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Overview
In recent times there has been increasing public attention given to older women as the
“new face of homelessness”. Older women as a cohort have been experiencing financial
stress and housing pressures for a long time driven by the intersection of structural and
gendered risk factors that affects their ability to achieve homeownership and economic
security.
The fact that many women do not self-identify as homeless and try to hide their
homelessness out of fear or embarrassment means their plight has remained largely
invisible on the policy and advocacy front. Population aging will likely see homelessness
among older women continue to rise unless significant changes are made. The time has
come to move beyond building awareness of the problems towards taking concerted action
and implementing solutions.
There is a broad range of possible solutions that could potentially reduce older women’s risk
of homelessness. There are early intervention and preventative approaches needed, such
as tackling workplace gender inequality, wage disparities, the superannuation gap and social
inequality, that require structural and cultural reform that is intergenerational in delivery.
The focus of this paper, however, is directed towards increasing the availability of affordable
housing to directly provide women access to secure and affordable rental housing to age in
place. It seeks solutions to unlock private capital to provide the scale of investment
required to create a pipeline of social and affordable housing (SAH) to address housing
precarity for single older women at risk of homelessness.
A range of housing solutions is needed that are appropriate and responsive to the varying
needs of older women in terms of asset and income levels, capacity to work and housing
preferences.
Economics of Social and Affordable Housing
Housing in Australia is no longer affordable for many people due to a combination of
insufficient supply of affordable housing and limited wages growth for people in the lower
income quartiles. From a housing supply perspective, housing single older women is
particularly problematic because they can afford to pay less on housing than couples who
have the potential for two incomes. At the same time, the cost of housing on a per person
basis is significantly higher for single people, and while units may be lower cost than houses,
they are not necessarily the most suitable dwelling type for older women with mobility
issues and pets.
Providing suitable housing for older women relies on developing cost-effective housing
models such as co-housing, community housing and land lease developments. Mixed tenure
developments that combine social, affordable, disability and private market housing also
offer considerable potential to improve the financial viability of developments. So too,
larger housing developments offer economies of scale that improve project viability.
The economic and social consequences of providing secure housing to older single women
over 55 years would be considerable.

Inclusive

Economics Consulting

5

•

•

•

•

Housing 20,000 women would avoid some 1,068 women becoming homeless1 which
would translate into a budget saving on health, welfare, and justice of $39.6m a year
and $594m over 15 years. 2 If we wait until these women become homeless before
providing this support, however, the savings would be considerably reduced ($9,000
for each women/year translating into $9.6m a year and $144m over a 15-year
period).3
Housing 20,000 older single women before their aged care needs escalate would
be expected to avert a 25% (or 1.42 percentage point) increased need for
residential care. This is estimated to reduce the aged care costs for this group by
$130m or an average of just less than $6,500 each (Attachment 1).4
Investing $6b in social housing to deliver 20,000 new social housing units with a cost
to the government of $4.8b is estimated to support over 12,000 FTE jobs a year on
average over four years and generate up to $12b in economic activity over four
years. 5
Many single older women have experienced or are living in situations where they
continue to face family and domestic violence or elder abuse. The individual costs
of family and domestic violence (FDV) have been estimated at around $26,780 a
year in 2014-15 dollars.6 Recognising that not all FDV costs can be avoided, such as
second-generation costs and some losses related to anxiety and depression,
further independent research has estimated the annual health and economic gains
per survivor from avoiding domestic violence at $18,241.7

These results demonstrate the importance of taking preventative action to prevent women
living in precarious housing from becoming homeless.
Target Cohort
Two main segments fall through the cracks in currently available government support to
older women. First are older women in marginal housing (numbering some 8,000 in 2020)
and those on social housing waiting lists.
Second are women renters with assets and income that are too high to allow them to
qualify for support, yet too low to enable them to buy their own home. In 2020, women
over 55 years in this cohort who were renting privately numbered 84,000 nationally.8 This
latter group has higher incomes and a higher capacity to contribute to their rental
payments, however their number is so much larger as to make the cost of supporting them
in housing considerably greater.
Considering the smaller size of the former group, together with their greater risk of facing
homelessness and the significant benefits of preventing homelessness, this may tilt in

1

Author’s estimates based on Johnson, G., Scutella, R., Tseng, Y. P., & Wood, G. (2019). Updated for 2020.
Author’s estimates. Based on Zaretzky, K., et al. (2013), 7 % would become homeless in the absence of
support and 2 % would re-enter homeless with support.
3
Author’s estimate based on Johnson, G., Scutella, R., Tseng, Y. P., & Wood, G. (2019).
4
Author’s analysis. See Attachment 1.
5
Author’s estimates based on SGS Economics and Planning (2020).
6
PWC (2015).
7
Equity Economics (2021).
8
Lester L., and D Faulkner (2020).
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favour of prioritising support for this cohort despite their more limited capacity to
contribute to rental income.
Addressing the Feasibility Gap
The difference between the cost to build, manage and maintain affordable housing and the
sub-market rents paid by tenants (inclusive of government support such as Commonwealth
Rent Assistance) represents a feasibility gap. The existence of this gap reflects submarket
rentals that lead to sub-market investment returns, making investment in SAH problematic
for institutional investors.
Given the economic shock caused by COVID-19 coupled with the accelerating growth in
house prices in recent years, substantial investment in SAH would provide much needed
economic stimulus while address the housing crisis in Australia. International experience
suggests that there is no single solution to housing affordability but rather a combination of
measures is needed.
The most cost-effective approach for procuring the necessary housing is for governments to
provide public equity in the form of an upfront capital grant and raise debt in the most
efficient manner. This approach is superior to providing an operating subsidy to enable
private financing which largely reflecting the lower borrowing costs of the Commonwealth
and State governments compared with the cost of finance available to private firms.
Unfortunately, successive governments have not provided sufficient funding to address the
SAH shortage. In the absence of governments being prepared to provide the necessary
funding to procure the quantity and quality of SAH required, an alternative is to create a
mechanism that enables private capital to provide this investment.
A new ongoing government funding mechanism to meet the feasibility gap would attract
institutional capital enabling the creation of a pipeline of housing developments. It would
also be possible to seek support through existing State Government programs including
existing programs in NSW, new programs introduced by the Victorian Government in 2020
and as announced by the Queensland Government in 2021.
Subsidy Mechanisms
Funding mechanisms that have, or are, being used by various governments to support SAH
include the following:
•

Transfer payments – In Australia, Commonwealth Rent Assistance (CRA) is the current
mechanisms used to provide housing assistance. Given many single retired renters,
especially women, suffer poverty in retirement, support provided through CRA would be
well targeted to people in greatest need. While a $500 a year increase would be
justified, it would be insufficient on its own to cover the feasibility gap for either social
or affordable housing.

•

A shared equity schemes can make housing costs more affordable and improve housing
security for residents over time. Such a scheme reduces both the deposit hurdle and the
serviceability hurdle for entering home ownership, which is particularly relevant to
single older women that may have limited years left in the workforce. 9

9

Further detailed analysis is being conducted by the Author to develop a viable model that would be meet the
needs of this cohort.
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•

The provision of upfront payments can be a cost-effective method of enabling
community housing providers to continue to grow and build more and better social
housing. The effectiveness of upfront grant payments for SAH has been demonstrated
through the NSW Community Housing Innovation Fund (CHIF).

•

Stream of payments - funded by establishing an endowment with the annual returns of
the fund allocated to providing payments for SAH. This is equivalent to the NSW Social
and Affordable Housing Fund. Establishing an endowment from government budget
surpluses is clearly the superior approach from a public finance perspective.

•

Tax offset – Federal government could distribute tax credits to accredited developers of
affordable housing on a competitive basis as an incentive to offer below market rent to
low-income earners. These could then be passed on to institutional investors or an
intermediary aggregation fund in exchange for equity or debt financing of affordable
housing developments.

•

Land lease - Provision of public land for the development of land lease schemes would
enable affordable home ownership and below market rental by removing the land value
component from housing.

It would be important to ensure that dwellings that have been allocated subsidies continue
to be used for their intended purpose as social/affordable dwellings in perpetuity for houses
and for their economic life in the case of apartments. This is achieved by providing subsidies
to Community Housing Providers or through placing a claim on the title of the asset (as was
the case for the NSW Community Housing Innovation Fund).
Structure of Paper
Sections 1 – 3 discuss the factors that create housing insecurity for older women, their
housing needs, potential housing solutions and market segmentation to assist in
determining the cohort to target.
Section 4 provides the economic consequences of older women’s housing insecurity and
Sections 5 discusses the barriers faced in mobilising private capital for SAH, the factors that
drive the size of the feasibility gap, and the potential role of a women’s housing fund.
Section 6 outlines policy options for filling the feasibility gap and provides estimates of the
funding required to address the needs of the different cohorts of older women on a national
basis under various scenarios. Sections 7-9 outline, for each of NSW, Victoria and
Queensland, the funding required to address the needs of the different cohorts of older
women, the housing programs that could potentially be leveraged for this purpose and the
potential contribution that that could be made to State priorities.
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1. Older Women at Risk
Three layers of risk factors can be identified for housing insecurity and homelessness that
older women face.10
The broadest layer of risk relates to a range of socio-economic factors that result in women
entering older age with lower levels of lifetime savings and lower superannuation. The
drivers include a gender pay gap, time taken out of the workforce to care for others,
working in lower wage, casual or part time jobs and in female dominated industries that are
more likely to pay less, and gender and age discrimination. In their later life, women
experience the full consequences of a lifetime of lower paid jobs, shorter engagement in the
paid workforce, inability to benefit from superannuation savings and may have missed the
opportunity to buy a house. Retiree renters have poverty levels well more than the average
rates for retirees and working aged people.11 Single female retired renters are more likely to
be in financial stress than single male retired renters.12
The second layer of risk relates to the scarcity of affordable and secure housing available for
people on low incomes. Rising house prices has increased pressure on people with low
incomes and little or no assets. The underlying assumption of Australia’s retirement income
system that retirees own their own homes is fast becoming unrealistic. Between 2006 and
2011, older single women in private rentals increased by 50%.13 For single person
households with incomes at the full age pension rate, rents are severely unaffordable in
Australian cities or more particularly in Sydney and Melbourne where they are as high as
60% of income relative to the commonly used 30% affordability benchmark.14 Research by
Anglicare Australia shows that only 0.5% of rentals are affordable for a person living on the
Age pension or the disability support pension.15
The final risk layer, on top of these broader layers, represents the final trigger for
homelessness. This occurs due to a critical life crisis including loss of a partner or supporting
family member, retirement or loss of employment, illness, or injury. A third of all women
are single by the time they reach retirement which increases their risk to life shocks.
According to the Australian Human Rights Commission (AHRC), family violence is the
primary reason for older women seeking specialist homelessness services.16 Insufficient
suitable employment opportunities and age discrimination by employers are major reasons
why women over 55 years are unable to find work. Research shows that 68 % of surveyed
employers indicate they are unwilling to hire people over the age of 50.17 Faced with this
structural, systemic barrier, many older women are forced to rely on unemployment
benefits to survive and are at risk of homelessness.
Research also shows that older women experience homelessness differently than other
group which places them ‘out of sight and out of mind’. Rather than sheltering in public
10

Liang Yin Li, et al (2020)
Australian Government the Treasury (2020).
12
25% for single retired female renters and 22% for single retired male renters. Australian Government the
Treasury (2020).
13
Census 2016.
14
Liang Yin Li, et al (2020)
15
Anglicare Australia (2021).
16
AHRC (2019).
17
Australian HR Institute and Australian Human Rights Commission (2021).
11
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spaces or homeless shelters they are more likely to stay temporarily with friends and family
or live in their car out of public view. The low visibility of older women’s homelessness has
served to reduce the urgency of their circumstance within a political and policy context.

