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Introduction 

This report presents a comprehensive analysis of issues relating to housing affordability and homelessness within the 

Hume region of Victoria. Stretching from the border with New South Wales in the north to the outer fringes of 

Melbourne in the south, the Hume region encompasses the two Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) 

sub-regions of Goulburn and Ovens-Murray. The region is both large and diverse, with the two regional population 

centres of Shepparton and Wodonga surrounded by a number of small and medium sized rural townships.  

As with other regions in Victoria and Australia as a whole, issues of housing affordability and homelessness are of 

significant and growing concern within the Hume region. This is due to the interaction of demographic changes, shifts 

in the housing market and government policies; which together have led to diminished housing affordability and 

increased risk of housing stress and homelessness. The impacts of these issues clearly fall hardest on individuals and 

families on low incomes and those often described as ‘disadvantaged’, however they ripple through entire 

communities. While the overall scale of these problems in Hume are arguably less extreme than in Melbourne and 

other larger metropolitan areas, they nevertheless represent a significant concern for governments, service providers 

and citizens. This concern is warranted given the rather bleak projections for affordable, safe and secure housing into 

the future.  

In responding to the challenges presented by housing affordability and homelessness, it is essential that actions are 

based in a solid understanding of the scope and nature of the issues and their consequences. This includes impacts on 

particular regions, not just on the state or nation as a whole. While national and state responses are required, these 

need to be supported by more localised responses which reflect differences between and within communities. In 

order for such responses to be evidence based, multiple sources of sound evidence are required. This report aims to 

make a small yet significant contribution to this evidence base. 

 

Project aims and scope 

The aim of the project is to provide a comprehensive overview and analysis of housing affordability and homelessness 

related issues within the region. As a project commissioned by the Hume Region Homelessness Network (HRHN), the 

report is designed primarily to meet the needs of member organisations, both individually and collectively, by 

providing access to current data and analysis of relevant issues. The contents of the report thereby aim to inform 

HRHN member agencies’ efforts relating to service development, strategic planning, advocacy and lobbying. In this 

second aspect, the report is also intended as a useful resource for a broader audience, including local governments 

and other organisations with an interest in housing and homelessness issues within the Hume region and regional 

Victoria more broadly.  

Whereas past reports centred on the Hume region have tended to emphasise either housing (Elton Consulting, 2011) 

or homelessness (MacKenzie & Desmond, 2006), this report is intended to be broader in scope due to the focus on 

both housing and homelessness. It is also informed by the most up to date research available, of which there has been 

a significant amount since the previously mentioned studies were released. Critically, this report is also the first to 

include in its analysis service delivery data collected and provided by local housing and homelessness organisations. 

The data presented and analysed in this report thereby provides unique insights into current housing and 

homelessness issues within the Hume region. 

 

Sources of Data/Methodology 

A variety of data sources and methods have been utilised in developing this report.  

Part 1 draws on contemporary research on housing and homelessness issues within Australia, and their historical 

basis. Evidence is drawn from a variety of sources, including in many instances from publications by the Australian 

Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI). Discussion of the current policy context is informed by publicly 

available information at the time of writing. Details on the current service system are informed by the HRHN and data 

available from the DHHS. 
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Part 2 provides a detailed demographic report on the region, drawing mainly from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

(ABS) and other public sources. The focus is on demographic data and trends deemed relevant to housing and 

homelessness issues within the region. 

Part 3 involved collation and analysis of client data provided by participating agencies. This was mostly drawn from 

Specialist Homelessness Information Portal (SHIP) data, however one participating organisation used an alternate data 

collection platform (SAMIS). All client data was de-identified before being provided. Data was provided in Microsoft 

excel format and was then input into SPSS for coding and analysis. Analysis of this data involved comparisons with 

demographic data as well as national data on homelessness provided by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 

(AIHW).  

Parts 4 and 5 draw on the three data sources described above and involves analysis of key themes or issues arising 

from the data. All efforts have been made to provide analysis, discussions and recommendations based on and 

supported by the available data. This includes recognition of the limitations described below. 

 

Limitations 

There are four main limitations of this project that require acknowledgement. These relate specifically to the data 

collected from organisations for Part 3. 

Firstly, the data set for Part 3 contained a large proportion of missing data (ie fields where no data was entered). The 

beginning of the reporting period (2012) represents the early phase of organisations’ adoption of the SHIP data 

platform, and instances of missing data were consequently highest in 2012 and lowest in 2014. This represents 

adjustment to the data platform and improvements in users’ understanding of the assessment and data entry 

processes. Wherever possible, information on missing data are provided and this also informs analysis of the data 

throughout the report.  

Secondly, the overall reliability of the data is limited to the quality and accuracy of data entry by frontline staff. Data is 

collected from individual clients on initial presentation to a service, and on any subsequent contact. There is therefore 

scope for some inconsistency in how definitions are understood and information recorded between and within 

organisations. However, this data is the same as that provided to the AIHW as part of the Specialist Homelessness 

Services (SHS) collection and reporting. As such, comparisons between data collected as part of this report and the 

national SHS data should be considered valid. It should also be acknowledged that there has been significant focus 

within the region for improving the quality and consistency of data collection, including via staff training.  

Thirdly, not all participating organisations were able to provide complete data for all funded activities in the 2012-14 

reporting period. In one instance the organisation providing data for a program area in 2013-2014 was not the 

contracted provider for 2012 and so was unable to provide data for that period. This specifically affected data relating 

to family violence (see Parts 4-6 for further discussion of this). There were also difficulties in obtaining data on client 

contacts for organisations not using the SHIP data system. As much of this report is based on support period data, this 

is a minor limitation. However it is acknowledged where relevant in Parts 3-5.  

Finally, the data presented and analysed in this report should not be considered as covering all experiences and 

situations of housing affordability or homelessness in Hume region. It is established that not all people experiencing 

housing stress and homelessness access specialist services for assistance (ABS, 2015). This means that under-reporting 

is a problem in such studies, and one that is not easily overcome. Similarly, this report only sought service delivery 

data from funded Specialist Homelessness Services. Other services (for example health services, schools, Centrelink 

etc) also have an important role in this space, however collection of similar data was not possible within the scope of 

this project. In attempting to minimise these gaps, this report has drawn upon several different yet related sources of 

data and evidence (eg AHURI, ABS, AIHW, HRHN etc), and the discussion and analysis reflects this.  

Overall, the data and analysis within this report are intended to be specific to the Goulburn/Ovens-Murray region. 

While references are made to broader geographic regions (eg non-metropolitan regions, Victoria, Australia) these are 

for the purposes of establishing relevant context in analysis and discussion. As such, while some similarities with other 

regions are likely, the report does not attempt to generalise findings to other localities.  
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Structure of the report 

The content of the report is presented in five parts. Part 1 aims to provide an overview of key contextual factors 

deemed most relevant to current and future issues relating to housing affordability and homelessness. This part of the 

report draws on available evidence within Australia and identifies some of the factors regarded as drivers of this 

current situation. It goes on to examine the impact of these issues on non-metropolitan regions, as well as the current 

policy context shaping contemporary responses. Part 1 concludes by providing an overview of the housing and 

homelessness service system in the Hume region, before summarising the relevant contextual factors discussed. 

Part 2 comprises a detailed demographic profile of the Hume region, with focus on demographic factors regarded as 

most relevant to housing and homelessness issues. This includes data and discussion about demographic issues, 

trends and projections within the region as a whole and within specific LGA’s. This demographic data reflects many of 

the contextual factors discussed in Part 1 and also provides context to the organisational service delivery data that 

follows. 

Part 3 provides detailed service delivery data (2012-14) from participating organisations within the HRHN. This data is 

taken from reports which are the same as those usually provided to the AIHW as part of its SHS data. Available data is 

provided in tables and graphs, with some additional description where required. The data presents a picture of service 

delivery to individuals and households within the region who experience housing and homelessness issues.  

Part 4 discusses and analyses the combined data from the preceding parts. The aim is to use available data to illustrate 

the key themes relating to housing affordability and homelessness within Hume. Analysis centres on describing the 

ways that data reflects the nature and scope of the issues within the region. Limitations and gaps in the data are also 

discussed, with suggestions provided for future research where relevant.  

Part 5 details key recommendations for consideration by the HRHN and other organisations with an interest in these 

issues within the Hume region. Again, these recommendations are drawn from the evidence presented.  

Part 6 provides selected service delivery data for each of the 12 LGA’s within the Hume region. 
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Executive Summary  

Contextual factors and their relevance to the Hume region 

The material presented in Part 1 of the report provides a context for the data and analysis in Parts 2 and 3, and for the 

summary discussions and recommendations in Parts 4 and 5. In summary, these contextual factors demonstrate that: 

1. Housing affordability and homelessness are significant issues throughout Australia and Victoria. The common 

use of the term ‘crisis’ to describe this situation should be considered largely appropriate.  There is a strong 

evidence base demonstrating the extent of this crisis and the likelihood that it will worsen unless 

comprehensive steps are taken to arrest the situation. 

2. This crisis has developed over time and is largely the result of the policy choices adopted by successive 

governments and their interaction with demographic changes. Declining affordability of home ownership, 

failure to adequately invest in public and social housing, and the inability of the private rental market to meet 

the demand for affordable housing are interrelated factors that each contribute to the housing crisis.  

3. Housing issues affect the population as a whole, with declining rates of home ownership and exposure to 

housing stress in the private rental market effecting increasing numbers of middle income households. 

However, the worst impacts are felt by those on the lowest incomes who experience the most difficulty in 

securing affordable housing 

4. While differences in experiences do exist between metropolitan and non-metropolitan regions, these issues 

are not solely of concern in the cities. There is ample evidence indicating that non-metropolitan regions are 

also feeling the effects of the housing crisis, and this situation is predicted to worsen under current 

projections and policies  

5. Homelessness is also effecting a wider proportion of the population, including in non-metropolitan regions. 

While homelessness is a complex issue not solely related to housing, the lack of access to suitable forms of 

affordable housing (crisis, transitional and long-term social or private rental) is a significant complicating 

factor in the majority of cases.  

6. Demographic trends and projections clearly indicate that the housing crisis will worsen unless significant 

changes are made  

7. The current policy response is insufficient and fails to adequately recognise or respond to the scope of the 

crisis. The absence of current policies targeting housing affordability and homelessness at both the 

Commonwealth and State level is problematic. Evidence would clearly suggest that forthcoming policies will 

need to divert significantly from the established status quo in order to alter the course of the crisis 

8. The current service system is operating well above capacity and overall funding is insufficient to adequately 

respond to the scale and scope of the crisis. Despite significant improvements in service integration and 

increased accountability requirements, the demand for accommodation and support continues to grow.  

The impact of these contextual factors on the Hume region are demonstrated in Parts 2 and 3 of the report which 

present relevant demographic and organisational data respectively.    

 

Key demographic factors in Hume  

As demonstrated in Part 2, the Hume region is experiencing overall population growth and this is projected to 

continue into the future. While all LGA’s are predicted to increase their populations, growth is not consistent across 

LGA’s. Relatively minor growth is predicted in the majority of LGA’s (Alpine, Benalla, Wangaratta, Strathbogie, Moira, 

Indigo and Towong), with moderate growth in four others (Mansfield, Shepparton, Murrindindi and Wodonga). The 

most significant growth is predicted for Mitchell, with urban spill from Melbourne’s fringes partly responsible for this 

increase. If this predicted growth is realised, Mitchell will replace Shepparton as the most populous LGA in Hume by 

2031. Clearly such rapid growth will present significant challenges relating to affordable housing in the future. 

As for Australia overall, the population in Hume is expected to age, with some LGA’s (Alpine, Benalla, Moira, 

Strathbogie and Towong) expected to experience this ageing to a greater extent than others. Within Hume, 

Strathbogie stands out as the LGA with the highest proportion of the population aged 65 and over (26%). In contrast, 
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the higher growth areas of Wodonga, Mitchell and Shepparton each have substantial proportions of their populations 

aged 15-34. Again, the different needs of these age cohorts are likely to present distinct challenges with regards to 

affordable housing into the future.  

Shepparton also has the most culturally diverse population in Hume, with the highest proportion of Indigenous people 

(3.6% of total population) and recent migrants (3.2%). Indigenous people are also over-represented in service delivery 

data. Despite representing only 1.8% of the total population in Hume, Indigenous people accounted for 11.6% of 

individual clients accessing services, and 11.8% of support periods. The particular housing needs of Indigenous people 

and recent migrants (including people from refugee backgrounds) need to be recognised and addressed. For example, 

both groups are more likely than the majority population to require dwellings with more than the standard three 

bedrooms. Larger households also present particular challenges with regard to accessing crisis or short-medium term 

accommodation. While such challenges are recognised by governments and service providers, responses and options 

continue to be limited.  

The other key demographic shift of significance to this report is the growing proportion of single person and lone 

parent households. This was also demonstrated in the service delivery data in Part 3. While this shift toward smaller 

household units is not uniform across all LGA’s, it was identified in Part 2 that single person households are projected 

to increase by 48% across Hume by 2014. This and other changes in household type will require more diverse and 

flexible forms of housing than are currently provided, both in terms of private and public/social housing. Failure to 

respond to these changes will lead to both increased demand and further difficulties in appropriately matching 

households to appropriate and available housing stock. 

 

Homelessness, risk of homelessness, and service delivery 

The data provided by participating Specialist Homelessness Services in Part 3 clearly indicates that there is a significant 

issue with regards to homelessness and risk of homelessness within the Hume region. Individuals accessing services 

are most likely to be female (56%), aged 26-35 (23%), presenting alone (38%) and experiencing financial difficulties as 

the primary cause of seeking assistance (20%). 

