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1 Introduction

1.1 RESTATE: a general overview

Cities and their regions are the dynamos of the European economy, enabling the European 

Union (and potential member states) to maintain a strong position in the global economy. 

When these cities contain large areas that are not faring well, it is important to find out how best 

to change them so as to remove their dysfunctional characteristics. Large-scale housing estates 

built in the three or four decades after the Second World War are seen as problem areas in many 

cities all over Europe. Here, economic decline goes hand in hand with physical and social 

decline. 

All over Europe massive numbers of people live in these post-WWII large-scale housing 

estates. They were carefully planned, but now they often manifest a multitude of problems. They 

house large numbers of low-income households, the unemployment rates are above average, and 

in some countries these estates have become concentration areas for ethnic minorities. Many 

estates are becoming increasingly associated with crime and social exclusion. The circumstances 

on the estates and policy initiatives associated with them are the focus of the RESTATE project. 

An important part of the project is the exchange of experiences and solutions between 

policymakers and academic researchers.

RESTATE is the acronym for Restructuring Large-scale Housing Estates in European 

Cities: Good Practices and New Visions for Sustainable Neighbourhoods and Cities. All the 

participants in this project share the basic underlying conviction: if the problems of these large-

scale housing estates are not resolved, they will increasingly hinder the good economic 

functioning of cities. The study draws on estates in ten European countries: France, Germany, 

Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

The project has the following objectives:

• to identify and to clarify the social and economic changes which have occurred on large post-

WWII estates and in particular to identify general and specific factors triggering and 

influencing the emergence of problems and patterns of decline in these areas;

• to develop a checklist of items that have proved to be important in successful and less 

successful policy responses with respect to these estates;

• to draw conclusions about the potential for the cross-national transfer of knowledge and 

experience and for cooperation in strategic planning for these areas and in area and estate 

management;
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• to produce a comprehensive and practical handbook in which forward-looking scenarios and 

new visions for large post-WWII estates in Europe are associated with examples of evidence-

based best practice to achieve the sustainable future development of these areas;

• to build for practitioners and researchers a user-friendly database containing details of the 

nature, successes, and failures of present policies aimed at improving the position of large 

post-WWII estates and their inhabitants;

• to consider whether and in what ways European-level policy could contribute to more 

effective responses to problems associated with these estates. 

The primary objective of RESTATE is to deliver evidence-based knowledge drawing on 

experiences in cities in all parts of Europe. The methods used include literature research, 

statistical overviews, interviews, a survey, and interviews of urban representatives. The proposed 

handbook that will be written at the end of the research period will set out best practices for 

future sustainable developments of these areas and for effective policy implementation. It is 

hoped that the results will be useful for policymakers seeking to discover the contexts in which 

measures have been, or can be expected to be, successful in improving large-scale housing estates 

in cities.

Case studies are the heart of the project. Each study:

• establishes general information about the estate: its characteristics, its history, and its 

demographic, social, economic, and physical development and problems;

• identifies the philosophy and aims of the policies that are being promoted in the estates, how 

policies have matured over time, what their effects have been, and how all these matters can 

be evaluated.

It is important to know precisely what we mean by a large-scale housing estate. Following Power 

(1997), we could define a large-scale housing estate as a group of buildings that is recognised as 

a distinct and discrete geographical area. We add one element to this definition: we see large-

scale housing estates as developments planned by the state or with state support. With respect 

to size, we confine our attention to housing estates with at least 2,000 housing units. The focus 

on the project is on estates built in the second half of the 20th century. Taking these elements 

together, this project is concerned with large-scale housing estates built in the second half of the 

20th century that can be defined as groups of at least 2,000 housing units that are recognised as 

distinct and geographical areas, planned by the state or with state support.1

1.2 The contents of this report

In a first report of the RESTATE project (Murie et al., 2003) we concentrated on the structural 

and other factors that explain the differences between the success and failure of large post-

WWII estates in Europe. A later series of reports dealt specifically with large housing estates in 

the ten countries previously mentioned. In these reports descriptions can be found of the estates 

1 In the rest of the report we refer to these estates as large housing estates. 
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in which the RESTATE research has taken place (see Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003 for the report 

on Spain, also see our website (www.restate.geog.uu.nl) for an overview of the rest of the 

reports). In a third report the focus was on the policies and practices in the estates (see Pareja 

Eastaway et al., 2004 for the report on Spain and the website for the other reports). 

The basic question addressed in the present report reads as follows:

Which inhabitants profit from the developments and policies in the estates? Which inhabitants 

experience clear disadvantages? 

This research question makes it clear that the inhabitants of the estates stand to the fore in this 

report. It seems logical to assume that current residents would profit from improvements made 

to their area. But favourable developments such as better housing, more employment 

opportunities, and better social cohesion may benefit some people or groups but may pass others 

by completely. Older people will not benefit from policies targeted at those of working age; 

childless households will not benefit from policies aimed at families; and residents will benefit 

differentially or at a different time or with different degrees of disruption depending on the part 

of the estate or the kind of housing in which they live. These patterns may mean that households 

from minority ethnic groups by and large gain less than others or the other way around. Young 

people may profit more than old people, households with children more than singles or two-

person households. Moreover, developments and policies may have perverse effects: higher 

quality housing may lead to higher rents and these may force people to move out. Increased 

social cohesion for some groups may increase exclusion for others; increased employment for 

some may result in fewer chances for others. 

Most results in this report are based on a survey carried out in our estates.2 The opinions and 

experiences of the inhabitants of the estates stand to the fore in this survey. 

In the second chapter of this report, we give a brief description of the estates that feature in 

this report: Orcasitas and Simancas in Madrid and Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc in Barcelona. In 

Chapter 3 we will comment on methodological aspects of the survey and give some first 

impressions of the results. Chapter 4 focuses on the positive and negative aspects of the estates 

as seen through the eyes of the residents. Here we describe the kinds of people who are satisfied 

with their homes and with their environment and what they think about the social relationships 

on their estates. In Chapter 5 we concentrate on the effects of the policies, again according to 

the respondents. Chapter 6 concerns the future: do people think that the estate will be a better 

place to live in the future? Or do people want to move out as soon as possible? In Chapter 7 we 

present our general conclusions. 

This report is concerned with the cities of Madrid and Barcelona in Spain; the same kind of 

information for estates in other countries in the RESTATE project can be found in the parallel 

reports.

2 Interviewers in Madrid: Alcira Escobar, Montse Fernández, Javier Santos. Interviewers in Barcelona: Maria Alzina, 

Araceli Clos, Pere Ros.
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2 The estates: a brief overview

This chapter gives an overview of the case studies of the RESTATE project in Spain. A short 

description is given of the two neighbourhoods in Madrid; Orcasitas and Simancas and the two 

neighbourhoods in Barcelona; Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc.3 In the last section a comparison is 

made between these four neighbourhoods and some striking differences and similarities are 

mentioned. 

2.1 Orcasitas in Madrid: a brief overview

The neighbourhood of Orcasitas is located in the south western part of Madrid in the district 

Usera. The neighbourhood covers 126 ha and locates 6,375 dwellings. Orcasitas was founded by 

the (internal) immigrants arriving in Madrid during the 1950s. For a long time, barracks and 

self-constructed dwellings were located in Orcasitas (the area of Meseta de Orcasitas). Decent 

dwellings substituted these poor quality houses during the regeneration project in Madrid, 

which took place mainly during the 1980s.

Therefore, the housing stock in Orcasitas is relatively young, shows a good technical quality 

and the dwellings are relatively large (most dwellings are between 81 and 100 square metres). 

Most dwellings are located in multi-family dwellings with between 20 and 50 dwellings. Most 

dwellings are officially protected houses, public dwellings with a postponed ownership (VPO 

dwellings).4 

The regeneration process not only concerned the construction of dwellings but also 

infrastructure, commerce and services. Therefore at the moment Orcasitas is characterised by a 

good level of amenities. The neighbourhood is good accessible by car but the connection with 

public transport is rather poor. 

The neighbourhood has lost around 20 per cent of its inhabitants since 1986; many children 

of the first inhabitants left the neighbourhood as no dwellings were available. Therefore, at the 

moment population is characterised by a high percentage of elderly people. Orcasitas is one of 

3 A more elaborate description on the development and current state of the neighbourhoods can be found in Pareja 

Eastaway et al., 2003. 

4 Every month residents have to pay a relatively small amount of money during around 25 years before being owner of 

the dwelling. The officially protected dwellings (Vivienda de Protección Oficial, VPO) start as a public dwelling and 

finally become a dwelling in the owner-occupied sector. 
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the neighbourhoods in Madrid with the lowest percentage of foreigners. The population is also 

characterised by a low level of education, which contributes to one of the highest unemployment 

rates of the city. The average family income is one of the lowest average family incomes of 

Madrid. 

Residential movement has been important in different phases of the development of 

Orcasitas. The regeneration process in the periphery of Madrid started with the residential 

movement in Orcasitas. The residential association formed an important actor in the 

regeneration process and residents were involved in the design of the dwellings and the urban 

structure of their neighbourhood. Nowadays the inhabitants still have a strong neighbourhood 

feeling. The regeneration process changed Orcasitas from an area with slums into a decent 

neighbourhood. 

2.2 Simancas in Madrid: a brief overview

Simancas is one of the eight neighbourhoods in the district of San Blas in the east of Madrid. 

In 1950 the municipality of Madrid assigned San Blas as one of the satellite nucleuses to solve 

the increasing housing problem resulting from the massive flow of immigrants from South and 

Central Spain. 

The majority of the dwellings are located in multi-family flats; around 30 per cent of all 

dwellings are in buildings with more than 30 dwellings. A part of the neighbourhood of 

Simancas, ‘Poblado de Absorción’, was replaced with new dwellings (around 920 VPO 

dwellings) during the regeneration process in the end of the 1970s and 1980s (this area is now 

called San Blas I). Besides the area of San Blas I the housing quality is low, the dwellings are 

small and technical quality is poor. Some dwellings have been rehabilitated; however this only 

affected the façade. Most dwellings in Simancas are VPO dwellings and around 10 per cent of 

the housing stock is in the rental sector. 

Simancas offers commercial activity, however this is decreasing as it suffers from competition. 

The level of amenities is relative low; residents are unsatisfied concerning schools and health 

services. 

The demographic changes in Simancas are characterised by a decreasing and ageing 

population. In 2001 the percentage of elderly people living in Simancas was 10 per cent higher 

than the average of Madrid. Simancas is also characterised as one of the neighbourhoods with 

the highest percentage of foreigners (many from South-America) in the city. The 

unemployment rate is relatively high and the education level is low. 

Although problems concerning drugs have been decreasing since the 1980s, it still is 

considered as the most important social problem in Simancas. The use and dealing of drugs in 

the area contributes to a bad image of Simancas and the entire district of San Blas. 

2.3 Trinitat Nova in Barcelona: a brief overview

Trinitat Nova is a working-class neighbourhood located in the north-east of Barcelona and 

developed in the 1950s to house immigrants from rural areas of other parts of Spain. The 

neighbourhood occupies 55 hectares and locates around 3,200 dwellings, mainly VPO dwellings 



[ 15 ]

of which more than 70 per cent is in the owner-occupied sector. The dwellings, all in multi-

family buildings, were constructed with poor materials and therefore nowadays many suffer 

from structural decay. At the moment a regeneration program is being carried out and technical 

poor dwellings are being demolished (around 870) and new dwellings (around 1,030) are being 

built. 

Trinitat Nova has for a long time suffered from physical isolation. However, in the nineties 

accessibility improved thanks to the construction of two motorways and a metro station. In the 

1970s the level and quality of amenities improved. However, at the moment, although it locates 

a heath centre, a social centre and several types of schools Trinitat Nova is often described as a 

dormitory neighbourhood: it lacks economic, commercial and leisure time activities. 

Trinitat Nova has around 7,700 inhabitants who form a homogenous population with a 

relatively strong social cohesion. Social participation has always been important and relative 

strongly present in the neighbourhood. The neighbourhood experienced demographic problems 

concerning an ageing and decreasing population (between 1981 and 1996 the neighbourhood 

lost around 30 per cent of its inhabitants). This was mainly caused by a strong emigration of 

second-generation inhabitants, who were forced to leave the area (particularly in the 1980s), as 

no dwellings were available. Recently, the ageing of the population stopped, the population 

number is stable and new families have arrived in the neighbourhood. A part of these new 

inhabitants are foreigners (see the Appendix Tables 2.1A and 2.2A for up-to-date data on 

immigration in Trinitat Nova). At the moment a large part of the inhabitants is retired. The 

percentage of unemployed is relatively high, especially among young inhabitants with a low level 

of education. Trinitat Nova shows some problems although the whole situation is not highly 

critical.

2.4 Sant Roc in Barcelona: a brief overview

Sant Roc was built between 1962 and 1965 in the west of the town of Badalona; at the moment 

it belongs to the periphery of Barcelona. A large part of the inhabitants came from slums and 

were mainly (internal) immigrants. Sant Roc covers 46.2 hectare and locates 3,395 dwellings in 

six types of blocks, varying from 5 to 14 floors. As bad quality material was used for the 

construction of the dwellings, their technical quality has always been poor. The surface of the 

dwellings is small with an average of 50 square metres. The dwellings in Sant Roc are mainly 

VPO dwellings in the owner-occupied sector. At the moment a regeneration project takes place 

and more than 900 dwellings suffering from structural decay are being demolished and 

substituted. 

Sant Roc has a clear urban structure; nevertheless it has important disturbing elements like 

the motorway, constructed on a viaduct, passing through the neighbourhood. Public space is 

characterised by deterioration. The area is good accessible both by public transport as by car.

Sant Roc has around 12,500 inhabitants of which around 40 per cent are gypsies (Pareja 

Eastaway et al., 2003). Although the percentage of people older than 65 has been increasing, the 

population is still relative young. At the moment the social-economic position of the inhabitants 

is decreasing as people who improve their social, economical and cultural position are leaving 

the area. Many foreign immigrants (especially from outside the EU) with only little financial 
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resources are entering the area. Three different population groups are distinguished; non-

gypsies, gypsies and foreign immigrants. Social cohesion is influenced badly by problems 

between some of these population groups. 

Inhabitants experience difficulties on the labour market, amongst others, because of a low 

level of education. Another problem is formed by drug addiction and the dealing of drugs. 

Although decreasing, it still forms an important problem in some parts of the neighbourhood 

and contributes to a stigmatisation of the neighbourhood.

2.5 Similarities and differences between the neighbourhoods

The neighbourhoods were built in the 1950s and 1960s to locate mainly (internal) immigrants 

from rural areas of the southern and central part of Spain. Concerning the building period, 

Orcasitas is an exception as the neighbourhood was constructed during the large regeneration 

project in Madrid mainly during the 1980s.  

Many neighbourhoods in other European countries in the RESTATE project were built 

according to the ideas of that time about the ideal housing area: spacious apartments (for that 

time) in multi-family blocks with large green areas in between (Dekker and van Kempen, 2004). 

In Spain, the neighborhoods under research were built as a better alternative to the housing 

situation of residents. In Trinitat Nova, Sant Roc and Simancas public dwellings were built 

rapidly and with only little investments. This resulted in technical poor dwellings, small surfaces 

and often in a poor urban design of the neighbourhoods. At the moment many dwellings in 

Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc suffer from structural decay making their substitution necessary. In 

Simancas only a part of the poor housing stock was substituted during the regeneration process 

during the 1980s. In contrast, in Orcasitas the entire area was changed during the regeneration 

process and at the moment the dwellings and urban design have a relative high quality.

In all four neighbourhoods most dwellings are VPO dwellings. In the older parts of the 

housing stock most inhabitants have paid off their dwellings and are owner. In Orcasitas and in 

San Blas I (regenerated part of Simancas) still many people are paying for their dwelling. And 

only in Simancas the rental sector is significant. 

In general the Spanish case studies, like most large housing estates in Europe have a relatively 

high unemployment rate. The participation on the labour market is low and leads to low 

incomes. In the Spanish case studies, many families work for the black economy as a way to 

increase their limited income, often proceeding from retirement pensions or social aid. The high 

level of unemployment is partly related with the relative low education level of the residents. 

In all four estates demographic developments are characterised by an ageing population and a 

declining number of residents. The decline population is related to the departure of many 

children of the first inhabitants who could not find housing in the neighbourhood. However, 

this trend is counterbalanced by the constant arrival of immigrants. Especially in Sant Roc and 

Simancas this percentage is relatively high. Recently also in Trinitat Nova foreigners have 

entered the neighbourhood. In contrast, Orcasitas still has one of the lowest percentages of 

foreigners in Madrid. 

In the 1970s and 1980s all four neighbourhoods experienced a strong residential movement 

claiming for urban transformation. In the two neighbourhoods of Madrid, especially in 

Orcasitas, residential movement was related to the large regeneration process of peripheral 
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neighbourhoods of Madrid. Also in Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc residential movement 

succeeded in important improvements of their neighbourhoods. Although residential 

movement and social participation have been losing importance in the neighbourhoods, it is 

important to take their historical value into account.

In the 1980s drugs addiction and dealing of drugs was an important problem in all four 

neighbourhoods. Although decreasing, it still forms an important problem in Sant Roc and 

Simancas. It also contributes to a stigmatisation of the image of both neighbourhoods.

All four neighbourhoods show problems, however not all of them are bad or unpopular places 

to live in. Trinitat Nova and Orcasitas show a relative strong social cohesion and most people 

are satisfied living there. Sant Roc is certainly considered as a stigmatised neighbourhood 

because of the high concentration of marginal collectives living there, most of them attracted by 

the low housing prices or rents. It suffers from a negative image. Simancas is a neighbourhood 

that shows social and urban problems. However the neighbourhood has positive perspectives 

like its centrality, which may contribute to its improvement.
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Photo gallery
Orcasitas housing estate in Madrid

Picture 1 – A main square (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, 

February 2005)

Picture 2 – A playground (Photo: Montserrat 

Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 3 – A pedestrian crossing 

(Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 4 – Pradolongo park (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)
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Picture 5 – Entrance of a large building from 

the outside (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 6 – Conditions of the entrance area from the 

inside: mailboxes (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 7 – A construction site of high-standing 

and high-price dwellings (Photo: Montserrat 

Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 8 – A garbage collection point 

(Photo: Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, 

February 2005)
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Figure 1 – Location of the Orcasitas housing estate (district Usera) within the city of Madrid 

Picture 9 – Graffiti (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 10 – A view of one of the buildings (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)
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Simancas housing estate in Madrid

Picture 11 – A main street (Photo: Montserrat 

Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 12 – A playground (Photo: Montserrat 

Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 13 – A public space (Photo: Montserrat 

Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 14 – Inhabitants in front of a small shop (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)
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Picture 15 – Entrance of a large building from the outside 

(Photo: Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 16 – Conditions of the entrance area 

from the inside: mailboxes (Photo: Montserrat 

Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 17 – Graffiti (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 18 – A garbage collection point (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, February 2005)
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Figure 2 – Location of the Simancas housing estate (district San Blas) within the city of Madrid 

Picture 19 – Washing day (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, February 2005)

Picture 20 – A view of the buildings (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, February 

2005)
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Trinitat Nova housing estate in Barcelona

Picture 21 – The main street market (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 22 – Public transport station  (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 23 – Resident’s initiatives to improve 

public space (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 24 – Entrance of a large building from the outside 

(Photo: Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, January 2005)
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Picture 25 – Conditions of the entrance 

area from the inside: mailboxes (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, January 

2005)

Picture 26 – Inside the entrance of a building 

(Photo: Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, January 

2005)

Picture 27 – A garbage collection point 

(Photo: Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, 

January 2005)

Picture 28 – Washing is hung outside 

for lack of space inside (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, 

January 2005)
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Figure 3 – Location of the Trinitat Nova housing estate (disctrict Nou Barris) within the city of Barcelona

Picture 29 – Banners of protest outside a building 

(Photo: Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 30 – A new building on the estate (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, January 2005)
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Sant Roc housing estate in Barcelona

Picture 31 – Muslim woman visit the market (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 32 – A playground (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 34 – Entrance of a large building from 

the outside (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 33 – View of the motorway from 

inside a new flat (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, January 2005)
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Picture 35 – Entrance to a new building 

(Photo: Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, 

January 2005)

Picture 37 – Conditions of the 

entrance area from the inside: 

old mailboxes (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 36 – Conditions of the 

entrance area from the inside: new 

mailboxes (Photo: Montserrat 

Pareja Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 38 – Graffiti on the 

health centre (Photo: 

Montserrat Pareja Eastaway, 

January 2005)



[ Photo Gallery ]

Figure 4 – Location of the Sant Roc housing estate within the city of Barcelona 

Picture 39 – A group of gypsy women 

on the estate (Photo: Montserrat 

Pareja Eastaway, January 2005)

Picture 40 – Deterioration of 

buildings (Photo: Montserrat Pareja 

Eastaway, January 2005)
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3 The survey: methodological issues and 
some characteristics of respondents and 
dwellings 

In this chapter we will explain the methodology used to elaborate the survey, the process of data 

collecting and how the survey has been executed. Besides, we will give some general information 

about the population and the characteristics of the dwellings. 

3.1 The survey in Orcasitas, Simancas, Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc

The investigation took place in the four neighbourhoods that are the object of the RESTATE 

project in Spain: Orcasitas and Simancas in Madrid, and Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc in 

Barcelona. The survey was carried out in February and March 2004.

Although the sample was randomly selected, we introduced a slight restriction in three of the 

case studies, Simancas, Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc. Because of the partial regeneration, already 

accomplished in Simancas and still in progress in Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc, interviews were 

proportionally distributed among the population directly affected or not by the intervention. In 

the two estates, where the renovation is still going on, Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc, a propor-

tional number of questionnaires were performed in the new buildings, recently occupied by their 

residents. In Orcasitas the survey was carried out in Meseta de Orcasitas, the part of the neigh-

bourhood that was renewed in the second half of the 1970s. There the sample was completely 

random. The number of questionnaires in each neighbourhood was 126 except in Trinitat Nova 

which was 124. 

