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Execu&ve Summary 

This report examines the poten/al of atypical housing finance models to address the 
deepening crisis of housing affordability and tenure exclusion in Australia, par/cularly 
for structurally marginalised popula/ons. Amid persistent pressures in the rental and 
ownership markets, and despite the introduc/on of policy mechanisms such as the 
Housing Australia Future Fund and the Na/onal Housing Accord, Australia con/nues to 
rely on conven/onal mortgage-based finance structures that remain poorly suited to a 
rapidly diversifying demographic and economic reality. This report posi/ons housing 
finance not merely as a conduit for banking access, but as a cri/cal lever for equity, 
sustainability, and structural resilience. 

Figure 1. Housing for diverse living arrangements. As household composi7on diversifies, expanding tenure and ownership 
op7ons widens access to secure housing and builds more inclusive communi7es. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

The analysis draws on domes/c and interna/onal innova/ons in housing finance, 
including coopera/ve tenure frameworks in Sweden, Denmark, Austria and Germany, 
gran/ng and microfinance approaches in Kenya and Brazil, public-private partnerships 
in India and South Africa, and digital mortgage tools emerging in Brazil and Australia. 
The study gives special aLen/on to underu/lised or emergent models such as shared 
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equity finance, climate-linked bond issuance, impact investment vehicles, and 
community land trusts. These models are evaluated not only for their financial 
architecture but for their ins/tu/onal compa/bility, inclusivity, and delivery 
performance. 

Figure 2. From Monoculture to Pluralism. The Australian housing finance system is dominated by a narrow set of 
ownership and lending pathways centred on the conven7onal mortgage. Alterna7ve models illustrate a more diverse 

housing finance ecosystem capable of expanding access, resilience and tenure choice. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

The analysis iden/fies that atypical housing finance models, when supported by 
appropriate governance and regulatory infrastructure, can outperform tradi/onal 
models in several dimensions. Coopera/ve housing models, demonstrate lower default 
risk and greater community stability, yet remain underdeveloped in Australia due to 
legal and financing constraints. Similarly, shared apprecia/on mortgages and 
intergenera/onal equity swaps offer new (plausible) avenues for wealth mobility and 
tenure access but are stymied by ins/tu/onal iner/a and risk-averse lending prac/ces. 
Community land trusts uncouple the costs of housing, providing equitable solu/ons for 
groups tradi/onally excluded from tradi/onal financial solu/ons. 

Australia’s underu/lisa/on of these approaches stems from five structural constraints: 

• Capital depth is shallow: the absence of dedicated intermediaries and pooled capital 
vehicles limits the scalability of community-led or hybrid finance models. 
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• Delivery velocity is undermined by fragmented planning regimes and slow 
development approvals, which disincen/vise innova/on.  

• Market concentra=on in specula=ve development has narrowed the scope of 
ins/tu/onal finance to product types with limited social or tenure diversity. 

• Tenure exclusivity remains entrenched, with liLle policy support for alterna/ve 
forms of ownership or non-market dwellings.  

• Climate or social value alignment in the housing finance system remains weak, with 
limited integra/on of environmental or social performance metrics or resilience 
mandates within finance instruments. 

 

Figure 3. Five constraints shape the performance of Australia’s housing finance system: capital depth, delivery velocity, 
market concentra7on, tenure exclusivity, and climate alignment. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

 

To respond to these systemic challenges, the report proposes a reform strategy 
grounded in ins/tu/onal redesign, capital innova/on, and legisla/ve coherence. Key 
recommenda/ons include;  
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1. The establishment of a federally capitalised Australian Housing Finance 
Corpora6on with an ins/tu/onal leverage mandate to aggregate and deploy 
large-scale capital through outcome-linked instruments.  

2. An aligned Alterna6ve Housing Authority to drive model diversity, and sector 
educa/on/upliV.  

3. Enabling legisla/on suppor/ve of improved airspace rights management 
4. The introduc/on of performance-based bonds, such as (non-exhaus/vely) Green 

Transi/on Accelerator Bonds, is proposed to incen/vise low-carbon 
construc/on and emissions reduc/ons. 

5. Grants and low interest finance to support ADUs, including most notably a 
proposed Secondary Dwelling Finance model. Normalising the support of ‘gentle 
density’ ini/a/ves such as roof top development. 

6. The introduc/on of digital infrastructure, including the Na/onal Housing Cloud, 
to enable greater transparency, real-/me asset management, and new finance 
pla]orms such as distributed ledger (blockchain-backed) coopera/ve mortgages. 

7. Explore equity-linked instruments, such as Shared Apprecia6on Mortgages and 
Intergenera6onal Equity Swaps, are recommended to engage older, asset-rich 
homeowners in suppor/ng younger cohorts into home ownership, while 
preserving long-term fiscal sustainability.  

These proposals are not envisioned as isolated interven/ons. Rather, they comprise an 
integrated reform architecture capable of restructuring housing finance as a system, 
not merely as a market. 

In ar/cula/ng this agenda, the report advances a view of housing as a shared public 
good; one that requires systemic innova/on in how it is financed, governed, and owned. 
The findings make clear that pilot schemes, or piecemeal adjustments will not suffice. 
What is needed is a coordinated realignment of capital, ins/tu/ons, and regula/on to 
produce a finance system that is not only func/onal but fair. 

 

The opportunity presented by recent reforms to Capital Gains Taxa/on and Nega/ve 
Gearing present a valuable enabling environment for the market to become more 
pluralis/c, shiVing from a monocultural financial framework to one that is genuinely 
diverse, mee/ng the varied needs of all Australians.  
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Purpose of the Report 
Australia’s housing system is undergoing intensifying stress. Decades of 
underinvestment in social and affordable housing, combined with specula/ve market 
dynamics, have entrenched housing as both a source and amplifier of socio-economic 
inequality. The housing affordability crisis, once considered cyclical, has become 
structural. As seen in Figure 1, the trajectory is unambiguous; the ra/o of housing prices 
to household disposable income, and of household debt to income, has ratcheted 
upward over two decades rather than oscilla/ng around a stable mean. What was once 
a cyclical pressure has hardened into a permanent feature of the system. 
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Figure 4. Housing prices and household debt as a ra7o to household disposable income. 

Source: RBA, 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026) 

 

This is acutely felt among those tradi/onally excluded from conven/onal finance and 
ownership pathways; low-income households, single older women, renters with 
disabili/es, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communi/es, and people living in 
regional, remote, or precarious urban secngs. 
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Mainstream housing finance models, par/cularly fixed and adjustable-rate mortgages 
and the build-to-sell development model, are structurally misaligned with the capaci/es 
and aspira/ons of these groups. They rely on stable, high incomes, formal employment 
histories, and access to genera/onal wealth or deposit capital. These models also 
reinforce tenure rigidity and asset-based inequality, with homeownership narrowly 
framed as both the goal and the only route to housing security. 

The recent prolifera/on of government responses, the Na/onal Housing Accord, the 
Housing Australia Future Fund, and a renewed interest in supply targets, reflects a 
growing recogni/on of the scale of the crisis. However, these efforts remain bounded 
by tradi/onal paradigms. They are shaped by constraints in ins/tu/onal design, risk 
percep/on, and tenure orthodoxy. While increasingly ambi/ous in rhetoric, Australia’s 
housing finance system has not yet evolved in structure or scope to accommodate new 
financial instruments, alterna/ve ownership models, or demand-side diversity. 

This report challenges the assump/on that only conven/onal finance can deliver 
affordable housing outcomes. It reframes the discussion by centring on atypical housing 
finance models, a spectrum of mechanisms that lie outside or adjacent to mainstream 
lending. These models include co-opera/ve housing finance, ethical finance, 
microfinance for incremental housing, ADU finance, public-private co-financing, shared 
equity structures, and digital mortgage innova/ons. While underu/lised in Australia, 
they are opera/onal in numerous jurisdic/ons and have shown promise in addressing 
financial exclusion, fostering tenure diversity, and aligning capital flows with broader 
social objec/ves. 

More importantly, the focus here is not simply on financial alterna/ves for their own 
sake, but on their applicability to vulnerable groups, those systema/cally underserved 
by the current system. The case studies and analy/cal frameworks presented 
throughout this report are selected for their relevance to intergenera/onal equity, 
gender-responsive finance, cultural safety, and disability inclusion. They recognise that 
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housing finance, when restructured appropriately, can be a pla]orm for resilience, not 
merely a means to acquire property. 

In doing so, the report also draws aLen/on to an emerging interna/onal consensus: 
that housing finance systems must evolve to incorporate non-market values, such as 
environmental sustainability, community wealth-building, and social cohesion. This 
reconfigura/on is not theore/cal. It is already underway in many countries through 
instruments like Green Bonds for social housing (Kenya, Germany), municipal land trusts 
(Austria, the Netherlands), and co-opera/ve equity-sharing pla]orms (Canada, 
Singapore). Australia has much to learn, adapt, and apply. 

 

Research Objec,ves 
The report pursues the following key objec/ves: 

i. Diagnose structural limita5ons in Australia’s housing finance system that 
constrain access, affordability, and tenure diversity for vulnerable and 
marginalised groups 

ii. Examine atypical housing finance models that have been implemented 
interna/onally, with a focus on opera/onal design, funding structures, and 
inclusion outcomes 

iii. Assess the condi5ons for local adapta5on, iden/fying where regulatory, 
ins/tu/onal, and fiscal environments in Australia may support or inhibit 
replica/on 

iv. Propose a strategic framework to transi/on Australia’s housing finance system 
from a narrow, mortgage-dependent model to a plural, responsive, and resilient 
ecosystem 

These objec/ves are grounded in the understanding that vulnerable popula/ons are 
not merely passive recipients of housing policy but are oVen innovators in collec/ve 
models of living and resilience. The analysis therefore includes financial models that 
support co-crea/on, tenant equity, and local governance, not just consumer access. 
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Scope of the Report 
This report limits its scope to housing finance models with demonstrated or poten/al 
applicability to low-income and excluded popula5ons, paying special aLen/on to models 
that promote system diversity and access. 

While the analysis is centred on Australia, it adopts a compara/ve geographic scope, 
drawing systema/cally on empirical examples and case studies from Kenya, Brazil, 
Austria, Germany, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Singapore, the United States, 
and Denmark. These countries offer tested precedents in atypical finance design, 
delivery innova/on, and inclusive housing governance relevant to Australia’s exis/ng 
policy debates or its ins/tu/onal reform trajectories. 

The report also targets a range of tenure types, including rental, ownership, co-
ownership, and transi/onal forms, and does not assume that secure housing must 
equate to private /tle. This reflects a more dynamic and inclusive understanding of 
tenure security and financial capability. 
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Structure of the Report 
The report is structured into six interconnected sec/ons: 

• Execu=ve Summary provides an overview of the report, methods, findings, and 
policy implica/ons. 

• Part A: The Housing Finance Landscape examines conven/onal finance models, 
their exclusionary features, and their limita/ons in the current Australian 
context. 

• Part B: Alterna=ve Housing Finance Models provides detailed compara/ve case 
studies, examining opera/onal frameworks, target popula/ons, and financing 
mechanisms across atypical models. 

• Part C: Barriers to Implementa=on explores the regulatory, ins/tu/onal, 
financial, and cultural constraints to adop/on of alterna/ve models in Australia. 

• Part D: Recommenda=ons outlines 21 key recommenda/ons to drive housing 
access through financial, and regulatory reform.  

• Part E: Roadmap and Reform Strategy synthesises findings, assesses models 
against key criteria, and proposes a reform agenda including specific policy 
instruments, ins/tu/onal changes, and capital mobilisa/on strategies. 
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Overview of Housing Finance Models 
Australia's housing finance system has historically been dominated by conven/onal 
lending instruments, underpinned by a strong policy emphasis on individual 
homeownership (Parliamentary Library, 2024). Fixed-rate and adjustable-rate 
mortgages, delivered primarily through private financial ins/tu/ons, remain the 
principal mechanism for housing acquisi/on (NHSAC, 2025). These arrangements are 
supported by government ini/a/ves such as the First Home Guarantee and shared-
equity programs designed to improve access to mortgage finance (AHURI, 2026; 
NHSAC, 2025). 

 Throughout much of the post-war period, rising wages, rela/vely affordable land, and 
expanding access to credit enabled substan/al growth in homeownership (Pawson et 
al., 2018). However, over the past two decades, the effec/veness of this model has 
weakened as housing prices have outpaced income growth, land values have risen, and 
labour-market condi/ons have become increasingly fragmented (NHSAC, 2025; 
Maclennan et al., 2021). These developments have contributed to declining 
homeownership rates and a growing popula/on of long-term renters (AHURI, 2024). 

Figure 5. Housing tenure types. Security of tenure can be achieved through mortgages, co-opera7ves, shared equity, 
rental and community housing; a plural system offers op7ons suited to different needs and life stages. Source: Per Capita 

analysis. 

Atypical models, such as shared equity schemes, community housing finance, 
coopera/ve ownership, and impact-linked instruments, are either nascent or 
marginalised in Australia's finance landscape. This imbalance has created a systemic 
exclusion for popula/ons without stable or high incomes, mul/genera/onal wealth, or 
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access to tradi/onal mortgage instruments. The lack of tenure diversity and capital 
innova/on constrains not only housing access but also affordability, resilience, and 
social cohesion. 

To understand where interven/on is required, this sec/on surveys the architecture of 
mainstream finance instruments and highlights their exclusionary features, before 
introducing models that have succeeded interna/onally in achieving more inclusive and 
sustainable outcomes. 

 

Tradi,onal Mortgage Models 

Tradi/onal mortgage models sit at the centre of Australia’s housing finance architecture. 
They have shaped not only the way Australians access housing, but the way housing 
itself is imagined, anchored in private ownership, standardised tenure, and 
individualised debt. While these instruments emerged during an era of stable 
employment and steady property apprecia/on, their limita/ons are increasingly evident 
as labour market precarity deepens and demographic reali/es shiV.  

Because they are structured around fixed eligibility criteria, tradi/onal mortgages 
remain largely inaccessible to those whose economic lives fall outside a narrow band of 
risk tolerance defined by lenders and regulators. Yates and Milligan (2007) describe this 
model as one that ins/tu/onalises exclusion, whereby access to home ownership is 
effec/vely ra/oned by a set of criteria that privilege intergenera/onal wealth transfers, 
dual incomes, and con/nuous waged employment. The reliance on standard credit 
scoring mechanisms and high deposit thresholds ensures that this form of housing 
finance is systema/cally biased against low-income and asset-poor households. 

This exclusion is not incidental. It is reinforced by a broader policy and regulatory 
environment that con/nues to treat mortgage finance as a market efficiency 
mechanism, rather than a tool for equity or social stability. Australia’s housing policy has 
largely been defined by its unwillingness to intervene in mortgage product design or 
distribu/on, preferring demand-side subsidies and tax measures that exacerbate price 
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infla/on rather than broaden access.  These frameworks fail to reflect the reali/es of 
single-parent households, renters with disability needs, or individuals reliant on income 
support, all of whom face compound barriers to accessing secure tenure or asset 
accumula/on through the mortgage system. 

Government-backed schemes, where they exist, tend to operate at the margins. 
Programs such as the First Home Guarantee or limited shared equity offerings have 
done liLle to recalibrate the mainstream model. These interven/ons have not 
meaningfully altered lender risk appe/tes or regulatory prac/ce, nor have they created 
the enabling condi/ons for more diverse or culturally responsive forms of housing 
tenure to emerge. 

In short, tradi5onal ‘vanilla’ mortgage structures have become a source of policy iner5a, 
replica/ng exclusion under the guise of neutrality, and entrenching inequality through 
the language of financial prudence. Their underlying assump/ons do not simply neglect 
housing diversity, they ac/vely constrain it. 

To engage meaningfully with the poten/al for reform, it is necessary to first ar/culate 
the structure and func/on of the current system. The following sub-sec/ons examine 
the mechanics of fixed and adjustable-rate mortgages, the limited suite of government-
backed interven/ons, and the specific exclusions these products reproduce. This 
founda/on sets the stage for a considera/on of alterna/ve and atypical models that 
respond more directly to contemporary housing needs. 

Models and Structural Frameworks 

Tradi/onal mortgage models form the cornerstone of Australia’s home ownership 
finance system. These models are typically structured around principal and interest 
repayment terms, where the borrower gradually repays both the loan capital and 
interest over a 25–30 year period. Most lenders require deposits of at least 10–20 
percent, with /ghter loan-to-value ra/o (LVR) limits applied to borrowers assessed as 
higher risk (Australian Pruden/al Regula/on Authority [APRA], 2021). 

Interest rate mechanisms are either fixed for a defined period or adjustable (variable), 
based on lender policy or reference rates such as the Reserve Bank of Australia’s cash 
rate. While this structure offers lenders and investors predictability and enforceable 
repayment schedules, it assumes that borrowers possess financial stability, secure 
employment, and access to upfront capital. 

Eligibility is generally determined through credit scoring models, with reference to 
formal income documenta/on, serviceability ra/os (typically benchmarked at 25–30 
percent of household income), and internal risk-weighted metrics applied by lenders 
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under the pruden/al oversight of APRA. These eligibility secngs align closely with 
Basel III risk frameworks and APRA’s Pruden/al Prac/ce Guide APG 223 on Residen/al 
Mortgage Lending0F0F

1. 

While effec/ve for creditworthy, middle-income households with stable dual incomes 
and intergenera/onal support, tradi/onal mortgage models can disadvantage 
households whose income paLerns, tenure circumstances, or housing needs fall outside 
conven/onal lending criteria (Whelan et al., 2023; Pawson et al., 2020). In par/cular, 
these models are not well suited to households with irregular or insecure incomes, 
including many casual workers, gig economy par/cipants and carers. Furthermore, 
conven/onal mortgage frameworks oVen struggle to accommodate alterna/ve tenure 
arrangements, shared ownership structures, and specialised housing requirements that 
fall outside standard risk assessment processes (Whelan et al., 2023; Pawson et al., 
2020). 

 

Fixed-Rate Mortgages (FRMs) 

Mechanisms and Risks 
Fixed-rate mortgages offer borrowers predictable repayment obliga/ons, where 
interest rates remain unchanged for a fixed period. This enables borrowers to plan 
long-term without exposure to market rate fluctua/ons, which is par/cularly 
important during periods of rising infla/on or monetary /ghtening. In the United 
States, fixed-rate mortgage terms of 15 to 30 years are the norm, supported by public 
backstops such as Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. 

Market Adop=on 
In Australia, however, fixed-rate mortgages represent a minority share of the market. 
Most fixed products offer short-term rate security; commonly between 1 and 5 years, 
aVer which loans revert to variable terms. The rate structure underlines the point 
shown in Figure 6: fixed products are priced and held only over short horizons, lacking 
the long-dated architecture that makes 15- to 30-year fixed lending viable elsewhere. 

 
1 APG 223: Residen.al Mortgage Lending 
 h8ps://www.apra.gov.au/sites/default/files/apg-223-residen.al-mortgage-lending_0.pdf 
APRA webpage for APG 223 
 h8ps://www.apra.gov.au/pruden.al-prac.ce-guide-apg-223-residen.al-mortgage-lending 
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Figure 6. Average housing loan interest rates: fixed and variable rates for new and outstanding lending 

Source: RBA 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026). 

The structural dominance of variable-rate lending in Australia reflects an ins/tu/onal 
configura/on that differs markedly from housing finance systems such as that of the 
United States. Stewart et al. (2013) note that Australia is characterised by a mortgage 
market dominated by variable-rate lending and observe that fixed-rate mortgages 
historically accounted for less than one-fiVh of new housing loans. Unlike the tracker 
mortgage systems used in several European countries, Australian variable mortgage 
rates are generally determined at the discre/on of lenders rather than being 
contractually linked to an independent benchmark rate (Stewart et al., 2013). 

Implica=ons for Vulnerable and Marginalised Popula=ons  
Because most of these loans reprice automa/cally, the rise fed straight through to the 
rates actually paid on outstanding balances (Figure 6), with the sharpest burden falling 
on households with the least buffer. 
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Figure 7. Average housing interest rates on outstanding loans (based on variable-rate securi7sed loans to 2019 and the 
average of fixed and variable-rate loans thereaSer, using EFS data) 

Source: RBA April 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026) Original data (APRA, RBA; SecuriAsaAon System). 

The structural inaccessibility of fixed-rate mortgages for low-income borrowers stems 
from several factors. These products oVen require higher ini/al deposits, and lenders 
may impose stricter credit filters due to the long-term risk exposure. Furthermore, the 
rigid format of FRMs does not align with alterna/ve forms of dwelling or ownership. 
Individuals pursuing housing through modular builds, coopera/ve tenure, or non-
tradi/onal landholding structures may be deemed unsuitable under conven/onal 
product assessment frameworks. 

 

Adjustable-Rate Mortgages (ARMs) 

Mechanisms and Risks 
Adjustable-rate mortgages, also known as variable-rate loans in Australia (herewith 
ARMs), offer borrowers a lower ini/al rate with periodic adjustments based on 



Driving Housing Finance Innova1on Per Capita Australia 

27 

prevailing market indices. These products dominate Australia’s mortgage landscape 
and are aLrac/ve during periods of low interest rates. However, as noted by Ellis 
(2006), the flexibility of ARMs comes with significant vola/lity, exposing borrowers to 
affordability shocks as rates increase. 

Market Adop=on 
ARMs account for over 80 percent of all Australian mortgage lending, reflec/ng lender 
preferences and the absence of structural incen/ves for long-term fixed-rate lending. 
This differs markedly from systems in which fixed-rate borrowing is incen/vised 
through secondary markets and public guarantees. 

Implica=ons for Vulnerable and Marginalised Popula=ons 
 For low-income households, ARMs pose par/cular risks. Borrowers with variable or 
insecure income streams are highly suscep/ble to interest rate shocks, which can 
push repayment ra/os beyond sustainable thresholds. Between May 2022 and 
November 2023, the Reserve Bank of Australia increased the cash rate target from 
0.10 per cent to 4.35 per cent, resul/ng in substan/al increases in mortgage 
repayments for households with variable-rate loans. Because housing costs consume 
a larger propor/on of disposable income among lower-income households, rising 
interest rates contributed to heightened financial stress and affordability pressures 
across lower-income groups (Na/onal Housing Supply and Affordability Council 
[NHSAC], 2025). 
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Figure 8. Australian cash rate target from 1996 to 2026.  

Source: RBA 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026). 

The scale of that shock is evident in the cash-rate path (Figure 8), which rose steeply 
through 2022–23 aVer a decade near historic lows; a movement transmiLed almost 
immediately to the four-in-five Australian borrowers on variable terms.  

 

These risks are amplified for single 
parents, casual workers, and individuals 
with health-related income disrup/ons. 
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Government-Backed Mortgages 
U=lisa=on and Scope in Australia 

Government-backed mortgage products in Australia remain limited in scale, scope, and 
ins/tu/onal robustness compared with interna/onal housing finance systems that 
incorporate large-scale public lending or mortgage guarantee programs. Current policy 
instruments are primarily targeted at facilita/ng market entry for eligible households 
rather than providing comprehensive affordability solu/ons. The most significant 
ini/a/ve is the First Home Guarantee, which enables eligible first-home buyers to 
purchase a dwelling with a deposit of as liLle as 5 per cent, with the Australian 
Government guaranteeing a por/on of the loan to reduce the need for lenders 
mortgage insurance (Housing Australia, 2025). In addi/on, several jurisdic/ons have 
implemented shared equity schemes, whereby a government en/ty contributes part of 
the purchase price in exchange for an equity stake in the property. Examples include 
Western Australia’s Keystart2 program and Victoria’s Homebuyer Fund3, both of which 
are intended to reduce deposit and borrowing requirements for eligible purchasers 
(Housing Australia, 2025). Beyond these measures, government support for home 
ownership con/nues to rely heavily on tax concessions, grants, and targeted subsidies, 
which generally assist households to enter the exis/ng housing market but are not 
designed to address long-term housing affordability challenges or structural barriers to 
home ownership (for a broader discussion see inter alia Na/onal Housing Supply and 
Affordability Council [NHSAC], 2025). 

Limita=ons and Equity Concerns for Vulnerable Groups 

While government-backed mortgage interven/ons in Australia aim to support first-/me 
buyers and lower-income households, they frequently fall short of mee/ng the housing 
finance needs of the most vulnerable. These limita/ons arise not only from scale and 
eligibility design, but also from deeper structural misalignments between exis/ng 
schemes and the lived reali/es of marginalised groups. 

First, many schemes presume stable, formal employment and the ability to service a 
mortgage over /me, inadvertently excluding those with episodic income, such as casual 
workers, carers, and people with disabili/es. As Groenhart and Gurran (2015) note, 
schemes like the First Home Guarantee do not adequately account for credit histories 
shaped by precarity, nor do they accommodate irregular savings trajectories common 
among the economically disadvantaged. 

 
2 Keystart Home Loans | Low Deposit Loans in WA 
3 Victorian Homebuyer Fund | State Revenue Office 

https://www.keystart.com.au/
https://www.sro.vic.gov.au/about-us/our-organisation/closed-taxes-levies-and-grants/victorian-homebuyer-fund
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Second, schemes that rely largely on conven/onal owner-occupa/on models oVen fail 
to support alternate pathways to housing security, such as community-led housing, 
long-term rental equity arrangements, or Aboriginal housing trusts. Individuals from 
culturally and linguis/cally diverse backgrounds, or First Na/ons communi/es, may find 
government offerings ill-suited to their tenure preferences, land rela/onships, or 
household structures. 

Finally, without robust public ins/tu/ons to coordinate finance and delivery, exis/ng 
schemes lack the agility to respond to changing economic condi/ons or rising cost 
burdens. As housing stress grows, especially for those in the boLom income quin/les, 
the absence of a durable, centralised infrastructure risks leaving vulnerable groups 
unsupported at the most cri/cal junctures. 

Compara=ve Insights 
By comparison, interna/onal schemes are more expansive. The United States’ Federal 
Housing Administra/on (FHA) provides federally insured mortgages to low-income 
buyers, significantly lowering entry barriers. The United Kingdom’s Help to Buy1F1F

4 
scheme offered equity loans backed by government to increase new build access. 
Singapore’s Housing Development Board2F2F

5 (HDB) administers both development and 
mortgage finance directly, embedding housing affordability within a centralised model. 

As stated by Milligan and Pinnegar (2010), Australia’s reliance on private financial 
intermediaries limits the reach and adaptability of its interven/ons. Without a central 
public finance ins/tu/on for housing, support is fragmented and frequently subjected 
to poli/cal cycles rather than coordinated systems planning. 

Market Limita6ons and Exclusions 

Despite its centrality to the Australian housing system, the mainstream mortgage 
finance models consistently fail to accommodate a wide spectrum of demographic 
groups. These exclusions are not merely incidental to individual financial circumstances. 
Rather, they reflect structural features of the mortgage system itself: features that 
priori/se narrowly defined creditworthiness (and narrow scoring methodologies) and 
risk-based pricing models over inclusive and adap/ve finance prac/ces. 

Systemic Exclusion Profiles 
There are a number of groups that are systema/cally excluded from financial products 
the reasons for which are varied. The common source of ex 

 
4HM Government. (n.d.). Help to Buy: Equity Loan. GOV.UK. h8ps://www.gov.uk/help-to-buy-equity-loan  
5Housing & Development Board (HDB)  

https://www.gov.uk/help-to-buy-equity-loan
https://www.hdb.gov.sg/homepage
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Figure 9. Systemic exclusion profiles. Different popula7on groups face dis7nct barriers to accessing secure and affordable 
housing. Structural factors combine to exclude many households from conven7onal housing finance markets. Note that 

the barriers asserted are non exhaus7ve. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

Single Older Women 
Single older women are the fastest growing cohort of people at risk of homelessness 
in Australia, a trend driven by the intersec/on of life/me income inequality, divorce or 
widowhood, and inadequate superannua/on (AHRC, 2019). Tradi/onal mortgage 
finance, with its reliance on formal income histories and asset-based risk assessment, 
is oVen inaccessible to this group. Gendered life-course events and structural 
inequali/es in the labour market translate directly into exclusion from mainstream 
finance and secure tenure in later life. 
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Low-Income Renters 
Low-income renters face a structural lockout from ownership. With no capacity to 
save for a deposit while mee/ng high rental costs, and no credit scaffolding built 
around rental payment histories (unlike other advanced OECD na/ons), many remain 
in perpetual tenure precarity. Australia’s mortgage system is not designed to convert 
stable rental history into credit eligibility, unlike emerging prac/ces in Canada and 
parts of the EU where rent tracking is integrated into credit scoring algorithms. 

People with Disabili=es 
The housing finance system structurally disadvantages people with disability. 
Accessibility-related housing modifica/ons raise costs above standard valua/on 
thresholds, and income assessments oVen penalise recipients of the Disability 
Support Pension. As observed by Wiesel et al. (2018), insurance markets fail to 
accommodate the real costs and legal obliga/ons of accessible housing. The result is a 
dual exclusion, both from adequate housing and from the finance that could facilitate 
it. 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples 
In regional and remote contexts, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples face 
addi/onal structural barriers. These include insecure or communally held land /tles 
(e.g. ALRA or na/ve /tle land), a lack of banking infrastructure, and the literature also 
notes systemic discrimina/on in lending (Habibis et al., 2016). D’Rosario (2016) notes 
that the withdrawal of banking and financial service centres, that enabled physical 
access to providers, and a point for service orienta/on has certainly impacted access, 
and, poten/ally resulted in self exclusion through /me. Even where income is stable, 
standard mortgage assessments oVen disregard cultural obliga/ons, mobility needs, 
or locally defined risk. Programs such as the IBA Home Loan Scheme remain impac]ul 
but largely undercapitalised and isolated from broader mortgage market reforms. 

Young Adults and First-Genera=on Migrants 
For younger Australians and first-genera/on migrants, deposit constraints, insecure 
work, and limited access to familial capital compound exclusion. Risk-weighted 
lending models penalise contract or gig workers, despite long-term earning poten/al.  
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Serviceability assessments remain out of step with labour market reali/es, 
dispropor/onately excluding households with informal or non-linear income histories, 
and failing to account for favourable rental histories. 

 

Figure 10. A comparison of heads-based labour underu7lisa7on rates (1966-2026).  

Source: RBA, 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026) Original Source: ABS. 

Persistent underemployment and underu/lisa/on (Figure 10) are the labour market 
condi/ons that mortgage underwri/ng reads as “instability”, penalising precisely the 
casual, contract, and gig workforce that now makes up a growing share of younger and 
migrant households. This is notwithstanding evidence of consistent rental payment 
histories for many persons within these cohorts. 

Structural Dimensions of Exclusion 

These paLerns of exclusion are not solely due to unaffordability. Rather, they are 
embedded in the architecture of Australia’s mortgage finance system, including lender 
approaches to risk, collateral, few risk sharing mechanisms and limited financial 
innova/on. 
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i. The primacy of property as both collateral and wealth-building instrument 
 

ii. Lender risk modelling that equates irregularity with instability 
 

iii. Lack of public risk-sharing mechanisms for alterna/ve borrowers 
 

iv. Regulatory frameworks that do not mandate inclusion benchmarks or innova/on 
in credit evalua/on 

 

Figure 11. Year-ended and quarterly wage price index growth from 2000 to 2025. 

