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Launch Housing
Launch Housing was established in July 2015 following a merger between Hanover Welfare Services
and HomeGround Services. We have an unambiguous mission – to end homelessness in Melbourne
and beyond.
Launch Housing delivers services across 14 Melbourne sites. We provide crisis accommodation,
housing and support for people experiencing homelessness, Education First Youth Foyers, and
HomeGround Real Estate, which is Australia’s first not-for-project real estate agency. HomeGround
Real Estate provides property management for over 300 tenancies across Melbourne and invests
management fees back into programs for people at risk or experiencing homelessness.

Structure of this submission
Rather than address each question raised in the Affordable Housing Working Group’s Issues Paper,
Launch Housing’s submission will comment and make recommendations on three of the four models
outlined in the paper. These are:




Model 1: Housing loan/ bond aggregators.
Model 2: Housing trusts.
Model 4: Impact investing models and social impact bonds.

Our submission also examines the respective roles of the Commonwealth and State and Territory
Governments and makes recommendations for policy, funding and tax reform to increase the supply
of affordable housing.
Our submission does not examine the Working Group’s third model, Housing Cooperatives.

Executive Summary
“Access to appropriate, affordable and secure housing is an important component of individual and family
wellbeing. It provides a base from which people can develop their capabilities, gain a sense of social
connection through their community, and raise a family. There is a positive relationship between stable
housing and workforce participation. Stable and secure housing is particularly important for children’s
wellbeing and development. Housing is also a significant part of the national economy. It influences
building activity and employment, and acts as a store of wealth for owner-occupiers and investors.”
(Reform of the Federation White Paper. Roles and Responsibilities in Housing and Homelessness) 1

The Affordable Housing Working Group presents four models that could be used to attract
institutional investment in affordable housing in Australia. Launch Housing believes Model 1:
Housing loan/ bond aggregators offers the best potential to achieve this as large institutions like
superannuation funds hold considerable capital that could be invested in affordable housing.2 Other
options presented in the Issue’s Paper, such as Model 4: Impact investing models including social
impact bonds, show promise, particularly for ‘niche’ housing/ support programs that provide good
social outcomes and deliver savings to governments.
Despite the potential of private sector investment, Launch Housing believes it is not the magic bullet
that some policy makers are looking for. Australian governments, led by the Commonwealth, need
to commit to a broad package of reforms to address Australia’s critical lack of affordable housing.
This should start with governments working cooperatively with the community housing sector to
develop a vision and long term strategy for affordable housing.
When something goes wrong in people’s lives, such as losing a job or a relationship breakdown, the
supply of affordable housing can be a protective factor, and for many, prevent homelessness.
Governments need to increase support for people most at risk by investing in new housing stock,
redeveloping existing sites, and boosting income support for low income households struggling in
the private rental market.
The Commonwealth Government should also review existing tax arrangements that favour higher
income property investors but do little to boost the supply of affordable housing. State and Territory
Governments should reconfigure planning, taxation and land transfer policies so they favour
affordable housing.
In its Issues Paper, the Affordable Housing Working Group noted that “there are few issues more
important to ensuing the welfare of Australians than housing.”3 Launch Housing agrees with this
sentiment and believe it should guide long term policy and funding decisions for affordable housing.