Besides, the methodology applied concerning the interviews has been different in the two 

cities, forced by the residents’ violent reaction against the interviewers in the neighbourhoods of 

Simancas and Sant Roc. Although both teams (Madrid and Barcelona) have a large experience 

in social research and are familiar with the local reality, only the team in Madrid has a direct link 

with the neighbourhood. Being members of the community they had direct access to the 

residents through the already established social networks. This special condition of the team in 

Madrid influenced the approach of the interviews as many questionnaires were conducted in the 

street, while in Barcelona the interviews mostly took place directly in the dwellings. In the case 

of Madrid the interviews took place in the street (34.4 per cent in Orcasitas and 44.2 per cent 

in Simancas) in other places (14.4 per cent in Orcasitas and 1.6 per cent in Simancas) or in the 

social centres (only in Orcasitas 1.6 per cent). Those interviews at home represented around half 

of the total number of questionnaires (49.6 per cent in Orcasitas and 54.3 per cent in San Blas) 

(see the Appendix for the survey). This situation explains why the total number of addressed 
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people in Barcelona is almost four times higher than in Madrid (406 against 159). The team in 

Madrid was able to address the questionnaires using ‘snowball’ network avoiding the rejection 

by residents at home. On the contrary the team of Barcelona had to confront the frustration of 

having a high level of ‘negatives’ on the doorsteps of their dwelling. 

For both cases, Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc we found a high percentage of dwellings where 

the residents were not present at the moment of the research although the team visited the 

neighbourhood in different days of the week and hours of the day. Also in the neighbourhood 

of Trinitat Nova we found a considerable number of dwellings without occupants even in the 

case of being on the list for demolishing. In some cases the explanation could be that the families 

might have accepted a financial compensation, or simply that they had already left to the new 

dwellings. 

It is important to highlight the fact that families now occupy these dwellings without any legal 

right for the occupation of the old and empty dwellings. This group of people demand new flats 

and financial indemnification, being a real problem for the relocation process in Trinitat Nova.

Although the difference observed concerning the percentage of attempts and access to the 

population in Madrid and Barcelona, we reached the same percentage of negative responses to 

the questionnaire in the first attempt in both cases. The two neighbourhoods, Sant Roc in 

Barcelona and Simancas in Madrid have been the ones with a major percentage of negative 

responses to the questionnaires, 26 per cent and 30 per cent of the total number of attempts, 

respectively. This phenomenon could be explained by the low approachability of the population. 

Both teams reported the difficulties to get people to collaborate with the questionnaire. 

In Sant Roc the situation is especially critical because of the tension generated between gypsy 

families already established in the neighbourhood and the Rumanian newcomers. This situation 

is described by the interviewers as ‘on the brink of explosion’ making it very difficult to obtain a 

significant number of questionnaires from gypsy and foreigners in the neighbourhood. The 

same goes for the elderly people above the age of 60 in Simancas, where we also have a lack of 

representativity in the sample. In this case the low participation of this group of people is based 

on the lack of political interest for them, creating a feeling of isolation, vulnerability and lack of 

trust towards any intervention. On the contrary, it is important to mention the low level of 

negative response in the Orcasitas estate. In this case, only 5.2 per cent of the population did not 

want to collaborate with the interviewers. 

To summarise, we can say that there is a lack of representativity of immigrants and gypsies. 

In the first case the interviewers could detect clearly how the fear of deportation represented a 

powerful reason for not participating with the questionnaire. According to some authorities, 

there is no reliable data on the total gypsy population living in the neighbourhood. Some of 

them estimate that it could be around 40 per cent of the total population. As we already pointed 

out before also the elderly people of Simancas should be included in this list of categories, which 

are under-rated in the results of the questionnaire.

3.2 Characteristics of the respondents 

3.2.1 Age, duration of living, household composition and ethnicity
Among the main evidences stated by the results of the survey, it is the over-representation of 

older people especially in the cases of Trinitat Nova and also, to a lesser extent, in Sant Roc 
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(Table 3.1). This outcome is, in part, the result of the further difficulty that represents the refusal 

of collaboration of young people, particularly foreign young population, in the neighbourhoods.

Table 3.1 – Characteristics of the respondents (I) 

Variable Values Sant Roc Trinitat 
Nova

Orcasitas Simancas Total

Age

<18 year 0.8 0.0 1.6 4.0 1.6
18-30 14.8 19.7 14.4 19.4 17.0
31-44 18.9 14.8 26.4 37.9 24.5
45-54 9.0 15.6 21.6 5.6 13.0
55-64 20.5 9.8 20.8 9.7 15.2
65+ 36.1 40.2 15.2 23.4 28.6
Total abs. 122 122 125 124 493

Duration of living

Before 1960 0.8 31.5 0.0 11.6 10.9
1961-1970 49.2 21.0 0.0 15.5 21.4
1971-1980 12.7 6.5 29.4 4.7 13.3
1981-1990 7.9 8.1 46.8 18.6 20.4
1991-1995 3.2 6.5 3.2 6.2 4.8
1996-2000 7.9 8.9 8.7 14.0 9.9
2001-2004 14.3 15.3 9.5 20.9 15.0
Unknown 4.0 2.4 2.4 8.5 4.4
Total abs. 121 121 123 118 483

Household composition

Living alone 9.5 19.7 11.2 8.7 12.2
Living with a partner, no children 19.8 21.3 8.8 18.1 17.0
Living with a partner and 
children

35.7 27.0 42.4 37.8 35.8

Single-parent household with 
children

8.7 7.4 6.4 6.3 7.2

Living alone with others 11.1 2.5 10.4 4.7 7.2
Living with partner and .. others 1.6 3.3 0.0 3.1 2.0
Living with partner and .. others 
and .. children

1.6 1.6 3.2 1.6 2.0

Grandparents living in 2.4 4.9 6.4 0.8 3.6
Other 9.5 12.3 11.2 18.9 13.0
Total abs. 126 122 125 127 500

Ethnicity

Native 97.2 91.0 95.8 88.9 93.4
Maroccan
Tunesian
Algerian

1.4 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.7

Asian 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
Latin American 0.0 4.5 4.2 7.9 4.0
Gypsy 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.4
Other 0.0 3.0 0.0 1.6 1.1
Total abs. 72 67 72 63 274

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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In Trinitat Nova for instance, 40.2 per cent of the people interviewed are older than 65 while 

in Sant Roc the same group of age represents 36.1 per cent of the total, followed by 20.5 per cent 

between 55 and 64 years old. The average of people older than 65 in Madrid and Barcelona is 

around 20 per cent of the total population while the average of Trinitat Nova is 30 per cent, and 

the percentage of Simancas reaches 28.5 per cent of the total (Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003). 

Concerning the age distribution, Orcasitas reflects a considerably more balanced situation; 

26.4 per cent of the people in question are young or middle-aged people, between 31 and 

44 years old, followed by 21.6 per cent between 45 and 54, and finally 20.8 per cent between 55 

and 64. The different age groups represent the still strong association network that has been 

active since the origin of the neighbourhood. 

It must be mentioned that Orcasitas has the lowest percentage of population older than 65 

(15.2 per cent) of the four neighbourhoods included in the sample. The social networking that 

could be applied by the team in Madrid explains the difference in the participation of the elder 

in the questionnaires. 

Finally, it is remarkable the high percentage of young people that participated in the survey in 

the neighbourhood of Simancas; 37.9 per cent between 31 and 44 years old followed by 23.4 per 

cent older than 65. The lack of interest by public authorities towards the age group of those older 

than 65, resulted in a low level of collaboration.

Data related to the average stay in the dwellings still reflects the inflow of Spanish rural 

immigrants during the 1960s at the first building phase of the neighbourhoods. Almost half of 

the people interviewed in Sant Roc have been residents since the origin of the estate in the 

1960s. 31.5 per cent of the people of Trinitat Nova occupied their dwellings before 1960 when 

the neighbourhood was built. 46.8 per cent of the people of Orcasitas occupied their dwelling 

between 1981 and 1990 when almost half of the neighbourhood was built. The occupation in 

Simancas reflects its heterogeneity on building typology, phases of construction and 

development of the neighbourhood since the end of the 1970s up to the 1980s.5

The composition of the households of the sample is not only in line with the nuclear family 

(father, mother and children) but also with the new tendencies of change and diversity of the 

current society. If the total amount of households with a composition of a couple plus children 

represents 35.7 per cent of the total in Sant Roc, in Trinitat Nova this is 27.9 per cent and 

42.4 per cent in Orcasitas and 37.8 per cent in Simancas. Also other forms of families represent 

an increasing number of households. For example, 17.0 per cent of the sample is couples without 

children, or 12.2 per cent of households are composed by one member, or 20.5 per cent represent 

other kind of family formation. It is also remarkable the high percentage of people living alone 

in Trinitat Nova (19.7 per cent). On the contrary Orcasitas and Trinitat Nova are the 

neighbourhoods with higher percentages of grandparents living with their children (6.4 and 

4.9 per cent respectively). The results of the survey show that the average of other kinds of family 

formation reaches 13 per cent of the total. The final remark we would like to make is that 

Simancas has a high 18.9 per cent of heterogeneous family forms.

5 Trinitat Nova was built between the 1940s and the 1950s and Sant Roc in the 1960s. 60 per cent of the Simancas 

territory was built between the 1950s and the 1960s and San Blas I, area of the urban renewal, took place at the 

beginning of the 1980s. Orcasitas was built in two phases; the first phase between 1971 and 1980 and the second 

between 1981 and 1990 (Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003).
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It has to be mentioned the lack of representation of the sample concerning the ethnic origin 

in comparison to the reality of the neighbourhood. We specially should keep in mind that during 

the last five years, the foreign inhabitants, legal or illegal, has increased considerably in the 

country. They are forced to locate themselves in central areas of the big cities where they can 

occupy old dwellings in the free market without the control of the public authorities. Recently 

it is possible to observe how this population is occupying dwellings located in the periphery of 

big cities. This increasing phenomenon was especially visible in Trinitat Nova, Sant Roc and 

Simancas. The illegal situation of this population and the lack of trust by the legal population, 

made it very difficult to have access to the foreign population during the survey.

In January 2003, 11.6 per cent of the population of Madrid had a foreign origin. In Simancas 

a higher percentage than the average of the capital was registered 13.4 per cent. While in 

Orcasitas a 3.0 per cent was registered.

In Simancas the percentage of foreign population that collaborates answering the question-

naire was 11.1 per cent in total. The Latin-American countries represented a 7.9 per cent and 

1.6 per cent from Morocco. In Orcasitas 4.2 per cent was from Latin-American countries. The 

lack of a housing-rent market in the area, less than 1 per cent of the total amount of the dwell-

ings, made it very difficult for the integration of this community into the neighbourhood. 

The total amount of foreign population that answered the questionnaire is 2.3 per cent in San 

Roc (1.4 per cent from Morocco and 1.4 per cent from Pakistan and also 1.4 per cent of other 

Asian countries). This type of population is clearly under-rated in the survey taken into account 

three years ago. In 2001 the percentage of foreign population registered in Sant Roc was 4.3 per 

cent of the total.

In Trinitat Nova, 7.5 per cent of the sample is answered by Latin-American immigrants. The 

number of foreigners in the neighbourhood increased five times between 2001 and 2004. Only 

2 per cent of the total population of Trinitat Nova was registered in the neighbourhood in 2001. 

In 2004 this figure increased to around 10 per cent.

Finally it has to be mentioned that the concept of ethnicity can be understood in different 

ways. When the question was addressed to the people, the answer showed the subjectivity of the 

concept. The residents related ethnicity with the place and identified themselves as such, while 

a part of the population born in Spain felt attached to a particular place telling they were ‘from 

here’ or ‘from the neighbourhood’ or ‘my street’. The foreign population answered with their 

nationality. The gypsy population of Sant Roc, which means between 30 and 40 per cent of the 

total population, do not address to their ethnic belonging but to their attachment to place 

answering ‘from Badalona’. 

3.2.2 Education, employment and income
Sant Roc and Trinitat Nova have the highest rate of deficiency on any elemental level of 

education (Table 3.2) - 34.5 per cent in the first case and 27.5 per cent in the second case. It 

could be concluded that a part of the population with this low level of basic studies is older than 

65. In the case of Sant Roc this percentage is 36.1 and in the case of Trinitat it is 40. In Orcasitas 

38.4 per cent of the people interviewed declared between 6 and 10 years of schooling, it would 

mean primary school in the Spanish educational system. Again the sample of Simancas gives the 

impression of a more heterogeneous population: 10.3 per cent of the total declares to lack any 

basic education but 21.4 per cent declared they followed school during 15 years which means 

the beginning of secondary school. This figure could be a result of the biased explained at the 
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beginning of the section. There is a high representation of people between 31 and 44 with the 

opportunity to reach a medium- or high-educational level.

In terms of educational level related to employment rates of respondents, there is a clear 

relationship between both variables, 78.0 per cent of the population questioned in Sant Roc did 

not have a paid job and 66.9 per cent in Trinitat Nova. While in Orcasitas and Simancas the 

results are a bit more balanced; fifty-fifty between the ones that declare to have a salary and the 

ones that say to lack a source of income.

It is remarkable the high percentage of households that have a social allowance as the main 

source of the family income. In the case of Sant Roc, 38.9 per cent of the population of the 

sample find themselves in this kind of situation while in Orcasitas only 27 per cent have this kind 

of social help. Trinitat Nova and Simancas are between these two figures.

In Orcasitas 65.9 per cent of the households declare to have a paid job, 68.0 per cent in 

Simancas, 43.7 per cent in Sant Roc and 49.9 per cent in Trinitat Nova.

In order to understand this data it is necessary to take into account the levels of unemployment 

of the neighbourhood in comparison with the average of Barcelona and Madrid. While the 

Table 3.2 – More characteristics of the respondents (II)

Variable Values Sant Roc Trinitat 
Nova

Orcasitas Simancas Total

Education level

None 34.5 27.5 18.4 10.3 22.4
1-6 years 27.6 20.0 16.0 18.3 20.3
6-10 years 19.0 26.7 38.4 22.2 26.7
11-12 years 6.0 15.0 8.8 18.3 12.1
13-14 years 8.6 4.2 8.0 9.5 7.6
15 years or more 4.3 6.7 10.4 21.4 10.9
Total abs. 116 12 125 126 487

Paid job or not

Yes 22.0 33.1 48.7 50.4 38.4
No 78.0 66.9 51.3 49.6 61.6
Total abs. 123 121 119 121 484

Household income

High 8.1 2.9 12.7 13.6 9.4
Medium high 15.2 21.9 21.8 34.5 23.6
Average 23.2 31.4 19.1 19.1 23.1
Medium low 18.2 14.3 18.2 10.0 15.1
Low 35.4 29.5 28.2 22.7 28.8
Total abs. 99 105 110 110 424

Source of income

Work 43.7 49.6 65.9 68.0 56.9
Unemployment or social benefit 14.3 15.7 7.1 3.1 10.0
Pension 38.9 33.1 27.0 28.1 31.7
Other 3.2 1.7 0.0 0.8 1.4
Total abs. 126 121 126 128 501

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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average rate of unemployment of the active population was 20.6 per cent in 1996, in Sant Roc 

in the same year reached the 30.5 per cent (Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003). In Madrid, the average 

rate was a bit higher 21.8 per cent but in the cases of Orcasitas and Simancas the level of 

unemployment reaches a 31.3 per cent in Orcasitas in the same year and 27.6 per cent in the case 

of Simancas.

3.3 The respondents’ dwellings

3.3.1 Type of dwelling, building period, physical structure, tenure, housing expenses
In general terms, the oldest neighbourhoods according to the period of construction are Trinitat 

Nova and Simancas where also the most important part of their residents have been living there 

from the beginning (Table 3.3). In Sant Roc 75.6 per cent of the sample have occupied the 

dwellings since the construction of the neighbourhood during the 1960s. The objective was to 

locate new inhabitants, coming at that time from the nearby slums or from other areas of 

Barcelona. In Trinitat Nova, 76.8 per cent of the population is living in dwellings built between 

1945 and 1960.

Table 3.3 – Characteristics of the dwellings 

Variable Values Sant Roc Trinitat 
Nova

Orcasitas Simancas Total

Type of dwelling

Building not affected 57.9 16.8 1.6 56.7 34.0
New building 6.3 3.5 96.7 12.6 29.9
Affected, to be demolished 35.7 43.4 0.0 0.0 19.3
Rehabilitated 0.0 34.5 1.6 29.9 16.2
New elevator 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.8 0.6
Total abs. 126 113 122 127 488

Building period

Between 1945-1960 9.8 76.8 0.0 52.0 33.9
Between 1961-1970 75.6 16.8 0.0 16.3 24.2
Between 1971-1980 3.7 2.1 62.3 11.2 22.4
Between 1981-1990 1.2 0.0 36.0 19.4 15.7
Between 1991-2000 8.5 0.0 1.8 1.0 2.6
Between 2001-2004 1.2 4.2 0.0 0.0 1.3
Total abs. 82 95 114 98 389

Number of floors of building 

1 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.6 0.6
2 0.0 0.0 1.7 12.9 3.7
3 0.8 2.5 22.3 1.6 6.7
4 0.0 43.3 5.8 29.8 19.6
5 to 10 floors 96.8 54.2 68.6 53.2 68.4
>10 floors 2.4 0.0 0.8 0.8 1.0
Total abs. 126 120 121 124 491

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Floor of dwelling

Ground floor 10.7 14.8 9.9 15.4 12.7
First floor 11.6 13.9 14.0 23.1 15.6
Second floor 18.2 27.9 13.2 12.8 18.1
Third-fifth floor 34.7 41.0 34.7 33.3 36.0
Sixth-tenth floor 23.1 2.5 27.3 14.5 16.8
Eleventh floor or higher 1.7 0.0 0.8 0.9 0.8
Total abs. 121 122 121 117 481

Tenure

Mortgage VPO 16.5 19.2 63.4 16.0 29.2
Mortgage free 1.7 9.6 9.8 19.0 9.7
Payed VPO 80.0 65.4 19.6 34.0 50.1
Payed free 1.7 5.8 7.1 31.0 10.9
Total abs. 115 104 112 100 431

Rent or own your present dwelling

Social rent 4.0 0.8 1.6 0.8 1.8
Rent from private person 1.6 3.4 4.1 14.4 5.9
Rent from private company 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 1.0
Own with mortgage 20.6 16.8 69.1 29.6 34.1
Outright owner 70.6 75.6 22.0 50.4 54.6
Other 3.2 3.4 3.3 0.8 2.6
Total abs. 126 119 123 125 493

Size

Below 30 m2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.2
31-40 m2 1.0 16.4 0.0 17.1 8.7
41-50 m2 5.9 30.0 0.0 23.1 14.7
51-60 m2 55.4 20.9 0.8 8.5 20.1
61-80 m2 35.6 31.8 9.2 17.9 23.0
81-100 m2 2.0 0.9 57.5 17.1 20.5
Over 100 m2 0.0 0.0 32.5 15.4 12.7
Total abs. 101 110 120 117 448

Number of rooms

Two bedrooms 4.8 28.5 4.0 46.0 20.8
Three bedrooms 92.9 69.1 77.8 46.8 71.7
Four bedrooms 1.6 2.4 18.3 7.1 7.4
Five or more bedrooms 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Total abs. 126 123 126 126 501

Housing expenses (share of income)

<10 per cent 1.0 6.6 4.6 6.5 4.7
11-30 per cent 65.3 78.0 43.5 45.8 57.2
31-50 per cent 26.7 12.1 25.0 20.6 21.4
> 50 per cent 6.9 3.3 26.9 27.1 16.7
Total abs. 101 91 108 107 407

Table 3.3 – Characteristics of the dwellings (continued)

Variable Values Sant Roc Trinitat 
Nova

Orcasitas Simancas Total

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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These figures contrast with the cases in Madrid where 62.3 per cent of Orcasitas live in the 

dwellings more recently built, between 1971 and 1980; followed by around 50 per cent of the 

people interviewed in the sample that reside in flats built between 1945 and 1960.

Regarding the building typology, all dwellings are assembled in high-rise buildings with levels 

that go from three to ten floors. In all neighbourhoods the average floor space of the dwelling is 

very similar. In the case Trinitat Nova and Simancas 62.3 per cent of the dwellings have surfaces 

below 60 square metres, the case of Sant Roc, 67.3 per cent, and 49.6 per cent in Simancas. In 

the case of Orcasitas 57.5 per cent of the people of the sample reside in a flat with a surface 

between 81 and 100 square metres and 32.5 per cent has more than 100 square metres. 

The explanation for the higher average size of dwelling surface in Orcasitas in comparison to 

the other neighbourhoods is two-folded. During the middle of the 1970s, before the 

construction of the neighbourhood, the construction sector suffered a crisis because of the lack 

of a solvent demand for new housing. Also the increased control on construction norms and 

inflation at that time in Spain worsened the situation in the construction sector. The 

construction of Orcasitas was considered a way out of the crisis and meant less costs per square 

metre. In other words the design of the dwelling can be considered as a result of the negotiation 

between residents’ association and politicians. The model of housing followed the characteristics 

of what people considered as progress: high-rise building with individual terrace and green open 

areas between blocks. All these reasons could explain the elevated square metres of the flats 

(Villasante et al., 1989; Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003).

According to information provided by the Regeneration Office in Sant Roc, 64.9 per cent of 

dwellings in Sant Roc have less than 50 square metres. Surprisingly this value is not reflected in 

the results of the sample where only 5.9 per cent of the sample affirms to have between 41 and 

50 square metres and 55.4 per cent says that their home has between 51 and 60 square metres. 

The reason why people in Sant Roc affirm to have a flat slightly bigger than they really are is 

related with the subjective perception of space. The continuous adaptation to their private space 

during the years of occupation of the flat produces on them an overestimation of the real size of 

the flat. There is a lack of congruence between the real surface and the perceived surface of the 

home.6

Although the difference in the dwelling surface between Orcasitas and the rest, in all four 

cases we observe a similar distribution, the standard one living room and three bedrooms. 

Despite the fact that Sant Roc is a neighbourhood with smaller flats 92.9 per cent of the people 

answered to have three bedrooms. Trinitat Nova, with an also very low dwelling surface, follows 

this scheme. 69.1 per cent of the people of the sample stated to have three bedrooms, followed 

by 28.5 per cent with two bedrooms. In Simancas the proportion is similar in the case of flats 

with two and three bedrooms, 46.0 per cent have two and 46.8 per cent have three. Finally in 

Orcasitas this same scheme as been observed although the dwelling surface is higher than the 

rest.

In the case of type of tenancy there exist a high level of outright owners in Sant Roc (70.6 per 

cent), Trinitat Nova (75.6 per cent) and a bit lower in Simancas (50.4 per cent). On the contrary 

in Orcasitas only 22.0 per cent of the population interviewed is full owner of their flat and a high 

6 We should take into account that 61.5 per cent of the families living in Sant Roc have between 3 and 5 members which 

means a significant density (Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003).
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69.1 per cent are owners but still paying part of the mortgage of the flat. The system to 

ownership access is called ‘propiedad diferida’ or ‘paid-off system’ which means that the dwelling 

starts as part of the public dwelling stock but turns slowly into private ownership after 25-

30 years of monthly payments. Orcasitas is the younger neighbourhood of the four that explains 

that their population had less time to cancel their mortgage. 