Overall, data indicates that while the number of individual clients and support periods has remained relatively stable 

between 2012 and 2014, the number of actual contacts with these clients has increased each year (51636 in 2012; 

61766 in 2013 and 73470 in 2014). This increase may be due to a range of factors including; more thorough data 

collection (ie increased proficiency with SHIP data platform); increased service coordination (ie influenced by the 

Opening Doors initiative); more comprehensive service delivery (ie more thorough assessment, intervention and 

follow up); or more complex client presentations (ie clients with more complex issues requiring multiple contacts to 

meet needs). A combination of these factors is perhaps most likely, but regardless of the causes, the consequences 

are most certainly felt in increased demands and pressures on existing service providers.  

What is clear from the available data is that single adults and lone-parent families make up the bulk of people 

accessing homelessness services in Hume region. Lone person households were the dominant household type in all 

LGA’s except for Wodonga, Moira, Mitchell and Indigo. Lone parent families were the main household type in these 

four LGA’s, and the remaining eight LGA’s each recorded this group as the second most prominent. A key challenge 

presented by lone-person households relates to the lack of housing suitable and affordable to this group in Hume. As 

identified in Parts 1 and 2, there is distinct lack of both private rental and public/social housing stock catering to this 

population group. Single people on low incomes face significant difficulty in accessing affordable private rental 

housing (particularly given the lack of 1br rental dwellings in Hume), and they also compete for the small number of 

one bedroom public/social housing dwellings. As such, both the demographic and service delivery data clearly identify 

this as a priority need for additional affordable housing provision.  

Young people are also a key client group, with the 18-20 and 21-25 year old age groups the next most prominent after 

adults. While the region is relatively well served by youth-focussed housing/homelessness services, the impacts of 

experiencing homelessness and housing insecurity should not be underestimated. With a significant proportion of 

young people not in education or employment, the potential consequences for future wellbeing are significant.  

The proportions of individuals recorded as homeless (36.4%) and at risk of homelessness (63.6%) demonstrate that 

services are providing effective ‘early intervention’ rather than only responding to crisis situations. Data also indicates 
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a significant proportion of clients accessing services have been homeless for less than one week. This should be seen 

as a strength within the region, indicating that services are accessible and often able to respond to presentations of 

homelessness early. The high proportion of formal referrals (69%) also points to the level of integration between SHS 

and mainstream services.  

The main reasons identified for seeking assistance point to the prevalence of financial difficulties (20%) coupled with 

inadequate or inappropriate dwelling conditions (18.3%). The next most commonly cited reasons were housing crisis 

(15.1%), family violence (11.2%) and relationship/family breakdown (6.4%). These results differ somewhat from the 

national data provided by the AIHW (see table 72), with financial difficulties and inadequate/inappropriate dwellings 

more prevalent in Hume, while housing crisis and family violence are more prevalent across Australia as a whole. This 

result in some way supports arguments regarding unaffordability and unsuitability of housing in the region, however 

other factors should also be considered, including the consistency and accuracy in which such data collection takes 

place, particularly in relation to issues of family violence. 

Service delivery data also demonstrates that a significant proportion of people with origins outside Hume are 

accessing homelessness services within the region. In the three year period, 749 individual clients (8.6%) indicated 

that they were located outside of Hume in the week prior to accessing services, while 1674 (19.5%) indicated that 

their last permanent address was outside the region. This was the second most common location of last permanent 

address after Shepparton (28.2%) and more than Wodonga (16.9%). While it is likely that a proportion of people in 

this category have prior origins in Hume (for example, young people who grew up in the region, moved to other areas 

and established housing, and then returned to Hume), and transience has long been associated with homelessness, 

this is still a large proportion of people. Movement of people into Hume region clearly adds to demand for both 

services and housing, and the contributors to this movement require further investigation.  

 

Need for affordable housing in Hume  

From the data presented in this report, it is possible to identify relative housing need within the region. By combining 

demographic data (particularly population size and projected growth), information on private rental affordability and 

distribution of public/social housing, and service delivery data, a picture of relative need/demand emerges. The 

identification of some LGA’s as ‘low need/demand’ does not mean that housing and homelessness issues should not 

be of concern or do not require renewed responses. Rather, more effective responses need to be developed for the 

region as a whole, and targeted responses are required for each LGA based on their particular circumstances and 

future projections. 

 

High need/demand: Wodonga, Shepparton and Mitchell 

 Wodonga and Shepparton have established high need that is likely to persist or worsen given population 

growth projections. Despite having the highest proportions of social housing in Hume, both LGA’s 

experience significant demand for additional housing and high rates of homelessness.  

 Wodonga also has particular issues with rental affordability which may exacerbate given its moderate 

population growth.  

 While Shepparton is growing more slowly and has comparatively more affordable private rental, it is the 

most diverse LGA in the region which presents particular challenges. Indigenous and migrant/refugee 

populations are prominent within the community and have specific housing needs which need to be 

addressed 

 Mitchell has comparatively moderate need currently, but projected high population growth makes it a 

high priority for further affordable housing development and service delivery. Currently, more than half 

of the population in private rental are paying over $200 per week in rent. Population ‘spill’ into Mitchell 

is also likely to put further pressure on housing, particularly in the southern part of the region.  
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Moderate need/demand: Wangaratta, Benalla, Murrindindi, Mansfield, Indigo and Strathbogie 

 Wangaratta and Benalla experience moderate rates of homelessness, and moderate demand for social 

housing. Rental affordability is deteriorating in Wangaratta. Future population growth means these 

issues are likely to continue 

 Murrindindi has deteriorating rental affordability and proportionally, the poorest access to social housing 

in Hume. Moderate population growth will likely see these issues further deteriorate.  

 Mansfield has a low population, but this is projected to increase at a moderate rate. This growth could 

put further strain on a private rental market with significant affordability problems, and create greater 

need for social housing. 

 Strathbogie and Indigo have deteriorating rental affordability and poor access to social housing. 

Moderate population growth in both LGA’s is likely to see the housing situation worsen. 

Low need/demand: Alpine, Moira and Towong 

 Compared to other LGA’s in the region, Alpine, Moira and Towong fair better in terms of affordable 

housing and homelessness. However, Alpine has poor access to social housing, and Moira’s population 

growth and incidences of homelessness may put increasing pressure on the rental market and increase 

demand for available social housing. High rates of population ageing in these LGA’s will also present a 

challenge into the future. 

 

 

Implications for policy, planning and service delivery 

Consistent with the discussions and evidence presented throughout this report, the available data clearly points to the 

need for an enhanced focus on affordable housing and homelessness throughout the Hume region. While housing and 

homelessness services do well to manage growing demand, their ability to adequately address issues of housing 

affordability and homelessness are diminished in a context of policy uncertainty, resource constraints and 

geographical variations in need and access.  

The predicted demographic changes, combined with the demonstrated inability of the private market to deliver 

secure and affordable housing to low income households, mean that the current situation is set to deteriorate further 

if current arrangements and responses remain in place. While housing issues in the Hume region may not attract the 

same media attention as do Sydney and Melbourne’s property markets, they nevertheless remain significant, 

reflecting similar needs in other non-metropolitan regions of Australia. The important links between adequate housing 

and employment, education, health and well-being outcomes should be recognised and responded to by policy 

makers at all levels of government (MacLennan, Ong & Wood, 2015). Service providers and networks such as the 

HRHN have an equally critical role in ensuring that the housing needs of non-metropolitan communities are squarely 

on the agendas of governments at all levels, and that they take steps to ensure that their current and future services 

are delivered in the most effective manner possible.   
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Recommendations 

Based on the evidence and discussion presented within the report, the following recommendations are made. These 

recommendations focus predominantly on areas considered within the reasonable scope of the HRHN and key 

stakeholders.   

1. Further data collection at regional and LGA level is required. The HRHN should consider developing a research 

strategy that would enable priority issues (including but not limited to those identified in this report) to be 

identified and consideration given to the best available means to undertake different forms of useful 

research. The continued development of a sound evidence base will assist the HRHN and member 

organisations to achieve their mission 

2. Further improvement in data collection processes should be made a priority for all member organisations. 

While reducing, the volume of missing data is substantial and limits efforts to more accurately and 

comprehensively identify needs and emerging trends, as well as opportunities to demonstrate the 

achievements of service providers. Consideration needs to be given to possible ways of achieving this 

(including staff training, data monitoring, data sharing etc)  

3. The relationship between family violence and homelessness/risk of homelessness needs to be further 

investigated within the region. The reporting/recording of family violence as a cause of homelessness within 

the region is inconsistent with national and state reporting (AIHW), and with the reported prevalence of this 

crime across Hume. It is considered unlikely that family violence is not a major contributor to homelessness 

in Hume, and as such, this issue warrants further investigation by the HRHN 

4. Similarly, the factors contributing to the proportionally large number of people from locations outside Hume 

accessing homelessness services within the region needs to be explored further. This is particularly important 

given the growth predications for the region, and the existing pressures on the service system.  

5. There is a demonstrated need for more housing (including both crisis/short term and medium/longer term) 

suitable for single person households within Hume as a whole, but particularly in population centres that are 

currently undersupplied relative to other LGA’s. Both Wodonga and Mitchell currently have minimal single 

person housing and high demand, while Shepparton and Wangaratta continue to demonstrate high demand 

despite having better access to affordable 1br properties. Other LGA’s would also benefit from increased 

stock, though relative demand in such regions should be considered further.   

6. Careful consideration needs to be given to the future development and location of social/affordable housing 

within the region. While current policy and funding allocations are likely to limit possible increases in supply, 

there are opportunities for targeted stock developments. The data in this report should assist in identifying 

specific needs or gaps (including locations and particular population groups) for which considered responses 

can be reasonably developed. Opportunities in less populous or ‘lower needs’ LGA’s and townships should 

also be explored, as targeted social housing developments (particularly in the absence of public housing 

investment in such areas) may assist in meeting the affordable housing needs of particular population groups 

(for example, ageing populations). 

7. The above also points to the need for a comprehensive affordable housing and homelessness strategy to be 

developed for the Hume region. Ideally this would be in partnership with governments at all levels and their 

representatives, given their responsibilities in this area. Such a strategy would potentially increase 

opportunity for collective efforts aimed at addressing the identified issues within the region. This could 

include medium and long-term planning objectives (ie aimed at increasing overall supply and availability of 

affordable housing), as well as more targeted and tailored interventions (for example, housing for singles or 

crisis accommodation). Consideration could also be given to further enhancements in service coordination 

and delivery throughout the region.  

8. Given their importance to the broader issues of housing affordability, The HRHN should increase lobbying 

efforts aimed at Commonwealth, State and Local government representatives. Such efforts should draw 

actively on the available evidence base to more convincingly articulate issues, needs, responsibilities and 

opportunities. Future research should also be directed at enhancing the evidence base for this purpose. More 

effective engagement with Local Government should be a particular priority, given their closeness to 

communities and increasing interest in participating in efforts aimed at improving access to affordable 

housing.  
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9. The HRHN should increase efforts to engage the communities of Hume (both through the media and suitable 

public forums) in order to enhance recognition and understanding of housing and homelessness issues at the 

local, state and national level. Such efforts, while often difficult to measure in terms of tangible impact, are 

nevertheless important in ensuring that these issues become more prominent on the public agenda and that 

citizens are more actively engaged in efforts to address them.   
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1 – Overview and Context 

 

Key housing/homelessness issues and trends  

The housing challenges facing the Hume region are fundamentally linked to broader issues currently experienced 

throughout Australia. The significance and entrenched nature of these issues had led many to argue that Australia is 

currently facing a ‘housing crisis’, caused by a range of interrelated factors. Some of these key factors are summarised 

below, however it is not the intention here to provide a detailed analysis of these factors, but rather a summary that 

provides relevant background to the current context. Links to supporting research and more detailed analysis are 

provided where relevant.  

 

Historical context and contemporary implications 

Australia is recognised internationally as having a somewhat unique housing system which is the culmination of 

various historical factors. From the outset of European colonisation, but particularly in the last century, the value of 

private ownership has been advanced and this has led to an entrenched culture of private home ownership. This 

culture has been actively shaped by government policy, and in turn, the strength of this cultural affinity has made 

governments reluctant to fundamentally challenge it through policy reform.  

The main outcome of this, and the most striking characteristic of Australia’s system of housing, is a housing mix 

dominated by private housing provision (Marston, McDonald & Bryson 2014, Toohey 2014, Troy, 2012). As indicated 

in the graphics below, Australia is characterised by high rates of private home ownership and mortgage, a large 

private rental market, and a comparatively small public/social housing sector.  

Figure 1 – Housing Tenure 

 

Housing Tenure (based on 2011 Census data)

Fully owned Mortgage Social housing Private rent other not stated
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Table 1 – Tenure type 2011 & 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From this historical base, current trends are towards a reduction in rates of home ownership overall (comprising 

decreases in outright ownership and increases in mortgaging), increase tenure and duration of tenure in private rental 

(particularly for younger households), and reduced tenure in public/social housing. This is illustrated in the graphic 

below. 

Figure 2 – Changes in tenure 1994-2014 

 

(Source: ABS 4130.0 - Housing Occupancy and Costs, 2013-14) 

 

In, this regard, Australia tends to contrast with many other nations in the overall mix of housing provision, with 

European countries often characterised by higher proportions of social housing, and countries such as the United 

States and Canada with higher proportions of rental housing. This has led to suggestions that of all the ‘home owner 

nations’, it has been Australia that has most actively and consistently pursued the dream of private home ownership 

over other forms of housing provision. 

Policy and taxation arrangements are also considered significant in shaping the Australian context and its contrast 

with other developed countries. Policy instruments such as the ‘First Home Owners Grants’, taxation arrangements 

such as negative gearing and capital gains concessions, and direct subsidies such as Commonwealth Rent Assistance 

are oft-cited examples of attempts by governments at all levels to shore up private housing as the dominant form of 

housing tenure in Australia (Johnson & Baker, 2015; Marston, McDonald & Bryson, 2014; Toohey, 2014).   