2. Addressing Older Women’s Housing Needs
In considering women’s housing needs, the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) definition of
homelessness as not having “a sense of security, stability, privacy, safety and the ability to
control living space” provides a relevant starting point.18
Some key characteristics of older women experiencing or at risk of homelessness that are
relevant to their housing needs include:
•

Low income and wealth levels with limited capacity to manage and maintain a property.

•

Aging, declining health, restricted mobility particularly with age.

•

Single, vulnerable, need for privacy, fear of becoming isolated, concerns about physical
safety (real or perceived), need for companionship and support, possibly caring for
dependents.

In contrast, the benefits resulting from addressing older women’s housing needs include:
•

Social cohesion and ontological security.

•

Social connectivity promoting mental and physical wellbeing.

•

Counterbalance to vulnerability during aging, improving self-reliance and reducing
insecurity.

Some practical implications of these issues on the housing needs and preferences of older
women follow.
In addition to improving wellbeing of the cohort, there are also benefits to the broader
economy in terms reducing the cost of delivering government services particularly aged care
and health care as discussed in Section 4.

Older Women’s Housing Needs
Numerous research studies reinforce the critical importance of the following for older
women’s housing needs:19
•

Financial perspective –affordability, security of tenure and ability to share property
management and maintenance costs.

•

Geographic location –proximity to family and friends, convenience to public transport,
health care and amenity.

•

Development complex – own personal space supplemented with communal indoor and
outdoor spaces. Desire to age in place with access to in-home and aged care support.
The need for accessibility would tend to rule out most existing units and townhouses.
Pet friendly accommodation is also often raised as important.

18
19

Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2018
Nesbitt, Olivia, et al (2019).
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•

Individual dwellings – mix of sizes (1 to 3 bedrooms) to meet different needs and
incomes while enabling residents to downsize as their circumstances change.

Potential Housing Solutions
A wide range of housing types is needed to accommodate different needs as evidenced by a
review of age and gender specific housing developments in other comparable western
countries.20 And various actors are needed to provide these housing solutions including the
community housing sector and women’s housing organisations.
Build to Rent
Build to rent (BTR) refers to purpose-built residential developments designed for rent and
held in single ownership.21
While the Australian BTR is relatively undeveloped by international standards, the
development pipeline is reportedly approaching 15,000 units as the second half of 2020 saw
a significant acceleration of new projects.22 Similar to well established markets in the US
and UK, the emphasis of BTR developments is on large size projects which average more
than 350 units that deliver operational efficiencies through economies of scale.
While BTR normally target the broader market up to and including luxury rentals, there has
been an increased interest in smaller BTR models at the more affordable end of the housing
spectrum. This is being developed through collaborative ventures between private
developers and not-for-profit superannuation sector participants using different structures
including mixed tenure and land leases. Examples include Australian Super’s acquisition of a
strategic stake in Assemble, a BTR platform focused on the middle/affordable end of the
market.
Major state agencies in Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland are also exploring
opportunities for integrating a BTR component within housing developments with a view to
improving housing supply on the affordable end of the spectrum. Pilot schemes are
currently being tendered.
Rent-to-Buy
Rent-to-buy could offer an alternative solution to assist older women into long- term secure
housing, particularly for those who continue to work. Under this model, a person first rents
a home with the option of purchasing it in the future.
Where these arrangements have operated well internationally, they provided subsidised
and long-term rental accommodation allowing tenants to save enough to be able to
purchase (or part-purchase) in the future.
Unfortunately, many rent-to-buy properties within Australia require above market rents and
offer unfavourable terms for the purchaser. Exceptions to this include projects offered by
Assemble in Victoria and Community Housing Limited in partnership with the South
Australian Government.

20

Peterson, M., (2015).
This excludes general residential strata units held for rent.
22
PWC 2020.
21
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Co-housing Models
Co-housing or housing cooperative models involve self-contained homes with communal
activities such as outdoor space, where residents manage their own tenancies.23
Housing cooperative models offer the opportunity for co-ownership of housing and shared
management. Through membership and control of the organisation, housing cooperatives
provide greater security of tenure. Certain models enable shared equity holders to buy back
a portion of the housing in circumstances where residents are unable to pay their rent.
While Nightingale Housing is not a cooperative, it has developed several co-housing projects
in Victoria typically in collaboration with future owners. By creating common spaces,
limiting carparks, retaining some raw finishes, and capping developer profits, they have
reduced costs and improved affordability.
Common Equity is another example where residents have a say in decision making relating to
functioning and maintenance of the properties. They pay a membership fee and contribute
to managing and maintaining their own tenancies.24 Common Equity provides support and
manages major maintenance, compliance and reporting for the residencies.
Community land trusts are not-for-profit, community-based organisations designed to
ensure permanent housing affordability through community stewardship of land. A
community land trust manual has been developed by Associate Professor Crabtree at the
University of Western Sydney as a practical approach for ensuring that properties remain
affordable in perpetuity.

23
24

Reidy, Wynne, McKenna et al. (2017).
Common Equity (2018).
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3. Defining Target Women
Almost 9,000 older women across Australia were experiencing homelessness and more than
another 7,000 lived in marginal housing.25 These numbers are however the tip of the
iceberg with research showing that 405,000 older women (7% of women over 45 years) are
at risk of homelessness comprising 240,000 in the 55-plus years age cohort (6% of cohort)
and about 165,000 women aged 45-55 years (9% of cohort).26
The research identified a range of key factors that were found to increase the probability of
being at risk of homelessness, notably not being employed full time, in a private rental, in a
single person household, an immigrant from a non-English speaking country, identifying as
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander, and a lone parent (excluding those never married).
The research also identified that the presence of multiple factors amplifies the likelihood of
risk.
•

The risk for older women who live alone is estimated at eight to nine times
higher than women in a dual person household.27

•

Older single women in the private rental market face increased risks and are
over twice as likely to be at risk compared to older single women who hold a
mortgage.28

•

For women aged 55-64 living in private rental, the probability of being at risk is
approximately 28 %. This number rises to over 85 % for women who are also
not employed full-time and have experienced at least one prior occurrence of
being at risk.29

Women at risk are not a homogenous group as can be seen through the following
segmentation:
•

Women who present as homeless to the service system with complex needs, who would
qualify for social housing but need more support than can be provided by social housing,
projected at almost 9000 in 2020 (Homeless women);

•

Women living in social housing and receiving some form of statutory payment as their
main source of income (Social Housing Women);

•

Women living in private rental accommodation who may be on the social housing
waiting list and receiving some form of statutory payment to supplement their modest
private income, including women in marginal accommodation numbering almost 8000 in
2020 (Marginal Women);30

•

Emerging group of women whose income or assets are too high to qualify for social
housing, but not high enough to be able to buy their own home outright (Middle
Women). While difficult to say with any precision, this group of women over 55 years

25

2016 Census updated to 2020 based on historical rates of homelessness growth among this cohort.
Lester L., et al (2020). Based on HILDA (2018). Based on households in the lowest 40% of the income distribution who
spend 30 % or more of income on housing costs (30/40 rule).
27
Lester L., et al (2020).
28
Lester L., et al (2020).
29
Lester L., et al (2020).
30
Breakdown of waiting list information by gender, age, and state not available.
26
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has been estimated to number 240,000, roughly a third of whom are living in private
rental accommodation. Within this “middle women” group can be distinguished two
sub-groups. First, those with moderate income and little to no capital. While they work
and present as being financially independent, their financial circumstances are
precarious, and they would be at risk of homelessness should they experience a loss of
income for more than a few pay cycles. Second, those with some savings and low, most
likely statutory, income.
In prioritising assistance, considerations are the size of the group, their relative need, and
cost of assistance. The larger the group, the more costly it would be to assistance the
group. This may suggest targetting women with the greatest need who are already
homeless or in marginal housing. On the other hand, assisting ‘middle women’ whose
needs are not as complex as other at-risk groups to access secure and affordable housing
before they reach crisis point is simpler and less expensive. Preventing this group from
becoming homeless would avoid further stress being placed on an already over stretched
social services system and avoid higher costs in the future (as discussed in Section 4).
Middle women also have the means to contribute more to their rent than other groups of
women at risk, which could be expected to lessen the feasibility gap.
Considering the smaller size of the former group of ‘marginal women’, their greater risk of
homelessness and the significant benefits of preventing homelessness, this cohort should be
prioritised for support despite their more limited capacity to contribute to rental income.
Table 1 summarises the data on the number of older women experiencing homelessness, in
marginal housing or at risk of homelessness, nationally and on a State and Territory basis.
Table 1: Older Women Experiencing Homelessness, Marginal Housing and At Risk
Older
Homeless
Women (a)

2020

NSW
Vic
Qld
SA
WA
Tas
NT
ACT
National

2,842
1,645
2,089
428
706
150
948
108
8,914

Older women
Older women
who are
who are in
homeless or in
marginal
marginal
housing (a) (b)
housing (a) (b)

Older Women at Risk of Homelessness, Private Renters (c).
2020

2020 Projected 2020 Projected Aged 45 - 54
Number
Number
(d)
2,412
1,396
1,773
363
599
127
804
92
7,566

5,254
3,040
3,862
791
1,305
276
1,752
199
16,480

Number
8,897
9,706
8,088
1,618
4,044
485
81
81
33,000

65+ years (d)

Aged 55+ (d)

13,912
15,176
12,647
2,529
6,324
759
126
126
51,600

22,647
24,706
20,588
4,118
10,294
1,235
206
206
84,000

Aged 45+

31,778
34,667
28,889
5,778
14,444
1,733
289
289

117,867

Source: Author. Notes: (a) Projection based on ABS Census 2016. (b) State by state breakdown are estimated based on homelessness state by state distributions. (c)
HILDA. Private renters. Data are approximations. Data are weighted and rounded. (d) State by state breakdown based on state by state distributions of women at risk
aged 45+.