It should be taken into account that in 1991 the property relationship with the dwelling in 

Trinitat Nova, already paid or in progress, was 70.8 per cent in comparison to 20 per cent of 

renting. In the case of Orcasitas 91.4 per cent was ownership in comparison to 0.4 per cent of 

renting. In Simancas, following the general tendency, 69.8 per cent of the dwelling was in 

ownership and 9.9 per cent in renting (Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003). The survey confirms this 

general tendency with an average rate of 1.8 per cent in the case of renting.

Finally, there is an important difference on the percentage of the income assigned to dwelling 

expenditures (rent plus bills). If in Madrid there is a part of the population, 26.9 per cent in 

Orcasitas and 27.1 per cent in Simancas that invest more than 50 per cent of their income in 

dwelling payments, in Barcelona the majority of the people of the sample, 65.3 per cent in Sant 

Roc and 78.0 per cent in Trinitat Nova, address between 11 and 30 per cent of the income to 

the same objective.

The reasons could be that while in Orcasitas 73.2 per cent of the population of the survey still 

have a mortgage to pay, while in the case of Sant Roc and Trinitat Nova, being older 

neighbourhoods, where a high level of population are outright owners of there dwellings, 

81.7 per cent in Sant Roc and 71.2 per cent in Trinitat Nova. This means in the latest case they 

only need to pay expenditures related with the use of services of the flat (water, electricity).

In Simancas as in Orcasitas there is a relatively high level of population, 27.1 per cent that 

needs to dedicate more than 50 per cent of their salary in payments related with the flat. The 

explanation for these figures cannot be the one of Orcasitas because in Simancas 50.4 per cent 

of the population is outright owner of their flat, relatively less than in the Catalan cases.7 The 

low level of the household income could be the explanation of the situation: 43.1 per cent of the 

population has as only source of income a social help, pension or widow’s pension.8

3.3.2 Housing history
The population that occupies the dwelling in the different neighbourhoods have their origins in 

different areas: Sant Roc is principally a neighbourhood that received population of nearby areas 

and other population living in slums closer to Barcelona. The results of the questionnaire 

confirmed the general flows; 45.5 per cent of the people come from Barcelona especially from 

the barracks of Montjuïc and Somorrostro, followed by 27.3 per cent from other areas of the 

country especially rural areas. 25.6 per cent of the people stated that they come from the same 

neighbourhood being probably the second generation of migrants coming from rural areas in the 

1960s (Table 3.4).

In Trinitat Nova 62.6 per cent come from other areas of the city and 26.1 per cent was already 

living in the area. If in Trinitat and Sant Roc the majority comes from outside the 

7 In Sant Roc more than 70 per cent of the sample is an outright owner and 75.6 per cent are outright owners in Trinitat 

Nova.

8 A widow’s pension of a woman older than 60 was around EUR 542 per month in 2001.
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neighbourhood in Orcasitas there exists an opposite tendency: 63.4 per cent of the people were 

living in the same neighbourhood after the occupation of the flat and 30.1 per cent comes from 

other areas of Madrid. Orcasitas was built to give housing to the people living in self-

construction dwellings that were located in the same area.

In Simancas 57.4 per cent comes from other parts of the city and 29.6 per cent from the same 

neighbourhood.

Table 3.4 – Characteristics of the previous housing situation

Variable Values Sant Roc Trinitat 
Nova

Orcasitas Simancas Total

Location previous dwelling located

In the same neighbourhood 25.6 26.1 63.4 29.6 36.5
Somewhere else in the city 45.5 62.2 30.1 57.4 48.4
Elsewhere in the country 27.3 10.1 5.7 8.3 13.0
Elsewhere abroad 1.7 1.7 .8 4.6 2.1
Total abs. 121 119 123 108 471

With whom did you live at previous address?

Alone 3.3 4.5 1.7 1.8 2.8
Partner and/or children 32.5 27.7 50.8 36.9 37.1
Family 60.0 66.1 46.6 58.6 57.7
Friends 4.2 1.8 .8 2.7 2.4
Total abs. 120 112 118 111 461

Reason for moving to this neighbourhood

Low rent/housing costs 16.8 22.5 5.7 17.5 15.5
Nearness to relatives and friends 15.1 10.8 17.1 16.7 14.9
Nearness to work 5.9 2.5 2.4 7.9 4.6
Good connections 0.8 1.7 0.0 5.3 1.9
Good schools 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.2
Presence of other services 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.2
No other dwellings available 35.3 4.2 33.3 27.2 25.0
Other 20.2 41.7 22.0 17.5 25.4
Other: expropriation* 0.0 8.3 17.1 3.5 7.4
Moved back to my parents 5.0 3.3 0.0 2.6 2.7
Moved to my husband 0.8 4.2 1.6 1.8 2.1
Total abs. 119 120 123 114 476

Tenure

Rented from local council 8.3 4.9 10.3 11.5 8.8
Rented from housing 
association

0.0 2.0 0.9 0.0 0.7

Rented from private landlord 27.5 30.4 36.8 41.3 33.9
Owned with mortgage 6.7 7.8 8.5 7.7 7.7
Owned outright 25.0 25.5 26.5 26.0 25.7
Other 32.5 29.4 17.1 13.5 23.3
Total abs. 120 102 117 104 443

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

* Other (only expropriation, % of total abs.)
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In many cases, people revealed that their previous dwelling was shared with family or a couple 

with children. The reasons why they decided to change dwellings are diverse, but 25 per cent 

declared to lack other possibilities, 15.5 per cent declared that the low cost of the dwelling was 

the reason to change and 14.9 per cent stated that the reason was proximity to friends and 

family.

We distinguish mainly two types of tenancy before occupying the new dwellings, ownership 

and rent. On average 25.7 per cent of the population for all the neighbourhoods owned their last 

dwelling. But what is more significant is the high percentage of people coming from private 

rented flats; 41.3 per cent in Simancas, 27.5 per cent in Sant Roc and in the case of Trinitat Nova 

and Orcasitas around 33 per cent. The arrival to the neighbourhood for those that moved from 

the rented sector to the owner-occupied one represented an added social value:9 when 

transforming their status from tenants to owners they gained social recognition. 

Finally, we should take into consideration that, besides the intake of population from the 

surrounding area or other parts of the city, there is also a considerable intake originated by 

immigration. 

Although city centres absorbs a high percentage of immigrants, peripheral areas of Madrid 

and Barcelona accommodate this population as well. Last statistical data showed a percentage 

of 10 or more of immigrants of the total population (exception of Orcasitas, see Tables 2.1A and 

2.2A in the Appendix). Therefore, the future development of the estates depends basically of 

the situation of these recently arrived families.

3.4 Conclusions 

The four cases show four different situations, which must be taken into account in the 

interpretation of the results of the survey. A regeneration process is taking place at the moment 

in the two neighbourhoods in Barcelona. Regeneration in the two neighbourhoods in Madrid 

took place in the 1980s during the large regeneration project, which affected around 

38,000 dwellings in the southern periphery of the capital (Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003). The 

regeneration project affected the whole neighbourhood of Orcasitas, whereas in the other three 

neighbourhoods the regeneration projects affect only a part of the area. The implications for the 

sample resulting of these differences have been mentioned before. 

For different reasons, three population groups are under-represented in the survey. In the first 

place, the instable situation of immigrants and in some cases their illegal situation at the time of 

the survey made their participation difficult. This under representation of immigrants may result 

in an untrue reflection of their opinions and visions of the neighbourhood and its future.

In the second place, the gypsy population, which, for example in the neighbourhood Sant Roc 

represents 30 or 40 per cent of the total population, corresponds with only one per cent of all the 

respondents in the four neighbourhoods. There are different reasons for this low level of 

representation. First, it may be related to the habitual unwillingness of the gypsy population to 

collaborate in this kind of study, which they associate with the government. Second, it may be 

9 In Spain, the owner-occupied sector is dominant mainly because the rented sector is very narrow and rents are 

comparable to monthly mortgage payments (see Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003 for a complete explanation). 
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connected to the difficulties to contact gypsy families that occupy more marginal areas of the 

neighbourhood. And the last reason may be formed by a lack of prevision in the design of the 

survey of the possible existence of a population group with Spanish nationality and with a 

specific original ethnicity, as is the case with the gypsies in Spain. 

The third under-represented group which has been observed, both in Simancas as in 

Orcasitas, is the population group older than 65. Especially in Orcasitas this is the case as the 

percentage of respondents older than 65 is 15.2 per cent, whereas in the Census 2001 a 

percentage of 23.6 was found. In contrast, in the neighbourhoods Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc 

this age group is over-represented in the survey, to the prejudice of the youth. Especially in the 

case of Sant Roc this is significant as 31.6 per cent of the respondents is older than 65, whereas 

statistical data show a percentage of 16.5. Among the principal characteristics of population, 

these neighbourhoods are in the process of an aging population in the estates, even higher than 

the country average. The composition of the households of the sample is not only in with the 

nuclear family (father, mother and children) but also reflects the new tendencies of change and 

diversity of the current society. 

The level of education of respondents is low; however, the over-representation of older people 

could bias the results. There is a high level of unemployment in all neighbourhoods and a 

remarkable percentage of households living on a pension as a main source of income is detected. 

Regarding the building typology, most of the dwellings follow similar layout and distribution 

of space – a living room and two or three bedrooms. The in this average floor space is quite small 

more than half of the dwellings are bellow 60 square metres with the exception of Orcasitas.

The majority of population of the four neighbourhoods are outright owners of their flats 

except in Orcasitas where around 70 per cent of the respondents declare to be still paying 

mortgage for their flats. Orcasitas is the younger neighbourhood of the four cases and this means 

that most of the residents are still paying the mortgage through the system of ownership access 

called ‘propiedad diferida’ explained in Section 3.3.1.

Finally, the future development of the neighbourhoods as we mentioned before, highly 

depends on the possibilities for accommodation of new families (immigrants and not) in the 

estates.
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4 Positive and negative aspects of the 
estates

This section will deal with the positive and negative aspects in the four Spanish estates under 

study. The main objectives are to identify if and how residents participate in the neighbourhood, 

if this participation is positive or negative, what social links residents establish, and how 

residents regard their area, as a whole, first, and in connection with their housing situation 

secondly. The above topics will be analysed taking into account the way residents perceive and 

regard the estate they live in, contrasting the data obtained from interviews to residents who 

participate in local organisations, drawing from conclusions reached in previous reports of the 

RESTATE project. Finally, the origins and historical development – in terms of residents’ 

associations - of the neighbourhoods under study will be taken into consideration, paying 

attention to the specificities of each estate.

4.1 What do people do in the neighbourhood? 

The four neighbourhoods that are the subject of RESTATE Spain have a history of residents’ 

participation and residents’ commitment in local organisations. They are all areas where the 

residents initiated, in the late 1970s and early 1980s, actions to demand better housing and 

infrastructure conditions that resulted in considerable urban changes. This legacy is extremely 

relevant in order to evaluate the current level of residents’ involvement in initiatives that affect 

their estate. The residents, particularly those from Orcasitas, of the two states in Madrid were 

very active within the movement that advocated for the renewal of the peripheral estates of 

Madrid. Both Sant Roc and Trinitat Nova in Barcelona achieved significant improvements 

thanks to the residents’ participation in organisations whose primary aim was to demand from 

the authorities better living conditions for their area. Therefore, the four cases are estates with 

a long tradition of grassroots’ activity. Having said this, though, it is likewise necessary to point 

out that, in the last decades, the strength of the original associations has either diminished or 

been transformed - the strong political edge they had before has faded – as a result of the 

individualising nature of present society. Nonetheless the history of residents’ participation is 

relevant when interpreting the answers that concern the current degree of residents’ involvement 

in local initiatives. 

‘Sometimes when we call a residents’ meeting we get a hundred people. Some of us would like more 

participation, but residents’ movements are disappearing. But those of us who have a long history of 

involvement… we miss it. On occasions in the past we had meetings attended by 500 people, now it’s 
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more like 80 or 100, it all depends on the issues to be discussed (…) But, anyway in this estate residents 

know about us’ (interview with P. Palomeras, Fundación Iniciativa Sur).

The global outcome of the survey reveals that the percentage of people who declare that are 

currently not involved in any association to improve the neighbourhood is considerably higher, 

78 per cent, than that of the group who state that are involved, 20 per cent (see Tables 4.1A and 

4.2A in the Appendix). The next section considers how the moment when residents accessed 

their dwellings and the regeneration processes under way, influence their level of participation. 

The final part of the section deals with the amount of time that residents spend in their estate.

The moment when residents accessed the dwelling, which usually coincides with the time 

they accessed the estate, determines their participation in associations: in the four case studies, 

the higher percentage of respondents who affirm that they are not members of any association 

to improve the neighbourhood corresponds to those residents who moved into the different 

areas in the last three years (2001-2004) or between 1996 and 2000 (Table 4.1), whereas the 

highest level of this sort of participation occurs among residents who arrived in the estate when 

it was built or in the decade following construction. Thus in Sant Roc 31.3 per cent of the 

interviewees who responded that are involved in associations settled in the area between 1971 

and 1980. Likewise in Orcasitas the 43.2 per cent of answers corresponds to residents who 

arrived in the estate in the same years. In Trinitat Nova the highest percentage, 30.8 per cent, 

is obtained among those residents who settled in the area between 1961 and 1970. Finally in 

Simancas, 20 per cent of people who arrived in the area before 1969 declare they are involved in 

an association. The figures above suggest that residents require a period of adaptation and 

identification before they decide to get involved in associations to improve the neighbourhood. 

Consistent with this hypothesis is the fact that, and in spite that there are no significant available 

data for immigrant population, 100 per cent of the immigrants who responded to the interviews 

(only 14 respondents) declare that they do not participate in any residents’ organisation to 

improve the neighbourhood.

Table 4.1 – Participation and year of settlement

Year of settlement

Participation < 1960 1961-
1970

1971-
1980

1981-
1990

1991-
1995

1996-
2000

2001-
2004

Total

Sant Roc Yes 28.3 31.3 30.0 25.0 23.5 25.4
No 100 71.7 68.8 70.0 75.0 100 76.5 74.6
Total (100%) 1 60 16 10 4 10 17 118

Trinitat Nova Yes 25.6 30.8 12.5 10.0 10.0 26.3 21.7
No 74.4 69.2 87.5 90.0 100.0 90.0 73.7 78.3
Total (100%) 39 26 8 10 8 10 19 120

Orcasitas Yes 43.2 25.4 36.4 16.7 30.1
No 56.8 74.6 100.0 63.6 83.3 69.9
Total (100%) 37 59 4 11 12 123

Simancas Yes 20.0 16.7 8.3 14.3 27.8 7.7 12.2
No 80.0 100.0 83.3 91.7 85.7 72.2 92.3 87.8
Total (100%) 15 19 6 24 7 18 26 115

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Rehabilitation processes influence residents attitudes and levels of participation in local 

initiatives considerably. In Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc, where regeneration is still going on, 

participation is higher amongst residents who live in buildings affected by or constructed as a 

result of the programme and lower amongst those who inhabit other types of buildings (non-

affected blocks). In Sant Roc, of a total 31.8 per cent who declares that is involved in an 

association, 37.5 per cent live in flats new built flats and 26.5 per cent in affected buildings. 

In Trinitat Nova 75 per cent of residents who live in new built blocks and 26 per cent of those 

who live in affected buildings participate. Conversely, the percentages of people who live in non-

affected buildings and who declare that they do not participate in any local organisation are 

extremely high: 81.4 per cent in Sant Roc and 77.8 per cent in Trinitat Nova (Table 4.2). Thus, 

it is evident that the issues that are intrinsically related to the home constitute a motivating factor 

for the residents’ involvement in the affected area. The results obtained in the two esstates in 

Madrid do not corroborate the above hypothesis, though. There, as it has been reported in 

previous editions of RESTATE, the regeneration process started earlier and there are currently 

no interventions on houses underway. ‘I believe that this [the regeneration programmes] caused that 

the number of residents who participated initially to rise from 10 to 500’ (interview with O. Blasco, 

Nou Barris District).

When studying which is the most significant type of residents’ involvement, it is mandatory 

to take into account the legacy left in the states by the residents’ actions of previous decades. The 

survey reveals that the most recurrent form of participation is that which originates directly from 

residents’ initiatives: 61 per cent of respondents who participates say that they do so by taking 

part in meetings organised by residents (see Table 4.3A in the Appendix for general data and 

Table 4.4A for data per neighbourhood). This substantiates the assumption that, even today, 

the preferred mode of residents’ involvement is the one that comes from residents’ initiatives. As 

far as other modes of participation are concerned, of the total number of respondents only 19.8 

per cent say that they go to a sports club, a cultural association or other social activities (see 

Table 4.2 – Participation and dwellings affected or not by intervention

Building 
not affect-

ed

New 
building

Affected to 
be demol-

ished

Rehabili-
tated

New ele-
vator

Total

Sant Roc Yes 18.6 37.5 31.8 24.6
No 81.4 62.5 68.2 75.4
Total (100%) 70 8 44 122

Trinitat Nova Yes 22.2 75.0 26.5 10.3 50.0 22.3
No 77.8 25.0 73.5 89.7 50.0 77.7
Total (100%) 18 4 49 39 2 112

Orcasitas Yes 50.0 29.7 29.5
No 50.0 70.3 100 70.5
Total (100%) 2 118 2 122

Simancas Yes 8.6 6.3 18.4 11.2
No 91.4 93.8 81.6 100 88.8
Total (100%) 70 16 38 1 125

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 4.5A in the Appendix). The results for this aspect are very similar in the four estates (see 

Table 4.6A in the Appendix).

As regards the time that residents spend in the estate, a considerable percentage of the 

population, 40.5 per cent, declares that they spend under an hour a day outside the 

neighbourhood. However, the next most significant result is that which evidences just the 

opposite, that is to say, there are 20 per cent of respondents who affirm that they spend over ten 

hours a day outside the estate (see Table 4.7A in the Appendix). This clear-cut contrast reflects, 

undoubtedly, two recurrent characteristics in the four case studies. On the one hand, the 

inhabitants of the estates, with the exception of those in Sant Roc, are primarily elderly people, 

and on the other hand the four areas are dormitory settlements, that is, estates where there are 

important deficits in terms of commercial activity, services and above all they are areas that do 

no generate either economic activity or employment.

The average age of the population accounts for the scarce level of mobility that the results 

show, for this segment of the population does not have a job to go to. As confirmed by the data 

about income, the majority of residents in the four estates who declare that they spend under an 

hour out of their area are people whose primary source of income is a retirement pension, an 

unemployment allowance or some sort of social benefit payment. This last category includes 

surviving spouses who receive an allowance. 

The fact that the four case studies are dormitory settlements accounts for the low 18.4 per cent 

of respondents who say that their work place is near their residence. The global results illustrate 

this and the outcome is very similar in the four estates (see Tables 4.8A and 4.9A in the 

Appendix). 

4.2 Satisfaction with the dwelling

The degree of the respondents’ satisfaction with the home, recorded using a 0 to 10 scale, is 

considerably high. The global average, that is, considering the four estates, is 7.17. Orcasitas is 

at the highest end with a degree of satisfaction of 8.78, and Simancas is at the lowest, 6.78. The 

results for Sant Roc and Trinitat Nova in Barcelona do not deviate ostensibly from the global 

outcome. The figures are 7.17 in Sant Roc and 7.34 in Trinitat Nova (see Table 4.10A in the 

Appendix).

In spite of the fact that the four estates, with the exception of Orcasitas, consist of dwellings 

that have obvious deficiencies, the high degree of satisfaction with the home expressed by the 

respondents comes undoubtedly from the perception that they have of their home. The residents 

have lived in their current homes since these were built, that is, they have been living in the same 

place for over several decades and they have managed to adequate the homes to their needs. It 

is noteworthy, as well, to take into account that the levels of satisfaction with the home are 

related to residential experiences previous to accessing the current home. On the one hand, the 

present dwellings meant, for the majority of residents, a considerable improvement of their 

housing situation, since most of them moved in from sub-standard accommodation. On the 

other hand, residents have not known, at any point in their lives, better residential experiences 

than the ones they enjoy now (see Tables 4.11A and 4.12A in the Appendix for satisfaction with 

the dwelling).
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However, there are criteria that allow for an objective evaluation of housing quality: one of the 

main and also recurrent deficiencies in the housing stock of Sant Roc, Trinitat Nova and 

Simancas is their small size. This is the reason why, when evaluating the characteristics of the 

housing stock, special attention has been paid to the grades obtained based on the square metres 

of the house evaluation. Results show that the square metres available determine residents’ 

appraisal. Thus, the percentages for the category ‘very low’ decrease significantly when the size 

of the dwelling increases (Table 4.3). The only estate where the above aspect is not relevant is 

Orcasitas – as previous RESTATE reports have established – there; the housing stock is quite 

homogenous and bigger in size.

Additionally, the relatively recent rehabilitation programme implemented in the area can 

account for the high degree of satisfaction with the home expressed by the residents in Orcasitas. 

The estate was regenerated entirely and the totality of housing stock was newly built during the 

1970s and 1980s. This regeneration process was amply influenced by several residents’ actions 

that enabled people to take part in deciding the design of their houses. Undoubtedly this last fact 

bears some relevance on the outcome and further justifies the occurrence of a considerable 

number of ‘very high’ satisfaction answers in this neighbourhood. The lowest end of the scale is 

represented by the responses collected in Simancas. This neighbourhood, like Orcasitas, was 

included in the programme of estate rehabilitation of Madrid. However, the interventions were 

Table 4.3 – Size of dwelling and satisfaction home 

Size of dwelling (m2)

Satisfaction with the home 31 – 40 41 - 50 51 - 60 61 - 80 81 - 100 >100 Total

Sant Roc Very low 16.7 5.5 2.9 5.1
Low 1.8 2.9 2.0
Indifferent 33.3 38.2 25.7 32.3
High 16.7 25.5 28.6 25.3
Very high 100.0 33.3 29.1 40.0 100.0 35.4
Total 1 6 55 35 2 99

Trinitat Nova Very low 18.2 8.7 2.9 8.3
Low 5.9 6.1 2.8
Indifferent 41.2 21.2 8.7 8.8 17.6
High 35.3 21.2 34.8 47.1 34.3
Very high 17.6 33.3 47.8 41.2 100.0 37.0
Total 17 33 23 34 1 108

Orcasitas Low 2.9 1.7
Indifferent 100.0 18.2 10.1 8.3
High 27.3 33.3 17.9 27.5
Very high 54.5 53.6 82.1 62.5
Total 1 11 69 39 120

Simancas Very low 10.5 11.1 4.8 6.1
Low 15.8 5.3 3.5
Indifferent 52.6 55.6 20.0 33.3 10.5 5.6 32.2
High 15.8 18.5 80.0 52.4 36.8 22.2 33.0
Very high 5.3 14.8 9.5 47.4 72.2 25.2
Total 19 27 10 21 19 18 115

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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limited. The majority of the estate is still composed of the old blocks built in the late 1950s and 

early 1960s where since then only facades and terrace roofs at the top of the blocks have been 

renovated. The interviews to residents in Simancas prove that they feel neglected by the 

administration that at one point was responsible for their homes and the public spaces of the 

neighbourhood. In the words of one informant: ‘it would be nice if we had some kind of 

maintenance programmes, because nothing has been done. The IVIMA10 hasn’t done anything’ 

(interview with N. Bravo and S. Redondo, Colectivo San Blas). Along the same lines did 

Plataforma Simancas express the opinions: ‘There are here some empty premises that belong to the 

IVIMA, they are not being used and we are claiming them for social purposes’. These problems are 

addressed in depth in Chapter 5.

