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Abstract: The Queensland State Government in 2013 outlined a vision for 90% of state-owned public 
housing in Queensland to be managed by the community housing sector by 2020. The Government 
signed a major contract with a community housing provider in 2014, known as the Logan Renewal 
Initiative, to manage and redevelop 4,653 public housing dwellings in the Logan City Council with the 
dual objectives to reduce the Government’s ongoing financial burden and to tackle high levels of social-
residualisation in several Logan suburbs. The Logan Renewal Initiative at the time was the largest 
transfer of public housing in Australia to an emerging community sector housing market. It was 
envisaged that the Commonwealth Government would play a bigger funding role through avenues such 
as Commonwealth Rent Assistance. The Government terminated the contract in 2016 with little 
explanation why. This paper outlines the history of the Logan Renewal Initiative and draws learnings 
from the reversal of this major policy initiative. A case study approach is applied drawing on peer 
reviewed articles, conference papers, government reports and media releases, and analyses available 
housing data to draw conclusions. The paper concludes that the transfer of significant public housing 
assets in locations with low housing prices is a big financial risk for the state government and community 
housing sector without ongoing funding support by the government, and the intended solving of social-
residualisation issues through urban renewal was overstated. The paper concludes with suggested 
policy work on housing social infrastructure using whole of government cost benefit analysis and a 
rethink of current Commonwealth housing policy of funding solely through the community and private 
housing sectors. 
 
Key words: Public housing, social housing, public private partnership, social-residualisation. 
 
Introduction 
The purpose of state government owned public housing in Australia has changed markedly from the 
1950s and 1960s to the present day (Groenhart and Burke, 2014). Back then most tenants were in paid 
employment while today public housing tenants are high need tenants heavily reliant on government 
benefits and assistance. Public housing rental incomes well below market rates over the last twenty 
years has encumbered state governments with insufficient income to cover the maintenance and 
replacement costs of an aging housing stock. The aggregation of public housing has created areas of 
high social-residualisation. The vertical fiscal imbalance between states and the Commonwealth, 
changing Commonwealth government public housing policies and funding, and a community housing 
sector still in its infancy has created a level of uncertainty in the public and social housing sector as a 
whole (Milligan, et al, 2015). 
 
The paper outlines and discusses the policy rationale and implications of the Queensland State 
Government (QSG) decision in 2012 to outsource the management and redevelopment of 4,653 public 
housing dwellings in the City of Logan to the community housing sector, known as the Logan Renewal 
Initiative (LRI). This was the first large scale transfer of public housing stock, valued at an estimated 
$1.5bn, attempted in Australia. The QSG terminated the contract within two years of the Logan City 
Community Housing Company (LCCHC) being awarded the tender. The reasons for the termination 
are unclear and the local community, who had high levels of expectations that the LRI would tackle 
social-residualisation in Logan, were dismayed at the termination decision.  
 
The first section of the paper provides the reader with a background of the LRI from the national level 
through to the local context and the QSG process in progressing and then terminating the LRI. The 
second section discusses the assumptions and issues using relevant Logan housing data and assesses 
if the LRI would have achieve its stated outcomes. The paper concludes with implications the LRI has 
for future city development policy and the improved policy analysis for public/social housing as social 
infrastructure. 
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Terminology 
Public housing, social housing and affordable housing are policy terms used in relation to households 
with low incomes. The following definitions for each of these terms are used in this paper. 
 

Public housing: Housing owned by state government agencies for households with major 
socio-economic constraints, often due to physical, mental and family inter-
relational needs leading to a high reliance on government pensions and 
benefits. 

 
Social housing: Housing owned by individuals or the not-for-profit sector with rental 

subsidies provided by state and Commonwealth government. Social 
housing data usually includes state owned public housing. 

 
Affordable housing:  A broader term relating to the financial ability of people to rent and 

purchase private housing, typically if mortgage repayments cost more than 
thirty per cent of a household’s income.  

 
Methodology 
The case study approach is used in this paper to contextualize a large-scale transfer of state 
government owned public housing to the community housing sector. A google and google-scholar 
search for information was undertaken of peered reviewed articles and conference papers, and grey 
literature comprising government reports and policy statements, media articles and media statements 
and speeches given by the relevant QSG Housing Minister to provide the contextual background 
leading up to the LRI and termination of the LRI contract. 
 
