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Housing All Australians  

Housing All Australians (HAA) is a private sector for purpose organisation and registered charity with 
a single focus on increasing the supply and access, at scale, of affordable housing nationally. It was 
founded in 2019 by property executive Rob Pradolin. HAA believes it is in Australia’s long-term 
economic interest to provide housing for all its people: rich or poor. Just like the provision of roads, 
schools and hospitals, safe, affordable and stable housing is a necessity for every Australian to be 
productive and be able to contribute to society.  

HAA’s mission is to harness the skills and capacity of the private sector to collaborate with private 
and public sector industry to address, at scale, the chronic shortage of low-income affordable 
housing. Housing for all Australians is fundamental economic infrastructure needed to avoid an 
intergenerational time bomb where the future economic costs of managing the unintended 
consequences of homelessness, such as mental and physical health, family violence, policing, justice 
and long-term welfare dependency, will explode. 

HAA’s definition of Affordable Housing is the provision of housing to those Australians who cannot 
afford a reasonable cost of housing from their own resources which would give them a modest 
standard of living in the Australian community.  

Historically the discussion about the provision of affordable, social and public housing, has been 
perceived as a purely social issue championed by charity and not-for-profit organisations. Housing 
All Australians was established to facilitate a private sector voice and reposition the discussion, 
through a commercial lens, and advocate that the provision of housing for all Australians, rich or 
poor, is fundamental economic infrastructure upon which to build a prosperous economy and 
consequently a prosperous country. There is significant economic and social payback for society in 
the prevention of the inadvertent consequences arising from the lack of availability of affordable 
housing.  
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Permanent Rental Affordability Development Solution – PRADS 

 

STRATEGIC CONTEXT 

In Australia, there is overwhelming evidence of a housing affordability crisis affecting many of our 
major and regional cities. The number of households unable to access market provided housing or 
requiring some form of housing assistance in the private rental market to avoid rental stress is on the 
rise. The Australian Housing Urban Research Institute publication, ‘Modelling housing need in 
Australia in 2025’, estimates current housing need in Australia to be 1.3 million households (just under 
14% of households) which is estimated to rise to 1.7 million households by 2025. For New South Wales, 
this equates to almost 373,000 households, rising to 678,000 by 2025 and in Victoria, housing need is 
estimated to rise from 291,000 to 462,000 over the eight-year period. 

Many jurisdictions are exploring ways to influence supply through increase in social and affordable 
housing investment. In Victoria, the Victorian Government announced $2.6 billion of investment to 
respond to the housing affordability crisis. The suite of initiatives was announced under a State led 
plan - Homes for Victorians. This plan provided several measures to facilitate outcomes for a range of 
housing needs ultimately to make homes more affordable and accessible. Some of these outcomes 
include: 

 
x Helping people to buy their first home; 

x Increasing housing supply; 

x Creating more stable rental market; 

x Upgrading social housing; and  

x Improving services for Victorians looking for a home  

The plan recognised that the strategy response needs to address many pieces to the puzzle and 
requires collaboration from local government, developers and builders, investors, real estate agents, 
owners, tenants and not for profit organisations.  

The plan demonstrates that there are many parties involved in the provision of affordable housing 
and all the levers that can positively affect the supply and increase of affordable housing outcomes is 
critical. That is, the housing problem is so big that it requires a range of interventions, resources and 
partnerships to deliver meaningful outcomes.  

PRADS was created to be one of the many interventions needed to ensure housing remains affordable 
for those that need it. Housing All Australians (HAA) recognises that while the public and social housing 
streams of assistance are well defined and regulated, there are other parts of the housing continuum 
where the private sector can play a part to address the shortfall in the available supply of affordable 
rentals. This, in the long term, should reduce the cascading effect that is currently occurring, where 
demand and housing vulnerability is at risk of rising, especially post Covid19, due to limited supply of 
affordable rental properties for moderate and low income earners.  

The purpose of creating the PRADS model is to maximise the involvement of the private sector in 
delivering affordable rental housing, by acknowledging and mitigating the risks normally considered 
part of the development process.  Over the medium term, this should result in the delivery of 
affordable housing becoming part of a developers normal business.  

The PRADS model targets a proportion of the households experiencing rental stress that are not 
currently housed through State provided housing and the registered housing agencies. It in effect is a 
remodelling of NRAS under a different delivery model and bridges on the recent Victorian Government 
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amendments to the Planning and Environment Act 1985 with the inclusion of a definition on 
affordable housing and the affirmation of the Section 173 agreement to negotiate affordable housing 
outcomes as part of the planning permit. 

 

THE MODEL 
 
Summary 

The outcome of this model is the creation of privately owned rental housing, rented at below market 
rents, to tenants with incomes that satisfy the definition of affordable housing under Section 3AB of 
the Planning and Environment Act 1987, the “Affordable Housing Income Levels”. This obligation will 
exist on title for the economic life of the dwelling. The model is deliberately created to assist key 
workers and is position within the housing continuum is described in Fig 1.  

The developer and councils negotiate, in good faith, the number of dwellings and the percentage 
below market rent for which these dwellings can be rented.  In Victoria, this obligation will be secured 
via a Section 173 Agreement for the economic life of the dwelling.  

If there was a nationally legislated governance process similar to NRAS, the developer could then sell 
the affordable rental dwellings to investors in the private market to “Mum and Dad” investors with 
the rental encumbrance and an obligation to comply with a legislated governance process. The 
investor can then rents the dwelling either through a NFP Community Housing Provider or an 
approved private sector property manager.  

As with the start of any new concept, it is not possible to have government legislation in place until, 
perhaps, the model is well tested and proven. To overcome this, HAA is pursuing a governance 
structure created through the corporation’s law and being a fundamental requirement of affordable 
housing fund. Collaborative discussions with Norton Rose Fulbright, Minter Ellison and Corrs (all 
providing pro bono advice to HAA) suggest this is possible and are working together to provide the 
basis of a working model.  

As an additional level of governance, the proposed model by HAA also includes the creation of an 
Affordable Rental Housing Register which identifies all affordable rental obligations negotiated by 
councils. This Register is audited annually to ensure satisfactory compliance with the rental obligation 
by the private sector owners.  

If scaled up for delivery through voluntary planning agreements, the use of the PRADS model has the 
potential to create a significant supply of long-term affordable private rental housing without the need 
for any government subsidy.  From a governance perspective, it will be based on a similar process that 
currently exists and is used with managing National Rental Affordability Scheme (NRAS) properties. 

This model can work for apartment projects and for housing and land subdivisions. 

The model 

The model is summarised as follows: 

x Affordable dwellings - a number of affordable dwellings that will be allocated/negotiated to 
be provided within a development. 

x Affordable rent - the affordable dwellings are to be leased to households on low to moderate 
incomes, as defined under the Affordable Housing Income Levels, at 80% of market rents for 
the economic life of the building. This creates long term affordable private rental housing. This 
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is purely a rental product. As with student housing, these dwellings will not be available for 
owner occupation.  

x Discounted rent - a valuation will be undertaken by an approved valuer to determine the 
market rent from which the agreed discount can be applied.  This rental figure will be 
conveyed to the private sector property manager and will become the maximum rental which 
can be charged.   The developer can sell the dwelling to the investor market at a lower value 
reflecting the lifetime encumbrance of the reduced rental agreement.  The number of 
affordable dwellings and the percentage below market rent is a commercial decision for the 
developer. The number of affordable dwellings is imposed by a planning permit condition. The 
investor will be paying a lower price for the dwelling and they too will view the investment 
from a commercial perspective based on the expected rental income and capital growth.  

x Eligible households - have to meet the income tests for very low, low and moderate incomes 
as defined under the Affordable Housing Income Levels (as amended from time to time by the 
Minister for Housing). 

x Management Framework / Process - this will involve: 

a) Property management - appointment of a qualified property manager of the investor 
or developer’s choice.  This could either be a private sector real estate agency or a 
community housing provider. The property manager needs to understand and agree 
to follow specific processes and governance requirements similar to NRAS. The 
appointment of a private sector property manager will remove the market perception 
(rightly or wrongly) associated with community housing management. 

b) Affordable rent levels – the property manager requests from an approved housing 
provider (a community housing organisation) the maximum rental to be charged for 
the designated dwellings. This will be based on a sworn valuation of market rent which 
will then be reduced by the agreed percentage below market rent negotiated with 
council. A fee for service will be paid to the community housing provider to conduct 
this process.   

c) Tenant selection - the property manager reviews each tenancy application based on 
income selection criteria as defined under Affordable Housing Income Levels and the 
dwelling is then leased to the tenant. 

d) Verification - the property manager submits required documentation (incomes and 
rents) to the community housing provider to verify affordability compliance. The 
housing provider checks documentation and submits it to the State Government (the 
relevant department is yet to be determined).  This process is currently in place for 
NRAS. As a further level of compliance, it is recommended that the State conducts 
annual random audits for all tenancies listed on the Affordable Rental Housing 
Register to ensure the compliance with the Section 173. 

e) Affordable Rental Housing Register - the State Government creates an Affordable 
Rental Housing Register (ARHR) to record all affordable housing units that have been 
negotiated between councils and developers. The ARHR is important as it records 
both the commitments made by developers with councils (which still need to be 
delivered) and the affordable housing actually built and tenanted.  
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importantly, must be perceived to be shared. This will be an objective that will be pursued with the 
State as the governance structure for the PRADS model is developed.  

From the developer’s perspective, under the PRADS model, where there is an owner’s corporation 
over the development, the owner’s corporation fees for the affordable dwellings should to be reduced 
in line with the percentage discount in rent. Where the PRADS model is used in a land subdivision, 
unless there is a body corporate involved, there are no owner related fees other than rates and taxes.   
 

BENEFITS OF THIS MODEL 

In general, this model has the capacity to engage the private sector in the delivery of affordable 
housing, at scale, by attracting two players: developers in the delivery of affordable housing and 
investors in the ownership of affordable housing. 

There are eight key benefits of the model: 

1. Increased Affordable Housing supply – Firstly, it increases the certainty for a developer of 
negotiating an affordable housing solution with council. Supply is increased as a direct result of a 
greater number of affordable discounted rental dwellings being able to be made available, 
compared with the reduced number of “whole” dwellings being ‘gifted’ to a registered Housing 
Association or Housing Provider (The level of discount rent is negotiable between the developer 
and council and can vary somewhere between 80% and 50% of market rent. Each one has a 
different cost to the developer. As a comparison, the ‘cost’ to a developer of 1 gifted “whole” 
dwelling is effectively the same cost as providing somewhere between 4 - 5 dwellings with a rent 
restriction of 80% of market rent for its economic life). 

2. Reduced Housing system bottlenecks - It directly targets the source of the problem (the 
unaffordable private rental market created by the inability to afford home ownership), providing 
an alternative to home ownership and reducing demand for social housing created by increased 
rental stress and homelessness. 