This reliance on private housing, in a context of diminishing rates of home ownership and increases in unaffordability 

and housing stress in the private rental market, coupled with residualisation of public/social housing, is problematic 

and creates particular difficulties for low income households. 

 2011 census 2006 census 

Tenure type No. % No. % 

Fully owned 2,359,259 31.0 2,478,267 32.6 

Mortgaged 2,723,557 33.3 2,448,209 32.2 

Private rental 1,926,166 23.5 1,644,037 21.6 

Public/social rental 369,504 4.5 357,868 4.7 

Rental/not stated 53,231 0.7 62,046 0.8 

Other tenure type 74,817 0.9 65,712 0.9 

Not stated 495,216 6.1 540,043 7.1 

Total households 8,181,750 100.0 7,596,182 100.0 
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Housing demand and supply 

It is widely recognised that Australia faces a significant issue in the balance between demand for housing and 

adequate supply. While the issues influencing the ‘demand and supply balance’ are wide-ranging and complex, they 

can be illustrated through consideration of the key factors involved. These include demographic changes leading to 

increases in the total number of households requiring housing (demand), and the availability of adequate housing 

stock to meet these increases (supply).  

A basic summary of demographic trends and projections in Australia indicate some of the key factors influencing the 

overall increase in demand for housing (see Cigdem, Wood & Ong, 2015). These include the following: 

- Overall population growth (including impacts of balance of fertility and mortality, and balance of immigration 

and emigration)   

- Population ageing 

- Proportional growth in smaller households (ie households typically contain fewer people than in past) 

- Emerging trend in larger multi-generational households 

In their 2012 report, the now disbanded National Housing Supply Council projected that such demographic changes 

would see the total number of households in Australia increase from 8,909,000 in 2011 to 10,553,000 in 2021 and 

12,168,000 in 2031.  Based on these projections, they estimated the existing national housing shortfall (the difference 

between housing demand and housing supply) to be 200,000 dwellings in 2010, with a projection for this to increase 

to 370,000 by 2016, 492,000 by 2021 and 663,000 by 2031 (based on historic demographic and supply trends, and the 

Council’s ‘medium’ growth scenario of underlying demand and supply).  

The Council identified that even if underlying demand is partly mitigated by offsets in effective demand (ie demand 

reducing in some aspects as a response to the housing crisis – for example more young people electing to remain in 

the family home as a response to prohibitive costs of moving out), existing policies and trends will see the housing 

crisis deepen, with inadequate housing supply a key factor.  The Council also points out the overall effect on housing 

affordability will be negative (that is, housing will become increasingly unaffordable) with the worst impacts falling on 

low-income households, particularly those living in the private rental market (National Housing Supply Council, 2012).  

As such, demographic changes are projected to increase the extent of the current ‘housing crisis’ and to create even 

greater demand for housing, and for affordable housing in particular (Cigdem et al, 2015). They are also likely to 

impact on the location, size and type of housing. Further, these demographic trends are likely to continue to interact 

with economic social and cultural factors (such as those discussed previously) in a manner that will create further 

demands for housing across Australia.   

 

Home ownership 

As identified previously, home ownership is considered a key part of the ‘Australian dream’ and has enjoyed 

significant historical, economic, social, political and cultural importance. Sustaining high rates of home ownership 

remains a key part of government strategies aimed at supporting economic growth and prosperity, as well as broader 

social welfare (Australian Government, 2014). For individuals and families, the pursuit and attainment of home 

ownership remains central to efforts to sustain security, and increasingly, to the opportunity for generating wealth 

across the life course (Kelly, 2013). Yet despite its significance, home ownership is becoming increasingly problematic. 

This is demonstrated in the decline in overall rates of home ownership, particularly for young people and those on low 

incomes (Figure 3) and the increasing gap between house prices and household income (Figure 4) 



16 
 

Figure 3 - Decline in home ownership rates for selected age groups

 

(Source: Yates, 2011) 

Figure 4 – Real house prices Vs Average weekly earnings 

 

(Source:  Yates, 2011) 

It is recognised that constraints in home ownership have also manifest themselves in the private rental market. People 

are not only renting for longer periods of time, but they are also increasingly at risk of housing stress due to the rising 

cost of rentals and the shortfall in affordable rental properties. 

 

Private rental and housing stress 

The private rental market is a significant and growing form of housing tenure in Australia. To a large extent, declines in 

home ownership have been reflected in an increase of households living in private rental. In a similar way, declining 

access to public housing has also lead to increased demand for private rental. Because of these reasons, careful 

analysis of the private rental market is necessary in order to fully appreciate the broader problems facing the housing 

system in Australia. Arguably, this is further complicated by government policy over recent decades which has 

continued to treat the private rental market as ‘unproblematic’, despite substantial evidence to the contrary 

(Stonehouse, Threlkeld & Farmer, 2015). While some segments of the population are able to adequately meet their 

housing needs in the private rental market (whether on an ongoing basis or as a ‘stepping stone’ to home ownership), 

evidence suggests that issues of affordability and availability are increasing, and are particularly problematic for lower 

income households. As identified in a recent AHURI research report: 
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“With a growing proportion of Australian households renting in the private market (13.7% in 2006 increasing 

to 15.5% in 2011), a key to understanding housing dynamics and affordability is realising there is a relatively 

low proportion of private rental market properties that are affordable and available for low-moderate-

income households” (AHURI Evidence Review 071, 2014). 

(see Hulse, Reynolds & Yates 2014 for detail on issues with private rental – both metro and non-metro, particularly for 

low-income) 

Housing stress in the private rental market has been identified as a growing concern. It is well established in Australia 

that households in the lower 40% of the income quintiles paying 30% or more of their income on housing are 

regarded as likely to be experiencing housing stress (commonly referred to as the 40/30 rule). In its report ‘Housing 

Assistance in Australia’, the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW, 2014) identified that the proportion of 

low-income households experiencing housing stress had increased from 37% in 2007-08 to 44% in 2011-12. For the 

households in the lowest 10% of income, the proportion was highest at 60% in 2011-12.  

 
Figure 5 - Housing stress by household type, 2007-08 to 2011-12 

 

(Source: AIHW 2015, based on data from ABS, 2013). 

It is important to recognise however that housing stress is not simply the outcome of inadequate income (though that 

is indeed a major issue in itself for the majority of households, particularly those on low wages or receiving 

government income payments. Indeed the links between poverty and housing stress are significant), but also of lack of 

access (ie not enough affordable rental properties in the market) and availability (ie even where affordable properties 

are nominally available in the market, they are occupied by households from higher income quintiles). In summary, 

not only is the private rental market expensive, it is also highly competitive and relatively unregulated. The result is a 

system which is poorly targeted at meeting the housing needs of a growing proportion of the population – there are 

insufficient affordable properties and those that do exist are not effectively allocated at the households that need 

them most. In effect, the private rental market is a key contributor to the housing crisis across Australia. 

A detailed analysis of changes and challenges in the private rental market was undertaken by AHURI in 2014 (Hulse, 

Reynolds & Yates, 2014). This research identified that increases in rental stock between 1996 and 2011 were 

concentrated at rates between $300-$500 per week (figure 6) – this represents stock that would be unaffordable to 

many people on low incomes.  
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Figure 6 – Distribution of private rental dwellings by weekly rent, 1996-2011 

(Source: Hulse, et al, 2014) 

Between 2006 and 2011, past trends in the general distribution of rents were exacerbated by an even greater general 

upward movement of rents. This is at least partly the result of developers of these properties (whether they be 

smaller ‘mum and dad investors’ or larger developers) seeking to optimise returns on investment. Again this is 

enabled by government policies which make such investments more attractive (eg via negative gearing), whilst at the 

same time failing to adequately influence the development of more affordable housing stock (eg via social housing 

bonds).  

As demonstrated in figure 7 below, the additional rental stock coming onto the market (areas of growth from 2006-

11) is overwhelmingly targeted at middle to high income households (Q3 & Q4), rather than at very low or low income 

households (Q1 & Q2). The small amount of growth in the number of dwellings for very low income (Q1) households is 

offset by increases in the number of households in this category. This was combined with a reduction in the the 

number of affordable dwellings for low income (Q2) households. At the same time, there was an increase in 

moderate, high and higher income (Q3-Q5) households renting privately (rather than entering into home 

ownership/occupation), adding to competition for available rental stock. 

Figure 7 – Private renter households by income group, compared to affordable dwellings, 2006 & 2011 

 

(Source: Hulse et al, 2014) 
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This increased competition for affordable rental properties is demonstrated in data analysing both the number of 

properties that are nominally affordable and the actual availability of these properties to different income groups. This 

data again shows that those worst effected by affordability and availability are those on low incomes: 

“The main reason for the national shortage facing very low-income households in 2011 was a lack of 
affordable supply (69% of the overall shortage)…Availability (i.e. occupation of affordable stock by 
households with higher incomes) accounted for the remaining 31 per cent of the shortage. This was a change 
from 1996 when availability was more important than a lack of affordable supply” (AHURI Research and 
Policy Bulletin, Issue 195 August 2015, p.3)  

 

The growing gap between the demand for affordable rental properties by households in the lowest income quintile 
(demonstrated by population growth in Q1 households) and the supply of such properties (demonstrated by the 
number of properties on the market that are affordable and available to Q1 households) is represented in figure 8 
below. 
 

Figure 8 – Contributors to the supply shortages for very low income (Q1) households, 1996, 2006, 2011  

 

(Source: AHURI, 2015) 

 
Available evidence suggests that there is little appetite in the market for the development of affordable private rental 

housing, despite high levels of demand in the population. The extent of this mismatch between supply and demand 

leads to increased competition for the few affordable properties currently on the market, with the remaining 

households forced to compete for more expensive/less affordable properties. If successful, low-income tenants are 

likely to have little choice but to spend an increased proportion of their incomes on rent, placing them at higher risk of 

housing stress and the various economic, social and interpersonal issues associated with this (Rowley & Ong, 2012). 

Further, demands on middle and higher income groups, and the housing choices that result, place additional strains 

on the rental market. This results in a mismatch in allocation of available affordable housing. Figure 9 below highlights 

the proportion of affordable rental properties (R1 & R2) being occupied by various income groupings. This illustrates 

that around 50% of ‘affordable’ properties are in fact occupied by higher income (Q3-Q5) households. It also 

illustartes the increase in Q1 and Q2 households renting in unnafordable (R3-R5) properties (these are properties 

where rent levels are more suited to middle and higher income households) 
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Figure 9 – Distribution (%) of weekly household incomes by weekly rent paid: household income quintiles (Q1-Q5) 

and corresponding affordable rent categories (R1-R5), 2006 & 2011 

 

(Source: Hulse et al 2014) 

While proponents of ‘consumer choice’ may suggest that this allocation reflects the choices made by households (for 

example, a low income household may ‘choose’ to rent in a location with higher average rents in return for improved 

access to employment or other opportunities), it should be considered unlikely that this is the case for the majority of 

effected households (particularly lower income households who have the most constrained choices). Further, the 

‘choices’ made reflect the options available and with the evidence clearly indicating an overall shortage of affordable 

properties available in the market, then it would appear logical to suggest that this is the major driver of misallocation, 

particularly for lower income households. Even for higher income households, the ‘choice’ to occupy more affordable 

properties (ie properties that are notionally cheaper than their incomes could reasonably sustain without experiencing 

housing stress) needs to be understood in a context whereby the cost of entering into home ownership is increasing 

and where renting more affordable properties may be necessary in order for households to save for a deposit.  

Taken together, these issues highlight the connections within the housing system (ie the influence of declining 

affordability of home ownership on the private rental market) and between different population groups within this 

system (ie the impact of higher income households occupying affordable housing that would otherwise be available to 

lower income households). A further connection can be made between the strains on the private rental market and 

the decline in access to public and social housing. 

 

Public and Social Housing 

It is well recognised that Australia has an under-supply of both public and social housing (Senate Economics Reference 

Committee, 2015). Despite some moderately ambitious construction targets in the post-war period, Australia failed to 

invest in public housing to the extent seen in many other developed countries, particularly those in Europe. Despite 

never being a dominant form of housing, from the 1950’s through to the 1980’s public housing played an important 

function in providing stable and affordable housing to families and individuals on moderate to low incomes, including 

the many working families employed in manufacturing industries. Policy and budgetary changes from the 1980’s 

onward saw public housing stocks decline across Australia and eligibility requirements tighten significantly. Figure 10, 

which shows finances allocated for public housing through the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement (CSHA) from 

1981 to 2008, charts this decline and shows a particularly sharp contraction after the election of the Howard 

Government in 1996.  
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Figure 10 – Changes in Commonwealth expenditure on housing (constant 2011 dollars) 

 

(Source: Groenhart & Bourke, 2014) 

The decline in overall funding shown above is also reflected in the rates of public housing construction since the 

1970’s. Figure 11 illustrates this decline, with the downward trend clearly evident in the period up to 2008. The sharp 

rise in commencements in the 2008-10 period reflects the result of the Rudd governments’ ‘Nation Building’ package 

intended to mitigate the impacts of the GFC through boosting the construction of public and social housing. However 

the short-term nature of this investment is also evident, with commencements returning to the overall trend rate by 

2011. 

Figure 11 – Australian public sector dwelling commencements 1970-2011 

 

(Source: Groenhart & Bourke, 2014) 

The declines in constructions from 1993 to 2008 are also significant in deepening the downward trend, with Jacobs et 

al. (2010) suggesting that if construction levels over the period had matched those of the 1980s, the total public 

housing supply would be around 200 000 dwellings higher. Significantly, they identify that this figure is close to the 

National Housing Supply Council’s previously mentioned estimate of the current housing shortfall in Australia. 

