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VIEWS FROM THE MENZIESHILL MULTIS

SURVEY OF TENANTS IN THE MENZIESHILL MULTIS

March 2005

This survey has been carried out by tenants and housing activists who felt
that important decisions were being made without proper consultation

CONCLUSION
The survey had a good level of response and produced some highly
significant results. It demonstrates:

·  There is little support for demolition

·  Nearly half the tenants want to stay in the multis, and over 3/4
want to remain in Menzieshill, where many have family

·  The major concerns could all be met by upgrading (which is much
cheaper than rebuilding) and improved management and letting
policies

·  The council’s consultation ballot was inadequate

It provides strong support for the argument that the decision to demolish
the multis should be reconsidered.

for more information contact Jim on 01382 523292 or Tony or Sarah on
01382 774370, or email bughty1@yahoo.co.uk

As an independent adjudicator, I have seen the questionnaires returned, and
believe that the questionnaire was conducted in a fair and proper manner.

The questionnaire papers can be made available for public examination on
request.

John Carracher
Chair
Scottish Tenants’ Organisation
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Background
This survey was carried out in October and November 2005 by tenants and activists
from Menzieshill Multis Tenants’ Group. It follows a similar survey completed in the
spring by tenants in Butterburn and Bucklemaker Courts at the top of the Hilltown.
These buildings are all part of the proposed council house demolition programme that
covers nearly 2,000 houses. The final decision on the fate of the Menzieshill multis
was taken in April 2005, when it took the council just 5 minutes to vote to demolish
these 420 homes. The document drawn up by the council officers, on which the
council decision was based, relied on two main sources of evidence: a report by
private planning consultants (to which tenants were refused access) and feedback
from tenant ‘consultation’. The consultation process was carried out very quickly,
shortly after the possibility of demolition was announced. Tenants were asked to vote
in a postal survey for or against demolition, without being given any background
information about the reasons for the proposal, or any realistic idea what they would
be offered instead – though they were told they would get £1,500 for moving. There
was no time allowed for proper discussion or debate. This rushed process produced a
small majority – 61% - in favour of demolition on a turn out of only 28%. It was
followed by growing unease and anger among tenants, and the emergence of an active
group of tenant campaigners – the Menzieshill Multis Tenants’ Group, which is an
independent tenants’ group affiliated to the Scottish Tenants’ Organisation. This
group decided to carry out its own survey to give a more realistic assessment of
tenants’ views, once there had been time for people to assess the issues involved and
the other options available.

At the time of the survey, 133 of the 420 flats were empty.1 The return rate was over
half (53%) of the occupied homes (1522 out of 287, so way more than the 108 who
responded to the Council’s ‘consultation’). It should not be assumed that everyone
who has already left the buildings would have done so had they been given real
choice. People will have gone to escape uncertainty or to avoid living in an
increasingly empty building, or in many cases because of natural turnover. These
buildings also house a significant number of health workers with relatively short term
contracts at Ninewells hospital, and these people would have left any way. The
                                                
1 According to the records held by the caretakers
2 A further two questionnaires were discarded as the answers contradicted themselves. We do not know
why we got a much lower response rate in Glamis than in the other 5 blocks, and there were no clues in
the questionnaires we did receive.
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turnover of tenancies in the buildings before they were scheduled for demolition was
between 25 and 30% and there were actually fewer households who left the buildings
in the 12 months after they were declared ‘at risk’ and re-letting was halted than in the
12 months before.3 There are also a large number of elderly tenants, many in sheltered
housing, and some of them have moved to housing with wardens. Another important
difference between the tenants here and in Butterburn and Bucklemaker is the
presence of families with children. Many families with young children are keen to
move to homes with front and back doors – as would be expected.

The results given are based on the completed questionnaires.

The questionnaire used was based on the similar survey carried out in Butterburn and
Bucklemaker Courts, with some questions reworded slightly for clarity and a few
more added after discussion at a group meeting. Survey forms were delivered to every
occupied house together with a covering letter explaining the purpose of the survey
and that the forms would be collected between 7 and 9 in the evening one or two days
later. Many forms were completed before we called to collect them, and others were
filled in on the door step. When collecting at the first multi we found that several
people had left their completed survey ready outside their door, and we altered the
cover letter for the remaining buildings to suggest that people could do this. (This was
important as the design of the flats means that tenants often don’t hear a knock on the
outer door.) After all the flats had been visited once, a second survey was delivered to
the homes that had not responded. This time the cover letter specifically requested
that the survey be completed even if the occupants planned to move. Very few people
who came to the door did not complete the survey.

This survey has important implications for Menzieshill and for tenants and potential
tenants across Dundee, but it should also be studied in all those other places where
homes are threatened with demolition across Scotland and south of the border.

                                                
3 Figures supplied by the Council
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THE RESULTS

NEARLY 2/3 OF TENANTS ARE OPPOSED TO
DEMOLITION (64%) and less than 1/4 think the
buildings should be pulled down (22%).
Only 11% would want them pulled down if they
were properly repaired and maintained, or if the
only alternative housing was outside the area.