The residents in the neighbourhoods in Barcelona assess their homes in very similar terms to 

those of the global average. In these cases it is pertinent to consider the location of the building 

in relation to the rehabilitation to properly analyse how residents value their home. In other 

words, to take into account if the home under evaluation is or is not affected by the rehabilitation 

programmes, still under way. Thus, the results in Trinitat Nova can be considered quite 

understandable: the highest percentage, 75 per cent of residents who answered that they are very 

satisfied with their houses comes from those that live in the new stock built thanks to the 

rehabilitation programme (see Table 4.13A in the Appendix). The second highest percentage, 

42.1 per cent, corresponds to people that live in non-affected buildings and who say that they 

are very satisfied with their home. Theirs is then, stock that had the minimum standard quality 

and therefore was in no need of rehabilitation. Finally, 36.2 per cent of those who gave ‘very 

high’ as answer live in affected houses that will be demolished in subsequent stages of the 

programme because they are deficient and suffer from structural pathologies. 

In San Roc, though, the highest percentage of residents who declare that they are very satisfied 

with the home, 40.3 per cent, live in non-affected houses while only 12.5 per cent of residents 

who have already moved to newly built dwellings give ‘very high’ as answer. However, among this 

last group there is a significant 50 per cent whose level of satisfaction with the home is ‘high’.

The outcome of the residents’ assessment, which is logical or even predictable for Trinitat 

Nova and somewhat unbalanced for Sant Roc, responds to the fact that in Trinitat Nova 

consensus between residents and agents was actively sought. ‘The urban planning department [of 

the municipality of Barcelona] at the beginning established a programme the residents did not like at 

all, later the district helped a bit and we agreed on a proposal’ (interview with O. Blasco, Nou Barris 

District). When considering residents’ satisfaction with the home in an area under regeneration, 

it is essential to take into account the degree of identification with the results of the intervention 

that is with the house that is going to be constructed.

Broadly speaking the level of residents’ satisfaction with the home has remained stable in 

recent years (see Table 4.14A in the Appendix). In each of the estates, 50 per cent of the people 

surveyed manifest that their degree of satisfaction is the same as it was five years ago: the 

percentages being 48 per cent for Sant Roc, and 48.1 per cent for Trinitat Nova. In both areas 

10 IVIMA: ‘Instituto de la Vivienda de Madrid’ (Housing Institute of Madrid). The institute is part of the department 

of public works, urbanism and transportation of the Madrid regional government. It was created in 1984 when 

responsibilities were translated to the regional government. It manages dwellings which were built by ‘La Obra 

Sindical del Hogar’ and develops dwellings. 
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the changes in this category are very similar: in Sant Roc 24.5 per cent are less satisfied than they 

were five years ago, while 27.5 per cent are currently more satisfied. In Trinitat Nova the 

outcome was 27.4 per cent who feel now less satisfied and 24.5 per cent who are more satisfied. 

Since in these two areas the regeneration projects, which will substitute dwellings, are in the 

early phases the figures reflect a certain sense of expectancy on the residents’ part. 

The characteristics of the regeneration project of Orcasitas in Madrid, where all the dwellings 

were affected and where the regeneration was completed fairly recently, in 1984, account for the 

fact that only 10.8 per cent of residents there declare that their satisfaction with the home has 

decreased.

4.3 Satisfaction with the estate 

The survey global result on residents’ satisfaction with the estate is 6.25, evaluated using a 0 to 

10 scale. The result is nearly one point lower than those obtained when evaluating satisfaction 

with the home. The comparison of the above variables, estate by estate, evidences that the most 

notable decrease occurs in Sant Roc where 7.17 per cent of residents are satisfied with the home 

and only 4.60 per cent are satisfied with the area. In Simancas the percentage of satisfaction with 

the area is 6.23 per cent, just under average, while Trinitat Nova is above average at 7.48 per 

cent. Finally, the figure for Orcasitas is 7.75 per cent which means that, there, satisfaction with 

the area is over a percentage point lower than the level of satisfaction with the home (Table 4.4).

The trend, consistent in all the estates, proves that residents grant higher marks to the home, 

the private space, than to the estates, the public space, in spite of the fact that the houses 

evaluated, in many occasions, present remarkable deficiencies. This would indicate that 

residents establish a deeper affective connection with the home. It is the place that better 

represents their individual identity. The power to influence the construction of the public spaces 

is perceived as much lower than the capacity of affecting the decisions that concerns the design 

of the private space. Thus, while the home is an element that can be adapted according to the 

needs of families and individuals, the neighbourhood is regarded as a medium to which the 

individual has to accommodate.

Given the fact that the patterns in changes of demographic structure in the four case studies 

are similar, for instance residents who improve their social and economic circumstances tend to 

leave from the four estates, a pertinent observation needs to be made: in all the neighbourhoods, 

with the exception of Simancas, those residents who have attained a higher level of formal 

education are the ones who give a ‘very low satisfaction’ answer when evaluating the 

Table 4.4 – Satisfaction with the neighbourhood

Media N Standard deviation

Sant Roc 4.60 121 3.023
Trinitat Nova 7.48 121 2.106
Orcasitas 7.75 124 2.159
Simancas 6.23 128 2.083
Total 6.52 494 2.667

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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neighbourhood. Conversely, in the four estates people who have not received formal education 

or who only attended school for a period of 1 to 6 years account for the majority of answers in 

the ‘very high satisfaction’ category: 20 per cent in Sant Roc, a remarkable 59.4 per cent in 

Trinitat Nova and 60.9 per cent in Orcasitas, and finally 21.7 per cent in Simancas (Table 4.5). 

The degree of satisfaction with the estate does not appear to be significantly or differently 

influenced when household income is included in the analysis. Thus, opinions do not differ 

according to income groups. Other variables such as age or education have a higher explanatory 

value.

40 per cent of the surveyed declare that their level of satisfaction with the estate has remained 

unchanged in the last five years. The degree in which satisfaction has increased and decreased 

shows similar percentages: 28 per cent for the former and 31.9 per cent for the latter (see Table 

4.15A in the Appendix). Nonetheless it is relevant to look at this variable estate by estate. In the 

estates of Madrid, where there has been no urban intervention since the early 1980s, the majority 

of respondents say that the level of satisfaction with the estate has remained stable since 1999. 

In Barcelona, where the urban regeneration processes have been on since the end of the 1990s, 

there have been revealing variations in the extend of satisfaction with the estate: In Sant Roc 

62.6 per cent affirm that they are less satisfied now than they were five years ago, and only 

Table 4.5 – Satisfaction with the neighbourhood in relation with years of education

Years of education

Satisfaction with 
neighbourhood

None 1-6 years 6-10 
years

11-12 
years

13-14 
years

15 years 
or more

Total

Sant Roc Very low 28.2 23.3 14.3 16.7 40.0 23.4
Low 5.1 13.3 23.8 30.0 40.0 14.4
Indifferent 41.0 20.0 28.6 66.7 10.0 60.0 32.4
High 17.9 23.3 28.6 20.0 19.8
Very high 7.7 20.0 4.8 16.7 9.9
Total 39 30 21 6 10 5 111

Trinitat Nova Low 3.1 4.2 3.2 12.5 3.4
Indifferent 25.0 25.0 29.0 38.9 20.0 37.5 28.8
High 12.5 37.5 32.3 38.9 80.0 50.0 32.2
Very high 59.4 33.3 35.5 22.2 35.6
Total 32 24 31 18 5 8 118

Orcasitas Very low 2.1 7.7 1.6
Low 6.4 2.4
Indifferent 17.4 10.5 25.5 27.3 20.0 30.8 22.0
High 21.7 36.8 36.2 36.4 20.0 38.5 32.5
Very high 60.9 52.6 29.8 36.4 60.0 23.1 41.5
Total 23 19 47 11 10 13 123

Simancas Very low 15.4 4.3 7.1 4.0
Low 4.3 4.3 8.3 7.4 4.0
Indifferent 15.4 47.8 50.0 65.2 58.3 37.0 46.8
High 69.2 21.7 21.4 21.7 25.0 48.1 32.5
Very high 21.7 21.4 8.7 8.3 7.4 12.7
Total 13 23 28 23 12 27 126

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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13.1 per cent declare a higher degree of satisfaction. In Trinitat Nova, though, the percentages 

are reversed. There 49.5 per cent say that their satisfaction has gone up, while 20.7 per cent of 

residents respond that their satisfaction with the estate is now lower (Table 4.6).

The extent of urban intervention in terms of the number of dwellings affected is very similar 

in both areas, as are the stages of house substitution in spite of the fact that the programme 

started earlier in Sant Roc. 

The differences in the increase and decrease in satisfaction with the estate between the two 

Barcelona neighbourhoods, where in the last five years urban intervention has resulted in 

significant changes in both areas, need to be analysed in the light of the socio-economic 

particularities of both estates and taking into account the differing extent of consensus and 

coordination between all parts implied in the programmes. In Sant Roc the lack of social 

cohesion, the existence of a fragile social network, the poor level of coordination between the 

various administrations responsible for the processes have resulted in a situation that might 

jeopardise the outcome of the regeneration programme. In Trinitat Nova, however, the opposite 

applies. A strong social network, which translates mainly in an assertive network of residents’ 

associations, and a preliminary effort of coordination between agents have facilitated a strong 

identification on the part of residents with the current and still partial, since the regeneration is 

in process, outcomes of the policies. These aspects will be further discussed in Chapter 5. 

The regeneration programmes, though, cannot be regarded as the only aspects that have had 

an impact on the estates under study in recent years. Immigration, a fairly recent phenomenon, 

has to be considered too. While the effects of immigration are not strongly felt in Trinitat Nova, 

in Sant Roc the situation is quite different. There the newcomers are added to a fragile and 

problematic social network, where social cohesion was already poor. A look at the responses 

given on the categories that refer to the neighbour’s assessment of the area evidences this fact. 

As regards positive aspects, only 4.3 per cent of residents in Sant Roc say that what they most 

like about their area are their residents (see Table 4.16A in the Appendix). As far as negative 

aspects are concerned, the option ‘people who live here’ represents 67.9 per cent, a figure that is 

significantly higher than the results for other options and above average compared to the 

outcome in the remaining estates (see Table 4.17A in the Appendix).

Sant Roc, Trinitat Nova, and Simancas give accessibility to public services as the most 

appreciated category, which places this option first, 33.3 per cent, when considering the global 

average of the four estates. Only in Orcasitas are green spaces given as the preferred positive 

aspect, although it is important to highlight the fact that green spaces feature with high 

percentages in the other residential areas as well (see Table 4.16A in the Appendix). 

Table 4.6 – Change in satisfaction per neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Lower 62.6 20.7 21.2 23.5
Same 24.3 29.7 56.6 50.0
Higher 13.1 49.5 22.1 26.5
Total (100%) 107 111 113 98

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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With the exception of Sant Roc, where, as outlined above, there was a predominant negative 

option, the aspects that are least liked in the other estates are of various types. In Trinitat Nova 

the salient aspect is that 22.1 per cent respond that what they most like about their estate is 

‘people who live here’. This answer, though, received the second highest percentage, 17.2 per cent 

when residents were asked about the most positive aspects of the area. Likewise in Simancas, 

the majority of residents, 32.5 per cent say that what they like least in the area are the 

inhabitants. In Orcasitas, there is a visible concern with youth facilities, 16.1 per cent are worried 

about this, and the percentage in Simancas who is worried about this issue is similar, 16.7 per 

cent (see Table 4.17A in the Appendix). Remarkably the number of aspects that are least liked 

which have been included in the category ‘other’ is quite high in all the neighbourhoods. In fact, 

many aspects contained in others refer to negative personal experiences. Thus 64.8 per cent 

declare that they have been inconvenienced by dirt on the streets, 64.1 per cent by problems 

related to drugs, 53.9 per cent by car robberies and 52 per cent by graffiti in public spaces (see 

Table 4.18A in the Appendix).

4.4 Social aspects in the area

Residents in the four estates under study declare that they have a good relationship with their 

residents: 65.7 per cent of respondents gave a ‘good’ answer, 31.9 per cent said their interaction 

with residents was ‘moderate’ and only 2.4 per cent affirm it was ‘bad’ (see Table 4.19A in the 

Appendix). The breakdown of the above percentages by estate shows that the outcome of the 

question in Orcasitas was 70.6 per cent of type ‘good’ answers. At this point it is essential to 

remember the strength of community movements, initiated in the 1970, there. Their influence 

can still be felt. Conversely, the percentage of people who consider that they have a good 

relationship with the rest of residents is at the lowest, 56.6 per cent, in Simancas. This area lacks 

urban and social intervention and was badly hit in the past by drug problems, a situation that is 

still present to certain extend there. Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc are around average (Table 4.7) 

and both have a very low number of type ‘bad’ responses.

As far as immigrants are concerned, and in spite of the fact that data for this collective are 

scarce, the figures were as follows: the majority, 66.6 per cent say that their relationships with 

other residents are moderate, 27.7 per cent declare they are good and for 5.5 per cent they are 

bad. 

The high number of people, as regards the global average, who manifest that their relationship 

with the rest of residents is good, contrasts greatly with the answers, discussed in this section, 

Table 4.7 – Contacts with residents

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Good 68.9 68.0 70.6 55.6
Moderate 27.9 31.1 27.8 40.5
Bad 3.3 .8 1.6 4.0
Total (100%) 122 122 126 126

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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that evidenced that the aspect residents liked the least in their area was ‘people who lived there’. 

This can be explained by the use and the understanding of the term ‘resident’. The word can be 

understood as simply referring to someone whom you do not know, but who is someone who 

lives in the area. If given this meaning, the term lacks personal or affective connotations; it refers 

to an anonymous group. However, the term can also be understood as referring to someone who 

is closer to you, and often lives in the same building. The way in which the word neighbour is 

used in the questions posed to residents determines considerably the outcome. Thus, the 

question about their interaction with other residents forces residents to position themselves 

individually in relation to an ‘other’ who is also individualised. This connotation is lost in the 

question that concerns the least liked aspects in the area.

The origins and the construction of the estates influence residents’ relationships. The scarce 

demographic mobility, determined by the lack of socio-economic opportunities and the non-

availability of housing in the area for decades, has created a situation where interactions between 

residents are long-standing. For instance, both in Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc the percentage of 

type ‘good’ answer is higher among residents who, to the present day, live in social housing than 

it is among those that inhabit a free market house (see Table 4.20A in the Appendix) 

The origins of the estate determine the existence of an important social network of relatives 

and friends that results in a situation where 54.4 per cent of those surveyed declare that they have 

friends and relatives in the neighbourhood, while only 12 per cent say that they do not have any 

such connections in the area (see Table 4.21A in the Appendix). Thus solidarity and reciprocity 

are a relevant aspect for social interaction. Around 50 per cent of respondents affirm that 

residents in their area help each other as a rule. Only in Simancas, the percentage above goes 

down to 31.3 per cent. This estate has, likewise, the lowest rate for answers to the question 

‘contacts with the other residents’ (see Table 4.22A in the Appendix).

As far as the negative or positive assessment that residents express about social diversity. The 

global outcome, that is, for the four estates shows that 40.8 per cent of the population regards 

social diversity as ‘neutral’, 26.8 per cent see it as positive and 32.5 per cent as negative. The 

results are quite similar in all the estates, with the exception of Sant Roc where a remarkable 

59 per cent consider that social diversity has a negative influence on residents’ interactions (see 

Table 4.23A in the Appendix). This outcome is therefore consistent with results obtained in 

other sections of the report where the fragile social network and the lack of social cohesion in 

this area have been stressed. Two clearly differentiated groups of population have traditionally 

inhabited Sant Roc, gypsies and ‘payos’,11 each in turn with its own noticeable social and 

economic peculiarities. Their interaction has not traditionally been easy and even today there 

still is a certain degree of conflict. This social reality has had to accommodate in only a period 

of two years, a large number of immigrants. These are people often from marginal backgrounds 

and with a considerable number of personal problems. Undoubtedly, this fact has added further 

unbalance and has negatively influenced social cohesion in the area. ‘Romanians, Hindus, South 

Americans… all these people make conflicts in the neighbourhood surface again, you know, since who 

controls them?’ (anonymous interviewee).

11 ‘Payo’ is the word that gypsies in Spain have traditionally used to designate anyone who is not of gypsy origin. In the 

case under study this would mean the white working-class population. 
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It is important to point out, that specific programmes to address the issues related to the 

arrival of new ethnic collectives are not in place in the area.

Let us finally turn to the questions and results that concerned the image of the estates. In 

general residents are aware of the stigmatisation of their neighbourhood. On the one hand, 

60.4 per cent of those surveyed think that the image of the estate that people in other areas of 

the city have is ‘bad’ (see Table 4.24A in the Appendix). The results in Sant Roc, 81.1 per cent 

stand out (Table 4.8). On the other hand, in all areas, but Simancas the majority of residents say 

that the image does not correspond with reality. Simancas deserves, therefore, further 

consideration. This is the only area where there is a higher percentage of answers in the 

‘moderate’ and at the same time it is the only place where the majority of residents believe that 

the image that other citizens have of the area corresponds to reality.

Orcasitas, though, is the most obvious example of stigmatisation. This is a relatively privileged 

area as far as urban issues are concerned, there is a good availability of services and infrastructure, 

and finally the degree of social cohesion is high in spite of the fact that there are certain socio-

economic deficits. This positive picture contrasts with the outcome obtained since 66.9 per cent, 

the highest percentage after Sant Roc, of the residents believe that the image of Orcasitas that 

people in other areas of Madrid have is predominantly negative, but at the same time, 67.5 per 

cent of residents in Orcasitas do not think that the projected image of the area corresponds with 

the reality (Table 4.9). The figures clearly reveal that peripheral areas with the characteristics of 

the four neighbourhoods studied tend to be stigmatised and furthermore they alert to the 

dangers regarding social exclusion that this tendency causes. ‘I do not think we have serious 

problems (…), but labels do no go away easily, you know, one thing is what people believe, those who 

said that would not walk through our neighbourhood, they will go on saying that even when things 

have changed, and even when the people here are better-off (…). And for security you sure can walk 

more safely here than through central Madrid’ (interview with P.Palomera, Fundación Iniciativa 

Sur).

Table 4.8 – Reputation of the estate per neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Good reputation 6.5 21.0 16.5 15.7 
Moderate reputation 12.1 23.0 16.5 45.5 
Bad reputation 81.3 56.0 66.9 38.8 
Total (100%) 107 100 121 121

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.9 – Agreement with this reputation per neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Agrees with 
reputation

43.0 47.9 32.5 53.9

Does not agree with 
reputation

57.0 52.1 67.5 46.1

Total (100%) 100 96 120 115

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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4.5 Conclusions

The analysis of the survey of residents’ assessment of negative and positive aspects in their 

neighbourhood conducted in the four Spanish case studies reveals above all the specificity of 

each area. Every estate emerges as a territorial unit with urban and socio-economic particulari-

ties where the influence of exogenous12 effects, such as urban intervention, social programmes, 

economic factors, urban policies, and migration among others, as well as effects that originate 

within the neighbourhood, such as demographic mobility, social networks, and residents’ asso-

ciations produce various results and appraisals. The historical legacy of each neighbourhood, its 

social and economic network, the physical characteristics of the environment are key aspects to 

be taken into account when interpreting more generic concepts.

However, there are common elements such as the origin of the estates, the people who 

inhabited them first, social housing construction, urban deficits, interventions on the part of the 

administration, and risk of social exclusion among others that allow for a global evaluation of 

objective aspects that influence the estates in a positive or negative way. Rehabilitation processes 

are an instrument to improve residents’ living conditions, but their success or their failure, is 

conditioned on the one hand by social networks and residents’ associations, and on the other by 

different levels of residents’ participation, and various degrees of residents’ identification with 

their home and with their estate. Social cohesion reveals itself as a key aspect to eradicate 

negative evaluations related to social exclusion, but at the same time the level of stigmatisation 

of the estate, residents’ interaction, and the level of residents’ satisfaction with the area 

determine social cohesion. 

In addition, the perception that individuals have of their immediate environment and the 

nature of the interactions they establish with it bear some relevance on the outcome of the 

survey, as does the degree of subjectivity of individuals’ assessment of positive and negative 

aspects of the estate. Nonetheless, the level of satisfaction is not solely an individual and arbitrary 

criterion; subjectivity is conditioned by objective elements (Amerigo, 1995), such as the period 

of time that residents have spent in their current homes and in their estate, their age, the type 

of tenure, the quality of their social relationships. These allow for the evaluation and 

interpretation of the results. We have observed, for instance, that particularly those who have 

been living in the estate for a long period of time assess even houses that present evident deficits 

in a positive light. Likewise we have concluded that residents feel a higher level of satisfaction 

with their houses than with the estate for they do not perceive that they can decide about the 

public space. Along the same lines, results show that residents respond that their social 

interactions within the estate are positive when the question includes personal experience but 

their answers are not so positive when asked about neighbourhood in general.

Finally, immigration is currently affecting the four estates and the situation suggests a need 

for social intervention in order to avoid new forms of social exclusion, which will in turn generate 

negative aspects in the estates. Immigration needs, therefore to be given especial attention and 

dedication so that it can be regarded as a positive aspect.

12 These will be evaluated in Chapter 5.
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5 Effects of policies 

The aim of this chapter is to outline how inhabitants regard the effects of different actions, 

programmes or policies implemented at the neighbourhood level through the analysis of some 

statistics provided by the RESTATE survey. Besides, the perception of policymakers 

concerning these effects will be also analysed by means of several interviews. 

