
 

21.2 Inland Revenue Tax and Socia.I Policy Maori Advisory Panel 

21.3 Kay Saville-Smith (Chief Science Advisor, Ministry of Housing and Urban 
Development) 

21.4 Tracey McIntosh (Chief Science Advisor, Ministry of Social Development) 

21.5 MSD National Beneficiaries Advocates Consultative Group (includes '0~ 

) ~co 

21.6 MSD Housing Reference Group 

The process for engaging with iwi/Maori is being worked through by officials 

22 As noted in previous advice [REP/21/6/614], consulation with Maori tj:i,~ ,9h a series ~ 
of face-to-face hui, which is more consistent with bes.t practice, i: I~~'11~YLe given 
the condensed timeframes. Officials are working through how e~a ~ 1th ~ 
iWi/Maori can best be conducted within given timeframes. ~ 

23 Iwi/Maori stakeholders will be invited to participate in targete · ng ement,~T 
officials are working to expand the list of stakehildetlo) bette repres~-~h~ 
interests of iwi/Maori. The Ministry of Socia l Deve ~ t:-1:l~s a Maor~~no 
group, made up of external members, who reg , · '\~ t wi~age~e1el "J,nland 
Revenue is in the process of establishfng ~imi r efe5ence gr 4'P~1~age on tax 
and social policy issues. Meetings will b ~ ·-th ~he ~~~a part of 
engagement. \V 

24 Officials are exploring further c~~ agem~ I- i/ iiori. 

Guidance material to support. d_is,~ ~~~ 
25 Guidance material whix~ '(ideaa's ~~o ~~ lie written submissions process 

will also be provide~i;r>~ ~~9lders ahea'l,0 Q~ gs. 

26 Officials will lia~~~ m;si(ers' o 1~8'~~~f to the time of meetings on whether 
any further inf~(.t~ tfould , s a ed ith stakeholders to support engagement, if 
required. 

9(2)(f)(iv) 

~ ryi~ aura('~ ~ (_py,.qlic engagement 

/"\ A_ 0-foing ot~il~~'iiblic engagement goes five will depend on how quickly 
V ...,___'\.-engag~ ~,al can be finalised, the timing of translat1on into accessible 

fo~~~s ~ 2)() iv) to analyse submissions in October. Translation is 
l,!j(~I)< t~ -~e one month or longer . Once the engagement material is finalised, s9(~) 

-:;,--,-.:--:;,---,---.-~-,----..--.---;c,__., officials can confirm the exact (f)( iv ) 
efr'i'mes for su missions. Based on the indicative t imeframe in the table below, 
lie submissions are likely to be open in September. 

Public written submissions are likely to be open for four weeks. While it is desirable 
for the submissions to be open for longer this may not be possible 9(2)(f)(TvJ ---

Timing of meetings with experts and key stakeholders 

29 Meetings will be scheduled for broadly the same period as public written submissions, 
but timing is more flexible. These me.etings will still need to be conducted prior to the 
end of October, s9(2T(f)(iv) ------------
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Indicative time/ine for 2021 

Tlmeline 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Next steps 

Deliverable 

Guidance material finalised and approved by end of July 

Translation of guidance material Into accessible formats (four 
weeks or longer) 

Public submissions open for four weeks 

Meetings with key experts and stakeholders 

Submissions and feedback analysed 

Report to Ministers summarising findings 

9(21(f)(iv) 

31 If Minister~ ill be t ranslated into accessible 
formats anQ . . . . public engagement t o go live. It is expected 
this · e fl · h mo~~ -- . , ~ ber. 

· . · Mint~~· ft the exact dates t he ublic en agement process will 
a e . material is finalised and ) ----------

() • 3\_ ~ · iniste(s_i~~~·cials will prepare an oral item for Cabinet, and information for 
-----..,'\.cauC}'e:\ ll ' inister for Social Development and Em_ployme~t to present on the 

e~ ~~t\ · pdate your colleagues ahead of launching publrc engagement. 

34~ 1t1'~ s1.o.~ will be analysed in October, and officials will provide Minrsters with a <0 ~ ort0:,y the end of October summarising the findings from the engagement. 

a ~ \ ort Number: REP/21/7/765; IR2021/312 

Author: Out of scope , Policy Analyst, Income Support Policy 

Responsible manager: Polly Vowles, Policy Manager, Income Support Policy 
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Accommodation Supplement 

Background 

Accommodation Supplement is a payment which helps people with their housing costs . Housing costs 

can include rent, board or the cost of owning a home. Accommodation Supplement is paid to both 

people receiving a main benefit and to low and middle-income working people. 

• Around 352,000 households receive Accommodation Supplement. 

• Most people are renters (244,000 households). There are around 70,000 boarders and 38,000 
homeowners. 

• Most households receiving AS are also receiving a benefit (68%) and are sinme'OelO0ILe 

• In 2019/2020, the government spent around $1 . 7 billion on Accommod i 

Accommodation Supplement is paid directly to people, it is gener< I 

6%}. ~ 

~~ 
Accommodation Supplement payments depend on your inc size and 
where you live. 

If your housing costs are more than 25% of incom 
Accommodation Supplement: 

• 
• pays to a cap that is based 

below). 