This decline in funding for new construction has occurred alongside other policy changes which have effectively 

altered the purpose of public housing. Tightening of eligibility requirements and the introduction of prioritised 

allocation practices in all states and territories have been characterised as a process of ‘residualisation’. The 

culmination of this process is that public housing is now unambiguously regarded as a form of ‘welfare housing’ 
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targeted at people who are on low, fixed incomes, with many reliant solely on government benefits and experiencing 

various forms of disadvantage 

The financial impacts of residualisation are now being felt by governments as increased operating costs, paired with 

dwindling rental returns, challenge the viability of public housing across Australia. Governments are currently 

grappling with these challenges, and various strategies are being considered or adopted. While there is broad 

commitment to retaining a level of public housing, there is currently little appetite for major investment. Instead, 

governments are tending to pursue efforts designed to stabilise rental returns from existing stock (mostly through 

tenancy/rental review processes and moves toward charging rents at closer to market rates), encourage tenants into 

the private rental market, attract private investment, and stock transfers to social housing providers. It remains to be 

seen how effective such strategies may be (or how actively they will be pursued by different governments), however it 

is generally accepted that without major attention and investment, public housing will continue to decline in 

relevance as a viable alternative form of housing tenure. The impact of this decline is made more significant due to the 

challenges associated with building up the social housing sector so that it may function as a viable alternative to public 

and private rental provision.  

Social housing in Australia is typically distinguished from public housing as it comprises housing that is managed or 

owned/managed by non-government not-for-profit providers, rather than by state/territory housing authorities. In 

2014, there were around 70,000 units of social housing across Australia. There are variations in the nature and 

purpose of this housing, with a large proportion identified for specific uses (for example crisis or transitional housing) 

or for specific population groups (for example Indigenous community housing). There are also variations between the 

states and territories. 

 

Figure 12 – Number of public and social housing dwellings 2007-14 

 

(Source: AIHW National Housing Assistance Data Repository 2013–14.) 

It is only in recent decades that Australian governments have actively pursued opportunities to further develop the 

capacity of the social housing sector to provide long term affordable rental to low income households, and to act as a 

viable alternative to public and private rental housing. In this regard Australia lags behind many other developed 

countries (particularly those in Europe) whereby social housing is a significant and established part of the overall 

housing mix. While there is now particular interest in growing the number of social housing properties (from both 

government departments and non-government sectors), the rate of growth has not been sufficient to meet the 

growing demands for affordable housing in Australia.  

Much of the current enthusiasm for growing the social housing sector is tied to the resource constraints faced by 

government housing authorities and the associated perception that public housing is unsustainable in its existing 

form. With their ability to attract private investment, GST exemption and ability for tenants to qualify for 
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Commonwealth Rent Assistance, it is commonly accepted that not-for-profit social housing providers represent the 

most attractive overall prospect for increasing the supply of affordable rental housing into the future. However, 

despite this enthusiasm, there is yet to be a consistent and long-term strategy for developing the sector across 

Australia.  

There are multiple reasons for the constrained growth of the social housing sector, however some of the key factors 

include: 

 Lack of enabling policy frameworks across all levels of government 

 Reluctance for State and Territory governments to pursue large scale stock transfers (particularly 

transfer of ownership to social housing providers and the associated diminishing of government 

assets) 

 Difficulties in securing finance at rates that make projects viable 

 Ongoing reliance on government financial contributions to make many projects viable 

 Difficulties in attracting private investment and partnerships 

 Challenges in providers ability to ‘scale up’ their housing portfolios (eg due to insufficient asset bases 

and risk appetites) 

 Regulatory requirements 

 Established cultural practices (ie ongoing preference for private ownership and lack of wide public 

recognition of social housing as a viable alternative tenure) 

 Lack of political pressure to expand social housing (in comparison to pressure to sustain private 

home ownership) 

Many of these factors are interrelated, and it is arguably the combination of these factors within the broader policy 

and funding context that have so far constrained growth. This was recognised in a recent report from AHURI which 

noted that: 

While housing policy and national regulation has impacted on organisational business practices and improved 
private funding prospects, a robust policy and funding framework which provides clarity and certainty for 
investors and has the support of all Australian governments is critical to support the development of an 
innovative, larger and more sustainable NFP housing sector. (AHURI Research & Policy Bulletin, Nov 2015) 
 

In Victoria currently there are approximately 14,300 units of social housing, with an additional 2000 units of 

Indigenous community housing. In comparison to other States and Territories, Victoria has the lowest proportion of 

total public and social housing stock in Australia. This is represented in figure 13 below which combines public and 

social housing under the single definition of ‘social housing’ (note: due to the shifts discussed above, it is becoming 

increasingly common for both public and social housing to be grouped together under the term ‘social housing’. This 

reflects terminology common in Europe and other jurisdictions) 

Figure 13 – Proportion of social housing stock of all dwelling stock by State/Territory, 2011 

 

(Source: Groenhart & Burke, 2014) 
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The impacts of this undersupply of affordable social housing are reflected in the data and analysis throughout this 

report. However when compared directly to the level of need and projected demand for affordable social housing 

(public housing plus social housing), it is clear that the current rate of growth of social housing is insufficient. Table 2 

and figure 14 below clearly indicate that there is currently a significant shortfall in overall social housing stock, and 

that this shortage is anticipated to worsen substantially in future projections.  

 

Table 2 – Estimated social housing need, 2011 

 

 

Figure 14 – Social housing demand and supply projections 

 

(Source: Jacobs et al, 2010 based on data from FaHCSIA, 2010)  

When combined with shortfalls in private rental housing, it is clear that there is an urgent need for sustained action on 

the issue of affordable housing. At the most extreme end, this need is reflected in the ongoing high rates of 

homelessness throughout the country. 

 

Homelessness  

Homelessness is a significant and persistent issue in Australia, with the 2011 census classifying 105,237 people as 

homeless, representing a substantial increase on the revised 2006 census figure of 89,728 people (ABS, 2012). While 

the census figures provide a valuable ‘snapshot’ of homelessness in Australia, they are also widely regarded as an 

underestimation of the true extent of the issue (Chamberlain & MacKenzie, 2014). The other main source of data for 

homelessness comes from the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) which combines the reported data of 

all funded Specialist Homelessness Services (SHS) across Australia. The main results from the 2013-14 reporting year 
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(Table 3) indicate a steady growth in the number of individuals seeking assistance from homelessness services. They 

also clearly identify that the key drivers of homelessness and risk of homelessness include both financial issues (eg 

housing affordability and housing crisis) and social issues (eg family violence and family breakdown). 

 

Table 3 – Trends in SHS clients 2011-12 – 2014-14 

  

(Source: AIHW, 2015)  

Taken together, the census data (which measures people who are regarded as homeless, including some who may not 

present to homelessness services for assistance) and the AIHW data (which captures people accessing homelessness 

services, including some who may not be counted by the census) provide a clear indication that homelessness (and 

the risk of homelessness) affects a significant proportion of the population.  

The scope of the homelessness problem within the population is further demonstrated in the 2014 General Social 

Survey (GSS) conducted by the ABS. This provides information on current residents of private dwellings who have 

experienced homelessness in the past. Due to the survey’s focus on ‘usual residents’ it does not include people 

currently living in crisis accommodation, sleeping rough, couch surfing, or residing in boarding houses (ie many of 

those who would be counted as ‘homeless’ in the ABS census). However, it may include some people residing in 

transitional housing (including Transitional Housing Management programs) if the resident considers the dwelling as 

their usual residence (ABS, 2015).  

The results of the GSS indicated that: 

 In 2014, 2.5 million people aged 15 years and over had experienced homelessness at some time in their lives.  

 About 1.4 million of these people had experienced at least one episode of homelessness in the last 10 years 

 351,000 had experienced homelessness in the last 12 months.  

 Two-thirds (67% or 952,800 people) of those who had experienced homelessness in the last 10 years had not 

sought assistance from service organisations during their most recent experience of homelessness.  
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 About 15% of people who had experienced homelessness in the last 10 years sought assistance from housing 

service providers during their most recent experience of homelessness, 7.9% sought crisis 

accommodation/supported accommodation for the homeless, 7.0% sought a church or community 

organisation and 6.7% contacted a counselling service 

 When experiencing homelessness, 68% of people had stayed with a relative, 52% with a friend, 13% had 

slept rough or in an abandoned building, and 7.7% had stayed in a shelter or refuge 

 The most common reasons for experiencing homelessness was family, friend or relationship problems 

(affecting about 622,000 or 44% of people), followed by housing affordability (14%) and financial problems 

(13%) 

 About 28% of people who had experienced homelessness in the last 10 years had been homeless for six 

months or more during their most recent experience. A further 15% had been homeless for three to six 

months and 23% had been homeless for one to three months 

(See http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/4159.0#Anchor5 ) 

The results of the GSS are important for two reasons. Firstly, they fill some of the gaps in data between the ABS 

Census and the AIHW as they capture experiences of homelessness within the population over a 10 year period 

(rather than at a single point in time as in the Census), without being limited to people who access Specialist 

Homelessness Services (as with the AIHW data). Secondly, they demonstrate that a significant proportion of people 

experiencing homelessness do not access services for assistance, instead relying on relatives and friends or going 

without any assistance. The data on length of time in situations of homelessness also shows that a significant 

proportion experience homelessness over an extended period (3 months or more).  

Overall, the data clearly indicates that homelessness is a significant and complex problem within the overall 

population, and one that affects a much greater proportion of the community than is often acknowledged.  After 

experiencing situations of homelessness, people are most likely to require assistance to access and retain housing in 

either the public/social housing system or in the private rental market. Given the issues identified in these forms of 

housing, people who have experienced homelessness face significant difficulty in establishing safe, secure and 

affordable housing. They therefore often remain highly vulnerable to further or ongoing episodes of homelessness 

throughout their lives (Scutella & Wooden, 2014).  

 

Metropolitan/Non-metropolitan issues  

“The experience of housing market affordability varies across geographical spaces, however non-metropolitan 

locations are facing the same affordability problems as those found in cities” (Beer et al. 2011, cited in Gronda & 

Costello, 2011 p. 3). 

Concerns regarding housing affordability in Australia (and Victoria more specifically) tend to focus on metropolitan 

areas. Indeed it is generally regarded that issues of affordability and accessibility are more acute in these areas. 

However, the majority of the underlying factors influencing this also affect non-metropolitan regions and there is 

reason to be concerned about the impact of these. Research by Hulse et al (2014) demonstrates that non-

metropolitan regions of Australia have also been negatively impacted by changes in the supply and affordability of 

housing, particularly with regard to the private rental market. 

This concern with affordability of private rental is also reflected in recent rental affordability data released by National 

Shelter (2015). This detailed data indicates that overall rental affordability is actually slightly worse in non-

metropolitan Victoria than in metropolitan areas of the State. This is demonstrated in an overall Rental Affordability 

Index (RAI) of 121 in non-metropolitan regions, compared to 127 in Greater Melbourne (Figure 15 & 16) 

 

 

 

 

http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/4159.0#Anchor5
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Figure 15 – RAI Greater Melbourne 

 

(Source: National Shelter, 2015)      

 

Figure 16 – RAI Regional Victoria 

 

(Source: National Shelter, 2015) 

Rental affordability is demonstrated to be particularly concerning for both families and singles (non-families) in the 

lowest two income quintiles (herewith ‘quintiles’ refers to a statistical method of dividing a total population or sample 

into five equal groups for the purpose of comparison). Households within these two lowest income quintiles 

experience extremely or severely unaffordable rents and are therefore almost certainly experiencing housing stress, 

which in turn increases the likelihood of experiencing negative impacts on health, education, employment and overall 

wellbeing and opportunity (National Shelter, 2015). The issue of rental un-affordability as demonstrated in this data 

points not only to the issue of housing cost, but also to the combined impacts with low income. It is the interaction of 

these two factors (cost of securing housing and available income) that is of concern. Lower average incomes in non-

metropolitan areas thereby indicates reduced access to higher paying employment opportunities, as well as related 

issues of unemployment, underemployment and insecure employment.   
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Table 4 shows that for Q1 (lowest income) households in 2011 there was a shortage of 100 000 affordable and 

available units of housing in non-metro regions across Australia, and that 66% of these households were paying 

unaffordable rent. This represented an increased from 76,000 in 2006.  

Table 4: Shortage of affordable and available private rental stock for Q1 households  

 

(Source: (Hulse et al 2014) 

It would be ill-advised to conclude that because the extent of the overall ‘housing crisis’ is arguably most acute in 

metropolitan regions, or that it receives more attention in the media and public commentary, that non-metropolitan 

regions should be of lesser priority. Effective policy and planning for regional Victoria requires that the problems 

facing the entire housing system are recognised and adequately addressed, and that the future impacts of 

demographic changes are factored into responses. This requires not only addressing the root causes of the crisis at a 

national and state level, but also the development of detailed and long-term regional housing strategies.  

A similar recognition is required for the issue of homelessness in non-metropolitan areas. Again public discourse tends 

to focus predominantly on the extent and nature of homelessness in Australia’s larger cities. While homelessness is 

often more ‘visible’ in the cities due to the extent of primary homelessness or ‘rough sleeping’, all forms of 

homelessness are also problematic in non-metropolitan areas. This was highlighted in both the 2001 (MacKenzie & 

Desmond, 2006) and 2006 (Chamberlain & Mackenzie, 2009) census where detailed enumerations of homelessness 

showed that the rate of homelessness was higher overall in non-metropolitan areas of Victoria. Similarly, the AIHW’s 

2014-15 Specialist Homelessness Services (SHS) Collection found that the proportion of the population in non-

metropolitan regions accessing homelessness services was higher (122/10 000 Inner regional; 136/10 000 Outer 

regional) than in major cities (98/10 000) (AIHW, 2015). Clearly, homelessness is a significant issue in non-

metropolitan regions including Hume, with the 2006 Census identifying that the Hume region (Goulburn 53/10 000; 

Ovens-Murray 70/10 000) experienced some of the highest rates of homelessness in Victoria (overall state average 

42/10 000). 