Nearly 4 out of 5 people believe that if the multis are
demolished, demolition should be delayed until new
affordable rented housing has been built in the area.

NEARLY 1/2 THE TENANTS
SURVEYED WANT TO STAY
LIVING IN THEIR MULTI (47%).
This is slightly more than those who
want to leave (43%). The most common
reason given for wanting to move was
that living in a flat didn’t suit their
family circumstances

OVER 3/4 OF TENANTS DEFINITELY
WANTED TO REMAIN IN MENZIESHILL
(which would be a huge problem as there is
little housing available). Around half had other
family members with homes in the area, and
around a quarter had children at school here.

Almost 1/2 the tenants believe that having a 24 hour concierge would make a lot
of difference, and only 1 in 5 believe it would make no difference. The belief in the
importance of a concierge was higher among those who opposed demolition and so
were more likely to be open to the possibility of improvement.

Around 1/2 the tenants are happy with the existing repair and maintenance, and
38% are not happy. Dissatisfaction was much higher among those who supported
demolition. Although this might seem to contradict the division of views on the 24
hour concierge, it would be consistent with a view that the buildings were beyond
repair. Views on whether maintenance has got worse since the buildings were
scheduled for demolition are pretty evenly divided.

Over 2/3 of tenants want to remain tenants of the city council, and a further 1/4
are unsure. Around 3/4 of tenants would definitely not want to be housed with a
private land lord. 45% would be happy to be rehoused with a housing association,
while 28% would not. (There has been no major stock transfer campaign in Dundee,
so the arguments on this issue have not been much aired.)
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30% have not applied for alternative housing, and a further 57% have not had any
offers yet.

84% believe that tenants should have the right to see the consultants’ report on
which the decision to demolish the buildings has been based. Most of the rest did
not have a view on this. This is the report that the council refused to make public until
forced by the ombudsman under the Freedom of Information Act.

Nearly 1/3 of tenants claim that they did not receive the council’s ballot paper in
summer 2004 asking their view on demolition. As was noted in the Butterburn and
Bucklemaker tenants’ survey, this is important evidence of the inadequacy of the
council’s consultation process. Council officers are insistent that ballot papers were
delivered, but even if some of these 49 households did get the paper through the door,
the speed with which the process was carried out and the lack of information given
about the process more generally, meant that it could easily be overlooked among the
usual circulars.

Comments
The questionnaires included a space for comments, and these have all been
reproduced at the end of this report. Some points were raised by several tenants.
Apart from the problems of living in a multi with y oung children (and it is
clearly inappropriate to use these homes for young families), these problems
included damp walls and anti-social tenants. These two issues had also been
raised when we held local stalls. Damp problems would be solved with
overcladding, which would almost certainly be a central part of any proposal to
bring buildings of this kind up to the new Scottish Housing Standards level of
insulation. Anti-social tenants won’t disappear with demolition, they will only be
moved elsewhere. There is a perception, though this has not been tested, that
such tenants are often disproportionately put in areas that are seen as declining,
where they help them decline further. An apparent increase in antisocial
behaviour is also a function of wider social conditions, and of the
‘residualisation’ of council housing as a result of many of the best homes being
sold off; however, the situation would be very substantially helped by the
introduction of a 24 hour concierge system – as the experience of multis in the
Hilltown and in Glasgow has amply demonstrated.

Several tenants took the opportunity to express their strong liking of their homes
and wish to remain, often mentioning how many decades they had enjoyed living
here.
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Sample questionnaire filled to show total numbers ticking each box
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COMMENTS
These are the comments made by the respondents – in no particular order
(A list of problems specified under question 19 have been handed to the Council’s
Direct Labour Department.)

GOWRIE COURT

Any concierge during the day would be good!  We don’t seem to have one.

My replies are perhaps rather vague, but my family all live out of town (different
areas) and while they visit as often as possible, they would like me in sheltered
accommodation, and I wish to remain in Menzieshill.

The wardens and caretaker seem to be all based in Hillside Court, to cover Hillside,
Gowrie, and Glamis (Glamis is covered week about by the caretakers in Hillside and
Balgay).  The caretaker in Hillside should be based in Gowrie court or Glamis.  The
caretaker’s duties should be detailed and posted in the foyer.  Timekeeping and
performance of duties should be checked by supervisors, without advance notice.

At 96 I thought I would remain in the multi’s as long as I could manage, and now I
will soon be the only tenant left on this landing.

What I fail to understand is after all the years with disgraceful car park facilities they
upgrade it recently.  Also I note our rents are increased, no doubt it’ll increase even
further. As I understand vacant flats wont be re-let, do remaining tenants bear the
cost?

Why not modernise the empty homes on Dickson Ave. for sheltered housing tenants.

I don’t really care where I move as long as I get a good house in a decent area.

The only reason I am moving is because my son is disabled and he needs a house with
modifications.

Hate to move out of Menzieshill.  Son just started at Menzieshill High.