Family Type Area4 

Sing~ 
$80 

$155 $105 

~~~:h c H:~:•) $305 $220 $160 

Sole 1 ii $235 $155 $105 

$70 

$80 

$120 

$80 

~ $305 $220 $160 $120 

~ or people not receiving a main benefit, income above a certain amount (depending on family type) will 
reduce Accommodation Supplement payments by 25 cents for every dollar. 

For more details on eligibility and how the payment works, visit 

https://www. workandincome.govt.nzJmap/income-support/exlra-help/accommodation­

supplemenUindex.html 

For detail on Accommodation Supplement Areas, visit 

hUps://www.workandincome.govt.nzJmap/deskfile/extra-help-information/accommodation-supplemenl­

tables/definitions-of-areas.html 
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The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington – Telephone 04-916 3300 – Facsimile 04-918 0099 

[SENSITIVE] 

Report 

 

  

Date: 26 August 2021 Security Level: IN CONFIDENCE 

To: Hon Carmel Sepuloni, Minister for Social Development and Employment 

Hon David Parker, Minister of Revenue 

Timing of engagement for Working for Families and 
Accommodation Supplement Review 

Purpose of the report 
1 This report seeks decisions on timing of public and targeted engagement for the 

Working for Families and Accommodation Supplement Review,  
 

 

Recommended actions 

It is recommended that you: 

1 note as Ministers are  
 

 Ministers have choices on the timing of engagement with the public and 
targeted engagement with key experts and stakeholders 

2 agree for public engagement to be deferred to April/May 2022 with submissions 
open for eight weeks 

Agree / Disagree 
Minister for Social Development and 

Employment 

Agree / Disagree 
Minister of Revenue 

 

3 note improvements to the guidance material to support engagement can be made if 
public engagement is deferred to next year, which will require Ministers to agree to 
the changes 

4 agree, if public engagement is deferred to next year, to revisit the guidance 
materials 
 

Agree / Disagree 
Minister for Social Development and 

Employment 

Agree / Disagree 
Minister of Revenue 

 
 
 

s9(2)(f)(iv)

s9(2)(f)(iv)
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5 agree for targeted engagement with key experts and stakeholders to begin either: 

5.1 later this year, 2021 
 

Agree / Disagree 
       Minister for Social Development and 

Employment 

Agree / Disagree 
Minister of Revenue 

 OR 

5.2 early next year, 2022 [recommended] 
 
 

Agree / Disagree 
       Minister for Social Development and 

Employment 

Agree / Disagree 
Minister of Revenue 

6 note  
 

  

7 forward this report to the Minister for Child Poverty Reduction, Minister of Finance, 
Minister for Children, Minister of Housing. 

Agree / Disagree 

Minister for Social Development and Employment 
 

 
 
 

         

 

Polly Vowles 

Policy Manager 
Ministry of Social Development 

  

Policy Lead 
Inland Revenue 

   

Hon Carmel Sepuloni 

Minister for Social Development and 
Employment 

 

 Hon David Parker 

Minister of Revenue 
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Background 

2 To inform the Working for Families (WFF) and Accommodation Supplement (AS) 
Review (the Review), I ncome Support Ministers have agreed to publ ic engagement 
and targeted engagement with key stakeholders and experts. Both streams of 
engagement will cover WFF and AS [REP/21/6/614 refers] . 

s. Decisions are 

3 r 2)(1){1') 

need,-e-a··-o-n- t·''•n~-e-t'~imrng of t lie comoinecf"WFFancl AS puohc and,...,t-a-rg_e_t.,-ed engagement. 

Officials recommend deferring public engagement to A nt?~ ay 2022«< 

Public engagement is currently planned to begin 6 September ~ 1~J:!frf our ~i _ ~ 
weeks for submissions 
4 f9(2)(f)(iv) 

LA officia s ct__o, ri:9t recommen qtinu(n&(w1 h 
t he current plan for a four-week public engagelT),e:@: t~ eg1 on 6 Sej)te r,i.b r 2,021. 
This engagement was planned quickly 9(2}(f)(iv) 

. The submissions wip~f·Q,Wyweeks 1~ 1soy~r'.0sliort, 
which may limit the quality and quantitv;-Q~'{~P.i'nses we;;~~~~l:ldition, the 
current uncertainty surrounding the ~ tb\~e~urgen-~~ -~i~a(e engagement 
very difficult. <\. \ ~ V 

5 Based on the Ministers' meetin~lil, q\a; , ust 2~ ,fit~"St1 bsequent officials' 
meeting w ith the Ministe~ f~ oc~velop~~q:~~'\~ployment, officials have 
paused work on prep~ en , a)gement. ~ ~ i~a_: , ~ ery resources have been 
diverted from enga~~~ 'Q.,51!1pport de"l_~\efy--o.N e Wage Subsidy and other work 
programmes, in ~ Pf s"~ tfie rec~ OV~'9 Alert Level changes. Officia ls are 
~ow asking Mi is..ter to 0~firmi \ ~ r\Nf publ ic engagement and agree to new 

t1meframe~ >~ 

Officials {<f'Jff f defe; ~ /J engagement until April/ May 2022 

6 f~icia~~eo · mend Mi · i':'>. a,Jer public engagement until Apri l/May 2022, with a 
s~Qmi~i,9-;.(s' win , w of at a~ eight weeks. Th is will allow greater time to have 
ub'rnissions pen d s9(21 HivJ 

---~=~~,,1 Deferring to next year will also allow more time top an 
engape en~~W, Maori, and to enable translation into additional languages and 

~~rmats . ~ ... ~-------©) ~ , ~e ,m ortant to consider the t im in of en a ement 9( 21(fJ(o, 

8 Officials also recommend t hat the materia ls to support engagement are re-worked if 
public engagement is deferred to 2022. These materials were prepared very quickly, 
and, in particular, before further direction was provided regard ing a two-track review 
of AS. 

9 I f the materials are revisited, officials do not recommend creating a substantive 
discussion document is9(2)(fJ(iv) 

Instead, the current materials coula be improved and slightly ex 
particu lar, officials wou ld look to improve the proposed s9(2)(f)( iv)'~ ·------
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10 As these materials have already been agreed by Minsters, any changes would need to 
be agreed to again. The materials have also already been translated into Te Reo (at a 
small cost) and would need to be re-translated if changed. Other translations into 
NZSL and accessible formats had only just started and have now been paused, so 
there is no/little cost associated with work already completed. Improving the 
guidance material  will also involve additional policy resource, 
which could otherwise be used to support the advice on WFF and AS.  

There are also decisions on timing of engagement with targeted 
stakeholders 

Targeted engagement could begin this year as planned 
11 Targeted engagement could be conducted later this year with key experts and 

stakeholders, through a limited number of workshops and meetings. This would allow 
early discussions to feed into the direction of the Review and help to manage the 
interest of key stakeholders.  

12 

Officials recommend that targeted engagement is deferred until next year 
13 Deferring targeted engagement until early 2022 would  

 
It would also allow officials more time to plan 

engagement with key iwi/Māori stakeholders.  

14 Deferring to early 2022 somewhat reduces the opportunity for experts and 
stakeholders to contribute to the early stages of the Review, which will shape the 
direction of the Review going forward. 

15 There are resourcing trade-offs between the two options, as targeted engagement 
will require some policy resource from all agencies involved in the Review to be 
diverted from supporting the development of substantive advice. 

Next steps 
18 Decisions are needed quickly on whether public and targeted engagement will 

proceed as planned or be deferred to 2022, given resourcing implications for 
agencies. 

19 Once decisions are made, officials will organise public and targeted engagement and 
keep Minister’s offices informed on progress.  

20 If Ministers agree to update the guidance materials, officials will provide updated 
versions for Minsters ahead of engagement.  

s9(2)(f)(iv)

s9(2)(f)(iv)

s9(2)(f)(iv)
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~ j Ministry of Housing and Urban Development 

Briefing 

MINISTRY OF SOCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
TE MANATU W HAKAHIAiO O RA 

The potential for the Accommodation Supplement t~ etter 
support housing outcomes A \\ "\ «< 
For: Hon Dr Megan Woods, Minister of Housing d~('-0 {r5 _,,,._ ~ 

Hon Carmel Sepuloni, Minister for Social Development ~~ptpyment ~ ~ 
Date: 25/11/2021 Security le~ ln Confid~ ~ ~ 
Priority: Medium Repo ~ r'i~~ RF1;1-12-Z1~ 

1/1 ~12?1 

Purpose ~ ~ \._ \ 
1. This briefing respond. s to Income S~ , o 1, 1ster~~~~~ f~o tracks of advice for the 

:~~~~~c~~ation Suppileme~ w r~~lp could be progressed across 

a. track one: Advic ·JY!)b~6om 0dat~ ¥ ~~lementcould be used to support 
in9:easing t_'r@12 ~Yfl}h?usi~ ~4~me households, led by Te Tuapapa Kura 
Kainga ~ st~ ousi n . \tti)a~ evelopment (HUD) 

b. tra~ tw<\: · vi on h~~ -~ve the Accommodation Supplement as an income 
s6(('P,;>f~~ for low-irj'~~ t:::: .Zealanders with high housing costs, led by the 
~ Mrh~ , Social Deve~ ~ n (MSD) . 

.,.::..;::,.....:..-.CJ-.,::.~ ejd'mm l'Y~ 
Ze~ ~i -~ {e'"iA reasingly relying on the rental market for housing. In the last 35 years 

n inc~ cls~g ,~prtion of households ~ent fro~ privat~ landlor~s rather tha~ Kaing~ Ora, 
COJJOCII \ 1~ aon trusts, and community housing providers. This means an increasingly 
~~~ar ew ealanders pay rents that move with the market 

