see Figure 4) comprises the metropolitan area of Melbourne, and
covers an area of 7693 square kilometres. In 2011, it had a population of 3 955 709
people, making it the second most populous SD in Australia (after Sydney SD). It has
a relatively young population, with only 12.9 per cent aged 65 and over (compared to
14.0% nationwide).

Figure 4: Suburbs of Melbourne Statistical Division, 2011
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It is one of the fastest growing regions in Australia, with a 17.5 per cent population
growth during 20017 11. During this period, its older population (65+) increased by
one-quarter (25.5%, or 103 537 people), at nearly twice the rate of those aged 01 54
(13.7%). The second highest number of surveys were returned from residents living in
Melbourne SD (311 responses, representing 0.01% of the total population, or 0.03%
of its population aged 55 and over), half of whom (52.1%) downsized in their last
move.
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Adelaide Statistical Division

The Adelaide SD comprises the metropolitan area of the South Australian capital city
Adelaide (see Figure 5). In 2011, it covered an area of 1826 square kilometres and
410 suburbs, including the Adelaide CBD, north towards Buckland Park and Gawler,
east towards Aldgate and Montacute, and south towards McLaren Vale and Sellicks
Beach.

Figure 5: Suburbs of Adelaide Statistical Division, South Australia
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It had a population of 1 167 214 people, almost three-quarters of whom were aged
less than 55 (72.6%), a proportion that had declined from 76.0 per cent in 2001, partly
as a result of younger residents moving interstate or overseas to pursue education
and employment opportunities. Consequently, there were notable increases among
the older populations of Adelaide SD during the period, 20011 11 with those aged 55i
64 increasing by more than one-third (38.3%, or 38 505 more people), and those aged
85 and over increasing by half (50.7%, or 9713 more people). Despite the slow growth
of its younger popul ation, Adel aide is
its 65 and over population increasing by just 15.4 per cent in the period 20017 11 (just
over half the national average of 27.1%). The Adelaide SD recorded 125 survey
responses, representing 0.01 per cent of the total population (or 0.04% of the
population aged 55 and over).
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3.2 Population ageing, 20011 11

As outlined in Section 1.1, Australia has a rapidly ageing population in common with
much of the developed world. Between 1996 and 2006, the number of people who
had reached retirement age (65+) increased by one-quarter (23.0%) despite the total
population increasing by only 12.1 per cent over the same period. In the 10-year
period between 2001 and 2011, the percentage share of people aged 65 and over
increased from 12.6 per cent to 14.0 per cent (Table 5). This increase can be largely
attributed to the ageing of the baby boomer generation.

Table 5: Percentage share of population by age group, Australian states/territories and
selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

2001 2006 2011

65+ 65+ 65+ 0i 54 55164 | 65i74 | 75184 85+
Australia 12.6 13.3 14.0 74.4 11.7 7.6 4.5 1.9
NSW 13.1 13.8 14.6 73.7 11.7 7.8 4.8 2.0
VIC 12.7 13.3 13.8 74.8 11.3 7.3 4.6 1.9
QLD 12.3 12.9 13.7 74.6 11.7 7.8 4.2 1.6
SA 14.4 15.1 15.9 71.7 12.4 8.2 53 24
WA 111 12.0 12.3 76.2 115 6.9 3.9 15
TAS 13.4 14.5 15.8 71.1 13.2 8.6 51 2.1
NT 53 6.5 7.6 81.1 11.3 5.6 1.7 0.4
ACT 8.3 9.4 104 78.8 10.8 5.9 3.2 1.3
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 11.8 12.2 12.8 76.4 10.9 6.8 4.2 1.8
Hunter 15.1 15.9 16.9 70.7 12.5 8.9 5.7 2.3
Mid N Coast 18.6 20.0 21.9 63.1 15.0 11.9 7.2 2.8
Melbourne 12.1 12.5 12.9 76.4 10.7 6.7 4.3 1.8
Adelaide 14.6 15.1 15.5 72.6 11.9 7.7 5.3 25

Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables

The Northern Territory had the most rapidly ageing population of all states and
territories between 2001 and 2011, with the percentage share of older Australians
aged 65 and over increasing from 5.3 per cent in 2001 to 7.6 per cent in 2011. A
similar observation can be made of the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) where the
population aged 65 and over increased from 8.3 per cent in 2001 to 10.4 per cent in
2011. In the more populous states, SA had the oldest population, with 15.9 per cent of
its 2011 population aged 65 or older, closely followed by Tasmania (15.8%). Of note
also is that both Tasmania (13.2%) and SA (12.4%) had the highest percentage
shares of pre-retirement age residents (55-64) in Australia, an age group that will
likely further contribute to the ageing of the population in these States/Territories.

At the SD level, metropolitan SDs (Sydney, Melbourne and Adelaide) had relatively
younger populations compared to the regional SDs of Hunter and Mid North Coast.
Both Sydney and Melbourne had a higher proportion of their population aged 0i 54
(each 76.4%), compared to their respective states (NSW 73.7%; Victoria 74.8%). In
contrast, the proportion of the population aged 65 and over was lower both for Sydney
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andMelbourne than their respective stateb6s aver a
oldest population amongst the five SD case studies, with more than one-fifth (21.9%)

of its population aged 65 and over in 2011. It also had higher proportions of its

population in all of the older age groups (except 0i 54) compared to the other four SDs

and all states and territories. This is largely due to its popularity as a retirement, sea-

change and tree-change destination, where its population aged 65 and over increased

further from an already high 18.6 per cent in 2001 to 21.9 per cent in 2011, with a

corresponding decline in the number of residents aged 0-54 during 2001-2011.

Of speci al note is the absolute increase in tt
Table 6). During 200171 1 , Australiads tot al popul ation ir
with increase in the number of older Australians aged 65 and over accounting for

almost one-quarter (23.5%, or 646 603 people) of this growth. This is a significant

increase, particularly when the 65 and older population increased in comparison by

only 498 760 during 1996i 2006, so that there were almost 150 000 more older

persons (65+) Australia-wide between 2006 and 2011. Amongst the five case study

SDs, Melbourne had the biggest absolute increase in the number of older residents

aged 65 and over while the Mid North Coast had the smallest increase. For the Mid

North Coast, however, the increase in the number of older residents during 20017 11

accounted for more than half of its population increase during this period, with the

other half comprising mostly residents of pre-retirement age (55i 64) with an actual

decline of its younger (01 54 years) population.
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Table 6: Absolute changes in older population, by age group, Australian states/territories and selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

19967 2006 2001711
65+ 65+ 01 54 55i 64 651 74 751 84 85+ Total

Australia 498,760 646,603 1,352,619 755,615 351,540 155,095 139,968 2,754,837
NSW 140,061 184,479 186,679 215,903 92,550 43,233 48,696 587,061
VIC 125,075 152,976 372,615 180,703 75,868 41,833 35,275 706,294
QLD 118,835 158,982 476,061 167,749 98,133 34,521 26,328 802,792
SA 30,822 41,587 29,138 55,574 20,818 7,837 12,932 126,299
WA 58,340 74,569 258,853 93,505 42,524 20,798 11,247 426,927
TAS 11,324 15,688 -2,732 19,419 9,560 3,033 3,095 32,375
NT 4,554 6,699 7,670 9,374 5,280 1,318 101 23,743
ACT 9,689 11,542 23,830 13,231 6,750 2,501 2,291 48,603
Statistical Divisions

Sydney 64,513 92,038 210,206 129,469 49,409 16,170 26,459 431,713
Hunter 15,493 19,528 14,700 20,934 9,547 4,577 5,404 55,162
Mid N Coast 11,522 14,279 -2,956 12,520 6,994 3,823 3,462 23,843
Melbourne 87,588 103,537 363,339 122,291 50,103 28,915 24,519 589,167
Adelaide 18,807 24,131 31,993 38,505 10,895 3,523 9,713 94,629

Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables



The data analyses included in this and the ensuing section highlights a rapidly ageing
Australian society. This is especially the case when considered with the significant
demographic shifts in Australia and overseas since the mid-1990s, which point to an
increase in both the need for more age friendly housing and the relative complexity of
this need, given the heterogeneity amongst these older age groups. The following
sections provide a description of these shifts between 2001 and 2011 at both the
state/territory and SD levels, as well as a preliminary analysis of the Census datasets
to provide a background for understanding downsizing practices in Australia.

3.3 Dwelling size of older Australians, 20017 11

In 2011 three-quarters (75.9%) of all Australians lived in larger dwellings (with three
bedrooms or more), with the majority of the remainder living in smaller dwellings (two
bedrooms or fewer, 15.7%). These proportions are comparable to those observed in
2006, where 75.6 per cent lived in larger dwellings and 15.5 per cent lived in smaller
dwellings. The following section presents an analysis of 20017 11 Census data on the
dwelling size (according to number of bedrooms) of residential homes that
Australiansd especially older Australians (65+)d live in, first focusing on smaller
dwellings (two or fewer bedrooms) and then on larger dwellings (three or more
bedrooms).

3.3.1 Smaller dwellings

Older Australians aged 65 and over were more likely to have lived in smaller dwellings
compared to their younger counterparts in 2011 (Table 7). A little less than one-
quarter of older Australians aged 65 and over (23.3%) resided in smaller dwellings in
2011, compared to 14.1 per cent of persons aged 0i 54 years, and 16.8 per cent of
persons aged 551 64. Further, the likelihood of residing in a smaller dwelling increases
with age, so that more than one quarter of people aged 75i 84 (26.2%) and aged 85
and over (26.5%) lived in smaller dwellings. This trend is observed across all states
and territories. Amongst the states and territories in 2011, however, older people in
the NT were more likely to live in smaller dwellings than those from other
States/Territories (31.7%), closely followed by those in Tasmania (27.6%) and South
Australia (26.3%). Older persons in the ACT were least likely to live in smaller
dwellings (15.0%), reflecting partly the availability of local housing stock. Further,
there were higher percentage shares across all age groups in metropolitan SDs that
resided in smaller dwellings than their respective States and in regional SDs; with
Melbourne SD being the exception. In Sydney, for example, close to one quarter
(24.3%) of older Australians aged 65+ lived in smaller dwellings in 2011, and again
this percentage share increased with age so that 27.6 per cent of those aged 85 and
over lived in smaller dwellings. In Melbourne SD, however, the percentage share of
older persons living in smaller dwellings was the lowest amongst the five case study
SDs (at just 21.7%, only marginally lower than the Victoria state percentage share of
21.8%). Indeed, the percentage share of Melbourn e @gpulation living in smaller
dwellings was comparatively lower (though mostly just marginally) than the Victoria
state percentage sharesd with the exception of those in the 0i 54 and 85 and over
age groups. This may reflect the large numbers of specially designed smaller student
accommodation to cater for the numerous university campuses at and near the city
centre.

Over time, the percentage shares of older Australians living in smaller dwellings
decreased, from 28.8 per cent in 2001 to 23.3 per cent in 2011. This trend is observed
across all states and territories with the exception of the NT, where its percentage
share returned to the 2001 level after a slight dip in 2006. This decreasing trend
reflects the growing size of new housing stock constructed during this period but also
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the gradual reduction of smaller housing units, resulting from the renewal of older
strata units, and a move away from bed-sit type retirement accommodation. It may
also reflect the growing policy push towards ageing in place, where older Australians
are encouraged to reside in their private homes rather than relocate to care and/or
retirement facilities, and consequently older Australians may now be more likely to
remain living in their family homes (that may be larger rather than smaller dwellings).