A comparison of the considerations relevant to determining which group to receive priority
assistance is provided in Table 2.
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Table 2: Segmentation of Older Women - Options for Targeting Subsidies
Older homeless
women with
complex needs
(Homeless women numbering 9,000).

Older women living
in social housing
(Social housing
women).

Reasons to target:
• Greatest need.
• Smaller group of women in need
means lower total cost of providing
subsidies.
• Reduces cost of providing nonhousing government services

Other Considerations:
• Complex service needs beyond their
need for housing.
• Limited ability to contribute to their
rental costs.
• Largest subsidy required to fill
feasibility gap.

•

•

Smaller group of women in need
means lower total cost of providing
subsidies.

•
•
•

Older women in
private rental or
marginal housing,
possibly on social
housing waiting list
(Marginal women numbering over
7,500).
Older women with
income or assets
too high to qualify
for social housing,
not high enough to
buy own home, in
private rental
(Middle women –
numbering 84,000).

•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

Already housed in secure social
housing so need not as great as other
groups.
Likely have significant service needs
beyond their need for housing.
Limited ability to contribute to their
rental costs.
Large subsidy required to fill the
feasibility gap.

Women with the greatest unmet
need.
Needs relatively easily met.
Prevents escalation of their needs
contributing to higher future health
and aged care costs.
Income levels and wealth that allow
them to contribute a greater
proportion to their rental.
Lower subsidy gap.
Do not have needs beyond housing
security.
By helping to prevent depletion of
their resources they are likely to be
basically self-sufficient for the
remainder of their lives.
Prevents escalation of their needs
contributing to higher future health
and aged care costs.

•
•
•

Even by limiting this group to those in
private housing, this is still the largest
cohort.
Costly to support the whole group.
Difficult to identify those with the
greatest needs as they are not part of
the welfare system.

Source: Author
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4. Economic Consequences of Older Women’s Housing Risk
While insecure housing has a detrimental effect on physical and mental health, too little
recognition is given to the positive outcomes that arise from the provision of secure
housing. In the case of women, these include crucial factors like increased social
participation, better family relationships and improved education, all of which are
significant in breaking the cycle of disadvantage.
Flowing from this, it is important to acknowledge the considerable value that older women
contribute to society which is unfortunately often overlooked. Older women carry out
critical unpaid work in the form of caring for grandchildren, caring for sick and elderly
parents, and undertaking significant volunteer work. While this contribution may be
difficult to quantify, nonetheless it improves productivity and economic wellbeing. Once a
woman falls into financial and housing distress, it reduces their capacity to contribute to
society and the economy in this way.
While the primary benefit of alleviating housing precarity is to improve wellbeing of
vulnerable groups, it is worth also recognising the consequent savings in government
services that result from secure housing. Providing stable, affordable housing (to the
individual, to the community and to government) on a pre-emptive basis before people
become homeless is more cost effective than allowing people to become homeless. While
preventing homelessness among older women generates savings in healthcare, justice and
welfare costs, the most significant savings arise in aged care costs as discussed below.

Aged Care Savings
As people age, their need for day-to-day support and aged care increases. These needs may
be met informally by family members or formally through the aged care system. Aged care
support may be provided either through home care or more intensive residential care.
Single older women who are homeless, living in marginal housing, “couch surfing” or living
in their cars, face significant disadvantages accessing aged care home support and home
care. Not only does this neglect reduce their quality of life, but it also reduces their health
causing their age care needs to escalate. Consequently, the proportion of this at-risk cohort
requiring residential care rather than home care would be higher than for the general older
population.
The cost of residential care, at just over $470,000 for accommodation and basic care per
average resident, is considerably higher than the cost of home care or home support, at
$35,840 and $13,275 per average user respectively.31 Preventing the escalation of these at
risk women’s aged care needs would deliver significant aged care cost savings particularly
given that by this stage these women will have depleted any resources they previously had
and will have no capacity to contribute to the cost of their care .
Preventing even a modest 1.42 percentage point increase in residential care admissions by
providing housing security for 20,000 older single women at risk, is estimated to reduce
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Author’s analysis based on data from Australian Institute of health and welfare (2018). Gen fact sheet 201617: People using aged care. Canberra. See Attachment 1.
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the cost of aged care by $127m or just under $6,500 per person even after accounting for
a corresponding 25% increase in home care and support care (Attachment 1).32
Given the high cost of residential aged care relative to the cost of home care and support
care, any measure that improves women’s housing security would need to recognise the
considerable savings for the Commonwealth through lowering aged care costs.

Homelessness Prevention
It costs the government more to provide health, justice, and welfare to homeless people
than it does for an ‘average Australian’. In the case of single homeless women, this
additional cost is as high as $37,000 a year, which also represents the potential annual cost
savings available by avoiding women becoming homeless in the first place.33 Based on the
average probability of homelessness entry for people at risk, providing secure housing for
20,000 single women would potentially avoid some 1,068 women becoming homeless.34
This translates into a budget saving of $39.6m a year and $594m over 15 years. 35 If support
is only provided after women have already entered homelessness, however, the cost
savings would be only $9,000 for each women/year translating into $9.6m a year and
$144m over a 15-year period.36 This reinforces the importance of adopting a preventative
stance in avoiding homelessness.

Domestic Violence
Single older women who are at risk of homelessness are also at greater risk of physical
harm due to their insecure housing. Consultations with women’s shelters indicates that a
significant proportion of older women seeking support have been the victims of domestic
violence recently and over their life course.37 For all those women that seek support,
there are many more that will return to their home and potentially experience on-going
domestic and family violence.
The impacts of family and domestic violence include the health outcomes and broader
impacts on productivity, consumption, income support, housing support and legal costs.
Rather than returning to perpetrators of domestic violence, if women were placed in
secure housing, significant costs would be avoided.
Independent research has put the annual cost of domestic violence in Australia at $22m a
year.38 The individual costs of family and domestic violence has been estimated at around
$26,780 a year in 2014-15 dollars.39 Recognising that not all costs can be avoided, such as
second-generation costs and a portion of the losses related to anxiety and depression,

32

Author’s analysis based on data from Australian Institute of health and welfare (2018). Gen fact sheet 201617: People using aged care. Canberra. See Attachment 1.
33
Zaretzky, K., et al. (2013) updated to 2020.
34
Author’s estimates based on Johnson, G., Scutella, R., Tseng, Y. P., & Wood, G. (2019). Updated for 2020.
35
Author’s estimates. Based on Zaretzky, K., et al. (2013), 7 % would become homeless in the absence of
support and 2 % would re-enter homeless with support.
36
Author’s estimate based on Johnson, G., Scutella, R., Tseng, Y. P., & Wood, G. (2019).
37
Women’s Housing Company, Women’s Property Initiative and Q Shelter.
38
PWC (2015), KPMG (2016).
39
PWC (2015).
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further independent research indicates that the annual health and economic gains per
survivor from avoiding domestic violence equates to $18,241.40

Economic Activity
Investing in SAH for older women would also deliver a timely economic boost. Based on
prior research, investing $6b in social housing to deliver 20,000 new social housing units
with a cost to the government of $4.8b is estimated to support over 12,000 FTE jobs a year
on average over four years and generate up to $12b in economic activity over four years. 41

5. Unlocking Private Capital for Affordable Housing
Ensuring necessary and appropriate levels of SAH investment to meet the needs of single
older women (as for any other group) requires consideration of the scale, type and location
of need and the cost of procuring appropriate dwellings in the right locations.42 The use of
public or private equity and debt also significantly influences the cost to government and
the wider community.
Extensive research has been carried out into relative costs to government of alternative
funding approaches involving a range of debt, efficient financing, and capital grant
approaches.43 This research demonstrates that the most cost-effective approach is for
governments to provide public equity in the form of a capital grant and debt is raised in the
most efficient manner.44 This approach is superior to commercial financing with a
government-provided operating subsidy. This outcome largely reflects the fact that the
Commonwealth and State governments can borrow at much lower interest rates than the
cost of finance available to private firms.
Unfortunately, successive governments have demonstrated a reluctance to provide the level
of funding needed to address the SAH shortage. In the absence of governments being
prepared to provide the necessary level of funding to procure the need for SAH, the
alternative is providing a mechanism that enables private capital to provide this investment.
This section outlines the existence of a funding or feasibility gap that prevents commercial
provision of SAH and the lessons from success international experience in addressing that
gap to unlock private capital. The next section begins with a discussion of the barriers to
institutional investment in SAH.