,tf\,f overnment is spending an increasing amount on the Accommodation Supplement 
(app oximately $1 .71 billion in 2019/20) but more households paying market rents are 

("'\' xperiencing rental stress. There is an insufficient supply of affordable rentals for low-and 
~ moderate-income households. 

4. The Government has choices about how to use the Accommodation Supplement spend more 
effectively to support housing outcomes. You have specifically asked us to look at 
capitalisation of the Accommodation Supplement to support people into home ownership . We 
have used this paper's analysis of capitalising the Accommodation Supplement to draw out 
where investment in housing could make more difference to low- and moderate-income 
households. 

5. There is a small cohort (four percent of Accommodation Supplement recipients) that could 
benefit from being able to capitalise their current Accommodation Supplement, if they can 
find a house to purchase where they live. For most Accommodation Supplement recipients, 
achieving home ownership would require large additional subsidies to cover increasingly 
unaffordable mortgage servicing costs and deposits. We do not recommend Accommodation 
Supplement capitalisation as a tool to improve housing outcomes. 

New Zealand Government 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Given the objectives of the Accommodation Supplement review, most recipients would be 
better served by a well-functioning rental market, especially single people seekin,g smaller 
dwelling_H9(2)(f)(iv) 

We understand that Ministers are also interested in advice on changes that could be made to 
the Accommodation Supplement as a core component of government suppoi;,f or low-.income 
households. Officials propose to align this part of the Accommodation Supy~l'IJ nt Review 
with the tim ing of the Working for Families Review. s9(2)(f)(iv) 

In the short-term, officials recommend work to incr ~n 
Supplement by non-beneficiaries. This work will in lj)hanges to 
increase take-up, s9(2)(f)(iv) 

2. Note the Accommodation Supplement is not 
designed to stimulate additional rental supply 
or support the development of the non-market 
rental sector 

Minister of 
Housing 

Noted 

Noted 

Minister of 
Social 

Development 
and Employment 

~ 

3. Agree .because of the design of the 
Accommodation Supplement and a 
combination of housing market and recipient 
circumstances, a capitalisation scheme for 
home ownership will not improve broader 

Agree I Disagree ~ isagree 

Budget Sensitive- BRF21/22111154 
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4. 

housing outcomes and no further work on this 
is required 

s9(2J(f)( iv) 

8 two 0 mmodation 
iew wi y focus on 
~ ke-up of Accommodation 

() ten-beneficiaries 

OR 

Agree that either: 

10.1. public engagement and targeted 
engagement with key stakeholders and 
experts on the Accommodation 
Supplement will occur alongside the 
Working for Families Review in 2022 
(status quo) 

10.2. there will be no public engagement, only 
targeted engagement with key 
stakeholders and experts, on the 

Minister of 
Housing 

Noted 

Minister of 
Social 

Development 
and Employment 

Agree I Disagree ~isagree 

Agree I Disagree [;;;;;) Disagree 

Agree I Disagree Agree I Disagree 
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11 . 