First, we will describe which the main issues are at stake concerning policies and practices in 

Spain. Many reasons such as the confluence of different levels of government in each estate or 

the different degree of responsibilities achieved by Autonomous Communities make difficult 

comparisons between neighbourhoods. However, we will identify common aspects in our cases 

and their potentialities to be transferred to other scenarios. 

Secondly, improvements perceived by residents will be explained comparing these results with 

what effectively has been stated as a policy objective. Additionally, special attention will be paid 

to spill-over effects of policies in other areas. Finally, conclusions will be elaborated. 

5.1 Brief overview of policies and actions in the estates13

At present, regeneration, restructuring or renovation of peripheral neighbourhoods attached to 

large urban agglomerations such as Madrid or Barcelona is on the Spanish political agenda. 

Policies related to the housing or urban arena have suffered a shift concerning their priorities 

and objectives: from a special emphasis on housing affordability, policies have nowadays-

predominant objectives related to the improvement of the built environment. In fact, this 

process can be seen in many large European cities. This change in focus responds to an 

important reason: problems that must be solved immediately and represent priorities in the 

political landscape (i.e. concentration of marginal collectives or the decline of public spaces) are 

precisely located in these areas. 

Surprisingly enough, up until today Spain does not enjoy a special policy oriented to improve 

the neighbourhood. The enhancement of the territory and area-based policies has started quite 

recently in some Autonomous Communities.14 This means that each area shows a different 

13 See Pareja Eastaway et al., 2004 for a complete description of policies, practices and actions in the four Spanish case 

studies.

14 For instance, on May 23rd, the Autonomous Community of Catalonia passed the ´LLei de barris´ (Neighbourhood 

Law) - which includes all aspects related to public and common spaces in the territory.
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combination of policies depending on extremely diverse facts such as the amount and type of 

agents involved (i.e. levels of government, residents’ associations, residents’ commitment), the 

degree of responsibilities of the AC to whom they belong and their historical past, among 

others. However, the main source of funding is the central government although it does not have 

responsibilities intervening in neighbourhoods or cities. 

Broadly speaking, interventions in the four Spanish cases follow two main approaches: on the 

one hand, physical intervention in the area, which basically means housing, buildings and public 

spaces improvement. This is clearly the origin of the intervention in the Catalan 

neighbourhoods; Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc, both of them affected by structural decay were in 

need of demolition and substitution. On the other, intervention in the social context of the 

neighbourhood: building of new schools, programmes oriented to integrate marginal collectives 

in the labour market, health care and living conditions of immigrants, among others. An 

example of this perspective can be found in the ‘Plan de Inversiones Villaverde-Usera’ – 

Villaverde Usera Investment Plan in Madrid, which includes Orcasitas, one of the Madrid case 

studies. 

As it was stated in Pareja Eastaway et al. (2004), practices that are considered positive for the 

neighbourhood involve, as a starting point, both perspectives. In other words, without an 

integral approach, intervention hardly results in a successful outcome. The Autonomous 

Government in Catalonia provided the reference framework for the creation of ‘Community 

Plans’. This instrument contributes to the conflux of many initiatives to be implemented at the 

neighbourhood level. However, according to the characteristics of the estate, the result is more 

or less favourable: the Community Plan in Trinitat Nova is considered an international good 

practise while the implementation of the Community Plan in Sant Roc has a more complex 

trajectory and an unbalanced result. In summary, a first hypothesis to be studied is the need of 

social intervention linked to physical renovation. If not, the social space of daily life, that is, the 

neighbourhood, will not necessarily be a space of social cohesion without difficulties. Besides 

and in general terms, we have detected that social intervention in neighbourhoods follows a 

much more ‘bottom-up approach’ than the physical one. In fact, residents denote more decision 

power in social aspects than in those which involve visible practices. Public bodies generally keep 

more decision power on the later than in intangible social policies. Simultaneously, more money 

is oriented to physical intervention than to the social one. 

In addition to this transversal approach to intervention, involving different competences 

which directly affect inhabitants in the neighbourhood, a vertical coordination between agents, 

going from the national government to the residents’ association, appears to be absolutely 

indispensable as well. As it was described in Pareja Eastaway et al. (2004), Spanish 

neighbourhoods show a varied range of actors who, directly or indirectly, intervene in the 

territory. Broadly speaking, two types of agents can be distinguished: on the one hand, different 

levels of government coexist and share responsibilities of policies, on the other; the particular 

social fabric of each neighbourhood produces a varied network of associations and initiatives. 

This creates the need of coordination between levels of government, institutions and residents. 

In general, not only Spanish authorities but also representatives of residents believe in the 

complicity between agents in order to develop a regeneration programme in a neighbourhood. 

The strictly speaking top-down approach belongs to the past although several practices can still 

be identified. 
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Finally, and as our previous research showed, the closer the initiative to the neighbourhood, 

the higher the probability for success of the outcome (i.e. Colectivo La Calle initiative in 

Madrid). Many micro initiatives at the neighbourhood level were identified which greatly 

translated broad goals such as labour integration of marginal collectives into more specific 

objectives. However, the collection of funds, grants and other sources of finance to be used every 

year might create uncertainties about the continuity of already settled programmes (interview 

with Colectivo San Blas): as mentioned before, physical interventions enjoy a greater amount of 

money than social ones being the funding sources more solid, continuous and regulated.

As has been mentioned before, the four Spanish case studies where the survey has taken place, 

give evidence to four different situations concerning policy intervention: Sant Roc and Trinitat 

Nova enjoy the same main policy instrument (Community Plans) to agglutinate and coordinate 

efforts oriented to improve the neighbourhood. However, while Sant Roc exhibits a more 

problematic trajectory, lower residents’ involvement and requires more efforts from the public 

administration to ensure a positive outcome, Trinitat Nova is often chosen as a model and a 

good practise to be inspired on due to the high level of residents’ involvement in most of the 

decisions related to the regeneration process. In Madrid, Orcasitas is the most recently built 

estate (1980s) according to the inhabitants’ requirements and it is usually known as a good 

example of the outcome of the ‘Renovación de barrios’ policy in Madrid. Besides, Orcasitas is 

relatively affected by the recent multi-district programme ‘Villaverde Usera Investment Plan’ 

while Simancas is, certainly, a neighbourhood where not many initiatives have taken place.

5.2 What has been improved? 

Broadly speaking, the RESTATE survey explored changes and improvements at two main 

levels, the dwelling and the neighbourhood as a whole. In the first case, mainly household 

income sources and the technical state of the dwelling determine possibilities or need for action; 

in the second, policies, practices or actions are evaluated. 

5.2.1 Improvement of the households’ dwelling
Concerning their own dwelling, respondents identify three significant issues that have improved 

their living conditions: kitchen renovated (50.8 per cent of cases), bathroom renovated (53.6 per 

cent of cases) and change of floors (47.3 per cent of cases). The remaining issues account for a 

very low percentage. 

Table 5.1 shows an index according to the number of aspects that have been renovated in the 

four case studies. It is interesting to note that, on average, around 50 per cent of respondents did 

not improve anything at home while 19.6 per cent and 12.1 per cent improved one or two 

aspects respectively.

Table 5.2 shows the same index applied to each estate. Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc show a 

highest percentage of nothing improved (52.4 per cent and 60.3 per cent respectively) while 

Orcasitas and Simancas in Madrid show a lower percentage (42.9 per cent and 46.5 per cent) of 

respondents that have not change anything at home.

In their majority, immigrant population have not improved any aspect of their own dwellings. 

Two reasons might be considered, on the one hand, the precariousness of their living conditions 
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in Spain jointly with the lack of a continuous income flux, on the other, their transitory situation 

at their own house, usually accompanied by expectations to move in the short run. 

According to household composition, those living with a partner and children exhibit the 

lowest percentage of null aspects improved compared to other household compositions. Not 

many differences are identified between Sant Roc and Trinitat Nova neighbourhoods. In 

Orcasitas, among those living alone, 42.9 per cent have improved one aspect. In Simancas, 

50 per cent of households defined by ‘living alone with others’ have improved one aspect (see 

Table 5.1A in the Appendix).

5.2.2 Improvement of the neighbourhood – awareness and participation
Concerning the neighbourhood, the first striking fact is related to the knowledge of respondents 

about policies or actions oriented to improve their neighbourhood: on average, more than a half 

of respondents are unaware of any intervention in their area (53.3 per cent, see Table 5.3). It 

must be taken into account that in two of these estates, Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc, a 

regeneration programme (demolition and substitution) is currently taking place, Orcasitas was 

completely built as a result of the area regeneration and that in Simancas, a newly area was built 

in the 1980s to relocate people living in bad standard conditions.

This fact must be analysed separately in each case study because their situation concerning 

public action is certainly, quite different. Trinitat Nova shows the highest percentage of 

knowledge (51.6 per cent) while Simancas exhibits the lowest (21.8 per cent) (Table 5.4).

Table 5.1 – Standard frequency of number of aspects improved in the dwelling

Number of aspects of 
the dwelling improved

Frequency Percentage

0 255 50.5
1 99 19.6
2 61 12.1
3 48 9.5
4 22 4.4
5 20 4.0
Total 505 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 5.2 – Number of aspects improved in dwellings per neighbourhoods

Number of aspects 
improved

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

0 60.3 52.4 42.9 46.5
1 16.7 17.7 25.4 18.6
2 7.9 10.5 13.5 16.3
3 11.9 7.3 11.9 7.0
4 1.6 4.0 4.8 7.0
5 1.6 8.1 1.6 4.7
Total (100%) 126 124 126 129

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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This fact is certainly directly related to the effective actions that have taken place in each case. 

As Trinitat Nova enjoys a Community Plan and a regeneration programme which is performing 

quite well (interview with R. Fayos, Municipality of Barcelona), Simancas could be considered 

as a completely ‘abandoned’ neighbourhood by the administration during the recent past 

(interview with Plataforma Simancas), especially for young people (aged between 18 and 30) for 

whom the percentage of ignorance about intervention goes up to 83.3 per cent (see Table 5.2A

in the Appendix). Although Sant Roc also benefits from a Community Plan, around half of the 

respondents in Sant Roc (54.9 per cent) are unaware of actions or policies. As mentioned by 

many interviewees (interview with D. Companyon, ADIGSA and with R. López, Sant Roc 

District), public authorities have intervened in the neighbourhood under several programmes. 

However, none of them resulted in a successful outcome creating a considerable lack of confi-

dence by population and also by authorities in future attempts. Nowadays the new Community 

Plan represents hope and criticisms simultaneously for different public representatives.

In Orcasitas, average percentages of affirmative and negative answers are 48.8 per cent and 

43.2 per cent respectively. However, when including the variable ‘age’ (see Table 5.2A in the 

Appendix), those aged between 45 and 54 reveal a completely different situation: 66.7 per cent 

are aware of intervention and only 29.6 per cent do not know any policy or action implemented 

at the neighbourhood level. Probably, people belonging to this age range had the opportunity 

and the willingness to participate not only in the building process of the neighbourhood that 

took place around the 1980s but also in the more recent movement ‘Movement for the Dignity of 

the South’ which has determined the implementation of the Villaverde-Usera Investment Plan 

since the end of the 1990s. A similar situation occurs in Trinitat Nova with respect to this age 

range.

As mentioned before, the process of demolition and substitution of dwellings affected by 

structural decay is taking place at present in the Catalan neighbourhoods. This process does not 

affect all the dwellings of the neighbourhood, only at about 30 per cent of the dwellings in both 

cases. That means that the physical regeneration involving substitution, the most visible 

intervention at the neighbourhood, is fragmented and restricted affecting only some residents. 

Table 5.3 – Awareness of policy

Frequency Percentage

Yes 209 41.4
No 269 53.3
Unknown 27 5.3
Total 505 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 5.4 – Awareness of policies by neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Yes 44.4 50.8 49.2 21.7
No 55.6 45.2 42.9 69.0
Unknown 4.0 7.9 9.3
Total 126 124 126 129

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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According to S. Fernández in Trinitat Nova and M. Dosta in Sant Roc, both working at the 

Regeneration Office of the neighbourhood, this fact was hardly understood by the residents at 

the beginning. However, both interviewees are convinced that the restricted physical 

regeneration of some dwellings creates positive effects in the rest of the neighbourhood, among 

them, the future increase in housing prices, as it will involve a wealth increase of all housing 

owners. Simultaneously, many respondents complain that this future increase in housing prices 

will prevent first-access to housing of their own descendants at the neighbourhood. 

In Trinitat Nova some programmes have been oriented to advertise the global advantages of 

the partial regeneration (micro-urbanism workshops) in the neighbourhood, for instance, through 

the cleaning and improvement of public spaces (interview with O. Blasco, Nou Barris District). 

Besides, the Residents’ Association (interview with K. Villanueva, Residents’ Association 

Trinitat Nova) attributes to itself not only the task of giving information but also the solution 

to daily problems. However, although the effort in order to divulge information clearly done not 

only by the administration but also by the residents, the vice-president of the Residents’ 

Association was self-critic in the sense that quite often, information about what goes on in the 

neighbourhood does not reach all residents despite the effort of the association.

Sant Roc has been historically monitored by ADIGSA15 creating a negative effect in 

population. This paternalism by public authorities makes it difficult to be aware, as a protégé 

son, of which is exactly the type of intervention. In fact, most of it is completely taken for 

granted (interview with D. Companyon, ADIGSA). 

Simancas in Madrid was built and monitored by IVIMA.16 As in many other estates built by 

this public company, most of the dwellings were privatised in a short period of time. However, 

the feeling of residents is still of a certain dependence on authorities, especially in those matters 

that involve household expenditures oriented to maintenance and repairs of public commodities 

or spaces (interview with M. Prado, FRAVM, Regional Federation of Residents’ Associations 

of Madrid). On top of this, the result of the path followed by IVIMA has been the 

concentration, in these estates, of those collectives with high difficulties to find a shelter in the 

market. This fact, jointly with the lack of definition of responsibilities of this institution 

(interview with Plataforma Simancas) after many years of being the highest authority in the 

estate, certainly creates this feeling of abandonment present not only in interviews but also in 

the survey results. 

Table 5.5 relates participation in association to improve the neighbourhood and awareness of 

policies or actions that take place at the neighbourhood level. As expected, there is a high 

correlation between participation and awareness of policies or actions and also positive 

relationship between non-perception of policies and non-participation. The apparent 

contradiction showed by the relatively high percentage of participation together with ignorance 

of the effects of policies implemented at the estate level (29.4 per cent) might be explained by 

15 ADIGSA: ‘Administració, Promoció I gestió S.A.’ Public company part of the Catalan government (Department of 

Territorial Policy and Public Works), which manages social public dwellings in Catalonia.

16 IVIMA: ‘Instituto de la Vivienda de Madrid’ (Housing Institute of Madrid). The institute is part of the department 

of public works, urbanism and transportation of the Madrid regional government. It was created in 1984 when 

responsibilities were translated to the regional government. It manages dwellings which were built by ‘La Obra 

Sindical del Hogar’ and develops dwellings. 
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the fact that although they participate, they do not link their own activities in community 

participation to any specific policy. Instead, residents associate their participation to a genuine 

‘bottom-up’ wish to improve the neighbourhood.

As illustrated in Table 5.3A in the Appendix, Trinitat Nova shows the highest percentage 

among those that participate and are aware of policies and actions (77.8 per cent). It is followed 

by Orcasitas (68.4 per cent), Sant Roc (63.3 per cent) and further down by Simancas (57.1 per 

cent). This relatively low percentage in Simancas is accompanied by the highest one among 

those that do not participate and consider that there is no policy or action (73.2 per cent). 

In terms of the awareness of policies according to type of participation, Sant Roc shows the 

highest percentage (64 per cent) of awareness among those that participate in meetings 

organised by the residents’ organisation followed by Orcasitas (61.1 per cent). Trinitat Nova 

exhibits a lower percentage (57.1 per cent) and Simancas the lowest (42.9 per cent).

5.2.3 Improvement of the neighbourhood – perceived effects and aspects improved 
The survey openly asks about the most important positive effects due to the implementation of 

policies, practices or actions in the neighbourhood. Respondents do not consider many positive 

effects or show a considerable degree of ignorance. In 257 cases, respondents considered 

‘unknown’ the positive effects of policies. The improvement or the provision of new dwellings 

was mentioned in 54 cases followed by the improvement in public spaces (29 cases), 

transportation (27 cases) and green areas (11 cases). As a conclusion, perception of results of 

policies is quite limited. However, their degree of satisfaction with the neighbourhood might be 

increased by outcomes of policies that they do not recognise as so. That is, a low degree of 

awareness and perception of policies do not necessarily mean that residents do not enjoy the 

result of the implementation of some policies (Table 5.6).

Table 5.5 – Participation and awareness of policy 

Participate in association to improve the neighbourhood

Awareness Yes No Total

Yes 67.9 34.1 41.5
No 29.4 60.2 53.4
Unknown 2.8 5.7 5.0
Total (100%) 109 387 496

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 5.6 – Most important effects of policies 

Value Number of respondents % of cases

New and/or improved dwellings 54 12.7
Improvement of public transport 27 6.3
Improvement of green areas 11 2.6
Improvement of public spaces 29 6.8
Improvement of commercial facilities 1 0.2
Creation or improvement of sport facilities 2 0.5

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Following the index calculated in Table 5.7, 14.7 per cent of respondents do not mention any 

positive effect, 78.6 per cent mentions only one positive aspect, 5.9 per cent considers two and 

0.8 per cent contemplates three. 

Two important facts emerge from these numbers: on the one hand, a gap between the 

residents and governmental policies is confirmed. In our young democracy, population claims 

have been the starting point of many policy actions (i.e. build-up of Orcasitas or Villaverde-

Usera Investment Plan, among others) in order to ameliorate certain long-standing inequities. 

Undoubtedly, this fact has usually produced a positive reaction by authorities directly 

intervening in the area. However, at present, these demands and initiatives have not, in the 

majority of cases, evolved according to the new landscape (i.e. more resources, more initiatives 

and more responsibility of public bodies). Instead of becoming co-responsible of policy action, 

residents show detachment and indifference, especially young people, towards public activities. 

They even perpetuate past attitudes learned from ageing population. On the other hand, 

measurability of the efficiency of policies must take into account such a substantial unawareness. 

When analysing which problems have been less improved by policy or action, it is rather 

significant the low percentage of affirmative answers received by the following items which are 

related to non-tangible facts. They are, in fact, the lowest percentages: racism (4.8 per cent over 

total valid respondents), lack of employment (7.9 per cent), different values and norms (9.9 per 

cent) (Table 5.8). On the contrary, those items that are most mentioned as improved are: dirt 

More safe environment 1 0.2
More active participation of residents 4 0.9
More police on the streets 5 1.2
Better waste distribution system 7 1.6
Placing fences in the neighbourhood 1 0.2
Creation of a new playground 2 0.5
Improved environment and standard of living 13 3.1
Drug abuse has been reduced 7 1.5
Other 36 8.5
Unknown 257 60.3
Total responses 457
Total valid cases 426
Missing cases 79

Table 5.7 – Number of positive effects mentioned 

Number of positive effects mentioned Frequency Percentage

0 74 14.7
1 397 78.6
2 30 5.9
3 4 0.8
Total 505 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 5.6 – Most important effects of policies (continued)

Value Number of respondents % of cases

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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on the streets (50.1 per cent), drug abuse (46.2 per cent), upkeep of public spaces (42.3 per cent) 

and condition of the roads 41.7 per cent, all of them highly visible at the neighbourhood. 

In particular, Trinitat Nova shows a higher percentage than the average in some aspects 

improved by policies such as dirt on the streets (54.6 per cent), upkeep of public spaces (59.7 per 

cent) and maintenance of buildings (40.0 per cent). It is remarkable the high percentage of 

negative answers concerning drug abuse in Sant Roc (48.7 per cent).

The reasons for this low percentage are two-fold. First, these issues might be perceived as 

really problematic and the answer reflects that not enough has been done in order to improve 

the situation. Second, these issues are non visible and, as a consequence, less valued by 

population. 

To corroborate this result, when respondents were asked to say ‘yes’ or ‘no’ when asked about 

specific effects of policies over the questionnaire, the result does not extremely differ from the 

previously asked open question about which policies they know (Table 5.9) At first sight, in only 

three cases the percentage of ‘yes’ was higher than ‘no’: dirt on the streets, drug abuse and quality 

of public services. Percentages of ‘no’ higher than 40 per cent were collected in: graffiti, burglary 

in cars, feelings of unsafety and playgrounds for children. It must be noticed that, again, the 

percentage of ‘unknown’ was quite high in all aspects ranging from 54 per cent (quality of 

schools), 52 per cent (lack of employment) to 27.8 per cent (dirt on streets).

5.2.4 Improvement of the neighbourhood – principal actors in policies
As it has been stated at the beginning of this section, the confluence of actors at the neighbour-

hood level is a common fact in Spain not only in those neighbourhoods affected by regeneration 

but in all neighbourhoods where other policies such as education, health or social are 

implemented. 