The ability to obtain information on the LRI is limited by the lack of public data due to the confidentiality 
of the tender process and decision making to terminate the contract with the successful tenderer. Similar 
difficulties were also experienced by Pawson, et al (2016, p16) in their inquiry into the LRI. In light of 
this, data from the government and private sector on public housing, community socio-economic data, 
private housing rents and values, estimates of new house construction prices, and population data 
relevant to the Logan City Council (LCC) was collected to assess the financial viability of the LRI 
initiative to determine if this was the likely cause for termination of the LRI contract.  
 
Background 
This section begins with a review of the national policy settings, state policy settings and down to the 
local context. This is followed by an outline of the decision making undertaken to implement and then 
terminate the LRI. 
 
Public Housing Policy in Australia 
Public housing in Australia has changed markedly post World War 2. Most tenants in the 1950s and 
1960s were in paid employment following military de-mobilisation and there was an acute housing 
shortage (Jacobs, et al, 2010). Since the early 1990’s, the majority of public housing tenants are 
essentially reliant on government pensions and other benefits resulting in rental incomes being well 
below market rents, that is economic rents (Arthurson, 1998). Jacobs, et al (2010) refer to this situation 
as “welfare housing”. In consequence, public housing rental incomes for state governments overtime 
have been insufficient to cover the cost of maintenance and redevelopment of existing housing stock 
(Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2014). For example, in 20111 the average weekly rent for 
private housing in Logan was $341 and $137 for social/public housing; a difference of $204 equating to 
an annual subsidy of $10,608 per dwelling unit (see Figure 1). Rents for public housing in Queensland 
is determined by the amount tenants receive from pensions, that is 25% of the household pension, 
regardless of the size of the dwelling. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
1 More up to date rent data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 2016 census isn’t available. 
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Figure 1: Market Rents and Economic Rents in City of Logan 
 

 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2011 Census1) 

 
Reducing funding levels directly to public housing by Commonwealth Governments has increased the 
financial burden on state governments with large public housing portfolios. Commonwealth funding for 
public housing declined 26% between 1989-90 and 2000-01 (Jacobs, et al, 2010). The number of public 
housing dwellings across Australia also declined 23,100 over the same time period. Conversely, QSG 
increased the number of public housing dwellings by 2,500 between 1996 and 2006 despite the 
reductions in Commonwealth funding. In 2019 QSG owned 53,640 public housing dwellings state-wide 
which is 79% of the overall social housing stock in the state with sixty three percent of the public housing 
stock being over twenty years old (Department of Housing and Public Works, 2019). 
 
The not for profit sector is the preferred provider of social and affordable housing for the Commonwealth 
Government (Milligan, et al, 2013, Pawson, 2013) with state governments confronting ongoing funding 
dilemmas for public housing, especially in Queensland where the number of public housing dwellings 
has increased post 1996. State governments with large and aging public housing portfolios have begun 
to transfer their public housing stock to community housing sector providers to gain access to the 
Commonwealth Rent Assistance (CRA) to help address the revenue shortfall between economic and 
market rents as shown in Figure 1. Unlike direct Commonwealth funding for public housing, the demand 
for CRA expanded 23% from $3.6bn in 2011 to $4.4bn in 2015 (Australian Institute of Health and 
Welfare, 2017).  
 
Changing social housing policies has also increased uncertainty for the community housing sector. The 
National Rental Assistance Scheme (NRAS) for example provides a financial incentive for ten years 
(rental CPI indexed) to private entities and community organisations to rent new dwellings to low to 
moderate income earners at 20% below the market rents. The Abbott Coalition government 
discontinued NRAS funding on 13 May 2014. QSG considered the non-continuance of NRAS a major 
blow with 30% of NRAS rental recipients coming from the public housing waiting list (Mander, 2014). 
 
Growth of the Community Housing Sector 
The Australian Housing Ministers agreed in 2009 to develop a large-scale community housing sector 
with the target for the sector being responsible for 35% of all social housing by 2014. The community 
housing sector’s share of social housing, excluding indigenous housing grew from 6.5% in 2000 to 
11.3% in 2010 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011). The 2014 target represents a tripling of the 
community sector market share over four years.  
 