Source: RBA (2026) (data as of 30 April 2026).  

Set against the price and debt ra/os above, wage growth (Figure 11) has been far too 
slow to close the deposit gap, so the barrier compounds even for households in stable 
employment and becomes insurmountable for those without it. As Burke and Hulse 
(2010) argue, the current system conflates financial viability with social deservingness, 
perpetua/ng a housing finance monoculture where only those who resemble the 
idealised borrower profile gain access to long-term security. 
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Implica,ons for Sector Reform 

The dominance of tradi/onal mortgage models in Australia has produced a monocultural 
housing finance regime, where capital alloca/on is narrowly channelled to standardised 
products and tenure types. The composi/on of new housing lending illustrates this 
monoculture directly (Figure 12); commitments flow almost en/rely to owner-occupier 
and investor mortgages over conven/onal dwellings, with no visible channel for co-
opera/ve, shared-equity, or community-land-trust finance.  
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Figure 12. Quarterly housing loan commitments (seasonally adjusted). 

Source: RBA 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026) 

This model fails to account for the complex reali/es of income vola/lity, 
intergenera/onal inequality, cultural prac/ce, and housing diversity. As a result, en/re 
cohorts remain locked out of housing pathways that offer stability, autonomy, and 
equity accumula/on. 

A more diversified and pluralis5c housing finance system must challenge this paradigm. 
Specifically, reform should seek to achieve the following key outcomes. 

i. Enable shared ownership and long-term rental security, supported by 
mechanisms such as shared equity mortgages, limited-equity coopera/ves, and 
secure tenure rental finance 

ii. Support community-governed housing delivery by offering pa/ent capital, risk-
sharing arrangements, and ins/tu/onal backing to trusts, co-opera/ves, and 
non-profit developers 
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iii. Facilitate access to ethical and religiously aligned finance, including interest-
free lending schemes and sharia-compliant models, backed by public guarantees 
or philanthropic capital layering 

iv. Incen=vise low-carbon, climate-resilient housing development, through 
concessional financing /ed to emissions benchmarks, circular construc/on, and 
climate adapta/on indicators 

v. Broaden credit eligibility frameworks, incorpora/ng alterna/ve data such as 
rental history, u/lity payment consistency, and informal income assessments, as 
has been adopted in pilot schemes across Canada and the UK 

Achieving these outcomes requires ins5tu5onal and regulatory redesign, not just financial 
innova/on. It calls for new public ins/tu/ons (such as the AHFC and AHA as proposed 
herein), revised risk assessment protocols (considering interna/onal best prac/ce), 
interoperable credit databases, and explicit equity goals embedded in public finance 
architecture. The following sec/on of this report explores these alterna/ve models in 
detail. Drawing on both Australian pilot/scale-up programs and interna/onal case 
studies, it demonstrates that a fairer and more inclusive housing finance system is not only 
necessary, but feasible. 

 

Alterna(ve Housing Finance Models  

Australia’s housing finance system, dominated by mortgage-centric lending, is 
increasingly misaligned with the economic and social condi/ons facing many 
households. As outlined in the preceding sec/ons, this system is structurally 
exclusionary, built on assump/ons of stable dual incomes, intergenera/onal wealth 
transfers, and standardised dwelling formats. The persistence of housing precarity 
among single older women, renters with disabili/es, First Na/ons families, and low-
income workers highlights the inadequacy of exis/ng instruments to provide equitable 
and enduring housing access. 
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Figure 13. Beyond conven7onal home ownership. Co-opera7ves, shared ownership, and community land trusts offer 
addi7onal routes into secure housing while improving social and economic outcomes. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

In contrast, a range of jurisdic/ons have developed and ins/tu/onalised atypical 
housing finance models that operate either outside or alongside conven/onal markets. 
These models oVen embed community governance, public risk-sharing, ethical 
investment principles, and tenure pluralism within their core design. Importantly, they 
are not fringe or experimental; many have been in opera/on for decades, and several 
have achieved na/onal scale while delivering strong outcomes on affordability, stability, 
and inclusion. 
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Figure 14. Interna7onal Evidence Map of Alterna7ve Housing Finance Models. Interna7onal experience demonstrates 
that co-opera7ve tenure, community land trusts, shared equity, microfinance, public–private partnerships and public 
finance ins7tu7ons can expand housing access while suppor7ng broader social and economic objec7ves. Source: Per 

Capita analysis. 

The interna/onal evidence suggests that when supported by enabling policy, regulatory 
alignment, and ins/tu/onal infrastructure, alterna/ve finance models can outperform 
conven/onal lending across a range of metrics. These include lower default rates, 
stronger reten/on outcomes, and improved housing resilience. In par/cular, models 
such as co-opera/ve tenure systems in Europe, shared equity frameworks in the UK 
and US, public–private partnerships in Africa and La/n America, and land trust models 
in North America provide clear evidence of feasibility and replicability. 
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Figure 15. Banks’ non-performing assets on domes7c books, by asset type: share of total assets and asset composi7on 
(asset shares in total domes7c lending, December 2022, shown in parentheses) 

Source: RBA, 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026) 

Housing accounts for the majority of banks' non-performing assets in the conven/onal 
system (Figure 15); the very benchmark against which co-opera/ve and limited-equity 
models demonstrate materially lower default and arrears. 
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This ensuing analysis offers a detailed counterpoint to the dominant Australian housing 
finance paradigm. It illustrates how systemically embedded alterna/ves, including co-
opera/ves, land trusts, public-purpose finance agencies, credit appraisal innova/on and 
digital mortgage coopera/ves, can be both viable and necessary in the transi/on to a 
more just, inclusive, and climate-ready housing system. 

The subsec/ons that follow evaluate each model on four key dimensions. 

1. Accessibility: Who can access and benefit from the model, and under what 
condi/ons? 

2. Cost-efficiency: What are the rela/ve costs to users and the public sector? 
3. Risk distribu=on: How is financial and social risk shared across stakeholders? 
4. Equity and sustainability alignment: Does the model support long-term 

affordability, tenure security, and environmental resilience? 

We begin with an analysis of co-opera/ve and shared equity housing models, which 
have long demonstrated their capacity to provide stable, affordable housing through 
mechanisms of collec/ve ownership and governance. 

 

 

Co-opera,ve and Shared Equity Housing Models 

Principles and Opera6onal Framework 

Co-opera/ve and shared equity housing models represent structurally dis/nct 
alterna/ves to mainstream home ownership and rental finance. Unlike conven/onal 
private ownership, co-opera/ve housing is based on collec/ve tenure, where residents 
do not hold individual /tle but instead co-own the housing en/ty through membership 
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(for a broader discussion of co-opera/ve benefits see inter alia, D’Rosario, 2024). In this 
model, housing is treated not as a commodity for specula/on, but as a common good, 
stewarded by and for its members. The opera/onal architecture of co-opera/ve 
housing typically rests on three pillars. 

1. Democra=c governance, where all tenant-members par/cipate in decision-
making through elected boards or general assemblies 

2. Non-profit reinvestment, where surplus revenue is reinvested into the co-
opera/ve rather than distributed as profit 

3. Tenure security and affordability, maintained through mechanisms such as 
limited-equity resale caps, collec/ve savings, and access to concessional 
financing 

Financing frameworks vary by jurisdic/on and structure. In most mature co-opera/ve 
housing systems, ini/al capital is drawn from a mix of sources. 

• Public loans or guarantees, oVen at concessional rates 
• Ethical investment funds and mutual banks with long-term social return 

mandates 
• Member contribu=ons through savings schemes, occupancy charges (internal 

rents), or work-in-kind 

Shared equity models operate somewhat differently but share overlapping goals. These 
models enable individuals to purchase a por/on of a home’s equity (oVen 25% to 75%) 
while a third party, such as a housing associa/on, trust, or government agency, retains 
the remaining equity. This significantly reduces the entry cost of home ownership and 
enables gradual equity accumula/on over /me. Upon resale, capital gain is typically 
shared according to the propor/on of ownership. 

Both approaches challenge the logic of full private ownership as the default tenure 
form, offering viable pathways for those excluded from tradi/onal mortgage finance 
due to income vola/lity, lack of capital, or cultural and intergenera/onal living 
preferences. 

Key features across both models are appealing, suppor/ng democra/c par/cipa/on, 
counters to specula/on and affordability preserva/on. 

An5-specula5on mechanisms: Limited-equity or non-equity co-ops restrict profit on resale 
to preserve long-term affordability. This decouples housing from property specula5on 
cycles and ensures stability for future cohorts. 
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Democra5c control: Governance is oLen codified in statutes or cons5tu5ons, giving 
members enforceable rights to elect boards, influence budgets, and shape housing policies. 

Affordability preserva5on: Revenues are capped or reinvested, avoiding the extrac5on of 
profit that typifies market rental or investor-led housing. This can keep monthly housing 
costs well below market benchmarks. 

As noted by Czischke et al. (2020) and Lang and Novy (2014), co-opera/ve and shared 
equity models have demonstrated resilience in economic downturns, lower rates of 
foreclosure, and stronger community bonds when compared to market-based housing. 
However, their growth remains constrained in Australia due to policy and legal barriers, 
limited access to land, and a lack of ins/tu/onal financial backing. In Australia, there is 
no uniform na/onal policy framework suppor/ng these models, and few mechanisms 
exist to systema/cally underwrite co-opera/ve housing loans or to treat shared equity 
products as part of the mainstream credit market. Nonetheless, these models offer a 
strong structural basis for expanding affordable, stable, and inclusive housing for 
diverse popula/on groups, including older women, low-income families, and 
communi/es seeking culturally aligned governance. 

 

Case Study: Common Equity Housing Limited (CEHL), Australia 

Common Equity Housing Limited (CEHL) stands as Australia’s most established and 
expansive co-opera/ve housing provider. Headquartered in Victoria and opera/ng 
since the 1980s, CEHL manages a por]olio of over 2,200 dwellings across more than 
100 housing co-opera/ves. The organisa/on has developed a dis/nc/ve model that 
blends tenant par/cipa/on, shared equity principles, and long-term affordability 
protec/ons within a legally recognised co-opera/ve governance structure. 

CEHL’s model is underpinned by a tripar/te rela/onship between the parent 
organisa/on (CEHL), the individual co-opera/ves, and their tenant-members. While 
CEHL holds legal /tle to the proper/es and acts as landlord under the Residen/al 
Tenancies Act (1997) (Vic), individual co-opera/ves manage the day-to-day opera/ons, 
including maintenance, member selec/on, and community engagement. Tenants, in 
turn, par/cipate as members of both the co-opera/ve and the broader CEHL program, 
exercising clearly defined responsibili/es and vo/ng rights. This layered structure 
ins/tu/onalises democra/c governance while maintaining the compliance and asset 
stewardship required under regulatory frameworks. 
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The financing model employed by CEHL combines long-term government loans, 
originally issued under Commonwealth-State Housing Agreements, with internal 
revenue from rent and, in some cases, modest equity inputs from tenant-members. By 
secng housing charges to cover only opera/onal costs and loan repayments without 
genera/ng profit, the model reinforces the non-specula/ve ethos of the co-opera/ve 
sector. CEHL has also worked with mutual banks and ethical finance ins/tu/ons to 
explore capital partnerships, although mainstream lenders have historically 
demonstrated a limited appe/te for co-opera/ve risk structures. 

Research by Crabtree et al. (2012) highlights the strengths of a community land trust in 
building social capital, reducing tenant turnover, and maintaining affordability in ways 
that are unaLainable through private rental or tradi/onal public housing models. Their 
findings indicate that co-opera/ve members oVen report significantly higher 
sa/sfac/on, a greater sense of community belonging, and enhanced autonomy over 
their housing environment. Importantly, the model provides stable housing for groups 
frequently excluded from market finance, including single parents, older renters, and 
people with episodic or insecure employment. 

Despite its successes, CEHL’s poten/al to scale remains constrained. Land access has 
proven a recurring barrier, as co-opera/ves are rarely compe//ve in land acquisi/on 
processes dominated by specula/ve developers. In addi/on, Australia lacks a 
comprehensive enabling policy framework comparable to those in Canada, Austria, or 
Sweden, where co-opera/ve housing is systema/cally supported through capital 
grants, loan guarantees, or public land leases. This ins/tu/onal gap has inhibited CEHL’s 
capacity to expand into higher-demand areas or to ini/ate new housing developments. 

Moreover, financial ins/tu/ons remain cau/ous toward the co-opera/ve sector, oVen 
perceiving it as administra/vely complex or financially opaque. This hesita/on reflects 
a deeper structural bias in the Australian finance system, which favours individually 
/tled, mortgage-backed ownership and tends to undervalue collec/ve governance 
structures. The result is a system that rewards standardisa/on over inclusivity and 
overlooks the proven performance of co-opera/ves in delivering stable, low-risk, and 
socially cohesive housing outcomes. 

The CEHL case demonstrates that co-opera/ve housing is not only viable but highly 
effec/ve when embedded within a stable ins/tu/onal framework. Its opera/onal 
success provides compelling evidence that non-market housing models can deliver 
long-term affordability, democra/c governance, and social value at scale. However, to 
realise its full poten/al, the model requires more proac/ve support from policy-makers, 
including concessional land access, legal recogni/on of co-opera/ve governance in 
housing regula/ons, and underwri/ng mechanisms to reduce perceived financial risk. 
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Public–private partnerships (PPPs) have emerged as a pivotal mechanism in addressing 
housing affordability challenges by leveraging the strengths of both the public and 
private sectors. These collabora/ons aim to combine public sector oversight and social 
objec/ves with private sector efficiency and capital investment to deliver housing 
solu/ons that are both affordable and sustainable. 

PPPs in Housing, and government facilitated housing partnerships 

In the housing sector, PPPs typically involve agreements where private en//es 
par/cipate in the financing, construc/on, and some/mes the opera/on of housing 
projects, while the public sector provides support through land, subsidies, or regulatory 
incen/ves. The goal is to align the profit mo/ves of private developers with public 
housing objec/ves, ensuring that projects meet affordability criteria and serve the 
intended popula/ons. 

Australian Context 

In Australia, the implementa/on of PPPs in housing has been explored through various 
models. AHURI has documented several case studies that illustrate both the poten/al 
and the challenges of these partnerships in the Australian housing landscape. A 
prominent example is the Bonnyrigg Living Communi/es project in New South Wales, 
which u/lised a PPP approach to transform public housing into a mixed-tenure 
community, aiming to improve social outcomes and housing quality. 

Interna=onal Examples 

Globally, PPPs have been u/lized in diverse contexts to address housing shortages. The 
Shukhobrish/ project in Kolkata is one of the largest PPP housing ini/a/ves in India, 
aiming to provide affordable housing to low and middle-income groups. The project 
showcases how large-scale housing can be delivered through effec/ve public-private 
collabora/on. The Naivasha Affordable Housing Project demonstrates the use of PPPs 
to deliver low-cost housing in rapidly urbanizing areas. The project highlights the 
importance of clear contractual agreements and stakeholder engagement in ensuring 
project success. 

Kenya: Affordable Housing Programme (AHP) 

Kenya's Affordable Housing Programme (AHP) is a flagship ini/a/ve under the country's 
Vision 2030 development agenda. The program aims to deliver 500,000 affordable 
housing units by leveraging PPPs, where the government provides land and 
infrastructure, and private developers finance and construct the housing units (Gi/, 
2025). 
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A notable example of this ini/a/ve is the Boma Yangu project, which offers units 
star/ng at Ksh 1 million (approximately AUD 10,000), making homeownership 
accessible to low and middle-income earners. The program has faced challenges, 
including regulatory hurdles and financing constraints, but con/nues to advance 
housing supply (Aswani, 2023). 

Brazil: Minha Casa, Minha Vida (MCMV) 

Launched in 2009, Brazil's Minha Casa, Minha Vida (MCMV) program is a large-scale 
social housing ini/a/ve aimed at providing affordable housing to low-income families. 
The program operates through PPPs, where the federal government subsidizes housing 
costs and private developers are responsible for construc/on (UN Habitat, 2013). 

By 2023, the program had resumed work on over 186,000 housing units across the 
country, demonstra/ng its significant impact on reducing the housing deficit. However, 
the program has faced cri/cism regarding the quality of construc/on and the loca/on 
of housing units, oVen situated in peripheral areas with limited access to services 
(Secretaria de Comunicação Social, 2023). 

Nigeria: Lagos Home Ownership Mortgage Scheme (LagosHOMS) 

In Nigeria, the Lagos State Government implemented the Lagos Home Ownership 
Mortgage Scheme (LagosHOMS) to address the housing shortage in the state. The 
scheme involves PPPs where the government provides land and infrastructure, while 
private developers construct housing units. The government also offers mortgage 
financing to eligible buyers (Adeniji, 2024). 

As of 2024, LagosHOMS had delivered over 20,000 housing units to beneficiaries, 
showcasing the poten/al of PPPs in expanding housing access. The scheme emphasizes 
affordability and has introduced various housing types to cater to different income 
levels (Akoni, 2024). 

Key Considera,ons for Effec,ve Public-Private Partnerships 

PPPs have been instrumental in addressing housing deficits globally. Examining 
interna/onal case studies provides valuable insights into the design, implementa/on, 
and outcomes of such collabora/ons. For these partnerships to be successful in the 
Australian housing sector, several cri/cal factors must be addressed. 

1. Clear Policy and Regulatory Frameworks: Establishing transparent policies is 
essen/al to define the roles and responsibili/es of all par/es. This includes secng 
affordability targets, quality standards, and delivery /melines. 
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2. Risk Sharing Mechanisms: Effec/ve PPPs require a balanced risk alloca/on between 
public and private partners. This involves determining responsibility for 
construc/on, market, and long-term opera/onal risks.  

3. Financial Viability: Ensuring projects are financially sustainable for private investors 
while achieving public affordability goals is crucial. This may involve subsidies, tax 
incen/ves, or guaranteed returns. 

4. Community Engagement: Involving local communi/es in the planning and 
development process helps in addressing their needs and gaining public support for 
the projects. 

PPPs thus offer a viable pathway to address housing affordability challenges by 
combining resources and exper/se from both the public and private sectors. However, 
their success hinges on well-structured agreements, clear policy frameworks, and ac/ve 
stakeholder engagement. As Australia con/nues to explore PPPs in housing, learning 
from both domes/c experiences and interna/onal best prac/ces will be vital in shaping 
effec/ve and equitable housing solu/ons. 

 

Emerging and Innova,ve Housing Finance Models 

Atypical finance innova/ons increasingly harness advances in digital technology, 
decentralised capital structures, and socially condi/oned investment returns to 
challenge the rigid and exclusionary nature of tradi/onal mortgage systems. These 
innova/ons address structural deficiencies within Australia's mainstream housing 
finance environment, par/cularly its over-reliance on fixed-term, income-con/ngent 
debt that assumes formal employment, asset accumula/on, and intergenera/onal 
wealth transfers. 

Recent scholarship emphasises that such tradi/onal models are ill-suited to 
contemporary labour markets characterised by income vola/lity, gig work, and delayed 
asset accumula/on (Pawson et al., 2020), and a growing body of evidence suggests that 
home ownership is becoming increasingly unaLainable for younger households (Morris, 
2023). As housing affordability has deteriorated, especially for young adults, single-
parent families, culturally diverse renters, and those ineligible for full-/tle mortgages, 
alterna/ve instruments have emerged to fill the gap. These include fintech pla]orms 
that use alterna/ve data streams to assess creditworthiness, community-led financing 
models that pool risk and capital, and outcomes-based contracts that align social 
investment with measurable housing outcomes. These emergent models share several 
defining features. 
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Key features of Emergent models 

Realloca/on of power - They reallocate risk and decision-making power away from 
centralised financial ins/tu/ons and towards communi/es, ethical investors, and 
digitally verified behaviours. 

Private and Public mandates - They oVen blend private capital with public mandates, 
relying on innova/ve governance mechanisms to preserve affordability, equity, and 
accountability. 

New tenure models - They enable new tenure and ownership structures, such as 
frac/onal equity, leasehold stakes, or limited-return models, that are decoupled from 
specula/ve capital gains and promote housing as a use-value rather than a financial 
asset. 

In this context, Australia stands at a cri/cal juncture. The na/on has not yet fully 
embraced digital mortgage coopera/ves, community land trusts, or performance-linked 
housing bonds, despite their demonstrated effec/veness in comparable jurisdic/ons. 
The UK’s Nesta Founda/on has piloted digital credit ladders that integrate rental 
history and u/lity payments, while Vermont’s Champlain Housing Trust has shown that 
resale-restricted ownership can preserve affordability over decades with minimal 
foreclosure risk. 

The following subsec/ons examine three such models in detail, namely: digital 
mortgage coopera/ves, community land trusts, and social impact bonds, evalua/ng 
their applicability in the Australian housing context.  

 

Aggregator PlaWorms, Private Online Shared Equity and Digital Mortgage Co-opera6ves 
Aggregator pla]orms, fintech lending technologies, and private shared-equity providers 
represent an emerging evolu/on in the architecture of housing finance. While 
conven/onal mortgage lending remains dominant, these models seek to expand access 
to housing by introducing alterna/ve pathways to ownership and broadening the 
criteria through which borrowers are assessed. In doing so, they challenge some of the 
assump/ons embedded within tradi/onal underwri/ng frameworks, par/cularly those 
that favour stable salaried employment, extensive credit histories, and substan/al 
upfront deposits. 

A key feature of many contemporary fintech pla]orms is the use of alterna/ve data 
sources to complement conven/onal credit assessment processes. In addi/on to credit 
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history and employment records, these systems may consider indicators such as rental 
payment histories, u/lity bill payments, transac/on data, and income derived from 
contract, freelance, or gig-economy work. Advances in data analy/cs and ar/ficial 
intelligence have enabled lenders to develop more nuanced borrower profiles that may 
beLer reflect an individual's financial behaviour and repayment capacity, par/cularly 
where conven/onal credit informa/on is limited. 

Alongside these developments, private shared-equity pla]orms have emerged as an 
alterna/ve mechanism for overcoming deposit constraints. Under these arrangements, 
a third-party investor contributes a por/on of the purchase price in exchange for an 
equity stake in the property, reducing the amount of debt required by the purchaser. 
Such models allow households to enter home ownership earlier while progressively 
increasing their equity posi/on over /me. Although these arrangements do not 
eliminate financial risk, they provide an alterna/ve to highly leveraged mortgage 
borrowing and may improve access for households excluded from tradi/onal lending 
pathways. 

Looking forward, digital mortgage coopera/ves and decentralised housing finance 
pla]orms have been proposed as a further evolu/on of these models. Such systems 
could poten/ally facilitate collec/ve investment, coopera/ve ownership structures, and 
more direct rela/onships between borrowers and capital providers. Emerging 
technologies, including distributed ledgers and digital escrow mechanisms, may 
enhance transparency, accountability, and transac/on efficiency within these 
arrangements. However, many of these applica/ons remain at an early stage of 
development and are yet to achieve widespread adop/on within mainstream housing 
finance markets. 

Collec/vely, these innova/ons demonstrate how alterna/ve forms of underwri/ng, 
investment, and ownership may complement tradi/onal mortgage lending by 
expanding access to housing finance and crea/ng more flexible pathways into home 
ownership, par/cularly for households whose circumstances do not align with 
conven/onal banking models. 
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Case Study: OwnHome (Australia) 
OwnHome6 emerged as an Australian fintech response to affordability barriers facing 
first-home buyers. The pla]orm combined deposit assistance, mortgage brokerage 
services, and technology-enabled financial assessment tools to help eligible 
households access home ownership sooner than would otherwise be possible 
through conven/onal savings pathways. Rather than relying solely on tradi/onal 
measures of financial capacity, OwnHome sought to iden/fy borrowers capable of 
sustaining mortgage repayments despite difficul/es in accumula/ng a deposit. 
Although the company has subsequently ceased opera/ons, it provides an important 
example of how digital finance pla]orms can challenge tradi/onal housing finance 
assump/ons and create alterna/ve pathways into ownership. 

 

Case Study: Upstart (United States) 
Upstart7 provides a leading interna/onal example of alterna/ve credit assessment 
within consumer lending. The pla]orm u/lises ar/ficial intelligence and machine-
learning algorithms to evaluate borrower risk using a broader range of indicators than 
tradi/onal credit scoring systems. These include educa/on history, employment 
trajectories, income paLerns, and other behavioural factors that may beLer reflect 
repayment capacity. Research undertaken by the U.S. Consumer Financial Protec/on 
Bureau found that the pla]orm's underwri/ng model expanded access to credit while 
maintaining comparable risk outcomes to conven/onal lending approaches. Although 
not exclusively focused on housing finance, Upstart illustrates the poten/al for 
alterna/ve underwri/ng methodologies to improve financial inclusion for borrowers 
whose circumstances do not align with tradi/onal credit assessment frameworks. 

 

 

Unison (United States) 
Unison8 has developed one of the largest shared-equity housing finance models in the 
United States. Through its co-investment approach, Unison contributes capital 
towards the purchase of a home in exchange for a propor/onal share of future 
property value apprecia/on. This structure enables households to reduce borrowing 
requirements and improve affordability without relying exclusively on debt-based 
financing. The model reflects a growing shiV towards equity-sharing arrangements 
that distribute housing market risks and rewards between households and investors. 

 
6 OwnHome | Low Deposit Home Loans 
7 Upstart Powered Loans: Personal, Car Refinance & Consolida.on 
8 Unison | Home Equity Funding 

https://ownhome.com/
https://www.upstart.com/
https://www.unison.com/
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As housing affordability challenges intensify globally, Unison demonstrates how 
private capital can be mobilised to support access to home ownership through 
mechanisms that complement tradi/onal mortgage lending. 

 

 

Mietshäuser Syndikat (Germany) 
Germany's Mietshäuser Syndikat9 provides an example of a coopera/ve and 
community-oriented approach to housing finance and ownership. The organisa/on 
supports networks of collec/vely owned housing projects through a financing 
structure that combines resident contribu/ons, ethical investment, coopera/ve 
lending, and community-based governance. Proper/es are held within legal 
structures that prevent specula/ve resale and preserve affordability over the long 
term. While the model differs significantly from conven/onal mortgage finance, it 
demonstrates how collec/ve ownership and alterna/ve capital mobilisa/on can 
provide secure and affordable housing outside tradi/onal market-based systems. The 
Syndikat has become an interna/onally recognised example of how coopera/ve 
finance can support sustainable and permanently affordable housing outcomes. 

 

Although these models differ substan/ally in design and scale, they collec/vely 
illustrate how digital technologies, alterna/ve ownership structures, and innova/ve 
financing arrangements can expand housing opportuni/es beyond the limits of 
tradi/onal mortgage systems. 

 

Relevance for Vulnerable Groups 

These models are especially per/nent to structurally excluded popula/ons. Young 
workers in casualised or contract employment, gig economy par/cipants, and recently 
arrived migrants oVen lack formal credit histories but exhibit reliable financial 
behaviour. Similarly, single parents or women who have experienced career 
interrup/ons due to caregiving responsibili/es are systema/cally disadvantaged by 
tradi/onal loan assessments, despite being stable and low-risk borrowers in prac/ce. 

For long-term renters who have met every financial obliga/on yet remain locked out of 
home ownership due to deposit barriers or serviceability calcula/ons, digital mortgage 
coopera/ves offer a compelling route to equity par/cipa/on. By recognising 

 
9 Mietshäuser Syndikat – Die Häuser denen, die drin wohnen 

https://www.syndikat.org/en/
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demonstrated behavioural reliability, these pla]orms provide a more equitable credit 
landscape. 

Risks and Limita6ons 

Nonetheless, several limita/ons require careful regula/on and ins/tu/onal support. 
Without robust oversight, the decentralised nature of such pla]orms could leave room 
for predatory prac/ces or algorithmic bias. Furthermore, the secure exchange of 
personal data necessitates strong protec/ons, including consent frameworks, 
encrypted data protocols, and interoperability standards. 

The success of these models is also /ed to the availability of ethical capital. Unless 
governments or mission-aligned ins/tu/onal investors underwrite risk or seed lending 
pools, the scalability of these pla]orms will remain limited. Finally, these systems must 
be designed to account for the digital divide, ensuring that those without technological 
access or literacy are not further marginalised. 

Path to Implementa6on in Australia 

To mainstream digital mortgage coopera/ves, a number of enabling steps are essen/al. 
First, the development of a Na/onal Ethical Housing Data Protocol would provide a 
framework for the secure, fair, and inclusive use of alterna/ve credit data, par/cularly 
for vulnerable groups. Second, a na/onal ins/tu/on such as the proposed Australian 
Housing Finance Corpora/on could act as a guarantor or aggregator, providing liquidity 
and risk pooling to support decentralised pla]orms. 

Third, ASIC should establish dedicated regulatory sandboxes to test these instruments 
in real-world condi/ons, balancing innova/on with consumer protec/on. This would 
allow for itera/ve refinement and public accountability before full-scale deployment. 

The aggregator pla]orms and digital mortgage coopera/ves are more than 
technological novel/es. They are instruments of structural correc/on, capable of 
bringing fairness, inclusivity, and resilience to housing finance in Australia, provided 
they are backed by enabling infrastructure and ethical governance. 

Community Land Trusts (CLTs) 

Community Land Trusts (CLTs) represent a dis/nc/ve and increasingly relevant 
alterna/ve to conven/onal housing models, par/cularly in contexts marked by 
affordability pressures, specula/ve land markets, and tenure insecurity. The defining 
feature of a CLT is the structural separa/on between land and dwelling ownership. A 
not-for-profit en/ty, typically a community-based trust, retains ownership of the land 
in perpetuity while issuing long-term, inheritable leases to individuals or households 
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who purchase homes built upon that land. These leases are usually set at nominal or 
concessionary rates and are governed by legal frameworks that mandate ongoing 
affordability and community benefit. 

This separa/on serves a dual func/on. First, it removes land from specula/ve market 
dynamics, preven/ng price infla/on and ensuring that housing remains accessible 
across genera/ons. Second, it embeds a form of stewardship in which the CLT retains 
a degree of control and oversight to preserve the social purpose of the housing. In doing 
so, CLTs transcend private property models by establishing housing as a semi-public 
good, privately occupied but collec/vely governed. 

Affordability is preserved through resale restric/ons embedded in lease agreements or 
equity-sharing formulas, which ensure that homes are resold at prices indexed to 
income levels or infla/on, rather than to market specula/on. The stewardship 
responsibili/es of the CLT typically include maintaining resale protocols, resolving 
disputes, and ensuring adherence to community covenants. Governance structures are 
oVen tripar/te, with representa/on from residents, community members, and public 
stakeholders, ensuring democra/c accountability and local responsiveness.  
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Case Study: Champlain Housing Trust (USA) 

One of the most well-documented examples of a successful CLT is the Champlain 
Housing Trust10 in Burlington, Vermont. Established in the aVermath of rising housing 
costs and gentrifica/on in the 1980s, Champlain has grown into the largest 
community land trust in the United States. It currently manages over 2,000 housing 
units, ranging from single-family homes and townhouses to rental units and 
coopera/ves. 