3. Speed – It has the capacity to establish an agreed, transparent model that addresses the perceived 
concerns of the private sector and can be negotiated faster than the alternative of gifting units or 
discounting sales to Housing Associations or Housing Providers. It can also facilitate a level of pre-
sales by the developer to smaller ‘mum and dad’ investors to perhaps a new category of property 
trust. This can accelerate the bank financing for developers.  This can result in developers starting 
to drive affordable housing outcomes. 

4. Multipurpose - It can equally apply to both apartment projects and land subdivisions. With a land 
subdivision, the capital subsidy is off the initial land price and therefore the affordable housing 
can be made in perpetuity rather than for the economic life of the building. 

5. Long Term affordability -It creates effectively perpetually affordable housing for apartments 
linked to the economic life of the building and in perpetuity affordable housing for land 
subdivisions. This avoids the shortcomings associated with other similar models which defer an 
affordability problem to the future, ie: 

x NRAS, that provided Commonwealth and State subsidies for private affordable rental 
housing at 20% below market rent for only 10 years, after which these units revert to 
market rents or can be sold. 
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x Regulatory agreements in the USA, which are commonly negotiated between 
municipalities and developers under mandatory Inclusionary Zoning planning provisions.  
These require developers to maintain affordable rent to designated income cohorts for 
periods of between 15 and up to 50 years, after which they revert to market prices or can 
be sold. 

 

6. Strengthens the current housing provider framework in Victoria particularly with respect to the 
social and public housing system and NRAS funded rental arrangements.  

7. Market perception and management – having the option to use a private rental manager to 
manage the rental dwelling allows the developer with a choice in property managers as the use 
of a community housing manager can be a disincentive to some developers. Rightly or wrongly, 
the use of a community housing provider creates an additional sales risk for a developer as they 
would be concerned with the market perception of having social housing within their 
development. This model also: 

x creates a commercial operating return for a private rental manager managing affordable 
dwellings for the investors  

x creates a commercial return to the community housing provider or NFP who provides the 
rental value governance and oversight.  

8. Broader investor market - it provides an investment opportunity that may be more attractive to 
small ‘mum and dad’ investors, due to the lower purchase price commensurate with the 
discounted rental returns.  This seeks to create a new private sector source of investment in 
affordable housing, in contrast with the challenges of attracting institutional investment (eg. 
superannuation industry), or social housing, which relies on government and/or philanthropic 
funding.  

 

BENEFITS TO COUNCILS USING THE PRADS MODEL 

Working with progressive local governments, the PRADS model will create the environment to 
increase private sector investment in the delivery of affordable rental housing, through identifying the 
incentives that would: 

(a) Attract private developers to enter into voluntary planning agreements;   

(b) Create the opportunity to unlock superfunds to invest, at scale, in affordable housing. The 
principles underlying the PRADS model apply nationally and by diversifying the location of 
affordable housing, mitigates a state concentration risk for the superfunds. To maximise the 
opportunity of superfunds investing in a national affordable housing fund, consistency of the 
governance structure is critical. In lieu of a legislated governance structure, to provide 
confidence to local governments that the affordable housing commitments negotiated will be 
implemented in perpetuity, an affordable housing fund would be created with the governance 
arrangements established through the corporations’ law. This fund will pre-purchase all 
affordable dwellings at a price that achieves the required rental yield. The fund would be 
structured in a manner that the governance regime cannot be altered. This arrangement 
would unlock the investment by superfunds into affordable housing.  
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(b)  If legislation is eventually introduced, then a new and larger market for investors in affordable 
housing would be created. A federal legislated governance structure. like NRAS, would allow 
the involvement of “Mum and Dad” investor’s into affordable housing would and will 
accelerate the delivery of affordable housing at scale. Given the rental encumbrance on a 
property is for the economic life of the dwelling and the fact that it cannot be occupied by the 
investor, if the % below market rent is high, the sale price of the property would be reduced 
quite considerably. It is therefore probable that a “Mum and Dad” investor might be able to 
own an investment property under the PRADS model, but not able to afford to buy a house 
for their own occupation.   

 

The model’s intended focus is on moderate income households, in contrast with low to very low-
income households that are commonly assisted by the provision, by Government, of social housing. 
Incomes will be defined under in accordance with the Affordable Housing Income Levels (as amended 
from time to time by the Minister for Housing), and are currently as follows:  

 
Table 1 – Greater Capital City Statistical Area of Melbourne 

 Very low income 
range (annual) 

Low income range 
(annual) 

Moderate income 
range (annual) 

Single adult Up to $25,220 $25,221 to $40,340 $40,341 to $60,510 
Couple, no dependant Up to $37,820 $37821 to $60, 520 $60,521 to $90,770 
Family (with one or 
two parent) and 
dependent children 

Up to $52,940 $52,941 to $84,720 $84,721 to $127,080 

 

ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES TO DRIVE MORE AFFORDABLE HOUSING  

Additional incentives can be offered by local governments, through negotiation, to extend the 
number of affordable housing outcomes.   

Additional incentives could include the value benefit of: 

x Incentivised floor area uplift planning controls - where the floor area can be increased 
above a specified range and a proportion of the floor area translates into number affordable 
housing units (percentage fixed through planning controls) as set out under PRADS model 
via a section 173 agreement. 

x A greater speed for processing a rezoning or development permit approval - The value 
benefit of a possible fast-tracked rezoning’s or development approval process for proposals 
incorporating a component of affordable housing (subject to the provision by the applicant of 
all information reasonably required by Responsible Authorities for assessment of applications) 
could be considered.  

x A reduction or waiver of the requirement for car parking spaces – could be allocated to the 
affordable housing. 

x Any associated, existing but underutilised tax arrangements - that could attract investment 
by ‘mum and dad’ investors (or institutional investment) in the model of discounted rent for 
the economic life of the building, with or without any financial structure. Investigate 



 
 
 

11 
 

 

implications for packaging the model and a structure with potentially relevant, existing tax 
concessions. 

 

FURTHER AREAS TO BE EXPLORED 

x Private tax ruling 2016 - HomeGround Real Estate   

The ruling stated that for the management of private rental flats for investors (with social 
housing tenants), investors can claim the difference between social housing rent and assessed 
market rent as a tax offset.  Does the tax ruling have broader implications for similar other 
arrangements, or only if the assets are managed by HomeGround real estate or via 
organisations acting as a subsidiary to HomeGround Real Estate? 

x Federal change to rules for Managed Investment Trusts  

Grounds for claiming tax concessions became limited only to affordable housing (and 
commercial property) from 1 June 2018.  Affordable Housing created by using the PRADS 
model may help support the creation of a new investment asset class associated with 
affordable housing. 

x Any other incentives that provide a sufficient saving to a developer to increase the housing 
outcome. 

 
 
 







Urban Development Institute of Australia (Victoria) 
Level 4, 437 St Kilda Road 
Melbourne, VIC 3004 
T 03 9832 9600 
www.udiavic.com.au 

 
  28 March 2019 
 
  Robert Pradolin 
  By email:  
 
 

Dear Robert 

Letter of Support from the Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA) Victorian Division for Housing all Australians  

The Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA) is a non-profit advocacy, research and educational organisation 
supported by a membership of land use and residential property development organisations, across the private sector and 
Victoria’s public service. 

The UDIA is dedicated to serving Victorian home buyers by delivering diverse housing products and enough supply to meet 
demand, which leads to affordable and accessible housing, and accomplishing its mission through the actions taken by its 
members.  We are committed to working with industry and government to deliver housing for all Victorians. However, with 
the ongoing issues the industry faces around the timely supply of housing to the market, housing affordability has been and 
remains a major challenge. 

Despite record low interest rates, government incentives like NRAS and a once-in-a-generation capital injection of $5.2 
billion under the Nation Building Program, the supply and cost of housing is one of our biggest challenges. Housing remains 
out of reach for too many Australians. For this reason, the UDIA commends and supports you for launching Housing all 
Australians, which provides an opportunity for the private sector to advocate for the long-term interest of Australian 
society.  

UDIA Victoria considers affordable housing to be critical economic infrastructure that is essential to Victoria’s productivity 
and liveability. To meet the supply challenge, partnership and co-investment opportunities must be supported by 
significant investment by all levels of government.   

In the current Victorian planning context, there must be a commercially viable way to maximise the number of affordable 
housing units delivered through voluntary agreement over the short term, and for the upfront private cost to be recognised 
and leveraged, with opportunities for co-investment by government. Responsibility should be shared across the life of an 
affordable housing product, through a reduction in property charges. It is the role of government to provide the regulatory, 
policy and funding and investment frameworks to enable and incentivise the residential development industry to co-invest, 
in a scalable and equitable manner.  In our view, the Permanent Rental Affordability Development Solution (PRADS) 
advocated by Housing All Australians provides a model for the achievement of this objective.  

Initiatives such as those promoted by Housing All Australians have the potential to assist both industry and government by 
ensuring that those charged with managing the strategic planning outcomes of the future are equipped with the ideas and 
skills to develop a feasible, practical and deliverable policy framework for industry to operate within. 

UDIA Victoria looks forward to supporting Housing all Australians in its endeavours to foster the collaboration necessary to 
address the chronic national shortage of social and affordable housing. 

 
Yours sincerely 

Danni Hunter 
Chief Executive Officer 
Urban Development Institute of Australia (Victoria) 
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 Victorian Public Tenants Association  
                                                                                                         11 High Street, Northcote 

                                                                                                                    PO Box 217 Clifton Hill VIC 3068 
                                                                                                Phone 1800 015 510 

                                                                                                           Email enquiries@vpta.org.au 
                                                                                           www.vpta.org.au 

02 April 2019 

Mr. Robert Pradolin                                                                                                                                                                                  
Housing All Australians                                                                                                                                                                                                    
13 Fuchsia Lane                                                                                                                                                                                     
Mount Macedon  VIC 3441                                                                                                                                                                   

 
Dear Rob 
 
As you are aware, the Victorian Public Tenants Association (VPTA) is a not-for-profit organisation recognised as the 
peak body representing public housing tenants in Victoria. We offer counselling, advice, referral, representation and 
advocacy for public housing tenants and those on the wait list.  
 
In the last twenty years, Victoria’s population has increased by 1.46 million; however, in that same period our public 
housing stock has only grown by 89 properties. Simultaneously, the proportion of affordable rental properties has 
declined and homelessness rates have risen.  
 
We are desperate to see greater investment in affordable housing for the hundreds of thousands of Victorians 
struggling to keep a roof over their head and waiting endlessly for public housing. We deal with these individuals and 
families every day and advocate for solutions on their behalf to all levels of government.  
 
The VPTA is pleased to support Housing All Australians and the development of your PRADS model. We believe, if 
implemented, this methodology will help address the broader housing crisis our state is currently facing by taking 
the pressure off the public housing wait list and creating a viable build-to-rent sector at-scale.  
 