Being a parent with a young child a multi is not an ideal place to be living.  Multi’s
also are not the most attractive form of housing but I also fail to see the problem of
one or two blocks remaining for those residents who continue to wish to be housed in
them.

Son has behavioural problems and does not want to move again.  In rent arrears due to
going back to work.  Problems with getting a house in area.

I have wanted to move for some time now.  Think multi tenants have gone downhill
in past few years.  Got my door kicked in recently, think people think houses lying
empty, it is just getting worse.  Don’t want to pay rent and council tax for this.

Flat offered is upstairs from drug dealer.
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I am still waiting for another house sheltered housing.

I think the multi’s get demolished as its no place for children they can’t live.  I’ve
only got 3 points to get with Hillcrest (west end) to be near my family.

BALGAY COURT

My son has acute asthma and my home has damp and mould in most rooms.  These
houses are unfit to live in and should be demolished.

Lived here 6 years – problems with junkies.  Grandchildren at risk.

What is the council going to do with the land if the multis are demolished.

Should be brought down asap.

Problems with letting policy – man on eleventh floor defecating himself.  Calor gas
being used in multis.

Like to stay in Menzieshill – home not suitable for young children.  Lifts not kept
clean enough.

I have lived in Menzieshill all my life and I cant get a house in Yarrow Terr, Dochart
Terr, Dickson Ave, Clyde Pl, Tummel Pl.  So I will not be moving until I get a house
in that area.  The problem is lack of houses.  They should be knocking multis down
and building council houses for people who have lived here 10 to 15 years, because
the scheme has went right downhill.

I think the price of moving from your home and unsettling your family is worth a lot
more than £1500.  Especially for the older residents who have been here most of there
[sic] adult life.  Anything under £4000 I would find highly insulting.

I would like this building to stay as I am happy for years here.

When we eventually have to move we would consider best offer to suit our
requirements.

The multis could be the first step for ‘green’ plans ie recycling.  Area on ground floor
could have bottle bank and other recycle facilities.  Problem with dampness.
Caretaker only available 9-5pm Mon-Fri to purchase token for laundry as laundry
closed Sunday.

Most of the tenants I know are happy with staying in our flats.  Happy with our
caretakers.  To fill the empty houses with nice tenants.

Why is it only £1500 disturbance money.  Manchester housing get’s £3,100.

I have lived here in this house for nearly 40 years and have been happy.
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Not knowing how long until demolition.  £1500 ‘obscene’.  Always lived in
Menzieshill.

NINEWELLS COURT

Leave us alone.

We need better security.

I had a letter in the Evening Telegraph suggesting the Gowrie and Hillside multis be
made sheltered housing.  They are near the shops and Ninewells hospital.

I just want to stay where I am.

88 year old – only person left on landing.  27 years in building.

I’m sure it would cost less to maintain and repair existing houses rather than to
demolish them.  They could be put to better use like for nurses for example.

Damp in every room.  2 children and only 2 bedrooms.

If I had not just had a baby, I would not want to leave the multi, the flats make a nice
home with lovely views that should not be destroyed.

To  may anti-social tenants as I am living with a young child.

I have three children in 2 bedrooms.  I am overcrowded.  The council keeps telling me
they don’t have 4 bedroomed houses for me.  So if I go with a private factor I might
have more chance.

I’d rather the multis came down as the lifts are always breaking down and bins being
set on fire and vandalising the doors, windows and landings.  Also hear everything in
everyone’s houses!

HILLSIDE COURT

I don’t think any survey will prevent the multi’s being demolished but I do think there
should be accommodation offered that the people want.  I came from a four storey
block in Charleston which was demolished and do not want to go back to another
tenement block.

Reason for wanting to move from multis, is the tenants they are putting in now.  I
have lived in this multi for last 41 years.

We were refused swap 2 months before demolition decision was made.

Damp, noisy, don’t like high buildings  - scared.

Overcrowded and wants to continue to live in Menzieshill.
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Don’t want any demolition to happen to the multis because it is secure and we have a
good multi.  I have been here for 23 years and don’t want to move.

I don’t want to move from my multi as I feel save [sic] hear [sic], being on my own in
the house gives me security knowing there are people next door also my daughter
lives beside me.

I am disgusted that the council are pulling down the multis, they are really good flats,
also the multis are convenient for the shops buses and Ninewells hospital, almost
everyone will miss convenience on their doorstep, if you know what I mean.

Multis must stay up.

I don’t believe the true reasons for the council pushing for demolition will ever be
revealed.

Want affordable housing close to work (Ninewells) in a safe environment.  Feel that
the council are not addressing the problem that they do not have the housing stock to
rehouse everyone and meet demands.  Feel that the situation will force people having
to rent privately.  Angry that they wont show evidence for decision.

Why pull down lovely flats like these.

We never thought we would have to move after living here for 33 1/2 years.

GLAMIS COURT

Just upgrade the multis then everyone’s happy.

Just upgrade the multis.

The questionnaire is what is known as bolting the door after the horse has gone.
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SURVEYS COMPLETED