Accommodation Supplement alongside 
the Working for Families Review in 2022 

Note an Income Support Ministers meeting is 
scheduled for 6 December 2021 to discuss the 
Accommodation Supplement 

Minister of Minister of 
Housing Social 

Development 
and Employment 

Agree I Disagree (~ isagree 

Noted 

12. Forward a copy of this briefing to Income ~ ..::......___,,. is 

Support Ministers: Minister for Child Poverty 
Reduction, Minister of Finance, Minister for ~-
Children, and Minister of Revenue () ~ V 

Hilary Eade ~ ~ oods 

~~';!!~~u;';~:::dabi~ <) ousing 

Hon Carmel Sepuloni 
Minister for Social Development and 
Employment 

.1.3, .. 11.J .2.\ 
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Back~r_o_u_n_d ___ _ 
11. Income Support Ministers have requested two tracks of advice for the Accommodation 

Supplement Review: 

a. track one: Advice on how the Accommodation Supplement could be used to support 
increasing the supply of housing for low-income households, led by Te TOapapa Kura 
Kainga - Ministry of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

b. track two: Advice on how to improve the Accommodation Supplement as an income 
support tool for low-income New Zealanders with high housing costs, led by Ministry of 
Social Development (MSD). d 

12. The Accommodation Supplement has a role both as income support for -IDS'Pme 
households to help with housing costs and as a key housing interven ion 6011 , be 
effectively used to achieve wider government housing objectives. 9(2)(f)(iv) 

13. The Government Policy StateM ·~n o singi · elopment includes the focus 
ar.ea "enable people int~ab · a , rdable h~ll e~·t.:_; . a ling the government will adopt a 
more enduring market~\"®-~~ . mar~et .. ~~1~€J--t:9l , with an emphasis on enabling more 
affordable and seq~. o~~~ptio~. rr(i1s'ris T?'f1~~1~cludes addressing the gap between public 
and communi~ffQIJ..~ ~efusinQ_~ro,>q~d renting/owning in the market. 

14. Minister~ kJ~~9vi e o~J~~ng options for Accommodation Supplement: 

a. h&W:-cfop~sation co ·. a)Je to work, including consideration of how capitalisation 
ha~~ed in e past 
9(2)(f)(iv) 

, f the Accommodation Su plement by non-beneficiaries could be 
s9(2)(f)(iv) 

~ ap sets out potential changes that could be progressed across both tracks and 
p ov@es material for discussion with Income Support Ministers on 6 December 2021 . 

Budget Sensitive- BRF21/22111154 
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Rental market context 

16. New Zealanders are increasingly relying on the rental market for housing. Fundamental 
change in role of the Accommodation Supplement depends on sufficient rental supply for 
low- and moderate-income households. In the last 35 years an increasing proportion of 
households are renting from private landlords rather than non-private providers like Kainga 
Ora, councils, iwi, Maori trusts, and community housing providers. Figure 1 shows New 
Zealand's investor-owned private rental dwellings have increased by 300 percent since the 
introduction of the current welfare system in the mid-1980s. Non-private rental supply has 
stayed the same even as the population has grown. 

0 
C 
0 
'E 
0 
C. 

e 
<>. 

Figure 1: Private landlord and other landlord dwellings 1986-2018 
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400.000 

3)(),000 

300,000 

250,000 

200,000 

150,000 

100.000 

S0,000 

096 

0 
1980 

% of rentals within rent band (lod@ed in 2020) 

% of rentals within rent band (lod@ed in 2013) 

• % of renting households within income band (2018 Census) 

[] % ol renting households within Income band (2013 Census) 

Note: Some of the households in the blue area 

would be In public housing but pub Ile housing does 
not appear in the gold area as bonds are not lodged 
for it. 
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Household income bands and corresponding maximum a/fordable (<30% income) rent threshold 

18. The Government is spending a significant and increasing amount on the Accommodation 
Supplement and Temporary Additional Support, but many households paying market rents 
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Figure 3: Comparing Universal Family Benefit to Accommodation Supplement 

Household income 

UFB weekly 
UFB annual (3 children) 

AS weekly 
Family tax credit 
In-work tax credit 
Best start tax credit 

Capitalisation/grants 

House sale price 

Remaining service after grant 
deducted 

1961 
household1 

£800 

45s (£2.5s) 
£117 

£1000 

£3320 

£2320 

Equivalent value 2021 example 
2021 AS recipient' 

$70,000 $62,571 

$190 
$9,855 

Interest rate3 5'.4% 
' Assumes families capitalised the maximum allo~~(!!!YUFB schw:r,~ ag and housing costs convert 
dffferently to 2021 values. <\ \ ~ 
2 Assumes sample family (2 non-beneflcia~ u!~'i 't ren ag~ ~, ~}1 a ssing maximum relevant 
WFF credits), capitalised 15 years of Accom"{of!_atipn upp/e17J.e~ri'.(t .i«_'1P~'f~d ded maximum First Home• 
Grant, Ignoring price caps, and purchcISing towet:9)Jtdtile house:K;, ~ar~ is noc included in Chis comparison 
3 1961 interest rate over 15 y~,<?~~i) nt 5-year)P~'a~ .V 

24. UFB Jost purchasing P'(~it J vaniJr-i~ft~970s as birth rates declined, and by 
the mid-1980s ca~it~Us~·tl,o~pt e UFB w~~ ! ~ ger used as a route to home ownership. 
The UFB was repl~~ttax cre~·ts/cl 'Well re payments based on need and the HoU1sing 
Corporations~e ~sit sc~ ~ As e s testing meant a family may not qualify for 
assista0if u\Jifj 'coumsta~~~ied, capitalisation was no longer considered viabl,e. 

25. Th~ ea!z ous value at ~~he UFB scheme in 1985 was approximately $55,000 -
1!J.!"~'\~ . ime useh~~!ncom~ me ownership peaked at 73.8 percent in 1991, six years 
~J.f.'t e FB e , e~--~~u~, values are now between eight-to-ten times household lnconne, 
a&.y e ~~~!\S' l ~ -allen below 65 percent. Home purchasers face increasing barriers 

0 as✓ttfe dep~ ,!~'1 reofor first home purchase rapidly grows, while those who already have 
quity 1E(1lsi~~· interest rates to leverage more property purchases for private rental1s. 