Table 5.8 – Problems improved by policies and actions

Value Number of respondents % of respondents

Dirt on the streets 178 50.1
Drug abuse 164 46.2
Burglary in dwellings 49 13.8
Burglary in cars 52 14.6
Graffiti 44 12.4
Feelings of unsafety 44 12.4
Upkeep of public spaces 150 42.3
Condition of the roads 148 41.7
Playgrounds for children 102 28.7
Maintenance of buildings 109 30.7
Lack of employment 28 7.9
Quality of schools 59 16.6
Quality of commercial services 86 24.2
Quality of public services 150 42.3
Different values 35 9.9
Racism 17 4.8
Total 355 cases

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 5.9 – Aspects improved by policies 

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas Total
(number)

Dirt on the street

Yes 43.0 54.6 30.6 21.3 178
No 40.5 36.1 26.6 35.2 163
Unknown 16.5 9.2 42.7 43.5 131
Total 121 119 124 108 472

Drug abuse

Yes 22.2 38.7 41.9 37.7 164
No 48.7 21.8 28.2 24.5 144
Unknown 29.1 39.5 29.8 37.7 158
Total 117 119 124 106 466

Burglary in dwellings

Yes 7.7 17.1 12.1 4.9 49
No 56.4 44.4 36.3 35.3 199
Unknown 35.9 38.5 51.6 59.8 212
Total 117 117 124 102 460

Burgarly in cars

Yes 5.1 17.1 13.7 8.6 52
No 60.7 45.3 39.5 42.9 218
Unknown 34.2 37.6 46.8 48.6 193
Total 117 117 124 105 463

Graffiti

Yes 4.3 11.9 12.1 9.5 44
No 64.3 55.9 31.5 48.6 230
Unknown 31.3 32.2 56.5 41.9 188
Total 115 118 124 105 462

Feelings of unsafety

Yes 8.7 12.6 10.0 6.9 44
No 66.1 58.0 22.5 31.4 204
Unknown 25.2 29.4 67.5 61.8 208
Total 115 119 120 102 456

Upkeep of public spaces

Yes 21.6 59.7 25.2 21.7 150
No 51.7 27.7 31.7 30.2 164
Unknown 26.7 12.6 43.1 48.1 150
Total 116 119 123 106 464

Condition of the roads

Yes 20.0 46.2 31.5 28.2 148
No 57.4 38.7 25.0 28.2 174
Unknown 22.6 15.1 43.5 43.6 146
Total 115 119 124 110 468

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Playground for children

Yes 11.9 25.4 32.0 18.1 102
No 61.9 55.1 22.1 36.2 203
Unknown 26.3 19.5 45.9 45.7 158
Total 118 118 122 105 463

Maintenance of buildings

Yes 27.0 40.0 11.3 15.0 109
No 48.7 45.0 33.1 29.9 183
Unknown 24.3 15.0 55.6 55.1 174
Total 115 120 124 107 466

Lack of employment

Yes 2.6 6.7 11.4 2.9 28
No 54.8 36.7 39.0 35.6 192
Unknown 42.6 56.7 49.6 61.5 242
Total 115 120 123 104 462

Quality of schools

Yes 14.7 22.9 5.7 7.8 59
No 45.7 21.2 32.5 31.1 150
Unknown 39.7 55.9 61.8 61.2 251
Total 116 118 123 103 460

Quality of commercial services

Yes 22.4 40.3 5.7 4.9 86
No 50.9 41.2 35.0 32.0 184
Unknown 26.7 18.5 59.3 63.1 191
Total 116 119 123 103 461

Quality of public services

Yes 34.8 72.3 11.4 9.6 150
No 47.0 17.6 26.8 28.8 138
Unknown 18.3 10.1 61.8 61.5 173
Total 115 119 123 104 461

Different values

Yes 7.9 11.7 4.9 5.8 35
No 64.0 38.3 23.0 31.7 180
Unknown 28.1 50.0 72.1 62.5 245
Total 114 120 122 104 460

Racism

Yes 2.7 4.2 5.0 2.9 17
No 68.1 49.6 22.3 32.0 196
Unknown 29.2 46.2 72.7 65.0 243
Total 113 119 121 103 456

Table 5.9 – Aspects improved by policies (continued)

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas Total
(number)

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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As a result, it is certainly difficult for residents to clearly identify who intervenes in the area. 

This might be the explanation for such a high number of missing cases (Table 5.10).

Usually, people tend to identify the local government as a main actor of policies because of its 

proximity to the neighbourhood and to its residents. However, in Spain, regional governments 

who are directly responsible of many policies also play an important role. The survey in Spain 

mainly included the regional government under the ‘national’ heading and in some cases was 

attached to ‘others’. 

Local population received the highest percentage of responses (30.1 per cent of respondents) 

as the principal actor in policies. This fact denotes that, although residents do not remarkably 

participate, they consider themselves as the main actor during the policy process. Therefore, the 

lack of participation could be explained by certain distrust in their possibilities to influence 

policies.

5.3 Spill-over effects: effects of the policies on other areas 

Mainly, the positive effects of policies implemented at the neighbourhood level are constrained 

to its boundaries, specially, those programmes that imply physical intervention (demolition and 

substitution). Other types of policies such as those oriented to labour integration of specific 

collectives (young people activities in Trinitat Nova or attention to immigrants in Orcasitas) 

might surpass the limits of the area and welcome inhabitants of adjacent neighbourhoods. 

However, the main question that arises in this context is up to which extent the start of a 

particular process (policy, programme or action) in a specific neighbourhood may act as a 

referent to other areas, in other words, possibilities for transferability of policies. In this sense, 

the opinion of our interviewees is not coincident. On the one hand, there is a deterministic vision 

which clearly associates the start of interventions to the explicit political will without accepting 

any influence of the positive (or negative) effects of policies applied in the surroundings. As a 

consequence, the implementation of certain policies ultimately depends of an administrative 

decision (interview with S. Fernández,Regeneration Office, Trinitat Nova). On the other hand, 

there is an adaptable vision which recognises the influence over other neighbourhoods of the 

achievement of positive or negative policy results in nearby areas (interview with O. Blasco, Nou 

Table 5.10 – Principal actors in policies

Number % of respondents

National government 42 13.7
Local government 59 19.3
Housing company 1 0.3
Local population 92 30.1
Other 19 6.2
No answer/unknown 93 30.4
Total respondents 306
Total cases 
Missing cases

186
319

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Barris District and interview with K. Villanueva, Residents’ Association Trinitat Nova). 

Considering positive aspects, this is surely the case of Vallbona o Torre Baró, neighbourhoods 

belonging to the same district of Trinitat Nova (Nou Barris) that have already started 

participative processes of inhabitants induced by the well-known process which has taken place 

in Trinitat Nova. Undoubtedly, these new processes have been stimulated and supported not 

only by residents but also by the Autonomous government facilitating the means (Community 

Plans) to develop a specific programme for the neighbourhood. In terms of negative aspects, the 

consecutive failure of ‘Integral Plans’, predecessors of present Community Plans, might be 

explained by the lack of financial means in the medium/long term, creating distrust in future 

implementations in other areas. 

Both visions can be found in Investment Plans in Madrid. The first Investment Plan was 

implemented in Villaverde-Usera, two districts of the South of Madrid, in a clear inferior 

situation (lack of infrastructures, amenities, etc.) than the rest of the city. Orcasitas benefited 

considerably from this programme mainly in terms of social investment. The associative 

movement (FRAVM) played a definitive role legitimated by the residents’ mobilisations jointly 

with the political will of the Autonomous Community administration. Following this process, 

another Investment Plan has been configured for the district of San Blas, to which Simancas 

belongs. At present, although it is at the very beginning of the process, two considerations must 

be done: first, the local government of Madrid has not only decided to participate but to take 

the initiative, assuming the key role that the Autonomous government and the FRAVM played 

in the previous Investment Plan. Second, the strong connexion between the associative 

movement and residents is nonexistent in this case: the Investment Plan for San Blas is 

benefiting from side-effects created by the first Investment Plan although in this case it is the 

result of an administrative decision instead of a participative process (interview with M. Prado, 

FRAVM, Regional Federation of Residents’ Associations of Madrid).

5.4 Conclusions

The four Spanish case studies show a different degree of intervention by public authorities and 

this difference is certainly perceived by the residents. However, in general terms we conclude 

that population is not aware of the results of policies, practices or actions implemented at their 

neighbourhood. 

From the population perspective, two elements must be considered in order to properly 

analyse the high number of negative responses when asking about awareness: identification and 

perception of policies. In Trinitat Nova, for instance, residents not only perceive but also 

identify themselves with many of the policies implemented at their neighbourhood; thus, the 

level of acknowledgement is higher. In Sant Roc, although enjoying regeneration programmes 

as well, the lack of identification with the intervention creates the appropriate atmosphere to 

reject not only the (positive) effects of policies but also the policies in themselves. We noticed 

that residents’ participation positively affects their awareness of policies although in some cases, 

their participation is not linked to policies but to their own contribution to the improvement of 

the neighbourhood. 

From the policymaker’s perspective, the whole neighbourhood benefits of partial physical 

programmes of regeneration. It is clear for them that physical intervention improves the 
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situation for all residents, affected or not by relocation. The controversy clearly exists between 

residents who do not agree about what policymakers consider is better for all. 

The stress on increasing the awareness of residents and their confidence in a better future 

during previous stages to the kick off of any action appears to be fundamental for the 

implementation of policies. The higher the knowledge of residents about policies is, the higher 

the possibilities to accept and identify themselves with an improved neighbourhood. Besides, an 

increase in knowledge favours the potential for participation of residents in actions transforming 

their passive role into an active one, becoming therefore, co-responsible of the intervention. 

However, as heterogeneity of the population increases, the more difficult to achieve the 

cohesiveness of the group is and, therefore, the more difficult to identify with a determined 

policy. Simultaneously, the more diverse a society is, the lower the success of generic policies and 

the higher the possibilities of favourable outcomes of specific ones. 

Besides, both types of intervention, physical and social, are dissimilarly perceived by residents 

and certainly, the opinion of stakeholders and policymakers is not coincident. The key question 

for us is up to which extent all actors involved are aware of the complementary role played by 

these two types of intervention. Residents easily recognise physical improvements because they 

are more visible, politicians also prefer palpable actions thus they provide a higher number of 

votes. However, the threshold between physical renewal and social intervention in order to 

improve the neighbourhood is not established.
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6 Future of the estates

In this chapter a view is given of the perspectives of the residents on the future of their 

neighbourhoods. In the next section it will become clear which groups of residents have trust in 

the future of their neighbourhood and which groups have a more negative attitude. Section 6.2 

focuses on the question who wants to leave the neighbourhood and who wants to stay and why. 

Section 6.3 says something about developments with possible effects for the future of the 

neighbourhoods and in the last section conclusions are drawn. 

6.1 The future of the neighbourhoods

6.1.1 Perspectives
In the survey residents were asked whether the future of the neighbourhood will be better, the 

same or worse than today. In general it can be said that most residents (Table 6.1) are positive 

about the future of their neighbourhood. Especially the residents of Trinitat Nova (87.6 per 

cent, see Table 6.2) have a positive attitude. In contrast, in Sant Roc around 40 per cent of the 

respondents think the future will be worse. The neighbourhoods in Madrid do not show much 

difference in future perspectives. As Simancas shows more urban and social problems than 

Orcasitas this is rather surprising. However, the perspective of the future is related with what 

residents think about the neighbourhood at the moment. In Table 4.4 in Chapter 4 it can be 

seen that the residents of Simancas and Sant Roc have an indifferent respectively low level of 

satisfaction with the neighbourhood. In other words; the residents of Sant Roc are not satisfied 

with their neighbourhood and think the future will even be worse. The residents of Simancas 

are not very satisfied at the moment; however think that future will be more positive. 

The positive attitude in Trinitat Nova in the future of the neighbourhood is related to the 

positive expectations concerning the regeneration process and the Community Development 

Plan. In Sant Roc confidence in recent plans is badly influenced by previous plans that failed to 

improve the neighbourhood (see also Pareja Eastaway et al., 2004). Residents in Simancas are 

rather positive concerning the future as their neighbourhood has been showing improvements. 

Trust may also be positively influenced by the central location of the neighbourhood in the city 

and by the expectations concerning the Investment Plan in the district.
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6.1.2 Who is positive, who is negative?
No clear differences in age groups can be indicated on who have trust in the future and who has 

a more negative attitude (see Table 6.1A in the Appendix). Table 6.2A in the Appendix shows 

that recently arrived people in Sant Roc are more positive about the neighbourhood than people 

who have been living there for a longer time. Maybe because people who recently arrived still 

have a positive perspective as they have experienced fewer problems, because their previous 

housing situation was worse or because they are seen as part of the problem by people living there 

for a longer time (this last is the case in Sant Roc according to interviewee R. González). In the 

other neighbourhoods no clear difference in the period of arrival in the neighbourhood can be 

found. 

Residents who are affected by a regeneration programme (who are living in a new dwelling 

and residents who will be relocated to a new dwelling) and residents living in a rehabilitated 

dwelling show a higher level of trust in the future of their neighbourhood than residents who 

are not affected by a regeneration or rehabilitation programme. It can therefore be said that a 

regeneration or rehabilitation programme contributes to more trust in the future of the 

neighbourhood. 

The regeneration process in Sant Roc affects only a part of the neighbourhood, resulting in 

differences within the neighbourhood. However, according to Dosta (interviewee, head of 

regeneration office Sant Roc) the regeneration process will have positive influences on the entire 

neighbourhood. The results of the survey show, nevertheless, that half of the residents, who are 

not affected by the regeneration, do not agree with this idea as they think the future will be 

worse.

6.1.3 How the future can be turned brighter
Of the residents who think the future will be the same or worse, only around 60 per cent 

suggested how the future could be turned brighter. Of the relative few suggestions, the 

suggestion related to the location of fewer immigrants in the area and improvements of green 

and public spaces were mentioned. Other suggestions were interventions with a social character; 

Table 6.1 – Future perspectives

Future perspective Frequency Valid percentage

Better 295 64.8
Neutral 83 18.2
Worse 77 16.9
Total 455 100.0

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.2 – Future perspectives in the neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Better 42.3 87.6 65.8 63.2
Neutral 17.1 8.0 22.2 25.4
Worse 40.5 4.4 12.0 11.4
Total (100%) 111 113 117 114

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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create more public spirit, create more social control and more police on the street (see Table 

6.3A in the Appendix).17 

In Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc one of the three residents with a positive perspective of the 

neighbourhood thinks the future will be brighter as a result of the new dwellings built within 

the regeneration process (see Table 6.4A in Appendix). In Orcasitas, where participation played 

an important role in the development of the neighbourhood, a more active participation of the 

residents is often mentioned as a reason why the future will be better. In Simancas respondents 

who think the future of their neighbourhood will be brighter, relate this often to the reason that 

the neighbourhood will become livelier in the future.

6.2 Staying or leaving?

6.2.1 Plans to move
In general one out of five residents has plans to move within two years (Table 6.4). Reasons for 

these few intentions for movements may be the relatively cheap dwellings in the 

neighbourhoods, mostly owned by the residents. Probably not many people think to have 

possibilities of improving their situation by leaving the area. Moreover, the question concerns a 

two-year period. It may be that residents have plans to move, however they know they will not 

realise this in the next two years. 

Table 6.3 – Regeneration and future perspectives

Future perspective Building not 
affected

New building Affected, to 
be demol-

ished*

Rehabilitated Total

Sant Roc Better 30.6 71.4 54.8 42.3
Neutral 16.1 14.3 19.0 17.1
Worse 53.2 14.3 26.2 40.5
Total 62 7 42 111

Trinitat Nova Better 83.3 100.0 100.0 75.8 89.3
Neutral 5.6 18.2 6.8
Worse 11.1 6.1 3.9
Total 18 4 46 33 103

Orcasitas Better 50.0 64.5 100.0 64.6
Neutral 50.0 22.7 23.0
Worse 12.7 12.4
Total 2 110 1 113

Simancas Better 53.1 93.3 68.6 63.2
Neutral 35.9 6.7 14.3 25.4
Worse 10.9 17.1 11.4
Total 64 15 35 114

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

* A part of the dwellings in Sant Roc and Trinitat Nova in Barcelona are to be demolished. This forms part of the regeneration 

projects in these neighbourhoods, see Section 5.2. 

17 As the response to this question was low, no division can be made per neighbourhood.
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Of the residents who have intentions to move around 40 per cent, (see Table 6.5A in the 

Appendix) wants to stay in the same neighbourhood. Especially in Trinitat Nova this percentage 

is high (76.2 per cent, see Table 6.6A in the Appendix). In the past Trinitat Nova lost many 

residents but now it seems the neighbourhood is attracting residents again (interview with K. 

Villanueva, Residents’ Association Trinitat Nova). In Sant Roc, although the percentage of 

distrust was high, still around 40 per cent of the people with plans to move, want to stay in the 

neighbourhood. This can be explained by a part of the respondents that is affected by the 

regeneration programme and will be relocated into a new dwelling in the same area. In the 

neighbourhoods in Madrid, people who have plans to move mostly want to leave the area (see 

Table 6.6A in the Appendix).

Dissatisfaction with the estate is not an important reason to move. Relocation as a result of 

the regeneration programme, the small size of the dwelling and the wish to buy a dwelling are 

often mentioned as reasons to move (see Table 6.7A in the Appendix).

6.2.2 Who wants to move?
Young people (younger than 30 years, see Table 6.8A in Appendix) seem to have more 

intentions to move than other age classes. As an important part of this age group still lives with 

their parents as stated in Chapter 3, their intentions are related to their wish to live on their own. 

It is however difficult for young people in Spain to enter the housing market. 

Households with an income higher than average seem to have more intentions to move than 

households with a lower income (see Table 6.9A in the Appendix). Moreover, households with 

a more than average income have more intentions to leave the area (see the Appendix Table 

6.10A). The stigmatisation of neighbourhoods contributes to the fact that people who can, leave 

the neighbourhood to improve their social status. In interviews it is said that especially in Sant 

Table 6.4 – Plans to move within two years

Frequency Percentage

Yes 101 20.0
No 386 76.4
Unknown 14 2.8
Total valid 501 99.2
System missing 4 0.8
Total 505 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.5 – Plans to move per neighbourhood

Plans to move Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Yes 24.2 16.9 16.0 23.4
No 75.8 78.2 80.8 73.4
Unknown 0.0 4.8 3.2 3.1
Total (100%) 124 124 125 128

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Roc (interview with R. González, Gypsy Association of Badalona) residents who improve their 

economic position are leaving the area.

From Table 6.11A in the Appendix it seems that especially people who have been living from 

the start in the neighbourhoods (the first residents) only few have plans to move. In interviews 

however, it has been mentioned that many of the first inhabitants have intentions to leave the 

neighbourhood to return to their birthplace in southern and central parts of Spain (in the 

interview with the Plataforma it is said this is already happening in Simancas). The wish of this 

group to move is probably not related to their satisfaction with the neighbourhood but more 

with a wish to go back to their roots. However, at the moment it seems it is more about 

intentions to go back than real movements.

6.3 Future effects for the neighbourhoods

The future of the four neighbourhoods will be influenced by developments at the national, 

regional and city level. The demographical developments in the neighbourhood, for example, 

will be influenced by an ageing population and the increasing flow of immigrants from outside 

the EU (Pareja Eastaway et al., 2003). Also urban developments and urban plans will have their 

influence. This section deals with some of these influences.

Regeneration and social programmes can contribute to stop the increasing average age of the 

population by attracting younger people to the neighbourhood. In the regeneration project of 

Trinitat Nova, for example, the improved neighbourhood and the better quality of the housing 

stock is expected to attract a new and younger population (interview with K. Villanueva, 

Residents’ Association Trinitat Nova). 

New VPO dwellings in a regeneration programme are often built under the regime ‘tanteig i 

restracte’ (Pareja Eastaway et al., 2004).18 These dwellings are not to be sold on the market for 

the first 30 years. This probably results in a low turnover rate and a closed housing market. 

According to an interviewee (interview with R. López, Sant Roc District) in Sant Roc the 

regeneration area will form a closed housing market that contributes to an ageing population. In 

contrary, the housing market in the part of the neighbourhood that is not affected by 

regeneration will be open and attract more immigrants. Here regeneration expects to contribute 

to differences in demographical characteristics in the two parts of the neighbourhood. 

In Madrid some other different effects may influence the neighbourhoods. The city of Madrid 

is applying for the organisation of the Olympic Games 201219. If Madrid gets the opportunity 

to organise this event, the district San Blas will become the Olympic district. Simancas, as one 

of the neighbourhoods of this district, may profit from many investments like for example the 

enlargement and improvement of the metro network. 

Another important development in Madrid is the large extension of the city (Madrid is after 

Berlin the city in Europe with the most building sites, see Pareja Eastaway et al., 2004). 

18 If the resident wants to move, the regional government has the first option to buy the dwelling for a price below its 

market value. This price is determined in an official VPO contract.

19 The Olympic Games 2012 will take place in London. Madrid will definitely present again its candidacy in the future.
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Developments do not only take place at the rings of the city but also inside the existing city, close 

to, or in the two neighbourhoods under research. 

In the 1990s in the southern part of Orcasitas dwellings in the private sector were developed. 

The mainly young households living there caused a change in the demographic development of 

the neighbourhood. Moreover, the quality and level of the services and amenities are affected, as 

a larger population needs to be served. According to P. Palomera (Fundación Iniciativa Sur) the 

future of Orcasitas partly depends on the integration of this new part of the neighbourhood with 

the older part. 

The central location of Simancas makes it attractive for new private developments. Already at 

the moment in the industrial area in the north of Simancas many dwellings in the private sector 

are being developed. If San Blas becomes the Olympic district, speculation will probably 

increase and more private developments will take place. The integration of these possible new 

residents will form an interesting element in the future of Simancas. 

6.4 Conclusions

In this section a view is given of the perspectives of the residents on the future of their 

neighbourhoods. Most residents believe in a better future for their neighbourhood. 

Regeneration programmes have an important influence on the trust of residents in their 

neighbourhood. Residents affected by regeneration show a higher level of trust and residents 

often mention the regeneration programme as an important reason why the future will be better.

However, a regeneration programme affects often not the whole neighbourhood. It seems 

that people living in the part that is not affected are not always as positive concerning the future 

than residents affected by the programme. The development of new VPO dwellings in the 

regeneration areas may influence the turnover rate; in the regeneration area turnover rates will 

be low. In contrast, in the housing stock not affected by regeneration the turnover rate will 

increase and low housing prices may attract immigrants. 

Most residents have no plans to move at short term. In general young people show more plans 

to move than older people. Their intention to move is related to their wish to live on their own. 

It seems that many people, who want to move, want to leave the area. Of those, people who earn 

more than average show more intentions to leave the area. It seems that the stigmatisation of 

neighbourhoods contributes to an outflow of people who can afford it. They leave the 

neighbourhood to improve their social status.

Not only regeneration programmes and other urban plans at neighbourhood and city level in-

fluence the future of the neighbourhoods. Also social and economical plans and their integration 

with the physical interventions will play a role. The importance policymakers give at these plans 

and how they think of the neighbourhoods as level of intervention will play an important role in 

the future of the neighbourhoods and the trust of the residents in a better future.
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7 Conclusions 

This research was conducted in the four Spanish case studies of RESTATE: Orcasitas and 

Simancas in Madrid and Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc in Barcelona. The survey was carried out 

in February and March 2004 based on a randomly selected sample with a slight territorial 

restriction in three of the neighbourhoods (Simancas, Trinitat Nova and Sant Roc). 

The main question to be answered in this report is: `Who profits from the developments and 

policies in the estates? Who experience clear disadvantages?´ In order to do so, we provide some 

concluding remarks of each chapter that outline which elements must be taken into account in 

order to properly answer the questions above. 

There are elements that determine the specific context of the neighbourhood that concern 

their historical past and origins, its demographic composition and the type of public intervention 

and regeneration processes performed in the area. Results, therefore, are highly influenced by 

these aspects. Similarities and differences in the main characteristics of the neighbourhoods 

should provide a reference framework for comparison of policies’ outcomes.