The model differs from the initial National Rental Affordability Scheme (NRAS) as it does not require government 
capital grants or subsidised rent and will lock in affordable rentals for the economic life of the building. This will help 
alleviate both the pressure on the public housing system and broader rental market that currently has almost no 
affordable options. 
 
Engaging the private sector more substantially in this scheme will reduce the reliance on subsidised financial support 
and ideally lead to the building of affordable homes at-scale faster. The model will require support from all levels of 
government to facilitate faster adoption, particularly in the fast-tracking of planning permits. It would be greatly 
assisted by mechanisms such as inclusionary zoning and reduced red tape.  
 
We commend you on your untiring efforts to create a workable, integrated approach to address our 
housing crisis and assist the 25,000 Victorians who experience homelessness on any given night. The 
VPTA will do whatever we can to assist this worthwhile initiative to progress. 

 
Yours sincerely 

Margaret Guthrie                                                                                                                                                                              
Chairperson - Victorian Public Tenants Association 



Independent insight. 
 

 

5 April 2019 

 
 
 
To whom it may concern 
 

 

 

PERMANENT RENTAL AFFORDABILITY DEVELOPMENT SOLUTION (PRADS)  

SGS has examined the PRADS model and we endorse it as a welcome and innovative way of 
sharing the value created through development approvals. 

The great strength of the PRADS model is that it minimises transaction and negotiation costs 
for the development proponent.  It can mobilise a broad spectrum of private investment 
capital to meet the substantive cost of providing the affordable housing.  The proposal to set 
up a central register of PRADS agreements will not only facilitate monitoring and 
enforcement, it will help diffuse innovations in affordable housing practice. 

SGS advocates for affordable housing requirements of developers to be clearly expressed and 
announced well in advance so that proponents can factor these obligations into their 
feasibility studies.  Ideally, the discounted present value of these obligations should be readily 
discoverable by the proponent well in advance of site purchase.  The PRADS model could 
complement a range of other mechanisms by which this $ value may be delivered to the 
community, including ‘gifting’ of social housing units, or transfers at discounted prices. PRADS 
is inherently flexible for all parties negotiating how affordable housing will be delivered and is 
therefore an efficient option. 

 

Sincerely,  

Dr Marcus Spiller 
Principal and Partner Convenor, SGS  
Adjunct Professor RMIT University 
Adjunct Professor UNSW 
Associate Professor University of Melbourne 
 

SGS Economics & Planning Pty Ltd 
Offices in Canberra, Hobart, Melbourne and Sydney  
Phone: 03 8616 0331 







Disclaimer 

This Report was produced for the Inner Melbourne Action Plan “(IMAP)” Councils, defined as the Cities of Melbourne, 
Port Phillip, Stonnington, Yarra and Maribyrnong.   

We prepared this Report solely for IMAP’s use and benefit in accordance with, and for the purpose set out in, our 
engagement letter with the City of Port Phillip (on behalf of IMAP) dated 14 May 2019 and Section 1 of our Report. In 
doing so, we acted exclusively for IMAP and considered no-one else’s interests or individual needs. 

We accept no responsibility, duty or liability: 

• to anyone other than IMAP in connection with this Report

• to IMAP for the consequences of using or relying on our Report for a purpose other than that referred to.

We make no representation concerning the appropriateness of this Report for anyone other than IMAP. If anyone other 
than IMAP chooses to use or rely on it they do so at their own risk. 

The analysis in this Report does not constitute financial advice and is not representative of any individual project or 
market segment.  

This disclaimer applies: 

• to the maximum extent permitted by law and, without limitation, to liability arising in negligence or under statute; and

• even if we consent to anyone other than IMAP receiving or using this report.

Liability is limited by a scheme approved under the Professional Standards legislation. 



PwC Analysis of the PRADS Model 
PwC i 

Executive summary 
Housing affordability has become an ever-increasing problem across Australia, both from the perspectives of 
home ownership and affordable rental. This has become relevant for local government (“Council”) due to 
changes in the Victorian Planning and Environment Act 1987 which includes a new objective “to facilitate the 
provision of affordable housing in Victoria”, as well as the social and moral value of creating diverse 
communities. Councils are now exploring how to create mechanisms that provide affordable housing options 
within their municipalities. One way that this can be supported is by reducing the cost of delivery of new housing, 
and, in turn, enforcing that these cost savings are passed on to the tenant as affordable housing. A collaborative 
partnership was formed between the IMAP Councils - Melbourne, Port Phillip, Stonnington, Yarra and 
Maribyrnong to strengthen the liveability, attractiveness and prosperity of the inner Melbourne region. These 
Councils have identified the need to have a proactive response to affordable housing. As a result, IMAP 
collectively agreed to engage PwC to investigate the Permanent Rental Affordability Development Solutions 
developed by Housing All Australians (“PRADS Model” or “PRADS” or “the Model”) as one response to 
Melbourne’s current housing affordability crisis. 

The intent of the PRADS Model, as quoted in a Housing All Australians (“HAA”) report, “is to deliver affordable 
housing through a mechanism which does not require government subsidy but merely uses local government 
to facilitate the delivery of affordable dwellings through voluntary planning mechanisms. These mechanisms 
will not be dependent on government and therefore will ensure continued supply.” 

The PRADS Model, in its broader context being developed by HAA, is also looking at a range of incentives 
beyond the scope of the IMAP project, such as rezoning and capturing value uplift under discretionary planning 
controls. Rezoning and value uplift incentives are beyond the scope of this Project, but this does not preclude 
IMAP Councils from considering them in tandem when opportunities arise.  PwC’s investigation involved a 
qualitative and quantitative analysis of the key incentives (“incentives” or “mechanisms”) that facilitate the 
delivery of the PRADS Model, through two (2) hypothetical apartment development scenarios located in 
Windsor and Fishermans Bend. Below highlights the key findings from our analysis: 

• Timing (fast-track planning approval process) – This incentive demonstrated the most substantial
financial impact on the delivery of PRADS units. However, the key consideration for the application of this
incentive is the practicality of implementing a process whereby town planning decisions will be granted
within 3 months of submission. We note that this 3 month period is for Council decision making, only, and
not for any potential VCAT appeal process. To be effective as an incentive, each Council would need to
consider whether it wishes to abolish third party appeal rights. Our analysis has also demonstrated that
both the developer and local government will need to implement robust processes and design mechanisms 
to minimise the risk of poor planning and decision making.

• Car parking dispensation – The quantitative analysis suggests this incentive does not provide a large
financial impact for the developer. However, we acknowledge that on sites with stacked car parking
requirements, like the Fishermans Bend area, this mechanism may allow for the reduction in car parking
density to be replaced with residential apartments, without exceeding the density limit of the site. This
topped-up residential component has the ability to produce an uplift in revenue from sales, therefore acting 
as a supplementary incentive to car parking dispensation. Conversely, another key consideration in the
implementation of this incentive is the impact on the project’s marketability for the developer. If car parking
is not provided, there may be a financial impact resulting from reduced sale prices and/or extended sales
periods, thereby impacting project feasibility.

• Council rates exemption – The key consideration for council rates exemption is that it does not offer
significant leverage as a cost saving for developers to deliver affordable housing for both small-scale and
large-scale sites. It is important to note, that while this incentive may not work for the private sector, such
as for the PRADS model, it plays an important role in the community housing sector as a supportive
financial mechanism for their business operating model. We understand that it is at the discretion of local
councils in determining if they apply rates exemptions to community housing organisations.
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• Taxation incentives – Taxation incentives may be available to retail investors or institutional investors to 
stimulate their investment in the PRADS Model.  Within our scope of work, IMAP has asked us to provide 
specific commentary on the application of the HomeGround Private Tax Ruling and, more broadly, 
Managed Investment Trusts (“MITs”).  We do not see application for the HomeGround Private Tax Ruling 
to the PRADS Model and, whilst we acknowledge the intent of the MIT changes introduced by the Federal 
Government to stimulate the production of affordable housing, we have to date not seen a material increase 
in affordable housing supply by large local property investors/fund managers or overseas investors.    

We conclude that, from a theoretical perspective, the PRADS Model has appeal. Based upon our understanding 
and review of the Model, it is the practical implementation of the Model (not unlike the implementation of any 
new Model) that presents matters that may require further investigation and consideration by stakeholders. We 
detail these implementation considerations below. 

• Role of local government 

o Local government will need to have streamlined planning processes in place to facilitate the 
effective fast tracking of PRADS town planning applications, noting that our quantitative analysis 
indicated that the strongest housing outcomes are likely to be driven, principally, by the 
compression in the planning timeframe and additional certainty that developers can, in turn, “rely” 
on.  This may require dedicated resources and defined procedures being established within local 
government to ensure that approval timeframes are met whilst ensuring that “quality” of decision 
making and development and urban design outcomes are not compromised as a consequence 
of compressed timeframes.  We note the private sector stakeholder feedback and scepticism 
about the ability of the planning system and local government to work within compressed 
timeframes.   

o Local government will need to develop a framework by which it “negotiates” with 
developers/applicants.  This process will need to be transparent, well understood, very easy to 
implement and have the necessary safeguards to ensure that negotiations are not structured to 
derive gamed outcomes.  This is a critical consideration for local government. For example, on 
what basis will local government negotiate and how will it know it is getting a fair deal? 

o Local governments should invest to further understand their tenant demand profiles and the depth 
of the required subsidy/ies within their respective municipalities. 

o Local government should consider the legislative and/or other approval frameworks that may be 
required to enable rate relief.  We note that our quantitative analysis has shown that the 
application of local government rate relief provides minimal impact in terms of the supply of 
affordable housing stock. 

• Branding and promotion of PRADS Model 

The internal and external branding and promotion of the PRADS Model needs to be carefully 
positioned and understood by all stakeholders.  Certainty of timing, outcome and risk profile will 
vary for each stakeholder and be fundamental to the success of PRADS. For example, developers 
will require certainty of timing, the retail property investor market may need educating and, 
frustratingly, delineation between social and affordable housing may need to be reinforced.  
External financiers will require a detailed understanding of the risk profile of a PRADS housing 
product and the application of the restriction placed on title.      

• Retail investor market 

o In theory, the investment in a PRADS housing product should generate the same investment yield 
for the same investment housing product without PRADS.  We speculate that the, on balance, 
lower level of equity required to fund the purchase price of an investment property may broaden 
the depth and appetite from the retail investor market. However, the marketing and promotion of 
the PRADS Model to the retail investment market will require careful positioning.   

o Consistent with the point above, it is unclear what additional impact, if any, the application of a 
restriction on title (for the effective life of the property) may have on the underlying value of the 
property; for example, would a hypothetical purchaser seek an additional purchase price discount 
because of the title encumbrance? PRADS would represent a “new” variant on the residential 
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property investment class which is untested.  We note that the NRAS obligation applies for a 
period of only 10 years, at which point the property becomes unencumbered. We suggest that a 
level of investor sounding be undertaken to better understand how retail investors may respond 
to the PRADS structure. 

o Unlike NRAS, the PRADS product does not provide a refundable tax off set for investors.  There 
is no taxation incentive inherent in the Model which is intended to enhance investment returns.  
We understand that the private tax ruling obtained by HomeGround Real Estate allows the 
landlord/owner to claim a tax deduction for the rental shortfall (between market and actual).  We 
don’t see the direct application of this ruling for PRADS, as the tax deduction applied relates to 
owners with properties that are valued on an “unencumbered basis” (i.e. full market value) – a 
PRADS housing product proposes a discounted rental as a function of a discounted capital value. 