Champlain’s model demonstrates the long-term viability of CLTs under robust 
governance and funding frameworks. Over a 15-year period, it recorded a foreclosure 
rate of just 0.8 percent, substan/ally below the conven/onal market average of 6.3 
percent during the same period. The CLT’s resale formula preserved 92 percent of 
homeowner equity across sales, reflec/ng a balance between individual asset 
building and collec/ve affordability. The trust has successfully leveraged over USD 
$100 million in federal, state, and philanthropic funding, which has been used to 
acquire land, construct housing, and build the ins/tu/onal capacity necessary for 
long-term management. 

Champlain’s success also lies in its strong embeddedness within the community. The 
trust offers financial literacy support, media/on services, and property maintenance 
oversight, further stabilising tenancies and suppor/ng resident engagement. Its model 
has been replicated in various forms across the United States and increasingly informs 
CLT development in the United Kingdom and parts of Canada. 

 

Applicability to Australia 

Despite the global recogni/on of CLTs as effec/ve tools for de-commodifying housing 
and ensuring intergenera/onal affordability, their adop/on in Australia has been limited 
and fragmented. Yet, the underlying condi/ons that necessitated CLT development 
elsewhere, namely unaffordable land markets, tenure insecurity, and spa/al inequity, 
are acutely present in Australian urban and regional contexts.  

CLTs offer a compelling proposi/on for First Na/ons communi/es seeking culturally 
secure forms of collec/ve tenure that align with principles of custodianship and long-
term land stewardship. They are also well-suited to regional centres where escala/ng 
land prices threaten to displace essen/al workers and younger households, or where 

 
10 Home - Champlain Housing Trust 

https://www.getahome.org/


Driving Housing Finance Innova1on Per Capita Australia 

55 

deindustrialisa/on has leV communi/es with underu/lised land assets but limited 
development capacity. In metropolitan areas, CLTs could provide a cri/cal 
counterweight to specula/ve development and offer key worker housing in proximity 
to high-demand employment hubs. 

Furthermore, CLTs may appeal to long-term renters who seek stability and a degree of 
asset security but are unable to enter the tradi/onal ownership market. By allowing 
households to build limited equity while insula/ng them from market vola/lity, CLTs 
offer a pathway to security without exposure to excessive financial risk. With regard to 
the opportuni/es presented in Australia, the work of Grounded, in advancing CLTs, is 
par/cularly notable. 

Barriers to Adop6on 

The limited presence of CLTs in Australia is not due to conceptual weakness but to 
structural and ins/tu/onal barriers. Foremost among these is the absence of enabling 
legisla/on. Current property law does not consistently recognise long-term leasehold 
interests in a manner that supports mortgage finance or asset transferability, making it 
difficult for residents to secure loans or build equity. 

Access to land is another major constraint. Without government commitment to 
releasing surplus land or suppor/ng trust acquisi/on, CLTs struggle to gain a foothold 
in high-need areas. This is further compounded by local government planning regimes 
that may not be aligned with the tenure flexibility CLTs require. 

There is also entrenched lender scep/cism. Financial ins/tu/ons oVen view CLTs as 
high-risk due to the capped resale values and atypical tenure arrangements. Without 
risk guarantees or underwri/ng from public en//es, access to mortgage finance 
remains a hurdle for CLT residents. 

Recommended Enablers 

For CLTs to realise their poten/al within Australia’s housing ecosystem, a suite of legal, 
financial, and policy reforms is essen/al. At the legisla/ve level, the introduc/on of a 
na/onal or state-based Community Land Trust Act could codify the rights and 
obliga/ons of CLTs and their leaseholders, while recognising leasehold interests as 
legi/mate collateral for home loans. This would address the legal uncertainty that 
currently deters both lenders and poten/al residents. 

Second, a Na/onal CLT Development Fund, capitalised by the proposed Australian 
Housing Finance Corpora/on (AHFC), could provide concessional finance for land 
acquisi/on, infrastructure development, and ini/al opera/onal costs. This fund should 
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include technical assistance grants to build the ins/tu/onal capabili/es of emerging 
trusts. 

Third, coordinated land transfers from state or local governments, especially of 
underu/lised public land, disused infrastructure sites, or land banked for specula/ve 
development, could provide the land base necessary for scale. Inclusionary zoning 
policies might also mandate land contribu/ons or developer levies in high-growth areas. 

Finally, the establishment of shared service pla]orms could reduce transac/on costs 
and support compliance, legal, and asset management func/ons. Such pla]orms would 
be especially valuable for smaller CLTs or those serving dispersed regional communi/es. 
CLTs offer a tested and adaptable solu/on to housing unaffordability that priori/ses 
long-term community benefit over short-term profit. If adequately supported, they 
could play a significant role in anchoring equity, stability, and par/cipatory governance 
in Australia’s housing system. 

 

Social Impact Bonds (SIBs) 

Defini6on and Instrument Design 

Social Impact Bonds (SIBs) are an innova/ve financing mechanism designed to bridge 
the funding gap between social need and government capacity. Unlike tradi/onal 
grants or service contracts, SIBs are structured around measurable outcomes. In 
essence, private or philanthropic investors provide the upfront capital for delivering 
targeted social services, while government en//es agree to repay this capital, oVen 
with a return, only if pre-agreed social outcomes are demonstrably achieved. This model 
effec/vely transfers financial risk away from the public sector and toward investors, 
while simultaneously crea/ng incen/ves for service providers to deliver las/ng and 
verifiable social impact. 

In the context of housing, SIBs have been employed to fund ini/a/ves where stable 
accommoda/on is expected to produce downstream benefits across a range of social 
domains. Outcomes might include sustained tenancy among formerly homeless 
individuals, reduc/ons in re-entry into homelessness, improved employment or 
educa/on uptake, or enhanced health and wellbeing as a result of secure housing. By 
linking financial returns to these outcomes, SIBs not only encourage innova/on in 
service delivery but also foster a culture of rigorous evalua/on and con/nuous 
improvement. 

The opera/onal structure of a SIB typically involves a tri-par/te rela/onship: an 
investor group (oVen comprising social impact funds or ethical investors), a service 
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provider with exper/se in delivering housing and wraparound supports, and a 
government en/ty that enters into a formal outcomes-based contract. An independent 
evaluator or intermediary is usually engaged to verify performance and mediate 
between stakeholders. 

Case Study: Aspire Impact Bonds 
A prominent Australian example of a Social Impact Bond in the housing sector is the 
Aspire Social Impact Bond11, launched in South Australia in 2017. The bond was 
established through a partnership between the South Australian Government, Social 
Ventures Australia, and the HuL St Centre, a specialist homelessness service 
provider. The ini/a/ve was designed to support individuals experiencing chronic 
homelessness through a Housing First model that combined access to stable housing 
with intensive, long-term case management and wraparound support services. 
Investor returns were linked to measurable reduc/ons in par/cipants' use of 
government-funded health, jus/ce, and homelessness services, with outcome 
payments con/ngent upon independently verified performance indicators (Coram et 
al., 2022) 

 

Emerging Applica6ons in the Global South 

Varia/ons of SIBs, more commonly referred to as Development Impact Bonds (DIBs), 
have been deployed in countries such as Ghana and South Africa to address acute urban 
housing needs. These instruments have financed slum upgrading and informal 
seLlement infrastructure, with repayment /ed to metrics such as verified u/lity 
connec/ons, household occupancy, and sanita/on coverage. The adaptability of 
outcome-based instruments in these contexts reflects both their flexibility and their 
poten/al to aLract private capital for interven/ons tradi/onally perceived as too risky 
or unprofitable by commercial lenders. 

In South Africa, for instance, a DIB suppor/ng informal housing upgrades has shown 
promise in delivering affordable improvements to water and energy access, with 
municipal and philanthropic co-investment. These applica/ons demonstrate the 
versa/lity of impact bonds in complex or resource-constrained environments and 
suggest pathways for adapta/on in remote or under-served areas of Australia, 
par/cularly in Indigenous housing and regional infrastructure. 

 
11 Social Impact Investment | Department of Treasury and Finance 

https://treasury.sa.gov.au/Growing-South-Australia/social-impact-investment
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Relevance for Australia 

The poten/al for SIBs to complement Australia’s housing strategy lies in their capacity 
to fund targeted, high-impact interven/ons that extend beyond the scope of tradi/onal 
housing supply mechanisms. Several policy areas could par/cularly benefit from SIB 
deployment. First, Housing First programs that provide immediate, permanent housing 
to people experiencing chronic homelessness could be financed through SIBs, 
especially when coupled with health, addic/on, and mental health support. Evidence 
indicates that stable housing drama/cally reduces emergency service usage and 
improves client outcomes, making it a strong candidate for outcomes-based 
investment. 

Second, transi/onal and supported housing for young people, par/cularly those leaving 
out-of-home care or juvenile jus/ce, could be linked to employment, training, and 
educa/on outcomes, delivering long-term societal gains that jus/fy performance-based 
funding models. Third, SIBs could support housing projects aligned with the Na/onal 
Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS), par/cularly where improved housing accessibility 
and design reduce downstream care costs and enhance par/cipants’ independence and 
quality of life. These savings could be quan/fied and used to structure outcome 
payments. 

Finally, SIBs hold poten/al for jus/ce reinvestment ini/a/ves. Evidence from pilot 
programs in Australia and overseas shows that stable housing can significantly reduce 
recidivism. Where formerly incarcerated individuals are provided with housing and 
support on release, returns in the form of reduced criminal jus/ce expenditure are 
measurable and meaningful. 

Challenges to Scaling 

Despite their promise, SIBs are not without challenges. The most significant barrier to 
scaling remains the complexity of performance measurement. Determining causality, 
aLribu/ng outcomes to interven/ons, and defining appropriate metrics all require 
rigorous and transparent evalua/on frameworks. In many cases, administra/ve data 
may be incomplete, fragmented, or inaccessible, limi/ng the feasibility of longitudinal 
tracking. Another hurdle lies in the requirement for trusted intermediaries capable of 
managing the mul/ple stakeholders involved, naviga/ng complex contractual 
arrangements, and ensuring that all par/es adhere to agreed-upon terms. Without such 
intermediaries, the risk of mission driV, coordina/on breakdown, or investor re/cence 
increases. 

Moreover, SIBs oVen suffer from a perceived mismatch between risk and reward. For 
private investors to par/cipate, par/cularly at scale, outcome payments must be 
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sufficiently aLrac/ve rela/ve to the perceived risk of non-performance. In many cases, 
government co-payments or guarantees are necessary to catalyse market entry and 
crowd in capital. 

Adapta,on Strategy 

To harness the poten/al of SIBs within the Australian housing context, several enabling 
condi/ons must be developed. First, a Na/onal Housing Outcomes Fund could be 
established to standardise outcome metrics across programs and jurisdic/ons, ensure 
fidelity to evidence-based models, and provide con/ngent co-payments to offset risk. 
This fund could be administered by the proposed Australian Housing Finance 
Corpora/on (AHFC) or a comparable independent authority. 

Second, partnerships should be pursued with ethical investors, philanthropic funds, and 
superannua/on managers with an interest in ESG-aligned impact. These actors may be 
more willing than tradi/onal financial ins/tu/ons to absorb ini/al risk in exchange for 
social benefit. 

Third, Australia must invest in robust impact evalua/on infrastructure. This includes 
building administra/ve data linkages, establishing secure data environments, and 
suppor/ng the use of experimental or quasi-experimental methods to assess impact. 
Mechanisms such as regulatory sandboxes may also assist in trialling new payment and 
governance models under controlled condi/ons. 

Ul/mately, the inclusion of SIBs in Australia’s housing finance toolkit offers not only an 
alterna/ve source of funding, but also a means of aligning finance with performance, 
shiVing the focus from outputs to outcomes, and strengthening accountability in the 
delivery of housing services. When well designed and adequately supported, these 
instruments have the poten/al to target some of the country’s most entrenched 
housing challenges with precision, innova/on, and fiscal responsibility. 

 

Emerging housing sector financial innova,on abroad 

Beyond the many innova/ve en//es considered, there are a number of further 
emergent approaches that are noteworthy for extending tradi/onal lending and 
financing in innova/ve ways, such as ADU financing, par/cipatory planning, financial 
educa/on, long term affordability covenants, split ownership and financial coaching.  
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Case Study: BuildTrust  

BuildTrust12 focuses on unlocking finance for the development of accessory dwelling 
units (ADUs) and other missing-middle housing forms. While state-level reforms have 
removed many regulatory barriers to ADUs, financing remains a major boLleneck. 
BuildTrust responds by aggrega/ng project data na/onally and applying AI-driven 
insights to standardise risk assessment. This enables the crea/on of loan products 
tailored to ADUs, making construc/on finance more straigh]orward for lenders and 
more accessible for homeowners. Linking local housing solu/ons to na/onal financial 
infrastructure allows BuildTrust to promote wealth building for households and 
contributes to easing the housing shortage at scale. 

 

 

Case Study: Buy-In Community Planning  

Buy-In13 is a nonprofit addressing climate-driven displacement. Using geospa/al data 
and par/cipatory planning, it helps vulnerable communi/es design voluntary 
reloca/on plans when faced with environmental hazards. Its flagship innova/on, the 
“Buy-In Bank,” provides affordable financing and insurance alterna/ves so low-
income and BIPOC homeowners can retain equity and move to safer housing. In 
doing so, Buy-In prevents wealth loss in communi/es most at risk of climate 
exposure, offering a model that combines housing, equity protec/on, and 
environmental resilience. 

 

 
12 BuildTrust | ADU Financing Made Easy 
13 Buy-In 

https://www.buildingtrust.io/
https://buy-in.org/
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Case Study: Community Rebuilds  

Community Rebuilds14 operates as both a housing provider and a training 
organisa/on. Through a federally supported “mutual self-help” model, low-income 
families contribute labour to build their own homes, lowering costs and developing 
prac/cal construc/on skills. The organisa/on has completed nearly 80 homes across 
mul/ple communi/es and trained over 1,000 students. Its emphasis on natural 
materials, recycled inputs, and culturally respec]ul design ensures housing outcomes 
that are affordable, sustainable, and resilient. This model highlights the integra/on of 
affordability with workforce development and ecological responsibility. 

 

Case Study: Grounded Solu6ons Network  

Grounded Solu/ons Network15 runs the Homes for the Future (HFTF) program, 
which secures affordability at the property level. The program acquires homes in 
rapidly apprecia/ng neighbourhoods, rents them affordably while covering 
acquisi/on costs, and then resells them at discounted rates with long-term 
affordability covenants. Unlike subsidies that lapse aVer one transac/on, HFTF locks 
affordability into the property itself, ensuring that successive genera/ons of buyers 
can access secure, affordable homeownership. This model demonstrates how 
affordability can be perpetuated structurally rather than reliant on repeated subsidy. 

 

 
14 Community Rebuilds | Moab, UT 
15 Grounded Solu.ons Network 

https://www.communityrebuilds.org/
https://groundedsolutions.org/
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Case Study: Jubilee Homes  

Jubilee Homes16 introduces a split-ownership model that separates land from 
property to reduce upfront costs of homeownership by up to 90 percent. Buyers own 
the dwelling outright while leasing the land on long-term agreements, with the op/on 
to purchase the land later. Apprecia/on is shared propor/onally between investors 
and homeowners, balancing ins/tu/onal returns with affordability reten/on. This 
approach lowers entry barriers for households historically priced out of the market 
while maintaining long-term stability and wealth-building opportuni/es. 

 

Case Study: Rooted  

Rooted17 is a nonprofit web pla]orm designed for HUD-cer/fied housing counselling 
agencies. It streamlines financial coaching for low- and middle-income households by 
automa/ng credit analysis, intake, and client communica/on. This enables agencies 
to serve more families, oVen first-/me buyers, women, and Black households, at 
lower cost. By modernising the infrastructure of housing counselling, Rooted 
improves efficiency, expands reach, and increases pathways to mortgage readiness 
for groups historically excluded from ownership. 

Compara<ve Model Evalua<on  
At this point it is evident that Australia's housing finance architecture remains highly 
centralised, uniform in its product offerings, and selec/vely accessible. The preceding 
sec/ons have shown that while there is no shortage of housing innova/on globally, the 
domes/c system remains unrecep/ve to tenure-diverse, community-led, or impact-
aligned finance models. Sec/on 5 iden/fied the structural forces, financial, legal, 
ins/tu/onal, and cultural, that ac/vely constrain the development of such models in 
Australia. It is per/nent to now consider each of the models through these lenses for 
objec/ve comparison, before proceeding to suitable policy levers and 
recommenda/ons. 

 
16 Housing Opportuni.es | Jubilee Homes 
17 Rooted Communi.es 

https://www.jubilee-homes.org/housing
https://rootedcommunities.org/
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Compara,ve Analysis of Housing Finance Models 

In order to inform this policy shiV with evidence-based insight, this sub-sec/on 
presents a compara/ve assessment of key housing finance models as explored in 
Sec/on 4. The purpose of this evalua/on is not to rank models hierarchically, but to 
illuminate their respec/ve strengths, limita/ons, and contextual fit within the Australian 
housing system. The following four criteria are used as the basis for comparison; 

• Accessibility: The capacity of each model to reach financially excluded or 
systemically disadvantaged popula/ons, including renters, casual workers, First 
Na/ons households, and women-led families. 

• Cost Efficiency: The model’s ability to reduce delivery and occupancy costs 
across land, capital, and opera/ng phases, without compromising quality or 
stability. 

• Risk Profile: The distribu/on and resilience of financial risk across households, 
lenders, and government, par/cularly under economic stress condi/ons. 

• Scalability: The prac/cal poten/al for each model to expand within Australia’s 
legal, financial, and ins/tu/onal environment, including available policy levers. 
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Table 2 - Compara/ve Analysis of Financial Models  

Model Accessibility Cost Efficiency Risk Profile Scalability Key Observa<ons 

Tradi<onal 
Mortgage 
(FRM/ARM) 

Moderate to 
Low 

Low (high entry 
costs, long terms) 

High (borrower 
risk concentrated) 

High (exis1ng 
infrastructure) 

Excludes casualised 
labour, renters, older 
women; dependent 
on stable income and 
equity accumula1on 
culture 

Co-opera<ve 
Housing 

High 
High (costs 
shared, limited 
specula1on) 

Low (collec1ve 
buffering) 

Moderate 
(requires 
governance 
support) 

Proven performance 
in Sweden and CEHL 
in Australia; requires 
legal tenure 
recogni1on and loan 
underwri1ng reform 

Community 
Land Trusts 
(CLTs) 

High 
High (de-linked 
land cost) 

Low (affordability 
retained, resale 
regulated) 

Moderate (needs 
public land and 
legal support) 

Evidence from US and 
Europe shows strong 
intergenera1onal 
affordability and 
foreclosure resistance 
(Davis, 2010; Moore 
& McKee, 2012) 

Shared Equity 
Schemes 

Moderate to 
High 

High (reduced 
upfront cost) 

Moderate (shared 
asset risk) 

High (UK, NZ 
examples 
scalable) 

Homes England and 
WA Keystart model 
show effec1veness 
for low-to-middle 
income households if 
well regulated 

Social Impact 
Bonds (SIBs) 

Moderate 
High 
(performance-
linked funding) 

Low (public sector 
pays only on 
success) 

Moderate 
(complexity limits 
widespread 
adop1on) 

Proven in UK housing 
ini1a1ves (Fraser et 
al., 2018); require 
strong outcome 
measurement systems 
and intermediary 
support 

Digital 
Mortgage 
PlaNorms 

High (for new 
and 
underbanked 
segments) 

Moderate to High 
(low admin costs) 

Low to Moderate 
(depends on 
investor appe1te) 

High (pla]orm-
based scalability) 

Use of rental and 
u1li1es history 
widens access; pilots 
show posi1ve 
repayment trends  

Government 
Co-financing  

High 

Moderate to High 
(subsidised 
capital, blended 
funding) 

Moderate (public-
private risk 
sharing) 

High (proven in 
Canada, 
Singapore) 

Requires poli1cal will, 
capital base, and 
enabling governance 
architecture (Lawson 
& Gilmour, 2020) 

Note - This interpre/ve table is included for expedited review, and is non exhaus/ve, 
the key insights are synthesised in narra/ve form to guide recommenda/on 
development. Source: Per Capita Analysis 
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Figure 16. Compara7ve Evalua7on of Alterna7ve Housing Finance Models. Alterna7ve housing finance models vary in 
their performance across accessibility, cost-efficiency, risk distribu7on, and equity and sustainability outcomes. This 
compara7ve assessment highlights the strengths and trade-offs associated with different approaches and iden7fies 

opportuni7es for a more balanced and inclusive housing finance system. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

 

Strengths and Gaps Across Models 

Models that perform strongly on accessibility and cost efficiency, such as co-opera/ve 
housing, community land trusts (CLTs), and digital mortgage pla]orms, consistently 
show posi/ve outcomes in global evidence bases. In par/cular, co-opera/ves and CLTs 
demonstrate intergenera/onal affordability, high tenant reten/on, and low foreclosure 
rates. Their structure inherently priori/ses stability and social use over asset 
specula/on, making them well suited to cohorts oVen excluded from tradi/onal 
finance, such as older single women, renters without deposit capital, or communi/es 
prac/sing collec/ve stewardship. 

However, these same models remain structurally marginalised in Australia due to 
regulatory misalignment, lack of concessional finance mechanisms, and the absence of 
intermediary bodies to support implementa/on. The co-opera/ve housing model, while 
proven in countries like Sweden and Denmark, lacks legal codifica/on and financial 
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underwri/ng support domes/cally3F3F

18. Similarly, CLTs suffer from ambiguous leasehold 
recogni/on, lack of access to public land, and absence of suppor/ve land stewardship 
ins/tu/ons. 

Conversely, tradi/onal mortgage finance retains the highest level of scalability but is 
increasingly inaccessible to those without stable, high-wage employment or inherited 
equity. The risk exposure remains concentrated on individual borrowers, and rising 
interest rates have eroded affordability for even middle-income households. Its 
con/nued dominance reflects ins/tu/onal iner/a rather than superior performance in 
delivering affordable or inclusive housing outcomes. 

Shared equity schemes and government co-financing mechanisms, such as those seen 
in the UK (Homes England)19 and Western Australia (Keystart)4F4F

20, strike a more 
moderate balance, offering both scale and inclusion when well designed. These models 
share risk between buyers and public en//es and can serve transi/onal pathways to 
ownership. However, they require robust regulatory oversight to avoid mission driV and 
specula/ve capture. 

Social Impact Bonds (SIBs) and other forms of impact-linked housing finance show 
significant promise, par/cularly in aligning funding with measurable social outcomes 
(e.g. tenancy dura/on, reduced service dependency). Yet their complexity, 
administra/ve demands, and reliance on sophis/cated intermediaries have so far 
limited wide-scale deployment. Their impact is maximised when embedded within 
systems that already value outcome-based governance and can reliably track social 
return on investment. 

Implica6ons for Policy 

The compara/ve evalua/on highlights several cri/cal implica/ons. 

1. There is no single op=mal model. Each form of finance serves different segments 
and objec/ves. A pluralis/c system must support co-existence and layering of 
models to meet diverse needs. 
 

2. Structural support determines viability. The strongest performing models on 
inclusion and affordability are not inherently niche; they are rendered so by the 
lack of ins/tu/onal scaffolding, legal recogni/on, and accessible capital. 
 

 
18 Coopera.ve Housing Interna.onal | Sweden Archives - Coopera.ve Housing Interna.onal 
19 Homes England - GOV.UK 
20 Keystart Home Loans | Low Deposit Loans in WA 

https://www.housinginternational.coop/co-ops/sweden/
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/homes-england
https://www.keystart.com.au/
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3. Risk-sharing ma[ers. Models that distribute risk across the public, private, and 
household levels are more likely to maintain stability during macroeconomic 
shocks. This includes government-backed co-financing, capped equity models, 
and performance-linked financing. 
 

4. Scalability depends on policy alignment. No model can expand without enabling 
governance architecture. This includes land access frameworks, regulatory 
legi/macy, credit eligibility, and integra/on with planning systems. 
 

5. Measurement systems are essen=al. High-performing models must be tracked 
not just for occupancy or repayment, but for affordability dura/on, equity 
accumula/on, and social outcomes. Without this, innova/on is undervalued and 
under-funded. 

The following segment turns from diagnosis to explana/on, focusing on why alterna/ve 
approaches to housing finance and tenure (despite their theore/cal promise) remain 
peripheral within Australia. The structural overview established that reliance on 
conven/onal mortgage finance and specula/ve development has produced a widening 
gap between need and affordability. The next stage is to interrogate the barriers that 
prevent systemic change.  
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PART B 

The cri&cal challenges limi&ng financial 
innova&on, tenure pluralism and housing 

access for the vulnerable 
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The challenges limi<ng financial pluralism and innova<on in 
Australia 

The preceding market overview has outlined the structural features of Australia’s 
housing system, emphasising its reliance on conven/onal mortgage finance, the 
concentra/on of development ac/vity in specula/ve projects, and the growing 
misalignment between supply, affordability, and demographic need. While this 
overview highlights the scale of the problem, it does not in itself explain why promising 
alterna/ves have failed to gain trac/on. The following analysis addresses the barriers 
to update. 

Structural Barriers to Integra<on of Atypical Housing Finance 
Models 

We appraise the state of the housing sector with regard to financial innova/on and 
access as it pertains to vulnerable groups. The following sec/on examines the barriers 
to financial innova/on and tenure pluralism in depth. It sets out the systemic challenges 
that inhibit the growth of atypical housing and financial models, moving beyond cyclical 
market condi/ons to iden/fy the ins/tu/onal, regulatory, financial, and cultural 
dynamics that hold the system in place. These challenges are organised into four 
domains (Legal and Regulatory, Finance and Capital Markets, Ins/tu/onal and 
Governance, and Market Dynamics and Norma/ve Biases), providing the analy/cal 
framework that underpins the policy recommenda/ons advanced later in this report.  
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Figure 17. The hidden barriers to housing finance. Deposits and borrowing capacity are only the visible barriers; beneath 
the surface lie the structural and regulatory constraints that lock out households whose circumstances fall outside 

conven7onal lending. Source: Per Capita analysis 

Legal and Regulatory Environment 
Atypical housing finance models operate on forms of ownership and tenure that do not 
fit comfortably within Australia’s prevailing legal and regulatory framework. The system 
has historically been designed around freehold property rights, standard mortgage 
contracts, and developer-led delivery formats. By contrast, community land trusts, 
limited-equity co-opera/ves, shared equity mortgages, and other alterna/ve structures 
rely on affordability covenants, collec/ve governance, or resale restric/ons to retain 
value for the community. In countries where these models have taken root, statutory 
defini/ons and enabling legisla/on provide certainty to par/cipants, lenders, and 
regulators. In Australia, however, there is no integrated legal architecture to support 
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them. The result is a patchwork environment where legal ambiguity, planning rigidity, 
restric/ve land policies, and misaligned tax rules combine to suppress innova/on and 
constrain models that have proven successful elsewhere. 

Lack of Tenure Recogni6on and Statutory Clarity 
Australia’s property law remains structurally geared toward individualised ownership, 
which creates fundamental obstacles for tenure-diverse housing models. Community 
land trusts, limited-equity co-opera/ves, and shared equity mortgages frequently fall 
outside the scope of registrable interests or legislated tenancy protec/ons. Instruments 
such as perpetual affordability covenants, resale caps, or community governance 
agreements either lack recogni/on altogether or are deemed legally ambiguous. This 
undermines enforceability and introduces uncertainty for par/cipants who may be 
unable to register their equity interests on land /tles, complica/ng inheritance, resale, 
and mortgage ability. 

The absence of statutory defini/ons or enabling legisla/on for en//es such as CLTs or 
limited-equity co-opera/ves also deters lenders. Without clarity on rights, 
enforcement, and recourse processes, financial ins/tu/ons are reluctant to extend 
credit against dwellings subject to affordability covenants or collec/ve ownership 
structures. This structural invisibility translates directly into capital inaccessibility, not 
because these models underperform, but because they sit outside Australia’s legal 
comfort zone. 

Inflexible Planning Frameworks 
Planning regimes further entrench these barriers. Most state and local planning 
schemes are shaped by decades of suburban development, embedding prescrip/ve 
minimum lot sizes, height restric/ons, density caps, and infrastructure contribu/ons 
that are poorly suited to co-housing, cluster housing, micro-lot subdivisions, or adap/ve 
reuse for affordable infill. Where planning policies do men/on affordable housing, the 
term is usually narrowly defined, linked to income bands or /me-limited agreements, 
rather than affordability reten/on achieved through governance or structure. 

Moreover, alterna/ve housing ini/a/ves oVen face lengthy discre/onary approval 
processes, with high variability across jurisdic/ons. This lack of consistency undermines 
replicability, especially in areas where demand is strong but local opposi/on or 
specula/ve landholding restricts access to sites. While a few jurisdic/ons have 
experimented with overlays or incen/ves, the absence of harmonised na/onal planning 
principles means atypical housing remains at the margins of the planning system rather 
than embedded within it. 
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Restric6ve Land Disposal and Public Asset Transfer Policies 
The treatment of public land represents another systemic barrier. In most jurisdic/ons, 
government land is disposed of on the basis of financial return to the state, with 
compe//ve tendering processes that priori/se the highest price over community 
benefit. This places community housing providers, co-opera/ves, and First Na/ons 
housing bodies at a severe disadvantage, as they cannot compete on purely financial 
terms despite offering stronger long-term social outcomes. 

Even when public land is made available for affordable housing, the absence of 
enforceable affordability covenants or permanent use protec/ons means that projects 
risk being reabsorbed into specula/ve markets aVer a few decades. This cycle 
undermines the intergenera/onal value of community asset building and perpetuates 
reliance on market-driven outcomes. Without policies for concessional land transfer or 
long-term affordability protec/ons, atypical housing models remain systema/cally 
excluded from one of the most cri/cal enablers of housing innova/on. 

 

Misaligned Taxa6on Treatment 
Australia’s tax framework further compounds these challenges by penalising models 
that fall outside conven/onal property transac/ons. Shared equity arrangements, for 
instance, may be interpreted as par/al sales, triggering mul/ple stamp duty liabili/es at 
each transfer or apprecia/on event. Coopera/ve and community trust structures can 
also incur Goods and Services Tax (GST) obliga/ons, even where the intent is collec/ve 
ownership rather than commercial gain. 