7.1 Who is represented in the survey and where/how do they live? 

For different reasons, two population groups are under-represented in the survey: immigrants 

and gypsies. Depending on the neighbourhood, different age groups are more or less 

represented. 

The sample exemplifies the general trends observed in Spanish society, that is, an aging 

population, a low rate of movements and the appearance of new forms of households. 

Respondents in these neighbourhoods also denote low levels of education and high rates of 

unemployment. Most of respondents are dependant on pensions or other forms of social benefit. 

In their majority, they are owners without an outstanding mortgage, with the exception of 

Orcasitas.

Regarding the building typology, all dwellings are assembled in high-rise buildings with levels 

that go from three to ten floors. The floor space of the dwellings is very similar in all 

neighbourhoods: 42 per cent of the dwellings have less than 60 square metres. 

There is an important difference on the percentage of the income assigned to dwelling 

expenditures (rent plus bills) basically explained by the amount of low income households living 

in Simancas and the high percentage of standing mortgages in Orcasitas. In Madrid part of the 

population invests more than 50 per cent of their income in dwelling payments whereas in 
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Barcelona the majority of the people of the sample addresses between 11 and 30 per cent of the 

income to the same purpose.
The historical trajectory of the neighbourhood, its social and economic fabric and the physical 

characteristics of the environment play a key role when analysing residents’ satisfaction with 

their dwelling and neighbourhood. Although in the four cases, there was a strong residents’ 

movement in the past, at present, as a reflection of the post-modernist society, individualism 

highly influences the level of participation and also the degree of social cohesion at the 

neighbourhood.

7.2 How satisfied are the residents? Why?

The moment when residents accessed the dwelling, which usually coincides with the time they 

accessed the estate, determines their participation in associations. The longer people live in a 

dwelling the higher the participation level. Residents require a period of adaptation and 

identification before they decide to get involved in associations to improve the neighbourhood. 

Only one group of population does not participate: immigrants. Another reason that influences 

attitudes and levels of participation is the regeneration processes: people who live in buildings 

affected by the programmes or in buildings that were constructed thanks to the same 

programmes participate in a higher proportion than the population who inhabits other types of 

buildings (non-affected blocks). However, regeneration processes are not a positive or a negative 

aspect in themselves, they are an instrument of transformation and the outcome of such 

transformation depends on, among others, several variables such as identification and 

participation of residents in the different actions or programmes, coordination and involvement 

of actors and consensus concerning the strategy adopted and the type of intervention (global or 

partial, micro or macro).

Many residents are highly satisfied with their dwelling. Two elements determine such a result: 

on the one hand, the number of years they have lived in the same dwelling, on the other, the 

existence of regeneration programmes which substitute ‘affected’ dwellings by new ones. 

Satisfaction with the neighbourhood is in general lower than their satisfaction with the dwelling, 

in spite of the existence of a strong social network, mainly of friends and relatives, in the 

neighbourhood, except for the Simancas case which shows a lower percentage. The image of the 

neighbourhood might influence this result: the residents of the area, deteriorating their 

perception of the public space and common areas, that is, assume stigmatisation from outside 

the neighbourhood. However, the disparity between reality and the image of the neighbourhood 

is detected only in Simancas. 

Many groups considered social diversity negative. Although the concept of diversity in the 

survey was merely an economic concept, most of the respondents understood social diversity as 

a confluence of different collectives with different norms and values. As it has been mentioned 

before, the recent appearance of new groups, mostly immigrants, creates a sense of uncertainty 

and fear about the unknown in the neighbourhoods. 
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7.3 How do policies influence residents’ satisfaction?

The four Spanish case studies show a different degree of intervention by public authorities and 

this difference is certainly perceived by the residents. In general terms, the awareness of policies 

and actions to improve the quality of life in the neighbourhood is rather low. However, 

awareness of policies is not directly linked with residents’ satisfaction. In some cases, residents 

with the specific policies, programmes or actions, do not associate the outcome of certain 

policies.

Participation and awareness are positively correlated although in some cases, people 

participate in actions oriented to improve the neighbourhood without connecting these actions 

to policies. Participation of residents in policymaking seems important in the awareness of what 

is happening in the neighbourhood and for identification with the results of policies and actions. 

In Spain, population claims have often been the starting point of many policies. However, at the 

moment, especially young people show a more indifferent attitude towards public policy.

In addition, an increase in knowledge favours the potential for participation of residents in 

actions transforming their passive role into an active one (micro-urbanism workshops in Trinitat 

Nova), becoming therefore, co-responsible of the intervention. However, as heterogeneity of the 

population increases, to achieve the cohesiveness of the group is more difficult and, therefore, 

more problematic to identify with a determined policy.

Lack of identification with policies is mainly the reason why residents do not consider many 

effects of policies in the neighbourhood. Besides, those general policies such as health or 

education are not perceived as so when looking at very deficient neighbourhoods.

Policies oriented to specific groups in those estates where social heterogeneity is higher, are 

difficult to notice, for instance, educational programmes to those collectives affected by long 

term unemployment. If specific policies are followed, difficulties in reaching the whole 

population appear. We consider that a general approach, especially in those policies, which 

affect the social composition of the estate, should be used in policies’ implementation. 

Otherwise a risk of increasing the differences within people exists and does not help to improve 

the social cohesion of the area.

Residents living in the part of the neighbourhood, which is being, regenerated profit more 

from the physical interventions than the residents living in the area which is not being 

regenerated. Policymakers believe the whole neighbourhood profits from a partial regeneration, 

the inhabitants however have a different opinion.

Especially social interventions seem to be rather unknown among the residents. Regeneration 

projects, the physical interventions, are easier to identify because of their ‘visibility’ and are often 

mentioned as an important reason why the future will be better. 

Recently, many immigrants have arrived in the neighbourhoods especially in those with a 

rather bad image where housing is cheaper and of low quality. Despite the relatively under-

representation in the sample, the outcome suggests that this collective does not profit much 

from policies. In regeneration projects only people who have been living in the dwelling for a 

long time are considered for a new dwelling, if the old one needs to be demolished. Besides up 

until now, immigrants have not been a main target group of social policies.

The issue of immigration deserves more attention by policymakers. The co-existence of 

several levels of government at the neighbourhood level favours the lack of assumption of 

responsibilities and certainly, a clear leadership and action is needed. However, we do not 
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consider that specific programmes or activities for immigrants are the best way to deal with the 

problem. As mentioned before, social programmes as a whole, demand a greater involvement of 

all actors which participate in the neighbourhood from residents to policymakers.

7.4 What do residents think about the future of the neighbourhood?

Physical interventions contribute to build trust in the future of the neighbourhood. Most 

residents believe in a better future for their neighbourhood. Regeneration programmes have an 

important influence on the trust of residents in their neighbourhood.

Most residents have no plans to move at short term. In general young people and people who 

earn more than average are more prepared to leave the area. Their improvement in their social 

status is the main reason to leave a stigmatised neighbourhood.

Not only regeneration programmes and other urban plans at neighbourhood and city level 

influence the future of the neighbourhoods, also social and economical plans and their 

integration with the physical interventions will play a role.

Going back to the research question, results prove that not only identification of residents 

with the programmes implemented but also with the neighbourhood and their confidence in its 

future highly determines the level of satisfaction with the environment, participation and the 

success or failure of policies.
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Appendix

RESTATE survey

First some basic information to be provided by the interviewer/local coordinator

City of interview: ………………………………… (to be coded later)

Neighbourhood: ………………………………… (to be coded later)

Date of interview: ………………………………...

Name of interviewer: …………………………………

Number of survey: …………………………………

Introduction

Interviewer: register the kind of dwelling in which the respondent lives

1 apartment/flat

2 single-family house

3 other: ……….

9 unknown

Interviewer: register the number of floors of the building

…… floors

99 unknown

Interviewer: register the floor of the dwelling under consideration (including ground floor)

1 ground floor (i.e. accessible without stairs)

2 first floor

3 second floor

4 third-fifth floor

5 sixth-tenth floor

6 eleventh floor or higher

9 unknown

Good morning/afternoon/night. My name is …… I am working at the University of …

We are carrying out a large international comparative research project in cities in 10 European 

countries. The European Commission subsidises this project. The focus is on housing and 

neighbourhoods and this area has been included in the study. Therefore we would like to ask you a series 

of questions and hope you will be prepared to answer these. All information will remain anonymous and 

confidential. I would like to start with some questions about your current housing situation.
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1 When did you first move to this address?

1 before 1960

2 1961-1970

3 1971-1980

4 1981-1990

5 1991-1995

6 1996-2000

7 2001-2004

9 unknown

2 What was the tenure of the place you lived at before this address?

1 rented from local council

2 rented from housing association/registered social landlord

3 rented from a private landlord

4 owned with mortgage

5 owned outright

9 unknown

3 With whom did you live at your previous address?

1 alone

2 partner and/or children

3 family (parents and siblings)

4 friends

9 no answer/unknown

4 Do you rent or own your present dwelling?

1 social rent (from municipality, housing corporation, housing company, etc.)

2 rent from private person 

3 rent from private company

4 own with mortgage

5 outright owner

6 other:……………………

9 unknown

5 What is the approximate size of your dwelling in square metres? 

1 below 30 m2

2 between 31 and 40 m2

3 between 41 and 50 m2

4 between 51 and 60 m2

5 between 61 and 80 m2

6 between 81 and 100 m2

7 over 100 m2

9 unknown/no answer
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6 How many bedrooms does your dwelling have?

1 one bedroom

2 two bedrooms

3 three bedrooms

4 four bedrooms

5 five or more bedrooms

9 unknown/no answer

7 What share of your income is needed to cover your total housing costs (rent or mortgage, 

electricity, water, etc.)? 

1 less than 10 per cent

2 11-30 per cent

3 31-50 per cent

4 more than 50 per cent

9 unknown

8 When was your present dwelling built? 

1 between 1945 and 1960

2 between 1961 and 1970

3 between 1971 and 1980

4 between 1981 and 1990

5 between 1991 and 2000

6 between 2001 and 2004

9 unknown

9 What was the most important reason for moving to this neighbourhood? 
(one answer only: only the most important reason)

1 low rent/housing costs

2 nearness to relatives and friends

3 nearness to work

4 good connections (e.g. public transport)

5 good schools

6 presence of other services

7 there were no other dwellings available 

8 other ……………………….

99 unknown

10 Where was your previous dwelling located?

1 in the same neighbourhood

2 somewhere else in the city

3 elsewhere in the country

4 elsewhere, abroad

9 unknown
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Now I would like to ask you some questions about the satisfaction with your present dwelling 

and the neighbourhood.

11 How satisfied are you with your home? Please indicate on a scale between 1 (very low) and 

10 (very high).

…

99 unknown

12 Has your satisfaction with your home increased or decreased in the last 5 years?

1 lower

2 same

3 higher

8 not applicable (settled less than five years ago)

9 unknown

13 Has your dwelling been renovated/refurbished in the last five years? 

1 no (go to question 15)

2 yes

9 unknown

14 What has been improved? (circle all answers that apply)

1 renovation of the kitchen

2 renovation of the bathroom

3 change of layout

4 renovation of the roof

5 renovation of the floor

6 renovation of the entrances 

7 renovation of the outside walls

8 complete renewal (after demolition)

9 other: ………….………………..

99 no answer/unknown

15 How satisfied are you with your neighbourhood? Please indicate on a scale between 1 (very 

low) and 10 (very high).

…

99 unknown

16 Has your satisfaction with the neighbourhood increased or decreased in the last five years?

1 lower

2 same

3 higher

8 not applicable (settled less than five years ago)

9 unknown 
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17 Which aspect of the neighbourhood do you like most? 

1 green spaces

2 accessibility to public services

3 playgrounds for children

4 youth facilities

5 proximity to work

6 proximity to schools

7 quality of local schools

8 people who live there

9 other: ……………………………………………..

99 unknown

18 Which aspect of the neighbourhood do you like least? 

1 green spaces

2 accessibility to public services

3 playgrounds for children

4 youth facilities

5 proximity to work

6 proximity to schools

7 quality of local schools

8 people who live there

9 other: ……………………………………………..

99 unknown

19 How do you rate the contacts you have between yourself and other residents in your 

neighbourhood?

1 good

2 moderate

3 bad

9 unknown

20 Do many of your close friends or relatives live in the neighbourhood?

1 yes, both relatives and friends

2 yes, but only friends

3 yes, but only relatives

4 no

9 unknown

21 Do you feel weakly or strongly attached to the neighbourhood? 

1 weak

2 neutral

3 strong

9 unknown
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22 Do you regard the estate you are living in to be socially mixed (households with very different 

incomes) or socially homogenous (mostly households with approximately similar incomes)?

1 socially mixed

2 moderately mixed 

3 socially homogenous

9 unknown

23 In some areas people mix together and try to help each other, while in other areas people 

mostly go their own way. Is this an area where people mostly help each other or where people 

mostly go their own way?

1 help each other

2 go their own way

3 mixture

9 unknown 

24 In your opinion, is a high level of social mix in the estate good or bad for the interaction 

between residents? 

1 good

2 neutral

3 bad

9 unknown

25 What is the reputation of the estate in the rest of the city? 

1 good

2 moderate

3 bad

9 unknown

26 Do you agree with this reputation?

1 yes

2 no

9 unknown

27 Do you personally experience serious problems in the neighbourhood with respect to:

1 = yes

2 = no

8 = not applicable (has lived here not longer than a year)

9 = unknown

- dirt on the streets 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- drug abuse 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- burglary in dwellings 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- burglary in cars 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- graffiti/vandalism 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- feelings of unsafety 1 yes 2 no  8 9
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- upkeep of public places 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- condition of roads 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- playgrounds for children 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- maintenance of buildings 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- lack of employment 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of schools 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of commercial services 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- quality of public services 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- different values/norms/lifestyles 1 yes 2 no  8 9

- racism/racist harassment 1 yes 2 no  8 9

28 Which of the mentioned aspects have been improved by any policy or action?

- dirt on the streets 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- drug abuse 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- burglary in dwellings 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- burglary in cars 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- graffiti/vandalism 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- feelings of unsafety 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- upkeep of public places 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- condition of roads 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- playgrounds for children 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- maintenance of buildings 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- lack of employment 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of schools 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of commercial services 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- quality of public services 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- different values/norms/lifestyles 1 yes 2 no 8 9

- racism/racist harassment 1 yes 2 no 8 9

In the next block I would like to ask a few questions regarding the policies of the local 

government or other institutions with regard to the neighbourhood you are living in.

29 Do you know about any policies or actions aiming at improvement of living in your 

neighbourhood? 

1 yes

2 no (go to question 32)

9 unknown

30 If yes, what are, in your opinion, the most important positive effects of these policies in 

recent years? 

…………………….……

…………………….……

…………………….……

99 unknown
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31 Who were the principal actors in these policies or actions?

1 national government

2 local government

3 housing companies/housing corporations

4 local population

5 other: ……………….

9 no answer, unknown

I would like to ask you a few questions about your activities in and use of the neighbourhood.

32 Do you or one of the members of the household actively participate in an association that 

aims to improve the neighbourhood? 

1 yes

2 no (go to question 34)

10 unknown

33 What kind of participation is that?

……………………….

unknown

34 Do you participate in a sports club, cultural association or another organised social activity 

in the neighbourhood?

1 yes

2 no

9 unknown

35 Can you reach the following facilities within 10 minutes from your home?

- a grocery shop 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- your bank 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a post office 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a general practioner (doctor) 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- public park 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- bus stop 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- primary school 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- a dentist 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

- your place of work 1 yes 2 no 9 unknown

36 How many hours per day – on average – do you spend outside your neighbourhood on 

normal weekdays?

1 10 hours or more

2 5-9 hours

3 3-4 hours

4 1-3 hours

5 less than 1 hour

9 unknown
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I have a few questions regarding the future.

37 Does your household have plans to move house within 2 years?

1 yes

2 no (go to question 40)

9 unknown (go to question 40)

38 What is the main reason for considering moving?

1 present home is too small

2 present home is too expensive

3 want to buy a dwelling

4 want to be closer to relatives/friends

5 want to live in a more quiet environment

6 want to live in a more safe environment

7 want to live closer to work

8 other: ………………………

99 unknown

39 Where would you like to move to?

1 in the same neighbourhood

2 close to the present neighbourhood (less than 5 km from present home)

3 somewhere else in the city

4 elsewhere

9 unknown

40 Do you think the future of your present neighbourhood will be better or worse than today? 

1 better (go to question 42)

2 neutral (go to question 41)

3 worse (go to question 41)

9 unknown (go to question 43)

41 If you envisage no change or change for the worse for the neighbourhood, how can that be 

turned into a brighter future? What should have highest priority? 

…………………….

…………………….

…………………….

99 unknown (go to question 43)

42 What is the main reason why you think the neighbourhood’s future will be brighter?

………..………….
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Finally I would like to ask you some short questions about the household.

43 Interviewer: register gender of respondent

1 male

2 female

44 May I ask you in which year you were born?

….

45 How is the composition of your household?

1 living alone (go to question 48)

2 living with a partner, no children (go to question 48)

3 living with a partner and …. children (how many children?)

4 single-parent household, with …. children (how many children?)

5 living alone with … others (no partner, no children) (to question 48)

6 living with partner and … others (to question 48)

7 living with partner and … others and …. children

8 other: ……………………..

9 no answer

46 What is the age of the oldest child still living at home?

88 … age

not applicable

47 What is the age of the youngest child living at home?

88 … age

not applicable

48 How many years did you follow school education since you were 6 years of age?

1 none

2 1-6 years

3 6-10 years

4 11-12 years

5 13-14 years

6 15 years or more

9 unknown

49 Do you have a paid job? 

1 yes, for …. hours per week

2 no

9 no answer
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50 Does your partner have a paid job?

1 yes, for …. hours per week

2 no

8 not applicable

9 no answer

51 How many people in your household are income earners?

………..

52 Would you classify the monthly household income as high, medium high, average, medium 

low, or low, compared to national levels?

1 high (top 10%)

2 medium high (between top 10%-30%)

3 average (between top 30% and bottom 30%)

4 medium low (between bottom 30% and lowest 10%)

5 low (poorest 10%)

9 unknown

53 What is the main source of your household income?

1 work 

2 unemployment or social benefit

3 pension

4 other:……………………….

9 no answer

54 In terms of ethnicity, how would you call yourself (for example: native UK, Moroccan, 

Dutch Moroccan, American, Hungarian, French, Algerian, etc.)?

…………………

55 And your partner?

…………………

56 Is there anything you would like to add related to this interview?

…………………
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Tables

Appendix to Chapter 2: The estates: a brief overview

The percentage of foreigners in the old city centre (Ciutat Vella) is still the highest of all 

districts in Barcelona. However, the percentage of foreigners in the peripheral districts of Nou 

Barris (District of Trinitat Nova) has increased stronger. The percentage of foreigners of the 

total foreign population in Nou Barris has increased, whereas in Ciutat Vella this has decreased.

Table 2.1A – Development of foreigners in Barcelona 

2001 2002 2003 2004

% Total 
foreign-

ers

% Total 
pop.

% Total 
foreign-

ers

% Total 
pop.

% Total 
foreign-

ers

% Total 
pop.

% Total 
foreign-

ers

% Total 
pop.

Barcelona 100 4.9 100 7.6 100 10.7 100 12.8
Ciutat Vella 21.0 18.2 18.8 26.7 18.9 34.7 17.4 36.1
Nou Barris 6.7 2.9 7.5 5.1 7.7 7.7 8.1 10.0

Source: Statistical Department of Barcelona, 2004

Table 2.2A – Percentage of foreigners in the neighbourhoods

City/neighbourhood Year % Foreigners of total 
population

Barcelona 2004 12.8
Trinitat Nova 2004 10*

* The number of foreigners in Trinitat Nova increased five times between 2001 and 2004. The 

official percentage of foreigners in Trinitat Nova in 2001 was 2.0 per cent. At the moment this 

is around 10 per cent. No official percentage can be given as the information on the number 

of foreigners and the number of total population is collected by the municipality resp. the 

national statistical institute. These numbers can not be compared as the statistical units 

differ. Therefore only an indication can be given.