Summary of recommendations
Model 1: Housing loan/ bond aggregators
 The Commonwealth Government should lead the development and implementation of a market
for housing supply bonds.
 The Commonwealth Government should establish a new financial intermediary to oversee the
market of housing supply bonds.
 The Commonwealth Government should provide a guarantee for housing supply bonds.
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Model 2: Housing trusts
 Launch Housing believes the Affordable Housing Working Group’s first model (Housing loan/
bond aggregators) is superior to the housing trust model.
 The Affordable Housing Working Group should examine incentives to expand the not-for-profit
real estate sector, such as Launch Housing’s HomeGround Real Estate.
Model 4: Impact investing models including social impact bonds
 Australian governments should set up a rigorous process to monitor and evaluate social impact
investing to ensure projects deliver positive social outcomes as well as a financial return.
The role of government
 The Commonwealth Government should develop a long term plan for affordable housing.
 The Commonwealth and State and Territory Governments should set and measure targets for
affordable housing.
 The Commonwealth Government should examine how Australia’s tax system could be
restructured to support greater investment in new affordable housing.
 The Commonwealth Government should review Commonwealth Rental Assistance to ensure it
supports low income households in the private housing market.
 State and Territory Governments should examine how planning and taxation policies can be
used to boost the supply of affordable housing.
 The Affordable Housing Working Group should investigate the potential for using governmentbacked loans to fund new affordable housing.
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Model 1: Housing loan/ bond aggregators
Recommendations
 The Commonwealth Government should lead the development and implementation of a market
for housing supply bonds.
 The Commonwealth Government should establish a new financial intermediary to oversee the
market of housing supply bonds.
 The Commonwealth Government should provide a guarantee for housing supply bonds.
Institutional investors as a new source of finance for affordable housing
There is growing local and international interest in the potential to bring new sources of private
sector finance to boost the supply of affordable housing. While some of the demand for affordable
housing is being met by an expanding community housing sector, this is only a small fraction of what
is needed. Community housing organisations find it hard to raise large sums of private finance for
capital development and, in situations where banks have provided finance, it has been for “one-off”
projects and not standard practice across the industry.4 Julie Lawson has described this approach as
“stymieing the growth of the affordable housing industry.5 Hence, interest has turned to others
sources of private sector finance, particularly from large institutions such as superannuation funds.
In Australia, this work has been led by the Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI),
which has shown that with the right settings, institutional investors like superannuation funds are
interested in investing in affordable housing.4,6,7 In 2013, the value of funds in Australian
superannuation was $1.62 trillion4 and this is projected to grow to $3.2 trillion by 2035.2 Clearly,
there is considerable capital that could be invested in affordable housing.
Superannuation funds invest in a range of products with varying levels of risk.5 This includes higher
risk equity products and infrastructure investments such as toll roads, rail and airports. Funds also
hold lower-risk, lower-yield investments as a way to balance their portfolio. Historically,
superannuation funds have not invested in the Australian housing market because of its small scale
(characterised by small projects with individual landlords), high management costs, and expected
low returns.2 Housing supply bonds could be a way to overcome this barrier of scale and be another
way for funds to diversify their portfolio and spread their risk.5
Housing supply bonds and a new financial intermediary
Australia can draw on international examples that show housing supply bonds can attract large
institutional investment for new affordable housing. Based on lessons from overseas and
consultations with local stakeholders, AHURI has developed a framework that could be the starting
point for a local market of housing supply bonds.
As a first step, the Commonwealth Government should establish a new financial intermediary,
notionally called the ‘Australian Housing Finance Corporation’. Its key role would be to match
funding applications from community housing providers with finance from superannuation funds. It
would do this by:4,6,7



Assessing borrowing applications from individual community housing providers.
Aggregating (or pooling) approved borrowing applications.
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Raising finance (between $50-$200 million) from long-term low-yield bonds issued to
institutional investors.
Distributing finance to community housing providers that have successfully applied for
funding.
Providing monitoring and oversight to ensure finance is invested appropriately.
Collecting payments from community housing providers.
Repaying funds to institutional investors.