Table 7: Percentage share of residents in dwellings with two bedrooms or fewer*, by
age group, Australian states/territories and selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

2001 2006 2011

65+ 65+ 65+ 0i 54 55164 | 65i74 | 75184 85+
Australia 28.8 25.1 23.3 14.1 16.8 20.8 26.2 26.5
NSW 30.1 25.8 23.9 18.3 18.5 21.6 26.5 26.9
VIC 27.3 23.6 21.8 14.1 15.2 18.7 251 25.8
QLD 27.8 254 234 114 17.1 21.9 25.6 24.8
SA 33.0 28.6 26.3 12.2 16.9 21.9 30.8 31.3
WA 26.3 22.3 21.4 8.5 13.3 19.0 24.2 254
TAS 324 28.9 27.6 13.7 19.7 24.6 31.4 30.8
NT 31.8 30.3 31.7 17.9 29.2 33.1 29.2 21.7
ACT 17.4 15.1 15.0 11.2 9.7 12.2 17.9 20.8
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 30.2 26.0 24.3 21.6 19.0 21.8 26.9 27.6
Hunter 33.9 28.2 25.2 12.3 17.3 21.7 29.2 28.6
Mid N Coast 321 27.9 25.7 13.1 204 23.9 28.0 27.2
Melbourne 27.6 23.6 21.7 15.5 14.9 18.2 25.0 26.5
Adelaide 33.8 29.1 26.5 13.3 16.6 21.8 31.0 31.9

Note: * Includes bed-sitters and studios.
Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables

3.3.2 Larger dwellings

In contrastto older Australi ads higher pr opengs,there
was a comparatively lower percentage share of older Australians aged 65 and over
living in larger dwellings (with three bedrooms of more) in 2011 than their younger
counterparts (Table 8). In 2011, almost two-thirds of older Australians (63.3%) lived in
larger dwellings, compared to almost four-fifths (78.3%) of Australians aged 0i 54 and
three-quarters of Australians in the pre-retirement age group of 55i 64 years (75.8%).
The downward trend of likelihood of living in a larger dwelling continues as age
increases, with only two-fifths of the oldest cohort aged 85 and over (39.9%) living in
larger dwellings. This trend is observed across all states and territories. Amongst the
states and territories, the ACT had the largest percentage share of oldest residents
living in larger dwellings (74.6%), while the NT had the smallest percentage share
(42.6%). There were also no real discernible differences amongst the five
metropolitan and regional case study SDs where between 60 and 65 per cent of older
residents in each SD resided in larger dwellings in 2011. The main difference,
however, was the percentage share of younger residents living in larger dwellings,
with a higher percentage share of younger residents in the regional SDs (and in
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Adelaide) living in larger dwellings than in the metropolitan SDs. This reflects the
housing stock available in these regional areas, where detached houses with more
bedrooms are more readily available than other dwelling types with fewer bedrooms.

Between 2001 and 2011, the percentage share of older Australians aged 65 and over
living in larger dwellings gradually increased, from 58.9 per cent in 2001 to 63.3 per
cent in 2011. This upward trend is also observed across all states and territories with
the exception of the NT, where the percentage share of older residents living in larger
dwellings remained relatively steady during this period. For all other states and
territories, there were consistently around a 4 percentage point increase between
2001 and 2011 of older Australians living in larger dwellings. As discussed in the
previous section, this may likely reflect the policy push for older people to age in
place, resulting in larger numbers remaining in (or relocating to) larger family homes.
Further, this may also reflect changes to social structures with, for example, adult
offspring delaying t hei r home | eaving, or 60boome
parents following life shocks (Liu & Easthope 2012). Judd et al. (2010) also described
the need for retired older people to require more space at home, whether it was for
the purpose of a home office, a hobby room, visiting fmily and friends, or the need of a
separate bedroom for a partner. All these may have contributed to the increasing
percentage share of older Australians living in larger dwellings between 2001 and
2011 as shown in Table 8.

Table 8: Percentage share of residents in dwellings with three bedrooms or more, by
age group, Australian states/territories and selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

rangi ng:

2001 2006 2011

65+ 65+ 65+ 01 54 55i 64 651 74 751 84 85+
Australia 58.9 60.5 63.3 78.3 75.8 70.9 60.2 39.9
NSW 57.7 60.0 62.9 74.6 74.6 70.5 60.2 39.8
VIC 60.7 62.4 65.4 79.6 78.8 74.2 62.1 40.3
QLD 59.4 59.5 61.7 79.8 73.7 67.7 58.6 41.3
SA 55.4 57.2 60.8 82.1 77.3 71.4 56.6 341
WA 61.5 62.9 65.6 81.3 77.3 72.4 62.6 41.8
TAS 56.7 58.2 61.0 80.9 74.7 69.1 56.9 36.7
NT 43.0 42.7 42.6 63.8 49.5 42.7 425 41.1
ACT 71.8 73.0 74.6 80.3 84.6 82.0 71.2 495
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 56.5 59.1 62.6 71.4 74.4 70.5 59.9 394
Hunter 55.8 59.2 62.4 82.2 77.0 71.5 58.1 38.0
Mid N Coast 57.9 59.5 61.7 81.1 72.9 68.2 59.3 40.4
Melbourne 60.1 62.2 65.6 78.4 79.0 74.6 62.2 39.9
Adelaide 54.7 56.6 60.4 81.4 78.2 71.9 56.3 33.4

Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables
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3.4 Dwelling type of older Australians, 20017 11
3.4.1 Detached dwellings

As in 2006, in 2011 the majority of Australians continue to live in detached dwellings
(77.2% in 2011 and 74.7% in 2006). The age group that is most likely to live in a
detached dwelling is persons aged 55i 64, at 79.5 per cent nationwide. This likelihood
of living in a detached dwelling decreased with age, with just half 50.3%) of the oldest-
olds aged 85 and over living in detached dwellings in 2011 (Table 9). Tasmania
(87.5%) and South Australia (82.0%) had the highest proportion of their populations
living in detached dwellings, while the Northern Territory (65.4%) had the lowest.
Amongst older Australians aged 65 and over, Tasmania (79.3%) and Victoria (74.3%)
had the highest percentage share of their older population living in detached
dwellings, while the Northern Territory, once again, had the lowest (48.3%). At the SD
level, there were lower percentage shares of all age groups in the metropolitan SDs
living in detached dwellings than their respective States and also compared to the
regional SDs of the Hunter and the Mid North Coast. This reflects the type of housing
stock more readily available in metropolitan Australia, especially with many of these
areas adopting compact city agendas, which promote higher density living in semi-
detached and flat dwellings. Over time, the percentage share of older Australians
living in detached dwellings increased, from 69.0 per cent in 2001 to 70.8 per cent in
2011. This represents a relatively modest 1.8 percentage point increase, an increase
that is largely consistent amongst all states and territories with WA (+4.4 percentage
points) and SA (+4.0 percentage points) being the notable exceptions. As discussed
in the previous sections, this may have resulted from public policies encouraging older
people to age in place by remaining in their (relatively larger, and more likely
detached) homes rather than moving to a smaller dwelling and/or care facility, or
reflect changed societal norms with the (re)emergence of multi-generational
households (Liu & Easthope 2012) and personalised hobby rooms and offices for the
retired (Judd et al. 2010). At the SD level, however, and particularly in Sydney and
Melbourne SDs, two areas where the compact city agenda is being pushed the
hardest, the increase in the percentage shares of older Australians living in detached
houses were the most modest (by just over 1 percentage point between 2001 and
2011).
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Table 9: Percentage share of residents in detached dwellings, by age group, Australian
states/territories and selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

2001 2006 2011

65+ 65+ 65+ 0i 54 55164 | 65174 | 75i 84 85+
Australia 69.0 69.6 70.8 78.0 79.5 76.7 69.3 50.3
NSW 67.5 68.5 69.0 72.0 76.6 74.8 67.7 49.5
VIC 72.9 72.9 74.3 79.9 83.2 81.2 72.8 52.3
QLD 67.5 67.2 68.7 81.0 78.1 73.3 66.9 50.6
SA 68.1 70.1 72.1 83.8 83.8 80.5 70.3 47.8
WA 65.9 68.1 70.3 81.5 79.5 76.1 68.3 48.4
TAS 78.0 77.8 79.3 89.1 88.6 86.0 77.3 56.4
NT 46.5 49.6 48.3 68.6 54.1 47.7 49.9 50.2
ACT 70.3 72.7 72.3 74.3 80.9 79.3 69.0 49.5
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 63.0 64.1 64.2 64.9 71.3 70.0 62.9 45.9
Hunter 75.0 75.6 75.1 87.1 85.4 81.5 73.5 54.8
Mid N Coast 68.0 69.0 71.9 86.4 82.2 77.1 70.7 52.7
Melbourne 70.1 70.1 71.5 76.4 80.2 78.3 70.0 50.1
Adelaide 65.3 67.5 69.3 81.8 82.2 78.3 67.2 455

Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables

3.4.2 Flat/apartment dwellings

With detached houses continuing to be the dominant dwelling structure in Australia,
flat dwellings remain a less common form of residence for Australians. In 2011, only
one-in-ten Australians lived in flats (9.9%), having increased only marginally since
2006 (9.6%). There are notable differences in living in flat dwelling amongst the
different age groups, with those in the pre-retirement (55i 64) and retirement age
groups (651 74) least likely to live in flat dwellings, with just less than one-tenth of
older Australians aged 65 and over living in flat dwellings (Table 10). The percentage
share living in flats increases with age from the pre-retirement age group of 55-64,
with the oldest-olds (85+) representing the highest percentage share amongst all age
groups. Amongst the states and territories, NSW had the highest percentage share of
older Australians (65+) living in flat dwellings in 2011 (11.8%), following by NT (9.7%)
and QLD (9.3%) with the ACT having the lowest (6.1%). Amongst the three
metropolitan case study SD, there were higher percentage shares of residents (of all
age groups) living in flat dwellings than their respective States, with Sydney SD
having the largest percentage share of older Australians living in flat dwellings
(16.2%). This further reflects the compact city agendas of these metropolitan areas.

Despite the increasing prominence of the compact city agenda, however, there is a
decreasing trend for older Australians to live in flat dwellings. The percentage share of
older Australians aged 65 and over living in flat dwellings decreased from 10.8 per
cent in 2001 to 9.5 in 2011. This observation also holds true for all states and
territories (except for NT and Tasmania) where a lower percentage share of older
residents lived in flat dwellings in 2011 than in 2001. This may be due to flat dwellings
being more attractive (and affordable) to younger Australians, but it may also reflect
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the ageing in place policy as discussed above, leading to more older Australians
remaining to live in their family home. This decreasing trend is also observed in the
five case study SDs (except for in the Hunter SD), where the percentage share of
older residents living in flat dwellings decreased by around 1 percentage point during
200171 11.

Table 10: Percentage share of residents in flat dwellings, by age group, Australian
states/territories and selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

2001 2006 2011

65+ 65+ 65+ 0i 54 55164 | 65174 | 75i84 85+
Australia 10.8 10.9 9.5 10.3 7.9 8.6 10.6 10.9
NSW 13.1 12.5 11.8 15.6 11.0 11.1 12.7 12.7
VIC 9.4 9.7 8.7 9.7 6.8 7.7 9.8 10.1
QLD 11.7 12.3 9.3 8.0 7.6 8.5 10.5 10.3
SA 8.9 8.7 7.5 5.8 4.6 5.9 8.7 10.2
WA 7.6 8.1 7.0 53 4.6 5.6 8.3 9.7
TAS 6.7 9.2 7.3 4.6 4.4 6.0 8.7 9.1
NT 9.4 9.3 9.7 10.5 10.1 9.2 11.2 10.2
ACT 6.4 5.8 6.1 9.2 5.9 5.2 6.9 7.9
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 17.3 16.8 16.2 21.0 15.3 15.6 17.1 16.3
Hunter 6.0 6.5 6.4 4.4 4.9 5.8 7.1 6.7
Mid N Coast 9.2 7.9 6.7 4.9 5.1 5.9 7.5 8.1
Melbourne 10.9 10.8 9.9 11.7 8.2 9.0 10.8 10.9
Adelaide 10.3 9.9 8.8 7.2 5.7 7.3 10.0 111

Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables

3.5 Housing tenure of older Australians, 20017 11
3.5.1 Fully owned dwellings

In 2011, one-quarter of all Australians (25.6%) lived in a fully owned dwelling. Older
Australians were more likely to be outright owners of their homes than their younger
counterparts, with almost two-thirds (62.8%) living in fully owned dwellings compared
to just 15.2 per cent of Australians aged 0i 54 years (Table 11). Across the State and
Territories, Victoria had the highest percentage share of older residents aged 65 and
over living in fully owner dwellings (66.1) followed by Tasmania (65.9%), while the NT
(38.7%) and QLD (59.4%) had the lowest. The likelihood of older people living in fully
owned dwellings decreases with age in the two oldest age groups, with the 65i 74
years age group having the largest percentage share living in fully owned dwellings
nationwide in 2011 (65.5%) before gradually decreasing to less than half of those
aged 85 and over (48.5%). This trend is observed across all states and territories. In
the metropolitan case study SDs, there were generally lower percentage shares of
Australians (of all age groups) living in fully owned dwellings than in their respective
States, though the differences are generally only marginal. This reflects the
(generally) higher property prices in metropolitan Australiad which implies lower
affordability, and a likely longer repayment period. This is especially the case with
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sharp increases in house prices in Australia in recent decades, where it is
acknowledged that it is much harder for first home buyers to enter the housing market
now than 107 20 years ago or to repay the mortgage in full (Yates & Gabriel 2006),
resulting in some young adults (including young couples) living with their older parents
in order to save for a home deposit (Liu et al. 2013).

The gradual decrease inhousing affordability has al so
ability to repay their mortgage in full, with a lower percentage share of older
Australians aged 65 and over living in fully owned dwellings in 2011 (62.8%) than a

decade prior in 2001 (68.2%). The decline was sharpest between 2001 and 20068 by

5 percentage points nationwide. This decline in the percentage share of older
Australians living in fully owned dwellings is observed in all States but not in the two
Territories, where in the ACT a marginal increase was observed, while in the NT there

was a 4.3 percentage point increase during 2001-2011. Amongst the five case study

SDs, there was around a 5 percentage point decrease between 2001 and 2001 in
metropolitan and regional SDs alike.