• Institutional investor market 

o The NRAS model failed to garner institutional (superannuation, listed and unlisted funds) appetite 
for residential investment product.  There were a wide number of reasons for this including (but 
not restricted to): lack of understanding relating to the historical performance of the residential 
sector (and apportionment of income and capital returns), the dilution of portfolio investment 
returns (residential attracting lower yields relative to other asset classes), the inability to secure 
scale and the perceived risks associated with property management, asset management and 
brand damage should tenants default and be evicted.  

In more recent times, we are seeing a much greater appreciation of the residential sector as an 
institutional asset class, with investor interest increasingly given the compression in yields across 
traditional asset classes and the emergence of the build to rent sector in Australia.  
Notwithstanding this, we suspect that without scale, institutional appetite and investment, in the 
short term, may be limited.  We acknowledge the existence of MITs and other recent changes by 
the Federal Government to stimulate the provision of affordable housing, however, to date, we 
have not seen material uplift in the provision of affordable housing through the MIT platform. This, 
therefore, may leave the PRADS Model as a principally retail or “mum and dad” style of 
investment. 

o Detailed market sounding to establish the investment appetite of retail (and institutional investors) 
is regarded as a prudent next step should stakeholders wish to move forward with the PRADS 
Model into an implementation phase. 

• Scalability of PRADS 

o Our quantitative analysis (using the Fishermans Bend project example) illustrates that, 
theoretically, a total of 27 PRADS dwellings (out of a total project of 277 dwellings) could be 
provided at 80% of market rent, whilst keeping the developer financially neutral.  Note, this was 
achieved by compressing an assumed 2-year planning allowance into 3 months. The achievability 
of this will be clearly a function of local government approval frameworks.  It is also pertinent to 
highlight that should the approval timeframe be extended to, say, 6 or 12 months this would 
reduce the achievable affordable housing yield.  Similarly, this analysis was prepared assuming 
the developer is willing to effectively pass over 100% of any “gain” as affordable housing. It is not 
unreasonable to think that the developer may need to be further incentivised to participate in 
PRADS. We note within our analysis that additional modelling was undertaken to show the impact 
of a greater rental subsidy at 60% and 50% of market rent, and this is detailed further within the 
Report.  

o We believe the PRADS Model is capable of providing scale.  Our analysis has shown that on 
smaller sized projects the impact of incentive application is minimal, however, for larger scale 
projects it could be material.  For example, in a larger urban regeneration precinct and via 
rudimentary extrapolation of our analysis, within an overall development yield of, say, 5,000 
dwellings, we believe it may be possible to secure between 400-600 dwellings (at 80% of market 
rental and leveraging the incentives considered). At 50% and 60% of market rent we expect a 
total outcome of between 150-200 dwellings could be provided. The resolution of the 
implementation challenges (detailed herein) would be key factors to achieving these outcomes.  
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1 Introduction  
 

1.1 Purpose 

The City of Port Phillip, on behalf of the Inner Melbourne Action Plan (“IMAP”) Councils, engaged PricewaterhouseCoopers 
(“PwC”) to investigate a private sector affordable rental housing delivery model, based on the Permanent Rental Affordability 
Development Solutions (“PRADS Model” or “PRADS” or “the Model”). The purpose of this Report is to:  

a) investigate a broad range of planning and financial incentives, as instructed by IMAP, which could be used in 
negotiating Voluntary Planning Agreements between IMAP Councils and the private sector; and 

b) observe the implementation of these incentives through the application of the PRADS Model. The Model constitutes 
a “negotiation between the developer and local government around the number of dwellings and the percentage 
below market rent for which these dwellings could be rented. It is intended that this obligation would be secured on 
title via a Section 173 Agreement” under the Victorian Planning and Environment Act 1987.1 Our analysis is based 
on information provided by IMAP on the background of the PRADS Model. 

 

1.2 Engagement overview 

A collaborative partnership was formed between the IMAP Councils - Melbourne, Port Phillip, Stonnington, Yarra and 
Maribyrnong to strengthen liveability, attraction and prosperity of the inner Melbourne region. As a result, IMAP collectively 
agreed to engage PwC to investigate PRADS as one response to Melbourne’s current housing affordability crisis. This Report 
is intended to provide clarity on the purpose of the PRADS Model in enabling the private sector to facilitate the delivery of 
affordable housing through planning mechanisms controlled by local government. In conducting this study, PwC has 
qualitatively and quantitatively analysed the incentives attached to the PRADS Model through two (2) hypothetical apartment 
development scenarios, as agreed with IMAP, located in Windsor and Fishermans Bend. These incentives include: 

• Timing – fast-track planning approval process (qualitative and quantitative analysis); 

• Car parking dispensation (qualitative and quantitative analysis); 

• Council rates exemption (qualitative and quantitative analysis); and  

• Taxation considerations (qualitative analysis). 

In addition, we have provided high level commentary around the governance and implementation mechanisms associated 
with PRADS. 

  

                                                                 

1 Content sourced from Housing All Australians Report, (12 June 2019). 
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1.3 Housing affordability context 

The housing affordability problem has broadened and deepened over the last 10 – 20 years in the Inner Melbourne Region. 
This has resulted in a larger spectrum of people affected by a lack of housing affordability and rental stress, ranging from the 
very low, low and moderate income households. As a result, many households are now locked out of home ownership and 
are forced to remain permanently in private rental housing. 

The dynamics that are emerging include: 

• The increasing gap between social housing and private market rents which has resulted in greater rental stress for low 
income households; and 

• The resulting interest in affordable housing products that target a broader spectrum of housing need, including moderate 
income households. 

Broader government interventions to address the changing dynamics of housing affordability include: 

• Local governments being tasked with greater responsibility to respond to housing affordability in a positive way; 

• State government implementing housing strategies such as ‘Homes for Victorians’ and the refresh of ‘Plan Melbourne’, 
which includes committing money to targeted programs to address homelessness and to increase the supply of social 
and affordable housing; and 

• Federal government policy and affordability packages targeting low to moderate income earners. 

The deteriorating housing affordability situation in Melbourne sparked interest from the IMAP Councils, collectively, to 
investigate a range of strategies and initiatives to increase affordable housing supply. Fundamental to the ability to respond 
to the affordability crisis is the aligned partnership between the private and public sectors, as well as not for profits. In 
responding to these affordability challenges, an initiative the IMAP Councils are investigating through PRADS is the multiplicity 
of planning and financial mechanisms to facilitate an increase in affordable housing and to enhance Melbourne’s and Victoria’s 
housing affordability, in general.  

A greater need for affordable housing products across the housing continuum is necessary, in particular those targeting 
moderate income households and key workers. Examples of these existing products/housing models include (but are not 
restricted to):  

• Rent to Buy; 

• Shared Equity Housing; and 

• Community Land Trusts. 

IMAP has concluded that without a greater level of supply provided by private affordable housing products, social and 
economic problems will increase, resulting in: 

• Greater social polarisation: between social housing (very low and low income) and market rate private housing (upper 
moderate – high income); 

• Limited housing choice for moderate income households and key workers, and households moving up or down the 
housing spectrum as their circumstances and life cycles change, creating bottlenecks in the housing system; 

• Economic inefficiencies for regions that have unaffordable housing and which rely on key workers (and low income wage 
earners) who need to travel long distances to work; and 

• Increasing demand for social housing from households unable to sustain private rents and which are, at risk of ultimately, 
moving into housing poverty. 
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1.4 PwC’s commitment 

PwC Australia has a large focus on homelessness and testament to this commitment is The Constellation Project. The four 
founding members of The Constellation Project: Australian Red Cross, Centre for Social Impact, Mission Australia and PwC 
Australia, are harnessing their respective skills, resources and networks to drive change in addressing homelessness in 
Australia. By harnessing our collective intelligence and activating our networks, we will turn information into action and make 
headway on our ambitious vision to end homelessness in a generation. 

The PwC Real Estate Advisory team has also made its own commitment to dedicate a material portion of our business efforts 
towards housing affordability, recognising it is a long term structural problem in the property market. Our team comprises 
subject matter experts and we understand that the affordability crisis now impacts the spectrum of very low, low and moderate 
income earning households. We have tackled various issues through working with government, private sector and not-for-
profits. We work with government to develop policy, with the private sector to improve strategy, supply and to develop delivery 
models, and with NFPs on advocacy issues, supply and strategy. Beyond our commercial activities, we see the value in 
providing pro-bono work to the sector.  

A more detailed overview of The Constellation Project and the nature of the work that PwC is undertaking in an effort to tackle 
homelessness is included as Appendix A to this Report. 
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2 Outline of PRADS Model 
The following outline of the PRADS Model has been based on the HAA report provided to us and included as Appendix B to 
this Report.  

“The intent of the PRADS Model is to deliver affordable housing through a mechanism which does not require government 
subsidy but merely uses local government to facilitate the delivery of affordable dwellings through voluntary planning 
mechanisms. These mechanisms will not be dependent on government and therefore will ensure continued supply.  

The effect of this Model is the creation of privately owned rental housing, rented at below market rents to tenants with incomes 
that satisfy the definition of affordable housing under Section 3AB of the Planning and Environment Act 1987, the “Affordable 
Housing Income Levels”. This obligation will exist on title for the economic life of the dwelling. The Model is deliberately 
created to assist key workers and is positioned within the housing continuum. 

The developer and Councils negotiate the number of dwellings and the percentage below market rent for which these 
dwellings can be rented. This obligation will be secured via a Section 173 Agreement (under the Victorian Planning and 
Environment Act 1987). The developer will sell these dwellings to investors in the private market with the rental encumbrance 
and an obligation to comply with an appropriate governance process. Through an approved private sector property manager, 
the private investor then rents the dwelling to an approved tenant that is means tested through verification mechanisms. 

As an additional level of governance, PRADS proposes to include the creation of an Affordable Rental Housing Register by 
the State which identifies all affordable rental obligations and is randomly audited annually to ensure satisfactory compliance 
with the rental condition. 