By aggregating loan applications and providing regulatory oversight to the new bond market, the
Australian Housing Finance Corporation would help create a secure and transparent investment
environment that could attract institutional investors.
As well as attracting investors, housing supply bonds would deliver a cheaper form of finance to
community housing providers than is typically provided by the banking sector. Finance from bonds
would be for a loan period much longer than three-to-five years, which tends to be standard for
bank lending to the community housing sector. This would give long term certainty to community
housing providers (and their tenants) and enable investment decisions to be made with long term
outcomes in mind.8
Government guarantee
While the Australian Housing Finance Corporation would play the central role in matching finance to
investment opportunities, housing bonds need to be backed by Commonwealth Government
guarantee. Government guarantee lowers the risk for those loaning money, which in turn reduces
the cost of finance for borrowers – in this case, community housing organisations. With greater
access to cheaper finance, community housing providers can work with government and the private
sector to develop a greater supply of affordable housing stock. Importantly, the risk to government
is small: guarantees have little impact on government budgets and most have a zero default record.2
A new financial intermediary with bonds backed by government guarantee would help overcome a
number of barriers to institutional investment that are described in the Affordable Housing Working
Group Issue’s Paper, including scale, return and liquity.3
A new market for housing supply bonds needs Commonwealth Government leadership to become
established and to grow in the Australian market. And despite the potential, Launch Housing
believes housing supply bonds should not be seen in isolation from the broader role (and
responsibility) of government to address the critical lack of affordable housing. This requires a mix of
policy, funding and taxation changes that focus on growing the supply of affordable housing and
supporting people on low incomes, including those at risk of homelessness. These changes are
canvassed later in our submission.
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Model 2: Housing trusts
Recommendations
 Launch Housing believes the Affordable Housing Working Group’s first model (Housing loan/
bond aggregators) is superior to the housing trust model.
 The Affordable Housing Working Group should examine incentives to expand the not-for-profit
real estate sector, such as Launch Housing’s HomeGround Real Estate.
Scale as a barrier to investment
The Affordable Housing Working Group’s Issue’s Paper notes that the small size of individual
affordable housing projects is a barrier to institutional investment.3 If the Affordable Housing
Working Group’s first model (Housing loan/ bond aggregators) is a way to bring institutional
investment to the table, then its second model (Housing trusts) could be a way to overcome the
barrier of scale.
Housing trusts offer the potential to strengthen the community housing sector by bringing together
a number of smaller providers to for a larger housing trust. The Affordable Housing Working Group
presents a model that could see trusts established in local areas or across geographic boundaries. In
theory, housing trusts would be more attractive to investors than individual housing providers as
they would, in effect, be a consortium with a bigger pool of assets, partially overcoming the problem
of scale. (We note that the United States-based Housing Partnership Equity Trust [cited in the Issues
Paper] was established with a $100 million pool of funds.)
But despite the potential, Launch Housing does not see housing trusts as a model that, in the short
to medium term at least, could significantly improve the supply of affordable housing. While it could
be feasible to aggregate assets in single jurisdictions, gaining agreement to do this across
jurisdictions with multiple providers and funders could be a barrier too difficult to overcome. Based
on the available evidence, Launch Housing believes the Affordable Housing Working Group’s first
model (Housing loan/ bond aggregators) is superior to the housing trust model.
Not-for-profit real estate
As an alternative to housing trusts, Launch Housing recommends that the Affordable Housing
Working Group canvass options to grow the size of Australia’s non-for-profit real estate sector. A
bigger not-for-profit real estate sector would help expand the supply of affordable housing,
particularly for people at risk of homelessness.
Indigenous people, sole parents and young people are overrepresented in the homeless population.
These groups tend to live on lower incomes, which means they are more likely to be uncompetitive
tenants in the private rental market. Moreover, some groups face active discrimination from
landlords and real estate agents. This is where a model of not-for-profit real estate can make a
difference.
Launch Housing operates HomeGround Real Estate, Australia’s first not-for-project real estate
agency. HomeGround Real Estate provides property management expertise for over 300 tenancies
across Melbourne for properties at full market rent, others at a reduced market rent, and some on a
philanthropic basis. The unique feature of HomeGround Real Estate is that it reinvests management
fees back into the community via Launch Housing’s Affordable Housing Initiative. This initiative
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targets tenancies for those who are homeless or at risk of homelessness and is achieved by providing
two tiers of property and management services:9




Tier 1 is for property owners who are willing to forego a percentage of their rental income in
exchange for providing an affordable rental property to low income tenants. Affordable
rental is up to 30% of the tenant’s income.
Tier 2 is private rental program for property owners who grant HomeGround Real Estate
their property free of charge as a philanthropic gesture. Properties are then used to house
tenants who have been unable to access permanent accommodation or who are homeless.