Barriers to Private Investor Participation
While there is no shortage of capital from superannuation funds looking for worthwhile
investment opportunities, there are significant financial, tax and regulatory impediments
that inhibit institutional investors’ ability to invest in affordable rental properties.
Investment returns - Social housing shares similar characteristics to infrastructure in terms
of a long investment horizon, inflation-linked, partly predictable cashflows, and government
backed cashflows. For investors in infrastructure, stable and secure cashflows of user
40
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charges and government lease payments plus capital appreciation on sale of assets delivers
risk-adjusted investment returns of 4% to 20% annually. This compares with investment
returns for residential property comprising typical yields ranging from 4.5% to 5.5%
enhanced through capital appreciation. Due to discounted rentals, returns for affordable
housing would be even lower without ongoing financial support or guarantee from the
government.
Risk factors - Like other property and infrastructure investments, entering and exiting
residential housing investments is much more complicated and has more risk attached than
investing in listed assets and market tradeable bonds. Given these risks, investors seek
higher returns to compensate for the illiquid nature of such investments. SAH may require
more intensive operational management due to higher level of maintenance and
reputational risk associated with evictions where tenants are in arrears. Certain other
factors serve to de-risk SAH such as long-term tenancies, excess demand, low vacancy rates,
reliable rents, and potential guarantees from NHFIC. The lack of investment performance
history has inhibited investors’ ability to determine the risk return profile for this sector with
any confidence. Government can actively contribute to reducing the risk by providing
regulatory certainty and consistency of payment model which will be reflected in a
reduction in the required risk adjusted returns on both equity and debt.
Build-to-rent risks- Various factors make investing in build to rent (BTR) developments more
difficult than other residential developments. Given there is little historical data of BTR in
Australia, domestic banks have poor data to support their underwriting assumptions and
struggle to provide construction financing solely for BTR developments. In a build-to-sell
development, banks have security in the form of minimum required pre-sales (e.g. 50%),
before the commencement of construction. As the units in a BTR development are being
rented individually after construction is completed, there are no pre-sales which results in
less security and a longer repayment period.
Tax disincentives - Further disincentives to institutional investment in SAH arise due to
current tax laws. Build-to-sell projects are effectively GST-exempt whereas BTR projects are
not thus making investment in affordable rental properties less attractive.45 Land tax and
stamp duty also disadvantage larger scale institutional investors in residential property
relative to commercial property.46 In 2020, both NSW and Victoria announced land tax
discounts on BTR developments. Foreign investors, including foreign pension funds which
are an attractive source of capital, are further disadvantaged due to additional foreign
ownership stamp duty surcharges. Further, superannuation funds only receive 33.3%
discount on capital gains compared to 50% discount for individual investors. Further, they
cannot borrow to buy property and so cannot claim mortgage costs as a deduction.47 The
combined effect of these tax imposts disincentivise institutional investment in SAH.
Deal Size - Large institutional investors require a large deal size to achieve economies of
scale in investment management costs. Superannuation funds typically expect individual
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investments to be between $50m to $250m and at least $500m in aggregate a year.48 The
fragmented nature of investment opportunities in SAH makes investment of this scale highly
impractical.
Policy and regulatory certainty - Finally, given the long investment horizon for affordable
housing compared with other residential housing, policy consistency and certainty over
regulatory settings is required to support predictable investment value and cash flow.
Contractual and/or regulatory certainty will have the added benefit of reducing the required
return for this asset class, increasing potential capital available as well as the number of
possible projects that meet the hurdle rate of return.

Subsidy Required to Fill Feasibility Gap
The difference between the cost to build, manage and maintain affordable housing and the
sub-market rents paid by tenants (inclusive of government support such as Commonwealth
Rent Assistance) represents a feasibility gap as depicted in Figure 1.49 The existence of this
gap reflects the submarket rents that lead to sub-market investment returns, making
investment in SAH problematic for institutional investors. While debt financing is reasonably
forthcoming, equity funding and/or subordinate debt are more difficult to attract.
Figure 1: Stylised Social Housing Costs, Revenues and Subsidy Instruments
Return on
equity

Subsidy Gap

Taxes

Debt finance
costs

Rent
assistance
operating
subsidy

Construction
and
operating
costs
Land costs
Freehold or
leasehold

Rent paid by
tenant

Costs of supply

Revenue from
demand

Source: Based on Lawson et al (2018).
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ISA 2020
Gap between rental payments received from tenants and government subsidies and the amount required to
provide accommodation, asset and tenancy management, coordination of specialised support services for
tenants with additional needs, and administration.
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Addressing this feasibility gap through the provision of some form of a subsidy would
provide revenue for equity distributions that would enable superannuation members to
receive appropriate risk-adjusted market returns. Appropriate returns together with a
consistent pipeline of developments would encourage market participants to allocate
resources and develop expertise in the sector. In doing so it would facilitate pooling of largescale equity funding from private institutional investors into affordable rental dwellings
managed by CHPs to complement debt funding from NHFIC and commercial lenders.
Given the chronic shortfall of affordable housing, a combination of measures is required
with contributions from all levels of government to meet the scale of the feasibility gap
needed to create a pipeline of investment opportunities. The size of the required subsidy is
critically dependent on the number of dwellings which in turn is dependent on the size of
the target cohort of older women.
The cost of capital for SAH is estimated to range from 4.5% to 6.5% as outlined in
Attachment 2. Based on a gross nominal investment return of 4.5%, the feasibility gap for a
one-bedroom dwelling in the mid outer ring of Sydney (including market land value) has
been estimated at over $13,000 a year for social housing developments and just over $6,000
for affordable housing developments in metropolitan Sydney.50 Assuming a return on
investment of 6.5% would more than double or even triple these estimates.
These results compare with research from Western Australia that estimate the feasibility
gap at just over $9,000 per dwelling/year for social housing and over $3,000 per
dwelling/year for affordable housing.51
It should be noted that the size of the feasibility gap is highly dependent on a range of
factors, including (in approximate order of importance):
•

Land costs, whether included, at market value for metropolitan, regional, rural, or
excluded;

•

Cost of capital, including expected returns of equity investors;

•

Proportion of social, affordable and market housing within each development;

•

Type of dwellings and size; and

•

Metropolitan location – inner city versus mid outer suburb.

Further details on the feasibility gap estimates are provided in Attachment 2.
If governments were able to fill the feasibility gap through a mechanism that provided
investors with certainty, this would unlock the capability of institutional investors to direct
significant private capital towards addressing Australia’s housing supply shortfall for this
group.

Potential Women’s Housing Fund
With a mechanism in place to address the feasibility gap, it would be possible for impact
investors to channel institutional capital into the investment of SAH to generate appropriate
and affordable homes for older women. One possible vehicle could be the establishment of
50
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a women’s housing fund like the Women in Safe Homes Fund (WISH) established in the UK
by Big Society Capital. The is believed to be the world’s first gender-lens property fund
providing a solution to the lack of affordable, safe, and secure homes across the UK for
women and their children. Further information is provided in Box 1.
The creation of such a fund in Australia would serve as a model that could be scaled over
time, either across State and Territory government jurisdictions or nationally, that would
have a significant impact on the number of women who are at risk of homelessness as they
age.
Box 1: UK Women in Safe Homes fund
Believed to be the world’s first gender-lens property fund, WISH provides a solution to the
lack of affordable, safe, and secure homes across the UK for women and their children, who
are experiencing or at risk of homelessness. They may be survivors of domestic abuse, been
involved with the criminal justice system, or have other complex needs including mental
health problems.
Social Impact - Alongside the potential of a financial return for investors, the fund has a strong
focus on achieving substantial positive social impact, by supporting women in challenging
circumstances. Partnering with women’s sector charities, women will be provided with
housing and access to the support networks needed to help them rebuild their lives.
Fund Size - The fund has a target size of £100m and aims to provide around 650 affordable
homes across the UK.
How it works - The fund acquires properties and leases these to women’s sector and
homelessness charities which, in turn, will rent to women, with a secure tenancy, who would
otherwise be experiencing or at risk of homelessness. It will follow a traditional pattern with
an objective of income generated from rents and capital from appreciation when the
properties are sold (most likely to a follow-on social impact investment fund).
Partners - Big Society Capital highlighted the need for the fund and developed a property fund
proposal. Resonance is managing the fund with property investor Patron Capital. The fund
forms partnerships with leading women’s sector charities with significant capacity to reliably
scale up the provision of safe and secure housing in the community for this group.
Source: https://resonance.ltd.uk/for-investors/investment-opportunities/property-funds-1/wish-fund

Lessons from International Experience
Several themes evident from international experience on the conditions critical for
sustainable supply of SAH are instructive for Australia.
Theme 1: Efficient, mission driven finance: France offers the best model for successful
intermediation using pooled savings and socially aware investment. Finland provides an
example of a broad-based social housing system that employs grants, interest rate
subsidies, guarantees and cost-effective financing through a public intermediary that tailors
levels of subsidies into mixed housing areas.
Theme 2: Broad range of measures from all levels of government: The evidence from the
most effective housing systems internationally demonstrates that there is no single measure
22

that will solve the feasibility gap for social housing, but rather a combination of measures is
required. China, Singapore, France, Austria, and Finland have some of the most effective
instruments for steering investment towards desired housing outcomes, enabled by
national and regional urban policy, local land policies. These include enabling conditional
leases, capturing land value, using land banking instruments, conditional grant programs
and efficient financial intermediaries.
Theme 3: Importance of SAH as social infrastructure - Governments that take a broader view
of the role of social housing are more effective in maintaining public support for greater
capital investment to increase supply and maintain dwellings. While the UK and US’s
concentration on the most disadvantaged serves to stigmatised social housing, countries
such as Singapore, France, Austria, and China have used subsidised affordable rental
housing to support more economically productive development.
Theme 4: Robust governance framework and delivery - Well defined and enforceable
regulatory arrangements together with clear lines of responsibility for delivery of services
and their regulation are vital. New Zealand, The Netherlands, Austria, and Finland have all
taken steps to establish a stable legal framework governing social housing and providers.
Further information on the experience of Finland is provided in Box 2 while the next section
canvasses the options for filling the feasibility gap.
Box 2: Focus on Finland
As the only European country to consistently reduce homelessness since 1987, Finland provides an
illustration of a small country making a big difference to housing outcomes.
Core purpose - Finland has enshrined the right of every individual to a dwelling in its Constitution
and the government actively supports broadly accessible social rental housing.
Supply of housing - Since 2013 production of new subsidised dwellings has increased from just over
6,000 a year to almost 9,000 in 2017 addressing the needs not met by the commercial market. There
are now 41,000 social dwellings, which represents 14% of total stock.
Supply subsidies - A tailored range of production subsidies is available from the Housing Finance and
Development Centre of Finland. It sets housing supply targets, allocation requirements and
reinforces these via conditional interest subsidies on loans, tied grants, and guarantees on approved
loans. Land for social housing is leased, reducing the up-front costs of procurement.
Cohorts - Sliding grants of 10 to 50 % of production costs are provided to accommodate specific
groups with different needs: people who are homeless, those with physical or mental disability
requiring support, the elderly, students and the young.
Rental Assistance – production subsidies have developed alongside growth in demand-side
assistance to all renters and the combination of supply and demand-side instruments is considered
the most efficient pathway.
Regulation of Providers – enforced with legislative backing covering both municipal housing
companies and not for profit organisations.
Source: Lawson et al (2018)
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6. Policy Options
This section explores policy options to bridge the difference between the cost to
build, manage and maintain affordable housing and the sub-market rents paid by
tenants (feasibility gap).
In principle there are two main approaches for addressing the feasibility gap:
First through direct assistance to older women such as through enhanced transfer
payments and supplements or through shared equity schemes (demand-side measures).
Second by subsidising housing development projects (supply-side measures) including:
•

Upfront capital grants,

•

Operating grants provided annually for specified period,

•

Grants may be funded through the annual investment returns received from an
endowment fund specifically created and invested for this purpose,

•

An affordable housing tax credit scheme, and

•

Provision of public land for the development of land lease schemes that enable below
market rental by removing the land value component from housing.