 

Current policy context  

It is important to identify the current policy context in which these housing and homelessness issues occur. There are 

numerous areas of policy which have varying levels of influence on these issues (eg economic policy, employment and 

labour market, social policy etc) however the focus here is on direct influences via housing and homelessness policy. 

The historical policy context has been discussed above (See section 1ai. See also Troy, 2012 and Coleman & Fopp, 

2014 for further detail), and so this section focusses on policy areas considered by the authors to be critical in shaping 

the current context. It should be noted that, at the time of writing, there exists a significant degree of uncertainty 

regarding the future direction of housing and homelessness policies, with the Commonwealth Government focussed 

on the Review of the Federation, and the recently elected Victorian Government yet to release detailed policies in this 

area. Despite this uncertainty, the existing key policy initiatives and directions are identified and summarised below. 

 

National Affordable Housing Agreement (NAHA) 

The National Affordable Housing Agreement (NAHA) was implemented by the Rudd Labor Government in 2009 as a 
national strategy to address issues of affordable housing and homelessness. The NAHA represented a complex multi-
lateral agreement between the Commonwealth and States/Territories (via the Council of Australian Governments – 
COAG) with the aspirational objective that “…all Australians have access to affordable, safe and sustainable housing 
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that contributes to social and economic participation” (COAG, 2009 p.3). The NAHA replaced the previous 
Commonwealth-State Housing Agreements (CSHA’s) which had been in place since 1945. The introduction of the 
NAHA coincided with the release of the ‘economic stimulus package’ intended to buffer Australia from the worst 
effects of the GFC, which provided a timely rationale for increasing funds to boost social housing construction (in 
hindsight, the timing of the implementation of the NAHA during the GFC is significant, as funding for affordable 
housing construction has again reduced back toward pre-GFC levels). Over the first five years of the agreement, the 
NAHA provided approximately $6.2 billion worth of housing and homelessness assistance via three specific 
‘partnership agreements’ on social housing, homelessness, and Indigenous housing.  
 
While recognised as a comprehensive policy reform package, the NAHA was also criticised for failing to incorporate 
other key aspects of housing policy, with Commonwealth Rent Assistance (CRA), the National Rental Affordability 
Scheme (NRAS), Housing Affordability Fund (HAF) and key taxation measures all falling outside its scope (see Gronda & 
Costello, 2011 for further detail on the NAHA and its limitations). Crucially, the success and sustainability of the NAHA 
rested on the continued multi-lateral cooperation between the Commonwealth and State/Territory governments via 
COAG, and this began to diminish as the political context shifted significantly from 2011 onward. Currently, under the 
leadership of the Federal Coalition Government, the future direction of the NAHA overall remains unclear as focus has 
shifted toward a review of the Federation, including the responsibilities for housing and homelessness (see below) 

 
National Partnership Agreement on Homelessness (NPAH) 
 
One aspect of the NAHA that endures is the National Partnership Agreement on Homelessness (NPAH). A new, two-
year agreement commenced on July 1, 2015 and continues until June 30, 2017. The contribution of the 
Commonwealth government is $230 million over the two years, with contributions of the States and Territories 
expected to match this (Department of Social Services, 2015). Much of this funding is to be directed to ‘frontline’ 
homelessness services, with a specific focus on homelessness arising from family violence and youth homelessness. 
Under the renewed agreement, State and Territory governments are required to develop detailed strategies for the 
delivery of the NPAH and allocation of funds.  
 

Reform of the Federation White Paper 

A current policy focus of the Commonwealth Government is to review and revise the relationships and responsibilities 

between itself and the State and Territory governments via the development of a ‘Reform of the Federation’ White 

Paper. This reform process covers various key policy areas, with housing and homelessness addressed through the 

‘Roles and Responsibilities in Housing and Homelessness Issues Paper’. Released in December 2014, the paper 

“…traces the evolution of Commonwealth and State and Territory involvement in housing assistance and 

homelessness services, examines pressures on current services and sets out questions to guide consideration of 

reform options” (Australian Government, 2015). While not a direct statement of policy, the paper does give some 

indication of how the current government views issues of housing affordability and homelessness, and in which 

directions future policy may move. While a thorough analysis is beyond the scope of this report, some key indications 

within the document are as follows: 

 Recognition that housing affordability and homelessness are pressing issues, and that these are the result of 

multiple areas of policy 

 Concerns about the sustainability and equity of current financial arrangements, and the possibility of changes 

to these 

 Questioning the roles and responsibilities of the various levels of government for providing affordable 

housing and homelessness assistance 

 Questioning the fairness in existing subsidy arrangements for public and private rental tenants 

 Asserting the need for further integration of services, to both improve the client experience and to deliver 

budgetary savings 

The paper puts forward three possible options for responding to these issues as part of the broader federation review. 

These are summarised in table 5. 
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Table 5 – Summary of Options from ‘Roles and Responsibilities in Housing and Homelessness Issues Paper, 2014. 

Option 1 – Split system manager Option 2 – Shared system 
manager 

Option 3 – States/Territories fully 
responsible 

 States/Territories fully 
responsible for funding, 
delivery & regulation for social 
housing and homelessness 

 Commonwealth cease funding 
NAHA 

 Commonwealth retain 
responsibility for CRA and 
extend eligibility to all social 
housing tenants 

 States/Territories would set 
rents for social housing and 
could increase to market rents 
in all tenures 

 Both Commonwealth and 
States/Territories could 
continue to collaborate on 
national strategies to address 
supply & affordability issues  

 Funding and responsibilities 
would remain largely the same 
as current 

 National strategies and reform 
agendas would be developed 
jointly by Commonwealth and 
States/Territories 

 States/Territories fully 
responsible for funding, 
delivery & regulation for social 
housing and homelessness 

 Commonwealth would no 
longer fund CRA or provide 
funding through NAHA 

 States/Territories would be 
responsible for determining 
their own system of rental 
subsidies (funding, eligibility, 
coordination etc) 

 Both Commonwealth and 
States/Territories could 
continue to collaborate on 
national strategies to address 
supply & affordability issues 

 

(Source: Australian Government, 2014) 

Both options 1 and 3 would represent a significant shift in current arrangements, while option 2 would see only minor 

changes to the status quo. Neither the Issues Paper, nor the Green Paper/Discussion paper (released in June, 2015) 

state a preference for any of the options identified. Further clarification on preferences are unlikely to be made public 

until the final White paper is released. Indication is also made in the paper that the final policy will also be informed 

by the findings of the Senate Enquiry into Affordable Housing (see below). Final policies are also likely to be delayed so 

they align with other major policy initiatives such as the Taxation review 

 

Taxation review 

The Commonwealth government released their ‘Tax Discussion Paper’ in March, 2015. Again the scope of this 

document is significant, however there are some aspects that can be considered key to future policy directions 

relating to affordable housing. These include the following: 

- Potential increases to the GST which would improve the finances of States and Territories and which in turn 

could influence future decisions on funding and responsibilities between the levels of government 

- Potential changes to taxation arrangements that are identified as having specific impacts on housing supply 

and affordability (eg land taxes, stamp duty, negative gearing, capital gains tax etc) 

- Changes to personal income taxes and corporate taxes that could affect both government revenues and 

household incomes 

 

Senate Inquiry into Affordable Housing 
 
On 12 December, 2013 the Senate referred an inquiry into affordable housing to the Senate Economics Reference 
Committee. After public consultation and the receipt of over 200 submissions, the Committee produced its findings 
and recommendations in May 2015. While not a formal statement of government policy (particularly given the lack of 
government majority in the Senate and in the membership of the Committee), the Committee’s report titled ‘Out of 
reach: The Australian housing affordability challenge’, presented a comprehensive overview of the housing and 
homelessness issues confronting the nation. The report made 40 recommendations which included: 
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- The need for affordable housing to be given greater recognition as a policy priority by the Government    

- The need to appoint a Minister for Housing and Homelessness 

- The need to establish a ministerial council on housing and homelessness within COAG’s ministerial council 

system 

- The need for a coordinated and comprehensive national strategy to tackle housing affordability and 

homelessness 

- Greater recognition in policy of the growing issue of affordability and accessibility in the private rental market 

- Increase the level of public and social housing stock as a percentage of all housing stock 

- Reinvigorate the NAHA 

In response to the recommendations, the ‘Dissenting Report by Government Senators’ indicated that only 9 of the 40 

recommendations would be supported by the Government, with the reason given for not supporting many of these 

being that the issues would be considered via the Reform of the Federation White Paper. As such, the impact of the 

Inquiry and its final report on future policy directions will remain largely unknown until the release of the Reform of 

the Federation White Paper.  

 

Victorian government policies 

At the time of writing, and after one year in office, the Victorian Labor government is yet to announce or release any 

official policy dealing explicitly with issues of housing affordability, social housing or homelessness. The Housing 

Minister, Martin Foley, has provided some public indications that the government is interested in growing social 

housing, and that this could include a stock transfer program of some description (The Age, Oct 18 2015). The 

government has also continued to support some aspects of the previous Coalition governments’ policy in relation to 

homelessness, particularly the continuation of several Innovation Action Projects and development of Youth Foyers. 

Again, it is likely that the Federation Reform and Taxation review processes are influencing the process of policy 

development in these areas.  

 

Role of local government 

Despite having a limited constitutional role, Local Governments are becoming increasingly important in efforts to 

address housing affordability and homelessness. Though discussion of this role often centres on land release, zoning 

and town planning, local governments throughout Australia are recognising the importance of adequate, accessible 

and affordable housing for community wellbeing and prosperity. The ‘Roles and Responsibilities in Housing and 

Homelessness Issues Paper’ focusses mainly on relations between the Commonwealth and States/Territories, though 

it does discuss the issue of ‘subsidiarity’:  

 
According to the subsidiarity principle, responsibility should reside with the lowest level of government that 
can perform the role effectively. Generally, lower tiers of government have a better understanding of 
community needs and are better able to employ flexible and locally-tailored approaches. Individual 
jurisdictions may be better placed to employ creative and customised solutions for different circumstances—
recognising that the Australian housing market has regional distinctions. (Australian Government, 2014 pp23-
4).  

 

This reflects an understanding that Local Governments could in future play a more enhanced role in efforts to address 

affordable housing and homelessness issues. Increasingly, Local Governments are actively focussing on developing 

policies and strategies that aim to improve access to affordable housing and to reduce the impacts of homelessness 

within their jurisdictions.  
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Service system overview  

 

Key aspects of the affordable housing and homelessness service system in Victoria are as follows: 

 Public housing stock managed by the Office of Housing/DHHS 

 Community Housing stock, owned by the Office of Housing/DHHS and managed by not-for-profit community 

agencies (this includes crisis, transitional and long-term housing) 

 Affordable Housing/social housing properties owned and managed by registered Housing Associations  

 Specialist Homelessness Services (SHS), provided by not-for-profit agencies with government funding via 

NAHA/NPAH  

Other government and non-government agencies and programs also provide some services and assistance to people 

experiencing housing/homelessness issues (eg Centrelink, DHHS; education, employment agencies and training 

providers; primary, allied and community health services etc) and are an important part of the broader service system. 

However this report focusses on the activities of specialist housing and homelessness services. Further details on 

these aspects of the housing and homelessness service system within the Hume region is as follows. 

 

Public and Community Housing in the Hume Region 

The tables below present key data in relation to Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) owned housing in 

the Hume region (incorporating Goulburn and Ovens-Murray regions as referred to by DHHS).  

Table 6 – DHHS owned housing in Hume region, housing type and location (by managing DHHS Office location) 

Division, local 

area and 

managing office 

House Medium 

density 

attached 

Medium 

density 

detached 

Low-rise 

flat 

High-rise 

flat 

Movable 

unit 

Multiple unit 

facility unit 

Other Community 

housing 

Total 

Goulburn  

1,242  

 789   68   50   -   51   7   26   451   2,684  

Seymour  333   195   27   -   -   30   1   8   75   669  

Shepparton  909   594   41   50   -   21   6   18   376   2,015  

Ovens Murray  

1,341  

 809   145   2   -   21  -   17   284   2,619  

Benalla  275   102   16   -   -   3   -   1   24   421  

Wangaratta  317   264   18   2   -   4   -   10   130   745  

Wodonga  749   443   111  -   -   14   -   6   130   1,453  

Totals 2583 1598 213 52  72 7 43 735 5303 

(Source: Human Services Delivery data 2014-15: Social Housing; DHHS, 2015a) 
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Table 7 - DHHS owned and community-owned housing in Hume region by LGA 

Local 

government 

area 

House Medium 

density 

attached 

Medium 

density 

detached 

Low-

rise 

flat 

High-

rise 

flat 

Movable 

Unit 

Multiple 

Unit 

Facility 

Unit 

Other Community 

Owned 

Total 

Alpine 54 36 - - - 1 - - 7  98  

Benalla 214 86 16 - - 3 - 1 24  344  

Greater 

Shepparton 

690 448 36 50 - 11 6  18 325  1,584  

Indigo 35 67 - - - 2 - 1 24  129  

Mansfield 61 16 - - - - - - -  77  

Mitchell 270 138 11 - - 19 1 1 55  495  

Moira 220 146 5 - - 11 - - 50  432  

Murrindindi 25 23 16 - - 6 - 7 12  89  

Strathbogie 37 34 - - - 4 - - 8  83  

Towong 12 11 - - - - - - 4  27  

Wangaratta 285 203 18 2  - 4 - 9 106  627  

Wodonga 680 390 111 - - 11 - 6 119  1,317  

Total 2583 1598 213 52 0 72 7 43  735  5303  
(Source: Human Services Delivery data 2014-15: Social Housing; DHHS, 2015a) 

 

Table 8 - DHHS owned housing (including leases and other director-managed units) in Hume Region by 

property size (number bedrooms)  

Division and 

local area 

One 

bedroom 

Two 

bedroom 

Three 

bedroom 

Four 

bedroom 

Five 

bedroom 

Six + 

bedroom 

Total 

units 

Total 

bedrooms 

Goulburn 496 554 1,036 128 16 3 2,233 5,326 

Ovens Murray 457 588 1,144 138 5 3 2,335 5,661 

Totals 953 1142 2180 266 21 6 4568 10987 

(Source: Human Services Delivery data 2014-15: Social Housing; DHHS, 2015a) 

 

The data in tables 6-8 indicate that public and community housing in the Hume region is limited to approximately 

5300 properties, servicing an overall population of approximately 270 000 people. Existing properties are 

concentrated in the major regional cities of Wodonga and Greater Shepparton. As with other regions of Victoria, this 

undersupply translates into large waiting lists for the available properties. Table 9 provides detail of public housing 

waiting lists (based on managing DHHS office location) for the region. This indicates that as of September 2015, there 

were 1591 households on the waiting list, with 380 of these deemed eligible for ‘early housing’ status due to the 

extent of their need and relative disadvantage.   
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Table 9 - Public housing waiting list Hume as at Sept. 2015 

Region Early Housing General Housing Total 

Seymour 54 144 198 

Shepparton 139 434 573 

Benalla 26 108 134 

Wodonga 119 333 452 

Wangaratta 42 192 234 

Totals: 380 1211 1591 

(Source: DHHS, 2015b) 

 

Social housing/affordable housing 

 

Rural Housing Network Ltd is a registered Housing Association and the main provider/manager of social housing in the 

region, as well as managing the majority of DHHS community housing properties (ie refuges, transitional housing etc). 