A major review of the regulations dealing with community housing across Australia was undertaken in 
2011-12 by the Commonwealth, state and territory governments. The review was in response to a 
growing community housing sector and differing regulatory arrangements across the various 
jurisdictions. The National Regulatory System for Community Housing (NRSCH) was the outcome of 
the review with State, Territory and Commonwealth Governments committing to the reform under the 
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National Affordable Housing Agreement (2009-14). The NRSCH aligns with the QSG’s political 
philosophy at that time to assist people transition into the private market and reserve public housing for 
the high need tenants (Mander, 2014). 
 
The NRSCH was a major shift in the delivery of public housing away from state and territory 
governments to social housing through registered independent community housing providers. 
Legislative changes to the Queensland Housing Act (Housing and Other Legislation Bill 2012) were 
made to ensure consistency with the national regulations and the Queensland Office of the Registrar 
was established in November 2012 to regulate community housing providers in Queensland.  
 
Queensland Public Housing Policy 
One of the first tasks the Newman Liberal National Party (LNP) elected in 2012 undertook was the 
“Queensland Commission of Audit” review into the financial position of the QSG. The Audit 
Commissioners recommended a reduction in the size of the Queensland public sector to reduce future 
debt and risks for the QSG by outsourcing ‘non-core’ public sector activities to the profit and not for 
profit sectors (Queensland Commission of Audit, 2013). Public housing owned by the state government 
was deemed a non-core government function following the review. In 2013 QSG released the “Housing 
Strategy 2020” as it’s blue print in delivering social housing outcomes in line with the NRSCH 
(Department of Housing and Works, 2013). The Strategy included a target to transfer “90% of the 
management of all social housing to the non-government sector” (Department of Housing and Works, 
2013, p8).  
 
The transfer of the management, maintenance, redevelopment and potential disposal of the substantial 
public housing assets to the community housing sector is a public private partnership (PPP). A PPP is 
defined as a “risk-sharing relationship between the public and private sectors to deliver timely public 
infrastructure and related non-core services” (Department of State Development, 2002, p2). The two 
key aspects of PPP’s for governments are risk management (costs) and value for money (benefits). 
Typical examples of PPP’s used in Queensland are economic infrastructure such as new roads funded 
by tolls and social infrastructure such as prisons funded by the government. The LRI is a mix of 
economic and social infrastructure reliant on profits generated from redeveloped public housing stock 
sold on the open market and on CRA as determined by the Commonwealth Government over time.  
 
Redevelopment of a major government site in Bonnyrigg in south-west Sydney was the first social 
housing PPP in Australia illustrated the financial risks for state governments entering into a PPP for 
existing public housing. The objective of the project was replacement of old public housing with new 
higher density housing stock for public housing tenants and private sale over a thirty year period 
(Pinnergar, et al, 2011). The aim was to reduce the public housing mix from 90% to 30% through all 
additional housing being sold to private owners. This PPP stalled in 2008 during the global financial 
crisis and at a time when the interest of the New South Wales Government in PPP’s was declining 
(Rogers, 2013).  
 
The Logan City Council was selected as the first opportunity to implement the transfer of public housing 
due to the work being undertaken by the Queensland Department of Housing and Public Works and 
LCC pre 2012 to establish a Logan social housing company2. 
 
Logan City Council 
LCC is a large local authority with a population of 326,615 located in South East Queensland (SEQ) 
with seven suburbs having high levels of socio-economic disadvantage, referred to as social-
residualisation (that is, “concentration of less well-off and problematic households in geographical 
locations” (Jacobs, et al, 2010, p24)). There are three suburbs in Logan with 100% of the highest level 
of disadvantage in the Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage (SEIFA) with an additional four 
suburbs with 75% or more, as shown in Table 1 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2018, Department of 
Housing and Public Works, 2019). These seven suburbs contain 64% of the public housing in Logan 
and a combined population of 80,307 comprising, 25% of the overall Logan population (Department of 
Housing and Public Works, 2019). 
 