U':]a~~~modation Supplement to support better housing outcomes, 
i~ t~ ~italisation ~ _ _ __ _ 

. ou have key choices about how to use the Accommodation Supplement spend more 
ectively to support housing outcomes. Income Support Ministers have specifically ask1ed 

us to look at capitalisation of the Accommodation Supplement to support people into honne 
ownership- this analysis and advice is set out in the next section. The Accommodation 
Supplement is provided to people and households based on need, considering cash andl 
equivalent assets and the propor1ion of household income committed to housing costs. As 
need reduces (through increased income, assets, or reduced housing costs), the 
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27. 

Accommodation Supplement may abate. The Accommodation Supplement and cut-out rates 
are also affected by where a recipient lives.1 

The potential role of Accommodation Supplement capitalisation varies depending on a 
recipient's situation (Figure 4 provides an analysis of Accommodation Supplement recipients 
by income source and household type2): 

a. most Accommodation Supplement recipients (80 percent) are beneficiaries or New 
Zealand Superannuation or Veteran's Pension recipients who are renting or boarding. 
Approximately 14,000 pensioners and 16,000 beneficiary households are homeowners 
who receive Accommodation Supplement to help service their mortgage 

b. 

C. 

most Accommodation Supplement recipients (61 percent) are single~tWno children. 
Outside of Auckland and Wellington, there is a limited supply of o ~ , o-bedroo 
dwellings for single people to purchase or rent 

most Accommodation Supplement recipients do not have ~Mi~tant~ sets ~su , ort 

have more than $16,200. V 

a house deposit. To remain eligible for the Accommod~io~~~ lenrent, a si ~ 
person must not have cash assets above $8,100 a~tG; ouple o sole ~ rent st ot 

Figure 4: Accommodation Supplement recipi n · . . e so u:;e--au · sehold2 

Sln~e. no cn1101en 
217 81.3 

Cou~le. 1 de 
23 d_ 

~~~ ~r , 
~~~ ~~ 

Non-benefieiarv Beneficiary NZS/VP 

~ ling Accommodation Supplement capitalisation 

~ ! Annex A shows a selection of scenarios used to model Accommodation Supplement 
capitalisation and alternatives such as PHO and low interest loans. These are discussed 
further below in paragraphs 32-39. 

1 For each of the four Accommodation Supplement areas, one location has been used as an example for scenarios: Area 
1 - Auckland, Area 2 - Wellington, Area 3 - Rotorua, Area 4 - lnvercargill. 

2 The numbers across the top of the figure represent total recipients by income source: Non-beneficiary recipients 
(71.495). Beneficiary recipients (235.533) ard NZSNP recipients (47.615}. The figures down the left-hand side 
represent total recipients by family type: Single, no children recipients (217,813), Couple, no children (23,438), Sole 
parent, 1 + child(ren) (87,725), Couple, 1+ child(ren) {25,667). Both the row and column total to 354,643 total 
recipients. 
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29. Scenarios tested different model Accommodation Supplement households in different 
locations (Auckland, Wellington, Rotorua and lnvercargill) and compared capitalisation with 
PHO and a hypothetical low-interest long-term loan. Combinations of these interventions 
were also tested. 

30. Most scenarios show substantial affordability gaps and demonstrate that capitalising the 
Accommodation Supplement by itself to subsidise a house purchase is generally not 
feasible. A small percentage of households would benefit from being able to capitalise their 
Accommodation Supplement for a house purchase. Those that could purchase a house this 
way would be better served by a PHO scheme. 

the barrier ~ d Capitalisation would not work for beneficiaries and pensioners: mortgage s~ iceability is 

31 . No Accommodation Supplement capitalisation scenario would sys~ , 1~ I ~ nefi~i~ _ \) 
and pensioners into home ownership as neither of these group~~ 1c mort~ g nd 
cover living costs with their income. For example: . ~ \) 

a. a single person in Auckland on Jobseeker support~~! h haa,ve a afforj ility gap'c1 
around $390,000 to buy a one-bedroom home~ ,se'e~~. Figurai~ v · 

b. a sole parent of two children in Christch~ r ~ a ound ~b, h rt of buying 
a three-bedroom home (Annex A, Fig~~zf\ // ~~ 

32. Pensioners are additionally disadvanta_ge~~~\~ ill not pr~i~~~g-term lending to 
them. For beneficiaries and pensioners~Rttf>~ci.b.?>using a~aftertl@le rentals can provide 
equivalent housing security to hom~);~f)u:p an~ p ~~~~,uate after-housing-costs 
incomes to cover otheri xpe es ~ ~~\) 

Capitalisation would not wo?;;:/:;;dh\ benefici i$ n , b-priced areas without significant 
additional subsidies \ ( / W 

primarily in Al!!ck~ n ~ranga ,11,<:aJo';J - llington and Christchurch, approximately 16 
percent , cip~ s anno~ t ·c~ly accumulate or capitalise a sufficient deposit to 
purcha ;!-'_!9W~~ quartile Q\xe~~ e same area. Raising or removing the cash asset 
ca~~a e_aat>l'e these hotls.~~s 10 increase their deposit but would broaden 
~\~ atfun Su~,tement"e1Jg,bility and cost significantly more. 

34~ ~~w ere a hW~~4n accumulate enough deposit combined with existing First Home 
~cts, ho/\~~~Masiifr;l~tively low incomes would still struggle to afford a home without 

bsta~tfai:a tiili~v'al support. For example, a sole parent of two children in Auckland with a 
h~~ t~~q:q -1e of $40,000 would need an additional $500,000 to afford a three-bedroom e~ ucl<J~nd (Annex A, Figure 3). 