Each of the above demand and supply side options for filling the feasibility gap are discussed
below.

Direct Transfer Payments
Given many single retired renters suffer poverty in retirement, support directed at
pensioners who do not own their own home would be well targeted to pensioners in
greatest need.52 Further, people aged 55 – 64 years represent the largest cohort accessing
Jobseeker.53 With Jobseeker pegged below the poverty line, this contributes directly to the
housing insecurity of many older women and other vulnerable people who are not old
enough to receive the age pension. Research shows that CRA does not go far enough in
reducing housing stress for a significant portion of low-income private renters.
Henry el al (2010) recommended a significant increase in Commonwealth Rent Assistance
(CRA) and indexing future increases appropriately.54 Raising the CRA maximum cap by 30%
would cost an additional $1 m a year making all CRA recipients better off (Reform 1).55
CRA is however not as well targeted as it should be with 40% of recipients either in housing
stress and not receiving CRA or receiving CRA while not in housing stress.56 Further, single
people without children are overrepresented in the group who are in housing stress but are
ineligible for CRA.57
An alternative reform option is therefore to better target CRA to people in housing stress
defined as low-income private renters paying rents of more than 30% of their income after
52
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CRA is deducted (Reform 2). This reform would reduce the population of low-income private
renters in housing stress by 44% compared with a 40% reduction under Reform 1.58 At the
same time, it would generate an annual cost savings of $1.2b by withdrawing payments
from people who are not in housing stress.59 Reforming the CRA eligibility rules to reflect
housing need would thus achieve the greatest housing affordability improvements at the
lowest cost.60
A policy watchpoint however is that an increase in CRA is likely to be partially absorbed into
higher rents. This is particularly the case in severely disadvantaged areas where research
shows that 32% of an increase in CRA would be expected to flow through into higher rents
because of insufficient housing supply in low-value market segments.61 Moreover, some
low-income workers living in disadvantaged areas who do not meet CRA eligibility
requirements may also suffer higher rents as the rise in CRA is capitalized into market
values.
There are no requirements on landlords of CRA recipient tenants to meet service, property
quality and tenure insecurity. To attempt to impose further regulation on the private rental
market may be counterproductive in the context of rental shortages at the low-value
market segments.
This potential for leakage of any increase in CRA highlights the importance of increasing SAH
supply. While reform of CRA would be merited, a 30% to 40% increase ($1076 - $1435 a
year) is unlikely be sufficient to cover the feasibility gap for either social or affordable
housing.

Shared Equity Scheme
Shared equity schemes can make housing ownership more affordable and improve housing
security for residents over time. Such schemes reduce both the deposit hurdle and the
serviceability hurdle for entering home ownership both of which are particularly relevant to
single older women that may have limited years left in the workforce.
Shared equity schemes operate by allowing the resident to purchase only a portion of the
property (in the range of 50% to 75% of the property value) with the government taking a
silent equity stake for the remainder. These schemes do not require the purchaser to pay
the government rent but the government’s equity stake is returned, including equity
appreciation, when the property is eventually sold.
While shared equity schemes are offered in several States and territories, these schemes
have various restrictions which make them inaccessible to single older women who could
potentially benefit from them.62 Some are restricted to current social housing tenants
(specifically in Queensland and ACT) while others target groups such as sole parents,
indigenous Australians, and first home buyers.63 Many single older women are thus
excluded for having owned homes in the past. In other cases, such as Victoria, the schemes
58
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are limited to properties around high growth areas, transport and employment hubs that
are expensive and not necessarily areas where older women with limited or no years left in
the workforce prefer to live.
Shared equity can be a more cost-effective way for governments to provide housing security
and the schemes require lower subsidy than SAH rentals. This arises as the purchaser in a
shared equity loan contributes their own equity in addition to making loan repayments.
Moreover, the subsidy is retained in perpetuity because the government receives its equity
contribution with capital gain on the sale of the property or end of the term.
A suitably designed national shared equity model would be highly beneficial for certain
cohorts of single older women, particularly middle women who are still working or have
savings to put towards a deposit. It could be set up in such a way as to not impact on the
government’s underlying cash balance and without adding to net debt as borrowings would
be matched by assets.
Pensioner or Jobseeker recipients receiving Commonwealth Rent Assistance (CRA) would
lose entitlement to CRA if they were to replace rental payments with mortgage payments
including within a shared equity scheme.64 This acts as a significant barrier to their ability to
accessing shared equity schemes. The Commonwealth should consider schemes where CRA
payments to disadvantaged pensioners in the private rental market can be used to assist
them with building an equity interest in their own home to reduce housing stress in
retirement.
Further detailed investigation is being conducted by Inclusive Economics to develop a viable
shared equity model that would meet the needs of this cohort.

Housing Endowment Fund
An endowment could be established with the annual returns of the fund allocated to
providing grants for SAH. This model is similar to housing funds that have been created in
recent years in both NSW and Victoria and as recently announced by the Queensland
Government (see Sections 7-9). This model has also been adopted as ALP policy and is
advocated by the Grattan Institute.65
The benefit from the government’s point of view of funding the grants through the
establishment of an endowment is that there would be no increase in net public debt to the
extent that the increase in gross debt is offset by increased assets. Also, the cost of the
grants would not impact the government’s underlying cash balance as they would be
funded from the annual dividends from the fund less the interest costs on the debt.
Establishing an endowment from government budget surpluses is clearly the superior
approach from a public finance perspective. Given government budgets have been brought
back into deficit due to pandemic induced lockdowns, establishing an endowment would
require further borrowing albeit at historically low interest rate. The consequences of the
government’s exposure to market risk would need to be considered.
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Assuming a CPI plus 4.5% investment return mandate, a $20b fund could return annual
dividends of $900m a year. This funding could be used to provide upfront capital grants or
recurrent subsidies. Each of these options is outlined below.
Upfront Capital Grants
The provision of upfront payments can be a cost-effective method of enabling community
housing providers to continue to grow and build more and better social housing. By
reducing starting debt levels, such upfront payments significantly lower long-term costs.
This is backed by research into alternative models of funding SAH that demonstrates the
cost-effectiveness of governments to provide upfront capital grants coupled with debt
raised through NHFIC.66
The effectiveness of upfront grant payments for SAH has been demonstrated through the
NSW Community Housing Innovation Fund (CHIF). This was a $50 a grant program with a
set up to fund around 150 new dwellings with the size of grants based on the merit of the
proposals. The government funded a portion of selected projects by providers and their
chosen development partners, with the community housing providers funding the rest with
their own equity or debt.
Recurrent Subsidies
Assuming a $15,000 subsidy for each dwelling/year for 15 years, this would be sufficient to
build 3,000 social housing dwellings each year in perpetuity or 12,000 dwellings in four
years. Table 3 estimates the number of dwellings that would be built in a four-year-period
under various combinations of endowment size and subsidy levels.
Table 3: Dwellings Created Under Various Combinations of Endowments and Subsidies Over
three years

Endowment Size

Cost over 4
years $b

$20b
$10b
$5b

2.70
1.35
0.68

Subsidy
Social Housing
Affordable Housing
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
Number of Dwellings
9,000
12,000
18,000
36,000
4,500
6,000
9,000
18,000
2,250
3,000
4,500
9,000

Source: Author. Assumes 4.5% investment return and subsidy provided annually for 15 years per dwelling.

To generate the $3.3b to $5b private capital needed to home 16,500 older women who are
homeless or in marginal housing would cost the government $3.7b based on a $15,000 pa
social housing subsidy for 15 years per year/dwelling.
Similarly, to generate the $16.8b to $25.2b private capital needed to home 84,000 at risk
older women would cost the government $6.35b based on a $5,000 pa affordable housing
subsidy for 15 years/dwelling.
This shows that despite the higher subsidy ($15,000 rather than $5,000) required for the
‘marginal women’ cohort experiencing extreme housing situations, the total cost of
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subsidising social housing is considerably lower than subsidising affordable housing given
the much larger number of ‘middle women’.
Table 4 shows the contribution required to provide housing subsidies to various cohorts of
older women based on assumptions relating to the level of subsidy and the number of years
provided per dwelling.
Table 4: Cost of Providing Subsidised Housing for Various Older Women Cohorts – Australia

Commonwealth

Older
Homeless
Women (a)

Older
Women in
Marginal
Housing (a)

Older
Women
Homeless
and in
Marginal
Housing

Older Women At Risk Experiencing Housing Stress (b)

45-55 years

65+ years

55+ years

45+ years

Dwellings number
8914
7,566
16,480
33,000
51,600
84,000
117,867
Years per dwelling
20
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$billion
$15,000
2.67
2.27
4.94
$10,000
1.78
1.51
3.30
6.60
10.32
16.80
23.57
$5,000
3.30
5.16
8.40
11.79
Years per dwelling
15
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$billion
$15,000
2.01
1.70
3.71
$10,000
1.34
1.13
2.47
4.95
7.74
12.60
17.68
$5,000
2.48
3.87
6.30
8.84
Years per dwelling
10
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$billion
$15,000
1.34
1.13
2.47
$10,000
0.89
0.76
1.65
3.30
5.16
8.40
11.79
$5,000
1.65
2.58
4.20
5.89
Source: Author. (a) Assumes 30% growth in numbers since 2016 in accordance with growth between previous two
censuses. (b) Private renters.