Not-for-profit real estate is a model that has the potential to grow and to help expand the supply of
affordable housing. But the right set of incentives are needed for this to happen. These could include
tax incentives for property owners who list a property for rent, tax credits for property developers,
greater land transfers from state and territory governments to the community housing sector, and
government-backed no-interest loans for capital and program investment.
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Model 4: Impact investing models including social impact bonds
Recommendation
 Australian governments should set up a rigorous process to monitor and evaluate social impact
investing to ensure projects deliver positive social outcomes as well as a financial return.
Doing well and doing good
Impact investing, including social impact bonds, is a new approach to investing that aims to deliver a
social and financial return. Social impact investing is not an asset class, but a different way of looking
at how to measure return on investment for social, health and welfare services.10 Impact investing is
increasingly attracting government and private sector interest because it shows it is possible to “do
well” and “do good” – that is, provide services that make a financial return and benefit society. The
two do not have to be to be mutually exclusive.11
The Australian market for impact investing is small but growing. Investors include private individuals,
philanthropic trusts, governments, businesses, and institutional investors.12
International experience
Impact investing has a longer history overseas, including in North America, Europe and the United
Kingdom. In the United Kingdom, the ‘Rough Sleeping Social Impact Bond’ has brought together
private investors and service providers to deliver services to a cohort of 831 rough sleepers in
London. The initiative’s key objective is “to get people off the streets as early as possible” with
incentives to help them into accommodation, employment, and fewer presentations to hospital
emergency departments.13
When the Rough Sleeping Social Impact Bond began in 2012, it was estimated that without the
program, each rough sleeper would cost the public purse £37,000 over five years. By contrast, the
maximum cost of the bond (to be paid to service providers) was capped at £5m if it achieved
optimum results.13 An interim qualitative evaluation found the program has successfully reduced the
number of people sleeping rough, however, the reduction has not been below the level modelled
when the bond was designed. Nonetheless, the same evaluation concluded that by using a method
of ‘payment by results’, the initiative “appears to be incentivising delivery as intended”. An
economic evaluation is currently underway to measure the program’s financial return.14
Impact investing in New South Wales
In New South Wales, the state government embarked on social impact investing in 2013 when it
signed two bonds: the ‘Newpin Bond’ and the ‘Benevolent Society bond’.
The ‘Newpin Bond’ aims to build positive relationships between parents and their children to
prevent children from entering out-of-home care and to restore children to their families in cases
where they have entered out-of-home care. Seven million dollars was raised for the bond. In its first
two years it prevented children from 35 families from entering care and successfully restored 66
children to their families. This is a restoration rate of 61.6% compared to the baseline of just 25%.
On the financial side, investors received a 7.5% return in the first year and 8.9% return in the
second.15
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The second bond, the ‘Benevolent Society bond’, is a joint endeavour between the Benevolent
Society, Westpac Institutional Bank and the Commonwealth Bank. It is a $10 million bond that will
operate over five years. This bond works with at-risk families to help them address problems
concerning housing, debt, income, family violence, substance misuse and relationship difficulties.
This bond will be measured at the end of the five years when it is due to make payments to
investors.15
Homelessness in South Australia
The South Australian Government announced last September it will look to trial a social impact bond
to provide housing and support services to 400 people who have experienced homelessness. Two
service providers, the Hutt Street Centre and Common Ground, have developed a proposal to
provide intensive case management support over three years to help people find secure
accommodation, access services, undertake training and increase their participation in society.16
South Australia’s interest in social impact investing for homelessness services came after a
discussion paper cited research from AHURI that showed that people at risk of homelessness were
heavier users of non-homelessness services (including health, justice, and welfare services) than the
general population. The same research showed that governments could save as much as $44,100
per client, per year if clients reduced their use of non-homelessness services to population
averages.17
Small market with potential for growth
As the examples above show, impact investing has largely been for programs that provide good
social outcomes and deliver savings to governments. Impact investing shows promise, however, like
Model 1: Housing loan/ bond aggregators, it should not replace the role of government.
As impact investing grows, Australian governments will need to ensure that the pursuit of financial
returns does not come before the need to deliver good social outcomes. There is a risk (even if
small) that interventions that would deliver positive social outcomes could be excluded from a
project if they were difficult to measure or assessed as having a low financial returns. Similarly, there
is a risk that projects might “cherry pick” clients who will quickly achieve targets, but exclude clients
with the greatest need.18
To avoid these risks, Launch Housing recommends that Australian governments set up a rigorous
process to monitor and evaluate social impact investing to ensure projects achieve their objective of
delivering positive social outcomes as well as a financial return.
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The role of government
Recommendations
 The Commonwealth Government should develop a long term plan for affordable housing.
 The Commonwealth and State and Territory Governments should set and measure targets for
affordable housing.
 The Commonwealth Government should examine how Australia’s tax system could be
restructured to support greater investment in new affordable housing.
 The Commonwealth Government should review Commonwealth Rental Assistance to ensure it
supports low income households in the private housing market.
 State and Territory Governments should examine how planning and taxation policies can be
used to boost the supply of affordable housing.
 The Affordable Housing Working Group should investigate the potential for using governmentbacked loans to fund new affordable housing.
Australia’s housing market
The Affordable Housing Working Group notes that affordable housing is part of the broader ‘housing
continuum’, which includes crisis housing, public housing, community housing, private rental and
home ownership. Trends in one part of the market “can have flow-on effects for the availability of
affordable housing”.3
These flow-on effects have reduced Australia’s supply of affordable housing. Over the past 10-15
years, easier access to finance, low interest rates, and a lack of growth in new housing supply have
contributed to a spike in property prices. First-home buyers have found it harder to break into the
property market and are renting for longer. This has increased competition and prices for rental
properties and in turn reduced the supply of affordable rental properties.3,19 Research cited in the
Reform of the Federation White Paper showed that in 2014, only four per cent of available rental
accommodation was affordable and appropriate for a single person on minimum wage and less than
one per cent was affordable and appropriate for a single person on Newstart Allowance.1
The White Paper argued that “a lack of affordable private rental housing for low-income earners –
particularly in the major cities – has led to an increase in the number of people living in marginal
rental accommodation, such as caravans, boarding houses and motels.1 These are the clients Launch
Housing sees on a daily basis.
The role of government
While private sector finance holds promise, Australian governments, led by the Commonwealth,
must take an active leadership role to address the gap between demand and supply of affordable
housing. As the Working Group notes, “governments have access to a number of key policy and
economic levers which can impact both the demand for, and supply of, affordable housing”.3 Launch
Housing believes it is time for governments to use these levers. In the remainder of this submission,
Launch Housing discusses six areas where government policy, funding and taxation settings should
change to boost the supply of affordable housing.
1. A national plan for affordable housing
The Commonwealth Government should work with States and Territory Governments, the
community housing sector, housing academics and the housing industry to develop a national plan
9