Addi/onally, these models oVen fail to qualify for exemp/ons or incen/ves that other 
not-for-profit organisa/ons enjoy. Land tax exemp/ons may not apply to CLTs or co-
opera/ves, and rebate schemes such as the Na/onal Rental Affordability Scheme 
(NRAS) have historically been targeted to individual /tle-holders or ins/tu/onal 
landlords. Such inconsistencies inflate the costs of innova/ve arrangements, erode 
affordability outcomes, and send a broader signal that these models are administra/vely 
anomalous rather than legi/mate housing pathways. 

Absence of an Integrated Legal Architecture 
Underlying these issues is the lack of an integrated legal framework to support tenure 
pluralism. Interna/onal examples highlight how targeted legisla/on can normalise and 
protect alterna/ve models. Austria’s Limited-Profit Housing Act provides a legal 
backbone for not-for-profit housing providers, while in the United States, dozens of 
states have codified community land trusts, gran/ng them explicit rights and 
responsibili/es in land stewardship, resale, and governance. These frameworks provide 
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certainty to developers, lenders, and communi/es alike, allowing innova/on to scale 
beyond pilot projects. 

By contrast, Australia’s regulatory landscape is fragmented. Property law, planning 
frameworks, finance regula/ons, and tax codes operate in silos and oVen at cross-
purposes. No statutory body exists to coordinate or oversee housing innova/on, 
leaving alterna/ve models vulnerable to discre/onary decisions or shiVing poli/cal 
priori/es. Even successful pilots remain precarious without systemic support. Un/l a 
coherent legal framework is developed, atypical housing finance models in Australia will 
con/nue to be structurally disadvantaged, treated as excep/ons rather than integral 
components of a diversified housing system. 

Finance and Capital Market Barriers 

Access to finance and capital is the central determinant of whether atypical housing 
models can move beyond isolated pilots into mainstream adop/on. Yet in Australia, the 
dominant financial architecture remains rigidly aligned to conven/onal homeownership 
pathways: asset-backed lending, high-deposit thresholds, and income-based risk 
assessments. This design biases the system against collec/ve or resale-restricted 
ownership forms, shared equity, or community-based structures that priori/se 
affordability reten/on. 

Interna/onally, mission-driven intermediaries and tailored capital markets have enabled 
innova/on. In Canada, the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corpora/on (CMHC) 
supplies pa/ent finance and technical assistance. In the United States, Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac extend mortgage guarantees to community development housing. 
Singapore’s Housing and Development Board (HDB) issues long-dated bonds to fund 
affordability at scale. Conversely, Australia lacks comparable ins/tu/ons or financial 
mechanisms, leaving alterna/ve models to navigate a market designed to exclude them. 

Rigid Eligibility and Assessment Criteria 
Australia’s mainstream mortgage market is structured around eligibility rules that 
assume full-/me salaried employment, stable income histories, and conven/onal asset 
holdings. This systema/cally excludes households that fall outside these assump/ons, 
including casual and gig economy workers, sole parents, self-employed people, new 
migrants, and many First Na/ons Australians. 

Conven/onal credit scoring does not incorporate data that strongly indicates 
repayment reliability, such as long-term rental payment histories, consistent u/lity bill 
records, or informal saving prac/ces. Emerging interna/onal models, such as rental 
repor/ng in the US and UK, demonstrate how incorpora/ng such data expands access 
to credit without increasing default risk. In Australia, however, no consistent 
mechanism exists to recognise these behaviours. The result is that many creditworthy 



Driving Housing Finance Innova1on Per Capita Australia 

74 

individuals are locked out of home finance not due to poor risk profiles, but because 
assessment systems fail to measure the economic behaviours that underpin their 
housing stability. 

Underserved Tenures and Ownership Structures 
Beyond assessment criteria, the structure of the lending system itself presents 
significant barriers to alterna/ve ownership forms. Housing finance is op/mised for 
freehold property with individual /tle, leaving coopera/ve housing, CLTs, and shared 
equity schemes at a structural disadvantage. 

Leasehold arrangements under CLTs, even when long-term and legally enforceable, are 
oVen deemed insecure by lenders because of resale limita/ons and restric/ons on 
transferability. Limited-equity co-opera/ves and shared ownership schemes are 
perceived as opaque or complex to underwrite, despite robust interna/onal evidence 
of their stability. In the US, CLTs have foreclosure rates consistently lower than 
conven/onal markets, while in Europe coopera/ve housing has delivered secure tenure 
with strong repayment outcomes. In Australia, however, lender unfamiliarity and 
ins/tu/onal conserva/sm translate into systemic exclusion, par/cularly for households 
who would most benefit from long-term affordability and tenure security. 

Lack of Long-Dated, Low-Cost, Mission-Aligned Capital 
Atypical housing models oVen require pa/ent capital that accommodates slow equity 
accrual, affordability covenants, or collec/ve governance structures. Such capital is 
scarce in Australia. Housing Australia (formerly Na/onal Housing Finance and 
Investment Corpora/on) provides concessional finance, but its products are limited in 
scale, flexibility, and innova/on support. Funding remains geared toward conven/onal 
build-to-sell or build-to-rent developments, rather than models priori/sing affordability 
reten/on. 

However, interna/onal ins/tu/ons such as CMHC in Canada, Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac in the US, and the HDB in Singapore provide deep capital pools, long-dated 
finance, and technical assistance. They act not only as lenders but as guarantors, 
underwriters, and enablers of systemic innova/on. Australia’s absence of such 
intermediaries leaves community-led and non-standard developments without access 
to the affordable capital necessary for scaling, par/cularly in regional and low-income 
urban contexts. 

Absence of Capital Aggrega6on and Secondary Markets 
Another cri/cal barrier is the absence of capital aggrega/on mechanisms and secondary 
markets for non-standard housing finance. In conven/onal mortgage markets, loans are 
bundled, securi/sed, and traded, replenishing capital for originators and enabling scale. 
Atypical loans, including those issued through digital mortgage coopera/ves, 
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microfinance consor/a, or housing-related social impact bonds, lack access to similar 
securi/sa/on pathways. 

Without secondary markets, these loans remain illiquid, unaLrac/ve to ins/tu/onal 
investors, and difficult to scale. This creates a paradox: even where pilot projects prove 
successful, they cannot aLract larger-scale capital. In contrast, the US and UK have 
developed securi/sa/on vehicles for affordable and community housing finance, 
supported by transparent performance data and outcome measurement. Replica/ng 
such mechanisms in Australia would increase liquidity, investor confidence, and the 
viability of innova/ve housing finance. 

Pruden6al Regula6on and Risk-Weigh6ng 
Australia’s pruden/al framework, overseen by the Australian Pruden/al Regula/on 
Authority (APRA), imposes capital adequacy requirements that disadvantage non-
standard housing loans. Banks must hold higher capital reserves against products 
perceived as less secure or harder to value on resale. Because coopera/ve housing, 
CLTs, and shared equity models do not generate conven/onal market comparables, they 
are categorised as high-risk regardless of actual performance. 

Bank funding remains overwhelmingly deposit- and debt-based, with securi/sa/on a 
thin slice of the total (Figure 18), while risk-weighted capital ra/os govern what lenders 
will hold: the mechanism that penalises atypical tenure as “high risk.” 
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Figure 18. Capital ra7os: banks versus credit unions and building socie7es (consolidated global opera7ons of locally 

incorporated ADIs).  

Source: RBA, 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026) 

This risk-weigh/ng regime creates an ar/ficial premium on lending to atypical housing, 
infla/ng costs and deterring banks from par/cipa/ng. It ignores the strong repayment 
records and foreclosure protec/ons embedded in many interna/onal examples. 

 Without recalibrated risk-weigh/ng or exemp/ons for approved non-market housing 
models, mainstream lenders will con/nue to avoid financing innova/on. This effec/vely 
locks atypical models out of regulated capital flows. 

Investor Reluctance and Affordability Disincen6ves 
Ins/tu/onal investors, including banks, asset managers, and superannua/on funds, 
typically operate under mandates priori/sing liquidity, short- to medium-term returns, 
and capital apprecia/on. Models that embed resale limita/ons, affordability covenants, 
or community benefit obliga/ons are perceived as constraints on financial performance. 
Even ESG-oriented por]olios oVen treat housing as a stable yield asset rather than a 
site of social transforma/on. 
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Investor scep/cism is compounded by the absence of standardised metrics to measure 
affordability reten/on, tenure security, or community governance outcomes. Without 
recognised frameworks, atypical models are dismissed as unproven or too complex. The 
result is a structural mismatch: the very models capable of delivering affordability and 
stability are those least able to aLract private capital. 

Australia’s finance and capital markets are structurally misaligned with atypical housing 
models. Rigid credit assessments exclude many viable households, lenders are reluctant 
to engage with unfamiliar tenure structures, and the absence of long-dated or 
secondary market capital prevents scaling. Pruden/al regula/on amplifies perceived 
risk, while investor mandates and metrics reinforce affordability disincen/ves. Together, 
these barriers ensure that alterna/ve housing finance remains marginal, despite robust 
evidence of stability and affordability from interna/onal precedents. 

 

Market Dynamics and Structural Norms 

Beyond the structural issues of law, finance, and ins/tu/ons, atypical housing models 
in Australia face deeper barriers rooted in the dominant logics of the housing market 
and the cultural norms that underpin policy design. The prevailing housing system has 
been shaped by specula/ve development prac/ces, asset-focused investment 
strategies, and a policy culture that priori/ses private ownership as the preferred and 
legi/mate tenure. These dynamics not only shape how capital is deployed but also 
reinforce norma/ve assump/ons about who is a “deserving” homeowner or tenant. 

Interna/onal examples show that when cultural and market norms are more pluralist, 
tenure-diverse housing becomes both poli/cally acceptable and economically 
sustainable. In contrast, Australia’s entrenched focus on property as a vehicle for capital 
apprecia/on, combined with narrow cultural defini/ons of household legi/macy, 
creates an environment where affordability-linked models are systema/cally devalued 
or excluded. 

Specula6ve Development Logic and Short-Term Profit Cycles 
Australia’s housing system is dominated by specula/ve development prac/ces, where 
land is acquired and held for its poten/al to generate capital gains through rezoning, 
infrastructure investments, or planning concessions. Developers operate on 
compressed financial cycles that priori/se rapid build-to-sell projects with high-yield 
returns.  

This model is fundamentally misaligned with alterna/ve housing approaches that 
priori/se affordability reten/on, community governance, or slower capital apprecia/on. 
CLTs or co-opera/ves oVen involve collabora/ve design processes, affordability 
covenants, and reinvestment of surpluses rather than specula/ve profit. These 
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characteris/cs make them unaLrac/ve to conven/onal developers, who view resale 
restric/ons and community involvement as constraints on profitability and delivery 
/melines.  

 
Figure 19. Year-ended growth in housing prices, based on the monthly Hedonic Price Index (non-seasonally adjusted) 

Source: RBA Chart Pack, April 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026), reproduced under CC BY 4.0. 

 

The vola/lity of year-ended price growth (Figure 19) is precisely what makes 
specula/ve, build-to-sell development aLrac/ve to capital and what makes long 
dura/on, affordability-linked models appear compara/vely unrewarding. The result is 
systemic underproduc/on of dwellings explicitly designed to provide stability, 
affordability, and long-term community benefit. 

Primacy of Homeownership and Marginalisa6on of Tenure Diversity 
Australian housing policy and poli/cal rhetoric con/nue to frame private 
homeownership as the default and superior tenure. Subsidies such as the First Home 
Guarantee, stamp duty concessions, and superannua/on access schemes 
overwhelmingly target first-/me buyers entering private ownership. 
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Figure 20. Home ownership by tenure type. Australian households occupy housing across a range of arrangements: 
outright ownership, mortgages, rental and alterna7ve tenures. The current mix reveals how heavily the system favours 

conven7onal ownership. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

By contrast, shared equity, co-opera/ves, and community housing are presented as 
transi/onal or second-best op/ons, rather than as legi/mate and desirable long-term 
forms of housing. This ideological primacy devalues tenure diversity, narrows 
ins/tu/onal incen/ves for innova/on, and discourages investment in models that 
provide stable, affordable, and secure tenure outside the ownership–rental binary. The 
effect is to entrench a system where housing alterna/ves are treated as marginal, 
regardless of their proven success in comparable interna/onal contexts. 

Gendered and Heteronorma6ve Bias in Financial Product Design 
Mainstream financial products con/nue to reflect outdated assump/ons about 
household structure and earning paLerns, privileging dual-income, heterosexual 
couples with con/nuous employment. Women, par/cularly older women, face 
compounded disadvantages due to lower life/me earnings, smaller superannua/on 
balances, and career interrup/ons related to caring responsibili/es. 

Sole-parent households, most of which are headed by women, are par/cularly 
disadvantaged by lending prac/ces that priori/se household scale and income stability 
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over demonstrated financial resilience. Women escaping domes/c and family violence 
face even greater barriers, with current financial products offering liLle flexibility for 
rapid access to safe housing or trauma-informed credit processes. These biases, 
embedded in product design and underwri/ng criteria, systema/cally exclude or 
penalise households that fall outside the assumed norm, despite evidence that they 
oVen demonstrate equal or greater repayment reliability. 

Cultural Misalignment with Collec6ve and Rela6onal Ownership Tradi6ons 
For many Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communi/es, as well as for some 
culturally and linguis/cally diverse (CALD) groups, housing is understood as a 
communal asset embedded in kinship, culture, and collec/ve stewardship. Australia’s 
legal and financial systems, premised on individual /tle and single-party responsibility, 
fail to accommodate these tradi/ons. 

Collec/ve tenure models, such as clan-based ownership, collec/ve leases, or 
intergenera/onal co-residency, face barriers to mortgage finance, tenancy recogni/on, 
and land registra/on. This not only limits culturally appropriate housing op/ons but also 
perpetuates tenure insecurity and displacement. Because collec/ve and rela/onal 
forms of ownership are ignored, current policy secngs reinforce a monocultural vision 
of property rights, excluding en/re communi/es from secure housing finance and 
tenure op/ons. 

Affordability Metrics that Obscure Intersec6onal Needs 
The prevailing affordability benchmark, which posits that housing costs should not 
exceed 30 percent of gross household income, fails to capture the lived reali/es of many 
households. It assumes all income is equally disposable and ignores essen/al 
expenditure paLerns that reduce effec/ve housing budgets. 

People with disability incur ongoing costs for support services, assis/ve technologies, 
and transport. Sole parents face elevated childcare expenses, while households in 
regional or remote areas may contend with higher u/lity and transport costs. When 
these burdens are ignored, policy underes/mates the true affordability gap and 
misclassifies high-need households as viable or “not in need.” Finance tools and housing 
programs built around these benchmarks risk excluding households most vulnerable to 
housing stress. 

Policy Legacy of Disinvestment and Specula6ve Incen6ves 
Decades of policy decisions have entrenched housing as a vehicle for wealth 
accumula/on rather than a public good. Tax incen/ves such as nega/ve gearing and 
capital gains concessions (even with recent changes) encourage specula/ve property 
acquisi/on, inflate housing costs, and divert supply away from low- and moderate-
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income households. Meanwhile, public housing has been chronically underfunded, and 
social housing stock has declined rela/ve to popula/on growth. 

In this context, models that restrict capital gain, reinvest surpluses, or impose 
affordability covenants are treated as ideologically disrup/ve. They challenge the 
dominant paradigm by asser/ng that housing should func/on as shelter and community 
infrastructure, not solely as a private investment asset. Without a deliberate 
reorienta/on of policy secngs toward redistribu/ve and inclusive objec/ves, atypical 
housing models will remain marginalised, constrained by a system that equates success 
with profitability rather than social value. 

Market dynamics and cultural norms represent some of the deepest and most 
entrenched barriers to integra/ng atypical housing models in Australia. Specula/ve 
development prac/ces, the primacy of homeownership, gendered and cultural biases, 
inadequate affordability measures, and policy legacies of disinvestment all reinforce 
exclusionary outcomes. These barriers ensure that even when legal, financial, and 
ins/tu/onal condi/ons can be addressed, atypical models s/ll struggle to gain 
trac/on. Overcoming them requires not only technical reforms but also a cultural and 
policy shiV that redefines housing as a site of social value and community stability 
rather than primarily a vehicle for private wealth accumula/on. 

Shaping the Policy Agenda 

The complexity of these challenges underlines the need for a coordinated reform 
agenda. No single interven/on can transform Australia’s housing system; progress will 
only come through an integrated approach that addresses legal recogni/on, financial 
access, ins/tu/onal capacity, and cultural norms together. The recommenda/ons that 
follow are designed as a connected suite of measures: they strengthen statutory 
frameworks, diversify capital flows, build ins/tu/onal infrastructure, and reshape 
incen/ves to privilege long-term affordability and social value. 

These reforms, when sequenced and combined, offer a pathway to embed tenure 
pluralism and financial innova/on into Australia’s housing system. They represent not 
only a technical fix but a strategic shiV, ensuring that alterna/ve housing models move 
from the margins to the mainstream as part of a more inclusive, sustainable, and 
resilient housing future. 
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Reforming the market to drive inclusivity 
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Policy Recommenda<ons 
This final sec/on offers both an evalua/ve synthesis and a strategic policy agenda, 
ar/cula/ng a suite of interdependent policy recommenda/ons. The recommenda/ons 
are framed with the intent to make the market more accessible, flexible and innova/ve 
to promote access, tenure innova/on and ownership for vulnerable groups. The agenda 
is structured around 7 key pillars for innova/on and reform. 

1. Ins/tu/onal Finance Reform 
2. Tenure and Legal Infrastructure 
3. Impact and Inclusion Mechanisms 
4. Public Data Accessibility and Community-Led Analy/cs 
5. Financial and Environmentally Sustainable Housing Solu/ons 
6. Governance and Financial Sector Reform 
7. Alterna/ve Housing and Innova/on Ins/tu/ons 

These pillars serve as correc/ve mechanisms to rebalance a housing landscape 
currently defined by decades of uneven investment, framed policy design, and 
exclusionary risk-modeling prac/ces. Informed by successful prac/ces from Vienna, 
Copenhagen, Vermont, Singapore, and Freiburg, and grounded in an emerging academic 
(e.g. Lawson, Gurran, and Berry) and ins/tu/onal (e.g. UNECE, OECD) consensus, each 
recommenda/on is situated within Australia’s exis/ng ins/tu/onal context, drawing 
upon both the feasibility and urgency of reform.  
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Figure 21. Reform Architecture for an Affordable Housing Finance System. The proposed reform package operates as an 

integrated system rather than a collec7on of discrete interven7ons. At its centre, the Australian Housing Finance 
Corpora7on is supported by enabling infrastructure and delivers targeted finance through dedicated lending streams 

aligned to housing and public policy objec7ves. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

The recommenda/ons are grouped under thema/c policy levers, ins/tu/onal finance 
reform, tenure and legal infrastructure, capital and land access, impact and inclusion 
mechanisms, and data governance. Together, they aim to reshape housing finance from 
a tool of private accumula/on to a system of collec/ve security and public value 
crea/on. 
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Figure 22. Unlocking financial access, expanding housing futures. Three reforms widen access: strengthening alterna7ve-
finance ins7tu7ons, recognising diverse tenure in regulatory frameworks, and building a financial system that reflects 

modern household circumstances. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

 

Pillar 1 - Ins<tu<onal Finance Reform 

Australia’s current housing finance system operates within a constrained ins/tu/onal 
framework, dominated by commercial banks, specula/ve capital, and a limited set of 
concessional supports. Although the Na/onal Housing Finance and Investment 
Corpora/on (NHFIC) provides some access to lower-cost finance for registered 
community housing providers, it lacks the scale, flexibility, and innova/on mandate to 
support the breadth of emerging housing models needed to address today’s 
affordability crisis. 

By contrast, several interna/onal jurisdic/ons have developed robust, mission-aligned 
financial ins/tu/ons capable of suppor/ng a diversity of tenure forms, social ownership 
models, and affordability-linked housing ini/a/ves. Canada’s Canada Mortgage and 
Housing Corpora/on (CMHC), Singapore’s Housing Development Board (HDB), and 
Austria’s Limited-Profit Housing system all illustrate how publicly mandated 
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intermediaries can drive inclusive, long-term housing development by structuring and 
direc/ng capital in alignment with social policy goals. 

Ins/tu/onal finance reform in Australia should not aim to replace market-based lending, 
but to broaden the ecosystem of housing finance. It must create a system that 
accommodates plural actors, such as housing co-opera/ves, community land trusts 
(CLTs), and Indigenous-led housing bodies, alongside public and private providers. This 
requires a new ins/tu/onal mechanism that can mobilise long-term capital, de-risk 
innova/on, and ensure that finance is not simply affordable in price, but equitable in 
outcome. 

Recommenda<on 1: Establish the Australian Housing Finance 
Corpora<on (AHFC) 

Despite recent reforms, Australia lacks a na/onal financial ins/tu/on whose central 
mission is to finance tenure-diverse and community-oriented housing. While the 
establishment of Housing Australia (HA) is a posi/ve development, the agency operates 
within a constrained mandate. It primarily facilitates access to lower-cost capital for 
large, established community housing providers and does not func/on as a broad-
spectrum financial intermediary for new or atypical housing models. Expanding the 
remit and scope of HA, or alterna/vely establishing a specialised en/ty like the AHFC 
as a subsidiary, is essen/al. The en/ty could be aligned with Housing Australia while 
partnering with the Australian Postal Service shop network to enable service access.  

The experience of other jurisdic/ons shows that mission-driven ins/tu/ons play a 
transforma/ve role in expanding housing access. The Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corpora/on (CMHC) combines lending, securi/sa/on, and insurance for affordable 
housing, while ensuring adherence to affordability and eligibility criteria. Singapore’s 
Housing Development Board (HDB) integrates finance with construc/on and asset 
management under a unified policy and administra/ve system. In Austria, the Limited-
Profit Housing Associa/on system is sustained by a public finance mechanism that 
priori/ses affordability and prevents specula/ve use. 

The proposed AHFC would operate as a federally capitalised, publicly accountable 
financial intermediary. Its func/on would not be to supplant private finance, but to fill 
structural gaps in the market, mobilise ins/tu/onal capital, and offer financial 
infrastructure that supports social outcomes. It would facilitate access to long-term, 
stable capital for housing models that are currently overlooked or under-resourced, 
par/cularly those which are par/cipatory, equity-sensi/ve, or structured around 
affordability preserva/on. 
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Ins,tu,onal Func,ons 

The AHFC’s principal func/on would be to aggregate and deploy finance for housing 
models aligned with na/onal housing policy goals. It would pool capital from public 
funds, superannua/on ins/tu/ons, ethical investors, and interna/onal development 
finance. This capital would be on-lent to providers of co-opera/ve, Indigenous, 
community, and shared equity housing through long-term concessional loans. 

To aLract and manage this capital, the AHFC would issue a range of housing bonds, 
including green and social tranches with performance-linked returns. These bonds 
would appeal to ins/tu/onal investors seeking reliable returns and impact alignment. 
The AHFC would also offer par/al loan guarantees and mortgage insurance products 
tailored to unconven/onal tenure models, thereby allowing retail lenders to par/cipate 
in the sector without assuming undue risk. 

Lending priori/es would be aligned with broader public objec/ves, such as improving 
housing access for First Na/ons communi/es, increasing supply in regional areas, 
suppor/ng trauma-informed housing for survivors of violence, and enabling carbon-
neutral construc/on. 

Governance and Legisla,ve Design 

The AHFC would be established through Commonwealth legisla/on that ensures both 
opera/onal independence and public accountability. Its statutory mandate would 
include a Housing Equity Impact Obliga/on, requiring that all capital deployment be 
assessed against metrics such as affordability, inclusion, and sustainability. 

Governance would be overseen by a board comprising representa/ves from federal 
departments (e.g. Treasury and Housing), independent research ins/tu/ons (e.g. 
AHURI), the Reserve Bank, First Na/ons housing bodies, coopera/ve housing 
networks, and state authori/es. A dual repor/ng line would be established, ensuring 
fiscal oversight via the Treasurer and mandate oversight via the Minister for Housing. 

The agency would also house a Housing Innova/on Directorate tasked with the 
development and tes/ng of new financial products, informed by partnerships with 
research ins/tu/ons and philanthropic intermediaries. 

Capitalisa,on Strategy 

An ini/al Commonwealth capitalisa/on of $4.5 billion would be provided, drawn from 
reallocated funds within the Housing Australia Future Fund and new sovereign bond 
issuance. The AHFC would operate with a target leverage ra/o of 8:1, aiming to aLract 
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up to $36 billion in private and ins/tu/onal co-investment over a ten-year horizon. This 
scale of funding is necessary not only to underpin delivery pipelines but also to foster 
market confidence, crowd in ethical capital, and support the opera/onal resilience of 
mission-driven housing providers exposed to construc/on market vola/lity or land 
price infla/on. 

 

Recommenda<on 2: Create Dedicated Lending Streams within the 
AHFC 

One of the main constraints of exis/ng finance mechanisms is their homogeneity. Even 
where finance has been made more affordable, such as through HA’s bond aggregator, 
access remains skewed towards large, capital-ready community housing providers. This 
model leaves liLle space for emerging forms of tenure and finance, including co-
opera/ves, digital mortgage solu/ons, Indigenous governance arrangements, and 
community land trusts. 

Interna/onally, successful housing finance ins/tu/ons do not adopt a one-size-fits-all 
approach. Instead, they create dis/nct programma/c windows that recognise the 
diversity of housing needs and delivery mechanisms. The CMHC in Canada, for 
example, provides separate financing programs for suppor/ve housing, Indigenous 
providers, and low-income rental developers. Similarly, the European Investment Bank 
has supported co-housing and migrant accommoda/on through bespoke finance 
windows. Singapore’s HDB tailors its mortgage instruments based on housing type, 
household structure, and tenure history. 

The AHFC (as either an independent en/ty, or a subsidiary of HA) should be structured 
around differen/ated lending windows. These streams would be designed to reflect the 
specific capital, governance, and affordability condi/ons of varied housing models. They 
would include tailored underwri/ng criteria, performance measures, and technical 
support channels. Each stream would operate with its own governance advisory body, 
linked to sector stakeholders and local communi/es. 

Opera,onal Streams 

While detailed opera/onal models will need to be developed through consulta/on and 
pilot tes/ng, proposed lending streams may include: concessional finance for co-
opera/ve and community housing, innova/on funding for fintech-enabled and inclusive 
mortgage products, impact bond investment for housing aligned with social and 
environmental targets, and equity-based facili/es for land-lease, shared apprecia/on, 
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or community land trust tenure. What aligns these streams is not their uniformity but 
their responsiveness. By enabling financial instruments tailored to the needs of diverse 
popula/ons and providers, the AHFC would give structural support to housing models 
that embody public value but have lacked access to fit-for-purpose finance. 

Four Dedicated Lending Streams to be Embedded within AHFC 
To fulfil its mandate as a cataly/c financial ins/tu/on for tenure-diverse and affordable 
housing, the AHFC must opera/onalise a range of lending streams tailored to address 
the financing barriers experienced by non-market housing models. Rather than applying 
a uniform capital alloca/on approach, the AHFC should create purpose-specific 
financial mechanisms that reflect the varied governance, legal, and social structures of 
these housing forms. These streams, administered through internal programma/c units, 
would provide both targeted capital and strategic legi/macy to housing models that 
remain marginalised by conven/onal finance. 

Co-opera6ve and Community Housing Finance Stream 

This stream would be structured to address the capital requirements of resident-
governed housing coopera/ves, limited-equity housing models, and smaller not-for-
profit associa/ons that lack the balance sheets or scale to aLract conven/onal finance. 
The AHFC secures the full development lifecycle of coopera/ve housing (from ini/al 
planning through to stabilisa/on) through the strategic deployment of 20- to 30-year 
concessional loans. This design incorporates flexible drawdown arrangements and 
lower serviceability thresholds.   

Eligibility would centre on en//es that are formally incorporated under coopera/ve 
governance structures and that embed affordability covenants within their opera/onal 
frameworks, such as indexed cost-rent arrangements. This stream is jus/fied by both 
empirical and interna/onal evidence. The performance of Common Equity Housing 
Limited (CEHL) in Australia, alongside comparable models such as HSB in Sweden and 
coopera/ve housing federa/ons in North America, demonstrates both strong loan 
repayment and measurable social returns in community stability and tenant 
empowerment. 

Digital and Inclusive Mortgage Innova6on Fund 

In response to the growing disconnect between standard credit systems and the lived 
reali/es of many Australians, par/cularly renters, casual workers, and newly arrived 
migrants, this lending stream would support the development of digital mortgage 
coopera/ves and fintech-enabled shared equity pla]orms. These models oVen rely on 
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alterna/ve data for credit assessment, such as rental history or transac/onal behaviour, 
to broaden home financing access. 

Through the establishment of a public-private challenge fund, AHFC would underwrite 
early-stage lending risk, support pla]orm interoperability, and set ethical standards for 
algorithmic underwri/ng. The fund would priori/se licensed fintechs and mutual 
lenders partnering with social enterprises or community-led intermediaries. The 
ra/onale for this stream stems from pilot ini/a/ves such as the Macquarie-supported 
HousingLab, which have shown that technology-enabled pla]orms can combine 
repayment efficiency with expanded inclusion, outcomes that tradi/onal banks have 
been reluctant to pursue independently. 

Leasehold and Community Land Trust Mortgage Facility 

This stream would enable financial access for households seeking to purchase homes 
located on land that is not transferred in fee simple, including Community Land Trusts 
(CLTs), leasehold tenure schemes, and Aboriginal land-based housing. These models 
preserve affordability by decoupling land ownership from dwelling ownership, oVen 
accompanied by resale restric/ons or shared equity condi/ons. 

Given the reluctance of banks to finance leasehold or CLT proper/es, primarily due to 
perceived legal risk and asset illiquidity, the AHFC would provide mortgage guarantees 
or par/al insurance for qualifying loans. Eligibility would be determined based on the 
presence of perpetual affordability provisions and formal governance arrangements 
recognised by state or Indigenous authori/es. Interna/onal precedents in Vermont, 
Washington DC, and New York City suggest that when such structures are properly 
backed, they yield foreclosure rates lower than conven/onal mortgages, while also 
preserving housing affordability across genera/ons. 

Social and Green Housing Bond PlaWorm 

This final stream would create a bond issuance and management pla]orm that links 
capital to measurable social and environmental outcomes. Rather than relying on 
conven/onal debt servicing structures, this approach would embed performance-based 
incen/ves into the pricing or coupon structure of bonds issued by AHFC. Metrics may 
include tenancy dura/on, improvements in housing accessibility, reduc/ons in 
household emissions, or equity outcomes for underrepresented groups. 

The stream would cater to larger-scale providers, housing consor/a, and local 
governments capable of delivering outcome-aligned projects. It would also appeal to 
ins/tu/onal investors, par/cularly superannua/on funds and ESG-aligned asset 
managers, who are seeking fixed-income products that meet social and environmental 
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mandates. The success of social impact bonds in the UK housing sector, such as the 
Home Group and Changing Lives projects, illustrates how impact-linked finance can 
align public purpose with private capital, especially where government serves as a 
credible guarantor. 