Affordable Housing Tax Credit
Affordable Housing Tax Credit derives from the cash flow tax originally proposed by Garnaut
(2018), based on the successful US Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program, and improving
on the NRAS scheme refundable tax offset or payment.67 A tax credit could be provided to
investors in return for equity funding for CHPs used to fill the subsidy gap.
Federal government would distribute tax credits to accredited developers of affordable
housing on a competitive basis as an incentive to offer below market rent to low-income
earners. These could then be passed on to institutional investors or an intermediary
aggregation fund in exchange for equity or debt financing of affordable housing
developments. Institutional investors would be able to use the tax credits to reduce their
tax liabilities.
A tax credit scheme means there is no direct public expenditure (capital grant) although it
would generate additional government debt assuming no offsetting budget measures. A tax
offset system has the potential to be more enduring and provide greater certainty to
investors compared with availability payments. The number of years it will be provided for
67
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is an important design variable impacting the need to balance investor certainty and cost to
the government. National Rent Assistance Scheme was criticised for providing tax credit for
only 10 years compared with schemes in US and UK that were 15 years and 20 years
respectively.
In the absence of allowing the tax credits to be tradeable, they would have no value to taxexempt not-for-profit organisations such as community housing providers (CHPs). Tax
credits are also more valuable in a leveraged private equity environment where investors
face high marginal tax rates and less valuable in the hands of superannuation fund investors
given the lower tax rate applying to superannuation earnings and Australia’s dividend
imputation system. Allowing tax credits to be traded from low tax entities to high tax
entities would increase their value, although it may be resisted by the Australian Tax Office.
The process of converting tax credits into equity however introduces another layer of cost
that potentially increases the cost to the public purse relative to a system of direct capital
grant. If this cost is not fully offset by addition efficiency on the development of housing
proposals, the result may be a reduction in the equity injection obtained by CHPs and other
developers.
Research suggests that for a combined social and aﬀordable (50:50) housing project in
middle ring Sydney, the annual tax credit required over 10 years is approximately $9,200 per
dwelling a year or a total of $507m tax credits for 5,500 dwellings over 10 years. 68 The
asset value retained after a 20-year period of approximately $1,818m.69
To be effective, a tax incentive must be combined with other measures including
conventional debt finance, soft loans or grants by state and local governments,
philanthropic contributions and other federally funded grants supplemented by planning
policies that offer planning concessions for affordable housing.70
A comparison of the relative merits of the various funding options outlined above is
provided in Table 5.

Land Lease or Ground Lease
Provision of public land for the development of land lease schemes would enable affordable
home ownership and below market rental by removing the land value component from
housing.
Land lease schemes that enable affordable home ownership and below market rental by
removing the land value component from housing have been successfully implemented in
68

Community Housing Industry Association, et al (2021).
Community Housing Industry Association, et al (2021).
70
Milligan et al (2008).
69
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various major markets overseas (particularly Europe and North America) and domestically
(Victoria, ACT and, in the future, NSW). Ground leasing, such as the scheme operating in
Victoria, refers to a residential development where dwellings are built on public land in
partnership with a private sector consortium. The consortium finance, design, construct,
manage and maintain the new housing for a fixed period, after which the dwellings revert to
public ownership.
Land lease developments offer Governments the prospect of increasing supply of SAH in a
cost-effective manner while retaining ownership of public land for future generations. The
success of these schemes however relies on the ability strike mutually advantageous
arrangements with project partners including community housing providers, developers,
and financiers while still maintaining a clear focus on the needs of future residents of
housing project.

Institutional Arrangements
Any future Commonwealth involvement in providing subsidies to SAH projects would, given
limited funding, require robust arrangements for evaluating and selecting projects to ensure
the best projects receive funding.
The Commonwealth would determine the allocation of subsidies among the States and
territories in a way that takes account of population size and incentivises States to make a
capital contribution. The project assessment process could be conducted by National
Housing Finance and Investment Corporation (NHFIC) or a specially created Commonwealth
agency considering input from the States’ and territories regarding their housing needs and
priorities. This could involve the creation of a NHFIC tender assessment panel including
State representation to assess request for tenders and make recommendations on funding
allocation. The final funding allocation decision would rest with the Commonwealth.
Ideally, rather than a fixed subsidy, the level of each subsidy could be set as the minimum
amount needed to ensure the project’s viability once all other sources of revenue (from all
levels of government and philanthropy) and cost savings have been considered. Developers
would tender for the subsidy required to service borrowing costs at prudential standards
and meet acceptable rates of investor returns which encourages innovation in the delivery
of affordable housing projects.
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Table 5: Comparison of Options for Meeting the Feasibility Gap
Transfer
Payment

Shared equity

Benefits
• Portion directed at community
housing will largely be maintained in
perpetuity.
• Most direct way to target people
facing housing stress.
• Increasing CRA rate and better
targeting to those in housing stress
can reduce housing stress on a
budget-neutral basis.

Other considerations
• Unless the payment is directly linked to
community housing, any subsidy used
for private rental will not be
maintained in perpetuity.
• Part of the benefit may pass to
landlords in higher rents particularly in
tight rental markets.
• May be insufficient on its own to cover
the feasibility gap.

•

•

Further analysis required to design a
viable scheme that would meet the
needs of the target cohort.

•

Increases leveraged exposure to market
risk.
Increases gross debt.

•
•
•

Endowment

•
•
•
•

Tax Credit

•
•

Land Lease

•

Lower subsidy requirement as
purchasers contribute own equity.
Subsidy plus capital appreciation
returned at end of term or when
property sold.
Can be designed to add zero net
government debt.
Cost of the grants would not impact
the government’s underlying cash
balance.
Provides housing funding source in
perpetuity.
Subsidy directed at CHPs is retained
in perpetuity.
Can be designed to add zero net
debt.
Cost of the grants would not impact
the government’s underlying cash
balance
Subsidy directed at CHPs is retained
in perpetuity.
Offers potential for greater
continuity than fixed dollar amount
capital programs.
Effective solution for areas where
land values are excessive such as
inner city of Sydney and Melbourne.

•

•
•

Increases net debt.
Subsidy leakage from administrative
cost for advice from lawyers and tax
experts.

•

Dependent on availability of suitable
land.
Difficulty in reaching mutually
advantageous arrangement for all
partners.

•

Source: Author.
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Definitions and Acronyms
Definitions
Affordable housing - appropriate for the needs of a range of very low to moderate income
households (‘eligible households’), and priced (whether purchased or rented) so that these
households are able to meet their other essential basic living costs (broadly defined as 30 %
of income to housing cost). To ensure affordable housing will be appropriate for the needs
of people with very low to moderate incomes, rent is capped at 75% to 80% of market rent.
Community housing - owned or managed by community housing providers. The community
housing sector comprises of a variety of specialist providers of differing size and
specialisation, that either own properties, or manage properties on behalf of others. Like
the public housing sector, they primarily provide homes to people living on moderate to low
incomes, who live with a disability or illness, who are older, or are fleeing family violence.
Rents are calculated on a set figure of between 25-30 % of income depending on
circumstances and income levels, in accordance with the policies of the community housing
sector.
Feasibility or Funding Gap - Difference between the cost to build, manage and maintain
affordable housing and the sub-market rent paid by the tenant inclusive of government
support such as Commonwealth Rent Assistance.
Marginally housed - People living in crowded and/or improvised dwellings and caravan
parks.
Public housing - owned and managed by the State and Territory government housing
agencies and provided to eligible residents including people who are unemployed, on low
incomes, live with a disability or a mental illness, and / or who are at risk of homelessness.
Social housing - an umbrella term that includes both public housing and community
housing. It generally indicates housing that involves some degree of subsidy.
Acronyms
BTR

Build to rent

CHP

Community Housing Provider

CRA

Commonwealth Rent Assistance

LAHC

Land and Housing Corporation

NHFIC

National Housing Finance and Investment Corporation

NRAS

National Rental Affordability Scheme

SAH

Social and Affordable Housing

SDA

National Disability Insurance Specialist Disability Housing Allowance

WACC

Weighted average cost of capital
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Attachment 1: Estimating Aged Care Cost Savings
The average cost of residential care per resident is estimated at $470,000 in 2020,
comprising $364,00 for accommodation and $107,000 for basic care.71 Given the above
residential care cost is net of residents means tested contribution, the total cost to the
Commonwealth of aged care accommodation for a person on income below the income
threshold would be higher given means testing thresholds.72
The above cost for residential care compares with the cost to the Commonwealth of
providing home care and home support of just under $70,000 and $30,000 a year
respectively per average recipient net of the recipient’s means tested contribution.73
Scenario A (absent policy action) - Women living in insecure housing do not receive
adequate access to home support and home care leading to their health deteriorating and
depletion of their resources. Consequently, the proportion of older women living in
marginal housing that require residential aged care is higher than that for the broader
population of older women. It is assumed that the proportion of women living in precarious
housing requiring residential care is 1.42 percentage points (25%) higher than the
proportion for all people over 65 years. The proportion requiring home care and home
support are 20% and 10% lower respectively.
Scenario B (with policy action) - Women living in insecure housing receive access to secure
accommodation enabling timely receipt of home support and care. Prevention of their
health deteriorating ensures that their cost of usage of residential care, home care and
home support is the same as for the general population.
The difference in cost between Scenario A and Scenario B represents the cost savings to the
Commonwealth of preventing single older people’s aged care needs escalating through the
provision of secure affordable housing.