for affordable housing. The plan should drive policy, funding and taxation settings to boost the
supply of affordable housing and identify who is responsible for each of these.
A key part of the plan would be for stakeholders to come up with an agreed definition of affordable
housing. The Affordable Housing Working Group provides one definition, but notes other definitions
could be used.3 The Reform of the Federation White Paper suggests that housing affordability has
three dimensions: house purchase affordability, mortgage repayment affordability, and rental
affordability.1 Launch Housing believes these costs should be the starting point, but the definition
should also include other housing costs including property taxes, maintenance costs, and the cost of
transport. The latter is particularly important for households living in areas without access to good
public transport.20
2. Set and measure targets for affordable housing
Once affordable housing is defined, the Commonwealth Government should work with stakeholders
to set and measure targets for affordable housing. Targets should then be publicly reported and the
best way to do this is to re-establish a body with a similar scope and role to the former National
Housing Supply Council.21
In 2012, the National Housing Supply Council estimated there was a shortage of 539,000 rental
properties assessed as being affordable and available for low income households.22 The Council also
calculated that Australia has a major shortfall in social housing, estimated to be 90,000 dwellings in
2011 and projected to grow to 200,000 dwellings by 2021.2 Clearly, there is a significant gap that
needs to be filled and governments have responsibility to achieve targets once they are set.
3. Review negative gearing and capital gains tax discounts
The Affordable Housing Working Group has called for submissions that “take into account the
constrained overall fiscal environment across the Commonwealth and states and territories”.3
Launch Housing believes that Australia’s generous taxation arrangements for property investing –
through negative gearing and capital gains tax discounts – are a logical starting point to do this.
Negative gearing and capital gains tax discounts have the unique distinction of being costly and
inequitable. Together, they cost the federal budget $9 billion annually.23 Both favour wealthier
Australians, with the top 10% of income earners receiving almost 50% of benefits from negative
gearing and 70% of benefits from capital gains tax discounts. Despite the cost to the budget,
negative gearing and capital gains tax discounts have done little to boost the supply of new housing
let alone affordable housing: 93% of property lending that goes to property investors is used to
purchase existing housing.24
Launch Housing recommends that the Commonwealth Government end the existing treatment for
negative gearing and capital gains tax discounts and redirect savings into affordable housing. This
would achieve a policy outcome that Saul Eslake describes as “a switch from policies which inflate
the demand for housing to policies which boost the supply of housing”.25
In a recent article in The Conversation, Jago Dodson outlined six ideas for how money could be
better used by scrapping negative gearing and reinvesting savings into affordable housing. Ideas
canvassed by Dodson include demand and supply side solutions, such as redirecting tax savings to
provide rental subsidies for specific groups of tenants (including people on Newstart, sole parents or
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aged pensions), or providing tax credits to landlords who supply affordable rental housing to low
income tenants.26 Launch Housing believes that capital gains tax be added to this mix and
encourages the Affordable Housing Working Group to explore these ideas in further detail.
4. Income support
Commonwealth Rent Assistance (CRA) was designed to help eligible low income households meet
private rental costs, with the aim of reducing rental stress for those households.27 In 2014-15, CRA
provided support to more than 1.3 million individuals and families in the private and community
rental market.28 The cost of CRA has grown significantly in recent years, rising from just under $3
billion in 2008-091 to $4.4 billion (projected) in 2015-16.28 As the White Paper notes, most of this
growth “is a result of more people becoming eligible for income support and family payments”.1
Despite the growing cost, CRA struggles to make housing affordable in the private rental market.
Data from the Productivity Commission shows that just 0.9% of low income households living in
public housing spent more than 30% of their income on rent, but by contrast, 41.2% of CRA
recipients spent more than 30% of their income on rent.29 Launch Housing believes it is time to
review CRA. This should be led by the Commonwealth Government to ensure CRA meets its original
intention, that is, reduce rental stress for low income households.
5. The role of states and territories
While much of Launch Housing’s submission has focused on the role of the Commonwealth
Government, States and Territories can (and should) play a key role to boost the supply of affordable
housing. The New South Wales Government’s Future Directions for Social Housing in NSW points to
an approach where this can start and we recommend the Affordable Housing Working Group
examine how it can be replicated (and expanded) in other jurisdictions.30
Launch Housing also recommends that State and Territory Governments use other policy levers to
boost the supply of affordable housing, including:31,32