 

 
2 The author had carriage of this work in the Logan City Council. 
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Table 1: Logan Suburbs with the highest level of socio-economic disadvantage 
 

Suburb 
Percentage 

(Quintile 1 – most 
disadvantaged) 

Population 
2018p 

Public housing 
share of total 

dwellings 
Kingston 100% 10,881 18% 
Logan Central 100% 6,597 19% 
Woodridge 100% 13,554 17% 
Eagleby 91% 14,149 8% 
Marsden 91% 15,934 6% 
Slacks Creek 78% 10,646 12% 
Beenleigh 75% 8,546 15% 
 Total 80,307  

Sources: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2018, Department of Housing and Public Works, 2019 
 
Public and Social Housing in Logan 
QSG currently own 4,653 public housing dwellings in Logan estimated to be worth $1.52bn (see Table 
2), with 88% of these dwellings over twenty years old (see Figure 2) and 74% are ‘old fashion’ three 
and four bedroom (Logan Housing and Homeless Network, 2012, p5). Additionally, there are 300 social 
housing dwellings not owned by QSG in Logan with 70% of them located in the three suburbs of 
Beenleigh, Waterford West and Woodridge (Department of Housing and Public Works, 2019). 
 

Figure 2: Age of Public Housing in the City of Logan 
 

 
Source: Logan Housing and Homeless Network (2012). 

 
Table 2 shows the extent of the discrepancy in the size of public housing between Logan and overall 
Queensland. Changing household sizes reflected by 80% of applicants being singles and single parents 
leads to a mismatch between dwelling sizes and housing demand leading to a 21% under occupancy 
rate for public housing in Logan (Flegg, 2012:2, Logan Housing and Homeless Network, 2012). 
 

Table 2: Logan and Queensland Public Housing Stock by Number of Bedrooms 
 

Location 1 bedroom 2 bedrooms 3 bedrooms 4 bedrooms 5+ bedrooms 
Logan 11% 19% 60% 9% 1% 
Queensland 31% 26% 35% 7% 1% 

Source: Department of Housing and Public Works (2019) 
 
Newman LNP Government Initiatives 
The election of the Newman LNP Government in March 2012 and the NRSCH were game changers to 
public housing policy in Queensland and specifically in Logan. The position of the Department of 
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Housing and Public Works changed dramatically with the decision to fast track a PPP for all state 
government owned public housing in Logan. The state government withdrew their support for the 
establishment of the Logan Housing Company, established the Logan Renewal Board and commenced 
the LRI (Flegg, 2012(1), Flegg 2012(2)). The Logan Renewal Board comprised state and council elected 
officials and officers to advise the Minister for Housing and Public Works on delivering the LRI.   
 
The LRI potentially involved the transfer or lease of QSG owned public housing to the private/not-for-
profit sector to leverage the existing public housing equity to deliver greater outcomes in the social 
housing sector. The non-monetary risks are also important, especially the support of the key 
stakeholders and the ability of the community/private housing sectors to reduce negative social-
residualisation impacts on the Logan community. Reducing social-residualisation was underpinned by 
redeveloping the existing public housing on large lots into a mix of social and private housing for sale, 
very similar to the objectives of the Bonnyrigg PPP. The Woodridge Housing Centre, responsible for 
managing public housing tenancies in Logan and employing public servants, would also be transferred 
to the winning community housing organization. 
 
The Department of Housing and Public Works commenced a two-stage tender process as per QSG’s 
PPP framework. Public expressions of interest for Stage 1 were invited in August 2012 with ten 
organisations making formal submissions. In February 2013 the following three organisations were 
invited to submit formal tenders for the more detailed Stage 2: 
 

1. Horizon Housing Company Ltd and Brisbane Housing Company Ltd3; 
2. Mirvac Queensland Pty Ltd - Churches of Christ Care and Mangrove Housing Association; 

and 
3. Compass Housing Company – 4Walls Ltd. 

 
The submissions lodged in the second stage were subject to extensive assessment including the 
financial viability of the three bidders. Logan City Community Housing (LCCH), a special purpose 
vehicle comprising Compass Housing Services Ltd and BlueCHP Ltd (who replaced 4WallsLtd) was 
selected as the successful tenderer in September 2014. Compass Housing would be responsible for 
the housing services and management function while BlueCHP was to undertake the re-development 
activities.  
 
The following 20 year vision for Logan was announced publicly when LCCH was awarded the LRI 
tender: 
 

1. Improving older neighbourhoods by renewing public housing and providing different housing 
styles; 
 

2. Providing new affordable housing for people on low to moderate incomes to rent or buy; 
 

3. Providing an improved mix of social housing and affordable rental housing; and,  
 

4. Replacing 1,000 existing public housing dwellings with 1,600 social housing dwellings, and over 
1,000 new affordable dwellings, including a large number of one and two bedroom units, and 
some larger houses for families (Department of Housing and Public Works, 2014). 