71

Commonwealth of Australia (2020).
People in residential care with incomes below $27,841 pa and assets below $50,500 as at September 2020
are not required to contribute to their accommodation cost.
73
Commonwealth of Australia (2020).
72
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Attachment 2: Cost of Capital and Social and Affordable Housing
Feasibility Gap
The purpose of the cost of capital estimate is to identify an aggregate benchmark level at
which sufficient capital would be attracted to ensure the social and affordable housing
subsector’s financial sustainability to meet the demand for additional capacity.
This paper assumes a cost of capital for SAH from 4.5% to 6.5% based on the following
basis.
First, essential services and regulated monopolies have their cost of capital set by economic
regulators. , The ten-year, real, post-tax WACC for NSW regulated sectors is 4.9% as at
February 2021 according to the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal NSW (2021).74
Underlying the calculation of the weighted average cost of capital estimate (WACC) are
estimates of the risk-free rate (2.4%), cost of debt (4.9%), equity (or market) risk premium
(6.0%) and rate of inflation (2.3%).75 Social and affordable housing would face greater risk
than essential services and monopolies, particularly in relation to new capacity, given the
absence of contractual and/or regulatory certainty.
Second, the UK Private healthcare pre-tax market return on capital is estimated at 9%
nominal, and 7% real (based on Bank of England inflation target of 2%) in 2017.76 The
combined impact of market-based parameter changes is expected to have reduced WACC
by at least 1 percentage point since 2017.
Third, typical risk adjusted returns on residential property ranging from 4.5% to 5.5%.77
REITS are highly diversified on a geographical basis hence offering lower risk than highly
concentrated SAH developments.
Fourth, the return expectations of superannuation funds reflect the following. The typical
return expectations for equity investments are 7% to 8% plus inflation, while the yield on
mezzanine debt for social housing is 3.0% above the swap rate and senior debt financed
through NHFIC is 1.5% currently.78 Based on a gearing ratio of 50%, this translates into a
WACC of capital of 5.13%.
Estimated after-fee, pretax returns from Special Disability Accommodation (SDA) investors
varied between 7% and 14% according to whether the funds were open to retail investors
or only to institutional/sophisticated investors, the value of investment and length of
investment period.79

74

Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal NSW (2021) WACC Biannual Update 20 August, Factsheet.
Based on an equity beta of 1 and a gearing ratio of 60%.
75
Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal NSW (2021) WACC Biannual Update 20 August, Factsheet.
Based on an equity beta of 1 and a gearing ratio of 60%.
76
Competition and Markets Authority (2017) UK.
77
ISA (2020) p55 and Australian Unity 10/9/2021.
78
Based on consultation with Linda Cunningham, Cbus 7 June 2021.
79
A survey of funds in 2020 by the Summer Foundation in
https://www.afr.com/property/commercial/2-5b-disability-housing-sector-set-to-explode-in-size-20210817p58jdo

Feasibility Gap New South Wales
Table A2.1: Social Housing Feasibility Gap per dwelling, excluding CRA, a year
NSW
Sydney Inner City
Market value land
No land cost
Sydney mid outer
Market value land
No land cost
ISA (2020)

Gross Nominal
RoR 6.5%
1-bed

Gross Nominal
RoR 4.5%
1-bed

$

22,869

$

13,439

$

10,782

$

6,977

$
$

22,282
11,589

$
$

13,225
7,508

Table A2.2: Mixed Social and Affordable Developments Feasibility Gap per dwelling pa

NSW
Sydney Inner City
20/80
40/60
60/40
80/20
Sydney mid outer
20/80
40/60
60/40
80/20
ISA (2020)
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Gross Nominal RoR Gross Nominal RoR
6.5%
4.5%
24,189
20,995

12,898
9,703

17,800
14,605

6,508
3,314

22,036
20,005
17,974
15,943

12,253
10,222
8,191
6,160

Feasibility Gap, Western Australia
Table A2.3:

WA Funding Gap for Affordable Rental and Social Housing
Development phase:
Apartment cost
$275,000
Government land contribution / apt
$35,000
Govt or CHP Equity contribution/ apt
Debt for construction / apt
Long term finance interest rate
LVR
Operational phase:
Tenant Earnings $pa
Rent contribution as % of Income
Rent contribution $

$15,000
$225,000
4.50%
60.00%
Affordable Social
$47,500 $30,000
30%
25%
$14,250 $7,500

Subsidy per dwelling pa (2017)

$3,100

$8,850

Subsidy per dwelling pa (2020)

$3,224

$9,204

Source: AHWG (2017)
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Attachment 3: New South Wales Context
This section outlines the number of older women in various cohorts of housing insecurity,
estimates of the funding required to provide them with secure housing, relevant state
housing programs and state priorities that would be furthered through housing these
cohorts.

Program Costings
The number of older women who are homeless or living in marginal housing in NSW is
projected at over 5,000 in 2020, while an additional 22,600 women over 55-years and living
in private rental market are experiencing housing stress.
To generate the $1.0b to $1.5b in private capital needed to home 5,254 older women who
are homeless or in marginal housing would cost the government in the order of $1.02b,
based on a $13,000 a year subsidy for 15 years.
To generate the $4.5b to $6.8b in private capital needed to home 22,600 at risk older
women would cost the government in the order of $1.7b, based on a $5,000 subsidy a year
for 15 years.
The key assumptions underlying these estimates are a gross nominal investment return of
4.5%, one-bedroom dwellings with mixed social and affordable developments including
market land value in the mid outer ring of Sydney.
If, on the other hand, the developments were built on public land under land lease
arrangements, the financial cost to the government would be almost halved. Conversely, an
investment return of 6.5% would roughly double these estimates.
Table A3.1 shows the cost of providing housing subsidies to various cohorts of older women
in NSW based on assumptions relating to the level of subsidy and the number of years
provided per dwelling.
The possible program options for providing these subsidies are outlined below.

Housing Programs
The following existing NSW Government programs are directly relevant to the proposed
Women’s Housing Fund.
Land Lease Development
NSW LAHC has entered a land lease development agreement in partnership with NHFIC and
Cbus Superannuation Fund. LAHC provides land under a 49-year lease and retains
ownership of developments. Providers will develop the mixed tenure development
including social, affordable and market BTR and on completion will manage the homes.
Providers can access a debt funding package financed by NHFIC (75%) and Cbus (25%). Cbus
lends at 3.1% above the bank bill swap rate (4% on current market rates) for 2 years
construction and the first 10 years of asset’s life, then NHFIC provides refinancing.
First tranche worth $40-50m involves 6 sites in planning approval stage. Second tranche
worth $120m involves 300 homes on another 16 sites.
40

Table A3.1: Cost of Providing Subsidised Housing for Various Older Women Cohorts - NSW

New South Wales

Older
Older
Women in
Homeless
Marginal
Women (a)
Housing (a)

Dwellings number
2,842
Years per dwelling
20
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$13,000
0.74
$10,000
0.57
$5,000
Years per dwelling
15
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$13,000
0.55
$10,000
0.43
$5,000
Years per dwelling
10
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$13,000
0.37
$10,000
0.28
$5,000
-

Older
Women
Homeless
and in
Marginal
Housing

Older Women At Risk Experiencing Housing Stress (b)

45-55 years

2,412

5,254

8,897

0.63
0.48

1.37
1.05

$billion
1.78
0.89

1.02
0.79

$billion
1.33
0.67

0.68
0.53

$billion
0.89
0.44

-

-

0.47
0.36
-

-

0.31
0.24
-

-

65+ years

13,912

-

55+ years

22,647

45+ years

31,778

2.78
1.39

-

4.53
2.26

2.09
1.04

-

3.40
1.70

1.39
0.70

6.36
3.18

4.77
2.38

2.26
1.13

3.18
1.59

Source: Author. (a) Census 2016. Assumes 30% growth in numbers since 2016 consistent with previous
growth. (b) Women at risk are private renters.

Social and Affordable Housing Fund
A second option would be a new funding round for the Social and Affordable Housing
Fund key features of which are:
•
•

25-year service agreement with CHPs to deliver accommodation and support
services in return for an operational subsidy structured as a payment for outcomes.
Requirement to incorporate a minimum of 70% social housing with the remainder
being affordable rental.

Further information on the Fund is in Box A3.1.
Communities Plus Social Housing Program
Building program to fast-track integrated housing developments of social housing portfolio
delivered in partnership. In 2018 announced it would deliver 23,500 social and affordable
dwellings and up to 40,000 private homes in next ten years. The NSW Government has
noted that it has further government land available for release.
State Environmental Planning Policy - Affordable Rental Housing Scheme
Introduced in 2009, provides a density bonus to developers to incentivise the development
and supply of new affordable housing. Dwellings are let at 20% below market rate for 10
years and are managed by community housing providers. Specific Councils are allowed to
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set affordable housing contributions for certain precincts or areas within their government
area. There is no additional financial or revenue stream incentive beyond the density bonus,
and developers are entitled to charge market rents at the end of the 10-year tie-in period.
Box A3.1: NSW Social and Affordable Housing Fund
Established in 2016 to provide a long-term operating subsidy and set up with $1.1b
seed capital the investment returns of which were ring fenced for SAH and support.
Investment of the funds are managed by the NSW Treasury Corporation and
expected to provide an annual return of some $44m (4%) over a 25-year period.
Under the scheme, developments need to incorporate a minimum of 70% social
housing with the remainder being affordable rental.
Community Housing Providers and NFPs bid to enter into a 25-year service
agreement to deliver accommodation and support/coordination services. Funds
from SAHF will provide an operational subsidy over this period. This is structured as
a payment by outcome arrangement.
Phases 1 and 2 were expected to deliver 3,400 dwellings via new construction,
refurbishment or repurposing of existing dwellings, or long-term lease
arrangement. Even though it was set up in legislation as a permanent fund, all the
funding has now been allocated.
Source: NSW Government (2021).

Build to Rent
NSW government introduced legislation that reduced land tax by 50% for the next 20 years
for new BTR housing projects.80
CHP-led Redevelopment on LAHC-owned Land Policy
Released on October 2020, this policy allows for direct approach proposals from any
registered Tier 1 or Tier 2 CHP, including Tier 1 or Tier 2 Aboriginal Community Housing
Providers that lease LAHC-owned properties and are seeking to redevelop the government
owned property at their cost in exchange for a new lease.
This policy allows for proposals to be submitted that:
§

Deliver at a minimum, the same number of social dwellings (and may also include
additional social or non-social dwellings); except where there is a strong rationale for
the delivery of less than the replacement number of social dwellings; and

§

Have a project value below $25m.

If a CHP-led proposal is successful under this Policy, any land and dwellings redeveloped by
CHPs will continue to be owned by LAHC and will be subject to a negotiated long-term lease.
This policy does not contemplate any joint ownership or shared equity or arrangements.