Sant Roc 2002 4.3
Madrid 2003 11.6
Simancas 2003 13.4
Orcasitas 2003 3.0

Source: Statistical Department of Barcelona, Badalona and Madrid, 2004
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Appendix to Chapter 4: Positive and negative aspects of the estates

Table 4.1A – Participate in association to improve the neighbourhood

Frequency Valid percentage

Yes 109 22.0
No 387 78.0
Total 496 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.2A – Participation in association per neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Yes 24.6 22.1 30.2 11.1
No 75.4 77.9 69.8 88.9
Total (100%) 122 122 126 126

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.3A – Type of participation

Frequency Valid percentage

Meetings related to the 
improvement of the neighbourhood

12 11.4

Meetings organised by the resi-
dents’ organisation

64 61.0

Scout club 2 1.9
Other 27 25.7
Total 105 100.0

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.4A – Type of participation per neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Meetings related to the 
improvement of the neighbourhood

3.6 39.3 0.0 0.0

Meetings organised by the resi-
dents’ organisation

89.3 50.0 48.6 58.3

Scout club 7.1
Other 10.7 51.4 41.7
Total (100%) 28 28 37 12

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 4.5A – Participation in sports club or other social activity per neighbourhood 

Frequency Valid percentage

Yes 97 19.8
No 392 80.2
Total 489 100
Unknown 10
Total 16

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.6A – Participation in sports club or other social activity per neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Yes 13.8 22.5 30.1 13.0
No 86.2 77.5 69.9 87.0
Total 123 120 123 123

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.7A – Hours spent outside the neighbourhood

Frequency Valid percentage

10 hours or more 98 20.0
5-9 hours 86 17.5
3-4 hours 37 7.5
1-3 hours 71 14.5
Less than 1 hour 199 40.5
Total 491 100
Invalid 13

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.8A – Place of work in neighbourhood

Frequency Valid percentage

Yes 92 23.1
No 307 76.9
Total 399 100.0
Unknown 105
System missing 1
Total 106

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 4.9A – Place of work in the four neighbourhoods

Work place in 
neighbourhooud

Work place not in 
neighbourhood

Total

Sant Roc 23.4 76.6 107
Trinitat Nova 21.9 78.1 96
Orcasitas 30.0 70.0 100
Simancas 16.7 83.3 96

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.10A – Satisfaction with the home

Neighbourhoods Average N Standard deviation

Sant Roc 7.17 124 2.498
Trinitat Nova 7.34 121 2.691
Orcasitas 8.78 126 1.604
Simancas 6.78 124 2.568
Total 7.52 495 2.487

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.11A – Satisfaction with dwelling

Frequency Valid percentage

Very low 22 4.4
Low 13 2.6
Indifferent 112 22.6
High 147 29.7
Very high 201 40.6
Total 495 100.0
Invalid 20

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.12A – Satisfaction dwelling per neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Very low 4.0 7.4 6.5
Low 2.4 3.3 1.6 3.2
Indifferent 33.9 17.4 7.9 31.5
High 25.0 34.7 27.8 31.5
Very high 34.7 37.2 62.7 27.4
Total 124 121 126 124

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 4.13A – Satisfaction dwelling related to intervention 

Type of dwelling (regeneration)

Satisfaction home Building 
not 

affected

New 
building

Affected to 
be demol-

ished

Rehabili-
tated

New ele-
vator

Total

Sant Roc Very low 1.4 9.1 4.0
Low 2.8 2.3 2.4
Indifferent 31.9 37.5 36.4 33.9
High 23.6 50.0 22.7 25.0
Very high 40.3 12.5 29.5 34.7
Total (100%) 72 8 44 124

Trinitat Nova Very low 10.5 8.5 7.7 8.1
Low 6.4 2.6 3.6
Indifferent 15.8 21.3 15.4 50.0 18.0
High 31.6 25.0 27.7 43.6 50.0 34.2
Very high 42.1 75.0 36.2 30.8 36.0
Total (100%) 19 4 47 39 2 111

Orcasitas Low 1.7 1.6
Indifferent 8.5 8.2
High 50.0 27.1 100.0 28.7
Very high 50.0 62.7 61.5
Total (100%) 2 118 2 122

Simancas Very low 4.3 10.5 5.7
Low 4.3 2.6 3.3
Indifferent 27.1 21.4 44.7 31.7
High 30.0 21.4 36.8 100.0 31.7
Very high 34.3 57.1 5.3 27.6
Total (100%) 70 14 38 1 123

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.14A – Change in satisfaction with dwelling

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Lower 24.5 27.4 10.8 24.2
Same 48.0 48.1 64.0 52.7
Higher 27.5 24.5 25.2 23.1
Total 102 106 111 91

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.15A – Change in satisfaction with neighbourhood

Frequency Valid prcentage

Lower 137 31.9
Same 172 40.1
Higher 120 28.0
Total 429 100.0
Invalid 76

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 4.16A – Most liked aspects of the neighbourhoods

Aspect of the 
neighbourhood 

mostly liked

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Green spaces 16.9 15.5 37.9 20.6
Accessibility to 
public services

52.5 41.4 11.3 29.4

Playgrounds for 
children

2.5 3.4 7.3 3.2

Proximity to work 0.8 2.6 4.0 7.1
Proximity to 
schools

1.7 0.8 3.2

Quality of local 
schools

1.7 1.7 0.8 3.2

People who live 
there

3.4 17.2 19.4 12.7

Other 22.0 16.4 17.7 19.8
Nothing 0.8 0.8
Total (100%) 118 116 124 126

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.17A – Least liked aspects in the neighbourhoods 

Aspect least liked Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Green spaces 5.5 11.6 6.3 11.4
Accessibility to 
public services

0.9 5.3 7.1 4.4

Playgrounds for 
children

1.8 10.5 3.6 7.9

Youth facilities 1.8 6.3 16.1 16.7
Proximity to work 1.1 2.7 4.4
Quality of local 
schools

2.1 13.4 3.5

People who live 
there

67.9 22.1 13.4 32.5

Other 22.0 37.9 35.7 14.9
Lack and care of 
cleanliness

2.1 1.8 3.5

Dirt of dogs and/or 
birds

1.1

Vandalism 0.9
Total 109 95 112 114

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 4.18A – Problems experienced in the following aspects

Value Number of respondents % of respondents

Dirt on the streets 274 64.8
Drug abuse 271 64.1
Burglary in dwellings 147 34.8
Burglary in cars 228 53.9
Graffiti 220 52.0
Feelings of unsafety 162 38.3
Upkeep of public spaces 200 47.3
Condition of the roads 169 40.0
Playgrounds for children 173 40.9
Maintenance of buildings 152 35.9
Lack of employment 193 45.6
Quality of schools 104 24.6
Quality of commercial services 116 27.4
Quality of public services 109 25.8
Different values 95 22.5
Racism 98 23.2
Total 423 cases

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.19A – Contacts with residents

Frequency Valid prcentage 

Good 326 65.7
Moderate 158 31.9
Bad 12 2.4
Total 496 100
Invalid 9

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.20A – Contact with the residents in relation to tenure  

Tenure

Contact with the residents Mortgage 
VPO

Mortgage 
free

Paid VPO Paid free Total

Sant Roc Good 78.9 100.0 67.8 100.0 70.5
Moderate 15.8 28.9 25.9
Bad 5.3 3.3 3.6
Total 19 2 90 1 112

Trinitat Nova Good 70.0 50.0 75.0 33.3 69.2
Moderate 25.0 50.0 25.0 66.7 29.8
Bad 5.0 1.0
Total 20 10 68 6 104

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Orcasitas Good 71.8 63.6 86.4 50.0 72.3
Moderate 25.4 36.4 13.6 50.0 25.9
Bad 2.8 1.8
Total 71 11 22 8 112

Simancas Good 56.3 52.6 59.4 64.5 59.2
Moderate 37.5 47.4 40.6 35.5 39.8
Bad 6.3 1.0
Total 16 19 32 31 98

Table 4.21A – Friends and relatives living in the neighbourhood 

Frequency Valid percentage 

Yes, both relatives and friends 273 54.4
Yes, but only friends 127 25.3
Yes, but only relatives 42 8.4
No 60 12.0
Total 502 100
Invalid 3

Source: RESTATE fieldwork. 2004

Table 4.22A – Do people help each other? 

Do people help 
each other?

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Help each other 44.9 47.1 48.3 31.1
Go their own way 33.1 23.5 25.8 37.8
Mixture 22.0 29.4 25.8 31.1
Total (100%) 118 119 120 119

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.23A – Social mix 

High level of social 
mix is good/ bad for 

interaction

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

Good 12.8 28.9 25.2 36.3
Neutral 28.2 47.0 45.9 39.8
Bad 59.0 24.1 28.8 23.9
Total (100%) 78 83 111 113

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 4.20A – Contact with the residents in relation to tenure (continued) 

Tenure

Contact with the residents Mortgage 
VPO

Mortgage 
free

Paid VPO Paid free Total

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Appendix to Chapter 5: Effects of policies

Table 4.24A – Reputation of the estate

Frequency Valid percentage

Good 67 14.9
Moderate 111 24.7
Bad 271 60.4
Total 449 100
Invalid 56

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 5.1A – Relation of household composition and number of aspects improved in the dwelling

Household composition

Number of aspects improved
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Sant Roc 0 66.7 72.0 48.9 60.0 71.4 60.0 60.3
1 8.3 8.0 20.0 10.0 21.4 25.0 16.7
2 8.3 8.0 6.7 10.0 7.1 10.0 7.9
3 16.7 12.0 17.8 10.0 5.0 11.9
4 2.2 10.0 1.6
> 5 4.4 1.6
Total (100%) 12 25 45 10 14 20 126

Trinitat Nova 0 66.7 50.0 47.1 50.0 33.3 48.0 51.6
1 8.3 15.4 32.4 33.3 16.0 18.0
2 12.5 11.5 2.9 10.0 20.0 10.7
3 8.3 7.7 5.9 33.3 8.0 7.4
4 7.7 5.9 4.0 4.1
> 5 4.2 7.7 5.9 40.0 4.0 8.2
Total (100%) 24 26 34 10 3 25 122

Orcasitas 0 21.4 36.4 50.9 62.5 53.8 30.8 43.2
1 42.9 18.2 18.9 37.5 23.1 30.8 25.6
2 7.1 18.2 17.0 7.7 15.4 13.6
3 21.4 9.1 11.3 7.7 15.4 12.0
4 18.2 1.9 7.7 7.7 4.8
> 5 7.1 0.8
Total (100%) 14 11 53 8 13 26 125

Simancas 0 54.5 43.5 45.8 71.4 16.7 43.8 45.7
1 27.3 8.7 25.0 50.0 12.5 18.9
2 9.1 21.7 16.7 14.3 18.8 16.5
3 21.7 4.2 6.3 7.1
4 9.1 4.3 8.3 9.4 7.1
> 5 14.3 33.3 9.4 4.7
Total (100%) 11 23 48 7 6 32 127

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 5.2A – Awareness of policies per different age groups

Age class

Awareness of policies > 18 
years

18-30 31-44 45-54 55-64 65+ Total

Sant Roc Yes 38.9 47.8 45.5 56.0 40.9 45.1
No 100.0 61.1 52.2 54.5 44.0 59.1 54.9
Total 1 18 23 11 25 44 122

Trinitat Nova Yes 50.0 50.0 68.4 33.3 51.0 51.6
No 50.0 38.9 31.6 66.7 46.9 45.9
Unknown 11.1 2.0 2.5
Total 24 18 19 12 49 122

Orcasitas Yes 50.0 50.0 45.5 66.7 34.6 47.4 48.8
No 50.0 44.4 48.5 29.6 50.0 42.1 43.2
Unknown 5.6 6.1 3.7 15.4 10.5 8.0
Total 2 18 33 27 26 19 125

Simancas Yes 12.5 21.3 42.9 33.3 24.1 21.8
No 100.0 83.3 63.8 57.1 58.3 65.5 68.5
Unknown 4.2 14.9 8.3 10.3 9.7
Total 5 24 47 7 12 29 124

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 5.3A – Awareness and participation 

Awareness of policies and 
actions 

Participate in association to improve the neighbourhood

Yes No Total

Sant Roc Yes 63.3 37.0 43.4
No 36.7 63.0 56.6
Total (100%) 30 92 122

Trinitat Nova Yes 77.8 44.2 51.6
No 22.2 51.6 45.1
Unknown 4.2 3.3
Total (100%) 27 95 122

Orcasitas Yes 68.4 40.9 49.2
No 26.3 50.0 42.9
Unknown 5.3 9.1 7.9
Total (100%) 38 88 126

Simancas Yes 57.1 17.9 22.2
No 35.7 73.2 69.0
Unknown 7.1 8.9 8.7
Total (100%) 14 112 126

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Appendix to Chapter 6: Future of the estates

Table 6.1A – Future perspectives and age

Age class

Future perspectives > 18 
years

18-30 31-44 45-54 55-64 65+ Total

Sant Roc Better 43.8 40.9 70.0 22.7 47.2 42.1
Neutral 37.5 18.2 13.6 16.7 17.8
Worse 100.0 18.8 40.9 30.0 63.6 36.1 40.2
Total 1 16 22 10 22 36 107

Trinitat Nova Better 87.0 93.8 82.4 100.0 84.1 87.5
Neutral 8.7 5.9 13.6 8.0
Worse 4.3 6.3 11.8 2.3 4.5
Total 23 16 17 12 44 112

Orcasitas Better 100.0 44.4 71.0 56.5 76.0 70.6 65.5
Neutral 38.9 16.1 34.8 8.0 23.5 22.4
Worse 16.7 12.9 8.7 16.0 5.9 12.1
Total 2 18 31 23 25 17 116

Simancas Better 40.0 56.5 62.5 83.3 50.0 72.0 62.4
Neutral 20.0 30.4 30.0 20.0 24.0 25.7
Worse 40.0 13.0 7.5 16.7 30.0 4.0 11.9
Total 5 23 40 6 10 25 109

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.2A – Future perspectives in relation to year of settlement

Year settlement

Future perspectives Before 
1960

1961-
1970

1971-
1980

1981-
1990

1991-
1995

1996-
2000

2001-
2004

Total

Sant Roc Better 35.8 46.7 30.0 50.0 55.6 73.3 43.9
Neutral 100.0 20.8 13.3 10.0 11.1 13.3 16.8
Worse 43.4 40.0 60.0 50.0 33.3 13.3 39.3
Total 1 53 15 10 4 9 15 107

Trinitat Nova Better 85.3 80.8 100.0 80.0 85.7 100.0 94.4 87.5
Neutral 11.8 11.5 10.0 5.6 8.0
Worse 2.9 7.7 10.0 14.3 4.5
Total 34 26 7 10 7 10 18 112

Orcasitas Better 72.2 61.1 66.7 60.0 72.7 65.8
Neutral 16.7 22.2 33.3 30.0 27.3 21.9
Worse 11.1 16.7 10.0 12.3
Total 36 54 3 10 11 114

Simancas Better 38.5 76.5 40.0 76.2 37.5 62.5 65.2 62.1
Neutral 38.5 17.6 40.0 19.0 50.0 18.8 30.4 27.2
Worse 23.1 5.9 20.0 4.8 12.5 18.8 4.3 10.7
Total 13 17 5 21 8 16 23 103

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 6.3A – Suggestions for a better future

Value Number of respondents % of respondents

Creation/improvement green areas 9 3.5
Create more public spirit 14 5.4
Create dialogue between cultures 1 0.4
Improve affordability of dwellings 2 0.8
Improve timing or regeneration process 1 0.4
Pay more attention to elderly 2 0.8
Improvement cultural facilities 1 0.4
Improvement of public spaces 2 0.8
Greater mixture of residents 6 2.3
More social control 17 6.5
Safety 2 0.8
More dwellings 4 1.5
Better cooperation between residents and local 
government

1 0.4

Do something about alcoholism 9 3.5
More police on the streets 17 6.5
Problems with dirt on the streets 7 2.7
Facilitate initiative of residents 3 1.2
Maintenance of local services 5 1.9
More green areas 2 0.8
More attention of local government 2 0.8
More youth facilities 5 1.9
More commercial facilities 3 1.2
Better public transport 2 0.8
Less immigration 20 7.7
Other 16 6.1
Unknown 106 40.8
Total 260 100

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.4A – Reasons for a better future per neighbourhood 

Reasons that future will be 
brighter

Neighbourhoods

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas Total

Neighbourhood will be livelier 21.9 10.2 3.1 15.6 11.2
New and/or improved 
dwellings

31.3 33.0 3.1 14.1 20.1

More active participation of 
residents

5.7 13.8 3.1 6.4

New and/or improved public 
transport facilities

9.1 3.2

New and or improved green 
areas

4.5 3.1 2.4

Improved location of the 
neighbourhood

1.1 1.6 0.8

More commercial facilities 2.3 6.2 1.6 2.8
New residents 2.3 3.1 4.7 2.8

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Improvement of public 
spaces

3.1 1.1 3.1 1.6

Better integration of people 9.4 2.3 2.0
More police on the streets 6.3 1.5 1.2
Attention of the media for the 
neighbourhood

1.1 0.4

More money after joining 
European Union

1.1 0.4

Young people will change 
something

3.1 1.1 4.6 2.0

Activities of government 3.1 1.1 10.8 12.5 6.8
Higher acceptance of 
immigrants

3.1 1.6 0.8

Other 18.8 23.9 53.8 39.1 34.9
Total 32 88 65 64 249

Table 6.5A – Moving in or outside the neighbourhood

Frequency Percentage valid

In the same 
neighbourhood

41 41.0

Close to the present 
neighbourhood

20 20.0

Somewhere else in the 
city

22 22.0

Elsewhere 13 13.0
Unknown 4 4.0
Total 100 100
Invalid 405

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.6A – Plans for moving per neighbourhood

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas

In the same 
neighbourhood

41.4 76.2 35.0 20.0

Close to the present 
neighbourhood

17.2 4.8 25.0 30.0

Somewhere else in 
the city

20.7 14.3 20.0 30.0

Elsewhere 17.2 15.0 16.7
Unknown 3.4 4.8 5.0 3.3
Total (100%) 29 21 20 30

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.4A – Reasons for a better future per neighbourhood (continued)

Reasons that future will be 
brighter

Neighbourhoods

Sant Roc Trinitat Nova Orcasitas Simancas Total

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Table 6.7A – Reason for considering moving

Frequency Percentage valid

Home too small 12 12.4
Home too expensive 3 3.1
Want to buy a dwelling 15 15.5
Closer to relatives and friends 5 5.2
More quiet environment 7 7.2
Safer environment 3 3.1
Relocation 20 20.6
Other 32 32.9
Total 97 100
Invalid 408

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.8A – Plans to move within 2 years related with age

Plans to move > 18 
years

18-30 31-44 45-54 55-64 65+ Total

Sant Roc Yes 100.0 27.8 13.0 45.5 29.2 16.3 23,3
No 0.0 72.2 87.0 54.5 70.8 83.7 76,7
Unknown 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0
Total 1 18 23 11 24 43 120

Trinitat Nova Yes 0.0 29.2 16.7 15.8 8.3 14.3 17.2
No 0.0 66.7 77.8 78.9 91.7 81.6 78.7
Unknown 0.0 4.2 5.6 5.3 0.0 4.1 4.1
Total 0 24 18 19 12 49 122

Orcasitas Yes 0.0 38.9 24.2 11.1 4.0 5.3 16.1
No 100.0 61.1 66.7 85.2 96.0 94.7 80.6
Unknown 0.0 0.0 9.1 3.7 0.0 0.0 3.2
Total 2 18 33 27 25 19 124

Simancas Yes 40.0 41.7 34.0 14.3 8.3 0.0 24.4
No 60.0 54.2 61.7 85.7 91.7 96.4 72.4
Unknown 0.0 4.2 4.3 0.0 0.0 3.6 3.3
Total 5 24 47 7 12 28 123

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.9A – Plans considering moving related with income level 

Income level

Plans to move High Medium 
high

Average Medium 
low

Low Total

Sant Roc Yes 37.5 28.6 13.0 17.6 22.9 21.6
No 62.5 71.4 87.0 82.4 77.1 78.4
Total 8 14 23 17 35 97

Trinitat Nova Yes 33.3 17.4 21.2 26.7 6.5 17.1
No 66.7 78.3 75.8 73.3 90.3 80.0
Unknown 4.3 3.0 3.2 2.9
Total 3 23 33 15 31 105

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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Orcasitas Yes 14.3 20.8 33.3 5.3 12.9 17.4
No 85.7 75.0 57.1 94.7 87.1 79.8
Unknown 4.2 9.5 2.8
Total 14 24 21 19 31 109

Simancas Yes 20.0 37.8 23.8 18.2 8.0 23.9
No 73.3 62.2 66.7 81.8 88.0 72.5
Unknown 6.7 9.5 4.0 3.7
Total 15 37 21 11 25 109

Table 6.10A – Plans to move related to income level 

Income level

Plans to move High Average Low Total

Sant Roc In the same 
neighbourhood

14.3 50.0 30,0

Close to the present 
neighbourhood

28.6 33.3 10.0 20.0

Somewhere else in the city 28.6 30.0 25.0
Elsewhere 14.3 66.7 10.0 20.0
Unknown 14.3 5.0
Total 7 3 10 20

Trinitat Nova In the same 
neighbourhood

100 57.1 83.3 77.8

Close to the present 
neighbourhood

14.3 5.6

Somewhere else in the city 14.3 16.7 11.1
Unknown 14.3 5.6
Total 5 7 6 18

Orcasitas In the same 
neighbourhood

28.6 42.9 40.0 36.8

Close to the present 
neighbourhood

28.6 14.3 40.0 26.3

Somewhere else in the city 14.3 28.6 15.8
Elsewhere 14.3 14.3 20.0 15.8
Unknown 14.3 5.3
Total 7 7 5 19

Simancas In the same 
neighbourhood

11.8 40.0 25.0 19.2

Close to the present 
neighbourhood

35.3 40.0 25.0 34.6

Somewhere else in the city 29.4 20.0 50.0 30.8
Elsewhere 17.6 11.5
Unknown 5.9 3.8
Total 17 5 4 26

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004

Table 6.9A – Plans considering moving related with income level (continued)

Income level

Plans to move High Medium 
high

Average Medium 
low

Low Total

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004



[ 110 ]

Table 6.11A – Plans to move and year of settlement

Year of settlement

Plans to move Before 
1960

1961-
1970

1971-
1980

1981-
1990

1991-
1995

1996-
2000

2001-
2004

Total

Sant Roc Yes 15.0 37.5 30.0 50.0 40.0 27.8 24.4
No 100.0 85.0 62.5 70.0 50.0 60.0 72.2 75.6
Total 1 60 16 10 4 10 18 119

Trinitat Nova Yes 17.9 15.4 30.0 25.0 18.2 15.8 17.4
No 82.1 76.9 100.0 50.0 75.0 81.8 78.9 78.5
Unknown 7.7 20.0 5.3 4.1
Total 39 26 8 10 8 11 19 121

Orcasitas Yes 8.1 20.7 18.2 16.7 15.6
No 91.9 75.9 100.0 72.7 75.0 81.1
Unknown 3.4 9.1 8.3 3.3
Total 37 58 4 11 12 122

Simancas Yes 6.7 15.0 50.0 26.1 37.5 11.1 22.2 20.5
No 93.3 80.0 50.0 73.9 62.5 83.3 70.4 76.1
Unknown 5.0 5.6 7.4 3.4
Total 15 20 6 23 8 18 27 117

Source: RESTATE fieldwork, 2004
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List of people interviewed

Simancas

• Plataforma Simancas (Agustina Serrano, Roman Bara, Enrique Fanjue, Marí Mar Martín)

• Colectivo San Blas (Santiago Redondo, Nines Bravo)

Orcasitas

• Fundación Iniciativa Sur (Paco Palomera)

• Vice-president of women association in Meseta de Orcasitas (Pura)

General Madrid

• Professor Human Geography at Universidad Autónoma de Madrid (Manuel Valenzuela) 

• Geographer at Universidad Autónoma de Madrid (Palacios)

• Vice-president FRAVM (regional federation of residents association of Madrid) (María 

Prado) 

Sant Roc

• District councillor (Raquel López)

• Head Regeneration Office Sant Roc (Miquel Dosta)

• Vice-president gypsy association (Raymundo González)

• School for adults in Sant Roc (Carme Murián)

Trinitat Nova

• Vice-president residents association Trinitat Nova (Katy Villanueva)

• Head of Regeneration Office Trinitat Nova (Sergi Fernández)

• District Nou Barris (Orland Blasco)

• Gerent Pro Nou Barris (municipal company managing neighbourhoods in district Nou 

Barris) (Ignasi Cardelús)

• GEA-21, private company hired by Residents’ Association to be involved in the design of the 

urban plan (Carlos Verdaguer and Isabel Velázquez)

General Barcelona

• Head of Urban Department, local government of Barcelona (Ricard Fayos)

• Responsible architect for the urban plan Trinitat Nova

• Assistant director ADIGSA (David Companyon)

• Head of Housing Department of regional government of Catalonia, (Carme Trilla)
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