 
  

 
3 Brisbane Housing Company did not participate in Stage 2. 
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Table 3: Public housing and SEIFA by Logan suburb 
 

 
 
 

Suburb 

 
 

Public 
Housing 

 
 

SEIFA 
(IRSAD) 

Average House 
Price 

(3-bed detached 
dwelling)* 

 
Estimated 

Total Capital 
Value 

Beenleigh*** 385 855 $328,000 $126,280,000 
Bethania-Waterford 99 931 $337,000 $33,363,000 
Boronia Heights - Park Ridge 142 911** $341,750 $48,528,000 
Browns Plain-Berrinba 162 898** $363,000 $58,006,000 
Cornubia-Carbrook 4 1042** $490,000 $1,960,000 
Crestmead 198 880 $311,000 $61,578,000 
Daisy Hill 39 1039 $470,000 $18,330,000 
Eagleby*** 387 849 $305,000 $118,035,000 
Edens Landing-Holmview 41 956* $346,500 $14,206,000 
Kingston*** 549 822 $300,000 $164,700,000 
Logan Central*** 372 772 $307,000 $114,204,000 
Loganholme - Tanah Merah 69 996** $450,000 $31,050,000 
Loganlea 417 867 $353,000 $147,201,000 
Marsden*** 214 875 $343,000 $73,402,000 
Mount Warren Park 43 951 $360,000 $15,480,000 
Regents Park - Heritage Park 68 983** $392,500 $26,690,500 
Roachedale South - Priestdale 116 1076* $500,150 $58,017,550 
Slacks Creek*** 406 882 $300,000 $122,800,000 
Springwood 17 1019 $491,750 $8,359,750 
Underwood 59 1036 $494,000 $29,146,000 
Waterford West 181 875 $333,000 $60,273,000 
Wolfdene - Bahrs Scrub 2 1006** $333,000 $666,000 
Woodridge*** 621 796 $300,000 $186,300,000 
Logan Total / Average 4,591 927 $371,724 $1,518,376,150 

*Source – www.realestate.com.au @ January 2019 
**The SEIFA Index is an average for the two suburbs. 
***Suburbs with the highest socio-economic disadvantage as shown in Table 1. 

 
LRI Contract Terminated 
The Palaszczuk Labor Government won the Queensland election in 2015. QSG terminated the contract 
with LCCH on 20 July 2016. The reason cited by the Minister for Housing and Public Works was the 
risks for the state government to a large transfer of public housing to LCCH (as per the PPP framework). 
The contract was not a transfer of the public housing stock in fee simple but a fixed term lease using a 
build operate transfer back to the state government model (Pawson, 2016). The Minister also argued 
that public housing is a core government function, contrary to the previous QSG policy position (de 
Brenni, 2016). The management function would be retained by the Department of Housing and Public 
Works with the redevelopment task to be undertaken by Economic Development Queensland within 
QSG. Another reason argued by the media was retaining the jobs of the public servants employed at 
the Woodridge Housing Centre (Courier Mail, 2016) who would not have received a redundancy 
package if they chose not to work for LCCH (Pawson, et al, 2016). There is no evidence available to 
confirm this assertion by the media. 
 
The termination of the LRI contract was later followed by an announcement by the Minister for Housing 
and Public Works that the state government would provide $400 million to construct new public housing 
in Logan from 2026 to 2046 under the banner of the “Better Neighbourhoods Logan Initiative” (de 
Brenni, 2016, Malo, 2016). This substantial funding commitment was another major policy change by 
QSG. 

http://www.realestate.com.au/
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Discussion 
The LRI was born out of the 2013 Queensland Commission of Audit and the growing financial cost 
burden of public housing on the QSG budget. Changes in policy direction by numerous Commonwealth 
governments to fund social housing through the emerging community housing sector meant that the 
growing public housing financial burden would remain with QSG. Although the change of Government 
in 2015 was a key factor in the termination of the LRI contract, there are a number of underlying issues 
that would have proved difficult for LCCH to deliver on the 20 year LRI vision.  
 
This section is divided into capacity, stakeholder expectations and LRI financial viability. 
 
Capacity 
Herath (2015) identified capacity as an issue for both the public housing agency and the community 
housing sector to undertake a public housing PPP at the scale envisaged by the Newman LNP 
Government. State housing agencies being more experienced in housing management could reinforce 
this view (Flanagan, et al (2019). 
 