80

PWC 2020.
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Program Synergies
Programs that could be assisted through housing older women:
•
•
•
•

•

81

Target to reduce homelessness by 50% by 2025 and or reduce the waiting list for
social housing by targeting women identified on the ‘waiting list’.
Prioritise older women with dependents fleeing domestic violence - June 2021 budget
announced more than $90m for support services for women and children fleeing
domestic violence.
Contribute to the Premier’s innovation initiative which seeks to uncover innovative ideas
and knowhow from outside government. Social housing is one of four priorities
identified.81
Land and Housing Corporation (LAHC) owns the largest social housing portfolio in
Australia. Business model involves divesting older and high maintenance cost housing to
reinvest in new homes that are more suitable for changing needs of social housing
clients. Single women over 55 represent the largest cohort of social housing clients.
Office of Social Impact investment - New social impact investment focussed on
homelessness with $20m in funding over 2018-2022. In 2018 called for early
intervention model to prevent homelessness – innovative preventative strategies that
catch people as they exit government institutions.

NSW Government Department of Communities and Justice.
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Attachment 4: Victoria Context
This section outlines the number of older women in various cohorts of housing insecurity,
estimates of the funding required to provide them with secure housing, relevant state
housing programs and state priorities that would be furthered through housing these
cohorts.

Target Women
The number of older women who are homeless or experiencing marginal housing in Victoria
is projected to rise to over 3,000 to 2020, up from over 2,500 in 2016. An additional 24,700
women who are 55-years plus in private rental market are experiencing housing stress.

Program Costings
To generate the $0.6b to $0.9b private capital needed to home 3,000 older women who are
homeless or in marginal housing would cost the government in the order of $0.59b to
provide a $13,000 a year subsidy for 15 years each.
To generate the $4.9b to $7.4b private capital needed to home 24,700 at risk older women
would cost the government in the order of $1.85b to provide a $5,000 a year subsidy for 15
years each.
The key assumptions underlying these estimates are a gross nominal investment return of
4.5 %, one-bedroom dwellings with mixed social and affordable developments including
market land value in the mid outer city ring.
If, on the other hand, the developments were built on public land under land lease
arrangements, the financial cost to the government would be almost halved. Conversely, an
investment return of 6.5% would roughly double these estimates.
Table A4.1 shows the cost of providing housing subsidies to various cohorts of older women
in Victoria based on assumptions relating to the level of subsidy provided and the number of
years per dwelling.
The following existing Victorian Government programs are directly relevant to the proposed
Women’s Housing Fund.
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Table A4.1: Cost of Providing Subsidised Housing for Various Older Women Cohorts - Victoria
Older
Homeless
Women (a)

Victoria

Dwellings number
Years per dwelling 20
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$13,000
$10,000
$5,000
Years per dwelling 15
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$13,000
$10,000
$5,000
Years per dwelling 10
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$13,000
$10,000
$5,000

Older Women At Risk Experiencing Housing Stress (b)
Older Women
Older Women
Homeless and
in Marginal
in Marginal
45-55 years
65+ years
55+ years
45+ years
Housing (a)
Housing

1,645

1,396

0.43
0.33
-

0.32
0.25

0.79
0.61

$billion
1.94
0.97

0.59
0.46

$billion
1.46
0.73

0.40
0.30

$billion
0.97
0.49

-

0.27
0.21
-

0.21
0.16
-

9,706

0.36
0.28
-

-

3,040

-

0.18
0.14
-

-

15,176

-

24,706

34,667

3.04
1.52

-

4.94
2.47

2.28
1.14

-

3.71
1.85

1.52
0.76

6.93
3.47

5.20
2.60

2.47
1.24

3.47
1.73

Source: Author. (a) Census 2016. Assumes 30% growth in numbers since 2016 consistent with previous
growth. (b) Women at risk are private renters.

Housing Programs
The following existing Victorian Government programs are directly relevant to the proposed
Women’s Housing Fund.
Big Housing Build
The Victorian Government announced in 2020-21 budget a $5.3b Big Housing Build
investment in social housing to build more than 12,000 new homes (9,300 new social
housing, 2900 affordable and market properties and replacing 1,100 old public housing
units) that aims to offset the expected loss of 6,000 private dwellings. Priority groups
identified for housing were people with mental illness (2,000), for indigenous people
(1,000), and victims of domestic violence.
Social Housing Growth Fund
The SHGF is a dedicated source of finance for new SAH development, it is intended to
incentivise partnerships between the Victorian government, community housing sector,
private sector, not for profit sector and local governments. It provides an upfront payment
to support innovative partnerships between government and consortia under two
programs:
•
•

Construct new SAH on non-Victorian Government land – mixed developments under
regular competitive funding rounds
Recurrent funding to lease new dwellings from private sector - new rental developments
program.
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Expected to fund 2,200 new or leased dwellings over 5 years. 75% of social housing
vacancies allocated to priority access category with allocation of tenancies coordinated
through the Victorian Housing Register.
The first competitive process seeking proposals from consortia is now closed. Details
regarding further funding rounds are expected to be made in the future. Further details on
the fund are in Box A4.1.
Box A4.1: Victorian Social Housing Growth Fund
Established in 2018, Victoria provided $1b to be maintained as an ongoing capital fund with
investment returns to fund housing developments.
At a rate of return of 4%, returns could provide investment funds in the order of $200m
over 5 years.82
Expected to fund the delivery of some 2,200 newly constructed or leased dwellings over 5
years, the SHGF will fund two programs:
•

Build and Operate Program - provides funding for the construction of new SAH dwellings
on non-Victorian Government land. Developments may include private housing (mixed
developments) or other development proposals brought forward by developers.
Rentals Development Program provides recurrent funding to lease new dwellings from
the private sector.

•

The SHGF requires that Community Housing Providers allocate 75% of social housing
vacancies to priority access category on the Victorian Housing Register.
Ground Lease
As part of the Ground Lease Model project, Homes Victoria will lease public land to the
Building Communities Consortia who will build, manage, and maintain the sites for 40 years,
before handing the land, and all dwellings, back into public ownership. The sites will deliver
social, affordable, specialist disability and market rental homes. The planning application
process, including consultation with stakeholders has commenced and approvals are
anticipated in late-2021 prior to construction starting. Building Communities Consortium,
including Communities Housing Limited as investor, operator, service provider and owner,
has been nominated as the preferred proponent to redevelop vacant Homes Victoria land in
Brighton, Flemington, and Prahran.

Program Synergies
This proposal would contribute to the Victorian governments policy priority to reduce
the waiting list for social housing as the housing would be targeted to women identified
on the Victorian Housing Register.

82

Return of 4% after accounting for inflation and management of the funds.
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Attachment 5: Queensland Context
This section outlines the number of older women in various cohorts of housing insecurity,
estimates of the funding required to provide them with secure housing, relevant state
housing programs and state priorities that would be furthered through housing these
cohorts.

Target Women
The number of older women who are homeless or experiencing marginal housing in
Queensland is projected at almost 4,000 in 2020, up from just over 2,500 in 2016 while an
additional 20,600 women 55-years plus in private rental market are experiencing housing
stress.
The number of older women who are homeless or experiencing marginal housing in
Queensland is projected to rise to 5,000 by 2020 (up from 4,000 in 2016) while an additional
22,600 women over 55-years and in the private rental market are experiencing housing
stress.

Program Costings
To generate the $0.8b to $1.2b private capital needed to home 4,000 older women who are
homeless or in marginal housing would cost the government in the order of $0.52b based
on a $9,000 subsidy per dwelling a year for 15 years.
To generate the $4.2b to $6.2b private capital needed to home 20,600 at risk older women
would cost the government in the order of $0.93b based on a $3,000 subsidy per dwelling a
year for 15 years.
If, on the other hand, the developments were built on public land under land lease
arrangements, the financial cost to the government would be almost halved. Conversely, an
investment return of 6.5% would roughly double these estimates.
Table A5.1 shows the cost of providing housing subsidies to various cohorts of older women
in Queensland based on assumptions relating to the level of subsidy provided and the
number of years per dwelling.

Housing Programs
The following Queensland Government programs are directly relevant to the proposed
Women’s Housing Fund.
Housing Infrastructure Fund
The 2021 Budget accelerates the Queensland Housing Strategy to fund $1.908b in SAH and
associated support programs over the next four years. Importantly, the Queensland
Government will establish a Housing Infrastructure Fund valued at an additional $1b the
returns of which will help to engage various partners including community housing
providers, the development industry, institutional investors, and others in innovative
housing solutions. This fund will catalyse new investment and construction and establish a
pipeline of construction work across the state for the future. There is specific mention of
housing responses to address the housing needs of older women in Queensland. The new

Inclusive

Economics Consulting

47

Queensland Housing Action Plan will develop and deliver housing and support for older
Queenslanders including responses for older women.83
Table A5.1: Cost of Subsidised Housing for Various Older Women Cohorts - Queensland

Queensland

Older
Women
Homeless
and in
Marginal
Housing

Older Women At Risk Experiencing Housing Stress (b)

Older
Homeless
Women (a)

Older
Women in
Marginal
Housing (a)

2,089

1,773

3,862

8,088

0.42
0.38

0.35
0.32

0.77
0.70

$billion
1.46
0.49

0.58
0.52

$billion
1.09
0.36

0.39
0.35

$billion
0.73
0.24

Dwellings number
Years per dwelling
20
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$10,000
$9,000
$3,000
Years per dwelling
15
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$10,000
$9,000
$3,000
Years per dwelling
10
Subsidy per dwelling, pa
$10,000
$9,000
$3,000

-

-

0.31
0.28
-

0.27
0.24
-

0.21
0.19
-

-

-

0.18
0.16
-

-

45-55 years

65+ years

55+ years

12,647

-

20,588

45+ years

28,889

2.28
0.76

-

3.71
1.24

1.71
0.57

-

2.78
0.93

1.14
0.38

5.20
1.73

3.90
1.30

1.85
0.62

2.60
0.87

Source: Author. (a) Census 2016. Assumes 30% growth in numbers since 2016 consistent with previous
growth. (b) Women at risk are private renters.

Program Synergies
This proposal would contribute to the Queensland governments policy priority to
deliver housing for older women. Specifically, the Queensland Government has
committed to “develop and deliver housing with support for older Queenslanders
experiencing or at risk of homelessness including responses for older women, working
with the aged care, health and disability sectors.”84

83
84

State of Queensland (Department of Communities, Housing and Digital Economy) 2021
State of Queensland, Department of Communities, Housing and Digital Economy, 2021.
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