Planning reform to increase supply through including inclusionary zoning and density
bonuses.
Taxation reform by replacing stamp duty with land tax.
Repurposing government-owned land for new housing development. New developments
should include a mix of properties at full market value and properties that are affordable.

6. Government-backed no interest loans
Finally, Launch Housing recommends that the Affordable Housing Working Group examine the
feasibility of government-backed no-interest loans for affordable housing. This could be managed as
part of a revolving loan facility. While the current fiscal environment makes this a challenging
proposition to sell, government loans have two distinct advantages:



Firstly, the risk to government is small because loans can be secured against the property.
Government loans are the cheapest form of finance, which increases the amount of stock
that can be developed compared to finance with an interest component.

Government-backed loans could be used on their own or as part of a package of funding that
includes finance raised from housing supply bonds.
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Conclusion
Private sector investment is one option
Australia faces a critical shortage of affordable housing, which makes it timely that the Affordable
Housing Working Group has identified the private sector as a potential new source of finance to
boost affordable housing supply.
The Working Group’s first model, Housing loan/ bond aggregators, offers the best potential to
achieve this, particularly if a framework can be established to encourage large institutional investors
like superannuation funds to enter the market. Launch Housing believes the Working Group’s fourth
model, Impact investing bonds, is a way to deliver positive social and financial returns. We also
believe there is good potential to expand Australia’s not-for-profit real estate sector to provide
housing for people at risk of homelessness.
Government leadership is needed
Australia’s housing market is mistakenly seen in a narrow frame of property prices, auction results
and interest rate announcements. At the same time, affordable housing, which includes social
housing, is too often seen as a burden or drain on government finances.
But there is another way to see affordable housing, described in the Reform of the Federation White
Paper as “… a base from which people can develop their capabilities, gain a sense of social
connection through their community, and raise a family”.1 Housing, including affordable housing,
plays a central role in Australia’s social and economic fabric and strong government support is
needed to sustain and grow it.
Australian governments, led by the Commonwealth in partnership with States and Territories have
primary responsibility for affordable housing. Private sector finance can help, but many of the
problems outlined by the Affordable Housing Working Group require active government leadership
to solve them.

12

References
1

Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, Reform of the Federation White Paper: Roles and Responsibilities
in Housing and Homelessness, Issues Paper 2, Australian Government, 2014.
2

Lawson J, Milligan V and Yates J, ‘Towards cost effective private financing of affordable rental housing,’
Housing Finance International, Summer, 2012.
3

Council on Federal Financial Relations, Affordable Housing Working Group: Issues Paper, 2016.