Implementa6on Considera6ons 

Each lending stream must be administered by a dedicated team within the AHFC, 
staffed with technical experts familiar with the financial, regulatory, and opera/onal 
contexts of the relevant housing model. Administra/ve processes must be streamlined 
to avoid excessive compliance burdens, par/cularly for small or emergent providers. 
Cri/cally, all streams must be assessed against a Housing Equity Impact Framework that 
includes, but is not limited to, repayment performance. Measures should also assess 
demographic inclusion, geographic spread, affordability reten/on, and indicators of 
tenant wellbeing. These differen/ated streams will allow AHFC to go beyond the role 
of a capital provider, becoming a strategic enabler of systemic change in Australian 
housing finance. 

Recommenda<on 3: Legisla<ve and Governance Support for AHFC 
The long-term effec/veness and independence of the AHFC will depend on more than 
the design of its financial instruments. Central to its success is a robust legisla/ve 
framework that defines its public purpose, anchors its equity objec/ves in law, and 
safeguards against poli/cal or market pressure to dilute its social mission. 

Interna/onal best prac/ce affirms that housing finance ins/tu/ons succeed when 
embedded in statute rather than reliant on discre/onary policy. Canada's CMHC is 
governed by the Na/onal Housing Act, which codifies its social role and empowers its 
dual func/ons in lending and securi/sa/on. In the United States, Fannie Mae operates 
under a Congressional charter requiring service to underserved markets. Singapore’s 
HDB finance division is entrenched within a governance ecosystem that links fiscal 
opera/on to housing policy goals across ministries. 

Australia’s housing governance is notably fragmented, with overlapping responsibili/es 
across Commonwealth, state, and local actors. In this environment, the AHFC must be 
established by legisla/on that defines its status as a permanent public ins/tu/on with 
a clear, equity-centred mandate. 

Core Legisla,ve Features 

The Australian Housing Finance Corpora/on Act (or a HA modifying Act) should contain 
several founda/onal clauses. First, the statutory purpose must explicitly state that the 
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AHFC exists to provide financial tools to enable secure, affordable, and equitable 
housing for all Australians, especially those underserved by market channels. This clarity 
of purpose is essen/al for aligning opera/ons with na/onal housing policy. 

Second, an Equity Impact Mandate must be embedded within the Act. This mandate 
would direct AHFC to priori/se affordability based on income, support tenure diversity, 
address geographic imbalances (par/cularly in remote and regional areas), uphold 
cultural safety for First Na/ons peoples, and promote gender and genera/onal equity 
in asset access. 

Governance and Oversight 

The AHFC’s governance model should be par/cipatory, independent, and exper/se-
driven. A majority-independent board would be cons/tuted with representa/on from 
Treasury, NHFIC, the Reserve Bank, and key civil society stakeholders including 
Indigenous housing peaks, coopera/ve housing networks, and individuals with lived 
experience of housing precarity. 

Performance oversight should be achieved through an annual Housing Equity 
Investment Report to Parliament, including detailed breakdowns by borrower type, 
project outcomes, and impact-weighted financial returns. Risk management disclosures 
should align with industry best prac/ce in ethical investment. 

Every five years, the AHFC would be subject to a statutory parliamentary review. This 
process must be consulta/ve and inclusive, drawing on evidence from academic 
evalua/ons, community sector reports, and public hearings facilitated by a cross-party 
housing commiLee. 

Safeguards and Risk Controls 

To insulate the AHFC from poli/cal disrup/on, the Act should contain a supermajority 
requirement for altering or repealing its core equity mandate. An independent Housing 
Finance Auditor-General should be created to monitor lending risk, compliance, and 
systemic exposure. In the interest of public accountability, all investment criteria, 
project approvals, and performance outcomes should be published online in accessible 
and culturally appropriate formats. 

Strategic Outcome 

With a secure legisla/ve founda/on and inclusive governance model, the AHFC can 
fulfil its role not simply as a financier of housing but as a guardian of long-term 
affordability and equity. It can ins/tu/onalise the no/on that access to secure and 
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dignified housing is not merely a func/on of creditworthiness, but a public good that 
deserves strategic stewardship and resourcing. 

 

Pillar 2 - Tenure and Legal Infrastructure 

Finance mechanisms alone cannot rec/fy the embedded structural exclusion within 
Australia's housing system. A major contribu/ng factor is the lack of legal and policy 
scaffolding to support tenure forms that deviate from the conven/onal binary of private 
freehold ownership and short-term tenancy. These alterna/ve tenures, co-opera/ves, 
leasehold ownership, community land trusts (CLTs), shared equity models, and culturally 
governed landholding systems, are either absent or marginalised within the exis/ng 
legal framework. This deficiency has created a legal environment that is not merely 
neutral but ac/vely obstruc/ve to tenure diversity and innova/on. 

Australia's prevailing housing law privileges asset-based security and uniformity in 
ownership, which has led to a regulatory architecture ill-suited to contemporary 
housing needs. Unlike jurisdic/ons such as Austria, the United States, and Scotland, 
which have legislated for tenure pluralism and affordability reten/on, Australia lacks 
enabling provisions that legally ins/tu/onalise diverse tenure models. This absence 
translates into regulatory ambiguity, financing difficul/es, and planning fric/on, all of 
which reinforce a monocultural housing delivery system ill-equipped to accommodate 
social, demographic, and economic change. 

This sec/on ar/culates the legal reforms required to integrate and protect diverse 
housing tenures. It presents three principal recommenda/ons. 

• Establishment of a Na/onal Tenure Innova/on Framework (Rec. 4) 
• Legisla/on for Perpetual Affordability and Resale Covenants (Rec. 5) 
• Reform of Planning and Zoning Laws to Support Non-Standard Housing Models 

(Rec. 6) 

Recommenda<on 4: Establish a Na<onal Tenure Innova<on 
Framework 

The rigidity of Australia’s housing law leaves it incapable of accommoda/ng the 
complex and evolving housing needs of a diverse popula/on. Legal tools governing 
housing were largely developed during a /me of full employment, nuclear family 
dominance, and a norma/ve path to homeownership. These assump/ons no longer 
reflect reality. Groups such as single older women, people with disabili/es, First Na/ons 
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families, and casualised workers oVen find themselves excluded by both ownership and 
rental markets. 

 

Figure 23. Shared Apprecia7on Mortgage and Intergenera7onal Equity Swap Mechanism. Shared apprecia7on 
instruments enable housing wealth accumulated by older homeowners to support housing access for younger cohorts. 
Capital is provided in exchange for a future share of capital gains, crea7ng a mechanism for intergenera7onal wealth 

transfer while reducing deposit and financing barriers for new entrants to the housing market. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

Alterna/ve models, including co-opera/ves, CLTs, and shared equity arrangements, 
offer viable pathways but are impeded by legal invisibility and regulatory inconsistency. 
A Na/onal Tenure Innova/on Framework (NTIF) would address this by providing a 
harmonised, federally supported legal founda/on for these models, while allowing state 
and territory systems to integrate accordingly. 
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Core Elements of the NTIF 

The NTIF would provide statutory defini/ons for alterna/ve tenures such as limited-
equity coopera/ves, land trust leaseholds, shared equity and shared apprecia/on 
models, and culturally governed Indigenous housing. These defini/ons would be 
incorporated into federal housing frameworks and promoted for adop/on by state land 
and planning authori/es. 

In addi/on to legal recogni/on, the NTIF would offer model instruments such as 99-
year ground leases for CLTs, coopera/ve cons/tu/ons with dispute resolu/on 
procedures, and resale formulas that priori/se affordability reten/on. These templates 
would be developed in partnership with legal experts, housing providers, and 
Indigenous governance bodies. 

An Intergovernmental Agreement on Housing Tenure Diversity would anchor the NTIF, 
facilita/ng uniformity in how tenure models are treated in land /tle systems, planning 
codes, and housing programs. Furthermore, the NTIF would s/pulate that recognised 
tenure forms must be eligible for financial products and planning instruments, including 
access to first-home buyer programs and inclusion in development assessments. 

Safeguards would be integrated to ensure cultural and disability inclusion, with all 
instruments reviewed in collabora/on with peak disability and First Na/ons 
organisa/ons. This alignment would ensure that tenure innova/on enhances, rather 
than inadvertently undermines, equity outcomes. 

Strategic Outcome 

Through the NTIF, Australia would embed legal support for a broader array of housing 
solu/ons, making tenure innova/on not the excep/on but a legi/mate and viable 
component of the housing system. This framework is essen/al to scale-up and 
normalise models that currently operate on the margins without regulatory support. 

 

Recommenda<on 5: Legislate for Perpetual Affordability and Resale 
Covenant Mechanisms 

Australia has struggled to preserve affordability in perpetuity. Public housing has been 
sold, shared equity homes have transi/oned to market-rate ownership, and /me-
limited affordability condi/ons have enabled price driV. This paLern reflects a 
fundamental legal gap: the absence of statutory tools to enforce affordability over /me. 



Driving Housing Finance Innova1on Per Capita Australia 

96 

Countries such as the US and UK use deed-based covenants and stewardship 
agreements to maintain long-term affordability. These tools allow public investment to 
be recycled across genera/ons rather than dissipa/ng upon resale. In Austria, limited-
profit housing associa/ons are legally bound to retain affordability and reinvest profits 
into further housing delivery. 

Core Elements of a Na,onal Affordability Covenant Regime 

To replicate these protec/ons, Australia must introduce legal instruments that 
recognise affordability covenants and define their enforceability. A new federal statute, 
poten/ally /tled the Housing Affordability Stewardship Act, could ar/culate the terms 
under which affordability is retained and governed. 

Resale formulas must be authorised that cap equity apprecia/on, index returns to wage 
growth or median income rather than market escala/on, and condi/on resale on 
income eligibility and stewardship approval. These mechanisms have demonstrated 
success in extending affordability without nega/ng individual wealth accumula/on. 

To ensure oversight and enforceability, designated not-for-profit en//es, such as CLTs 
and Aboriginal housing organisa/ons, should be formally recognised as covenant 
holders. These en//es would monitor compliance, assess resale eligibility, and manage 
stewardship responsibili/es. 

Lenders and developers must be able to work with covenant-restricted proper/es. 
Therefore, these homes must be recognised as valid collateral and eligible for inclusion 
in affordable housing requirements. A na/onal covenant registry should be created to 
ensure transparency and facilitate regulatory monitoring. 

Reform Outcome 

This legisla/ve reform would ins/tu/onalise affordability as a permanent feature of 
Australia’s housing system, allowing non-specula/ve housing to be treated not as an 
anomaly but as a formal submarket. It would secure the public value of affordable 
housing investment and enable broader uptake of equity-reten/on models. 

 

Recommenda<on 6: Reform Planning and Zoning Law to Enable 
Non-Standard Housing Models 

Planning systems significantly influence what types of housing are built, where, and by 
whom. However, Australia's zoning and development regula/ons are oVen implicitly 
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exclusionary, structured to favour mainstream private housing delivery. This 
disadvantages community-led models, especially those seeking to cluster, co-locate, or 
innovate outside of standard density and form. 

Barriers include zoning codes that prohibit co-housing layouts or mul/-dwelling 
arrangements on single lots, planning overlays that lack affordability incen/ves, and 
regulatory delays that smaller providers cannot afford. By contrast, ci/es like Vienna 
and Vancouver explicitly embed support for tenure-diverse and socially governed 
housing in their planning frameworks. 

Core Planning and Zoning Reform Direc,ons 

First, a set of Na/onal Planning Principles for Affordable and Innova/ve Housing should 
be adopted through Na/onal Cabinet, guiding local jurisdic/ons to recognise housing 
coopera/ves, Community Land Trusts (CLTs), and other alterna/ve housing models as 
legi/mate residen/al uses. These principles would establish consistent criteria for 
planning approvals, land alloca/on, and integra/on into local planning frameworks, 
reducing regulatory uncertainty and facilita/ng innova/on across jurisdic/ons. 

Second, inclusionary zoning requirements should be introduced in designated growth 
and redevelopment areas, with permanent affordability obliga/ons embedded within 
planning approvals. Such requirements should ensure that affordability is assessed 
against household income benchmarks rather than rela/ve market pricing and 
preserved through mechanisms such as affordability covenants, shared-equity 
arrangements, or community land ownership structures. 

Third, dedicated fast-track approval pathways should be established for registered non-
profit housing providers, community-led housing organisa/ons, Aboriginal housing 
organisa/ons, and housing coopera/ves. These pathways would reduce administra/ve 
burden and approval delays while maintaining appropriate environmental, design, and 
safety standards. 

Fourth, zoning codes should be modernised to permit a wider range of housing forms, 
including clustered housing, intergenera/onal compounds, coopera/ve housing 
developments, accessory dwellings, and compact co-located units. Flexible defini/ons 
of dwellings, occupancy arrangements, and tenure structures are required to support 
these emerging models and beLer reflect contemporary housing needs. 

Beyond enabling innova/ve housing typologies, planning reform should also facilitate 
opportuni/es for gentle density within established urban areas. Gentle density refers 
to modest increases in housing supply achieved through incremental and context-
sensi/ve development that complements exis/ng neighbourhood character while 
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expanding housing choice. One significant but underu/lised mechanism for achieving 
this outcome is the strategic use of airspace rights, which enable residen/al 
development above exis/ng buildings, commercial premises, community facili/es, 
transport infrastructure, and publicly owned assets. By crea/ng addi/onal housing 
capacity within already serviced loca/ons, airspace development offers a means of 
increasing supply without requiring large-scale demoli/on, resident displacement, or 
further greenfield expansion. 

The concept of ver/cal zoning and transferable airspace rights has evolved in several 
interna/onal jurisdic/ons, par/cularly in New York, where airspace property interests 
have been used to facilitate denser development without addi/onal land consump/on 
(Kennedy, 1983; Dawkins, 2023). While these mechanisms have successfully unlocked 
development poten/al, the resul/ng value has frequently accrued to private developers 
rather than being captured for broader public benefit. Consequently, the applica/on of 
airspace rights in Australia should be linked to inclusionary zoning provisions, affordable 
housing requirements, and value-capture mechanisms to ensure that the benefits of 
intensified development are shared more equitably. In this context, rooVop and 
airspace development undertaken through partnerships with strata corpora/ons, 
community housing providers, local governments, and public agencies offers a 
par/cularly promising approach. Such projects can increase housing supply in 
established neighbourhoods while preserving community character and minimising 
social disrup/on. 
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Figure 25. Airspace rights and rooSop opportuni7es. Unused development poten7al above exis7ng buildings can create 
new homes in established areas without expanding the urban footprint, liSing supply while making beder use of exis7ng 

infrastructure. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

 

To support implementa/on, an Airspace Development Fund should be established as a 
government-backed financing mechanism, poten/ally opera/ng within the framework 
of Housing Australia or a future Australian Housing Finance Corpora/on. The Fund 
would provide concessional finance, loan guarantees, and targeted capital subsidies to 
approved community housing providers, housing coopera/ves, strata renewal projects, 
and other en//es delivering affordable rooVop and ver/cal infill developments. By 
reducing financing barriers and development risk, the Fund would unlock housing 
opportuni/es that are oVen considered too complex or marginal for conven/onal 
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lenders. In parallel, the Fund could support associated building upgrades, including fire 
safety improvements, accessibility modifica/ons, energy-efficiency retrofits, and 
structural renewal works, ensuring that exis/ng residents share in the benefits of urban 
intensifica/on rather than bearing its costs. 

Finally, reform is required in the applica/on of development contribu/ons and 
infrastructure levies. Housing projects that deliver long-term affordability outcomes 
through legally enforceable covenants, non-profit ownership structures, or community-
led governance arrangements should receive exemp/ons, rebates, or reduced 
contribu/on rates. Such an approach would recognise the public value generated by 
permanently affordable housing and align planning incen/ves with broader housing 
affordability and social equity objec/ves. 

 

Reform Outcome 

By recalibra/ng the planning system, Australia can make space, literally and legally, for 
the diverse housing models needed to meet 21st-century challenges. Without these 
changes, alterna/ve tenure and finance solu/ons will con/nue to be thwarted at the 
implementa/on stage, unable to transi/on from conceptual models to built outcomes. 

 

Recommenda<on 7: Legislate a Na<onal Framework for Public Land 
Transfer to Community and Equity-Focused Housing Providers 

In Australia’s housing system, access to land represents a founda/onal barrier to 
affordable and community-driven development. The price of urban and regional land 
has risen exponen/ally over recent decades, outstripping both wage growth and the 
cost of construc/on. While this infla/on benefits specula/ve holders and entrenched 
private interests, it systema/cally excludes the coopera/ve sector, community land 
trusts, First Na/ons-led ini/a/ves, and not-for-profit developers, who cannot absorb 
or outbid commercial actors in land markets. 

Crucially, these affordability challenges are compounded by the absence of a coherent, 
na/onal policy for the disposal and alloca/on of public land. Presently, land sales and 
transfers are managed in a fragmented manner across states and territories, typically 
administered through property divisions of government departments with mandates to 
maximise revenue rather than social return. This oVen results in public land being sold 
to the highest bidder, even in circumstances where the land could otherwise enable 
deeply affordable, tenure-diverse, and community-controlled housing. 
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Interna/onal comparisons reveal a very different approach. In Austria, public land is 
held and allocated by a dedicated agency, Wohnfonds Wien21, with tenders priori/sing 
non-profit developers commiLed to long-term affordability. Singapore’s Housing and 
Development Board (HDB) has similarly integrated land alloca/on into its planning and 
finance architecture to ensure well-located public housing is viable and equitably 
distributed. In the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, municipali/es and public land 
authori/es lease or transfer land under condi/ons that lock in affordability and 
community stewardship. These examples offer clear lessons for Australia: when land is 
treated as a social good rather than a disposable asset, housing systems can deliver on 
equity as well as efficiency. 

Australia requires a na/onal legisla/ve and ins/tu/onal response that embeds social 
value into the heart of public land policy. This should not be viewed as a retreat from 
fiscal responsibility, but as a recalibra/on of value, one that recognises the long-term 
savings and benefits to society that arise when land is used to create secure, affordable, 
and inclusive communi/es. 

Core Components of a Na,onal Public Land Transfer Framework 

Na6onal Register of Transferable Public Land 

The founda/on of a more equitable land policy lies in transparency. A centralised and 
publicly accessible register of surplus public land should be established, encompassing 
parcels held by federal, state, and local governments. This register would iden/fy lands 
deemed surplus to opera/onal requirements and assess their suitability for residen/al 
or mixed-use redevelopment, provided they are free from environmental or legal 
encumbrances. 

Annual repor/ng by all levels of government should be mandated to ensure a consistent 
pipeline of land opportuni/es for equity-focused housing providers. This ini/a/ve 
would build upon the many calls from sector advocates, whom have long advocated for 
systema/c audits of public land in support of housing affordability. 

Statutory Priority Access for Equity-Aligned Housing Providers 

A legisla/ve right of first refusal should be enacted for organisa/ons with a 
demonstrated commitment to long-term affordability. This would include registered 
community housing providers, coopera/ves, Aboriginal housing organisa/ons, and 
CLTs. Rather than allowing such groups to compete in specula/ve tenders, the law 

 
21  
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should require governments to offer these en//es priority access to land iden/fied for 
residen/al or mixed-use purposes, con/ngent on the delivery of housing that meets 
defined affordability and governance standards. 

This model draws inspira/on from policies like New York City’s Community Land Trust 
Disposi/on Policy22 and the UK’s Assets of Community Value framework23, which 
embed affordability and community benefit into the disposal of public assets. 

Pricing and Valua6on Reform 

Standard market-based valua/on methods fail to reflect the social u/lity of affordable 
housing developments. Instead, pricing mechanisms should allow for sub-market 
transfers where demonstrable equity outcomes are assured through covenants or 
governance arrangements. Land can be leased or sold at nominal prices, with value 
capture mechanisms ensuring that any future upliV in land value is returned to the 
public or shared with government. 

Rather than imposing up-front costs that render projects unviable, value should be 
indexed to outcomes such as avoided costs in health, housing stress, and jus/ce 
services. This approach reframes land pricing from an immediate fiscal exchange to a 
tool for long-term public value genera/on. 

Streamlined Transfer Pathways 

The administra/ve complexity of current land transfer processes can deter even the 
most capable community housing providers. A simplified, dedicated pathway should be 
created for equity-focused organisa/ons, offering prequalifica/on procedures, 
exemp/ons from full compe//ve tendering, and integrated planning assistance to 
facilitate rezoning or infrastructure servicing. The process must be efficient, 
transparent, and consistent across jurisdic/ons, allowing providers to invest in planning 
with confidence and certainty. 

Establishment of a Na6onal Land Stewardship Agency 

To opera/onalise this framework, a federal en/ty or intergovernmental office should be 
established with a clear remit to manage Commonwealth-held surplus land. This agency 
would coordinate with state and local authori/es to iden/fy, assess, and allocate land 
to non-profit housing developers, coopera/ves, and First Na/ons-led organisa/ons. Its 

 
22 The New York City Council - File #: Int 0637-2022 
23 SN06366.pdf 

https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5755066&GUID=17915DC0-F3D3-40C2-8121-2EFF5371F550
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/SN06366/SN06366.pdf
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responsibili/es would include maintaining the na/onal register, overseeing affordability 
and governance covenants, and ensuring accountability in land u/lisa/on. 

Examples such as Homes England’s land division and Vienna’s Wohnfonds Wien show 
how such agencies can act as both enablers and custodians of land use for public 
benefit. In Australia, a comparable agency could restore coherence and purpose to the 
na/onal land strategy, aligning surplus land management with urgent housing needs. 

Reform Outcome 

Legisla/ng a na/onal framework for public land transfer would mark a pivotal shiV in 
Australia’s approach to affordable and community-led housing. It would provide the 
necessary founda/on for tenure-diverse models to scale effec/vely and sustainably, 
while also embedding housing affordability within the social and spa/al fabric of ci/es 
and regions. 

This reform would ensure that high-opportunity loca/ons, those near jobs, services, 
transport, and educa/on, are not reserved solely for those who can afford market rents 
or mortgages. Instead, they would become sites of inclusive and intergenera/onal 
benefit. Furthermore, governments would reap long-term social and economic 
dividends by using land to prevent housing precarity, reduce homelessness, and 
promote health, wellbeing, and civic par/cipa/on. 

Land is not just an economic input. It is a determinant of opportunity, equity, and 
belonging. Without public stewardship of land, efforts to reform housing finance and 
tenure models will remain constrained. This legisla/ve proposal seeks to anchor the 
poten/al of those reforms in place, making equity not just aspira/onal, but structural. 

 

Pillar 3 - Impact and Inclusion Mechanisms 

Structural reforms to housing finance and tenure law, as proposed are necessary but 
not sufficient. Even when designed to promote affordability and stability, housing 
systems do not automa/cally guarantee inclusion. Without deliberate and enforceable 
mechanisms to ensure these systems serve historically marginalised groups, there is a 
risk that benefits accrue primarily to those already beLer posi/oned within the market. 

Inclusion must therefore be embedded not only in design principles but also in the 
instruments and ins/tu/ons through which housing is financed, delivered, and 
evaluated. This requires a clear shiV: from funding housing as infrastructure to financing 
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housing as a vehicle for equity. Inclusion must become a measurable, enforceable, and 
transparent feature of housing policy, not merely a rhetorical commitment. 

Several interna/onal precedents provide guidance. In the United Kingdom, social 
impact bonds have linked investor returns to tenancy stability and reduced strain on 
homelessness services. Canada’s Na/onal Housing Strategy24 mandates all funded 
projects to demonstrably benefit at least one priority popula/on. OECD housing policy 
recommenda/ons now urge governments to condi/on subsidy and planning 
concessions on demonstrated equity outcomes. 

On the other hand, Australia’s current housing finance architecture does not 
systema/cally link public or ins/tu/onal capital to distribu/onal results. Income bands 
are typically the only proxy for inclusion, and assessments of affordability rarely track 
whether those in need experience durable improvements in wellbeing, asset security, 
or housing mobility. 

This sec/on proposes a series of policy mechanisms to address this disconnect. The 
first of these, performance-linked finance, aims to align capital flows with social 
outcomes, ensuring that financial inputs are condi/onal on las/ng, meaningful 
inclusion. 

 

Recommenda<on 8: Introduce Performance-Linked Finance 
Mechanisms for Affordability and Equity Outcomes 

Aligning Capital with Social Purpose 

Australia’s housing finance system has yet to fully u/lise the poten/al of capital as a 
lever for social accountability. While concessional finance is increasingly available, 
par/cularly through the Na/onal Housing Finance and Investment Corpora/on 
(NHFIC), it is rarely condi/oned on long-term affordability reten/on, tenant protec/on, 
or demographic inclusion. As a result, new developments may meet the technical 
criteria for “affordable” housing but fail to serve those most in need, nor do they 
guarantee tenure security or pathways to stability. 

The introduc/on of performance-linked finance mechanisms would change this 
dynamic. Rather than trea/ng affordability as a sta/c condi/on or merely a discount to 

 
24  
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market price, it would embed measurable outcomes into financing arrangements and 
require that capital be repaid, or rewarded, based on social impact. 

Embedding Outcome Condi,ons in Lending Instruments 

All financial instruments issued by the proposed Australian Housing Finance 
Corpora/on (AHFC), including loans, guarantees, and capital injec/ons, should carry 
binding social outcome requirements. These condi/ons must extend beyond unit 
delivery to include the depth and dura/on of affordability, demographic targe/ng, and 
standards of design and tenant protec/on. 

Developments should be contractually required to retain affordability for no fewer than 
30 years, with benchmarks /ed to local income levels rather than market discounts. 
Tenant cohorts must include clearly defined groups experiencing housing exclusion, 
such as single older women, people with disability, or Aboriginal households. 
Environmental and accessibility benchmarks, such as a minimum 7-star NatHERS 
energy ra/ng and universal design features, should be mandated for a por/on of all 
dwellings. Furthermore, tenure arrangements must offer genuine stability, with 
minimum lease terms of three to five years and legal protec/ons against no-fault 
evic/ons. 

These requirements should be wriLen into funding agreements and monitored through 
regular performance repor/ng, supported by legal recourse in the event of non-
compliance. 

Establishing a Social Housing Performance Bond 

To aLract ins/tu/onal capital without sacrificing inclusion objec/ves, a new instrument, 
the Social Housing Performance Bond (SHPB), should be developed. This product 
would link investor returns to measurable improvements in housing outcomes, such as 
tenant reten/on, reduc/ons in emergency service use, or employment and educa/on 
transi/ons for residents. In this way, social value becomes not only a policy goal but an 
investable proposi/on. 

The United Kingdom’s social impact bonds in housing, including the Homes for Good25 
and London Rough Sleeping projects26, provide a strong template. These instruments 
delivered compe//ve financial returns while simultaneously reducing pressure on 

 
25 FAIR-Social-Impact-Bonds-Homelesness-2020.PDF 
26 Services for people experiencing homelessness, including sleeping rough | London City Hall 

https://www.finance-fair.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/FAIR-Social-Impact-Bonds-Homelesness-2020.PDF
https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/housing-and-land/mayors-priorities-londons-housing-and-land/homelessness/services-people-experiencing-homelessness-including-sleeping-rough
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homelessness services, offering clear evidence that inclusion-focused finance can be 
both ethical and economically viable. 

Linking Planning Incen,ves to Equity Delivery 

Planning concessions, such as inclusionary zoning bonuses, expedited approvals, or 
density allowances, should also be con/ngent on delivery against outcome metrics. In 
ci/es like San Francisco and Vancouver, developers are awarded concessions based on 
the scale, depth, and dura/on of affordability they commit to, with independent 
monitoring and public repor/ng. A similar approach in Australia would create a direct 
incen/ve for developers to priori/se equity-focused design and delivery, rather than 
simply mee/ng minimum affordability criteria. 

Establishing a Housing Outcomes Compliance Unit 

To opera/onalise these mechanisms, the AHFC must host a specialised Housing 
Outcomes Compliance Unit. This unit would be responsible for audi/ng funded 
projects, reviewing outcome reports, providing technical assistance to housing 
providers, and recommending sanc/ons where performance condi/ons are not met. It 
would also publish de-iden/fied performance data, enabling sector-wide learning and 
accountability. This mirrors exis/ng compliance structures such as the Clean Energy 
Regulator, which monitors progress against renewable energy targets with both 
enforcement and capacity-building func/ons. 

Connec,ng Superannua,on and Ethical Capital to Housing Outcomes 

Australia’s superannua/on sector holds considerable poten/al to invest in affordable 
housing. However, these investments must be made measurable through standardised 
impact metrics. Examples might include the number of affordable tenancy-years 
delivered per million dollars invested, the propor/on of dwellings accessible to people 
with disability, or the extent to which First Na/ons communi/es are involved in 
governance or ownership. 

By developing robust, transparent metrics, housing investment products can meet the 
due diligence requirements of ins/tu/onal investors while remaining mission-aligned. 
This would help unlock billions in ESG-compliant capital while safeguarding community 
benefits. 

Strategic Outcome 

The introduc/on of performance-linked finance mechanisms would shiV the Australian 
housing system toward a new paradigm, one where the effec/veness of funding is 
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measured not by how many homes are built, but by who benefits, how sustainably, and 
with what long-term effect. It would create a transparent, outcome-oriented culture 
within housing finance, aligning the interests of governments, communi/es, and 
investors. 

This reform also deepens trust in public investment. Tenants and community partners 
would have greater confidence that affordability commitments are genuine and 
enforceable. Investors would be assured of impact, and governments would be beLer 
posi/oned to report value for public money. 

Above all, this approach affirms that finance is not a neutral input. It is a system-shaping 
force. When aligned with equity outcomes, it becomes a driver of structural change, 
rebuilding Australia’s housing system on the founda/on of jus/ce and inclusion. 

 

Recommenda<on 9: Establish Inclusive Credit Scoring and Access 
Protocols for Non-Standard Borrowers 
Australia’s home finance system currently relies on a narrow and formalised approach 
to credit assessment. Tradi/onal lending models priori/se borrowers with consistent 
full-/me employment, conven/onal savings paLerns, and mortgage histories. These 
models, developed in service of highly standardised financial products, overlook the 
reality that many Australians, par/cularly those in the most urgent housing need, do 
not fit this mould. As a result, structurally excluded from access to mortgage finance 
are a wide range of people whose financial behaviour demonstrates reliability but who 
fall outside mainstream underwri/ng parameters. 

