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1. ‘The Right to the City’ framework 
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 Two aspects of framework: right to access/fully utilise local 

urban space; and to participate in decision-making processes 
about production of urban space (Lefebvre 1991). 

 Right to access and fully utilise local urban space can be 
impeded through processes of class formation: 

1. Privatised or gated communities; 

2. Displacement of poor residents due to gentrification; 

3. Segregation of the poor or development of privatised 
facilities; and 

 

 



1. ‘The Right to the City’ framework 
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4. In mixed tenure projects, where disadvantaged 

residents are forcibly relocated, stigmatised or 

experience feelings of non-belonging: 

 
 However, mixed tenure processes are not always negative  

 

 Disadvantaged may gain access to parts of city that they 

otherwise would not have entry to (Chaskin & Joseph 2013).  

 
 



1. ‘The Right to the City’ framework 
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 Right to participate in decision-making processes about 
issues concerning production of urban space: 

 Estate renewal and mixed communities projects acknowledge 
importance of working in partnership with communities; 

 However, public-private partnerships make such attempts more 
challenging due to: 

- Commercial in confidence;  

- Clauses related to timelines for participation that promote 
expediency (Arthurson 2003; Purcell 2003); 

- Regeneration partnerships are permeated by major power 
differentials (Bezmez 2013). 

 

 

 

 



1. ‘The Right to the City’ framework 
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 Gaps identified in the literature: 

 

  it is imperative to consider these ideas within diverse local 
settings (Bezmez 2013); 

 

 Chaskin & Joseph (2013) call for research to explore issues 
around the design and allocation of public space, and the 
way citizens are enabled to participate in remaking the city 
in order to support social inclusion rather than creating 
divisive space. 

 



2. Research questions 
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1. What sort of mechanisms has Carlton Estate 
mixed tenure project adopted to integrate public 
housing tenants and provide access to local urban 
space? 

 

2. How have public housing tenants been provided 
with the right to participate in decision-making 
processes about issues concerning production of 
urban space? 

 

 

 

 

 



3. Research design 
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 Australian Research Council Linkage grant, led by 

Flinders University researchers.  

  December 2010 - December 2013. 

 Industry partners:  

- VicHealth; 

- The Brotherhood of St Laurence. 

 Case study:  

- Carlton Housing Estate (Melbourne). 



3.  Research design 
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  Data collection: 

- Survey and in-depth interviews with 31 tenants (who moved 
back or decided to stay away); 

- Interviews with 10 service providers and community 
stakeholders; 

- Interviews with 10 surrounding private residents. 

 

 

 

Characteristics of  public tenants N=31 

Average age (years) 40-49 

Female % 40 

Australia-born % 47 

Work or study part- or full-time % 13 



4. The Suburb of Carlton, Melbourne 
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 Located in north eastern 

boundary of City of Melbourne. 

 Known as home of the Italian 

community in Melbourne. 

 37% of population – university 

students. Carlton has a median 

age of 24. 

 19% of all dwellings are listed 

as social housing. 

Source: City of Melbourne (2009) 



4. The Carlton Housing Estate 
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 Built in 1960s by Housing Commission of Victoria       

result of massive slum clearance program. 

 The buildings have never been upgraded aside 

from periodic maintenance.   

 The Carlton Housing Redevelopment is: 

  ‘the largest social and private housing redevelopment 

undertaken by the Victorian Government’ (Victorian Department 

of Human Services website, 2013). 

 



4. The Carlton Housing Estate 
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Circa 1960, The Lygon Site 
Source: Baseline Study, DHS (2009) 

 

 



4. The Carlton Housing Estate 
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Source: Baseline Study, DHS (2009) 

Lygon Site 

Elgin Site 

Keppel Site 



4. The Carlton Housing Estate: before 

redevelopment 
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View from Rathdowne St., 2006. 
Source: Baseline Study, DHS (2009) 

 



4. The Carlton Housing Estate: before 

redevelopment 
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View from Rathdowne and Station Streets, 2006 
Source: Baseline Study, DHS (2009) 

 



4. The Carlton Housing Estate: after 

redevelopment 
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View from Rathdowne St., 2011 View from 522 Drummond St., 2011 



4. The Carlton Housing Estate: after 

redevelopment 
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4. The Carlton Housing Estate: after 

redevelopment 
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 246 public units will be built over the three 
sites, instead of 192 old units. 

 
 Breakdown of public units in the Lygon site: 

- 41 x1 bedroom units 

- 23 x 2 bedroom units 

- 11 x 3 bedroom units 

- 9 x 4 bedroom units 
 

 Number of units in Lygon site, Stage 1: 
 

Pre-redevelopment Post-redevelopment 

Public units Private units Public units Private units 

136 0 84 98 



5. Findings: right to appropriate/access local space 
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 Service providers and agencies envisaged mixed 

tenure project as comprising blend of private/public 

units in same buildings.  