This Model, if scaled up for delivery through a variety of voluntary planning agreements, has the potential to create a significant 
supply of long-term affordable private rental housing at a faster rate, compared with negotiating developer contributions for 
community housing, which require a greater ‘subsidy’ per unit. From a governance perspective, this Model was based on a 
similar process that existed up until recently and was intended to use a similar management style as the National Rental 
Affordability Scheme (NRAS) properties. If implemented, IMAP should investigate existing similar processes to ensure these 
dwellings are operated appropriately.” 

More detail on the PRADS Model is provided in Appendix B.2  

 

  

                                                                 

2 Content sourced from Housing All Australians Report, (12 June 2019). 
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The PRADS Model seeks to target moderate income earners, in which housing in well serviced areas, within close proximity 
to their place of work is often inaccessible. PRADS would enable these moderate income earners to access housing in well-
connected locations, additionally creating greater diversity within these communities.  The discounted rent that the PRADS 
Model is proposing may only be feasible through the addition of a suite of incentives including (but not restricted to): 

• Timing (fast-track planning approval process); 

• Car parking dispensation; 

• Council rates exemption; and 

• Taxation considerations. 

These incentives are the key themes of this Report. 
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Local governments in Victoria, through the application of Parking Overlays, can control, at a local government level, the car 
parking provisions for new developments.  As such, a number of Councils within IMAP have within their local planning 
frameworks potential dispensation for zero car parking provision.   

The feasibility analysis undertaken across the two hypothetical development sites, to reduce car parking by 50 percent, 
demonstrated a lack of viability associated with the application of the car parking incentive, as the reduction in revenue was 
greater than the construction cost savings associated with the reduction in car parking.  

In developments where car parking is above ground, the exemption from providing car parking would allow for a residential 
density uplift producing an uplift in project revenue due to residential revenue being greater than that of car park revenue. In 
this instance, car parking dispensation would be considered a substantial incentive for developers electing to voluntarily use 
the PRADS Model.  

Whilst this mechanism may be an effective lever for development sites with above ground car parking, realistically it is 
constrained for projects that are not well-serviced by public transport as it impacts on the marketability of the dwellings, and 
the end sale price on completed product due to reliance on cars by the prospective purchasers.  

3.2.3 Council rates exemption 

This incentive focusses on providing Council rates exemption for developments that incorporate a required level of affordable 
housing. We understand that the City of Melbourne has a rates reduction policy for new affordable housing development. 

The rates Councils collect reflect a form of property tax. The value of each property is used as the basis for calculating what 
each property owner will pay6. Rates contribute to local government for the cost of providing facilities and services to the 
community, including maintenance of parks, library services, roads and recreational facilities, etc. 

Within the Victorian Local Government Act (1989), under sub-section 154(2)(c), any part of land used exclusively for 
charitable purpose is rates exempt. Moreover, affordable housing is referred to in the Local Government Act, with sub-section 
169(1D) stating that “a Council may grant a rebate or concession in relation to any rate or charge, to support the provision of 
affordable housing to a registered agency” (a registered agency being a housing association or housing provider registered 
with the Victorian Department of Housing).  

Therefore, based upon our interpretation of the Victorian Local Government Act (1989), an exemption from Council rates 
would likely need legislative change to extend the application of the exemption to the private sector. The Council rates 
exemption, as an incentive on its own, will not be a substantial lever that will incentivise participation from the market, and the 
effort of undertaking legislative change to enable the application of the mechanism by the private sector may not justify its 
use as an incentive for PRADS.   

3.2.4 Taxation considerations 

Taxation incentives may be available to retail investors and/or institutional investors to stimulate their investment in the 
PRADS Model.  Within our scope of work, IMAP has asked us to provide specific commentary on the application of the 
HomeGround Private Tax Ruling, and more broadly, Managed Investment Trusts (MITs).  We provide specific comment on 
these matters below.    

HomeGround Real Estate Private Tax Ruling 

HomeGround Real Estate is a not for profit real estate agency which we understand is owned by Launch Housing, a Victorian 
community housing association. In 2016, HomeGround sought, and the Australian Tax Office granted, a Class Ruling (CR 
2016/42) which, in effect, allows landlords who list their property at a discounted rental rate with HomeGround to claim the 
gap (between market rent and rents charged) as a tax deduction at the end of the financial year. The tax ruling is not designed 
as a financial incentive for landlords, as such, but is designed to recognise the contribution made by the owner by allowing 
them to claim the gap between market rent and the discounted rent they decide to offer to the tenant. We understand that 
HomeGround provides landlords with a tax deductible donation receipt at the end of each financial year to facilitate the taxation 
deduction.7 

                                                                 

6 Subsection 154(2)© of the Local Government Act 1989 (Victoria)  

7 https://www.homegroundrealestate.com.au/news/ato-ruling-information/ 
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Theme HAA Processes PwC Comments/Outcomes 

Verification • The property manager submits 
required documentation (incomes 
and rents) to the community housing 
provider to verify affordability 
compliance.  

• The housing provider checks 
documentation and submits it to the 
State Government (the relevant 
department is yet to be determined).  

• This process is currently in place for 
NRAS. As a further level of 
compliance, it is recommended that 
the State conducts annual random 
audits for all tenancies listed on the 
Affordable Rental Housing Register 
to ensure compliance with the 
Section 173. 

• This will ensure compliance and 
verification for the tenant, the 
community housing 
association/provider and the 
developer.  

• The verification process outlined in 
the HAA Report is reliant on 
hypothetical processes. If PRADS is 
to undergo an implementation stage, 
local government will need to 
consider and prioritise the practicality 
of this governance process. 

• Compliance is undertaken by the 
community housing sector because it 
is linked to a Regulatory Act. In this 
case, an independent compliance 
system should be established to 
protect the interest of the tenant, 
local government and the investor. 

• S173 Agreements are normally 
prepared by each respective Council. 
Consideration could be given for a 
standardised template across all 
Councils. 

Affordable Rental 
Housing Register 

• The State Government creates an 
Affordable Rental Housing Register 
(ARHR) to record all affordable 
housing units that have been 
negotiated between Councils and 
developers.  

• The ARHR will be important as it 
records both the commitments made 
by developers with Councils and the 
affordable housing built and 
tenanted. 

• Similarly to verification, this step will 
require significant stakeholder 
engagement with the Victorian 
government. 

• Further discussions should be held 
with the Victorian Housing Registrar 
about the PRADS Model.  

• A key concern we have relates to 
the enforceability of PRADS. Put 
simply, what is the consequence 
for a private sector owner if they 
don’t adhere to their below market 
rental obligations? From an 
implementation perspective this 
needs to be carefully considered.  
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5 Preliminary Stakeholder 
Feedback 

In conjunction with our desktop analysis, multiple interviews were undertaken with private residential developers and 
representatives from the Affordable Housing Industry Advisory Group, which included members from the Community 
Housing Industry Association (CHIA), Common Equity Housing Limited (CEHL) and the Urban Development Institute of 
Australia (UDIA). The collective feedback from the stakeholder discussions has been summarised below:  

• Incentives investigated through the PRADS Model already exist but are limited in take-up from the private sector. 
Further analysis and engagement with the private sector is needed to assess the effectiveness of these incentives. 

• The planning levers that provide the greatest incentive for private sector uptake of the Model are: density uplift (not 
considered in the analysis), car parking dispensation and public open space. Public open space exemption or a 
reduction in levy would potentially act as a significant incentive for developers as typically there is a large cost 
attributed to it. 

• The Victorian Planning system is not designed to turn around approvals in three months, as proposed. There needs 
to be a greater level of confidence for developers that local government can modify existing processes to fast-track 
development applications. Unless there is significant change to planning approval processes, developers may not 
leverage this mechanism voluntarily.  

• The Model should only focus on providing affordable rental for key worker housing, where there is no requirement 
for Government intervention to fill the rental gap. 

• Alternative property management options for affordable dwellings would incentivise the private sector to deliver 
affordable dwellings.  

• The Housing Associations need to be involved in the process to ensure compliance with policy.  

• The ‘perception’ of Community Housing Association/Provider management as a disincentive needs to be addressed. 
Why? Developers need to be educated, however they understand that this will be a mindset change and may take 
time as the sector matures.  

• The marketability of a dwelling with an encumbrance on title restricting its use for affordable rental may reduce the 
pool of private investors who purchase it.  This will have a flow on effect on the re-sale value and remove the flexibility 
to on-sell by investors if there is a limited depth of market.  
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6 Findings 
In consideration of the factors outlined in this report, the IMAP Councils are now exploring the PRADS Model developed by 
Housing All Australians. The theoretical construct of the PRADS Model is relatively straightforward whereby local government 
facilitates the delivery of affordable dwellings through planning mechanisms negotiated with the private sector (developers). 
The PRADS Model is the creation of privately owned rental housing, rented at below market rents to tenants with incomes 
that satisfy the definition of affordable housing under Section 3AB of the Planning and Environment Act 1987. Unlike the 
National Rental Affordability Scheme (NRAS), this obligation is intended to be registered on title (via a section 173 Agreement 
or other legal instrument) for the economic life of the dwelling. 

The PRADS Model requires the developer and respective local government to “negotiate” the number of dwellings and the 
percentage below market rent for which the dwellings can be rented. The developer will, in turn, sell these dwellings to 
investors in the private market, thus creating a supply pipeline of affordable housing stock. 

Critical to motivating favourable behaviour from the developer market will be the use of incentives to effectively off set the 
value lost (from a gross realisation perspective) due to the provision of the affordable housing stock. The developer market 
would not expect to be financially disadvantaged by providing PRADS housing in their projects.  As part of our quantitative 
analysis, we have been able to demonstrate how PRADS housing stock could be provided, leveraging incentives such as 
reduced planning timeframes and car parking dispensation (as examples) whilst maintaining the financial integrity of the 
developer model. The PRADS Model, in its broader context being developed by HAA, is also looking at a range of incentives 
such as rezoning and capturing value uplift under discretionary planning controls. These incentives are beyond the scope of 
this Report, but this does not preclude IMAP Councils from considering them.  

Based upon our understanding and review of the Model, it is the practical implementation of the Model (not unlike the 
implementation of any new model) that presents matters that may require further investigation and consideration by 
stakeholders. We detail these implementation considerations below. 