3~ Th~~e 4 ,000 Accommodation Supplement recipients are more likely to benefit from an R\ or,dable rental or a public house if they are eligible. Recipients in areas 1 and 2 who are Q ~~ to the income caps and smaller households are potentially able to buy a home through 

Capitalisation could work for non-beneficiary Accommodation Supplement recipients in 
areas with lower house prices, but PHO is a better option 

36. Accommodation Supplement capitalisation would potentially assist with home ownership for 
non-beneficiary Accommodation Supplement recipients in areas with lower house prices 
where they could service a commercial mortgage or a PHO scheme with their remaining 
income. These households need suitably sized houses to purchase and long-term stability of 
their income relative to mortgage servicing costs_ 

37. In area 3 locations such as Rotorua, a couple with two children and household income of 
$60,000 per year could capitalise their weekly Accommodation Supplement into $30,000 to 
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add to their deposit (Annex A, Ffgure 4). Comparatively, a PHO scheme alone would be 
enough to assist this example family into home ownership. 

38. In area 4 locations such as lnvercargill, a couple with one child on an annual income of 
$40,000 would only need a PHO scheme to buy a two-bedroom home. Annex A, Figure 5 
shows the large proportion of such a purchase that would be serviced by benefits. 

We do not recommend pursuing Accommodation Supplement capitalisation 

39. We estimate an Accommodation Supplement capitalisation scheme has the potential to help 
(at most) four percent of recipients into home ownership, assuming there is a supply of 

40. 

41 . 

suitable lower-quartile homes. PHO provided better support in every scenario where 
capitalisation assisted with ownership. s9(2)(f)(iv) 

~ 
Accommodation Supplement capitalisation would also not provi ·4? ~11 t hose~·, 
greatest housing stress. We are concerned about single PE;9~e an nsioners, w , ~~, 
both under stress and who have the least choice of right-~·es1 ccom od~ ti , sup , I f/V 

!n addition to the very small cohort that would benefi~iYf6Jl3 ¥ itaf a~io t r a □ itional 
issues: ~ \0 
a. capitalisation is complicated, due to th Q~ l"<lnd ~igibijit: "t~ a designed into 

the Accommodation Supplement. Lpwet :P~~~el house(pr·ce flbi~ua ions further 

b. :::~::,

1:~,:a:i:~ ::~~o ~ ~ ~ ion Supplement 
capitalisation could fin~ sel~e_S,,jn additi , n I~ ~\~1 stress, particularly if they 
need to fund one-gttyb~~~f~uffer final'T9i~} and would no longer have access 
to the Accommo~t:9~~eme~;"°~~~ ts 

c. Accommodat~~r:fr;il~ ent,.9a i~ is~~ould add another government 
homeo n rshi - aMct to n a~t plex set of offerings. 

9(2 )(f)(iv) 
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' 9(2)(fJ(iv)------~ 

45. 

46. 

s9(2l(f)(iv) --~ ---- --
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s9(2)(f)(iv) 

49. 

9(2l(fJ(ivJ 
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:s9(21(f) (iv) 

52. 

53. 

1
s9(2)(f)(iv) J 

> 

55. 

56. 

f ;~-)(-j V };::=:::::::.===~:!,v~==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::l::::::::::::....-J-

5( ( t9·{2T(f) (iV) / 

Cg 
59. 

s9(2l(f )(iv) 
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r(2 )(if)(iv) 

9(2)(f)(iv) 
60. 

61. 

Public housing is still needed for those who are eligible Q ~ 

62. Demand for public housing has grown rapidly; in Sept,(rnJ~~ o; there wei=E1 , 4 
applicants on th~ public housi~g register. Maori · ~ ~~~i9-~tely m~ . o Rel half of 
those on the register, and Pacific peoples abo , rn e1 hf In t~eif~ ~':7. ·. ~tember 2021 , 
an additiona.I3,131 a~plicants were added o e i t_: whU~, -~Q;~ ho~es were 
added to supply by Kamga Ora - Hom~ rnt1ei n , mrq}Jn1ty housing 
providers. \) 

63. Investment through the Public. Hou~ :10.a,n. 2021!-2~~~ . 1h total number of public and 
transitional homes increas~~~ ,~19 y-juni~ ~Q)i\~ · 69,569 in June 2018. 

64. Demand for one-bedro0fuiJqlt~ resent a M_tlalf:df he current housing register and 
reflects a lack of h,9~•;;,i.,¥'1;>111 for si I~ llsat<ci retired singles to live independently. In 
many places thet~ .. ~i~el 0ne'-bej~rt:! '(__ent,a s \ailable leading to single adult households 
sharing acco1m~@,,,r corn\~t(t1~itluarnilies for lar~er hom_es. . 

65. Sole pare~~;~e"UP the 1 ~arg~~roup on the Housing Register. While sole parents 
can re~~1 'ficant level~~~csommodation Supplement and Temporary Additional 

_.-+-"e--'<..,.}t ,;::~t thezt• rental supply is still a problem in many places. -

68. 

e Acce::inm~ · · upplement is a core component of income support for low-income 
houset,~f(i;~"l;)l) second track of the Accommodation Supplement Review, ministers have 
~9P~s't~fce on how to improve the Accommodation Supplement as an income support 
l~<:>_~ 

s9(2)(f)(iv) 
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69. ThTs track of the Accommodation Supplement Review will align with timing with the Working 
for Families Review. s9(2)(f )(iv) 

70. The two potential option workstreams of Track Two include: 

a. s9(2)(f)(iv) 

b. increasing take-up of the Accommodation Supplement by non-beneficiaries. 

9(2)(f)( iv) 

71 . 9(2J(f)(iv) 

72. 