The current profile of social housing is provided in table 9 below. This housing plays an important role within the 

broader housing/homelessness service system within the region. 

 

Table 9 – Social housing/affordable housing by township in Hume 

Town LGA 1 bedroom 2 bedroom 3 bedroom 4 bedroom Total 

Alexandra  Murrindindi  8 1  9 

Beechworth Indigo  4 2  6 

Benalla Benalla  10 3 2 15 

Broadford Mitchell  4 3 3 10 

Cobram Moira 2 9 5 1 17 

Kilmore Mitchell  1 1 1 3 

Myrtleford Alpine  3 2 1 6 

Shepparton/Mooroopna Greater Shepp. 50 97 56 13 216 

Wallan Mitchell   2 6 8 

Wangaratta Wangaratta 12 36 11 4 63 

Wodonga Wodonga 6 43 28 10 87 

Yarrawonga Moira   1  1 

Total  70 215 115 41 441 

% of total housing  14% 51% 25% 10% 100% 

 
(Source: RHNL annual Report, 2014-15) 
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The above data demonstrates that the majority of social housing stock is comprised of two and three bedroom 

properties, with fewer single and four bedroom properties available. Single bedroom properties are overwhelmingly 

located in the Shepparton/Mooroopna area, with the bulk of these located in a single facility in Mooroopna.  

 

Specialist Homelessness Services 

 

There are currently a range of not-for-profit organisations operating as funded Specialist Homelessness Services (SHS) 

within the region. This includes a mixture of generalist (targeting all people with housing and homelessness issues) 

and specialist services (targeting specific population groups). Services operate according to the Opening Doors 

framework, with established Entry Points and coordinated referral and support protocols in place. These are 

coordinated by four Local Area Service Networks (LASNs), reflecting the large geographical region covered. The funded 

services and their main area of operations are as follows: 

 

 Rural Housing Network Ltd (Housing Association; generalist Entry Point; all LASNs) 

 Junction Support Services (Youth Entry Point; Wodonga/Wangaratta LASNs)  

 Centre Against Violence (Family Violence Entry Point; Wodonga/Wangaratta LASNs) 

 SalvoCare (Single adults and families; Shepparton/Seymour LASNs) 

 Brayton Youth & Family Services (Youth, Shepparton/Seymour LASN) 

 NESAY (Youth; Wangaratta LASN)  

 The Bridge (Youth; Shepparton/Seymour LASN)  

 Rumbalara Aboriginal Cooperative (Indigenous Entry Point; Shepparton LASN) 

 VincentCare/Marian Community (Family Violence Entry Point; Shepparton LASN) 

 MIND Australia (Mental Health specialist service; Wodonga/Wangaratta LASNs)  

 Yarrawonga Health (Generalist agency; Wangaratta LASN)  

 NEXUS (Family Violence outreach, Seymour LASN)  

The above is only an overview of the range of services and programs offered by these organisations and is only an 

indication of their full scope of service delivery and client base. Many services and programs are offered via structured 

outreach within the broader region, however the majority of service delivery is concentrated in the population centres 

of Wodonga, Wangaratta, Benalla, Shepparton and Seymour.  This scope of service delivery is demonstrated in the 

data presented in Part 3.  
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2 – Demographic Profile 

INTRODUCTION 
There exist quite comprehensive demographic profiles for the Hume Region as a whole and for the 12 constituent 

Local Government Areas (LGAs), prepared by the Victorian Department of Health. The twelfth edition of those profiles 

was released in 2012. Those reports cover a wide range of information related to population health and are a valuable 

resource to be utilised. This demographic report does not seek to duplicate those profiles, instead examining the 

region as a whole but also mining the data more deeply to compare and contrast the LGAs within the region and to 

provide data and analysis at the sub-LGA level. The focus of this report is on those data that can provide background 

and insights to the issue of homelessness in the Hume region. 

Figure 17 - Map highlighting the 12 LGAs in the Hume Region 

 

Three Alpine resorts are shown as Unincorporated Victoria on the map. These areas are not included in the analyses 

presented in this report. 

The Hume Region contains 21 Urban Centres and Localities (UCLs). These are urban areas which were home to at least 

1000 persons at the 2011 census. Each of the 12 LGAs contains at least one UCL, as shown on the map below.  
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Figure 18 - Map highlighting the 21 UCLs in the Hume Region 

 
 

POPULATION - PAST, PRESENT & FUTURE 

The population of the Hume region reached almost 270,000 by 2012, representing growth of approximately 3000 

persons per annum over the last two decades. However, several of the LGAs in the region have experienced 

population declines, most notably Towong(S) and Alpine(S), joined by Benalla (RC) just in the last decade. By contrast, 

Mansfield(S) and Mitchell(S) have shown significant population growth, accelerating over the last ten years. 
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Table 11 - Estimated Resident Population of Hume Region and LGAs, 1991-2012 (RC – Regional City; C – City; S – 

Shire). 

 ERP at 30 June  
Ave annual rate of 
change 

Local Government Area 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011 2012p 1991-2011 2001-2011 

          

Alpine (S) 12206 12007 12709 12260 12068 12138 -0.06% -0.52% 

Benalla (RC) 13661 13766 13886 13807 13818 13729 0.06% -0.05% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 52804 54045 57610 58688 61744 62352 0.79% 0.70% 

Indigo (S) 13785 14148 14493 15038 15317 15377 0.53% 0.55% 

Mansfield (S) 5883 6087 6718 7357 7942 8067 1.51% 1.69% 

Mitchell (S) 25176 25557 27526 30723 35105 36244 1.68% 2.46% 

Moira (S) 25127 25838 26404 27477 28406 28675 0.62% 0.73% 

Murrindindi (S) 12495 12848 13257 13663 13335 13434 0.33% 0.06% 

Strathbogie (S) 9298 9263 9558 9509 9598 9660 0.16% 0.04% 

Towong (S) 6849 6473 6216 6097 5918 5940 -0.73% -0.49% 

Wangaratta (RC) 25973 25945 26260 26776 27212 27236 0.23% 0.36% 

Wodonga (RC) 27819 30165 31964 33595 36025 36626 1.30% 1.20% 

          

Hume Region 231076 236142 246601 254990 266488 269478 0.72% 0.78% 

 

As a result of these differential population changes at LGA level, the distribution of population across the Hume region 

has changed since 1991. Mansfield(S), Mitchell(S) and Wodonga(RC) have increased their share of the region’s 

population while the population shares in Alpine(S), Benalla(RC), Towong(S) and Wangaratta(RC) have declined. 

 

Table 12 - Distribution of Hume Region population between LGAs, 1991-2012 

Local Government Area 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011 2012p 

       

Alpine (S) 5.3% 5.1% 5.2% 4.8% 4.5% 4.5% 

Benalla (RC) 5.9% 5.8% 5.6% 5.4% 5.2% 5.1% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 22.9% 22.9% 23.4% 23.0% 23.2% 23.1% 

Indigo (S) 6.0% 6.0% 5.9% 5.9% 5.7% 5.7% 

Mansfield (S) 2.5% 2.6% 2.7% 2.9% 3.0% 3.0% 

Mitchell (S) 10.9% 10.8% 11.2% 12.0% 13.2% 13.4% 

Moira (S) 10.9% 10.9% 10.7% 10.8% 10.7% 10.6% 

Murrindindi (S) 5.4% 5.4% 5.4% 5.4% 5.0% 5.0% 

Strathbogie (S) 4.0% 3.9% 3.9% 3.7% 3.6% 3.6% 

Towong (S) 3.0% 2.7% 2.5% 2.4% 2.2% 2.2% 

Wangaratta (RC) 11.2% 11.0% 10.6% 10.5% 10.2% 10.1% 

Wodonga (RC) 12.0% 12.8% 13.0% 13.2% 13.5% 13.6% 

 

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) identifies a number of Urban Centres and Localities (UCLs) within the Hume 

region. There were 21 urban centres with a population of 1000 persons or more at the 2011 Census. The ABS does not 
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publish the estimates of resident population (ERP) of UCLs. However, as these urban centres are comprised of whole 

Statistical Area Level 1s (SA1s) in 2011, and as the ABS has published the ERP of SA1s back to 2001, it is possible to 

calculate the ERP of the 21 UCLs in Hume region in 2001 and 2011 on consistent boundaries and analyse the 

population change. Published population data for UCLs frequently does not use the same boundaries for different 

census years, often making comparisons of this sort problematic. As the table below shows, there are significant 

differences in population change over the decade to 2011 between the urban centres in the region. Large absolute 

population increases were experienced in Baranduda, Shepparton, Wangaratta, Wodonga and Yarrawonga. Set 

against this, there were population declines in Bright, Euroa, Mt Beauty, Myrtleford, Seymour and Tatura. 

 

Table 13 - Estimated Resident Population of Hume Region Urban Centres, 2001 and 2011 

UCL 2001 2011 
Change 2001-
11 

Ave annual % 
change 

     

Alexandra 2386 2354 -32 -0.1% 

Baranduda 993 1712 719 5.6% 

Beechworth 2863 2837 -26 -0.1% 

Benalla 9403 9451 48 0.1% 

Bright 2331 2201 -130 -0.6% 

Cobram 5037 5475 438 0.8% 

Corryong 1202 1110 -92 -0.8% 

Euroa 2920 2795 -125 -0.4% 

Mansfield 2738 3089 351 1.2% 

Mt Beauty-Tawonga South 1866 1687 -179 -1.0% 

Myrtleford 2871 2738 -133 -0.5% 

Nagambie 1452 1577 125 0.8% 

Nathalia 1564 1479 -85 -0.6% 

Numurkah 3545 3871 326 0.9% 

Seymour 6565 6052 -513 -0.8% 

Shepparton 39453 43711 4258 1.0% 

Tatura 3862 3748 -114 -0.3% 

Wangaratta 16705 17665 960 0.6% 

Wodonga 29511 32055 2544 0.8% 

Yarrawonga 5217 6860 1643 2.8% 

Yea 1060 1109 49 0.5% 

 

Using the ERP calculated above, the urban composition of each LGA can be determined. The table below shows that 

the proportion of Hume Region’s population in UCLS has remained at 58% over the 2001-11 period, but there are 

considerable differences in urbanisation between the LGAs. It also shows a sharp reduction in the level of urbanisation 

in Mitchell over that period, which is driven by a decline in the estimated population of almost every SA1 in Seymour, 

while the southern half of the LGA experienced increases in population (associated with ‘spill’ from the growth of 

Melbourne’s northern suburbs). 
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Table 14 - Population of Hume Region & LGAs in Urban Centres and Localities, 2001 and 2011 

LGA 2001 
% of 
LGA 2011 

% of 
LGA 

     

Alpine (S) 7068 56% 6626 55% 

Benalla (RC) 9403 68% 9451 68% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 43315 75% 47459 77% 

Indigo (S) 2863 20% 2837 19% 

Mansfield (S) 2738 41% 3089 39% 

Mitchell (S) 6565 24% 6052 17% 

Moira (S) 15363 58% 17685 62% 

Murrindindi (S) 3446 26% 3463 26% 

Strathbogie (S) 4372 46% 4372 46% 

Towong (S) 1202 19% 1110 19% 

Wangaratta (RC) 16705 64% 17665 65% 

Wodonga (RC) 30504 95% 33767 94% 

     

Hume region 143544 58% 153576 58% 

 

Figure 19 - Urban Proportion of Population of Hume Region & its LGAs, 2001 and 2011 

 

 

In population projections released by the Department of Transport, Planning and Local Infrastructure in May 2014, all 

LGAs in the Hume region are projected to grow, while the region as a whole maintains its 4.8% share of Victoria’s 

population. Mitchell Shire is projected to more than double its population by 2031 (from 35105 in 2011 to 88933 in 

2031). Greater Shepparton (C) and Wodonga (RC) are projected to grow by 15,931 and 15,120 persons respectively. 