• Role of local government 

o Local government will need to have streamlined planning processes in place to facilitate the effective fast 
tracking of PRADS planning applications, noting that our quantitative analysis indicated that the strongest 
housing outcomes are likely to be driven, principally, by the compression in the planning timeframe and 
additional certainty that developers can “rely” on. Councils will need to consider whether they wish to abolish 
third party appeal rights, which has the potential to prolong the approval process. 

o Local government may require dedicated resources and defined procedures being established within local 
government to ensure that approval timeframes are met, whilst ensuring that “quality” of decision making and 
development and urban design outcomes are not compromised as a consequence of compressed timeframes.  
We note the private sector stakeholder feedback and scepticism about the ability of the Victorian planning 
system and local government to work within compressed timeframes.   

o Local government will need to develop a framework by which it “negotiates” with developers/applicants.  This 
process will need to be transparent, well understood, very easy to implement and have the necessary 
safeguards to ensure that negotiations are not structured to derive gamed outcomes.  This is a critical 
consideration for local government. For example, on what basis will local government negotiate and how will it 
know it is getting a fair deal? 

o Local governments should invest to further understand tenant demand profiles and the depth of the required 
subsidy/ies required within their respective municipalities. 

o Each local government needs to inform, via policy amendments or through public announcements, what the 
specific design and planning criteria are for developers that want to participate in the Model. PwC’s analysis 
only considers the moderate income thresholds applicable to a PRADS product, not a specific LGA catchment 
analysis. Therefore, this is a built-form analysis, not a catchment demand analysis indicating the requirement 
for a demand analysis in each IMAP LGA to confirm demand assumptions in the next phase of the PRADS 
investigation. For example, demand assumption investigations would consider dwelling mix and type. 
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o Local government should consider the legislative and or other approval frameworks that may be required to 
enable rate relief.  We note that our quantitative analysis has shown that the application of local government 
rates relief provides minimal impact in terms of the supply of affordable housing stock. 

• Branding and promotion of PRADS Model 

o The internal and external branding and promotion of the PRADS Model needs to be carefully positioned and 
understood. Certainty of timing, outcome and risk profile will vary for each stakeholder and be fundamental to 
the success of PRADS. For example, developers will require certainty of timing, the retail property investor 
market may need educating and delineation between social and affordable housing may need to be reinforced.  
External financiers will require a detailed understanding of the risk profile of a PRADS housing product and the 
application of the restriction placed on title.  Each Council would need to make its own decision about the 
application of PRADS within its municipality.     

• Retail investor market 

o In theory, the investment in a PRADS housing product should generate the same investment yield for the same 
investment housing product without PRADS.  We speculate that the, on balance, lower level of equity required 
to fund the purchase price of an investment property may broaden the depth and appetite from the retail investor 
market. However, the marketing and promotion of the PRADS Model to the retail investment market will require 
careful positioning. 

o Consistent with the point above, it is unclear what additional impact, if any, the application of a restriction on title 
(for the effective life of the property) may have on the underlying value of the property; for example, would a 
hypothetical purchaser seek an additional purchase price discount because of the title encumbrance?  PRADS 
would represent a “new” variant on the residential property investment class which is untested.  We note that 
the NRAS obligation applies for a period of only 10 years at which point the property becomes unencumbered. 
We suggest that a level of investor sounding be undertaken to better understand how retail investors may 
respond to the PRADS structure. 

o Unlike NRAS, the PRADS product does not provide a refundable tax off set for investors.  There is no taxation 
incentive inherent in the Model which is intended to enhance investment returns.  We understand that the private 
tax ruling obtained by HomeGround Real Estate allows the landlord/owner to claim a tax deduction for the rental 
shortfall (between market and actual).  We don’t see the direct application of this ruling for PRADS as the tax 
deduction applied relates to owners with properties that are valued on an “unencumbered basis” (i.e. full market 
value) – a PRADS housing product proposes a discounted rental as a function of a discounted capital value. 

• Institutional investor market 

o The NRAS model failed to garner institutional (superannuation, listed and unlisted funds) appetite for residential 
investment product.  There were a wide number of reasons for this including (but not restricted to); the lack of 
understanding relating to the historical performance of the residential sector (and apportionment of income and 
capital returns), the dilution of portfolio investment returns (residential attracting lower yields relative to other 
asset classes), the inability to secure scale and the perceived risks associated with property management, asset 
management and brand damage should tenants default and be evicted. 

In more recent times, we are seeing a much greater appreciation of the residential sector as an institutional 
asset class and investor interest increasingly given the compression in yields across traditional asset classes 
and the emergence of the build to rent sector in Australia.  Notwithstanding this, we suspect that without scale, 
institutional appetite and investment, in the short term, may be limited.  We acknowledge the existence of the 
MITs and other recent changes by the Federal Government to stimulate the provision of affordable housing, 
however, to date, we have not seen material uplift in the provision of affordable housing through the MIT 
platform. This, therefore, may leave the PRADS Model as a principally retail “mum and dad” style of investment.  

o Detailed market sounding to establish the investment appetite of retail (and institutional investors) is regarded 
as a prudent next step should stakeholders wish to move forward with the PRADS Model into an implementation 
phase. 
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• Scalability of PRADS 

o Our quantitative analysis (using the Fishermans Bend project example) illustrates that theoretically, a total of 27 
PRADS dwellings (out of a total project of 277 dwellings) could be provided at 80% of market rent, whilst keeping 
the developer financially whole.  Note, this was achieved by compressing an assumed 2 year planning allowance 
into 3 months. The achievability of this will be clearly a function of local government approval frameworks.  It is 
also pertinent to highlight that should the approval timeframe be extended to say 6 or 12 months this would 
reduce the achievable affordable housing yield.  Similarly, this analysis was prepared assuming the developer 
is willing to effectively pass over 100% of any “gain” as affordable housing. It is not unreasonable to think that 
the developer may need to be further incentivised to participate in PRADS. We note within our analysis that 
additional modelling was undertaken to show the impact of a greater rental subsidy at 60% and 50% of market 
rent, and this is detailed further within the Report.  

o We believe the PRADS Model is capable of providing scale.  Our analysis has shown that on smaller sized 
projects the impact of incentive application is minimal however for larger scale projects it could be material.  For 
example, in a larger urban regeneration precinct and via rudimentary extrapolation of our analysis, within an 
overall development yield of say 5,000 dwellings, we believe it may be possible to secure between 400-600 
dwellings (at 80% of market rental and leveraging the incentives considered). At 50% and 60% of market rent 
we expect a total outcome of between 150-200 dwellings could be provided. The resolution of the 
implementation challenges (detailed herein) and the volatility of the retail investor market would be key factors 
to achieving these outcomes.  

We would strongly encourage the City of Port Phillip, City of Melbourne and the State government in particular 
to undertake further analysis to consider the application of PRADS for regeneration areas such as Fishermans 
Bend.       

• Governance processes and outcomes 

o We concur with the general governance processes and outcomes proposed within the PRADS Model.   

o The PRADS Model contemplates the creation of an Affordable Rental Housing Register by the State government 
which identifies all affordable rental obligations and is randomly audited annually to ensure satisfactory 
compliance with the rental condition.  We agree with this approach, however, we anticipate that considerable 
dialogue will be required with the State government relating to the Model’s implementation. A key concern we 
have relates to the enforceability of PRADS - put simply, what is the consequence for a private sector owner if 
they don’t adhere to their below market rental obligations?. For example, should a Section 173 Agreement be 
used as the legal instrument to enforce PRADS? In a practical sense what are the legal consequences for non-
compliance of PRADS?  

• Property management 

o We note that the PRADS Model contemplates the appointment of a qualified property manager which could 
either be a private sector real estate agency, or a community housing association or provider.  We expect that 
ultimately this decision will rest with the developer, initially, and then the investor, with the selection decision 
being based on matters such as perceived competence, pricing, etc.  We do, however, regrettably recognise 
that there remains a general level of confusion and misunderstanding in the market about the difference between 
social and affordable housing and hence the management options for different tenant cohorts managed by 
community housing associations. This may need to be further considered and dispelled in the marketing and 
brand promotion of PRADS, together with building an appreciation of whether the nature of the tenancy manger 
gives rise to adverse pricing or investment decisions.       

 

The PRADS Model is an innovative approach to addressing the supply of affordable housing.  We remain supportive of the 
Model and believe that it is capable of being scalable within the market and, by consequence, would improve the lives of 
many Melbournians. The principal challenge for the Model is traversing the line from theory to practice and hence the 
implementation challenges we foresee should be very carefully considered and worked through with all relevant stakeholders.     
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7 Implementation Considerations 
 

Our analysis of the PRADS Model has identified several focus areas that will require further investigation by the IMAP Councils 
as part of the implementation strategy. We detail these implementation considerations below: 

• Local Government  

o Framework for fast tracking of planning applications to deliver an outcome within three months 

o Consideration by Council on whether it wishes to abolish third party appeal rights 

o Framework for negotiating with developers/applicants  

o Preparation of a Section 173 template standardised for all Councils 

• Legal advice 

o Framework for enforcement of penalties if owners of the PRADS properties do not adhere to their below 
market rental obligations 

o Further examination of whether the application of a S173 Agreement on title will negatively impact value.  

• State Government  

o Advice on the development and maintenance of a potential Affordable Housing Register 
 

• Housing market 

o Market sounding on the PRADS Model structure  

• Operational 

o Framework for the compliance and verification process of tenants 

o Framework to ensure that individual property managers are compliant with the obligations of the PRADS 
Model.    
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Appendix A Constellation Project 
 
 
Every Australian deserves the right to a safe, affordable and secure home 

The Constellation Project shares a vision to end homelessness in a generation. 

It is a growing group of organisations collaborating across sectors, founded by the Australian Red Cross, Centre for Social 
Impact, Mission Australia and PwC Australia. 

Only through collaboration can we move towards ending homelessness in a generation. 

By combining its collective intelligence, resources, networks and power, it seeks to generate practical solutions that will 
create more homes and better journeys for people at risk of, or experiencing, homelessness. 

A Social Lab designed to accelerate progress is already underway. The Lab will operate in 4-6 month cycles with a team of 
30-40 people who will test and prototype ideas and, importantly, translate them into action along the way. 

The Lab process is enabled by PwC’s The Impact Assembly via design, facilitation, project management and backbone 
coordination. 

The four founding members of The Constellation Project - Australian Red Cross, Centre for Social Impact, Mission Australia 
and PwC Australia - will harness their respective skills, resources and networks to drive change in addressing 
homelessness in Australia. 
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Appendix B PRADS Model detail 
(HAA report) 
The model is summarised as follows: 

• Affordable dwellings - a number of affordable dwellings that will be allocated/negotiated to be provided within a 
development. 

• Affordable rent - the affordable dwellings are to be leased to households on low to moderate incomes, as defined 
under the Affordable Housing Income Levels, at 80% of market rents for the economic life of the building. This 
creates long term affordable private rental housing. This is purely a rental product. As with student housing, these 
dwellings will not be available for owner occupation. 

• Discounted rent - a valuation will be undertaken by an approved valuer to determine the market rent from which the 
agreed discount can be applied. This rental figure will be conveyed to the private sector property manager and will 
become the maximum rental which can be charged. The developer can sell the dwelling to the investor market at a 
lower value reflecting the lifetime encumbrance of the reduced rental agreement. The number of affordable dwellings 
and the percentage below market rent is a commercial decision for the developer. The number of affordable dwellings 
is imposed by a planning permit condition. The investor will be paying a lower price for the dwelling and they too will 
view the investment from a commercial perspective based on the expected rental income and capital growth. 