Table 11: Percentage share of residents in fully owned dwellings, by age group,
Australian states/territories and selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

2001 2006 2011

65+ 65+ 65+ 01 54 55i 64 651 74 751 84 85+
Australia 68.2 63.2 62.8 15.2 47.3 65.5 64.2 48.5
NSW 68.8 63.9 63.4 16.0 47.3 65.9 65.1 494
VIC 71.4 66.5 66.1 17.4 50.8 69.0 67.9 511
QLD 65.8 60.2 59.4 12.4 43.8 61.6 60.3 46.2
SA 65.9 61.1 61.3 15.8 48.6 66.0 61.6 44 .4
WA 65.7 60.6 61.2 13.7 45.4 64.0 61.8 46.5
TAS 70.1 65.6 65.9 16.8 53.3 69.1 67.0 49.6
NT 34.4 35.0 38.7 7.4 29.9 41.3 33.2 241
ACT 64.7 63.7 65.2 13.3 48.9 68.6 65.7 49.1
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 66.7 61.5 61.3 15.9 44.6 63.3 63.4 49.0
Hunter 73.3 68.2 67.3 145 50.4 70.7 68.3 51.7
Mid N Coast 71.6 67.4 66.7 16.5 52.1 69.9 68.1 50.0
Melbourne 70.7 65.9 65.6 17.4 49.4 68.2 67.6 51.5
Adelaide 65.6 60.8 61.0 15.2 47.6 65.8 61.6 44.5

Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables

3.5.2 Mortgaged dwellings

In contrast to those who fully owned their homes, older Australians were far less likely
to live in mortgaged dwellings than their younger counterparts. In 2011, whereas just
over one-third of all Australians lived in a mortgaged dwelling (37.9%), less than one
in eleven older Australians aged 65 and over lived in a mortgaged dwelling (8.4%).
The likelihood of living in a mortgaged dwelling decreases with age, so that almost
half of those aged 0i 54 lived in a mortgaged dwelling in 2011 (44.9%), gradually
decreasing to 11.1 per cent of those aged 65i 74, and to just 3.7 per cent of those
aged 85 and over (Table 12). This downward trend is observed across all states and
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territories, though to a far less significant extent in the NT, where only one-quarter of
those aged 0i 54 (25.4%) and one-tenth of those 85 and older lived in a mortgaged
dwelling. This reflects higher property prices, and hence lower affordability and higher
percentage shares of older Australians (65+) in the metropolitan SDs living in
mortgaged dwellings in 2011 compared to their respective State and regional
counterparts. Sydney SD has the highest percentage share of older Australians living
in mortgaged dwellings, at almost one-in-ten (9.8%).

Further reflecting the sharp increase of property prices in Australia in recent decades
and declining affordability, the percentage share of older Australians aged 65 and
over living in mortgaged dwellings doubled between 2001 and 2011, from 4.3 per cent
in 2001 to 8.4 per cent in 2011. This doubling trend is observed in all States, with
NSW and QLD having the biggest percentage point increase (+4.4 percentage
points). In the two territories, the increases were more modest (less than 2 percentage
points), though both had far higher percentage shares of older residents living in
mortgaged dwellings in 2001 than the States, and this trend continued to 2011. The
sharp increase is most obvious in the metropolitan SD of Sydney, with the 4.5
percentage share of older residents aged 65 and over living in mortgaged dwellings in
2001 more than doubling to 9.8 percent in 2011.

Table 12: Percentage share of residents in mortgaged dwellings, by age group,
Australian states/territories, 20017 11

2001 2006 2011

65+ 65+ 65+ 0i 54 55i 64 65i 74 751 84 85+
Australia 4.3 6.7 8.4 44.9 28.5 111 5.7 3.7
NSW 3.9 6.6 8.3 44.3 28.1 11.0 5.9 3.9
VIC 4.4 6.5 8.0 47.5 28.9 10.9 54 3.4
QLD 4.7 7.1 9.1 42.4 28.4 11.7 6.3 4.4
SA 4.0 5.9 7.4 48.1 29.3 10.6 4.8 25
WA 4.9 6.9 8.8 44.9 29.2 11.6 5.8 3.7
TAS 3.8 54 7.0 47.9 25.8 9.4 4.5 2.8
NT 9.2 11.3 10.8 254 20.9 10.8 11.0 10.3
ACT 7.1 8.7 9.7 46.6 31.1 12.3 6.9 4.5
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 4.5 7.8 9.8 44.4 30.0 12.8 7.2 4.5
Hunter 29 4.8 6.4 48.2 275 8.7 4.4 29
Mid N Coast 3.0 5.0 6.3 41.7 24.7 8.3 4.3 3.0
Melbourne 4.8 7.1 8.7 47.2 30.0 11.7 6.1 3.8
Adelaide 4.0 5.7 7.3 48.6 30.7 10.6 4.7 2.6

Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables

3.5.3 Private rental

Private rental is becoming an increasingly important tenure in Australia. Once thought
of as a stepping stone for young people before they move onto home ownership,
there are now significant numbers of Australians who rent privately on a long-term
basis (Hulse et al. 2012). This is partly a r
sector and increasing house prices, where Australians across different age groups
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(mostly still among the younger age groups, but increasingly among older Australians)
find difficulty entering and staying in home ownership, with private rental often the only
alternative.

In 2011, more than one-fifth (21.8%) of the Australian population lived in private rental
accommodation, having increased from 19.6 per cent in 2006 and 19.0 per cent in
2001. This represents a 2.8 percentage point increase during 2001i 11, making it the
second quickest growing housing tenure in Australia (after those in mortgaged
dwellings). Of all states and territories in 2011, Queensland had the highest
percentage share of its population in private rental (25.8%), while Tasmania had the
lowest (18.0%).

Private rental remains a relatively uncommon tenure for older Australiansd only
6.5 per cent of older Australians aged 65 and over are private renters in 2011. Their
younger counterparts (0i 54 years) are far more likely to be private rentersd more
than one-quarter (26.4%) were renting in 2011. The likelihood of living in private rental
decreases with age, with a minimal percentage share of the oldest cohort (85+)
having this tenure in 2011 (Table 13). Across the states and territories, QLD has the
highest percentage share of older Australians aged 65 and over living in private
rentals (8.6%) followed by NT (7.6%), while the ACT has the lowest (3.2%). The
percentage share of older Australians living in private rental was comparatively higher
in the regional rather than in metropolitan SDs.

Over time, larger percentage shares of older Australians have come to live in private
rentals. Between 2001 and 2011, the percentage share of older Australians living in
private rentals increased from 6.0 per cent to 6.5 per cent. QLD and the ACT were the
only States/Territories where there was a lower percentage share of older residents
living in private rentals in 2011 than in 2001. At the SD level, private rental has also

increased its prominence as an ol der Australiansd tenur

Coast SD experiencing no change at all during 20017 11. While the increases have in
general been modest (at around half a percentage point), there are significant
socioeconomic differences amongst those who own (whether outright or mortgaged)
or privately rent their homes, with those in private rental more likely to suffer housing
and emotional stress than their owner-occupier counterparts (partly from lower

security of tenure), andthat Austral i ans ar e moruedeiplivad vy

renters will continue to be priced out of the market (Stone et al. 2013).
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Table 13: Percentage share of residents in privately rented dwellings, by age group,
Australian states/territories and selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

2001 2006 2011

65+ 65+ 65+ 0i 54 55164 | 65i74 | 75i 84 85+
Australia 6.0 6.3 6.5 26.4 111 7.7 5.6 3.5
NSW 5.7 5.8 6.2 26.8 11.6 7.7 53 3.0
VIC 5.0 52 5.8 24.2 9.8 7.0 51 3.2
QLD 8.9 9.3 8.6 30.8 13.6 9.9 7.7 5.0
SA 4.0 4.3 4.9 234 8.5 5.8 4.4 2.8
WA 5.9 6.4 6.2 25.0 10.3 7.2 54 3.5
TAS 5.0 6.0 6.4 22.3 8.8 7.1 6.2 4.0
NT 7.4 7.3 7.6 23.8 13.5 8.5 53 4.0
ACT 3.3 3.2 3.2 24.1 7.9 4.0 2.5 1.9
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 55 5.6 6.2 275 12.3 7.9 4.9 2.7
Hunter 4.8 5.2 5.6 25.6 10.3 6.7 4.8 2.8
Mid N Coast 7.3 7.3 7.3 29.5 11.9 8.5 6.6 3.9
Melbourne 5.2 5.1 5.6 25.1 10.2 6.9 4.7 29
Adelaide 3.8 4.0 4.5 24.3 8.4 55 3.9 24

Source: Adapted from ABS custom tables

3.6 Residential relocations of older Australians
3.6.1 2001i 11 Census data

In addition to the analysis of custom-purchased data tables from the ABS as
presented above, the ABS online tool TableBuilder Pro was used to collate and
analyse information regarding the residential relocations of Australians, using the
variabledovessafi ael years ago indicator
relocated during the previous five years. In the Positioning Paper, this referred to
relocations between 2001 and 2006; for this Final Report, it refers to relocations
between 2006 and 2011, with comparisons made to 20017 06. Persons aged four
years or younger are excluded as they did not have an address five years prior.

Table 16 shows the proportion of Australians who relocated during the five years prior
to the 2006 and 2011 Census. Two-fifths of the Australia population relocated during
this period (39.2%). This is a slightly lower proportion than during 20017 06, when
40.1 per cent of the total population relocated. The likelihood of relocation decreases
with age until the 85 and over age group, when it increases to reflect the increased
likelihood (or need) of persons in this age group to relocate to lower maintenance
and/or cared accommodation.

Amongst the states and territories, Queensland has the most mobile population, with
45.0 per cent having relocated during 20067 11 (compared to 47.6% during 20017 06),
while South Australia had the least mobile population, with only 36.0 per cent of the
population having relocated (compared to 36.2% during 20011 06). When analysed at
the SD level, metropolitan populations were significantly more mobile during 20017 06
than regional populations. More than one-t hi r d of Sydneyods

46

0

(UAIL 5

popul ati



one.quarter of Mel bourneds popul atll,compaed5. 2 %)
to fewer than one in 20 residents in the Hunter (3.9%) and the Mid North Coast
(1.9%). Adelaide was a special case amongst the three metropolitan SDs included for
analysis, where less than one-tenth of its population relocated during 20067 11 (7.3%).

Table 14: Percentage share of population who relocated during the previous five years,
by age group, Australian states/territories and selected Statistical Divisions, 20017 11

20017 06 20061 11

65+ 65+ 5i54* | 55164 | 65174 | 75184 85+ Total
Australia 20.1 18.0 46.3 23.2 18.5 15.6 21.7 39.2
NSW 18.7 17.1 43.9 215 17.3 15.0 214 36.9
VIC 17.0 16.6 44.0 20.8 16.8 14.5 21.2 37.0
QLD 26.0 21.7 52.2 29.0 231 18.5 22.9 45.0
SA 18.7 17.1 43.6 20.8 16.9 14.9 22.7 36.0
WA 23.3 18.4 49.6 25.2 19.3 16.0 20.2 42.5
TAS 21.0 18.1 43.7 23.2 18.8 15.7 21.6 36.3
NT 22.9 21.2 45.0 30.9 221 17.6 24.2 42.1
ACT 16.5 15.6 50.3 19.1 14.0 154 23.2 42.7
Statistical Divisions
Sydney 16.9 15.9 44.3 20.0 15.6 14.4 204 37.5
Hunter 19.1 24 4.3 2.7 24 2.1 2.9 3.9
Mid N Coast 254 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.9 15 1.6 1.9
Melbourne 15.7 10.3 29.9 13.0 104 9.3 12.6 25.2
Adelaide 17.4 3.7 8.4 4.2 34 35 54 7.3

Note: * This age group excludes those aged 0i 4 years who did not have an address five years prior.
Source: ABS TableBuilder Pro

Younger Australians (51 54 years) are more likely to relocate, with almost half having
relocated during 20067 11 (46.3%), the same proportion as those younger Australians
who relocated during 20017 06. The decline in relocation rate was due almost entirely
to the lower proportion of older Australians who relocated during 20067 11. The
proportion of older Australians (65+) who relocated during 20067 11 was 18.0 per
cent, decreasing from 20.1 per cent during 20011 06. This decreasing trend is also
observed in all states and territories as well as the five SDs included as case studies.
In the regional SDs especially, there was a significant decrease in mobility of older
residents during 20061 11 compared to 2001i 06. In the Hunter SD, one-fifth of older
residents (65+) relocated during 20017 06 (19.1%); this proportion decreased to
2.4 per cent during 200671 11. Likewise in the Mid North Coast, one-quarter of the older
population (65+) relocated during 20017 06 (25.4%); this decreased to 1.7 per cent
during 20067 11. The older population of Adelaide (65+) were also less mobile during
200671 11 (3.7%) than compared to 20017 06 (17.4%).