Previous QSG experience in PPP’s mostly involved the construction of new infrastructure in an existing 
mature private sector construction industry and simpler revenue streams, such as road tolls and 
government funding to operate prisons. QSG had taken over 50 years to create $1.5 bn of public 
housing assets in Logan and the transfer of assets of this magnitude was new for QSG public housing 
sector agency. The community housing sector tenderers were critical of the time taken and lack of 
forethought applied to the LRI PPP initiative (Herath, 2015). QSG’s previous experience in PPP’s 
through agencies such as Treasury and State Development had the capacity and capability to deliver 
the LRI PPP. 
 
The growth of the community housing sector to undertake a role envisaged by the LRI was likely to 
stretch the capacity and capabilities of existing community housing organisations. The previous 
experience of LCCH was primarily property management. Compass Housing Services in 2014 were 
managing 4,251 properties and delivered a total surplus of $21.8 million suggesting a capability to 
manage the public housing stock in Logan (Compass Housing Services, 2014). BlueCHP did have 
housing development experience and were managing 665 tenancies at that time with 9% of these 
tenancies occupied by tenants on very low incomes (BlueCHP, 2014).  
 
The financial risks associated with redeveloping housing stock is much greater than simply outsourcing 
the management task. Milligan, et al (2013, p81) concluded that growth of the sector with a lesser 
certainty in the policy, regulatory and market environment than previously will depend on the risk 
appetite of the organisations to grow their business in the absence of significant investment by 
government. Specifically, use of private debt to replace aged public housing with a mix of social housing 
for rent and private for sale is a high risk for community housing organisations and is contingent on a 
strong housing market and government funding support. QSG tendered on the objective of cost shifting 
to the Commonwealth Government with little if any financial assistance for the successful community 
housing organisation to undertake redevelopment of an aged public housing stock. In terminating the 
LRI contract, the need for ongoing QSG financial support for new stock is evident in the substantial 
funding through the “Better Neighbourhoods Logan Initiative”. Herath (2015) concludes that the tender 
was essentially an outsourcing of the management function. 
 
Stakeholder Expectations 
The Logan community had high expectations of the ability of the LRI to help overcome social-
residualisation in Logan (Logan City Council, 2013). There was little if any community consultation 
during the tender process (Herath, 2015). Local confrontation between families of different ethnic origin 
with national media coverage created the impetus for the Logan City of Choice summit held in February 
2013. The action plan developed from the summit included a set of actions aimed at reducing 
concentrations of social housing and exploring incentives for redevelopment and transferring social 
housing stock to the non-government sector. Implicit in the action plan is that the transfer of government 
owned public housing stock to the non-government sector was the better way to achieve these desired 
outcomes. A review by Pawson, et al (2012) concludes achievement of reducing the negative impacts 
of social-residualisation through urban renewal such as this is challenging and can be diluted through 
the mobility of tenants and investors buying new housing stock. 
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Media reports painted a picture of local residents being angry and confused when the decision to 
terminate the LRI contract was announced (ABC News, 2016). This reaction was the likely impetus for 
the “Better Neighbourhoods Logan Initiative” announcement that followed. Randolph (2006) argues that 
urban renewal needs a proactive local approach involving state and local governments that is nimble in 
responding to local issues. The LRI with better CSG funding assistance would have likely been better 
placed to deliver a more proactive and nimble approach than the QSG “Better Neighbourhoods Logan 
Initiative”. 
 
LRI Financial Viability 
A key financial issue for LCCH are sufficient rent revenues to cover organisation running costs, building 
maintenance and servicing borrowings required for housing redevelopment. Figure 3 shows a strong 
correlation between average weekly rents and social-residualisation. The seven suburbs with high 
social-residualisation are below the average weekly market rent due in part to the high public housing 
concentrations in these suburbs4. Overall 88% of public housing is located in suburbs where the weekly 
rent for a three bedroom dwelling is below the Logan average of $350. The gap between economic 
rents and market rents for public housing across Logan is estimated to be $42.8 million per annum4.  
 