• Eligible households - have to meet the income tests for very low, low and moderate incomes as defined under the 
Affordable Housing Income Levels (as amended from time to time by the Minister for Housing). 

• Management Framework / Process - this will involve: 
a. Property management - appointment of a qualified property manager of the investor or developer’s choice. This 

could either be a private sector real estate agency or a community housing provider. The property manager 
needs to understand and agree to follow specific processes and governance requirements similar to NRAS. The 
appointment of a private sector property manager will remove the market perception (rightly or wrongly) 
associated with community housing management. 

b. Affordable rent levels – the property manager requests from an approved housing provider (a community 
housing organisation) the maximum rental to be charged for the designated dwellings. This will be based on a 
sworn valuation of market rent which will then be reduced by the agreed percentage below market rent 
negotiated with council. A fee for service will be paid to the community housing provider to conduct this process. 

c. Tenant selection - the property manager reviews each tenancy application based on income selection criteria 
as defined under Affordable Housing Income Levels and the dwelling is then leased to the tenant. 

d. Verification - the property manager submits required documentation (incomes and rents) to the community 
housing provider to verify affordability compliance. The housing provider checks documentation and submits it 
to the State Government (the relevant department is yet to be determined). This process is currently in place for 
NRAS. As a further level of compliance, it is recommended that the State conducts annual random audits for all 
tenancies listed on the Affordable Rental Housing Register to ensure the compliance with the Section 173. 

e. Affordable Rental Housing Register - the State Government creates an Affordable Rental Housing Register 
(ARHR) to record all affordable housing units that have been negotiated between Councils and developers. The 
ARHR is important as it records both the commitments made by developers with Councils (which still need to 
be delivered) and the affordable housing actually built and tenanted. 

• Legal mechanism - a section 173 Agreement is registered on title to lock in affordability: 

Obligations: 

The agreement requires that the dwelling be: 

a. Rented and not owner occupied 
b. Rented for no greater that a specified percentage below market rent 

 
o Defaults – If the owner/ developer defaults on the affordability provisions in the section 173 Agreement, the following 

options are available / to be further investigated to enforce the provisions. 
o Enforcement by VCAT orders in order to require compliance with the obligation of the Agreement – to minimise risk 

of a successful challenge, the Agreement needs to have clear, comprehensive and water tight provisions that are 
difficult to successfully challenge at VCAT, to ensure compliance can be enforced.  

o Financial penalty – a penalty needs to be imposed of a sufficient size to act as a disincentive for dwelling owners to 
default on the affordability requirement. The legal mechanism for enforcing a penalty is to be investigated.  
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o Resale – If an owner of an affordable housing dwelling wishes to sell, the affordability requirement is automatically 
transferred to the new owner via the section 173 Agreement, which is declared as an encumbrance on the title in 
the section 32 Statement. 
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Foreword 

Each night, tens of thousands of Australians are without a place to call home. 
Many thousands more are at risk of becoming homeless.  

Behind these statistics lies the true cost of homelessness. Homelessness can have 
profound and long-term impacts on a person’s safety and security, physical and 
mental health, on their connection to the community, and on their ability to thrive 
in school or in the workplace. 

This inquiry was an opportunity to examine Australian governments’ collective 
response to the problem of homelessness—to understand what is and is not 
working and to hear about best-practice policies and programs both in 
Australia and overseas.  

In its interim report, presented in October 2020, the Committee considered the 
impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on homelessness. 

In this final report, the Committee makes 35 recommendations which, taken 
together, propose a renewed approach to preventing and addressing homelessness 
in Australia.  

The Committee’s report concludes with a significant and overarching 
recommendation for the establishment of a ten-year national strategy on 
homelessness. While state and territory governments are primarily responsible for 
housing and homelessness, a clear and consistent message in evidence given to the 
Committee was that there is a need for a national approach.  

The Committee considers that a national strategy would lead to more cohesive 
policies, better coordination and more accountability, particularly in relation to the 
use of Australian Government funding. A national strategy could also recognise 
and harness the important roles of local governments, community organisations 
and the private sector in preventing and addressing homelessness.  
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Most importantly, a national strategy would ensure that all Australian 
governments have a shared focus on achieving better outcomes for those who are 
homeless or at risk of homelessness. In this regard, the Committee identified three 
main areas for reform.  

First, prevention and early intervention represent the most effective and 
cost-efficient measures to address homelessness. Acknowledging the value of work 
done to date through integrated ‘place-based’ approaches, the Committee calls for 
further work to support, strengthen and integrate prevention and early 
intervention programs.  

Second, the principle of ‘Housing First’ should guide all Australian governments’ 
responses to homelessness. Put simply, this means that housing should be made 
available to people who are homeless or at risk of homelessness as an immediate 
priority, and a base from which their other needs can be addressed. The Committee 
particularly recognises the importance of providing flexible ‘wrap-around’ services 
as part of the Housing First strategy, to prevent homelessness and associated 
problems from becoming entrenched.  

Third, new approaches are needed to address the shortfall in social and affordable 
housing. While noting that states and territories are responsible for the provision of 
social housing, the Committee has identified ways in which the Australian 
Government can work with state, territory and local governments, as well as 
community housing providers and other private sector investors, to increase the 
availability of social and affordable housing for those who need it most.  

The report includes a range of other observations and recommendations. The 
Committee recognises that certain groups are at greater risk of homelessness than 
others, and that the experience of homelessness can differ from the cities and 
suburbs to the regional and remote parts of Australia. As such, the Committee 
recommends the design of a new needs-based funding model for future funding 
agreements, as well as particular measures to assist groups such as victim-
survivors of family, domestic and sexual violence, and Indigenous Australians. 

Importantly, the report also makes recommendations to improve data collection 
and reporting to better inform all Australian governments’ responses to 
homelessness. This includes a review of how homelessness is defined and how the 
homeless population is counted through the Census.  

The Committee recognises that there is no quick fix to end homelessness in 
Australia. Nevertheless, the recommendations in this report highlight a range of 
ways in which Australian governments can work together to reduce the number of 
people experiencing, or at risk of, homelessness in this country. 



ix 
 

 

The Committee expresses its appreciation to the many individuals and 
organisations who shared their views with the Committee and informed the 
Committee’s inquiry. The Committee especially thanks those who shared their 
lived experience of homelessness with the Committee. 

Mr Andrew Wallace MP 
Chair 



 

xi 
 

Membership of the Committee 

Chair 

Mr Andrew Wallace MP  

Deputy Chair 

Ms Sharon Claydon MP  

Members 

Dr Mike Freelander MP  

Mr Andrew Laming MP  

Ms Peta Murphy MP  

Mr Rowan Ramsey MP  

Mr Julian Simmonds MP  

Dr Anne Webster MP  



 

xiii 
 

Terms of reference 

The House of Representatives Standing Committee on Social Policy and Legal 
Affairs will inquire into and report on homelessness in Australia. The inquiry will 
have particular regard to: 

1 the incidence of homelessness in Australia; 

2 factors affecting the incidence of homelessness, including 
housing-market factors; 

3 the causes of, and contributing factors to, housing overcrowding; 

4 opportunities for early intervention and prevention of homelessness; 

5 services to support people who are homeless or at risk of homelessness, 
including housing assistance, social housing, and specialist 
homelessness services; 

6 support and services for people at particular risk of homelessness, 
including: 

a. women and children affected by family and domestic violence; 

b. children and young people; 

c. Indigenous Australians; 

d. people experiencing repeat homelessness; 

e. people exiting institutions and other care arrangements; 

f. people aged 55 or older; 

g. people living with disability; and 

h. people living with mental illness; 
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7 the suitability of mainstream services for people who are homeless or at 
risk of homelessness; 

8 examples of best-practice approaches in Australia and internationally for 
preventing and addressing homelessness; 

9 the adequacy of the collection and publication of housing, homelessness, 
and housing affordability related data; and  

10 governance and funding arrangements in relation to housing and 
homelessness, particularly as they relate to the responsibility of Local, 
State, Territory and Federal Governments. 
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funding arrangements involving the Australian Government and state and 
territory governments.  

4.243 The Committee acknowledges that a prerequisite for the successful design 
of Housing First initiatives is an adequate supply of affordable housing in 
which to accommodate homeless people before associated problems can be 
addressed. That issue is discussed further below.  

Recommendation 30 

4.244 The Committee recommends that the Australian Government, in making 
relevant funding agreements with state and territory governments and 
housing providers, incorporate the principles of ‘Housing First’, 
particularly for any priority groups identified in those agreements. 

Enhancing social housing 

4.245 The Committee recognises the important role that social housing has 
in reducing the incidence and risk of homelessness, particularly among the 
most vulnerable in the community. The Committee also accepts that there is 
an ongoing need for both public housing and community housing to meet 
the needs of individuals and families in different life circumstances, and 
with different housing needs and requirements for other wrap-around 
services.  

4.246 The Committee notes and supports the trend for state and territory 
governments to transfer management of state-owned housing to CHPs and 
the evidence that, in many circumstances, these arrangements can offer 
benefits to both governments and social housing tenants. 

4.247 It is clear, however, that the availability of social housing has not kept up 
with demand and that, as a result, there is currently a significant shortfall of 
both public and community housing. Addressing this shortfall will be an 
important part of the collective response of all Australian governments 
to homelessness. 

4.248 The Committee notes that provision of housing is primarily a state and 
territory responsibility, but also acknowledges the Australian Government’s 
involvement: particularly through NHFIC and the AHBA, but also through 
the provision of CRA to tenants in community housing. 