Amongst older Australians (65+), the majority (more than 80%) resided in the same
SA4 in 2011 as they did in 2006. This includes the high proportion of those aged 65
and over who did not relocate during the period of 20061 11, as well as those who
relocated within the same SA4. This observation holds true for metropolitan, regional
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and rural areas, with only those older Australians who did not have a usual address in
2006 less likely to still not have a usual address in 2011 (about 25%).

Of those who relocated out of their SA4 (Statistical Area Level 4) during 20067 11,
most relocated to neighbouring SA4s, although given the large proportion who did not
relocate or had relocated within the same SA4, the proportions of these out-migration
behaviours were very small (around 2i 3% for the most popular destination SA4s).
There was also little evidence to suggest that older Australians relocated from
metropolitan to regional or rural areas (e.g. sea/tree-change) or vice-versa. Overall,
this analysis confirmed the relative lack of relocation activities for older Australians
during 20067 11, with most not having relocated during this period or having relocated
locally.

3.6.2 2003 and 2009 SDAC data

Aside from the ABS Census, the ABS SDAC is the only other Australian survey that
collects data on the relocation practices of Australians. While pertaining only to
relocation resulting from disability and/or age, the dataset gives a rare insight into
Austral i ans® relocation needs (as opposlg
6.4 per cent of the older (65+) SDAC respondents in 2009 had to relocate because of
their disability and/or age. This is a slight decline compared to 8.2 per cent of SDAC
respondents in 2003. This perhaps reflects the wider availability of in-home care
services, which decreases the need, and therefore likelihood, for a person to relocate
to access care services. This trend of decreased likelihood of relocating due to
disability and/or age is also observed across the states/territories over the period
20031 09.

Table 15: Percentage share of population who had to relocate due to disability and/or
old age, by age group, Australian states/territories, 2009

2003 2009

65+ 65+ 01 54 551 64 651 74 751 84 85+ Total
Australia 8.2 6.4 8.7 3.9 4.4 7.9 13.2 6.4
NSW 7.1 6.7 8.6 3.6 3.9 8.6 17.2 6.4
VIC 7.3 7.0 8.6 2.9 4.8 8.5 15.6 6.4
QLD 125 51 10.7 4.3 4.0 6.2 8.8 6.4
SA 7.4 6.4 7.5 4.7 5.4 6.8 9.6 6.3
WA 7.2 4.8 7.6 3.2 4.0 5.8 7.0 53
TAS 10.3 8.7 11.8 7.0 5.5 11.0 16.7 9.1
NT * 0.8 8.9 10.3 5.8 6.8 10.7 28.6 8.6
ACT » 25.0 4.5 4.0 2.1 2.6 7.0 10.3 3.6

Notes: * Fewer than 150 total respondents in 2003 and 2009 surveys. These figures should be
considered with caution. » Fewer than 100 total respondents in 2003 survey. These figures should be
considered with caution.

Source: 2003 & 2009 SDAC

The proportion of older Australians who had relocated due to disability and/or age also
increased with age. Overall, the proportion of Australians aged 65 and over who had
relocated due to disability and/or age is comparable to that for the total population,
although persons in the 55i 64 years age group were the least likely to have relocated
for this reason. The proportion of those who had relocated increased with age, from
3.9 per cent for those aged 551 64, to 13.2 per cent for those aged 85 and over. This
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trend is also observed across all states and territories except for Tasmania, which in
2009 had a slightly higher proportion of persons aged 55i 64 who had relocated
compared to persons in the 651 74 age group.

Further, across the states and territories, the proportions of persons aged 0i 54 who
had relocated due to disability was generally higher than for those in the older age
groups (551 64, 651 74 and 75i 84) who had relocated due to disability and/or age.
Possible explanations of this observation include the need for disabled adults to move

into care facilities as their carersd (most I

ability to care for them decreases, or as young adults with lower levels of disability
move out of their family home into either low-care facilities or for independent living
with access to in-home care services.

3.7 Conclusions

The key findings of the analysis of ABS Census and SDAC data are summarised
below:

Population ageing ( Secti on 3. 2) : Australiabds popul ati

absolute and proportional terms, with 14.0 per cent of the 2011 population aged
65 and over.

Dwelling size (Section 3.3): Older Australians (65+) continue to be more likely to
be living in larger dwellings (with three or more bedrooms) than their younger
counterparts, with their percentage shares continuing to increase since 2001
across all states/territories.

Dwelling type (Section 3.4): Older Australians (65+) are increasingly likely to be
living in detached dwellings, partly a result of new higher density stock being more
favoured by younger people but also from public policies that encourage ageing in
place.

Housing tenure (Section 3.5): While full ownership continued to be the dominant
tenure type for older Australians, the percentage shares of those living in
mortgaged dwellings and in private rentals being aged 65 and over have
increased during 200171 1 . Thi s i s especially ‘true
cohorts aged 55i 64 and 65i 74, reflecting increased mortgage repayment periods

but also population ageing in general.

Residential relocation (Section 3.6): Older Australians were less likely to have
relocated during 20067 11 (18.0%) than during 20017 06 (20.1%). Their likelihood
of home relocation also decreased with age except for those aged 85 and over, a
life stage where the most significant decline in the ability for self-care is most
likely. This lower likelihood of relocation is also reflected in the lower proportion of
older SDAC respondents in 2009 who relocated due to disability and/or age
compared to in 2003.

These findings need to be seen in the light of housing market conditions, particularly
in the wake of the GFC, which may explain some of the variations between 2011 and
earlier Census data.
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4 THE EXTENT OFANMWOMIONMNS | Z |

This chapter addresses Research Question 2: What is the extent of downsizing
amongst older Australians? It does this by first outlining the characteristics of
respondents to the AHURI questionnaire survey as compared with the membership of
National Seniors Australia (NSA) (the association through which the survey was
distributed) and the 50 years and older Australian population at the 2011 Census in
order to determine how representative the AHURI survey respondents are of the
broader population. The number of Downsizers in the older Australian population is
then estimated based on the survey findings.

4.1 Representativeness of AHURI survey respondents

The following figures indicate how representative the survey sample is of the
circulated readership of the NSA and the older Australian population from the 2011
Census. The 2011 Census figures represent those aged 50 and over only. This allows
for close comparison with the questionnaire survey respondents (all of whom were
aged 50 and over) and the NSA readership. Due to the limited data available on NSA ,
there are only three variables where comparison can be made from readily available
data: age group; gender; and state/territory of residence.

Figure 6 compares the age profile of the three groups. Approximately one-third
(35.0%) of the survey respondents were in the pre-retirement age group of 50i 64.
This age group is underrepresented when compared to both the 2011 Census and
NSA figures (56.7 and 49.3 respectively). Consequently, the survey is
overrepresented in the 65i 74 and 757 84 age groups. In the 85 and over age group
the survey respondents are well represented compared to both the NSA readership
and 2011 Census figures.

Figure 6: Age profile: AHURI survey, NSA and Australia, 2011
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The gender split of the survey respondents compared to NSA readership and older
Australians at the 2011 Census is shown in Figure 7. It reveals a small
overrepresentation of women in the survey sample. This can be attributed partly to a
higher proportion of females amongst NSA readers than the total population as
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reported in the 2011 Census. Experience with surveys of older people also suggests
that women are more likely to participate than men, particularly in older age as women
start to outnumber men (Martinson et al. 2010).

Figure 7: Gender split: AHURI survey, NSA and Australia, 2011

70

61.0

57.0
60 52.2

50
40 -
30 -
20 -
10 -
0

Percentage

Male Female
Gender

m Census NSA  ®Survey

Sources: ABS (2012a); National Seniors Australia, Jan 2012 figures

The state or territory of residence of survey respondents compared to NSA readership
and the 2011 Census is shown in Figure 8. The representation of survey respondents
was generally similar when compared to the state/territory of residence of older
Australians except for Victoria and South Australia, which were underrepresented,
and Queensland, which was overrepresented. These results are again likely due to
the membership distribution of NSA, which was overrepresented in Queensland and
underrepresented in Victoria and South Australia.

Figure 8: State/territory of residence: AHURI survey, NSA and Australia, 2011
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The spatial distribution of survey respondents is shown in Figure 9. The majority of
survey respondents were from the eastern states, and were heavily concentrated
around capital cities and major regional centres. These are largely the locations where
high proportions of older Australians reside.

Figure 9: Spatial distribution of valid survey respondents
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4.2 Moving and downsizing amongst survey respondents

Of the 2819 valid respondents to the AHURI questionnaire survey, 1214 or 43 per
cent had downsized since turning 50 years of age (based on number of bedrooms)
and the remaining 1605 (57%) had moved without downsizing. It is these two groups
that will be compared in much of the remainder of this report. This section examines
the moving behaviour of these two groups as revealed in the AHURI survey
responses, including frequency of moving.

Figure 10 compares Downsizers and Other Movers in terms of the number of times
moved since turning 50 years of age. Generally Downsizers had moved fewer times
than Other Movers, although the differences are small. This suggests that Downsizers
are a little more likely to have lived for a longer period in their current dwelling than
those who moved without downsizing.
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Figure 10: Frequency of moving since turning 50, Downsizers and Other Movers *
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4.3 Estimates for the total population

Based on the number of respondents to the questionnaire survey who moved during
20067 11, the proportion of the survey respondents who had downsized during this
period was calculated (see Table 16). These proportions were then used to estimate
the number of older Australians aged 50 and over who may have downsized during
20067 11. Some of these calculations are based on fewer than 30 survey responses
(marked *) and should therefore be considered with caution.

Overall, half of the survey respondents who moved home during 20067 11 downsized
(49.6%). When explored further by age group, those aged 65i 74 were most likely to
have downsized (51.1%), while those aged 751 84 were least likely to have done so
(23.0%). At the smaller geographies, out of our three case study states, a higher
proportion of respondents to the questionnaire survey from Victoria downsized during
20067 11 (54.0%) compared to the other two states. Further, survey respondents from
metropolitan areas were more likely to have downsized than those from regional/rural
areas during 2006i 11.

Table 16: Proportion of survey respondents who downsized, by age group, selected
Australian states and capital cities, 20067 11

501 54 551 64 651 74 751 84 85+ 50+
Australia 46.7 44.0 51.1 32.0 37.5* 49.6
NSW 88.9* 48.8 50.7 55.7 50.0 * 51.7
Sydney 100.0 * 51.8 61.8 65.6 50.0 * 58.7
Rest of NSW 80.0* 45.8 41.7 48.9 50.0 * 45.7
Victoria 0.0* 42.1 62.1 62.0 50.0 * 54.0
Melbourne 0.0* 43.6 64.3 65.5* 50.0 * 56.3
Rest of Vic 0.0* 40.0 58.1 63.6 * 0.0* 50.0
SA 0.0* 38.9 50.0 63.6 * 0.0* 43.4
Adelaide 0.0* 47.8* 52.0* 63.6 * 0.0* 47.7
Rest of SA 0.0* 23.1~* 40.0* 0.0* 0.0* 27.8*

Note: * Calculations based on fewer than 30 survey responses.
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Using the ABS online program TableBuilder Pro, the number of older Australians aged
50 and over who moved home during 20067 11 was extracted for Australia, the three
case study states (NSW, Victoria and SA) and their corresponding capital cities
(Sydney, Melbourne and Adelaide). The population balances of these three states
were also calculated to demonstrate potential differences in downsizing habits
between metropolitan and regional/rural areas (see Appendix 7 for detailed
calculations).

downsi zing

Tablel7:Cal cul ated esti mates of Australiabs
and capital cities, 20061 11

501 54 551 64 651 74 751 84 85+ 50+
Australia 59,413 81,387 51,129 30,050 5,172 * 235,509
NSW 46,873 * 36,535 20,123 10,183 2,587 * 98,650
Sydney 31,645 * 20,699 11,446 5,849 1,333 * 59,733
Rest of NSW 16,870 * 15,988 8,830 4,586 1,255 * 40,710
Victoria o* 24,260 18,489 9,127 1,998 * 78,498
Melbourne o* 16,445 11,748 5,850 * 1,297 * 53,920
Rest of Vic o* 7,972 6,685 3,253 * (O 24,778
SA o* 6,755 4,777 3,016 * (O 19,380
Adelaide 0* 5,725 * 3,145 * 2,157 * o~ 14,815
Rest of SA 0* 1,246 * 1,402 * 0* o* 3,783 *

Note: * Calculations based on fewer than 30 survey responses.
Source: AHURI survey; ABS TableBuilder Pro

Using the downsizing proportions shown in Table 17, estimates of the downsizing
populations during 200671 11 at these geographies were calculated. During this period,
it is estimated that almost one-quarter of a million or 9 per cent of older Australians
aged 50 and over had downsized (235 509 people), of whom three-quarters were
from NSW (98 650) and Victoria (78 498). Almost half of all of those older Australians
(50+) estimated to have downsized during 20061 11 now live in the capital cities of
Sydney (59 733) and Melbourne (53 920). The largest group of Downsizers was in the
pre-retirement age group of 551 64 (81 387), followed by those in the 501 54 years age

group.
4.4 Conclusion

This chapter examined how representative the respondents to the AHURI
guestionnaire survey were of the NSA membership more broadly and the Australian
population at the 2011 Census. It also presented estimations of the number and
percentage of Downsizers in the five-year 2006i 11 inter-census period for Australia,
all states and territories and selected Statistical Divisions. Key findings are indicated
below.