Groups affected by these limita/ons include casual workers, par/cipants in the gig 
economy, and sole traders whose income may be seasonal or irregular. Migrants and 
refugees, whose financial documenta/on may not align with local verifica/on norms, 
face significant difficulty in accessing credit, even where their payment discipline is 
sound. Women who have taken /me out of the workforce for care responsibili/es or 
escaped from family violence are also rou/nely disadvantaged by credit scoring models 
that penalise employment gaps. Young people, renters, and First Na/ons communi/es, 
par/cularly those without access to intergenera/onal financial support, also encounter 
compounded barriers. This is evident in Figure 24, which illustrates how young adults 
are far less likely to own a home (with only 30% of the 25–34-year-old cohort having 
done so) compared to middle-aged and re/red homeowners.  
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Figure 24. Home ownership by genera7on. Older Australians are substan7ally more likely to own their home than 
younger Australians, marking a widening intergenera7onal gap in access to housing and wealth. Source: Per Capita 

analysis 

Conven/onal credit scoring systems currently used by Australia’s largest banks and 
credit bureaus rarely take into account real-world indicators of housing stability and 
payment reliability. Long-term rental histories, /mely u/lity payments, and even 
Centrelink or NDIS income, though regular and predictable, are typically excluded from 
creditworthiness calcula/ons. In effect, a broad class of financially capable, housing-
ready individuals are ins/tu/onally misclassified as high risk. 

In contrast, several comparable jurisdic/ons have moved toward inclusive credit models 
that reflect contemporary work and housing reali/es. In the United Kingdom, for 
example, renters can opt to have their rental history included in credit repor/ng through 
services like CreditLadder27, which has demonstrably improved mortgage access. In 
Canada and parts of the United States, policies now permit u/li/es, mobile phone bills, 
and public transfer payments to be incorporated into credit scoring models. Fannie 
Mae’s ‘Posi/ve Rent Payment Repor/ng’ ini/a/ve28 in the US offers one such example, 
enabling tenants without tradi/onal credit lines to build a profile through reliable rent 
payment data. 

 
27 CreditLadder | Improve Your Credit Score With Your Rent 
28  

https://creditladder.co.uk/
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If Australia is serious about promo/ng alterna/ve housing pathways, whether through 
shared equity, lease-to-own, or coopera/ve finance, it must address this founda/onal 
inequity. Reforming credit access is not just an ancillary step, but a core requirement 
for a fair and func/oning housing finance system. 

 

Core Elements of Inclusive Credit and Access Reform 

Develop a Na6onal Inclusive Credit Scoring Protocol 

The Commonwealth Government, through a collabora/on between Treasury and the 
Australian Pruden/al Regulatory Authority (APRA), should lead the establishment of a 
na/onally recognised protocol for inclusive credit scoring. This protocol would define 
and standardise the types of alterna/ve financial data that may be used to assess a 
borrower’s reliability. 

Included within this framework should be verified rental payment history, with a 
minimum of twelve months of con/nuous on-/me rent payments considered sufficient 
to demonstrate housing discipline. Regular payment of u/li/es, including energy, water, 
and telecommunica/ons, should be incorporated, alongside evidence of income 
stability through Centrelink, NDIS, superannua/on contribu/ons, and earnings from gig 
pla]orms. 

To preserve integrity and financial discipline, all data must be verified by third par/es 
such as property managers, u/lity providers, or pla]orm employers. The protocol 
should be embedded in the Credit Repor/ng Privacy Code and recognised under 
Australia’s responsible lending obliga/ons, ensuring its adop/on across both private 
and public lenders. 

Mandate Par6cipa6on by Regulated Lenders and Credit Bureaus 

To ensure that inclusive credit prac/ces are not op/onal or tokenis/c, regulated lenders 
that par/cipate in any AHFC-backed schemes or receive concessional housing finance 
must be required to accept alterna/ve credit data submiLed in accordance with the 
na/onal protocol. Staff within these ins/tu/ons should also receive training on how to 
interpret non-tradi/onal credit histories and assess their legi/macy on equal foo/ng 
with standard documents. 

Similarly, major credit bureaus, including Dunn & Bradstreet,  Equifax, Illion, and 
Experian, must be compelled to develop systems that accept, process, and report on 
alterna/ve credit data. This includes the capacity to produce disaggregated repor/ng 
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on the impact of inclusive credit measures, segmented by demographic indicators such 
as gender, age, ethnicity, and income type. 

Build a Secure Na6onal Tenancy Ledger (Opt-In) 

A secure, government-backed pla]orm, poten/ally administered by AHFC or an 
independent public data custodian, should be established to allow renters to voluntarily 
build a verified payment history over /me. This Na/onal Tenancy Ledger would allow 
tenants to upload or request inclusion of their rent payment history, verified by 
landlords or property managers, and use it as a basis for accessing home finance 
products such as shared equity or lease-to-own arrangements. 

Importantly, the ledger must operate on an opt-in basis and be designed in accordance 
with the principles of the Consumer Data Right (CDR). Tenants must retain full control 
over their data, with strong safeguards to prevent misuse or discrimina/on. The goal is 
to build a secure, portable tenant profile that can facilitate mobility and inclusion 
without compromising rights or privacy. 

Support Ethical Fintech and Credit Union Partnerships 

Inclusive credit reform will require innova/on not only within exis/ng banks but also 
from ethical fintechs and community-based financial ins/tu/ons. The government 
should provide targeted capital, technical assistance, and regulatory sandboxes to 
support the development of credit pla]orms that use machine learning, alterna/ve 
data, and co-designed scoring methodologies to assess financial capacity in 
marginalised popula/ons. 

Partnerships with community organisa/ons, par/cularly those represen/ng migrant 
communi/es, First Na/ons peoples, and women escaping violence, are essen/al to 
ensure that tools are culturally safe, linguis/cally appropriate, and accessible. Australia 
can learn from ini/a/ves such as RentTrack and Esusu in the United States, which have 
successfully expanded financial inclusion by integra/ng tenant data into credit systems 
while providing financial coaching and support. 

Monitor Inclusion Metrics and Enforce Equity Targets 

Finally, reform will be incomplete without rigorous monitoring and transparent 
repor/ng. The AHFC should be tasked with collec/ng and repor/ng annual data on 
lending access, approval rates, and borrower characteris/cs. Disaggregated repor/ng 
should include indicators such as gender, cultural background, disability status, tenure 
history, and income type, allowing policymakers and civil society to assess whether 
reforms are delivering meaningful inclusion. 
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These metrics should be integrated into the AHFC’s annual Housing Equity Investment 
Report and made publicly available. Where gaps persist, adjustments must be made, 
including targeted outreach, addi/onal training for lenders, and the refinement of risk 
algorithms. 

Reform Outcome 

A reformed credit access system will make it possible for alterna/ve housing models, 
such as digital coopera/ves, shared equity schemes, and community-owned 
developments, to reach those they were built to serve. Rather than being structurally 
excluded at the first hurdle, non-standard borrowers will gain a legi/mate and 
respected path into secure tenure. 

Importantly, this reform reframes financial inclusion not as a separate policy silo, but as 
a founda/onal pillar of housing equity. The financial system will begin to measure 
creditworthiness not by exclusionary proxies, but by actual housing and payment 
behaviour, enabling a broader, fairer, and more responsive alloca/on of capital. 

A just housing system begins with a just gateway to finance. Inclusive credit scoring 
provides that gateway, and in doing so, unlocks access to housing for thousands who 
have long been shut out of the system. 

 

Recommenda<on 10: Establish a Na<onal Housing Impact 
Measurement Framework 
One of the most significant structural limita/ons in Australia’s current housing system 
is the absence of a coherent, consistent, and equity-oriented framework for evalua/ng 
the true impact of housing investments and interven/ons. While there is no shortage 
of repor/ng on outputs, such as the number of units constructed or the total financial 
value of subsidies deployed, there remains liLle capacity to assess whether these 
outputs have translated into meaningful social, economic, or environmental outcomes. 

This omission is not simply a technical failure; it has far-reaching implica/ons for how 
decisions are made, how resources are allocated, and whose housing needs are 
priori/sed. Policymakers are leV without the tools to compare the long-term 
effec/veness of different housing strategies or to adjust policy levers in response to 
popula/on-level impacts. Financial ins/tu/ons and social investors, including 
superannua/on funds, are unable to assess the risk-adjusted social returns of their 
investments. Community housing providers face inconsistent and oVen burdensome 
repor/ng requirements across jurisdic/ons and funding bodies. Most cri/cally, tenants 
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and advocates have no reliable means to determine whether stated housing goals, such 
as affordability, inclusion, tenure security, and wellbeing, are being met in prac/ce. 

The impact of this data vacuum is par/cularly pronounced for non-market and 
community-led housing models. Coopera/ve housing, shared equity schemes, land 
trusts, and CLTs oVen generate complex social benefits that extend well beyond 
tradi/onal asset metrics. These include improvements in health outcomes, educa/onal 
aLainment, civic engagement, and intergenera/onal stability. Yet without a structured 
impact framework to capture these outcomes, such models remain underrepresented 
in na/onal housing policy, undervalued in financial markets, and overlooked in public 
discourse. 

Other countries are not grappling with this blind spot to the same extent. Canada’s 
CMHC Na5onal Housing Strategy Outcomes Framework mandates consistent repor/ng 
on popula/on targe/ng, tenure security, energy performance, and long-term 
affordability. Scotland’s “Housing to 2040”29 strategy defines measurable outcomes 
across a suite of social and environmental indicators, embedded within its delivery 
infrastructure. New Zealand’s Kāinga Ora30 integrates tenant wellbeing into public 
repor/ng obliga/ons, linking housing interven/ons to broader public value. 

Australia requires a similar na/onal mechanism. Not as an aVerthought, but as a 
fundamental accountability and planning tool to ensure that the billions of dollars spent 
annually on housing result in measurable improvements in human outcomes and 
structural equity. 

 

Core Elements of the Na,onal Housing Impact Measurement Framework 
(NHIMF) 

Defining a Core Set of Housing Impact Indicators 

At the heart of the NHIMF must be a na/onally agreed set of indicators that measure 
not just physical outcomes, but lived impacts. These indicators should span four 
domains. First, equity and inclusion, capturing the extent to which housing reaches 
popula/ons historically excluded from secure tenure, including Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander communi/es, CALD groups, older single women, disabled people, and 
young people. Second, affordability and tenure security, encompassing metrics such as 

 
29 Housing to 2040 - gov.scot 
30 Home :: Kāinga Ora – Homes and Communi.es 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/housing-2040-2/
https://kaingaora.govt.nz/
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the dura/on of affordability covenants, the prevalence of no-fault evic/on protec/ons, 
and the ra/o of rent to household income. 

Third, wellbeing and social outcomes must be tracked through indicators such as 
changes in health service u/lisa/on, employment par/cipa/on, school reten/on, or 
experiences of community safety. Finally, sustainability and quality should be measured 
via objec/ve indicators like energy efficiency ra/ngs, universal design features, and 
resilience to climate-related risk. 

These indicators should not be imposed in a top-down manner but co-designed through 
a par/cipatory process involving tenants, community housing providers, researchers, 
First Na/ons housing organisa/ons, and other civil society stakeholders. This process 
could build upon exis/ng Australian frameworks, including those developed by the 
AIHW for homelessness repor/ng and DSS outcome domains in social services. 

Embedding NHIMF in All AHFC-Supported Projects 

For the framework to have opera/onal force, its use must be mandatory across all 
projects receiving finance, guarantees, or risk support from the Australian Housing 
Finance Corpora/on (AHFC). This includes concessional loans to community housing 
providers, support for shared equity products, and impact-linked housing bonds. All 
funded projects should be required to submit annual impact reports aligned to the 
NHIMF, capturing both quan/ta/ve and qualita/ve data. 

Importantly, repor/ng must move beyond numeric counts to include qualita/ve 
evidence of tenant experiences, community integra/on, and percep/ons of safety and 
security. Compara/ve data, such as changes before and aVer moving into affordable 
housing, should be encouraged to beLer demonstrate longitudinal effects. These 
reports should be made publicly available, with appropriately anonymised datasets 
published via a centralised, searchable housing data portal to support research, 
advocacy, and con/nuous learning. 

Integra6on with the Na6onal Housing Cloud and Data Interoperability 

To avoid duplica/on and maximise u/lity, the NHIMF should be embedded within a 
broader architecture for shared housing data. A federated Na/onal Housing Cloud, 
poten/ally governed by an independent public authority, should support the 
interoperability of data systems between Commonwealth, state, and local 
governments, as well as community housing providers and social service agencies. 

This infrastructure would allow for safe and ethical data linkage across housing, income 
support, disability services, and other relevant domains, enabling sophis/cated impact 
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analysis. Crucially, data protocols must adhere to strict privacy protec/ons and 
community-informed governance principles, par/cularly in rela/on to Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander data sovereignty and tenant consent. 

Capacity Building and Simplified Repor6ng for Providers 

A key principle of the NHIMF must be propor/onality and support. Many community 
housing organisa/ons operate with limited administra/ve resources, and overly 
complex repor/ng obliga/ons risk displacing mission-driven work. To this end, the 
Commonwealth should fund a na/onal capacity-building programme to assist smaller 
providers in collec/ng, analysing, and using impact data. 

Simplified digital repor/ng templates, technical assistance grants, and shared 
evalua/on tools, co-developed with AHURI or regional universi/es, should be made 
available. This not only reduces burden but empowers providers to use data for internal 
learning, advocacy, and service refinement. 

Alignment with ESG Standards and Social Procurement Frameworks 

The NHIMF should be designed in a way that supports alignment with Environmental, 
Social, and Governance (ESG) investment principles and social procurement 
frameworks. Superannua/on funds, philanthropic trusts, and ethical investors require 
reliable data to evaluate social performance. Similarly, public procurement rules 
increasingly require demonstra/on of social value, including under the Commonwealth 
Modern Slavery Act and various state procurement guidelines. 

By enabling housing providers to report NHIMF-aligned metrics, the framework can 
posi/on Australia’s non-market housing sector to aLract impact-oriented capital, 
engage in value-based procurement, and contribute to wider social policy goals beyond 
housing alone. 

Strategic Outcome 

The establishment of a Na/onal Housing Impact Measurement Framework will 
fundamentally shiV how housing is planned, financed, delivered, and evaluated in 
Australia. With this framework in place there will be a number of key benefits to policy 
makers; 

• Policymakers will have the tools to make evidence-based decisions grounded in 
equity and social return, not just construc/on volume. 

• Housing providers will be equipped to demonstrate the full range of benefits their 
work delivers, posi/oning them for con/nued support and growth. 
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• Tenants and communi/es will gain access to transparent data on what housing 
policies actually achieve in terms of security, wellbeing, and inclusion. 

• Social investors and financial ins/tu/ons will be able to confidently support high-
impact projects, knowing their returns, both financial and social, are verifiable. 

This is both a monitoring tool and an accountability framework, a planning resource, 
and a mechanism for social legi/macy. Housing that is measured in terms of impact is 
housing that serves more than a market, it serves people. 

Recommenda<on 11: Implement Equity-Based Procurement and 
Alloca<on Rules in Public and Community Housing 
Despite longstanding acknowledgement of structural disadvantage in the Australian 
housing system, the design of public and community housing procurement and 
alloca/on processes remains poorly aligned with the lived reali/es of those most 
affected by housing insecurity. While funding levels have been inadequate, a deeper 
issue lies in the governance and delivery mechanisms themselves. Alloca/on systems 
oVen reflect administra/ve logic rather than social jus/ce principles, and procurement 
models favour scale and cost-efficiency over inclusion, cultural relevance, and 
accessibility. 

As a result, significant cohorts remain under-served or structurally excluded. First 
Na/ons organisa/ons, for instance, are too oVen relegated to subcontrac/ng roles 
rather than posi/oned as lead providers with governance authority. Women-led, 
disability-led, and culturally and linguis/cally diverse (CALD) housing organisa/ons find 
themselves disadvantaged in compe//ve tendering processes that reward financial 
capacity but overlook lived exper/se and cultural design capability. Furthermore, 
tenant alloca/on frameworks commonly rely on narrow eligibility scoring systems that 
inadequately account for intersec/onal disadvantage, informal caregiving roles, or 
histories of systemic discrimina/on. 

Consequently, Australia's current public and community housing systems, despite 
policy objec/ves that cite fairness and inclusion, risk reinforcing the very inequi/es they 
are meant to address. Interna/onal examples illustrate that a different approach is both 
viable and necessary. The United States’ Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) has embedded proac/ve equity obliga/ons through its 
Affirma/vely Furthering Fair Housing rule. Canada’s Na/onal Housing Strategy 
mandates that all supported projects demonstrably benefit at least one designated 
priority popula/on. Scotland has adopted inclusive procurement models that favour 
localised and community-led delivery bodies, ensuring that those served by housing 
programs also shape and implement them. 
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Australia now requires a fundamental reconfigura/on of both procurement and 
alloca/on rules to centre equity, not as a rhetorical ideal, but as a binding structural 
requirement across the housing system. 

 

Core Elements of Equity-Based Procurement and Alloca,on Reform 

Introduce Equity Obliga6ons into Commonwealth Housing Procurement Rules 

To shiV procurement towards inclusion, Commonwealth housing investment bodies 
such as Housing Australia and the Australian Housing Finance Corpora/on (AHFC) 
must adopt explicit equity mandates within their contrac/ng frameworks. This should 
include a baseline requirement that a set propor/on of housing projects be led by 
organisa/ons governed by First Na/ons people, people with disability, women, or 
CALD communi/es. 

Procurement assessments must evolve beyond simple value-for-money calcula/ons. 
Evalua/on criteria should include a dedicated ‘equity capability’ component, assessing 
a provider’s track record of serving priority popula/ons, commitment to par/cipatory 
design, and internal governance diversity. In cases involving consor/a or joint ventures, 
lead applicants should be required to demonstrate that community-controlled or 
culturally specific organisa/ons are meaningfully empowered as equal partners, with 
decision-making authority and share of benefits. This approach is consistent with 
Victoria’s Social Procurement Framework and Canada’s Community Employment 
Benefits strategy under federal infrastructure agreements. 

Develop Equity-Responsive Alloca6on Frameworks 

To complement procurement reform, a na/onal model for equity-responsive alloca/on 
must be developed in collabora/on with states, territories, and community housing 
peak bodies. Tradi/onal points-based alloca/on systems need to be recalibrated to 
reflect the complexi/es of intersec/onal disadvantage. Eligibility scoring should 
incorporate markers such as care responsibili/es, experiences of domes/c or family 
violence, disability, language barriers, and histories of structural exclusion. 

For Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander applicants, alloca/on rules should be reformed 
to reflect extended family obliga/ons, collec/ve household structures, and cultural 
preferences around proximity to Country and community. Addi/onally, housing offers 
should be matched to life-stage needs and accessibility requirements, suppor/ng 
transi/ons through care arrangements, disability accommoda/on changes, and other 
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key life moments. This framework must not only priori/se those with the greatest need, 
but also respect and reflect the diversity of need. 

Establish Equity Partnership Requirements in Joint Ventures and Public–Private 
Partnerships 

Projects involving public land, concessional finance, or long-term leasing arrangements 
must be governed by formalised equity objec/ves. Public–Private Partnerships (PPPs) 
and co-investment ini/a/ves should be required to set measurable equity key 
performance indicators, such as minimum alloca/ons to target popula/ons, mandatory 
accessibility quotas, and community benefit benchmarks. These indicators must be 
subject to independent audit and public repor/ng. 

Importantly, nomina/on rights should be extended to representa/ve community 
organisa/ons to ensure that the voices of under-served popula/ons directly influence 
tenancy outcomes. This provision would enable trusted intermediaries to act as bridges 
between vulnerable cohorts and housing systems that have oVen failed to 
accommodate them. 

Fund Capacity Building for Community-Controlled Housing Providers 

Equity in delivery requires more than access to tenders, it requires the resourcing of 
organisa/onal capacity. A dedicated Equity Provider Development Fund should be 
established to support the ins/tu/onal growth and tender-readiness of First Na/ons 
housing organisa/ons, CALD-led bodies, women’s shelters transi/oning to housing 
providers, and disability-focused enterprises. 

Support through this fund should include business development, legal and governance 
advice for joint venture forma/on, training in financial management, and naviga/on 
support for entering AHFC or NHFIC investment pipelines. Crucially, the fund must 
serve to enhance independence and governance sovereignty, rather than fostering 
subcontrac/ng dependency or one-off par/cipa/on. 

Track and Report Equity Outcomes Annually 

Finally, equity must be monitored through transparent and disaggregated repor/ng. 
Housing authori/es at both the federal and state levels, including NHFIC and AHFC, 
must publish annual data showing how procurement and alloca/on prac/ces have 
impacted gender equity, Aboriginal housing access, inclusion of disabled people, and 
support for individuals with disrupted housing histories. 
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Repor/ng should include both quan/ta/ve metrics and qualita/ve narra/ves drawn 
from tenants and providers. This hybrid approach would ensure not only sta/s/cal 
oversight but also meaningful insight into lived experience and program effec/veness. 

Strategic Outcome 

Embedding equity obliga/ons into the procurement and alloca/on architecture of the 
public and community housing system will represent a significant structural reform, one 
that moves beyond symbolic inclusion to enforceable prac/ce. Equity obliga/ons will 
yield legi/mate, tangible benefits. 

• Community-controlled organisa/ons will be posi/oned as lead agents in housing 
delivery, empowered to design and govern according to the needs of their 
communi/es. 

• Access to secure, affordable housing will be ac/vely redistributed to those who 
have historically been excluded, such as women escaping violence, Aboriginal 
tenants, disabled people, and young adults with limited economic inheritance. 

• Public housing systems will become mechanisms of jus/ce and repair, rather 
than neutral distributors of shelter. 

Equity must be treated not as an aspira/onal value, but as a contractual condi/on of 
public support and a defini/ve signal of public purpose. In doing so, Australia can shiV 
from managing disadvantage to meaningfully redressing it. 

 

Recommenda<on 12: Enable Public Data Accessibility and 
Community-Led Analy<cs 

Housing data is a public asset that remains largely underu/lised, under-curated, and 
oVen inaccessible in Australia to those beyond centralised ins/tu/ons. The principle 
that public investment should yield public insight has not yet been realised in our 
housing data ecosystem. 

The lack of granular, /mely, and open data s/fles mul/ple domains. Community housing 
providers are unable to benchmark performance or adapt delivery strategies based on 
peer comparison. Local governments oVen operate without the evidence base required 
for nuanced planning or responsive land use decisions. Tenants and advocates are 
structurally disempowered, lacking the visibility needed to challenge unjust prac/ces 
or campaign for more inclusive policies. Meanwhile, civil society organisa/ons and 
academic researchers, many of whom play key roles in developing evidence-informed 
reforms, face bureaucra/c hurdles and delays that compromise relevance and rigour. 
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Moreover, this opacity reinforces a deeper structural problem: the asymmetry of 
informa/on between those who shape the housing system and those who must live 
with its failures. Commercial developers, ins/tu/onal investors, and government 
agencies rou/nely make decisions based on proprietary or internal data systems, while 
tenants and small-scale providers are leV in the dark. This is neither equitable nor 
efficient. 

Conversely, interna/onal examples have shown that democra/sing data leads to more 
informed planning, stronger accountability, and innova/ve prac/ce. New York City’s 
Housing Data Dashboard includes real-/me evic/on trends, code viola/ons, and public 
housing repair backlogs by precinct. Canada’s CMHC portal provides interac/ve 
housing need maps by region and income decile. Scotland’s Social Housing Charter 
includes resident feedback and compliance indicators published at the provider level. 

Australia must now establish a na/onal framework for public housing data access, one 
that not only ensures transparency but also empowers communi/es to use data as a 
tool for advocacy, co-design, and local decision-making. 

Core Components of the Public Data Accessibility and Community-Led 
Analy,cs Agenda 

Build a Na6onal Housing Open Data Portal 

A central open data portal, housed within or alongside the National Housing Cloud, 
should serve as the principal access point for housing-related datasets. This portal must 
go beyond historical statistics and provide more granular and timely data. 

i. Sub-local breakdowns (e.g. LGA or SA2 level) of supply, aFordability, tenancy 
turnover, and allocation outcomes 

ii. Time-series data visualisation and trend analysis tools 
iii. Geospatial overlays integrating zoning, land use, public transport, and housing 

stress indicators 
iv. Customisable dashboards for providers, local governments, and citizen users, 

for true transparency and community engagement. 

The portal must be designed to be usable by non-technical users and include guided 
tools for report creation, mapping, and data export in formats such as CSV, JSON, and 
XML. 

Require Public Release of All Federally Funded Housing Data 
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Any data collected through federally funded housing programs, or generated by 
organisa/ons receiving support through Housing Australia, NHFIC, or future housing 
finance ins/tu/ons, should be made publicly available in anonymised and appropriately 
disaggregated formats, subject to robust privacy protec/ons. This commitment should 
extend beyond basic repor/ng requirements to include informa/on on project 
performance, affordability outcomes, alloca/on processes, waitlist dynamics, and the 
lived experiences of tenants and residents. Data should also enable analysis of equity 
outcomes across demographic groups, providing greater visibility into who benefits 
from public investment and where dispari/es persist. To ensure consistency and 
comparability across jurisdic/ons, par/cipa/on in public repor/ng should be embedded 
within funding agreements and financing condi/ons. Just as financial repor/ng is a 
prerequisite for investor confidence in private markets, transparency and data 
disclosure should be recognised as fundamental condi/ons of public funding and public 
accountability. 

Fund Community Analy=cs and Local Evalua=on Partnerships 

Transparency alone is insufficient if communi/es lack the resources and capability to 
interpret and use the informa/on that becomes available. To address this challenge, a 
dedicated Community Data and Analy/cs Fund should be established to support 
community-led analysis, local evalua/on, and evidence-informed advocacy. Funding 
should be directed towards training programs and technical support that enable 
tenants, community leaders, and local organisa/ons to understand and apply housing 
data in ways that are meaningful to their communi/es. The fund should also support 
place-based impact analysis, spa/al mapping of housing disadvantage, and 
collabora/ve research projects involving housing providers, universi/es, and data 
ins/tutes. Resident advisory groups should be ac/vely involved in the design of public 
repor/ng systems and data interfaces to ensure that informa/on is accessible, relevant, 
and responsive to lived experience. Par/cular priority should be given to rural, remote, 
and historically underserved communi/es where housing challenges are oVen acute 
but local analy/cal capacity remains limited. 

Ensure Ethical Use, Consent, and Cultural Safety in Data Prac=ces 

The expansion of public housing data must be accompanied by strong safeguards 
governing its collec/on, interpreta/on, and use. Public-facing data systems should 
operate within clearly ar/culated frameworks that priori/se ethical prac/ce, informed 
consent, and cultural safety. This includes the adop/on of First Na/ons data 
sovereignty principles consistent with the Maiam nayri Wingara31 framework, 
recognising the rights of Indigenous communi/es to determine how informa/on 
rela/ng to their people and communi/es is managed and shared.  

 
31 Framework for Governance of Indigenous Data 

https://www.niaa.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/2024-05/framework-governance-indigenous-data.pdf
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Similar protec/ons should apply to data concerning vulnerable popula/ons, ensuring 
that transparency does not inadvertently contribute to s/gma, discrimina/on, or harm. 
Data systems must also be designed to meet high accessibility standards, enabling 
meaningful par/cipa/on by people with disability, culturally and linguis/cally diverse 
communi/es, and individuals with limited digital literacy. These safeguards are essen/al 
to ensuring that greater transparency strengthens trust and empowerment rather than 
undermining privacy, autonomy, or dignity. 

 

Strategic Outcome 

Through a commitment to public data accessibility and community-led analy/cs, 
Australia’s housing system will be rebalanced toward transparency, shared knowledge, 
and social accountability. Specifically, through these reforms the interests of vulnerable 
stakeholders and the broader community will be advanced. 

 

Benefits and Key Strategic outcomes of the reform 

Group Benefit/Ac=on 
Communi/es Tools to monitor and advocate for equitable housing delivery 
Housing providers Learn from one another, strengthen prac/ce through 

compara/ve insights 
Policymakers Held to account for inputs, outputs, and lived outcomes 
Researchers Generate stronger, more relevant evidence to inform ongoing 

reform 
Tenants Ac/ve par/cipants in shaping policy, not passive recipients 

Informa/on is powerful, and a key driver for change, aligning to the na/onal measuring 
what maLers approach. Making housing data public and usable redistributes that 
power, ensuring that evidence, equity, and inclusion are not simply aspira/ons, but 
everyday prac/ces within a just housing system. 

Pillar 4 - Public Data Accessibility and Community-Led Analy<cs 
A reimagined housing system requires more than new funding models or tenure types. 
It also demands a transforma/on in the way data is collected, governed, and used. 
Public access to meaningful, disaggregated housing data is fundamental not only to 
transparency but to policy efficacy, social accountability, and the ac/ve par/cipa/on of 
tenants and communi/es in housing reform. 
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At present, Australia's housing data remains largely confined to siloed ins/tu/onal 
systems. Aggregated datasets, lagged release cycles, and inaccessible formats 
characterise much of the informa/on environment. Local governments, community 
housing providers, and tenant advocates oVen lack the tools or access to benchmark 
performance, iden/fy gaps, or contest inequitable decisions. Without structured 
pathways for public data engagement, even well-inten/oned reforms risk failing the 
communi/es they are meant to serve. 

Interna/onally, the direc/on is clear. Ci/es like New York and Toronto, and countries 
including Canada and the United Kingdom, have made open housing data central to 
their reform agendas. These models have enabled tenant advocacy, academic 
innova/on, and responsive planning. Australia must now adopt a similar posture, one 
that recognises public housing data as a public good and invests in the community’s 
capacity to interpret, challenge, and shape the systems it describes. 

 

Recommenda<on 13: Build an Na<onal Housing cloud and Enable 
Public Data Accessibility and Community-Led Analy<cs 

While Recommenda/on 12 establishes the broad framework for transparency, this 
recommenda/on focuses on the technical infrastructure and statutory mandates 
required to shiV from passive data release to an ac/ve, community-embedded 
intelligence system.  

Rather than simply providing a portal for observa/on, the Na/onal Housing Cloud 
would serve as a func/onal ‘engine room’ for delivery innova/on and inclusive housing 
governance. The following core components dis/nguish this ini/a/ve from general 
accessibility. 

Core Components of the Public Data Accessibility and Community-Led 
Analy,cs Agenda 

 Public Interface of the Na6onal Housing Cloud 

The establishment of the Na/onal Housing Cloud presents a unique opportunity to 
develop a purpose-built public interface, an online pla]orm where data can be 
explored, visualised, and extracted by a diverse range of users, including tenants, 
researchers, local councils, and community housing organisa/ons. Centralising these 
insights allows the Cloud to serve as a func/onal engine for inclusive housing 
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governance, allowing stakeholders to track the performance of innova/ve delivery 
models and affordability frameworks. 

This interface should be designed for accessibility and usability, featuring geographic 
filtering down to the LGA or postcode level and providing visual tools such as 
interac/ve maps, /me series graphs, and compara/ve dashboards. Downloadable 
datasets must be made available in standard formats (such as CSV, XLSX, and JSON), 
accompanied by metadata that ensures interpretability. 

The data available through this interface should include not only supply and 
affordability indicators but also alloca/on metrics, demographic reach, waitlist 
dynamics, and outcome data such as tenancy stability and sa/sfac/on scores. Strong 
privacy controls, including minimum aggrega/on thresholds and opt-in frameworks for 
sensi/ve data, must be integral to the pla]orm’s design. 