4

Lawson J, Berry M, Hamilton C and Pawson H, Enhancing affordable rental housing investment via an
intermediary and guarantee, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, AHURI Final Report No. 220,
2014, p. 29.
5

Lawson J, ‘It’s time we incentivised affordable housing investment’, The Conversation, November 27, 2013.

6

Milligan V, Yates J, Wiesel I and Pawson H (with Hamilton C), Financing rental housing through institutional
investment: Volume 1: outcomes from an Investigative Panel, AHURI Final Report No. 202, 2013.
7

Lawson J, Milligan V and Yates J (with Amann W, Ktratschmann A, Youren N, Hamilton C and Bisset H),
Housing Supply Bonds – a suitable instrument to channel investment towards affordable housing in Australia?,
AHRUI Final Report No. 188, 2012.
8

NSW Council of Social Services and the Miller Group, Report on the Development, Structure and Operations of
the NSW Social and Affordable Housing Fund, 2015.
9

For more information about HomeGround Real Estate visit http://www.homegroundrealestate.com.au/.

10

Logue D and Hartigan P, ‘Impact investing: grabbing a piece of the $650 billion market’, The Conversation, 3
April, 2015.
11

Source: Impact Investing Australia, About impact investing, Available from
http://impactinvestingaustralia.com/resources/impact-investing-2/
12

Addis R, McLeod J and Raine A, IMPACT–Australia Investment for social and economic benefit, March 2013,
Available from https://docs.employment.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/impact-australia_nov_2013_2.pdf.
13

Source: Cabinet Office: Centre for Social Impact Bonds, ‘Greater London Authority: Homeless people’,
Available from https://data.gov.uk/sib_knowledge_box/greater-london-authority-homeless-people.
14

Department of Communities and Local Government, Qualitative evaluation of the London homelessness
social impact bond, Second interim report, 2015.
15

Source: NSW Government Premier & Cabinet, Social benefit bonds, Social Impact Investment Knowledge
Hub, Available from
http://www.dpc.nsw.gov.au/programs_and_services/social_impact_investment/social_benefit_bonds.
16

Government of South Australia, Social impact bonds to look at homelessness support, Department for
Communities and Social Inclusion, 27 August 2015, Available from https://www.dcsi.sa.gov.au/services/latestnews/media-releases-2015/social-impact-bonds-to-look-at-homelessness-support.
17

South Australian Government, Building a Stronger Society: A Discussion Paper on Social Impact Investing,
2013.
18

Edwards C, Social Impact Bonds: The Opportunities and Challenges for the Homelessness Sector in South
Australia, 2015.
19

Winter I, Presentation to Victorian Ministerial Forum, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute
(AHRUI), Accessed from
http://www.ahuri.edu.au/downloads/publications/Presentation_to_Victorian_Housing_workshop.pdf.
20

Whitzman C, ‘A national affordable housing strategy: necessary, attainable and maybe on its way’, The
Conversation, November 3, 2015.
21

For further information about the former National Housing Supply Council, refer to
http://www.treasury.gov.au/Policy-Topics/PeopleAndSociety/completed-programs-initiatives/NHSC.

13

22

National Housing Supply Council, Housing Supply and Affordability – Key Indicators, Australian Government,
2012
23

Australian Council of Social Service (ACOSS), Fuel on the fire: negative gearing, capital gains tax & housing
affordability, 2015.
24

Wood D and Daley J, ‘Three myths on negative gearing the housing industry wants you to believe’, The
Conversation, February 17, 2016.
25

Eslake S, Australian Housing Policy: 50 Years of Failure, Submission to the Senate Economics References
Committee, 2013.
26

Dodson J, ‘Scrap or preserve negative gearing? Here’s six other options worth debating’, The Conversation,
February 26, 2016.
27

Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision, Report on Government Services 2016,
2016: G.6.
28

Department of Social Services, Annual Report 2014-15, Australian Government, 2015.

29

Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision, Report on Government Services 2016,
2016: 17.34 and G.6.
30

New South Wales Government, Future Directions for Social Housing in NSW, 2016.

31

Whitzman C, Newton C and Sheko A, Transforming Housing: Affordable Housing for All. Partnership options
for policy, investment and demonstration projects, 2015.
32

Community Housing Federation of Victoria et al., Making Social Housing Work: Better homes for low-income
Victorians, 2014.

14