Representativeness (Section 4.1): The respondents to the questionnaire survey were
underrepresented in the 507 64 age group, overrepresented in the 65i 74 and 75i 84
age groups and slightly underrepresented in the 85 and over age group, when
compared to both the 2011 Census and the NSA membership. In terms of gender the
respondents were slightly overrepresented for females. Compared to the 2011
Census distribution by state/territory, survey respondents were underrepresented in
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Victoria, overrepresented in Queensland, South Australia and the ACT, but fairly well
represented in NSW, the other states and the Northern Territory.

Moving and downsizing (Section 4.2): 43 per cent of respondents to the questionnaire
survey had downsized as opposed to moving without downsizing. Around half had
downsized or moved only once since turning 50 years of age, and a little under a third
had moved more than twice.

Estimates for the older population (Section 4.3): When calculated for the whole of
Australia using the percentages for each age cohort applied to 2011 Census data for
those who had moved in the five years from 2006 to 2011, it was estimated that
50 per cent of all Australians who had moved since turning 50 had downsized
according to the number of bedrooms in the dwelling. This represents 9.0 per cent of
the total population aged 50 and over, that is half of the 18 per cent (see Table 16 in
Section 3.7.1) who had relocated between 2006 and 2011. The percentages did not
vary greatly between states, with Victoria having the highest percentage of
Downsizers (54%), NSW second (52%) and South Australia the lowest (43.4%). In all
three selected states (NSW, Victoria and SA) the proportions of Downsizers were
higher for capital cities than for the rest of the state. It was estimated that around
235 509 older Australians (50+) had downsized in the 20067 11 inter-census period.
Estimates for the three capital cities were as follows:

Sydney: 59 733
Melbourne: 53 920
Adelaide: 14 815.

These estimates need to be considered in the light of likely biases in the survey
sampling due to the recruitment methods (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.4. for a
discussion of these issues).
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5 DEMOGRAPHI C CHARAATE OF
DOWNSI ZERS ANDMOYEHER

This chapter addresses Research Question 3: What are the demographic
characteristics of Downsizers? It does this by comparing the demographics of older
Downsizers with other older movers who did not downsize. A reduction in the number
of bedrooms was used to distinguish Downsizers from Other Movers. Although it is
acknowledged that this is a crude measure, it has been used as a proxy because it is
the most objective and empirically-based data from the questionnaire survey upon
which such distinction can be made and a criterion that has been consistently used by
policymakers to measure dwelling utilisation (ABS 2006; Judd et al. 2010). For the
purpose of this analysis it is preferred to floor area: since only 72 per cent of
respondents were able to estimate the floor area of their dwelling the use of the latter
would have resulted in less reliable data. It has been earlier established that 43 per
cent of respondents to the questionnaire survey had downsized according to the
number of bedrooms and 57 per cent had moved without reducing the number of
bedrooms.

Chi-square tests were performed to determine if certain demographic characteristics
influence the likelihood of downsizing. The characteristics examined were age,
gender, relationships status, household size, length in current residence, number of
home relocations since turning 50, employment/retirement status, income source, and
household income level.

5.1 Age

Figure 11 shows the age profile of Downsizers and Other Movers for respondents to
the questionnaire survey according to their age group. It reveals that there is only a
small difference between the two groups with younger Downsizers slightly less
represented in the 55i 64 age group and correspondingly slightly more represented in
the 751 84 age group. It should be noted that age here does not refer to the age of
respondents when they moved, but rather their age when they completed the survey.

Figure 11: Age profile of Downsizers and Other Movers *
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Table 20 shows the results of the Chi-square test using age and home relocation
since turning 50 as variables. The results show that no correlative relationship exists
between the two factors at both the 95 per cent and 99 per cent confidence intervals.
In other words, the age of survey respondents was not likely to influence their
relocation habits, whether the relocation was to downsize or otherwise.

Table 18: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and age

Value df Asym'p. Sig.
(2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.328 ¢ 7 0.065
Likelihood Ratio 13.348 7 0.064
Linear-by-Linear Association 10.228 1 0.001
N of Valid Cases 2765

Note: 2. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.49.

5.2 Gender

Sixty-two per cent of respondents to the questionnaire survey were female and 38 per
cent male. There was very little difference in the gender split between Downsizers and
Other Movers, with females accounting for only a slightly higher proportion of
Downsizers (63%) than Other Movers (60%). Figure 12 shows the distribution of
respondents according to gender and age. The number of respondents was small
both in the under 55 and 85 and over age groups. For Downsizers, females
outnumbered males substantially in all but the 85 and over age group, but much more
so in the two younger (551 64 and 65i 74) age groups than in the 751 84 age group.
For Other Movers the pattern is similar but with close to equal percentages of males
and females in both the 751 84 and 85 and over age group.

Figure 12: Gender of Downsizers and Other Movers, by age group *
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Table 19 shows the Chi-square test results between gender and relocation after
turning 50. Gender does not have a correlative relationship with relocation in later life,
whether with downsizing or other types of relocation. This observation is true at both
the 95 and 99 per cent confidence intervals, meaning that gender played little role in
the downsizing or home relocation habits of survey respondents.

Table 19: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and gender

Value df Asym'p. Sig. Exac't Sig. Exac.t Sig.
(2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.103%| 1 0.147
Continuity Correction ° 1.990 1 0.158
Likelihood Ratio 2.106 1 0.147
Fisher® Exact Test 0.154 0.079
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.103 1 0.147
N of Valid Cases 2,740

Notes: 2. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 459.30.
® Computed only for a 2x2 table.

5.3 Relationship status

The proportion of single and partnered respondents was found to be close to equal for
Downsizers and Other Movers. However, as indicated in Figure 13, single
respondents were marginally more likely to have downsized than those in couple
relationships. While only a small difference, this is not surprising given the literature
review findings that identified loss of a partner through death and divorce as a
possible circumstance leading to a move to smaller, more manageable premises
(Judd et al. 2012).

Figure 13: Relationship status of Downsizers and Other Movers *
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Indeed, as the Chi-square test results in Table 20 indicate, a positive relationship
exists between relationship status and relocation in later life. The low associated
significance indices (Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)) of 0.001 further indicates the strength of
this positive correlation.
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Table 20: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and relationship
status

vave | o | AgTE S | Bas. | B
Pearson Chi-Square 11.234° 1 0.001
Continuity Correction ° 10.979 1 0.001
Likelihood Ratio 11.238 1 0.001
Fisher®& Exact Test 0.001 0.000
Linear-by-Linear 11.230 1 0.001
Association
N of Valid Cases 2,767

Notes: 2. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 585.28.
® Computed only for a 2x2 table.

The cross-tabulation results as shown in Table 21 indicate that fewer than expected
survey respondents who lived with a partner had downsized (585 compared to an
expected count of 628.7), while a higher than expected number single survey
respondents had downsized (629 compared to an expected count of 585.3). This
means that living without a partner and the practice downsizing have a strong
correlation. This resonates with the qualitative findings detailed in Chapter 7.

Table2l:Resul ts of Pear sono6s -tabulatroe bebvedn downdizengt cr os s
and relationship status

Downsizers Other Movers Total
Partnered | Count 585 848 1,433
Expected Count 628.7 804.3 1,433.0
% within Relationship Status 40.8% 59.2% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 48.2% 54.6% 51.8%
% of Total 21.1% 30.6% 51.8%
Single Count 629 705 1,334
Expected Count 585.3 748.7 1,334.0
% within Relationship Status 47.2% 52.8% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 51.8% 45.4% 48.2%
% of Total 22.7% 25.5% 48.2%
Total Count 1,214 1,553 2,767
Expected Count 1,214.0 1,553.0 2,767.0
% within Relationship Status 43.9% 56.1% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.9% 56.1% 100.0%

59



5.4 Household size and composition

Almost all respondents lived in households with either one or two persons, as
illustrated in Figure 14. Lone-person households were a little more prevalent amongst
Downsizers, and correspondingly less so amongst Other Movers. Only a very small
percentage of households contained more than two people. This suggests that
downsizing is a little more common amongst lone-person households than couple
households, further resonating with the observation in Section 5.3 that un-partnered
older Australians are more likely to have downsized than older Australians living in a
couple or family household.

Figure 14: Household size of Downsizers and Other Movers *
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Much like relationship status, household size was also an influential factor on whether
survey respondents had downsized. Table 22 shows the results of the Chi-square test
between household size and home relocation since turning 50. The low associated
significance indices (Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)) shows that there is a relationship between
household size and relocation. The higher than expected number of survey
respondents living in lone-person households and having downsized (592 compared
to an expected count of 536.1) indicates that this is the demographic group that is
more likely to downsize. This is especially the case when considered with the higher
than expected number of survey respondents who live in households with two or more
residents having moved rather than downsized, indicating that having more than one
resident in the household is more likely to influence their decision not to downsize but
to relocate to a home with the same or increased number of bedrooms.

Table 22: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and household
size

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 27.803° 2 0.000
Likelihood Ratio 28.416 2 0.000
Linear-by-Linear Association 26.249 1 0.000
N of Valid Cases 2,767

Note: * 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 60.99.
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Table23: Resul t s

of

and household size

Pear

sonds

-tabulatroe hebwviedn downdizeng t

Cross

Downsizers | Other Movers Total
1 resident Count 592 630 1,222
Expected Count 536.1 685.9 1,222.0
% within Household size 48.4% 51.6% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 48.8% 40.6% 44.2%
% of Total 21.4% 22.8% 44.2%
2 residents | Count 583 823 1,406
Expected Count 616.9 789.1 1,406.0
% within Household size 41.5% 58.5% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 48.0% 53.0% 50.8%
% of Total 21.1% 29.7% 50.8%
3 or more Count 39 100 139
residents | £y hected Count 61.0 78.0 139.0
% within Household size 28.1% 71.9% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 3.2% 6.4% 5.0%
% of Total 1.4% 3.6% 5.0%
Total Count 1,214 1,553 2,767
Expected Count 1,214.0 1,553.0 2,767.0
% within Household size 43.9% 56.1% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.9% 56.1% 100.0%

5.5 Length of Residency

Downsizers had generally lived for shorter periods in their current dwelling than Other
Movers (see Figure 15).

Figure 15: Length of residency in years, Downsizers and Other Movers *
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While the length of residency of Downsizers was most commonly 1i 5 years, Other
Movers were fairly evenly divided between 1i 5- and 5i 10-year periods. Other Movers
were also much more likely to have lived in their current dwelling for 20 or more years
since turning 50 than Downsizers. Indeed, the average length of residence in their
current dwelling was 6.5 years for Downsizers and 7.6 years for Other Movers. Given
the similar age profiles of Downsizers and Other Movers who responded to the
guestionnaire survey, this indicates that Other Movers were more likely to have
relocated earlier (or at a younger age) than Downsizers.

The Chi-square test results between the number of years in current dwelling and
home relocation in later life demonstrate that there is a strong correlation between
these two variables (see Table 24). This strong correlation is indicated by the low
associated significance indices (Asymp. Sig.(2-sided)) and the fact that the correlation
is significant at both the 95 and 99 per cent confidence internals (see Table 25).
These results indicate that Downsizers are more likely to have resided in their current
dwelling for 1i 5 years than expected (481 compared to an expected count of 424).
Likewise, Other Movers are more likely to have resided in their current dwelling for 51
10 years than expected (482 compared to an expected count of 429.9), although there
was a similar number of Other Movers who had lived in their current dwelling for 1i 5
years (485).