This portal would be the prac/cal manifesta/on of democra/c data governance in 
housing, empowering a broad cons/tuency to engage with, ques/on, and contribute to 
the housing system. 

Implement Community Housing Data Hubs and Local Analy6cs Partnerships 

To complement na/onal access, a targeted investment in community-based data 
capacity is essen/al. Federally supported grants should enable the crea/on of local 
Community Housing Data Hubs, embedded within First Na/ons organisa/ons, regional 
universi/es, local councils, or other place-based en//es. 

These hubs would interpret and visualise na/onal housing data through a local lens, 
combining federal and state data with community-collected insights such as tenant 
surveys, local housing needs assessments, or culturally specific indicators. The role of 
these hubs would extend beyond passive repor/ng; they would facilitate public forums, 
partner with schools and libraries to increase data literacy, and act as intermediaries 
between government data custodians and grassroots housing advocates. 

Crucially, funding must support equity in par/cipa/on. This includes resources 
earmarked for regional, remote, and disadvantaged communi/es and the development 
of culturally governed data frameworks aligned with First Na/ons data sovereignty 
principles. 

Statutory Obliga6on to Release Core Housing Datasets 

Transparency must not rely on goodwill. Commonwealth housing legisla/on should be 
amended to require the annual public release of key datasets from NHFIC, AHFC, and 
state and territory housing departments. This includes project-level data on social and 
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affordable housing delivery, detailed waitlist sta/s/cs, average /mes to alloca/on by 
priority group, and anonymised outcome data covering tenancy dura/ons, transi/ons, 
and evic/on rates. 

Data release should follow a standardised na/onal format, harmonised with obliga/ons 
under the Data Availability and Transparency Act 2022, and be subject to annual 
compliance audits. Where commercial sensi/vity or privacy is invoked as a reason for 
withholding data, clear thresholds and exemp/ons must be published. 

The outcome of this reform would be a significant shiV in the transparency landscape, 
allowing researchers, tenants, and public ins/tu/ons to engage with the same empirical 
baseline, a fundamental precondi/on for accountability and reform. 

Tenant Access to Personal and Community Housing Data 

Public data access must also include structured pathways for tenants to access their 
own data in a secure and empowering manner. Much like developments in health data 
systems and the MyGov pla]orm, housing systems should enable tenants to view their 
personal housing histories, applica/on statuses, affordability assessments, and other 
relevant records. 

Beyond individual access, tenants should also be able to explore anonymised cohort-
level data showing alloca/on trends, property condi/ons, and sa/sfac/on ra/ngs. 
These insights can strengthen tenant par/cipa/on in policy discussions and complaints 
processes, as well as guide community advocacy for improved service delivery. 

To ensure usability, the system must include mul/lingual op/ons, assis/ve technology 
compa/bility, and mobile-first design principles. All access must be underpinned by 
robust data rights, including the right to correct, challenge, and contribute to the 
interpreta/on of one’s own housing data. 

Par6cipatory Research and Evalua6on Programs 

Data accessibility must go hand in hand with par/cipatory knowledge genera/on. This 
means embedding partnerships between housing data custodians, such as AHFC, ABS, 
and AIHW, and community-based organisa/ons, tenant unions, and First Na/ons 
evaluators. 

A dedicated research and evalua/on funding stream should be created to support 
community-led studies, co-designed impact assessments, and cross-sector 
collabora/ons. Priori/es could include evalua/ng the lived outcomes of different 
tenancy models, mapping housing exclusion paLerns, or tes/ng alloca/on reforms 
through real-/me data feedback loops. 
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These efforts would be held to strong ethical standards and built upon consent-based 
engagement, cultural safety protocols, and mutual learning. By shiVing from extrac/ve 
research to collabora/ve inquiry, the housing system becomes not only more 
responsive but more legi/mate in the eyes of the communi/es it serves. 

Strategic Outcomes 

Together, these ini/a/ves will establish a na/onally coordinated and community-
embedded data system that transforms how housing policy is developed, monitored, 
and contested. The outcomes will be far-reaching. 

 

 

 

Benefits and Key strategic reform outcomes 

Group Benefit 
Tenants and communi/es BeLer equipped to understand and shape 

the systems that affect them 
Local governments and housing providers Gain insights that enable more 

responsive and effec/ve planning 
Researchers Generate more granular, /mely, and 

par/cipatory evidence for reform 
Policy-makers Operate with a higher degree of 

accountability and public legi/macy 

Ul/mately, democracy requires the accessibility of shared facts. In the context of 
housing, data must be seen not as proprietary informa/on but as a collec/ve resource, 
one that supports equity, par/cipa/on, and jus/ce in every facet of the housing system. 

 

 

Recommenda<on 14: Legislate a Cross-Tier Governance Framework 
for Housing Delivery 

The delivery of affordable and inclusive housing in Australia is hindered not only by 
financial and land constraints but by a fragmented and inefficient governance 
landscape. Currently, the responsibili/es for planning, capital alloca/on, approvals, and 
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tenancy services are distributed across the federal, state, and local levels of 
government. However, these responsibili/es are poorly coordinated and lack the 
legisla/ve infrastructure required for effec/ve synchronisa/on. This ins/tu/onal 
disjunc/on leads to persistent implementa/on failures: delays in project approvals 
caused by planning and zoning misalignments, missed opportuni/es due to a 
disconnect between land availability and funding criteria, and chronic inefficiencies 
where capital priori/es diverge from local capacity constraints. 

Furthermore, the absence of a na/onally legislated coordina/on mechanism erodes 
accountability across /ers of government. Public investments, such as those stemming 
from the HAFF, are undermined by an inability to align delivery expecta/ons with 
regional readiness. State-led renewal projects and social procurement objec/ves 
similarly suffer from inconsistent integra/on into local approval pathways or 
infrastructure pipelines. This fragmented governance architecture imposes 
unnecessary administra/ve burdens on community housing providers and civil society 
actors, who must traverse a complex bureaucra/c landscape to achieve modest 
outcomes. 

Interna/onal experience offers a compelling counterpoint. Countries such as Germany 
and the Netherlands have implemented legislated frameworks, such as the Bund–
Länder32 coordina/on model and the Woningwet system33, which clearly define the 
roles and interdependencies of each government /er. These systems facilitate strategic 
alignment rather than top-down control and have produced demonstrably beLer 
outcomes in delivery speed, cost efficiency, and social equity. In Australia, the 
opportunity now lies in designing a governance framework that provides ins/tu/onal 
coherence without erasing jurisdic/onal nuance. 

The proposed Cross-Tier Governance Framework (CTGF), to be established through 
Commonwealth legisla/on, would anchor a new model of collabora/on across all levels 
of government. It aims not to centralise control but to ins/tu/onalise partnership, 
aligning planning, funding, land use, and approvals within a single, purpose-built 
structure for coordinated housing delivery. 

 

 
32 session4-Germany.pdf 
33 Coopera.ve Housing Interna.onal | Netherlands Archives - Coopera.ve Housing Interna.onal 

https://www.housinginternational.coop/co-ops/netherlands/
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Core Elements of the Cross-Tier Governance Framework 

Na6onal Legisla6on and a Charter of Delivery Roles 

The founda/on of the CTGF would be a Commonwealth Housing Governance Act that 
codifies the respec/ve responsibili/es of federal, state, and local governments in the 
housing system. This Act would be accompanied by a Na/onal Charter of Housing 
Delivery, a binding intergovernmental agreement specifying deliverables, /melines, and 
escala/on mechanisms. 

Under this arrangement: 

• The Federal Government would be responsible for oversight of capital flows, 
performance repor/ng, climate compliance, and na/onal outcome targets. This 
includes managing concessional finance mechanisms through bodies such as 
AHFC and Housing Australia. 

• State and Territory Governments would assume responsibility for strategic land 
assembly, zoning consistency, and the forecas/ng of regional delivery pipelines. 
Public land en//es could be u/lised to consolidate and release land into housing 
development channels more effec/vely. 

• Local Governments would take the lead in site iden/fica/on, mapping of infill 
opportuni/es, and streamlined assessments for accredited or pre-qualified 
housing providers. 

The Charter would clarify the shared obliga/ons of all par/es, reducing ambiguity and 
enabling more accountable, /me-bound delivery of housing outcomes. 

A Standing Cross-Tier Housing Delivery Coordina6on Council 

To opera/onalise the framework, a permanent Cross-Tier Housing Delivery 
Coordina/on Council (CTHDCC) should be established. Chaired by Housing Australia, 
the Council would include senior officials from the Treasury, Department of Social 
Services (DSS), AHFC, state housing and planning agencies, and local governments 
represented through ALGA. It would also include rota/ng seats for First Na/ons 
housing peaks, the Community Housing Industry Associa/on (CHIA), and coopera/ve 
housing bodies. 

The Council’s mandate would include facilita/ng site iden/fica/on, coordina/ng 
funding approvals, harmonising planning processes across jurisdic/ons, and resolving 
boLlenecks in project delivery. It would also oversee the maintenance of a na/onal 
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housing pipeline register, ensuring that capital commitments are matched by realisable 
and /mely development projects. 

A Na6onal Housing Project Ac6va6on Mechanism 

To streamline project delivery and reduce delays, a new Housing Project Ac/va/on 
Mechanism should be developed. This mechanism would func/on as a centralised 
pla]orm where local governments and public land agencies can upload poten/al 
housing sites, complete with data on zoning status, infrastructure availability, and 
poten/al yield. 

Housing Australia and AHFC would use this informa/on to conduct viability 
assessments and issue condi/onal funding approvals, con/ngent on planning and 
design compliance. Planning assessments would then be priori/sed under a na/onally 
agreed protocol, with design standards and affordability benchmarks embedded into 
fast-track criteria. 

This mechanism would func/on similarly to Canada's Housing Accelerator Fund or New 
Zealand’s Urban Growth Partnerships, enabling faster capital deployment and more 
consistent assessment processes across states. 

Joint Regional Housing Infrastructure Plans 

State and local governments should be required to co-develop Joint Regional Housing 
Infrastructure Plans (JRHIPs) on a triennial basis. These plans would iden/fy priority 
growth corridors, map required infrastructure upgrades, and project housing mix and 
tenure types for each local government area. 

The JRHIPs would serve two purposes: they would guide alloca/ons from federal 
programs such as the Housing Accord Infrastructure Facility and also inform private and 
ins/tu/onal investors seeking to align their capital with stable, government-
coordinated housing pipelines. In doing so, the JRHIPs would link land use planning 
with infrastructure development and housing supply in a single strategic document. 

Transparency and Performance Repor6ng 

Finally, robust performance and accountability mechanisms must be embedded in the 
CTGF through legislated repor/ng requirements. Each level of government would be 
responsible for contribu/ng to an annual joint performance report that tracks housing 
delivery against agreed metrics, including affordability, equity, sustainability, and /me-
to-delivery. 
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A public dashboard should be created to visualise this data, tracking approvals, 
construc/on commencements, and project comple/ons by region. Communi/es would 
also be empowered to provide feedback or raise concerns via online portals and 
structured public hearings in areas where housing delivery is significantly delayed or 
underperforming. This component of the framework mirrors the governance 
arrangements in place for na/onal infrastructure projects and would help strengthen 
democra/c oversight of housing programs. 

Strategic Outcome 

The introduc/on of a legislated Cross-Tier Governance Framework would provide the 
ins/tu/onal backbone needed to synchronise Australia’s fragmented housing delivery 
system. Rather than con/nuing with piecemeal coordina/on, it would establish a 
systema/sed, transparent, and binding model of intergovernmental collabora/on. 

The alignment of land, capital, and planning under a unified legisla/ve framework would 
allow the CTGF to reduce duplica/on, eliminate delivery delays, and provide 
communi/es with greater confidence in the state’s capacity to deliver housing that is 
affordable, inclusive, and sustainable. For investors and developers, it would signal a 
stable, coordinated environment conducive to long-term commitment. 

Above all, this reform is an affirma/on that housing is not a discre/onary policy area to 
be managed in silos, but a na/onal priority requiring coherent, legislated structures of 
responsibility and delivery. With the right governance in place, Australia can move from 
housing aspira/on to housing achievement. 

 

Pillar 5 – Financial and Environmentally Sustainability aligned 
housing solu<ons 

Recommenda<on 15: Enact a Na<onal Climate-Responsive Housing 
Mandate Anchored in Materials Circularity 

The Australian housing sector is a significant contributor to climate change, through 
both opera/onal emissions from hea/ng and cooling and the embedded carbon in 
construc/on materials. While steps have been taken to improve opera/onal efficiency, 
par/cularly through programs such as the Na/onwide House Energy Ra/ng Scheme 
(NatHERS), the broader system s/ll lacks an integrated, lifecycle-oriented climate 
policy. Current approaches tend to ignore the upstream and downstream impacts of 
materials, demoli/on prac/ces, and long-term adaptability. 
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Moreover, there is liLle systemic support for tracing the embedded lifecycle of housing 
components, despite the growing prominence of circular economy principles globally. 
This is par/cularly concerning given the moun/ng environmental costs of demoli/on 
waste and inefficient retrofit prac/ces. At the same /me, funding for resilience 
upgrades to exis/ng stock, par/cularly for older social housing in climate-vulnerable 
areas, remains fragmented and reac/ve. Incen/ves that do exist for climate 
performance are mostly sta/c rebates and lack clear links to performance outcomes. 

To move Australia’s housing system into alignment with its net-zero goals, this 
recommenda/on proposes a comprehensive na/onal mandate to embed climate 
resilience and materials circularity into the core of housing policy. Drawing on 
precedents from Europe and Asia, the mandate sets out a system-level reform agenda 
with a strong ins/tu/onal and data backbone. 

Core Components of the Na,onal Climate-Responsive Housing Mandate 

Materials Passport System 

The founda/on of this mandate is the crea/on and implementa/on of a Materials 
Passport System. Under this model, all newly constructed housing developments that 
receive federal support, along with significant retrofits above a designated value 
threshold, will be required to include a comprehensive digital materials passport. This 
tool will document the origin and type of each major construc/on material, its 
embodied carbon content, and its poten/al for reuse or recycling. 

Addi/onally, it will assess the ease with which each component, such as windows, 
joinery, and panels, can be disassembled and integrated into future projects. This data 
will not be held in isola/on. Instead, it will be incorporated into the Na/onal Housing 
Cloud, adop/ng open Building Informa/on Modelling (BIM) standards to ensure 
transparency and interoperability. 

To support the system’s integrity and scien/fic credibility, it will be developed in 
collabora/on with universi/es, the CSIRO, and peak construc/on material bodies. Full 
implementa/on is expected by 2027 and will become a prerequisite for funding through 
the Australian Housing Finance Corpora/on (AHFC). This system will not only reduce 
waste but foster a new market for reusable materials, helping Australia transi/on 
towards a circular construc/on economy. 

Resilience Assurance Fund 

Complemen/ng forward-looking construc/on standards must be a commitment to 
remedia/ng and future-proofing the exis/ng housing stock. The Resilience Assurance 
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Fund will be a dedicated funding mechanism to support essen/al climate resilience 
upgrades. It will priori/se households most vulnerable to climate risk, par/cularly those 
in flood, fire, and extreme heat zones, as well as social housing tenants in poorly 
performing legacy buildings. 

To finance this fund, a modest property transac/on levy of 0.05% will be applied to all 
real estate sales exceeding $2 million, genera/ng approximately $250 million each year. 
This public contribu/on will be matched by co-investment from the Clean Energy 
Finance Corpora/on (CEFC) to scale impact. 

The fund will be used for measures such as improved insula/on and passive ven/la/on, 
flood-resistant materials and landscaping, solar panel installa/ons, reflec/ve roofing, 
and water reten/on systems. Selec/on criteria will favour projects delivering co-
benefits across emissions reduc/on, liveability, and resilience, ensuring that the fund is 
not only environmentally effec/ve but also socially equitable. 

Tiered Climate Incen6ves in Housing Finance 

To catalyse climate-responsive design and construc/on at scale, the AHFC will 
introduce /ered financial incen/ves for projects exceeding baseline sustainability 
requirements. This includes dwellings with a NatHERS ra/ng above 8 stars or buildings 
with embodied carbon below 200kg CO₂e/m². In recogni/on of their advanced climate 
performance, such projects will be eligible for preferen/al financing terms, including 
concessional interest rate reduc/ons of up to 15% on AHFC-issued bonds. 

In addi/on to financial discounts, these projects may receive expedited planning 
approvals in jurisdic/ons par/cipa/ng in the program and benefit from enhanced tax 
deduc/bility for qualifying capital works. These incen/ves will be directly integrated 
with Green Transi/on Accelerator Bonds  and will be monitored through the Na/onal 
Housing Cloud to ensure transparent performance tracking and enforceability. 

By rewarding ambi/ous climate performance with tangible financial benefits, this 
component aligns private development incen/ves with public sustainability goals, while 
also encouraging innova/on in green construc/on and materials. 

Circular Supply Chain Support and Market Matching 

To fully opera/onalise materials circularity, a na/onal Circular Housing Materials 
Exchange pla]orm will be established. This digital marketplace will connect developers, 
demoli/on contractors, local governments, and cer/fied suppliers to facilitate the reuse 
of modular components and construc/on materials. The pla]orm will list available 
surplus stock, modular prefab components, and disassembled units, while also allowing 
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users to track market prices, assess carbon savings, and determine logis/cal feasibility 
based on geographic proximity. 

To s/mulate demand and embed circularity into mainstream procurement, federally 
funded housing projects will be required to meet targets, such as sourcing at least 25% 
of materials from circular or bio-based suppliers by 2030. The government will also 
provide innova/on grants to businesses producing sustainable building products, 
including biodegradable materials, reclaimed /mber systems, and adap/ve prefab 
technologies. 

This pla]orm will work in tandem with the Materials Passport System and the Na/onal 
Housing Cloud, providing real-/me valida/on of reused materials and ensuring they 
meet compliance and performance standards. The reduc/on of input costs, 
construc/on delays, and environmental waste would enable the system to build both 
economic and ecological resilience into Australia’s housing sector. 

Strategic Outcome 

By embedding materials circularity and climate resilience into housing delivery, this 
mandate posi/ons Australia to transform its residen/al sector from a major source of 
emissions into a cri/cal infrastructure for climate transi/on. Communi/es will not only 
benefit from lower energy costs and more resilient buildings, but the public sector will 
also foster innova/on, job crea/on, and the expansion of domes/c green 
manufacturing. 

This approach ensures that climate responsibility is embedded at every stage of 
housing, from material sourcing and construc/on to long-term durability and future 
adapta/on. Housing must now be recognised not just as shelter, but as a site of 
strategic environmental interven/on. 

Australia’s transi/on to a net-zero future cannot succeed without integra/ng housing 
into its climate architecture. Through this mandate, the housing system becomes more 
responsive and fundamentally aligned with the environmental and social demands of 
the 21st century. 

 



Driving Housing Finance Innova1on Per Capita Australia 

133 

Pillar 6 – Governance and Financial Sector Reform 

Recommenda<on 16: Mi<gate Systemic Risk Through Regulatory 
Safeguards and Community Governance 

Once regarded as an episodic concern, housing market vola/lity has become a chronic 
condi/on within Australia’s economic landscape. From abrupt interest rate increases 
and construc/on backlogs to investor over-concentra/on and climate-induced damage, 
shocks to the housing system are now frequent and mul/faceted. Yet, the country’s 
regulatory framework has not evolved to adequately manage these risks. Exis/ng 
safeguards are primarily built around banking stability and developer compliance, not 
system-level resilience or housing jus/ce. 

Moreover, mechanisms for tenant or community involvement in governance remain 
marginalised, oVen limited to consulta/on rather than real influence. This is despite 
strong interna/onal and local evidence that inclusive, democra/c governance improves 
housing stability, enhances financial stewardship, and builds social capital. As 
innova/ve finance instruments, including shared equity schemes, social impact bonds, 
and housing securi/sa/on, enter the market, regulatory tools must keep pace. Without 
a proac/ve risk mi/ga/on strategy, these innova/ons risk replica/ng the extrac/ve 
logic of past financialisa/on cycles. 

Australia must therefore adopt a threefold regulatory safeguard strategy: one that 
incorporates dynamic stress tes/ng, enshrines par/cipatory governance, and embeds 
financial prudence through modular reserve requirements. 

Key Regulatory Safeguards 

Dynamic Stress Tes6ng of Housing Investment PorWolios 

Both the AHFC and NHFIC will be tasked with biannual stress tes/ng of housing 
investment por]olios, incorpora/ng scenario analysis across a range of relevant 
variables: interest rate changes of ±300 basis points, large-scale migra/on surges, 
vola/lity in energy prices and construc/on supply chains, and shiVs in insurability or 
asset valua/ons due to climate exposure. These assessments will be applied across all 
major financing vehicles, including social impact bonds, securi/sed shared equity 
por]olios, and high-exposure community housing holdings. A summarised Housing 
System Risk Outlook will be published annually to inform stakeholders and guide 
regulatory interven/ons. 
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Community Governance Requirements in Medium and Large Developments 

To embed democra/c accountability, all federally supported developments comprising 
more than 50 dwellings will be required to reserve a minimum of 30% of governance 
board posi/ons for tenant representa/ves, community delegates, or residents. Projects 
must also undertake independent Social Impact Assessments prior to commencement 
and at regular five-year intervals. These assessments must use par/cipatory 
methodologies, ensure cultural safety, and include conflict management planning. 
Outcomes and tenant sa/sfac/on data will be made publicly accessible via the Na/onal 
Housing Cloud. These measures will be mandated through AHFC financing condi/ons 
and linked to performance benchmarks around equity and transparency. 

Modular Reserve Requirements for Housing Finance Instruments 

All non-tradi/onal housing finance vehicles, including Community REITs, equity 
aggregators, and coopera/ve lending pools, will be required to maintain a minimum 
15% liquidity reserve. This buffer protects against tenant defaults, capital withdrawals, 
and construc/on delays. Furthermore, these vehicles must demonstrate demographic 
diversifica/on, with at least 20% of their por]olios allocated to households across 
lower income quin/les. These requirements will be monitored by APRA where relevant, 
or by a dedicated unit within AHFC. Penal/es for non-compliance may include interest 
rate adjustments or capital withholding provisions, ensuring that pruden/al safeguards 
are enforced. 

 

Strategic Outcome 

This comprehensive strategy embeds resilience within the reformed housing 
ecosystem. Transforming the housing system from reac/ve to an/cipatory can be 
achieved through the stress-tes/ng of instruments, manda/ng of inclusive governance, 
and the requirement of financial buffers. The strategy posi/ons tenants not as passive 
recipients, but as stakeholders in delivery and oversight. Addi/onally, it strengthens 
investor confidence by grounding innova/on in fiscal prudence and social legi/macy. A 
robust housing system is not only affordable; it must also be stable, par/cipatory, and 
capable of withstanding the shocks of a vola/le century. 
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Recommenda<on 17: Modernise Housing Taxa<on and Incen<ves 
for Inclusive and Sustainable Development 

The Australian taxa/on system exerts a powerful and oVen distor/ng influence on 
housing supply, investment, and tenure paLerns. In its current form, the system 
dispropor/onately favours specula/on over stability. Policies such as nega/ve gearing, 
capital gains discounts, and standardised deprecia/on allowances (even with recent 
changes) incen/vise property accumula/on, reduce housing turnover, and divert 
resources away from affordable or sustainable development. 

This misalignment produces systemic inefficiencies: it fuels land banking in prime 
loca/ons, rewards under-u/lised proper/es, and drives development towards short-
term yield rather than long-term community value. At the same /me, the tax system 
fails to adequately reward performance in sustainability, affordability, or equity. There 
is liLle incen/ve to retrofit low-carbon housing, build near transit corridors, or design 
for demographic inclusion. 

Other jurisdic/ons provide compelling alterna/ves. Singapore imposes geographically 
targeted land-use levies to concentrate growth near infrastructure. Canada accelerates 
deprecia/on for green retrofits and uses tax breaks to support transit-aligned density. 
Germany and Switzerland have linked tax relief and renova/on grants to emissions 
benchmarks and tenant protec/ons, showing how fiscal policy can be both progressive 
and performance-based. 

Australia must now adopt a comprehensive taxa/on modernisa/on program that 
reorients incen/ves around a triple mandate: housing affordability, environmental 
sustainability, and structural equity. Such a framework must penalise specula/ve 
inac/vity, reward inclusive delivery, and embed climate responsibility into fiscal design. 

Core Components of Tax and Incen,ve Reform 

To realign Australia’s housing taxa/on system with goals of equity, sustainability, and 
loca/onal efficiency, three integrated policy reforms are proposed: enhanced 
deprecia/on mechanisms for sustainable construc/on, geographically targeted 
deduc/ons to encourage development in opportunity-rich areas, and fiscal 
disincen/ves for underu/lised housing. 

• Enhanced Deprecia=on for Low-Carbon Building Materials and Retrofits will 
provide a powerful signal to the market to priori/se environmental sustainability. 
Under this policy, a /ered deprecia/on schedule will be applied to residen/al 
proper/es that demonstrate use of cer/fied low-carbon materials, such as 
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carbon-nega/ve concrete, FSC-cer/fied /mber, or recycled aggregates, as well 
as verified retrofits that cut opera/onal emissions by at least 50 percent. These 
eligible proper/es would receive accelerated deprecia/on benefits, such as 4 
percent per annum, as opposed to the standard 2.5 percent, thereby improving 
the investment case for climate-posi/ve building decisions. The Australian 
Taxa/on Office would oversee the revision of effec/ve life schedules for these 
assets, with cer/fica/on aligned to standards from the CEFC or CSIRO. The 
policy will apply broadly across investor, not-for-profit, and public leasehold 
sectors. It shiVs housing taxa/on from an extrac/on model to one focused on 
long-term decarbonisa/on and aligns Australia with global norms in climate 
finance. 

• Geographically Targeted Tax Deduc=ons will offer enhanced fiscal incen/ves to 
investors and developers undertaking projects in high-opportunity, low-impact 
areas. Specifically, projects located within 800 metres of public transport, or in 
proximity to employment and educa/on hubs iden/fied in state strategic plans, 
will qualify for 10 to 15 percent enhanced deduc/ons. These areas must also 
demonstrate high infrastructure readiness and low conges/on risk. Target zones 
would be defined through intergovernmental collabora/on between federal 
Treasury, Infrastructure Australia, and state planning bodies. Site-specific 
eligibility would be verified through the Na/onal Housing Cloud and GIS-based 
overlays. By guiding development into strategically located zones, this 
mechanism curbs urban sprawl, lowers infrastructure redundancy, and promotes 
equitable access to jobs, services, and educa/on. 

• Vacancy Taxes and Capital Gains Adjustments for Underused Property form the 
third pillar of this reform. A na/onal vacancy tax will be applied to proper/es 
that remain unoccupied for more than six months within a calendar year without 
valid exemp/on. This tax, levied at 1.0 percent of the property’s unimproved 
land value, discourages specula/ve withholding and incen/vises market 
ac/va/on of idle housing stock. Addi/onal capital gains tax adjustments will 
apply to proper/es that remain vacant for more than 24 months during the 
ownership period, with a 10 percent CGT surcharge introduced to penalise 
sustained non-use. Exemp/ons will be granted for specific social contexts, 
including aged care transi/ons, inheritance, and significant renova/ons. 
Revenue generated through this measure will be hypothecated to fund retrofit 
subsidies and resilience upgrades in underinvested housing areas, promo/ng 
reinvestment where it is most needed. 
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Strategic Coordina,on 

To deliver these measures cohesively, a Na/onal Housing Fiscal Strategy will be 
established under the joint stewardship of the Treasury and a proposed Housing 
Taxa/on Advisory CommiLee. This framework will enable coordinated oversight of the 
tax reforms, with annual repor/ng on key outcomes, including revenue neutrality or 
redistribu/on impacts, emissions reduc/ons per fiscal dollar, and spa/al equity effects 
disaggregated by region and household type. This coordina/on will ensure that reforms 
operate not in silos, but as part of an integrated strategy advancing affordability, 
sustainability, and fairness. 

Strategic Outcome 

Together, these reforms will redirect fiscal advantage away from specula/ve and 
underproduc/ve uses of land and housing, and toward sustainable, inclusive, and place-
based development. Climate intelligence will be embedded into everyday housing 
investment decisions, and policies will reward stewardship and ac/va/on rather than 
hoarding. These changes represent a systemic recalibra/on: taxa/on will no longer 
serve as an invisible saboteur of housing equity, but as an accelerator of it, harmonising 
economic incen/ves with the public objec/ves of the na/onal housing system. 

 

Recommenda,on 18: Establish a Federally Backed Secondary Dwelling 
Finance Program 

Australia’s housing supply challenge is not confined to greenfield estates or major 
apartment towers. A substan/al, oVen overlooked opportunity lies within exis/ng 
residen/al suburbs, in the form of underu/lised private land capable of accommoda/ng 
secondary dwellings, commonly referred to as granny flats, backyard studios, or 
accessory dwelling units (ADUs). These dwellings provide a unique value proposi/on: 
they expand housing supply without necessita/ng new infrastructure corridors or large-
scale rezonings and can do so while suppor/ng social goals such as mul/genera/onal 
living, ageing in place, and informal care provision. 

However, structural barriers con/nue to s/fle their development. Many lower- and 
middle-income homeowners cannot access structured finance products to build 
secondary dwellings, especially where tradi/onal lenders view them as risky or 
unviable. Planning approval processes remain fragmented and inconsistent, oVen 
varying not only between states but also between councils. In parallel, the current tax 
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and welfare systems fail to adequately integrate these dwellings into income support, 
aged care, or rental affordability programs. 

Interna/onal evidence from jurisdic/ons such as California, Bri/sh Columbia, and 
Oregon confirms that secondary dwellings can play a transforma/ve role in infill 
housing provision, par/cularly when financial access, planning streamlining, and social 
policy are aligned. Australia is now well-placed to create a na/onal program that 
ac/vates these assets efficiently and equitably. 

 

Core Components of the Secondary Dwelling Finance Program 

Government-Backed Low-Interest Construc=on Loans will be the program’s financial 
backbone. These loans, federally guaranteed and issued through the AHFC in 
partnership with credit unions, ethical fintechs, and community-based lenders, will offer 
up to $150,000 per property. Loans will have a 30-year term and concessional fixed 
interest rates ranging from 1.95 to 2.25 percent, with hardship or income-tested 
applicants granted a five-year repayment moratorium. Eligibility will focus on owner-
occupiers with sufficient home equity, especially those with incomes below 150 
percent of the area median, and at least one qualifying use case: mul/genera/onal co-
residency, affordable rental (at or below 75 percent of market rent), or the crea/on of a 
unit for elder care or disability accommoda/on. This component will ac/vate infill 
poten/al on a large scale by offering access to capital where commercial markets have 
failed.  