Even the LGAs of Towong(S), Alpine(S) and Benalla(RC), for which long term population declines were seen in a 

previous table in this report, are projected to experience relatively small but positive population change over the 

twenty years to 2031.  
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Table 15 - Projected population change 2011-31, LGAs in Hume Region (DTPLI 2014) 

LGA 2011 2016 2021 2026 2031 
Change 
2011-31 

Ave annual 
change 

        

Alpine (S) 12068 12126 12367 12605 12869 801 0.3% 

Benalla (RC) 13818 13810 14160 14492 14834 1016 0.4% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 61744 64775 68973 73313 77675 15931 1.2% 

Indigo (S) 15317 15660 16184 16755 17370 2053 0.6% 

Mansfield (S) 7942 8409 8983 9575 10011 2069 1.2% 

Mitchell (S) 35105 41833 53422 70389 88933 53828 4.8% 

Moira (S) 28406 29191 30188 31214 32231 3825 0.6% 

Murrindindi (S) 13335 13966 14892 15938 17012 3677 1.2% 

Strathbogie (S) 9598 9893 10226 10536 10851 1253 0.6% 

Towong (S) 5918 5862 5909 5960 6023 105 0.1% 

Wangaratta (RC) 27212 27521 28280 28980 29691 2479 0.4% 

Wodonga (RC) 36025 38931 42534 46724 51145 15120 1.8% 

        

Hume Region 266488 281978 306117 336481 368645 102157 1.6% 

(Source: Victoria In Future 2014) 

 

Figure 20 - Projected annual growth rate, 2011-2031, LGAs in Hume Region  

 

(Source: Victoria in Future 2014) 
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AGE 

The highest proportions of children found in the Hume region are in Wodonga (RC), Mitchell (S) and Greater 

Shepparton (C). These three LGAs also have the highest proportions of population aged 15-34. By contrast, in 

Strathbogie (S) 26% of the population is aged 65 and over, significantly higher than the total region’s 17%. 

Table 16 - Age of Usual Residents, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 0-14 15-24 25-34 35-54 55-64 65-74 75+ Total 

  
        

Alpine (S) 2031 1085 845 3384 1956 1437 1142 11880 

Benalla (RC) 2380 1523 1141 3544 2148 1487 1426 13649 

Greater Shepparton (C) 12947 7856 7056 16460 7156 4707 4268 60450 

Indigo (S) 2875 1582 1146 4519 2444 1532 1082 15180 

Mansfield (S) 1463 846 664 2115 1325 887 592 7892 

Mitchell (S) 7621 4743 3898 10146 4146 2384 1700 34638 

Moira (S) 5437 2946 2559 7187 3919 3196 2881 28125 

Murrindindi (S) 2245 1216 1120 3813 2135 1548 981 13058 

Strathbogie (S) 1484 829 715 2390 1640 1332 1096 9486 

Towong (S) 1058 546 384 1648 965 703 586 5890 

Wangaratta (RC) 5077 2986 2609 7286 3697 2636 2524 26815 

Wodonga (RC) 7710 5410 4590 9459 4014 2393 1944 35520 

          

Hume  region 52328 31568 26727 71951 35545 24242 20222 262583 

 

Table 17 - Age distribution of Usual Residents, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 0-14 15-24 25-34 35-54 55-64 65-74 75+ Total 

          

Alpine (S) 17% 9% 7% 28% 16% 12% 10% 100% 

Benalla (RC) 17% 11% 8% 26% 16% 11% 10% 100% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 21% 13% 12% 27% 12% 8% 7% 100% 

Indigo (S) 19% 10% 8% 30% 16% 10% 7% 100% 

Mansfield (S) 19% 11% 8% 27% 17% 11% 8% 100% 

Mitchell (S) 22% 14% 11% 29% 12% 7% 5% 100% 

Moira (S) 19% 10% 9% 26% 14% 11% 10% 100% 

Murrindindi (S) 17% 9% 9% 29% 16% 12% 8% 100% 

Strathbogie (S) 16% 9% 8% 25% 17% 14% 12% 100% 

Towong (S) 18% 9% 7% 28% 16% 12% 10% 100% 

Wangaratta (RC) 19% 11% 10% 27% 14% 10% 9% 100% 

Wodonga (RC) 22% 15% 13% 27% 11% 7% 5% 100% 

          

Hume  region 20% 12% 10% 27% 14% 9% 8% 100% 
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Figure 21 - Age distribution of Usual Residents, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

 

 

INDIGENOUS STATUS 

At the 2011 census, 4521 people identified as Indigenous in the Hume region. This represented 1.82% of the total 

population, with Hume region recording the second highest proportion of Indigenous people in Victoria. The largest 

proportion of Indigenous people (38%) were in the 0-14 age group. Shepparton (3.63%) recorded the highest 

proportion of Indigenous residents in Hume, followed by Wodonga. 

Table 18 – Indigenous status by LGA 

LGA No. Indigenous % of population 

Alpine (S) 83 0.73 
Benalla (RC) 121 1.27 
Greater Shepparton (C) 2082 3.63 
Indigo (S) 143 0.98 
Mansfield (S) 57 0.74 
Mitchell (S) 403 1.23 
Moira (S) 395 1.48 
Murrindindi (S) 98 0.79 
Strathbogie (S) 89 0.97 
Towong (S) 86 1.48 
Wangaratta (RC) 258 0.99 
Wodonga (RC) 706 2.05 

Hume Region 4521 1.82 

(Source: ABS, Community profiles) 
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Figure 22 - Age breakdown of Indigenous population, Hume 2011.  

 

(Source: Victorian Department of Health and Human Services, 2015) 

BIRTHPLACE 

Around 90% of residents across the Hume region were Australian-born at the 2011 census. Alpine (S) had a much 

higher proportion of residents born in the UK or Other Europe than the region average, while in greater Shepparton 

almost 4000 residents (7% of the total population) were born in other regions of the world, mainly Asia, the Middle 

East and Africa. 

 

Table 19 - Birthplace of Usual Residents, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 
Australia 

New 
Zealand UK 

Other 
Europe Other 

Not 
stated Total 

        

Alpine (S) 9565 131 537 842 276 530 11881 

Benalla (RC) 11973 103 385 336 277 575 13649 

Greater Shepparton (C) 48847 610 1084 2293 3967 3648 60449 

Indigo (S) 13215 111 562 386 213 693 15180 

Mansfield (S) 6605 90 362 279 197 360 7893 

Mitchell (S) 28828 398 1248 1155 1003 2006 34638 

Moira (S) 23927 391 786 683 657 1680 28124 

Murrindindi (S) 10743 141 660 419 299 797 13059 

Strathbogie (S) 8095 90 366 234 172 529 9486 

Towong (S) 5235 41 191 150 71 202 5890 

Wangaratta (RC) 23520 179 625 877 468 1145 26814 

Wodonga (RC) 30713 293 899 1188 1018 1409 35520 

        

Region 221266 2578 7705 8842 8618 13574 262583 
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Table 20 - Birthplace of Usual Residents (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 
Australia % NZ% UK% 

Other 
Europe% Other% 

      

Alpine (S) 84% 1.2% 4.7% 7.4% 2.4% 

Benalla (RC) 92% 0.8% 2.9% 2.6% 2.1% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 86% 1.1% 1.9% 4.0% 7.0% 

Indigo (S) 91% 0.8% 3.9% 2.7% 1.5% 

Mansfield (S) 88% 1.2% 4.8% 3.7% 2.6% 

Mitchell (S) 88% 1.2% 3.8% 3.5% 3.1% 

Moira (S) 90% 1.5% 3.0% 2.6% 2.5% 

Murrindindi (S) 88% 1.1% 5.4% 3.4% 2.4% 

Strathbogie (S) 90% 1.0% 4.1% 2.6% 1.9% 

Towong (S) 92% 0.7% 3.4% 2.6% 1.2% 

Wangaratta (RC) 92% 0.7% 2.4% 3.4% 1.8% 

Wodonga (RC) 90% 0.9% 2.6% 3.5% 3.0% 

      

Hume Region 89% 1.0% 3.1% 3.6% 3.5% 
Note: % calculations are of respondents who stated their birthplace 

ENGLISH ABILITY 

While only around 1% of the population of Hume region said that they did not speak English well or at all in the 2011 

Census, in Greater Shepparton (C) almost 1300 residents reported that they did not speak English well and a further 

450 were recorded as not speaking English at all. This LGA alone accounted for almost 60% of those in the Hume 

region who indicated that did not speak English well or at all in the 2011 Census. 

 

Table 21 - English –speaking ability of persons born overseas, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA Very well Well Not well Not at all 
Not 

Stated 
Not 

applicable 
Total 

        

Alpine (S) 637 284 117 20 396 10428 11882 

Benalla (RC) 243 133 37 11 416 12808 13648 
Greater Shepparton 
(C) 3861 2076 1281 458 3068 49704 60448 

Indigo (S) 226 77 36 7 674 14159 15179 

Mansfield (S) 248 61 16 10 268 7291 7894 

Mitchell (S) 1341 458 180 34 1675 30948 34636 

Moira (S) 723 405 165 51 1336 25445 28125 

Murrindindi (S) 308 89 49 10 628 11974 13058 

Strathbogie (S) 186 57 25 7 418 8794 9487 

Towong (S) 82 21 7 0 118 5661 5889 

Wangaratta (RC) 938 319 149 25 672 24713 26816 

Wodonga (RC) 1033 494 149 72 1063 32710 35521 

                

Hume Region 9826 4474 2211 705 10732 234635 262583 
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Figure 23 - English –speaking ability of persons born overseas, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

 

 

NEED FOR ASSISTANCE 

The ABS Census includes measures for identifying the number of people who require assistance with basic activities of 

daily living, such as cooking, washing, dressing, mobility and communication. This need for assistance may be due to a 

range of factors such as ageing, chronic health conditions or disability. As the table and chart below show, the need 

for assistance with daily living is greatest in Strathbogie (S) and Moira (S). In Strathbogie (S) this can be explained by 

the significantly older age profile, but this explanation does not hold for Moira (S) where the proportion aged 65 and 

over is no higher than in Alpine (S), Benalla (S) or Towong (S). 

Table 22 - Need for assistance with daily living, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 
Has need for 

assistance with 
core activities 

Does not have 
need for 

assistance with 
core activities 

Not stated Total 
Has need for 

assistance with 
core activities % 

      
Alpine (S) 677 10712 492 11881 5.9% 
Benalla (RC) 840 12321 487 13648 6.4% 
Greater Shepparton (C) 3276 53492 3679 60447 5.8% 
Indigo (S) 762 13645 773 15180 5.3% 
Mansfield (S) 382 7182 327 7891 5.1% 
Mitchell (S) 1581 31119 1938 34638 4.8% 
Moira (S) 1832 24717 1575 28124 6.9% 
Murrindindi (S) 667 11674 718 13059 5.4% 
Strathbogie (S) 622 8383 482 9487 6.9% 
Towong (S) 322 5413 157 5892 5.6% 
Wangaratta (RC) 1467 24273 1076 26816 5.7% 
Wodonga (RC) 1770 32426 1324 35520 5.2% 
            

Hume Region 14198 235357 13028 262583 5.7% 
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Figure 24 - Proportion of population needing assistance with daily living, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

  

MIGRATION 

Just under 2% (4,600 persons) of Hume region’s population moved in from overseas in the five years 2006-11. By far 

the most popular LGA for overseas immigrants settling in the area was Greater Shepparton (C) with 1,800 new 

overseas immigrants, or 3.2% of its population. This almost equalled the number moving in from interstate. The Hume 

region attracted over 13,000 (5.3%) of its population from interstate in the 2006-11 period. Not surprisingly Wodonga 

(RC) accounted for a large portion of this with 11.8% of its population settling from elsewhere in Australia, but 

Towong (S) at 8.0% and Indigo (S) at 7.6% were also relatively attractive to interstate movers. 

Table 23 - Interstate and Overseas Migration to LGAs in Hume Region, 2006-2011 

LGA NSW QLD SA WA Tas NT ACT Total Interstate Overseas 

           

Alpine (S) 279 168 79 73 27 34 19 679 166 

Benalla (RC) 161 142 26 44 27 29 15 444 127 

Greater Shepparton (C) 804 498 156 144 111 66 33 1812 1802 

Indigo (S) 732 166 51 46 20 44 36 1095 130 

Mansfield (S) 122 80 21 55 19 17 10 324 147 

Mitchell (S) 463 471 131 113 61 182 62 1483 621 

Moira (S) 854 315 85 104 32 31 21 1442 401 

Murrindindi (S) 128 89 17 50 18 14 3 319 135 

Strathbogie (S) 125 88 34 38 26 3 6 320 102 

Towong (S) 311 76 18 26 3 15 13 462 62 

Wangaratta (RC) 431 241 57 61 35 44 27 896 281 

Wodonga (RC) 2399 878 187 149 63 226 107 4009 640 

           

Hume  region 6809 3212 862 903 442 705 352 13285 4614 

 

In addition to inmovers from interstate and overseas, over 20,000 persons (8.3%) moved into the region from 

elsewhere in Victoria in the five years after 2006. Almost half of these came from just 12 LGAs. These are shown in the 

table below.  
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Table 24 - Intrastate Migration to the Hume Region during 2006-2011, by main source LGAs 

LGA UR2006 Persons 

  

Hume (C) 1380 

Whittlesea (C) 1345 

Yarra Ranges (S) 1104 

Campaspe (S) 896 

Banyule (C) 695 

Casey (C) 663 

Darebin (C) 619 

Moreland (C) 615 

Greater Bendigo (C) 571 

Knox (C) 557 

Mornington Peninsula (S) 556 

Maroondah (C) 511 

 9512 

Total Intrastate 20600 

 

The inmovers from Hume (C) were mainly attracted to settle in Mitchell (S), as were the majority of those from 

Whittlesea (C), Banyule (C),  Darebin (C) and Moreland (C), while new residents coming to the region from Yarra 

Ranges (S) chose to reside primarily in Murrindindi (S) and Moira (S). Inmovers from Campaspe (S) overwhelmingly 

chose Greater Shepparton as their new home. New arrivals from the other main source LGAs were more evenly 

distributed across the region. 