As previously stated, a driver for QSG to overcome their growing financial burden was to cost shift to 
the Commonwealth government as CRA subsidies are not available to state owned public housing 
tenants. The current single aged pension is $413 per week and $622 for a couple which includes a 
supplement and energy supplement. Public housing tenants in Queensland pay 25% of the pension as 
rent, which is $103 and $156 respectively. Social housing tenants eligible for CRA receive funding 
assistance of seventy five cents in the dollar depending on their individual circumstances. The CRA 
equates on average to $7,875 per annum for each dwelling5, which aggregated across public housing 
in Logan equates to $617,000 per week or $32 million per annum. CRA subsidies are a major incentive 
for state governments to move their public housing stock to community housing companies. The author 
doesn’t know if this additional revenue is sufficient to cover both management and building maintenance 
costs as well as fund redevelopment of exiting dwellings into new social housing. 

 
Figure 3: Correlation between SEIFA Index and Average Weekly Rents 

 

 
Source: Author 
 
1For a 3 bedroom dwelling derived from rental bond lodgements sourced by the Rental Tenancies 
Authority. 
 
These suburbs have the highest concentration of public housing as shown in Table 1. 
 
---- Average weekly market rent in Logan is $350 (Department of Housing and Public Works, 2019) 

 
4 It must be noted that rent is component in deriving the SEIFA Index. 
5 This is based on a couple on an age pension in a three bedroom dwelling. 
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The housing market is a key issue for the redevelopment activities of LCCH. Figure 4 shows there is a 
reasonable relationship between house prices in suburbs in Logan and the SEIFA Index. The 
community housing sector seeking finance for redevelopment will require some form of lending security, 
such as mortgages on transferred public housing stock, underpinned by redevelopment costs being 
lower than the saleable value of the enhanced asset and, in the case of investors, sufficient rent 
earnings. In this context, the real estate market value of housing for house prices and rents becomes 
critical. 
 
It is assumed that housing construction and sale costs of dwellings is the same across Logan. The 
average cost of a new three bedroom house in Brisbane in 2018 for a 231 m2 house is $409,0006 
(James, C and Felsman, R., 2018). The average house price across Logan is $372,000 which equates 
to a new house size of 206 m2. Ninety two percent of public housing is located in suburbs with an 
average housing price below $372,000. To match the housing prices in the suburbs with high social-
residualisation, that is average house prices below $307,000, the dwelling units would need reduce to 
170 to 167 m2.7 The market for new three bedroom houses of this size is unknown. 
 
Transfer duty exemptions for purchase of redeveloped public housing dwellings may assist sales 
however this depends on whether the purchaser is an owner-occupier or investor. Assuming the 
average price of $372,000 for house in Logan, an owner occupier would pay a transfer duty of $4,270 
and an investor $11,4458. A policy question arises as to whether investors should receive a transfer 
duty exemption if the objective is to increase the proportion of home owners in suburbs with high levels 
of social-residualisation. Transfer duty exemptions currently exist in Queensland for first home buyers. 
A one off transfer duty exemption may be of limited benefit and, if applied to investors, would encourage 
housing for ongoing rent rather than more home ownership. 
 

Figure 4: Correlation between SEIFA Index and House Prices 
 

 
Source: Author 
 
These suburbs have the highest concentration of public housing as shown in Table 1. 

 
Redevelopment of 70% of public housing in suburbs with house sale prices below $340,000 has the 
major challenge of realising high enough prices and rents below the Logan average weekly market rent. 
Added to this is whether raw land costs and local infrastructure charges (also known as developer 
contributions) at around $20,000 per new net dwelling are included or excluded. The approach to help 
cross subsidise redevelopment in these suburbs into rentable social housing and saleable privately 
owned housing without government funding assistance is likely to be insufficient. The concerns of 

 
6 The house price construction estimate of $1,800 m2 is derived from the Riders Digest 2019 available at 
https://s28259.pcdn.co/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/2019-RLB-Rider-Digest_Adelaide_2.pdf. 
7 It is worth noting the average house size 30 years ago was 162 m2 (James, C and Felsman, R., 2018). 
8 These are estimates provided by a transfer duty estimator at https://www.qld.gov.au/housing/buying-owning-
home/advice-buying-home/transfer-duty/how-much-you-will-pay/calculating-transfer-duty/estimate-transfer-duty 

https://s28259.pcdn.co/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/2019-RLB-Rider-Digest_Adelaide_2.pdf
https://www.qld.gov.au/housing/buying-owning-home/advice-buying-home/transfer-duty/how-much-you-will-pay/calculating-transfer-duty/estimate-transfer-duty
https://www.qld.gov.au/housing/buying-owning-home/advice-buying-home/transfer-duty/how-much-you-will-pay/calculating-transfer-duty/estimate-transfer-duty


SOAC 2019 
 

12 
 

Milligan, et al (2013) about the financial viability of the community housing sector to redevelop public 
housing in these suburbs with high social-residualisation is most evident in these seven suburbs. This 
being the case, government intervention through subsidies, such as community service obligations, 
would be required. 
 