Table 24: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and number of
years in current dwelling

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 47.374° 7 0.000
Likelihood Ratio 47.589 7 0.000
Linear-by-Linear Association 26.594 1 0.000
N of Valid Cases 2,767

Note: ?. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.46.
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Table25:Resul ts of Pear sono6s -tabulatioebebween downdizengt cr os s
and number of years in current dwelling
Downsizers | Other Movers | Total

Count 144 132 276
Less Expected Count 121.1 154.9 276.0
than a | % within Number of Years in Current Dwelling 52.2% 47.8% 100.0
Year | o4 within Downsize/Move 11.9% 85% | 10.0%
% of Total 5.2% 4.8% 10.0%
Count 481 485 966
) Expected Count 424 542 966
31/Iles % within Number of Years in Current Dwelling 49.8% 50.2% 100.0
% within Downsize/Move 39.6% 31.2% 34.9%
% of Total 17.4% 17.5% 34.9%
Count 284 482 766
) Expected Count 336.1 429.9 766.0
ile;?s % within Number of Years in Current Dwelling 37.1% 62.9% 100.0
% within Downsize/Move 23.4% 31.0% 27.7%
% of Total 10.3% 17.4% 27.7%
Count 168 264 432
. Expected Count 189.5 242.5 432.0
;ggrlss % within Number of Years in Current Dwelling 38.9% 61.1% 100.0
% within Downsize/Move 13.8% 17.0% 15.6%
% of Total 6.1% 9.5% 15.6%
Count 81 90 171
) Expected Count 75.0 96.0 171.0
)1/2:,”23 % within Number of Years in Current Dwelling 47.4% 52.6% 100.0
% within Downsize/Move 6.7% 5.8% 6.2%
% of Total 2.9% 3.3% 6.2%
Count 47 92 139
20 Expected Count 61.0 78.0 139.0
)(;(raars % within Number of Years in Current Dwelling 33.8% 66.2% 100.0
more | % within Downsize/Move 3.9% 5.9% 5.0%
% of Total 1.7% 3.3% 5.0%
Count 9 8 17
Expected Count 7.5 9.5 17.0
sNt%tted % within Number of Years in Current Dwelling 52.9% 47.1% 100.0
% within Downsize/Move 0.7% 0.5% 0.6%
% of Total 0.3% 0.3% 0.6%
Count 1,214 1,553 2,767
Expected Count 1,214.0 1,553.0 2,767.
Total | % within Number of Years in Current Dwelling 43.9% 56.1% 100.0
% within Downsize/Move 100.0% 100.0% 100.0
% of Total 43.9% 56.1% 100.0
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5.6 Number of Moves

Figure 16 shows the number of moves of Downsizers and Other Movers since turning
50. It demonstrates that Downsizers had moved fewer times than Other Movers.

Figure 16: Number of home relocations since turning 50, Downsizers and Other Movers*
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Note: * Downsizers (n=1214); Other Movers (n=1553).

More than half (51%) of the survey respondents who had downsized had moved only
once since turning 50 and around a quarter (27%) had moved more than twice. Other
Movers were more likely to have moved twice (25%) and more than twice (31%) than
Downsizers.

The Chi-square test results between number of home relocations since turning 50 and
downsizing/moving practices of older Australians show these two variables also have

a strong correlation. As the low associated significance indices (Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided)) in Table 26 show, this correlation is significant at both the 95 and 99 per cent
confidence interval s. Re s ul t stabudation {séeecTablRe ar son 6
27) indicate that more Downsizers had moved only once than expected (622

compared to an expected count of 569.5) while more Other Movers have moved twice

or more than expected.

Table 26: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and number of
relocations since turning 50

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 16.279 ¢ 2 0.000
Likelihood Ratio 16.284 2 0.000
Linear-by-Linear Association 13.837 1 0.000
N of Valid Cases 2,767

Note: ?. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 292.20.
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Table27:Resul ts of Pear sonos -tahulatioe tbebvean downdizang t
and number of home relocations since turning 50
Downsizers | Other Total
Movers
Relocated | Count 622 676 1298
once
since Expected Count 569.5 728.5 1298.0
turning 50 % within Home Relocation since turning 50 47.9% 52.1% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 51.2% 43.5% 46.9%
% of Total 22.5% 24.4% 46.9%
Relocated | Count 270 396 666
twice
since Expected Count 292.2 373.8 666.0
turning 50 % within Home Relocation since turning 50 40.5% 59.5% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 22.2% 25.5% 24.1%
% of Total 9.8% 14.3% 24.1%
Relocated | Count 322 481 803
more than
twice Expected Count 352.3 450.7 803.0
since % within Home Relocation since turning 50 40.1% 59.9% 100.0%
turning 50
% within Downsize/Move 26.5% 31.0% 29.0%
% of Total 11.6% 17.4% 29.0%
Total Count 1214 1553 2767
Expected Count 1214.0 1553.0 2767.0
% within Home Relocation since turning 50 43.9% 56.1% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.9% 56.1% 100.0%

5.7 Employment/retirement status

Figure 17 indicates that the employment status profile of Downsizers differs only
marginally from Other Movers, who were a little less likely to be fully retired and more
likely to be working part time or full time. Clearly this is also age related with levels of
full retirement very low amongst those younger than 55 years of age and increasing
from 40 per cent of Downsizers and 37 per cent of Other Movers for 551 64-year olds
to 82 per cent and 77 per cent for 65i 74-year olds, respectively, and finally to 100 per
cent and 98 per cent, respectively, for those aged 85 and over.
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Figure 17: Employment status of Downsizers and Other Movers *
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Note: * Downsizers (n=1157); Other Movers (n=1496).

Table 28 shows the Chi-square test results between employment/retirement status

and home relocations in later life. The low associated significance indices (Asymp.

Sig. (two-sided)) indicates that a correlative relationship exists between the two

variables, and that this relationship is significant at both the 95 and 99 per cent
confidence interval s. Re s ul t stabdation {séeclabRe ar s on o6
29) show that retirement is a significant factor when older Australians consider

downsizing, with a higher number of retired survey respondents having downsized

than expected (847 compared to an expected count of 804.5). This resonates with the

qualitative findings reported in Chapter 7.

Table 28: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and employment/
retirement status

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.849° 3 0.003
Likelihood Ratio 13.967 3 0.003
Linear-by-Linear Association 9.883 1 0.002
N of Valid Cases 2,655

Note: ?. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 55.34.
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Table29:Resul t s of Pear sonos

and employment/retirement status

-tabulatroe hebwviedn downdizeng t

Cross

Downsizers Other Total
Fully Count 847 999 1,846
retired | £y hected Count 804.5 10415 1846.0
% within Employment/retirement status 45.9% 54.1% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 73.2% 66.7% 69.5%
% of Total 31.9% 37.6% 69.5%
Working | Count 149 235 384
parttime | o octed Count 167.3 216.7 384.0
% within Employment/retirement status 38.8% 61.2% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 12.9% 15.7% 14.5%
% of Total 5.6% 8.9% 14.5%
Working | Count 109 189 298
fulltime | &, hected Count 129.9 168.1 298.0
% within Employment/retirement status 36.6% 63.4% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 9.4% 12.6% 11.2%
% of Total 4.1% 7.1% 11.2%
Other Count 52 75 127
Expected Count 55.3 71.7 127.0
% within Employment/retirement status 40.9% 59.1% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 4.5% 5.0% 4.8%
% of Total 2.0% 2.8% 4.8%
Total Count 1,157 1,498 2,655
Expected Count 1,157.0 1,498.0 2,655.0
% within Employment/retirement status 43.6% 56.4% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.6% 56.4% 100.0%

5.8 Household income
5.8.1 Source of income

Figure 18 shows the source of income of Downsizers and Other Movers amongst the
survey respondents. It indicates that the main income source of Downsizers is more
likely to be a full Age Pension or superannuation than for Other Movers and less likely
to be a wage or salary, although the differences are not great. This corresponds with
the above finding that Downsizers are more likely to have retired than Other Movers.

When analysed by age, as expected, wage or salary earners were predominantly in
the younger two age cohorts and Age Pensioners and superannuates in the older

three.
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Figure 18: Source of income of Downsizers and Other Movers *
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Table 30 shows the results of the Chi-square test performed using survey
source

respondent so

of

ncome

and

t hei

correlation exists between these two factors, and it is significant at both the 95 and 99
per cent confidence intervals. Further, higher than expected numbers of Downsizers
have the full Age Pension (266 compared to an expected count of 239.1) and
superannuation (391 compared to an expected count of 376.9) as their main income

source (see Table 31). By contrast, there was a higher than expected number of

Other Movers whose main income source is their wage or salary (346 compared to an

expected count of 317.1). This likely reflects the fact that Downsizers are more likely

to be retired while Other Movers are more likely to still be in employment.

Table 30: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and source of

household income

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 21.490° 8 0.006
Likelihood Ratio 22.257 8 0.004
Linear-by-Linear Association .891 1 0.345
N of Valid Cases 2,760

Note: ?. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.58.
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Table3l:Resul t s of

and employment/retirement status

Pe ar s o ndaoss-tabulatioe hetwean dawndizng t

Downsizers | Other Movers Total
Wage or salary Count 219 346 565
Expected Count 247.9 317.1 565.0
% within Income Source 38.8% 61.2% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 18.1% 22.3% 20.5%
% of Total 7.9% 12.5% 20.5%
Part Age Pension | Count 193 259 452
Expected Count 198.3 253.7 452.0
% within Income Source 42.7% 57.3% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 15.9% 16.7% 16.4%
% of Total 7.0% 9.4% 16.4%
Full Age Pension | Count 266 279 545
Expected Count 239.1 305.9 545.0
% within Income Source 48.8% 51.2% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 22.0% 18.0% 19.7%
% of Total 9.6% 10.1% 19.7%
Superannuation Count 391 468 859
Expected Count 376.9 482.1 859.0
% within Income Source 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 32.3% 30.2% 31.1%
% of Total 14.2% 17.0% 31.1%
Savings Count 3 13 16
Expected Count 7.0 9.0 16.0
% within Income Source 18.8% 81.3% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 0.2% 0.8% 0.6%
% of Total 0.1% 0.5% 0.6%
Rental income Count 3 12 15
Expected Count 6.6 8.4 15.0
% within Income Source 20.0% 80.0% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 0.2% 0.8% 0.5%
% of Total 0.1% 0.4% 0.5%
DSP/Carers Count 31 39 70
Allowance Expected Count 30.7 39.3 70.0
% within Income Source 44.3% 55.7% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 2.6% 2.5% 2.5%
% of Total 1.1% 1.4% 2.5%
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Downsizers | Other Movers Total
Mixed income Count 35 54 89
sources Expected Count 39.1 49.9 89.0
% within Income Source 39.3% 60.7% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 2.9% 3.5% 3.2%
% of Total 1.3% 2.0% 3.2%
Other Count 70 79 149
Expected Count 65.4 83.6 149.0
% within Income Source 47.0% 53.0% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 5.8% 5.1% 5.4%
% of Total 2.5% 2.9% 5.4%
Total Count 1211 1549 2760
Expected Count 1211.0 1549.0 2760.0
% within Income Source 43.9% 56.1% 100.0%
% within Downsize/Move 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 43.9% 56.1% 100.0%

5.8.2 Household income

When looking at household income, the differences between Downsizers and Other
Movers are small. A slightly higher proportion of Downsizers are in the lower two
income groups that correspond with the single and couple Age Pension and also in
the $40 000 to $49 000 income group. In the highest two income groups Other
Movers are more prominent than Downsizers. This reflects the higher likelihood of
Other Movers being still in employment and having a wage or salary that is likely to be
higher than the Age Pension.

70



Figure 19: Household income of Downsizers and Other Movers *
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Note: * Downsizers (n=1167); Other Movers (n=1517).

In contrast to income source, there does not appear to be a correlation between the

survey respondentsd household income | evel al
Table 32 shows, none of the associated significance indices (Asymp. Sig. (2-sided))

are less than 0.1, meaning that no correlative relationship exists between household

income level and home relocation habits in later life, whether for downsizing or other

moves.

Table 32: Chi-Square test results on correlation between downsizing and level of
household income

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 10.398 @ 7 0.167
Likelihood Ratio 10.439 7 0.165
Linear-by-Linear Association 5.077 1 0.024
N of Valid Cases 2,684

Note: ?. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 68.70.

5.9 Conclusions

Overall, the demographic differences were not great between those survey
respondents who had downsized since turning 50 and those who had moved without
downsizing. In summary, compared to Other Movers, Downsizers were found to be
marginally more likely to be:

A Older (Section 5.1).
A Female (Section 5.2).
A Single (Section 5.3).
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Living in lone-person households (Section 5.4).

Resident for fewer years in their current dwelling (Section 5.5).

More likely to have moved only once since turning 50 years of age (Section 5.6).
Fully retired, as opposed to working part or full time (Section 5.7).

Dependent upon either superannuation or the full Age Pension for their income
rather than wages and salaries (Section 5.8.1).

Of lower income corresponding with the single and couple Age Pension (Section
5.8.2).