 In reality, they responded that the promise of a true 

social inclusion project did not eventuate.  

 It was suggested that the GFC has affected the 

developers’ willingness to risk such a project:  

 because they needed to sell units to private homeowners to 

make the project financially viable.  

 



5. Findings: right to appropriate/access local space 

20 

 ...it all had to be scrunched up a bit to make it denser 

so that the private developers could make their profit 

because there was a world financial crisis going on and 

they [were] saying ‘we’ve got to make these two bigger 

to be able to maximise our profits as we originally 

thought and to make them more attractive we want a 

private courtyard’ and the Office of Housing buckled to 

that pressure and that’s what we’ve ended up with so 

it’s not a mix anymore (SP8).  

 



5. Findings: right to appropriate/access local space 
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 A ‘communal garden’ was constructed between the 

three buildings with access only to private residents. 

 A wall was built that prevents public tenants from 

entering the garden.  

 ...that’s very symbolically marked by the garden that the public 

tenants can look at but can’t go into, a nice little private place. It’s 

not actually that they don’t have space because there’ll be 

another public garden just nearby but it’s kind of a significant 

symbolic thing (SP2). 

 



5. Findings: right to appropriate/access local space 
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5. Findings: right to appropriate/access local space 
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 Like we feel like they show me like you are the second, like the 

lowest class, you know. There is upper class always by blocking 

you…you can see green on the other side and on our side all you 

can see is just no backyard, no nothing and your view is onto the 

streets, to the cars and their view is to each other, facing each 

other and like there is an open area in the middle all those sorts 

of things, you know. But blocking it makes it even – that’s it, this is 

where you stop, that’s what it means, you know. They’re blocking it; 

they put in a wall there. They put in a fence there to say that... 

(SH1) 

 



5. Findings: right to participate in decision-making 
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 Respondents suggested the consultation process did not 
enable tenants to access their rights to participate in 
decision-making: 

 I think people haven’t been involved. There’s been so-called 
consultations throughout but it hasn’t been real, hasn’t been effective, 
hasn’t been empowering for tenants. […] I’m not saying that the 
community should have equal say or whatever on the outcome but to 
really engage and to see people as valuable people to have onboard 
and to have their input is a very different approach to what was ‘yeah, 
okay we’ll do it but we’ll just’ – you know it’s hard when they’re 
managing a massive project and they’ve got heaps of dollars and all 
that sort of thing but it’s a different approach that needs to be brought 
on… (SP4). 



5. Findings: right to participate in decision-making 
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 Private sector partnership imposed limitations on 

consultation process: 

 I think tenants felt that they were involved and the Office of 

Housing went through a process which allowed people to have a 

say but in reality much bigger forces are at play when you’re 

talking about a $400m redevelopment project than Mrs. Jones’s 

view on what her flat should look like. They include the greed of 

the developers and their need for profits and the world financial 

crisis and how competent and strong the top bureaucrats in the 

Office of Housing are (SH6). 



5. The Community Liaison Committee (CLC) 
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 A consultative body was set up by DHS. Respondents 

reflected on the way the committee operated around 

power differentials: 

 I’ve actually been there twice and I felt like I was like – 

well, like I was nervous and I’m like ‘what is this?’ … and 

you feel like your lack of dress - like properly, the way 

they are, and you don’t have that much connection with 

them, so like you’ve been there, you can’t express 

yourself, you can’t – you don’t get the help you needed... 

(SH1). 



6. Conclusions 
27 

 Presentation investigated issues around Rights to the City in 
Carlton Estate Redevelopment Project - public housing tenants’ 
rights to appropriate/access local spaces and participate in 
decision-making processes. 

 The redevelopment project originally aimed to break down 
social barriers through a mixed income development. 

 Due to financial constraints and pressure from the developers 
DHS ‘gave in’: 

 Instead of building an inclusive development that promoted access 
to all residents, a complex of three segregated buildings with 
separate entrances and car parks was developed. 

 Processes of decision-making have been challenging for 
public housing tenants. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6. Conclusions 
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 The design and management of this complex does not 

provide access to local spaces or promote integration of 

public housing tenants. 

 The right to appropriate or access local space has been 

denied from public housing tenants. 

 The right to participate in decision-making processes 

appears severely compromised.  

 

 

 

 

 



6. Conclusions 
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 We hope our study will provide an opportunity for 

tenants’ voices (that are often absent in redevelopment 

processes) to be heard and influence future 

redevelopment policies.  

 