State Government Funding and Risk 
QSG’s policy position changed following the termination of the LRI contract with their willingness to fund 
the management and redevelopment of public housing. The commitment is reflected in the latest 
Queensland State Infrastructure Plan with $429m for maintenance and $239m for new public housing 
across Queensland (Queensland Government, 2018). It is envisaged that an additional 492 public 
housing dwellings will be built in Logan between 2018 and 2022. Had funding for redevelopment been 
contemplated before the signing of the LRI contract, LCCH would have been much better placed to 
deliver the 20 year vision. 
 
The conceptual work by Flanagan, Martin, Jacobs and Lawson on social infrastructure provides a 
pointer in policy development where there are concentrations of public housing in areas of low rents 
and housing prices. Social infrastructure, such as public transport with below cost recovery from fares, 
is underpinned by two key factors. Firstly, the use of cost benefit analysis often relies on the 
quantification of externalities (e.g. air pollution, reduce vehicle crashes, etc) and community benefits 
(e.g. lower obesity levels, reduced crime rates, etc). Secondly, such benefits are predicated on ongoing 
government funding as these benefits are often a symptom of market failure. Cost benefit analysis is 
likely to draw in whole of government benefits which becomes a means of gaining support of more 
stakeholders. This could then provide the rationale for a community service obligation where house 
prices are depressed by concentrations of public housing, such as the seven suburbs in Logan with the 
very low SEIFA Index. 
 
The transfer of substantial assets to the community housing sector continues to represent a major risk 
for state governments. Options available include piecemeal transfer of housing stock. In the case of 
Logan, suburbs where house prices are high would be more attractive to community housing companies 
and the suburbs with low housing equity would remain public housing. Another option is to retain state 
government ownership of public housing through the establishment of statutory authorities that can 
perform housing management and redevelopment functions. Similar models exist in several states 
charged with redevelopment of state land holdings, such as redevelopment authorities in Western 
Australia. Statutory authorities have boards with directors have a range a skills and dedicated staff, 
similar to community housing companies. Under current Commonwealth policy settings, statutory 
authorities are not eligible to receive CRA for their housing tenants. In this situation, state governments 
with concentrations of public housing are facing stranded assets. 
 
Conclusions and Future Research and Policy Development 
The Campbell Government’s LRI initial objective was an economic PPP heavily reliant on CRA and sale 
of redeveloped dwellings in a highly social-residualised housing market. The potential growth in revenue 
through the CRA was attractive and may have been enough to fund the management and maintenance 
of existing public housing stock. The low house prices in the areas with high social-residualisation 
relative to average Brisbane new housing costs indicates the ability to leverage equity in old public 
housing stock would have been very challenging. The use of incentives for buyers, such as transfer 
duty exemptions as a policy tool that isn’t relevant for first home buyers, equates to 1% of the purchase 
price for owner occupiers and 3% for investors who gain the greatest benefit. 
 
Two key issues that arise from the current national policy setting in locations like Logan where poor 
housing market situations exist. The current Commonwealth Government policy of only subsidising 
social housing through the community housing sector is unlikely to solve social-residualisation and the 
resulting broader socio-economic impacts. Consequently, state governments are required to fund and, 
potentially, undertake the redevelopment function. Resolution of social-residualisation issue from a city 
policy context will likely therefore be a slow process while these stranded assets have insufficient equity 
and rent income streams. The development of cost benefit analysis for housing social infrastructure as 
a policy development tool would assist building the policy intervention rationale in this situation of market 
failure. 
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Future research and policy development on cost benefit analysis tools for housing social infrastructure 
potentially provides a basis for reviewing current Commonwealth social housing policy settings in a 
context of a broader whole of government response to concentrations of social-residualisation.  
 
Disclosure Statement 
The author will receive no financial benefits from this article. The author was a member of the Logan 
Renewal Board and participated in the early stages of the confidential state government tender selection 
process. This article uses publicly available information and the author’s knowledge not considered 
confidential from the tender process.  
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