Increasing take-up or~ t> ation ~f?~E ent by non-beneficiaries 

73. Given the curteAt. g~ fl orda_Rl~ l~ the short-term there is mer'rt in ensuring that as 
many h~$ hf~ that-areili ib'le'>tal<~ up the Accommodation Supplement to help with 
housin - ~~-1:-c;>Wfake-u.· :m~~'commodation Supplement among non-beneficiary 
ho~ e~;~Jrrissue. In i'MS'l:> modelled the take-up rate among non-beneficiary 
- :a~~ol ~sing 2 , 7/18 H old Economic Survey (HES) data in the Integrated Data 
),:'~tr~ re (IPQ. ~'Jjngs from this woi1< showed that in the year to June 2019, aro. und 
'"l',XjlO'o hou~Hc~,~~A'iave been eligible for Accommodation Supplement but did not 

V eive i .App_rq¾ atery 84 percent of this group are employed and 38 percent are families 
ith hi Qfen-n"\> 

74. Jmfoo I fu..la ~-up of the Accommodation Supplement among working households would 
c~n!tibili~to reducing housing stress, improve income adequacy for people who are working, 

n}>tqve financial incentives to obtain employment and reduce child poverty. A higher take-up 
te l'nay also reduce the need for other housing support and third tier assistance and could 
duce churn onto main benefits (as the Accommodation Supplement provides additional 

income support for tower-income households in work). 

75
_ 9(2J{f)(iv) 
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9(21(fJ(iv) 

76. 

s9(2 )(f)(Tv) 

77
. s9(2 Y(f iv 

78. 

]g_ s9(2)(l)(iv) 

~a and~~~ 
81 . ~Wl'-a~'Zesiarch work underway that will inform option development across track two and 

n orK~ hat will inform assessment of options. 

2. Exis i g work already underway includes: 

Motu research: 2018 Motu research looking at the impact of the maxima increase in 
2005, found that approximately 36 percent of the increase in Accommodation 
Supplement payments were absorbed by higher rents. However, it was not possible 
from the 2018 analysis to determine if the subsequent increase in rental payments 
were the, result of recipients being able to spend more and improving the quality of their 
housing. 

Motu have recently investigated the impact of the 2018 Families Package 
Accommodation Supplement changes on housing outcomes. This research seeks to 

9 An HTC is currently used in the US at a state level. ~fifo,nia offers a "Non-refundable renter's credit" of $60 (singles) and $120 

(couples) per week where a person(s) has pald rent in California for at least half the year and has had income of $43,533 (sir:19les) or 
$87,066 (couples) or less. 
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understand the effect of the 2018 policy changes (increasing the Accommodation 
Supplement maxima and changes to area allocations) on rents. The Minister for Social 
Development and Employment will receive an update with the final report and the key 
findings in December 2021 . The report will then be published in early 2022. s9(2 
------------·-------'-------- )(f) 

(iv) 

b. national survey: following the Budget 2021 benefit increase, MSD is undertaking a 
work programme to understand people's experiences of the increases in main benefit 
rates. MSD is conducting a survey to gather nationally representative .information on 
awareness and understanding of other income support payments (Le., Working for 
Families and Accommodation Supplement), claiming experience an~-take-up. 
A9commodation Suppl.ement will be a particular focus for these qu,_e\~f~Ad finding 
will feed into the work programme to increase non take-up. T~~ urve i~ ng 
developed, with the aim of having headline results by June~. 

83. MSD is also beginning work to address questions about the,.A_rivers o sing cos~~ ho 
recent income support measures have impacted after-h~us~~sts I come . 

a. understanding the drivers of housing cost{;# lt)~rrcometf ~ Id~: SD is 
undertaking work to understand the driver --e:(ttotfs(~ "Gosts fo o~~ me--" 
households. This work is beginning~ i , llerf~r:.o/-6view ~ '~l1 a ip ?vidual and 
household level factors that are driv·n~ \ ~ ' :1bifity in I -~i ;;<, .ousing costs in 

New Zealand ~ 
b. understanding the impacts<of~~ 0 1 bene~t ·n , , n after-housing-cost 

incomes: using an up~teQ be'r\M i comei t~ , nderstand how before- and 
after-housing-cost~inc~~h ~ve~ t'ian!19d, :t_~ . aditional analysis to include 
understanding ho ,~~ sts are citl~ graphically, modelling housing 
costs by famil _ ? ~.5\\u,u{erst,~ i igl {lefch ging levels of severe housing stress 
(low after-ho si Q c~nc~ J \\J 1 \) 

Consultation an<f~ ~men~ 
84. The Mif!~""J~ Sc>c~I De'(~o,p n d Employment and the Minister of Revenue agreed to 