4.249 The Committee commends the AHBA as an important initiative which has 
enabled CHPs to strengthen their investments in new housing stock. The 
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74 Hope Street Youth and Family Services 

75 Lord Mayor’s Charitable Foundation 

76 National Council of Women Australia 

77 Australian Community Support Organisation 

78 Australian Community Safety & Research Organisation (ACRO) 

79 City of Adelaide 

80 SYC 

81 Australian Bureau of Statistics 

� 81.1 Supplementary  
� 81.2 Supplementary  

82 Queensland Nurses and Midwives’ Union (QNMU) 

83 Council of Capital City Lord Mayors 

� 83.1 Supplementary  

84 Central Australian Aboriginal Congress 

85 SEARMS Aboriginal Corporation 

86 National Shelter 

� 86.1 Supplementary  

87 Women’s Legal Service Qld 

88 South Port Community Housing Group 

89 Community Housing Industry Association 

90 Australian Alliance to End Homelessness 

91 Melbourne City Mission 
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92 Mental Health Association Central Australia 

93 Link Housing 

94 Australian Housing Initiative 

95 Miss Tracey Hoolachan 

96 Youth Off The Streets 

97 Australian Women Against Violence Alliance 

98 Name Withheld 

99 Adelaide Zero Project 

100 Wintringham 

101 CatholicCare NT and University of South Australia 

102 Northern Territory Mental Health Coalition  

103 Flat Out 

104 liveWELL CQ 

105 ACOSS (Australian Council of Social Services) 

106 Mr Jackson Ho 

107 Wayside Chapel Foundation  

108 National Older Women’s Housing and Homelessness Working Group 

109 Women’s Legal Service NSW 

110 Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists (RANZCP)  

111 Housing for the Aged Action Group - LGBTI working group 

112 Northern Sydney Housing & Homelessness Collaboration 

113 Community Housing Industry Association QLD 

114 Community Restorative Centre 

115 Public Interest Advocacy Centre 

116 B Miles Women’s Foundation 

117 Anglicare WA 

118 Brisbane Youth Service 

119 Justice Connect 

120 Jesuit Refugee Service 
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121 NT Shelter 

� 121.1 Supplementary  

122 Wentworth Community Housing 

123 Wollongong Emergency Family Housing 

124 WA Commissioner for Children and Young People 

125 Wellways Australia 

126 Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency (VACCA) 

127 Grattan Institute 

128 CISVic (Community Information & Support Victoria) 

129 Youth Affairs Council Victoria 

130 Haven; Home, Safe (HHS) 

� 130.1 Supplementary  

131 Centre for Social Impact (CSI) 

132 Homelessness NSW 

133 St Vincent’s Health Australia 

134 PowerHousing Australia 

135 Canberra Community Law 

136 Northern Territory Council of Social Service (NTCOSS) 

137 Mission Australia 

138 Housing for the Aged Action Group 

139 Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI) 

140 Everybody’s Home 

141 Social Futures 

142 St Vincent de Paul Society National Council of Australia 

143 St Benedict’s Community Centre 

144 Homelessness Australia 

145 Shelter WA and WA Alliance to End Homelessness 

146 City of Boroondara 

147 Queensland Youth Housing Coalition 



LIST OF SUBMISSIONS 225 
 

 

148 Southern Youth and Family Services 

149 National Health Leadership Forum (NHLF) 

150 ACT Government 

� 150.1 Supplementary  

151 Yfoundations 

152 Economic Justice Australia 

153 Victorian Council of Social Services (VCOSS) 

154 Castan Centre for Human Rights Law 

� 154.1 Supplementary  

155 Barwon South West Homelessness Network (VIC) 

156 Melbourne Medical School - University of Melbourne 

157 Tenants’ Union of NSW 

158 Western NSW Community Legal Centre and Western Women’s Legal 
Support 

159 Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV)  

160 Danila Dilba Health Service  

161 Australian Association of Social Workers (AASW) 

162 National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Housing Authority 
(NATSIHA) 

163 Tabitha Lloyd 

164 Queensland Shelter 

165 Tangentyere Council 

� 165.1 Supplementary  
� 165.2 Supplementary  

166 National Aboriginal Community Controlled Health Organisation 
(NACCHO) 

167 City of Port Phillip 

168 Inner South Rooming House Network 

169 City of Melbourne 

170 Aboriginal Peak Organisations of the Northern Territory (APO NT) 
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171 Name Withheld 

172 National Mental Health Commission 

173 Anglicare Australia 

174 Barnardos Australia  

175 National Rural Women’s Coalition 

176 Community Connections  

177 Quantum Support Services 

178 Government of Western Australia 

179 Tasmanian Government 

� 179.1 Supplementary  

180 Mallee Family Care  

181 Older Women’s Network NSW  

182 Victoria Police 

183 NXT TEC Ltd 

184 Sarah 

185 Confidential 

186 Confidential 

187 Confidential 

188 National Housing Finance and Investment Corporation 

189 National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Legal Service (NATSILS) 

190 Southern Homelessness Services Network (SHSN) 

191 Association of Superannuation Funds of Australia Limited (ASFA) 

192 Eastern Homelessness Service System Alliance (EHSSA) 

193 Mr Clayton Silverlock 

194 Regional Local Government Homelessness & Social Housing Charter Group 

195 Australian National Audit Office 

196 Upstream Australia and 17 other organisations 

197 Queensland Government 

198 Name Withheld 
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199 Youth2 Alliance 

200 Victorian Government 

201 Victorian Gay & Lesbian Rights Lobby and three other organisations 
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B. List of public hearings 

Tuesday, 7 July 2020 - Canberra 

Department of Social Services  

� Mr Shane Bennett, Acting Deputy Secretary, Social Security 
� Mr Troy Sloan, Group Manager, Housing and Homelessness 
� Mr Sidesh Naikar, Branch Manager, Housing and Homelessness Policy 

Services Australia 

� Ms Caroline Manning, Acting National Manager, Social Work Services 
� Ms Kirsty Faichney, General Manager, Families, Child Support, 

Veterans & Partnerships 

National Indigenous Australians Agency 

� Mr Blair Exell, Deputy Chief Executive Officer 
� Mr Ryan Bulman, Group Manager, Economic Policy and Programs 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 

� Dr Gabrielle Phillips, Head, Housing and Specialised Services Group 

Australian Bureau of Statistics 

� Mr Stephen Collett, Program Manager, Indigenous and Social 
Information 

Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute 

� Dr Michael Fotheringham, Chief Executive 

Australian Council of Social Service 
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� Ms Jacqueline Phillips, Director of Policy and Deputy Chief Executive 
Officer 

� Dr Peter Davidson, Principal Adviser 

Per Capita 

� Ms Emma Dawson, Executive Director 
� Dr John Falzon, Senior Fellow 
� Ms Abigail Lewis, Research Associate 

Grattan Institute 

� Mr Brendan Coates, Household Finances Program Director 

 

Wednesday, 8 July 2020 - Canberra 

Homelessness Australia 

� Ms Jenny Smith, Chair 
� Ms Katherine McKernan, Deputy Chair 

Mission Australia 

� Ms Marion Bennett, Executive, Practice, Evidence and Impact 
� Dr Evelyne Tadros, State Leader, New South Wales Metro 

National Shelter 

� Mr John Engeler, Chief Executive Officer; Deputy Chair, Shelter New 
South Wales 

� Mr Adrian Pisarski, Executive Officer 

St Vincent de Paul Society 

� Mr Toby oConnor, Chief Executive Officer, St Vincent de Paul Society 
National Council 

� Mr Brian Murnane, Chief Executive Officer, Amelie Housing Ltd 

The Salvation Army Australia 

� Ms Livia Carusi, General Manager, Homelessness 
� Major Jenny Begent, Head of Department, Social Mission 
� Major Paul Hateley, Head of Government Relations 

Housing All Australians Ltd 

� Mr Robert Pradolin, Founder and Director 
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The Constellation Project 

� Ms Jacqui Jones, Executive Director 
� Professor Kristy Muir, Governance Group Member; Chief Executive 

Officer, Centre for Social Impact 

Homes for Homes 

� Mr Gavin Jackman, Adviser 

 

Wednesday, 29 July 2020 - Canberra 

Australian Local Government Association 

� Ms Liz de Chastel, Senior Policy Adviser 

Local Government Association of the Northern Territory 

� Mr Peter McLinden, Director, Transport and Infrastructure Services 

Council of Capital City Lord Mayors 

� Mayor Sally Capp, Lord Mayor of Melbourne 
� Mayor Clover Moore, Lord Mayor of Sydney 
� Mr Barney Wilson, Team Leader City People, City of Melbourne 
� Ms Gowan Vyse, Manager, Social Policy and Programs, City of Sydney 

National Housing Finance and Investment Corporation 

� Mr Nathan Dal Bon, Chief Executive Officer 

The Association of Superannuation Funds of Australia 

� Mr  Julian Cabarrus, Director of External Affairs and Strategy 
� Mr Andrew Craston, Director of Economics 

Department of the Treasury 

� Ms Vicki Wilkinson, Division Head, Social Policy Division 
� Ms Carla Adami, Manager, Housing Policy Unit, Social Policy Division 

Department of Veterans’ Affairs 

� Ms Liz Cosson, Secretary 
� Ms Kate Pope, Acting Deputy President, Repatriation Commission 
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Australian National University Centre for Social Research and Methods 

� Professor Matthew Gray, Director 
� Professor Nicholas Biddle, Associate Director 

Loddon Mallee Housing Services Trading as Haven; Home, Safe 

� Ms Trudi Ray, Chief Operations Officer 

 

Thursday, 30 July 2020 - Canberra 

Tenants’ Union of NSW 

� Mr Leo Patterson Ross, Chief Executive Officer 
� Dr Jemima Mowbray, Policy and Advocacy Coordinator 

Community Housing Industry Association 

� Ms Wendy Hayhurst, Chief Executive Officer 
� Ms Rebecca Pinkstone, Chief Operations Officer, Bridge Housing 

Limited 

Australian Alliance to End Homelessness 

� Mr David Pearson, Chief Executive Officer 
� Ms Karyn Walsh, Director 
� Mr Scott Richards, Peer Support Officer, Neami National 
� Mr James Gant, Volunteer, Neami National 
� Ms Michelle Swindle, Private capacity 

Tangentyere Council Aboriginal Corporation 

� Mr Michael Klerck, Social Policy Manager 

Wintringham 

� Mr Bryan Lipmann, Chief Executive Officer 
� Ms Jane Barnes, Chief of Staff 

Northern Territory Government 

� Ms Karen Walsh, Acting Deputy Chief Executive Officer, Department of 
Local Government, Housing and Community Development 

� Ms Christine Fitzgerald, Executive Director, Strategy, Policy and 
Performance, Department of Local Government, Housing and 
Community Development 
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NT Shelter Inc. 

� Mr Peter McMillan, Executive Officer 
� Mr John McBryde, Vice-Chair 

 

Friday, 7 August 2020 - Canberra 

ACT Government 

� Ms Louise Gilding, Executive Group Manager, Housing ACT 
� Mr Shane Nielsen, Executive Branch Manager, Policy and Business 

Transformation, Housing ACT 
� Ms Caroline Stevens, Acting Senior Director, Housing and 

Homelessness Strategy and Policy, Housing ACT 
� Ms Michelle Anderson, Assistant Director, Homelessness Services, 

Housing ACT 

Tasmanian Government 

� Mr Peter White, Deputy Secretary, Housing, Disability and Community 
Services, Department of Communities Tasmania 

� Ms Jessemy Stone, Director, Housing Programs, Housing, Disability and 
Community Services, Department of Communities Tasmania 

Inner South Rooming House Network 

� Ms Kate Incerti, Co-Convenor 
� Ms Maurya Bourandanis, Community member and Adviser 

Australian Bureau of Statistics 

� Mr Stephen Collett, Program Manager, Indigenous and Social 
Information 

Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency 

� Adjunct Professor Muriel Bamblett AO, Chief Executive Officer 
� Ms Necia Stanton, Practice Leader for Nugel 

Sacred Heart Mission 

� Ms Cathy Humphrey, Chief Executive Officer 
� Ms Olivia Killeen, Policy Officer 

 