Streamlined Development and Planning Approvals will complement financial access by 
removing procedural barriers. Na/onal Planning Principles, referenced in earlier 
recommenda/ons, will include standardised exemp/ons for secondary dwellings, pre-
approved design templates, and a fast-track planning approval system with a statutory 
30-day decision /meframe. Councils that adopt these standards will gain preferen/al 
access to targeted infrastructure funding and digital tools for managing applica/ons. 
These reforms address inequi/es driven by postcode and local discre/on, while 
maintaining design integrity and alignment with broader urban policy. 

Tax Offsets and Rent Integra=on will ensure that secondary dwelling development also 
supports housing affordability and income security. Property owners will be permiLed 
to offset construc/on costs against income tax where the dwelling is rented below 
market rate for a minimum of three years. Rental income from these dwellings will be 
formally included in AHFC’s affordability and serviceability assessments, and 
pensioners will be exempt from income test penal/es on qualifying rent income up to 
a capped threshold. These mechanisms will be implemented through coordinated 



Driving Housing Finance Innova1on Per Capita Australia 

139 

adjustments by the ATO and DSS, supported by clear guidelines to prevent 
misclassifica/on or abuse. 

Green Ra=ng and Incen=ves for High-Performance Dwellings will reward sustainability 
in small-scale housing. An addi/onal interest rate discount of up to 0.75 percent will be 
granted for dwellings rated at 7-star NatHERS or above, and those incorpora/ng 
recycled materials, passive design, off-grid features, or modular relocatability. All such 
dwellings will be recorded in the Materials Passport system and tracked via the Na/onal 
Housing Cloud, enabling learning, benchmarking, and cumula/ve impact repor/ng. 

 

Strategic Outcome 

The Secondary Dwelling Finance Program offers a high-impact, low-footprint solu/on 
to housing undersupply. This program transforms latent residen/al land into a 
produc/ve and socially valuable asset through the leveraging of exis/ng infrastructure, 
the support of homeowners as housing providers, and by targe/ng households most in 
need of flexible or age-appropriate accommoda/on. It supports the crea/on of 
dignified housing op/ons for carers, older women, students, and mul/genera/onal 
families, while reducing pressure on primary rental markets and urban sprawl. Financing 
growth within established suburbs rather than pushing development to outer 
peripheries will allow the housing system to expand without fragmen/ng communi/es 
or overburdening public trust. This is a decentralised, community-based reform, but one 
with na/onal significance. 

 

Recommenda,on 19: Introduce a Housing-Linked Securi,sa,on PlaZorm to 
Deepen Capital Markets 
Australia’s affordable housing sector suffers from a lack of scalable and transparent 
secondary markets for housing-related financial products. Although Housing Australia 
has issued several social bonds through its Bond Aggregator, these remain limited in 
both volume and risk diversifica/on.  
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Figure 25. Outstanding bonds in Australia, by issuer type (Australian government, state government, and non-government 
issuers)   

Source: RBA, 2026 (data as of 30 April 2026) 

Australia's bond markets are deep, but asset-backed securi/es (the instrument best 
suited to recycling housing capital) remain a minor component (Figure 26). A housing-
dedicated pla]orm would convert this latent capacity into a stable, investable asset 
class. Consequently, the financial architecture underpinning affordable housing lacks 
the depth and structure needed to aLract sustained ins/tu/onal investment.  

This constraint creates mul/ple challenges. Housing providers encounter liquidity 
boLlenecks when trying to recycle capital for growth. Lenders offering innova/ve 
products, such as shared equity or secondary dwelling finance, must retain full credit 
risk on their books, impeding scalability. Superannua/on funds and global investors 
struggle to access or even iden/fy housing por]olios that align with their 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) mandates. Moreover, there is no 
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mechanism to price climate resilience or equity performance into capital flows, dilu/ng 
the policy effect of affordable housing investments. 

By contrast, interna/onal jurisdic/ons have demonstrated that well-governed 
securi/sa/on can deepen housing capital markets. In the United States, the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) is complemented by mortgage-backed securi/es 
guaranteed by Fannie Mae. In Canada, the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corpora/on 
(CMHC) pools insured housing loans into Canada Mortgage Bonds. Germany’s KfW 
similarly supports green mortgage refinancing through Pfandbriefe. These models show 
that housing securi/sa/on can both enhance liquidity and reinforce public value. 

Australia must now build a housing-dedicated securi/sa/on pla]orm to modernise its 
housing finance infrastructure. This will improve liquidity, lower borrowing costs, and 
ensure that social and climate performance are built into the financial architecture from 
the outset. 

 

PlaZorm Design and Components 

1. Establish a Na=onal Housing Securi=sa=on Pla_orm (NHSP) 
 The NHSP would be operated by the Australian Housing Finance Corpora/on or a 
special-purpose subsidiary, in coordina/on with Treasury, ASIC, and the RBA. Its core 
func/on would be to aggregate loans originated under federal housing ini/a/ves; 
including Shared Apprecia/on Mortgages (Recommenda/on 4), Secondary Dwelling 
Finance (Recommenda/on 10), performance-linked rental loans from Community 
Housing Providers (CHPs), and impact-aligned mortgages issued by ethical banks or 
fintechs. These pooled assets would then be securi/sed into asset-backed securi/es 
(ABS), structured into mul/ple risk tranches tailored to ins/tu/onal investor profiles. 
This mechanism enables lenders to transfer credit risk off their balance sheets, 
expanding their capacity to support inclusive and sustainable housing finance. 

2. Embed Climate and Equity Filters in Tranche Structuring 
 Loans pooled through the pla]orm would be assessed on energy efficiency, 
affordability metrics, accessibility features, tenure stability, and demographic 
distribu/on. These indicators would determine eligibility for green or social bond 
classifica/on and influence pricing across risk tranches. Performance-Linked Tranche 
Reports would be publicly released via the Na/onal Housing Cloud, allowing for 
transparent tracking of social and climate impacts. This approach ensures that 
securi/sa/on not only channels capital, but also reinforces na/onal equity and 
decarbonisa/on objec/ves. 
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3. RBA Eligibility and Liquidity Support 
 To further enhance the pla]orm’s credibility and u/lity, qualifying securi/es should 
be deemed eligible collateral for Reserve Bank of Australia (RBA) liquidity opera/ons 
and standing facili/es. This would incen/vise banks and superannua/on funds to hold 
NHSP-issued securi/es as part of their regulatory liquidity coverage ra/os (LCRs). 
These measures would increase the liquidity and pricing efficiency of housing 
securi/es and establish them as a stable, mainstream investment class. 

4. Ins=tu=onal Pipeline and Investor Access Tools 
 To facilitate investor par/cipa/on, the NHSP would include a digital portal integrated 
with the Housing Cloud. This pla]orm would provide credit ra/ngs, ESG metrics, 
regional por]olio breakdowns, and third-party verifica/ons. It would also support 
investor educa/on through roadshows and tailored engagement with superannua/on 
funds, sovereign wealth funds, and ethical investors. Technical assistance would be 
provided to smaller lenders and CHPs to support asset prepara/on for securi/sa/on. 

 

Strategic Outcome 

The Housing-Linked Securi/sa/on Pla]orm will transform affordable housing finance 
into a transparent, investable, and scalable asset class. It will aLract long-term, impact-
focused capital, reduce borrowing costs for non-bank lenders, and make social value 
financially visible. In doing so, it will shiV housing policy from chasing capital to shaping 
it, embedding climate and equity considera/ons into the structure of financial markets 
themselves. 

 

Pillar 7 – Catalyse Ownership Innova<on, and Sectoral Innova<on   

Recommenda<on 20: Establish an Alterna<ve Housing Authority 
and Housing Innova<on Hub to Catalyse Ownership Innova<on 
Australia lacks a dedicated public ins/tu/on to develop and regulate community-led, 
non-specula/ve housing models. Although there has been long-standing recogni/on of 
the value of Community Land Trusts (CLTs), housing co-opera/ves, limited-equity 
models, and tenant-led schemes, these remain marginal due to policy inaLen/on and 
ins/tu/onal fragmenta/on. 

Federal agencies such as NHFIC and Housing Australia focus primarily on conven/onal 
finance and volume delivery, targe/ng capital-intensive developments led by CHPs or 
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state bodies. They lack the policy remit, legal exper/se, and opera/onal flexibility 
required to support tenure models premised on stewardship, democra/c governance, 
or perpetual affordability. 

However, such models are vital for providing stable and culturally appropriate housing. 
Interna/onally, specialised bodies support them at scale. Vermont’s Community 
Housing Trust has delivered over 6,000 permanently affordable homes, while the 
London CLT and Zurich’s housing co-opera/ves operate under formal public 
endorsement and guarantees. Australia now requires a similar ins/tu/onal anchor to 
embed these models into its housing system. 

 

Func,ons and Structure of the Alterna,ve Housing Authority (AHA) 

1. Na=onal Stewardship and Governance Mandate 
Established under Commonwealth legisla/on, the AHA would be a statutory agency 
tasked with developing policy, legal, and funding frameworks for CLTs, co-ops, and 
other community-led models. Its remit would include incuba/ng new projects, 
par/cularly with First Na/ons, disability-led, and women’s organisa/ons, and 
regula/ng stewardship condi/ons, affordability covenants, and governance standards. 
Unlike Housing Australia, its focus would be on tenure diversity and community 
empowerment, not merely unit delivery. 

2. Capital and Capacity Support Func=ons 
The AHA would manage a cataly/c capital fund, disbursing at least $1 billion over ten 
years. This fund would provide seed capital for land acquisi/on, shared equity 
guarantees, subordinated debt, and risk underwri/ng for small-scale co-opera/ves. 
The AHA would also deliver technical assistance to local governments and community 
organisa/ons, suppor/ng legal structuring, planning, and governance. Standardised 
legal templates would be issued to reduce transac/onal complexity and accelerate 
model uptake. 

3. Integra=on with Exis=ng Policy Instruments 
The AHA would coordinate closely with AHFC, Housing Australia, and the Na/onal 
Housing Cloud to ensure programma/c coherence and shared data infrastructure. It 
would also liaise with state governments to develop leasehold frameworks and enable 
land transfers. The Authority may serve as an implementa/on partner for a dedicated 
HAFF alloca/on stream, ensuring that public resources support diverse, democra/c, 
and enduring tenure models. 
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Func,ons and Structure of a Housing Innova,on Hub 

Australia is home to many excellent research centres and ins/tutes making immense 
contribu/ons to housing knowledge, policy, and prac/ce. Organisa/ons such as AHURI, 
UNSW’s Housing Analy/cs Lab, RMIT’s Housing Network, and the University of 
Melbourne’s Centre for Advanced Manufacturing of Prefabricated Housing have built a 
strong evidence base, provided world-leading data insights, and influenced government 
policy. However, what Australia lacks is a dedicated housing incubator: an ins/tu/on 
designed not only to research and analyse but also to incubate, finance, and accelerate 
prac/cal innova/ons that can move from pilot to scale. The proposed Housing 
Innova/on Hub would fill this gap by bridging research excellence with venture 
development and systemic adop/on. 

Innova,on Stewardship and Ecosystem Mandate 

The Hub would be tasked with nurturing a pipeline of housing startups and community 
ventures. Its core remit would be to scout, incubate, and accelerate solu/ons 
addressing affordability, sustainability, and equity. It would also act as a convenor, 
linking academic research, government policy, community housing providers, and 
private capital to create an ecosystem where promising ideas can transi/on rapidly from 
research and pilot projects into widespread implementa/on. Unlike exis/ng research 
centres, its mandate would explicitly focus on commercialisa/on and systems change. 

Capital Access and Venture Support Func,ons 

The Hub would manage a blended finance pla]orm drawing on philanthropic, public, 
and impact investment capital. This pla]orm would offer seed funding, revolving loans, 
and equity-like instruments for early-stage housing startups, alongside grant support 
for community-based ventures. Candidate ventures could range from fintechs crea/ng 
inclusive mortgage tools to modular housing manufacturers or digital planning 
pla]orms. Beyond funding, the Hub would provide structured mentorship, business 
development coaching, and access to strategic partners, ensuring that ideas can mature 
into sustainable enterprises. 

Technical Assistance and Policy Integra,on 

Recognising that regulatory barriers oVen s/fle innova/on, the Hub would establish a 
technical assistance unit to help ventures navigate planning approvals, compliance 
requirements, and financial regula/ons. By maintaining close /es with policymakers, it 
could iden/fy and propose reforms to systemic barriers revealed through its incubator 
projects. This feedback loop ensures that ventures are not only piloted successfully but 
also supported by an enabling policy environment that allows for scaling. 
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Knowledge Infrastructure and Open Data PlaZorms 

To amplify collec/ve learning, the Hub would curate a na/onal knowledge base of 
emerging housing solu/ons, including evalua/on templates, data dashboards, and case 
study repositories. Startups and community organisa/ons would be encouraged to 
contribute anonymised performance data, enabling benchmarking of affordability, 
sustainability, and governance outcomes. Integra/ng with broader ini/a/ves such as a 
Na/onal Housing Cloud would ensure that the insights from the Hub are transparent, 
accessible, and replicable na/onwide. 

Integra,on with Exis,ng Ins,tu,ons 

The Hub would be designed to complement rather than duplicate the contribu/ons of 
Australia’s exis/ng housing bodies and research ins/tu/ons. It would coordinate with 
Housing Australia, the Australian Housing Finance Corpora/on (AHFC), and state 
housing agencies, ac/ng as a front-end incubator that channels proven innova/ons into 
mainstream delivery systems. Finance products tested in the Hub could be scaled 
na/onally through AHFC, while new tenure models could be stewarded by the 
Alterna/ve Housing Authority (AHA). The Hub would also act as a research-to-prac/ce 
bridge, embedding students and academics into applied projects and providing 
pathways for research to translate into tangible housing solu/ons. 

Strategic Outcome 

The Alterna/ve Housing Authority (AHA) will mainstream housing governance 
innova/on and ins/tu/onalise pluralism in Australia’s housing system. Embedding 
statutory recogni/on, providing cataly/c capital, and suppor/ng stewardship 
frameworks ensures that models such as community land trusts, co-opera/ves, and 
shared equity schemes are no longer treated as marginal experiments but as core 
components of na/onal housing policy. The AHA will enable community ownership, 
perpetual affordability, and democra/c control, reframing housing as a civic good rather 
than solely a private commodity. Without such an agency, innova/ve housing will 
remain peripheral; with it, these models can form a durable part of Australia’s structural 
response to housing inequality. 

Complemen/ng this, a Housing Innova/on Hub would provide the missing incubator 
func/on in the housing system. While Australia already benefits from world-class 
research centres genera/ng evidence and policy insight, it lacks a dedicated vehicle to 
convert that knowledge into scalable ventures and system-wide adop/on. The Hub 
would fill this gap by scou/ng, nurturing, and accelera/ng prac/cal housing 
innova/ons, linking research excellence to startup ecosystems, impact capital, and 
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government policy. Through venture support, blended finance, and regulatory 
engagement, it would create the condi/ons for new housing solu/ons, from fintech 
pla]orms and modular construc/on to planning technologies and community-led 
tenure models, to move from pilot to mainstream. 

Cumula/vely, the AHA and the Housing Innova/on Hub would form the dual 
ins/tu/onal pillars of a rebalanced housing system: one ensuring governance, 
legi/macy, and stewardship, the other driving innova/on, experimenta/on, and scale-
up. Their combined effect would be to establish housing as both a socially anchored 
right and an arena for transforma/ve innova/on, embedding diversity, resilience, and 
equity at the heart of Australia’s housing future. 

Recommenda<on 21: Dedicate a Targeted HAFF Alloca<on to 
Alterna<ve Ownership Models and Community-Led Housing 
The HAFF offers unprecedented scale for public investment in affordable housing. 
However, its early funding rounds have primarily favoured conven/onal actors and 
tenure types, sidelining community-led, par/cipatory, and equity-building housing 
models. This is not due to malintent, but because HAFF’s current processes privilege 
organisa/ons with large balance sheets and conven/onal project formats. 

By contrast, models such as CLTs, housing co-opera/ves, shared equity schemes, and 
tenant-led acquisi/ons offer not only affordability, but governance innova/on and 
equity resilience. Yet these models face substan/al early-stage barriers, and receive 
limited recogni/on in exis/ng funding streams. In other countries, ring-fenced or 
preferen/al funding streams for such models have been shown to deliver long-term 
affordability, tenure diversity, and community stewardship. 

HAFF must embed these principles within its alloca/on frameworks to ensure that its 
funding supports tenure innova/on, not just construc/on volume. 

 

Core Features of the Dedicated HAFF Alloca,on Stream 

Mandate a 10% Minimum Alloca=on to Alterna=ve Ownership Models 
At least 10 percent of HAFF disbursements should support projects opera/ng under 
CLT, co-opera/ve, or shared equity governance. To qualify, projects must guarantee 
perpetual affordability, implement par/cipatory or democra/c governance, and 
maintain asset stewardship in public, non-profit, or community trust control. These 
alloca/ons would be codified in Housing Australia’s Investment Mandate and tracked 
through annual public reports. 
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Project Support for Pre-Feasibility and Early-Stage Development 
Recognising the unique barriers faced by these models, HAFF should provide grants 
of up to $500,000 to support legal structuring, site feasibility, planning, and 
community engagement. Delivery would be coordinated through the AHA, with 
par/cular priority given to ini/a/ves led by First Na/ons, disability, migrant, and 
regional groups. 

Integra=on with Land Transfers and Ins=tu=onal Capital Pathways 
HAFF-backed projects should be eligible for co-financing with public land transfers 
and support from AHFC or the NHSP securi/sa/on pla]orm. This would enable a 
bundled approach, combining capital, land, and governance innova/on, to expand the 
reach and scale of alterna/ve housing models. 

Performance Tracking and Public Repor=ng 
Housing Australia must publish annual breakdowns of HAFF alloca/ons by tenure 
type, affordability dura/on, equity outcomes, and demographic reach. These data 
must be publicly available via the Na/onal Housing Cloud to ensure transparency and 
accountability. 

Strategic Outcome 

A dedicated HAFF stream for alterna/ve ownership will transform the fund from a 
vehicle of volume delivery to one of structural transforma/on. It will embed community 
stewardship, equity-building, and par/cipatory governance into Australia’s housing 
future. Rather than a diversion from HAFF’s mandate, this is its full realisa/on.  
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PART E:  

Roadmap and Reform Strategy  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

From Recommenda<ons to Implementa<on 

The recommenda/ons outlined above provide a comprehensive reform agenda 
spanning legal frameworks, finance, governance, and cultural change. However, the real 
test lies in implementa/on. Structural barriers are complex and interdependent: no 
single measure can address them in isola/on. Statutory recogni/on of community land 
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trusts will not succeed unless finance markets, planning systems, and procurement rules 
also adapt to support them. 

 

Figure 26. Roadmap of Housing Finance Reform Recommenda7ons. The report’s 21 recommenda7ons are organised 
across seven reform pillars. Together, these reforms form a coordinated roadmap for building a more resilient and inclusive 

housing finance system. Source: Per Capita analysis. 

To make these interconnec/ons visible, the table below aligns the key challenges 
iden/fied in earlier sec/ons with the specific recommenda/ons designed to address 
them. This synthesis demonstrates that each recommenda/on is part of a wider 
ecosystem of reform, and that success depends on sequencing and coordina/on across 
domains. 

The purpose of this mapping is twofold. First, it highlights the coherence of the 
recommenda/ons as an integrated package rather than a collec/on of isolated 
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measures. Second, it provides a prac/cal guide for policymakers and ins/tu/ons, 
clarifying which reforms are targeted to which systemic barriers. This alignment also 
signals the importance of building reform momentum across all four domains 
simultaneously, Legal & Regulatory, Finance & Capital Markets, Ins/tu/onal & 
Governance, and Market Dynamics & Norma/ve Biases, to avoid boLlenecks and 
ensure durability.  

The following table therefore serves as a bridge between the recommenda/ons and 
the broader Roadmap and Reform Strategy. It illustrates how the barriers documented 
in this report can be progressively dismantled through targeted, mutually reinforcing 
reforms. 

Domain Key Challenges Linked Recommenda5ons 

Legal & 
Regulatory 

Lack of statutory recogni:on for CLTs, 
co-opera:ves, and shared equity; 
unenforceable affordability covenants. 

Rec 4 (Na:onal Tenure Innova:on 
Framework); Rec 5 (Perpetual 
Affordability Covenants); Rec 20 
(Alterna:ve Housing Authority) 

  
Planning frameworks rigid, suburban-
centric, and inconsistent across 
jurisdic:ons. 

Rec 6 (Planning Reform); Rec 18 
(Secondary Dwelling Finance with 
fast-track approvals) 

  
Public land disposed of on financial 
return basis, disadvantaging community 
models. 

Rec 7 (Public Land Transfer 
Framework); Rec 21 (Dedicated 
HAFF alloca:on linked to land 
transfers) 

  
Taxa:on misaligned (stamp duty 
double-coun:ng, GST, land tax 
inconsistencies). 

Rec 4 (Legal recogni:on with aligned 
tax instruments); Rec 17 (Tax reform 
for inclusive and sustainable 
development) 

  
No integrated legal framework to 
support housing innova:on. 

Rec 4 (Na:onal Tenure Innova:on 
Framework); Rec 14 (Cross-Tier 
Governance Act) 

Finance & Capital 
Markets 

Credit scoring excludes renters, gig 
workers, sole parents, migrants, and 
others outside “ideal borrower” profile. 

Rec 9 (Inclusive Credit Scoring 
Protocols); Rec 6 (Planning reforms 
aligning affordability data) 
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Underserved tenure forms deemed 
“high risk” by lenders, despite 
interna:onal evidence. 

Rec 7 (Public-backed underwri:ng); 
Rec 10 (Risk-weigh:ng reform 
under APRA); Rec 11 (Investor 
incen:ves recognising 
affordability/governance) 

  
Lack of long-dated, low-cost, mission-
aligned capital. 

Rec 1 (Establish AHFC); Rec 2 
(Specialised AHFC lending streams); 
Rec 3 (Statutory governance of 
AHFC) 

  
No secondary market/securi:sa:on for 
non-standard loans. 

Rec 8 (Performance-linked finance); 
Rec 19 (Housing-Linked 
Securi:sa:on Plaborm) 

  
Pruden:al regula:on penalises atypical 
housing with higher risk weights. 

Rec 10 (Differen:ated APRA risk-
weigh:ng) 

  
Investor reluctance due to absent 
metrics for affordability dura:on or 
governance. 

Rec 11 (Equity-based investment 
metrics); Rec 10 (NHIMF impact 
framework) 

Ins5tu5onal & 
Governance 

No single agency mandated to support 
tenure-diverse models; fragmented 
oversight. 

Rec 12 (Dedicated Na:onal Body); 
Rec 20 (Alterna:ve Housing 
Authority) 

  
Public procurement biases toward 
large-scale commercial providers. 

Rec 14 (Cross-Tier Governance Act 
with procurement reform); Rec 11 
(Equity-based procurement) 

  
Community organisa:ons lack capacity 
and access to technical exper:se. 

Rec 15 (Secondary Dwelling Finance 
Program with support func:ons); 
Rec 16 (Safeguards with governance 
par:cipa:on); Rec 20 (AHA with 
technical assistance) 

  
Lack of na:onal data, registries, or 
performance benchmarks for atypical 
models. 

Rec 10 (NHIMF); Rec 13 (Na:onal 
Housing Cloud & open data portal) 

Market Dynamics 
& Norma5ve 
Biases 

Housing treated as specula:ve asset, 
sidelining affordability-linked models. 

Rec 17 (Tax reform to shie 
incen:ves); Rec 22 (Outcomes-
linked investment) 
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Ownership valorised; co-opera:ves and 
CLTs framed as “second best”. 

Rec 18 (Secondary Dwelling 
Program framing affordability as 
legi:mate); Rec 21 (HAFF alloca:on 
to community-led models) 

  
Gendered and heteronorma:ve 
financial products exclude women, sole 
parents, and survivors of DV. 

Rec 19 (Securi:sa:on plaborm 
integra:ng equity metrics); Rec 20 
(AHA priori:sing women-led 
housing) 

  
Cultural misalignment excludes 
Indigenous and CALD collec:ve 
ownership tradi:ons. 

Rec 4 (Na:onal Tenure Framework); 
Rec 20 (AHA with First Na:ons 
partnerships) 

  
Affordability metrics (30% income rule) 
ignore disability, childcare, and regional 
burdens. 

Rec 10 (NHIMF with intersec:onal 
indicators); Rec 11 (Equity-based 
procurement reflec:ng lived costs) 

  
Policy legacy of specula:ve incen:ves 
(CGT discounts, no use of impact 
bonds). 

Rec 17 (Tax reform); Rec 22 
(Redirected capital through impact 
bonds) 

 

The reform roadmap 

It is evident that sequencing and coordina/on are essen/al to the success of the reform 
agenda. Certain reforms are immediately ac/onable and capable of building 
momentum, while others require longer-term statutory change, ins/tu/onal anchoring, 
or capital market development. 

The following mapping links recommenda/ons against short-term (1–2 years), medium-
term (3–5 years), and long-term (5–10 years) horizons. Credit scoring reform and 
planning streamlining can be implemented quickly to widen access and reduce 
boLlenecks, while statutory tenure frameworks and securi/sa/on pla]orms must be 
built over the medium term. Longer-term reforms, such as establishing the AHFC and 
AHA or embedding outcomes-linked investment, require deeper ins/tu/onal 
investment and cultural change.5F5F

34 

 
34 Taken together, the alignment table and roadmap provide a dual lens for implementa.on; thema.c 
coherence (what each recommenda.on addresses) and logical temporal sequencing (when it should be 
advanced). This ensures reforms are not treated as isolated ini.a.ves but as parts of a staged, integrated 
program. 
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Timeframe Challenges Addressed Linked Recommenda5ons 

Short-Term (1–2 years) 

Credit scoring excludes renters, 
gig workers, migrants. Planning 
approvals inconsistent, slow, 
discre:onary. Lack of 
performance data and 
benchmarks. Procurement 
excludes smaller/community 
providers. 

Rec 6 (Na:onal planning 
reform with fast-track 
approvals); Rec 9 (Inclusive 
credit scoring protocol 
recognising rent, u:li:es, social 
payments); Rec 10 (Na:onal 
Housing Impact Measurement 
Framework – NHIMF); Rec 11 
(Equity-based procurement 
rules); Rec 13 (Na:onal 
Housing Cloud & open data 
portal) 

Medium-Term (3–5 years) 

No statutory recogni:on of 
CLTs/co-opera:ves/shared 
equity. Public land transferred 
only via compe::ve tender. 
Community organisa:ons lack 
capacity and technical support. 
Pruden:al regula:on penalises 
atypical models. Absence of 
secondary markets for non-
standard housing loans. Investor 
reluctance due to lack of metrics. 

Rec 4 (Na:onal Tenure 
Innova:on Framework); Rec 5 
(Perpetual affordability and 
resale covenants); Rec 7 (Public 
land transfer framework); Rec 
14 (Cross-Tier Governance Act 
clarifying roles & procurement); 
Rec 15 (Federally backed 
Secondary Dwelling Finance 
Program); Rec 16 (Regulatory 
safeguards & community 
governance); Rec 17 (Tax 
reforms to redirect incen:ves); 
Rec 19 (Housing-linked 
securi:sa:on plaborm); Rec 21 
(Dedicated HAFF alloca:on for 
community-led housing) 
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Long-Term (5–10 years) 

Lack of long-dated, mission-
aligned capital. No na:onal 
intermediary to finance and de-
risk innova:on. Ins:tu:onal 
fragmenta:on across housing, 
planning, and finance. Cultural 
misalignment with Indigenous and 
CALD ownership. Structural 
reliance on specula:ve 
development and monocultural 
mortgage pathways. 

Rec 1 (Establish AHFC – 
federally capitalised 
intermediary); Rec 2 
(Dedicated AHFC lending 
streams); Rec 3 (Statutory 
governance for AHFC); Rec 8 
(Performance-linked finance 
mechanisms); Rec 12 
(Dedicated na:onal body for 
tenure innova:on); Rec 18 
(Secondary dwelling finance 
program at scale); Rec 20 
(Alterna:ve Housing Authority 
– AHA); Rec 22 (Outcomes-
linked investment and social 
impact bonds) 

 

Conclusions 

Australia’s housing system is characterised by a deep structural reliance on 
conven/onal mortgage finance, specula/ve development prac/ces, and policy 
frameworks that privilege standardised forms of tenure and delivery. While this 
architecture has supported volume growth in certain segments, it has failed to provide 
sustainable affordability, tenure diversity, or resilience in the face of demographic, 
economic, and climate change pressures. 

The analysis presented in this report demonstrates that atypical housing and financial 
models, including community land trusts, co-opera/ves, shared equity mechanisms, 
secondary dwellings, and impact-linked finance instruments, can play a transforma/ve 
role in reshaping the system. These models offer proven pathways to affordability 
reten/on, par/cipatory governance, and sustainability. Yet their progress in Australia 
has been constrained by a set of interdependent barriers across four domains; legal and 
regulatory frameworks, finance and capital markets, ins/tu/onal arrangements, and 
market dynamics shaped by cultural norms. 

The recommenda/ons outlined provide a comprehensive reform agenda designed to 
dismantle these barriers. They range from statutory recogni/on of non-standard tenure 
and procurement reforms to the establishment of new na/onal ins/tu/ons such as the 
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Australian Housing Finance Corpora/on, the Alterna/ve Housing Authority, and a 
Housing Innova/on Hub. Together, these measures form an integrated program that 
balances governance and stewardship with innova/on and experimenta/on, ensuring 
that successful models can move from the margins to the mainstream. 

Implementa/on will require careful sequencing and coordina/on. The alignment of 
challenges to recommenda/ons demonstrates how reforms interlock, while the /ming 
roadmap provides a clear framework for priori/sa/on. Immediate reforms such as 
inclusive credit scoring, planning streamlining, and the crea/on of a Na/onal Housing 
Cloud can deliver early momentum. Medium term changes, including land transfer 
frameworks, securi/sa/on pla]orms, and tax reforms, will embed structural shiVs. 
Longer term ins/tu/onal investments, par/cularly the Australian Housing Finance 
Corpora/on, the Alterna/ve Housing Authority, and the Housing Innova/on Hub, will 
anchor pluralism and innova/on within the housing system for decades to come. 

The overarching conclusion is that Australia does not face a shortage of ideas or models, 
but rather a systemic gap in transla5on; the mechanisms to convert innova/on into scale 
and permanence are missing.  

By adop/ng the reform package proposed here, policymakers can close this gap, 
ensuring that housing is no longer treated solely as a specula/ve asset but recognised 
as a public good, a founda/on of community wellbeing, and a driver of inclusive 
prosperity. 

This report therefore calls for a decisive shi]; away from fragmented, short-term 
interven6ons, and towards a coordinated, ins6tu6onally anchored reform strategy.  

Only through such a shi] can Australia deliver the diversity, security, and sustainability 
that its housing future requires. 
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