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EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY	

1. Submission	

This	submission	is	made	by	the	National	Affordable	Housing	Consortia	and	its	research	&	development	
company,	 the	Sustainable	 Living	 Infrastructure	Consortia	 and	 includes	working-party	 support	 from	
Griffith	University.	

2. Overall	Summary	

These	proposals	are	part	of	the	Commonwealth	Government’s	“Comprehensive	housing	affordability	
plan	for	all	Australians”	

Whilst	each	of	these	2	mechanisms	are	welcome	there	is	no	evidence	presented,	targets	set	or	overall	
projected	expenditure	underpinning	these	two	proposals	to	demonstrate	what	the	expected	outcomes	
will	be	for	improving	housing	affordability.	

Given	the	scale	of	the	problem	that	the	Commonwealth	 itself	has	documented,	and	the	continued	
increases	in	households	facing	market	exclusion	or	severe	rental	stress,	the	responses	set	out	in	the	
Exposure	Draft	are	not	designed	to	make	a	significant	impact	on	the	scale	of	the	problem.		

Having	put	its	finger	on	two	important	issues,	incentivising	investment	and	facilitating	more	effective	
investment	vehicles,	the	Government	has	failed	to	back	either	[and	combine	them]	in	a	way	that	will	
deliver	much	substance	to	its	‘Comprehensive	housing	affordability	plan’.	

CGT	Discount	

The	 increased	 60%	 CGT	 discount	 sends	 a	 signal,	 but	 any	 basic	 modelling	 demonstrates	 that	 the	
increased	benefit	to	investors	is	insufficient	to	make	any	significant	impact	for	the	tenant.	How	does	
it	deliver	real	reductions	in	rent?	

It	may	be	that	it	can	steer	a	bit	of	investment	traffic	towards	CHP’s,	at	the	margins,	that	remains	to	be	
seen.	It	may	be	packaged	with	a	range	of	other	support,	from	the	States	etc	but	is	that	likely	as	it	is	
not	new	supply	and	only	has	a	3	year	timeline.	

Ultimately,	the	benefit	is	so	small	and	the	likelihood	that	investors	will	capture	‘all’	of	it	as	an	offset	to	
perceived	target	group	‘risk’,	means	there	is	likely	to	be	no	direct	financial	benefit	transferred	to	the	
tenant.	

MIT	

Whilst	 it	 is	 understandable	 that	 the	 Government	wishes	 to	 create	 a	 differential	 in	 the	 system	 to	
support	the	supply	of	new	affordable	rental	housing,	 the	Government	 is	missing	an	opportunity	to	
begin	a	much	needed	process	to	create	an	institutionalised	segment	of	the	private	rental	market.	

Build	to	Rent	creates	the	type	of	long	term	leasehold,	tailored	design,	efficient	ownership	that	is	long	
overdue	in	the	Australian	private	rental	market	but	commonplace	in	comparative	economies.	The	lack	
of	 action	 in	 support	 of	 growing	 that	 segment	means	 supply	 side	 shortages	 will	 continue,	 putting	
further	upward	pressures	on	rents.	

For	 decades	 policy	 makers	 have	 urged	 institutions	 to	 consider	 an	 infrastructure	 like	 approach	 to	
residential	rental	provision	and	a	focus	on	long	term	running	yield	not	capital	gain,	this	Bill	misses	the	
opportunity	to	create	MIT	type	arrangements	to	support	investment	at	scale.		



	 	

Such	a	 shift	would	deliver	wide	and	 lasting	 community	benefits,	 creating	a	 ‘fit	 for	purpose’	 rental	
segment	with	strong	new	supply,	long	term	tenancies	&	security	for	occupants	and	tailored	models	
for	market	segments	like	retirees.		

MIT	as	a	mechanism	for	 investment	 in	affordable	housing	 is	welcome.	However	 the	expectation	of	
delivering	reduced	rents	at	say	20%	discount	to	market	cannot	be	achieved	through	this	mechanism.	

Whilst	the	Commonwealth	might	expect	States	to	provide	the	subsidy	required,	the	track	record	is	not	
good	nor	is	it	a	recipe	for	certainty	or	scale	or	replicability.	

Summary	 of	 proposed	 options	 that	will	 enhance	 the	 effectiveness	 and	 scale	 of	 these	 affordable	
housing	measures	

CGT	 The	increase	in	the	discount	from	50%	to	60%	is	
grossly	inadequate	to	drive	investment	into	sub	
market	 rental	 housing.	 We	 need	 an	 evidence	
based	 approach	 to	 the	 level	 of	 incentives	
required	 and	 the	 distribution	 of	 those	 benefits	
between	the	investor	and	tenant	outcomes	

Diversity	Mix	[	Stapling]	 20%	of	stock	in	an	eligible	MIT	can	be	rented	at	
market	levels.	This	improves	financial,	social	and	
risk	management	outcomes	

Capital	&	Depreciation	Allowance	 Need	 adjusting	 to	 incentivise	 longer	 term	
holding	 and	 improved	 energy	 performance	 &	
sustainability	