pu9lic ena~9Jr:,eht and targ~~q agement with key stakeholders and experts across both 
~~~g fo(Pamilie~ c~ d Acc0.(!:Jh1odation Supplement Reviews. The Working for Families 
~ ~e~onsi9~g\.,,~ r fundamental changes to the structure and design of Working for 

0 
~ if ( ~~~~~Fl___~P ember, Ministers agreed to defer public engagement on the 

ring~ -~\,~ Review until April/May 2022 [REP/21/8/873 refers]. 

. P~o~\\~ge ent for the Working for Families Review and Accommodation Supplement 

86. 

s'.'~~)~ engagement using an online process with survey questions and ability to submit 
~ ~ ritten submissions ( online or via post). Guidance material will be provided outlining 

the purpose of the engagement. background information about Working for Families 
and Accommodation Supplement, the key objectives and constraints of the review and 
a limited number of questions to guide submissions 

b. targeted engagement with a limited number of experts and key stakeholders. Officials 
have identified an initial list of possible experts and key stakeholders who could be 
invited to participate in meetings with officials. 

9(21(f)(iv) ---------------------
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87. Officials recommend that no public engagement on Accommodation Supplement proceeds in 
May 2022. Officials consider that there is still merit in the targeted engagement with experts 
and key stakeholders to inform option development. 

Risks 

88. Focusing on generating better housing outcomes using the Accommodation Supplement is a 
challenging way to examine strategic housing outcomes. We have recommended that 
housing programmes focus on specific housing outcomes and include objectives that lead to 
less reliance on the Accommodation Supplement. 

Consultation 
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Annex A: Accommodation Supplement scenarios to test capitalisation 

To model Accommodation Supplement capitalisation in different 
scenarios, we have assumed: 
• 15 years of Accommodation Supplement is capitalised for a deposit. 
• KiwiSaver (5 years) and First Home Grants are included in the 

deposit by default, and a First Home Loan is used (5% deposit). 
• Households purchase a lower quartile house in the same area they 

live in, on a 30-year term based on 6.5% interest. 
• Household incomes are after tax, inclusive of Working for Families. 
• We have also modelled scenarios using low-interest loans (2%), and 

the Progressive Home Ownership scheme (25% shared equity). 

Figure 1: Single person living in Auckland on Jobseeker support 
buying a one-bedroom home 

$- SS0,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000 S300,000 $350,000 $400,000 $450,000 

■ Borrowing capacity ■ Deposit ■ Deposit gap ■ Serviceability gap 

Figure 2: Sole parent living in Christchurch on Jobseeker support 
buying a three-bedroom home 

Figure 4: Rotorua non-beneficiary couple with two children and 
household income of $60,000 buying a three-bedroom home 

$500,000 

$450,000 

$400,000 

$350.000 

$300,000 

$2&0.000 

$200,000 

s1~0.ooo 

5100,000 

$50,000 

S-
No SuppM AS Caphnllsed PHO 

■ Own borrowing and deposit ~ Servicaab!1ty lhroug~ 

Subj ect to available supply, a ~ cheme 
would enable this family to <p'blrcha dwellin\ ~ 

Figure 5: lnvercargit -=-et:_1-~~ciary cou!J,1·~~\t\ Qne child and 
household i 0 buyi (5t: \ 1 e.grb"om home 

S300,000 

S2 

$- $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000 $300,000 $350,000 $400,000 $450,000 , 

■ Borrowing capacity ■ Deposit • Deposit gap ■ Serviceabi1ty gap 

Figure 3: Auckland single non-beneficiary with two childre~ S\. ) · 
household income of $40,000 buying a three-bedroom 1:1 :>W 

0 s. s,~::: rr?.~o 
S800.000 ~ 
$700,000 S-

$600,000 

$500,000 

$400,000 

$300000 

$200,000 

$100,000 

$-
No Support AS capttallsed PHO AS capitalised Low Interest Low Interest + Low Interest• 

+ PHO AS Cap1tahsed PHO 

■ Own borrowing and deposit • Serviceabil11y through benefits • Government Support ■ Depos11 Gap ■Se,viceal>ility Gap 

There are no scenarios where existing government support or adding 
Accommodation Supplement capitalisation enables purchase of a 
suitable dwelling. Government support and benefits would need to cover 
80% of the total. 

NO suppon AS capnanseo PHO AS caplta&&eo Low tmerest Low 1merest + Low 1n11:1rest + 
+ PHO AS Capital1s"Ei1l PHO 

■ Own borrowing and deposit Serviceability througll behefils • Government Suppoo Serv,ceabllltt GaG 

Subj ect to available supply, both capitalised accommodation supplement 
and Progressive Home Ownership would enable this family to purchase 
a dwelling. Government support and benefits would cover over half of 
the total. 
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The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington  
– Telephone 04-916 3300 – Facsimile 04-918 0099 

Aide-mémoire 

 

Meeting  

  Date: 3 December 2021 Security Level: Budget Sensitive 

For: Hon Carmel Sepuloni, Minister for Social Development and 
Employment 

File 
Reference: 

REP/21/12/1326 

Income Support Ministers’ discussion on the 
Accommodation Supplement 

Meeting 
details 

5.15pm, 6 December 2021 

Expected 
attendees 

Minister for Child Poverty Reduction, Minister of Finance, 
Minister for Children, Minister of Housing, Minister of Revenue 

Purpose of 
meeting 

This meeting is to discuss the recent briefing from Te Tūāpapa 
Kura Kāinga – Ministry of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) and the Ministry of Social Development (MSD) on next 
steps for the Accommodation Supplement (AS) Review. 

Background Income Support Ministers had previously indicated that they 
would like to consider further advice on the AS across two 
tracks: 

• Track One: Advice on how the AS could be used to 
support increasing the supply of housing for low-income 
households (led by HUD) 

• Track Two: Advice on how to improve the AS as an 
income support tool for low-income New Zealanders 
with high housing costs (led by MSD). 

 



  2 

AS Briefing – 
track one 
advice 

HUD’s advice is that capitalisation of AS for home ownership 
would only work for approximately 4% of current AS 
recipients. These are likely to be working households in areas 
with lower house prices. In addition, capitalisation is unlikely 
to be a realistic option for: 

• Beneficiaries and New Zealand Superannuation / 
Veteran’s Pension recipients due to their limited ability 
to service a mortgage (especially without the ongoing 
support of the AS), and 

• Non-beneficiary households in the main cities, unless 
there are significant additional subsidies available to 
help with the costs of a house deposit. 

AS Briefing – 
track two 
advice 

For the part of the AS Review led by MSD, we recommend that 
this work aligns with the Working for Families Review,  

. 

MSD has considered two workstreams: 

•  
 

• Consideration of options to increase take-up of AS by 
non-beneficiaries. 

s9(2)(f)(iv)

s9(2)(f)
(iv)

s9(2)(f)(iv)
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Progressing 
work to 
increase  
take-up in the 
short-term 

In the short-term MSD recommends work to increase take-up 
by non-beneficiaries.  

 
 
 

 

MSD has a data and analysis workstream to inform these 
options. This includes a national survey, that among other 
things, will ask questions about awareness of the AS and 
reasons as to why people who may be eligible have not taken 
it up. 

Recommend 
to not 
proceed with 
public 
engagement 

We also seek clarification on the planned public engagement 
for the AS Review alongside the Working for Families (WFF) 
Review.  

 
 

 

Next steps MSD and HUD will provide further advice on AS in 2022. 

 

Author: Alana Roughan, Principal Policy Analyst, Employment and Housing 
Policy 

Responsible manager: Hayley Hamilton, General Manager, Employment and 
Housing Policy 
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