Further, Chi-square tests were performed and they confirmed some of these factors
as significant in influencing the likelihood of an older person having downsized since
turning 50. Household size was the most significant factor associated with the
likelihood of an older Australian to have downsized. Age, gender and household
income level were found to have little influence on the likelihood of downsizing.

The survey did not attempt to collect data on older people who had not moved since
turning 50, so comparison with the demographics of older non-movers is not possible.
While the limitations of using number of bedrooms alone as an indicator of downsizing
is acknowledged, a more nuanced understanding is available from analysis of the
interviews and will be discussed in Chapters 71 9.

Given the differences between Downsizers and Other Movers are only marginal, it
would appear that the strong emphasis on the primacy of economic factors in
downsizing (i.e. reduction of housing consumption to fund non housing expenditure) in
the international literature (Banks et al. 2007) may not be as important in the
Australian context as demographic and other negative shocks. This is explored further
in Chapter 7 using both survey and interview findings.
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6 DWELLI NG AND NAACATI O
CHARACTERI STIOOWB SOZERS AND
OTHER MOVERS

This chapter addresses the following research questions by exploring the dwelling and
locational characteristics of Downsizers:

Question 5: What types of accommodation do older people downsize into?

Question 6: To what locations do Downsizers move in relation to their previous
dwelling?

The chapter compares survey respondents who have downsized by a reduction in
the number of bedrooms from their previous dwelling with those who have moved
but not downsized according to this measure.

6.1 Dwelling characteristics

6.1.1 Development type

For the purposes of this stowhdther thedddvelimgeid o p me nt
located in the general community or a form of age-specific development such as a

retirement village or other seniors accommodation. Figure 20 demonstrates that while

the vast majority of both Downsizers and Other Movers (98% and 99% respectively)

had previously lived in the general community, for Downsizers this had reduced to

71 per cent, whereas close to 90 per cent of Other Movers remained in the general

community. The decrease in the proportion of Downsizers living in the general

community corresponded with an increase in retirement village living (an increase of

21%), and in other seniors developments (an increase of 5%).

Figure 20: Former and current development type, Downsizers and Other Movers *
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Note: * Downsizers (n=1213 former, 1210 current); Other Movers (n=1550 former, 1550 current).
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6.1.2 Dwelling type

Figures 21 and 22 show the change in dwelling type between former and current
dwellings for Downsizers and Other Movers. Downsizers show a dramatic 48 per cent
reduction in separate houses and an increase in all other multi-unit housing forms, but
most markedly in semi/duplex, row/terrace and one to three storey walk-up
flat/apartment accommodation. In contrast, Other Movers remained equally in the
separate houses with only a very slight movement from one to three storey walk up
flats to attached housing.

Figure 21: Former and current dwelling type, Downsizers *
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Figure 22: Former and current dwelling type, Other Movers *
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6.1.3 Number of storeys

The number of storeys of former and current dwellings for both Downsizers and Other
Movers is shown in Figure 23. Downsizers show a slightly more pronounced
occupancy of former two-storey dwellings, and an increased tendency to move to a
single storey current dwelling. The small increase in three or more storey dwellings
among Downsizers is curious, but may be due to respondents in apartments referring
to the number of storeys in the apartment block rather than within the dwelling.

Figure 23: No. of storeys of former and current dwelling, Downsizers and Other Movers*
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6.1.4 Number of bedrooms

Figure 24, shows the number of bedrooms in the former and current dwellings of
Downsizers and Other Movers.

Figure 24: No. of bedrooms in former and current dwelling, Downsizers and Other
Movers *
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It shows a significant shift amongst Downsizers away from four-bedroom dwellings to
two- and three-bedroom dwellings and a small increase in one-bedroom
accommodation. In contrast, Other Movers had generally upsized from two- and
three-bedroom dwellings to three- and four-bedroom dwellings.

6.1.5 Floor area

Perhaps more accurate than number of bedrooms in defining downsizing is a
definition that includes reduction in the floor area of the dwelling in its scope. Most
respondents (71%) were able to answer this question, however, some could not or
chose not to. Figures 25 and 26 show the floor area of former and current dwellings of
Downsizers and Other Movers respectively.

Figure 25: Floor area of former and current dwelling, Downsizers *
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Figure 26: Floor area of former and current dwelling, Other Movers *
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Figure 25 demonstrates that Downsizers have a higher percentage of larger former
dwellings (of 2007 290 square metres and 300+ square metres) than Other Movers.
The latter were approximately three times more likely to have lived in dwellings of 100
square metres or less and 12.5 percentage points lower than Downsizers in dwellings
of 1001 190 square metres. This alone is likely to be a reason why downsizing is
attractive to some older people and not others. While Downsizers can be seen to have
moved substantially out of 2007 290 square metres and 300 and over square metres
dwellings into 1007 190 square metres and 100 square metres dwellings, the
increased floor ar ea o fuitedOnalyieal (seMBigure 263.6 homes wa

6.1.6 Tenure

Figures 27 and 28 show the tenure of the former and current dwelling for Downsizers
and Other Movers respectively. They demonstrate that Downsizers were more likely
than Other Movers to have been outright owners, whereas Other Movers were more
likely to have been private tenants. The increase in loan/lease arrangements for
Downsizers reflects those who move to retirement villages (see Figure 20).

Figure 27: Former and current tenure, Downsizers *
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Figure 28: Former and current tenure, Other Movers *
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6.2 Location of former and current dwelling

The current spatial distribution of survey respondents is shown in Figure 29, which
compares former and current location of Downsizers and Other Movers. The largest
percentage of both groups remained within the same region (SD), although more so
for Downsizers than Other Movers. There is little difference in the proportion of those
remaining in the same suburb, and a slightly higher percentage of Other Movers had
relocated outside the former SD or to another state/territory. This may suggest that for
some older people downsizing provides an affordable way to stay in the same region.

Figure 29: Former and current location of Downsizers and Other Movers *
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When cross-tabulated by age group it is evident that moving interstate was more
common amongst those in the younger age groups, who were also more likely to be
working full time (hence some moved could be employment-related relocations).
Relocation within the same postcode was also found to increase slightly with age for
both Downsizers and Other Movers.

6.3 Conclusions

The findings of the questionnaire survey revealed that the main differences between
Downsizers and Other Movers in terms of dwelling and location characteristics were:

Development type (Section 6.1.1): Downsizers were more likely to have moved
into retirement village accommodation than Other Movers.

Dwelling type (Section 6.1.2): Downsizers were much less likely to have moved
into a separate house, and more likely to have moved into a form of multi-unit
housing, than Other Movers.

Number of storeys (Section 6.1.3): Downsizers were a little more likely to have
moved from a two-storey to a single-storey dwelling (note that retirement villages
generally only have single-storey dwellings).

Number of bedrooms (Section 6.1.4): Downsizers had often moved from larger
dwellings than Other Movers, and away from four- to two- and three-bedroom
dwellings, whereas Other Movers had often moved from smaller dwellings into
three- and four-bedroom dwellings.
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Dwelling size (Section 6.1.5): Consistent with the number of bedrooms,
Downsizers had generally moved from 200 square metres or larger dwellings into
100i 190 square metres dwellings, whereas Other Movers had largely remained in
dwellings of similar floor area as their previous dwelling.

Tenure (Section 6.1.6): Downsizers were more likely to be either outright owners
or owner-purchasers and more likely to live in dwellings under loan/lease
arrangements (i.e. retirement villages).

Location (Section 6.2): While around 22 per cent of Downsizers and Other Movers
had relocated within the same postcode area, Downsizers were more likely to
have moved within the same region (SD) and less likely to have moved elsewhere
in the same state or to a different state or territory.

A common thread amongst these findings is the influence of Downsizers who move
into retirement villages. While still a minority (around 21%), this is likely to explain
many of the differences in dwelling form, number of storeys, number of bedrooms,
floor area and tenure of those who have downsized. While separate houses in the
private market remain the main housing type for both Downsizers and Other Movers,
retirement villages appear to be the main alternate means of downsizing for many
older Australians.
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/7 MOTI VAOINS AND CI| RCHJSVSLTEAANLLI
TO DOWNSI ZI NBERNDMOYT NG

This chapter addresses Research Question 4: What motivations and circumstances
precipitate downsizing? |t begins with
meaning of downsizing, followed by a quantitative analysis of survey findings that are
then further explored using qualitative analysis of interviews with older Downsizers
and Other Movers.

7.1 Defining downsizing
7.1.1 Definitions from the literature

The Positioning Paper for this research project observed that definitions of downsizing

as a concept within housing and particularly

fully explored in the existing literature (Judd et al. 2012). While there was found to be
a general acceptance that downsizing involves less housing consumption (Lehnert
2004), this begs the question: less of what? Indeed, downsizing could include any or
all of the following:

Reducing dwelling and/or garden/yard size (be this in terms of number of
bedrooms, or floor area).

NG

a

di s ct

Reducing t he financi al valpue cdafngtbthe omone aihd oyt

equityd) (Banks et al. 2007; Bradbury
Rreducing personal possessions (Luborsky et al. 2011).

For the purposes of this study a broad definition was adopted including decreases in
the value of the dwelling, the number of rooms, and/or the spatial dimensions
(including both living and garden/yard areas).

712 I ntervieweesd definitions of downs.i

Interviewees were invited to explain their understanding of what downsizing means.
As in the academic literature, a variety of responses were given over the full range
outlined above, and beyond, to include a number of additional more intangible
conceptions. A few focused on the size of the dwelling alone, while for others
downsizing meant not only a reduction in space, but a change in dwelling type:

It means moving from a larger house to a smaller house with fewer rooms and,
perhaps, a smaller area. Downsizing could mean going from a house to a unit
or an apartment or a townhouse or a villa. (#4, OM, Male, 70i 74, couple,
owner, urban, NSW)

While referring to reduction in size, some were not specific as to whether it included
house, garden or both, but for many downsizing involved a reduction in both dwelling
and the land/yard/garden:

To me downsizing is moving in to a smaller house and/or a smaller block of
land. (#14, OM, Male, 601 64, single, owner, regional, NSW)

For some, downsizing could mean a reduction in land area but not necessarily in
dwelling size:

[ Downsi zing means] Aasmalenddne eshouldhequate to é

small er garden, which | 6ve already done

family home six years ago and | was looking for a smaller two bedroom home
on a smaller block. (#22, DS, Male, 751 79, single, rent, regional, SA)
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Closely associated with the idea of a smaller dwelling and yard/garden was a
reduction in work or maintenance which was an important aspect of downsizing for
many interviewees:

[ Downsi zing means]| us moving to a smaller [
much housework, gardeningd that sort of thing. (#46, OM, Male/Female, 651
69, couple, lease, urban, VIC)

De-cluttering was also an important aspect of downsizing for many interviewees:

Downsizing probably means a couple of things. Not only getting into a property
thatdéds small er, but also downsi zii69 Vyour bel
single, owner, urban, VIC)

Downsizing was portrayed as a change in lifestyle by some interviewees:

Downsi zing means moving to another stage of

ofl ife and by the time the children have grc
require as big a property and you doné6ét need
bigger property. Your |l i festyl eds different
appropriate to that stage of your | i fe so | ifeds just a cycl

651 69, single, owner, regional, SA)

In summary, the interviews confirm the definitions and the processes of downsizing

described in the literature. One noticeable difference, however, is that there were very

few references to fingmdicalng@owrmsi zriemdquc(t & oy
value/equity) amongst interviewees, suggesting that this is rarely perceived as

important in downsizing. From the perspective of interviewees, the following definition

of downsizing could be proposed:

Downsizing involves moving from a larger to a smaller dwelling (in number of
bedrooms or floor area) and/or garden/yard requiring less maintenance often
including a reduction in personal belongings (de-cluttering), lifestyle changes
and occasionally reductions in housing value or equity.

7.2 Circumstances contributing to moving and downsizing

As discussed in the Positioning Paper the motivations and circumstances contributing
to moving and/or downsizing can be complex (Judd et al. 2012). For example,
previous research from both Australia and internationally demonstrates a lack of
clarity about motivations in downsizing decisions. Common motivations mentioned
include declining health and a desire for less home and garden maintenance.
However, motives like financial necessity can be quite diverse and thus much more
difficult to disentangle. Figure 30 compares survey findings on circumstances
contributing to downsizing for both older Downsizers and Other Movers.

Lifestyle preference can be seen as the most common circumstance leading to
moving (40.6%) and downsizing (37.9%). Lifestyle is defined in the Macquarie
Dictionary as O0a mode of |l ife chosen by a per
2008, p.462). It is a complex phenomenon encompassing concepts of health and
wellbeing, economic aspirations, social networks and geographic location. Lifestyle
images and language are commonly used to market retirement communities and
locations, and it is a common theme in seniors magazines such as the one in which
the survey was advertised. What is understood as lifestyle can therefore overlap with
a range of other factors such as low maintenance, locational preferences and
proximity to services. Importantly, previous research has shown that lifestyle factors
impact the incidence and prevalence of depression and anxiety in later life (Cassidy et
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al. 2004). Therefore relocation for lifestyle reasons may be a very significant factor in
long-term health and wellbeing outcomes for older Australians.