All	of	Government	structured	support	 We	proposed	a	package	of	supports	which	brings	
together	 commitment	 from	 each	 level	 of	
Government	 to	 underpin	 a	 model	 that	 can	
operate	at	scale	and	nationally	

Sovereign	risk	 Measures	to	provide	confidence	are	required	

3. Recommendations	
3.1 The	 rules	 for	MIT	 operations	 should	 enable	 a	 diversity	 of	 housing	 outcomes	 to	meet	

different	aspects	of	affordability.	We	recommend	a	rule	that	enables	a	maximum	of	20%	
of	dwellings	in	the	MIT	portfolio	to	be	at	market	rents	

Rationale:	 Diversifying	tenant	mix	is	acknowledged	as	contributing	to	inclusive	communities.	A	
measure	of	diversified	income	will	reduce	risk	and	enhance	 investment	profile	.It	is	
likely	that	a	diversified	income	stream	will		lead	to	better	site	selection	that	reflect	the	
diversified	tenants	needs.	

3.2 Treasury	should	work	with	stakeholders	and	leading	research	organisations	to	set	out	the	
policy	statement	and	definition	of	‘affordable	housing’	for	MIT	to	provide	a	framework	
that	 reflects	 locational,	 household	 and	 cost	 base	 factors	 but	 also	 provides	 some	
consistency	and	predictability.	This	should	be	approved	through	COAG	treasurers	and	be	
included	in	the	NHHA	Multi-lateral	Agreement	

3.3 Community	Housing	Providers	should	not	be	required	to	consult	State	Government	on	a	
MIT	Affordable	Housing	initiative,	unless	the	State	is	a	contributor	of	subsidy	and	support	
to	that	initiative	

Rationale:	 We	must	avoid	8	different	definitions	and	different	benchmarks	that	will	undermine	
confidence	 in	 the	 MIT	 and	 mitigate	 against	 institutional	 multi-jurisdictional	
investments.	We	also	are	wary	of	regular	changes	in	State	Government	leading	to	a	



	 	

stop-start	approach	 to	housing	policy.	The	 issue	of	certainty	 for	what	will	be	 long-
term,	expensive	investments	that	require	long	lead	in	and	high	up-front	costs	needs	
to	be	considered.	Examples	abound.	

If	 States	 are	 providing	 subsidy/land	 etc	 it	 is	 essential	 that	 the	 target	 groups,	
affordability	 and	 other	 outcomes	 are	 agreed	 with	 the	 State	 alongside	 the	 other	
investors.	 	 If	States	are	not	putting	anything	in,	the	requirement	just	adds	red	tape	
and	indeed	may	operate	as	an	effective	veto.	We	oppose	that	that	requirement.	

3.4 The	Commonwealth	and	States	&	Territories	should	work	together	to	set	out	measures,	
preferably	in	legislation,	that	can	enhance	investor	confidence	in	the	MIT	arrangements,	
including	 risks	 of	 retrospective	 changes,	 cancellation	 mid	 program	 and	 potential	
grandfathering	‘safety	net’	

3.5 Each	MIT	 should	 be	 able	 to	 elect	 to	 adopt	 the	 indexation	method	 of	 calculation	 CGT	
liability	or	the	Discount	method	

3.6 Where	a	MIT	is	providing	dwellings	at	below	75%	of	the	market	rent	and	intends	to	do	so	
for	the	minimum	10	year	period	[Annually	reported],	the	MIT	should	be	able	to	claim	GST	
Input	Tax	Credits	for	each	eligible	dwelling	

Rationale:	 This	 provides	 the	 kind	 of	 new	 supply	 incentive	 that	 helps	 set	 more	 effective	 and	
deeper	rent	discount	rates.	It	is	consistent	with	the	GST	tax	treatment	of	charitable	
community	housing	providers	who	will	be	managing	the	projects	and	is	expected	to	
stimulate	more	supply	into	MIT	

3.7 The	Commonwealth	and	State	&	Territory	Treasurers	should	set	out	agreed	discounts	or	
exemptions	in	Stamp	Duty	and	Land	Tax	for	MIT-Affordable	Housing.	These	should	be	set	
out	in	the	NHHA	Multilateral.	
The	NHHA	Multilateral	 should	 set	 out	 a	 common	approach	 to	 Local	Government	Rate	
Relief	 for	 Community	 Housing	 Providers	 on	 all	 identified	 affordable	 housing	managed	
dwellings,	and	such	relief	should	be	available	on	units	supplied	through	MIT	

3.8 To	promote	a	 supply	of	 dwellings	 for	 longer	 terms	 than	10	 years,	 the	Commonwealth	
should	enhance	depreciation	allowances	for	MIT	units	kept	for	25	years.	This	means	the	
structural	elements	of	the	building	can	be	fully	depreciated	over	25	years	

3.9 To	promote	sustainability	and	to	reduce	occupiers	energy	costs.	MIT	dwellings	meeting	
an	accredited	rating	[to	be	set	under	the	MIT	rules]	will	enjoy	accelerated	depreciation	on	
the	capital	costs	of	eligible	items	that	achieve	the	higher	rating.	[For	example	solar	energy,	
customer	and	portfolio	energy	management	systems,	low	energy	appliances]	
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