Figure 30: Circumstances contributing to moving and downsizing *
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Note: * Multiple answer question. Downsizers (n =1212); Other Movers (n=1551).

Motivations for downsizing among respondents to the questionnaire survey were
found to be closely associated with an inability to maintain the house and/or garden
(26.6%) and children leaving home (17.2%). These factors were each recorded more
than twice as often as reasons for moving for Downsizers (12.5%) than for Other
Movers (7.0%). While retirement was cited by an almost equal percentage of
Downsizers and Other Movers (16.4% and 17.7% respectively) as a reason for
moving, relationship breakdown, death of a partner, illness and disability were all
more likely to precipitate downsizing than other moves. Those who moved without
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downsizing were slightly more likely to have done so for financial gain, as a result of
forming new relationships and for employment reasons.

Because of the high percentage of 6otlherd re
28.3% for Other Movers) in the original analysis, additional recoding was undertaken

of these responses, which were either incorporated into existing categories or into one

of three new categories (dwelling too big; work, employment related reasons; and

|l ocati onal di ssatisfaction). The 30 iacmdei ni ng 0
problems with neighbours, forced relocation due to the sale of a rental property and

building or purchasing a new homed mostly applying to Other Movers rather than to

Downsizers.

The following sections provide a more nuanced understanding of the circumstances

leading to moving and downsizing through cross tabulations of individual variables

with age followed by intervi eadagte downsitigmws on t
or moving.

7.2.1 Lifestyle preference

When cross-tabulated by age group, it was apparent that there were only small
differences between Downsizers and Other Movers concerning lifestyle as a
motivation for moving. Figure 31 indicates that lifestyle is a marginally more important
factor for Other Movers in the younger two age groups; virtually the same for those
aged 651 74; and then increasingly less important in the two older age groups,
especially the 85 and over cohort.

Figure 31: Lifestyle as a factor in moving for Downsizers and Other Movers *
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Notes: * Downsizers (n=459), Other Movers (n=630). < 55 figures may be unreliable due to small number
of respondents.

The interviews provided some insights into how older people conceptualise lifestyle.
For some, freedom to travel was an important motivator for downsizing:

It was eight years ago that we moved and we
and when wedre travelling a | ot youdve got &
in an apartment you just close your front door and go. (#16, DS, Male, 651 69,

couple, owner, urban, NSW)
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For others, moving to an area with opportunities to become involved in new activities
was an important reason for moving:

In [country town] no train, no bus, no shop. Very rural area. Though | loved it, |
just decided four years ago that it was really time to be sensible and to move
while | was still well and while | could still do things and to take on some
activities that | hadnot had ti nemceg, o
of course. So that was this choice to move here, this was the downsize. (#54,
DS, Female, 65i 69, single, owner, regional, VIC)

Moving to an area with natural environmental attributes for some represented a
lifestyle change:

| think the most important reason was we wanted to live nearer the sea. (#53,
DS, Male/Female, 85+, couple, owner, urban, VIC)

7.2.2 Maintenance of house and garden

When cross-tabulated with age of respondents there were also some marked
differences between Downsizers and Other Movers in terms of their ability to maintain
house and/or garden as a factor influencing moving.

As demonstrated in Figure 32, maintenance as a factor increased in importance with
age for both Downsizers and Other Movers, but was twice as important to Downsizers
than for Other Movers.

Figure 32: Maintenance as factor in downsizing and other moving, by age group *
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Notes: * Downsizers (n=322); Other Movers (n=195). < 55 figures may be unreliable due to small number
of respondents.

Maintenance in terms of both housework and gardening was a particularly important
reason given by interviewees for downsizing.

[W]e thought we need to get something flat with less space to have to clean,
and less gardening to have to do. (#40, DS, Male/Female, 70i 74, couple,
owner, urban, SA)

In many cases this was because of declining ability or injuries making maintenance of
the house and/or garden increasingly difficult:
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We had this stepped garden ¢é | 06ve al ways bece
inthegarden mysel f, and everything around the ho
a tradesperson in the place in my life. It was just a question of [whether] |

could do everything myself, and then we found that it was a wee bit too much

for us when she had the broken ankle and | had my bad back, and trying to get

| awnmowers wup and down the different steps
We must do something about downsizing, and go to a smaller place on the

flat, where we can do things. (#41, DS, Male, 801 84, couple, lease, urban,

VIC)

In some cases it was the primary reason for moving, while in others it was one of a
number of motivating factors.

That was the prime reason to get away from the house we were in. It was seen
to be too difficult for me to look after. (#8, OM, Male/Female, 85+, couple,
owner, regional, NSW)

It required a lot more maintenance. It was a much, much bigger yard. It was on

a sloping block. Part of it was almost a wilderness area. It was a difficult block

to maintain in terms of the lawn mowing. ltwas j ust getting to me. I
primary reason for moving. (#4, OM, Male, 70i 74, couple, owner, urban,

NSW)

Considerations regarding the maintenance of the property and the land were often
about the amount of physical work required, and the associated costs:

I coul dndét afford to have somebody come and
me . |l &6m past the stage of being phiysically &
84, single, rent, regional, NSW)

7.2.3 Children leaving home

As indicated in Figure 33, children leaving home was an important factor leading to
downsizing for the younger-old age groups. For Other Movers it was a less important
factor and its importance remained similar throughout all but the oldest age cohort.

Figure 33: Children leaving home as a factor in downsizing and other moving, by age
group *
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Notes: * Downsizers (n=208); Other Movers (n=110). < 55 figures may be unreliable due to small number
of respondents.
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These findings are reflected in the interviews where children leaving home had
influenced the decision for some to downsize:

Our children now live overseas, and have done for the last 20 something
years. We no longer needed the size of the place that we had. (#5, DS,
Male/Female, 801 84, couple, owner, urban, NSW)

Insome cases, their childrenbés needs, includi n
for a period, affected the timing of peopl eds

[Our son] came back a year after quite unexpectedly and kick-started a uni

cour se that hedodwh fop which rheiarg herhad o stay in the old

family home for another three years. So rather than move and have him

unsettled even more so, we thought, well it might be best for us to stay around

so that he can complete his uni degree and then things will work out

di fferently. So thatodés what we di d. We wait
degree and then his | ady friend came al ong.
about a year or two after the uni degree was completed. Then there was

absolutely no real reason for us to stay there. (#30, DS, Male, 601 64, couple,

owner, urban, SA)

In one case, an interviewee moved in order to encourage their children to leave home:

My husband died and | had two sons who thought the big house was their
house. | thought what am | doing chasing after them and their friends? So, |
decided that it was time that they got out on their own. People are very proud
of me that | managed to kick my kids out by selling the family home. (#26, DS,
Female, 601 64, single, owner, urban, SA)

7.2.4 Retirement

Figure 34 shows the importance of retirement as a factor in both moving and
downsizing. Unsurprisingly, this motivation peaked in the 65i 74 age group. For the
younger 551 64 age group it was marginally more important for Downsizers and in the
751 84 age group was substantially less important. Why this increased again for
Downsizers in the oldest age group is unclear, although the number of respondents in
this age group was fairly small and may be unreliable.

Figure 34: Retirement as a factor in downsizing and other moving, by age group *
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Notes: * Downsizers (n=200); Other Movers (n=274). < 55 and 85+ figures may be unreliable due to
small number of respondents
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While retirement was not raised as a significant issue by many interviewees, for a few
it was an important precursor to moving:

So when [my] business was closed and | retired, there was no real reason to
keep me in that area from a business perspective. (#30, DS, Male, 601 64,
couple, owner, urban, SA)

However, moving at retirement was not always a downsizing move:

[W]e bought one-hundred rough acres in the Golden Valley of Victoria, so that
we could move there and develop that land. That, of course, necessitated
early retirement. | did the arithmetic and decided that we could afford to retire
when | hit 55, and did that. So we retired onto our 100 acres, spent roughly
fourteen years there. (#2, DS, Male, 751 79, couple, lease, regional, NSW)

7.2.5 Relationship change

Relationship change was another variable with significant differences between
Downsizers and Other Movers. Figure 35 shows that while the importance of
relationship breakdown for the decision to move decreased with age, a marked
difference remained between the Downsizers and Other Movers in all but the oldest
age group. Amongst the questionnaire survey respondents, relationship breakdown
was therefore more likely to result in downsizing than moving to a similar sized or
larger dwelling according to number of bedrooms.

Figure 35: Relationship breakdown as a factor in downsizing and other moving, by age
group *
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Notes: * Downsizers (n=144); Other Movers (n=83). < 55 may be unreliable due to small humber of
respondents.

A number of interviewees explained that the end of a relationship precipitated a move.
Some indicated that this led them to want to move to a smaller dwelling:

My marriage broke up shortly after | retired
person and é | di dnot want to see it throu
Male/Female, 751 79, couple, other tenure, regional, SA)

For others it was more about the necessity of moving because of the relationship
breakdown and associated financial reasons:
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My husband left med suddenly, very suddenly. So | lived for another three
years in that house and then he really wanted the money from the property.
(#59, DS, Female, 601 64, single, owner, urban, VIC)

Survey results also indicated that death of a partner was also more likely to lead to
downsizing. Figure 36 shows how this varied according to age of respondent and
illustrates that the likelihood of death of a partner influencing downsizing increases
with age, and much more so than for Other Movers.

Figure 36: Death of partner as a factor in downsizing and other moving, by age group *
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of respondents.

The impact of death of a partner or parent on moving was confirmed in a number of
the interviews. While downsizing may have occurred, motivations were often more
about moving away from the familiaL home and memaories for a new start:

You coul dndét get rid of the image of mum. I
she had gone. In the end | thought no, the only way to do it is to just get out of

the house and get something different. (#22, DS, Male, 75i 79, single, rent,

regional, SA)

In other cases, one partner explained that they wanted to move before they died so
that their partner would be settled:

| feltthatifIdi dnot move then, t h
arranged things in a way t
Male, 701 74, couple, owner, urban, VIC)

as a chance t
6d feel comf o

7.2.6 Financial circumstances

As indicated earlier (see Figure 30), both Downsizers and Other Movers were more
likely to have moved for financial gain than because of financial difficulties. As Figure
37 indicates, financial difficulties did not vary much with age, except in the 651 74 age
group for Downsizers, which coincides with the most common age of retirement. This
suggests that financial difficulties arising from retirement are more likely to lead to
downsizing than moving without downsizing.
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Figure 37: Financial difficulties as a factor in downsizing and other moving, by age
group *
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Notes: * Downsizers (n=123); Other Movers (n=168). < 55 may be unreliable due to small humber of
respondents.

As Figure 38 indicates, where financial gain was a motivator for downsizing and other
moving, it did diminish with the age of respondent, suggesting that this is more
prevalent amongst the younger old.

Figure 38: Financial gain as a factor in downsizing and other moving, by age group *
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In the interviews, the most commonly mentioned financial motivation for moving was
to reduce the costs associated with maintaining their previous property (as described
in Section 7.2.2). Aside from this, another financial consideration that influenced the
decision to move was the potential to release the equity held in a previous property,
and comparably cheaper house prices in other locations:

We did a few sums and € affoedad conseehere anch at ¢é we
probably have about $1500 00 t hat woul d hel p us again.

bit of capital to invest. (#10, DS, Male/Female, 701 74, couple, lease, regional,

NSW)
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For others, the decision to move was influenced by the properties they could afford to

live in:
This was a house that, had it been in the [former Local Government Area], you
would have bought it. | said, my love, if this was a house in the [Local
Government Ar eal], you wouldnot haOMe been
Male/Female, 85+, couple, owner, regional, NSW)

However, while finances were a major consideration for many, for other interviewees
finances were not a concern:

The convenience of moving into a place like this just outweighed any of those

other considerati on s . No, finance wasnot an i ssue.

was just personal reasons rather than financial reasons. (#48, DS, Male, 701
74, couple, owner, urban, VIC)

7.2.7 Health and disability

While relatively few survey respondents cited health and disability as circumstances
leading to downsizing or moving, when analysed by age of respondent some
differences were evident across the life cycle. Health as a factor was generally more
important for Downsizers than Other Movers and generally increased with age, as
evident in Figure 39.

Figure 39: Health of self or partner as a factor in downsizing and other moving by age
group *
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respondents.

As illustrated in Figure 40, disability as a motivation for moving also increased with
age and much more so for Downsizers than for Other Movers. This suggests that
particularly in the older age groups, disability is more likely to precipitate moving to a
smaller dwelling.
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