In addition around 8,000 persons moved within the Hume region during 2006-11. The main beneficiaries of this 

movement were Wodonga (RC) and Greater Shepparton (C), while Moira (S), Alpine (S) and Murrindindi (S) 

experienced a net loss of residents to elsewhere in the Hume Region.  

Table 25 - Intrastate Migration within the Hume Region during 2006-2011 

LGA Movers In Movers Out Net internal 

     

Alpine (S) 315 534 -219 

Benalla (RC) 550 601 -51 

Greater Shepparton (C) 1258 997 261 

Indigo (S) 896 1002 -106 

Mansfield (S) 154 171 -17 

Mitchell (S) 506 496 10 

Moira (S) 813 1043 -230 

Murrindindi (S) 193 371 -178 

Strathbogie (S) 459 523 -64 

Towong (S) 266 396 -130 

Wangaratta (RC) 976 796 180 

Wodonga (RC) 1628 1084 544 
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EMPLOYMENT 

Over 6,000 persons in Hume Region reported that they were actively looking for work at the 2011 census. The 

unemployment rate in the Hume region, at 4.9% of persons in the labour force, compares favourably with that of total 

Victoria at 5.4%, where both are measured using 2011 census data. The participation rate in the region (62.7%) is only 

slightly lower than the state as a whole (64.8%). 

The unemployment rate is highest in the two larger and more urban LGAs of Greater Shepparton (C) and Wodonga 

(RC) and lowest in Mansfield (S).  Wodonga (RC) also has the highest participation rate, closely followed by Mitchell 

(S). Not surprisingly, the higher rates of unemployment and participation occur in those LGAs with the highest 

proportion of population aged 15-34. 

Table 26 - Employment and unemployment, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 
Employed Unemployed 

Total 
Labour 
Force 

Not in the 
Labour Force 

Unemployment 
rate  

Participation 
rate 

        

Alpine (S) 5345 263 5608 3799 4.7% 59.6% 

Benalla (RC) 6026 310 6336 4498 4.9% 58.5% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 26650 1559 28209 16642 5.5% 62.9% 

Indigo (S) 7357 295 7652 4157 3.9% 64.8% 

Mansfield (S) 3715 101 3816 2346 2.6% 61.9% 

Mitchell (S) 15961 861 16822 8659 5.1% 66.0% 

Moira (S) 11658 590 12248 9107 4.8% 57.4% 

Murrindindi (S) 5933 283 6216 3966 4.6% 61.0% 

Strathbogie (S) 4157 185 4342 3227 4.3% 57.4% 

Towong (S) 2751 111 2862 1816 3.9% 61.2% 

Wangaratta (RC) 12582 617 13199 7581 4.7% 63.5% 

Wodonga (RC) 16892 1003 17895 8822 5.6% 67.0% 

        

Hume  region 119027 6178 125205 74620 4.9% 62.7% 

 

INCOME 

Approximately 30% of households in the Hume region reported an average weekly income of less than $600 per week 

($32,000 pa) at the 2011 Census. The highest proportion of low income households were in Moira, Strathbogie and 

Towong shires with 35% of households reporting incomes of less than $600pw. About the same proportion (29%) of 

households in the region reported an average weekly income of more than $1500 per week ($78,000 pa). The higher 

income LGAs included Indigo (S), Mitchell (S) and Wodonga (RC). Note that income data derived from the census are 

notoriously different to income data derived from other sources and should only be used for comparison with data for 

other areas from the same source. 

Table 27 - Household Income (weekly), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 
<$400 

$400-
599 

$600-
999 

$1000-
1499 

$1500-
1999 

$2000-
2499 $2500+ Total 

          

Alpine (S) 836 700 1078 774 452 306 379 4525 

Benalla (RC) 930 788 1250 884 525 339 329 5045 

Greater Shepparton (C) 3021 2622 4408 3684 2394 1618 1894 19641 

Indigo (S) 722 608 1087 925 685 477 572 5076 

Mansfield (S) 501 394 647 491 314 171 230 2748 

Mitchell (S) 1312 1174 2087 2063 1491 1002 1412 10541 

Moira (S) 1831 1590 2440 1652 986 604 599 9702 

Murrindindi (S) 832 613 1018 886 509 328 391 4577 
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Strathbogie (S) 655 565 849 596 357 197 261 3480 

Towong (S) 407 301 506 368 197 130 156 2065 

Wangaratta (RC) 1682 1339 2271 1792 1109 705 788 9686 

Wodonga (RC) 1707 1383 2547 2433 1528 1163 1225 11986 

          

Hume  region 14436 12077 20188 16548 10547 7040 8236 89072 

 

Table 28 - Household Income (weekly) distribution (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 
<$400 

$400-
599 

$600-
999 

$1000-
1499 

$1500-
1999 

$2000-
2499 $2500+ Total 

          

Alpine (S) 18% 15% 24% 17% 10% 7% 8% 100% 

Benalla (RC) 18% 16% 25% 18% 10% 7% 7% 100% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 15% 13% 22% 19% 12% 8% 10% 100% 

Indigo (S) 14% 12% 21% 18% 13% 9% 11% 100% 

Mansfield (S) 18% 14% 24% 18% 11% 6% 8% 100% 

Mitchell (S) 12% 11% 20% 20% 14% 10% 13% 100% 

Moira (S) 19% 16% 25% 17% 10% 6% 6% 100% 

Murrindindi (S) 18% 13% 22% 19% 11% 7% 9% 100% 

Strathbogie (S) 19% 16% 24% 17% 10% 6% 8% 100% 

Towong (S) 20% 15% 25% 18% 10% 6% 8% 100% 

Wangaratta (RC) 17% 14% 23% 19% 11% 7% 8% 100% 

Wodonga (RC) 14% 12% 21% 20% 13% 10% 10% 100% 

          

Hume  region 16% 14% 23% 19% 12% 8% 9% 100% 

 

Figure 24 - Household Income (weekly) distribution (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 
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HOUSING COSTS 

Housing costs in the Hume region are generally lower on average than those for Victoria as a whole. 

At the 2011 census approximately 48% of households in the Hume region reported an average mortgage payment of 

$1400 or more per month, compared to 62% across total Victoria. High average mortgage payments were made by 

greater proportions of households in Indigo (S), Mitchell (S), Wodonga (RC) and Murrindindi (S), while households 

resident in Benalla (RC), Moira (S), Strathbogie (S) and Towong (S) tended to have lower mortgage requirements. 

Only 11% of renting households in Hume region at the 2011 Census reported an average rental payment of $300 or 

more per week, significantly lower than the 44% in this rent category across total Victoria, and 56% stated that their 

weekly rent was less than $200, compared with only 27% for the state as a whole. Unsurprisingly, the highest rentals 

were demanded in the urbanised LGAs of Greater Shepparton (C) and Wodonga (RC). The LGAs with the greatest 

proportion of households paying relatively low rents were Moira (S), Strathbogie (S) and Towong (S). 

 

Table 29 - Household Mortgage payments (Monthly) distribution (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA <$1000 $1000-1399 $1400-$1799 $1800+ 

     

Alpine (S) 35% 22% 19% 25% 

Benalla (RC) 37% 25% 18% 20% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 28% 25% 21% 26% 

Indigo (S) 28% 22% 20% 29% 

Mansfield (S) 35% 21% 17% 27% 

Mitchell (S) 21% 19% 21% 38% 

Moira (S) 37% 24% 17% 22% 

Murrindindi (S) 27% 22% 19% 32% 

Strathbogie (S) 42% 24% 15% 19% 

Towong (S) 43% 20% 15% 22% 

Wangaratta (RC) 32% 25% 20% 23% 

Wodonga (RC) 23% 23% 23% 31% 

     

Hume region 29% 23% 20% 28% 

 

Figure 25 - Household Mortgage payments (Monthly) distribution (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 
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Table 30 - Household Rent payments (weekly) distribution (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

 
LGA <$200 $200-$299 $300-399 $400+ 

     

Alpine (S) 62% 27% 4% 8% 

Benalla (RC) 64% 32% 3% 1% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 55% 35% 8% 2% 

Indigo (S) 57% 35% 5% 3% 

Mansfield (S) 58% 33% 6% 3% 

Mitchell (S) 44% 38% 15% 4% 

Moira (S) 68% 26% 4% 2% 

Murrindindi (S) 63% 29% 6% 2% 

Strathbogie (S) 70% 25% 4% 2% 

Towong (S) 80% 16% 3% 0% 

Wangaratta (RC) 63% 31% 4% 2% 

Wodonga (RC) 42% 43% 12% 3% 

     

Hume region 56% 34% 8% 3% 

 

Figure 26 - Household Rent payments (weekly) distribution (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

 

 

At the urban centre level, by far the greatest proportion of households with relatively high mortgages was in 

Baranduda where 47% of households reported paying more than $1800 per month at the 2011 census. By contrast in 

Corryong 60% of households reported paying less than $1000 per month. Those same two centres had the highest and 

lowest rentals respectively. Housing costs (mortgage or rent) were also relatively low in Euroa, Alexandra and 

Nathalia. 
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Table 31 - Household Mortgage payments (Monthly) distribution (%), urban centres in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

UCL <$1000 $1000-1399 $1400-$1799 $1800+ 

     

Albury - Wodonga (Wodonga Part) 23% 24% 24% 28% 

Alexandra 36% 26% 20% 19% 

Baranduda 14% 15% 23% 47% 

Beechworth 30% 21% 20% 28% 

Benalla 36% 27% 20% 17% 

Bright 29% 19% 23% 29% 

Cobram 32% 28% 21% 19% 

Corryong 60% 18% 9% 13% 

Euroa 48% 26% 14% 12% 

Mansfield 32% 23% 20% 25% 

Mount Beauty - Tawonga South 45% 20% 18% 17% 

Myrtleford 37% 25% 22% 15% 

Nagambie 32% 30% 15% 23% 

Nathalia 59% 25% 5% 11% 

Numurkah 44% 30% 16% 10% 

Seymour 38% 30% 19% 13% 

Shepparton - Mooroopna 27% 26% 22% 25% 

Tatura 29% 27% 22% 23% 

Wangaratta 32% 27% 21% 20% 

Yarrawonga - Mulwala (Yarrawonga Part) 28% 23% 21% 29% 

Yea 32% 25% 24% 19% 

 

Figure 27 - Proportion of households with mortgage repayments of $1800 per month or more, urban centres in 

Hume Region, 2011 Census 
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Table 32 - Household rental payments (weekly) distribution (%), urban centres in Hume Region, 2011 Census  

UCL <$200 $200-$299 $300-399 $400+ 

     

Albury - Wodonga (Wodonga Part) 43% 43% 11% 3% 

Alexandra 61% 35% 1% 3% 

Baranduda 22% 51% 27% 0% 

Beechworth 52% 35% 10% 3% 

Benalla 63% 33% 3% 1% 

Bright 57% 29% 6% 8% 

Cobram 64% 33% 2% 1% 

Corryong 93% 7% 0% 0% 

Euroa 80% 19% 1% 0% 

Mansfield 48% 44% 5% 2% 

Mount Beauty - Tawonga South 61% 35% 2% 2% 

Myrtleford 66% 31% 2% 1% 

Nagambie 41% 41% 12% 7% 

Nathalia 82% 16% 0% 2% 

Numurkah 79% 17% 2% 1% 

Seymour 76% 20% 3% 0% 

Shepparton - Mooroopna 52% 37% 9% 2% 

Tatura 60% 37% 2% 2% 

Wangaratta 60% 33% 5% 2% 

Yarrawonga - Mulwala (Yarrawonga Part) 51% 36% 11% 2% 

Yea 44% 52% 4% 0% 

  

Table 33 - Percentage of Rental Housing that is affordable, 2004-2014 (Dec Qtr) 

LGA 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Alpine (S) 97.1% 92.0% 90.3% 86.3% 85.1% 84.0% 83.5% 81.2% 80.0% 75.3% 85.2% 

Benalla (RC) 87.0% 85.5% 87.3% 88.9% 90.7% 87.4% 85.2% 84.1% 85.6% 79.3% 86.4% 
Greater 
Shepparton (C) 76.0% 76.9% 76.0% 80.4% 78.6% 71.5% 70.2% 72.2% 72.4% 69.2% 70.5% 

Indigo (S) 86.9% 88.7% 70.2% 77.9% 86.5% 77.6% 90.8% 72.4% 76.8% 73.8% 72.6% 

Mansfield (S) 86.5% 75.0% 58.3% 87.5% 92.1% 88.2% 73.7% 70.0% 64.9% 58.6% 54.8% 

Mitchell (S) 84.3% 85.0% 88.2% 77.5% 75.1% 64.6% 48.7% 56.3% 59.5% 70.6% 74.2% 

Moira (S) 91.6% 89.7% 93.2% 89.9% 93.2% 82.4% 80.9% 76.4% 77.6% 77.9% 81.0% 

Murrindindi (S) 81.7% 90.0% 93.5% 87.8% 81.3% 82.6% 72.2% 75.8% 72.4% 70.0% 60.9% 

Strathbogie (S) 100.0% 90.6% 100.0% 90.5% 84.2% 82.8% 63.9% 73.5% 82.0% 78.6% 46.4% 

Towong (S) 71.4% 95.0% 93.8% 94.7% 100.0% 78.3% 95.2% 100.0% 92.6% 88.5% 94.7% 
Wangaratta 
(RC) 85.7% 83.3% 79.6% 83.9% 81.7% 78.5% 82.1% 82.3% 74.1% 80.1% 77.4% 

Wodonga (RC) 60.1% 58.8% 64.3% 66.3% 70.3% 63.2% 59.8% 66.2% 58.0% 56.3% 58.9% 

 

 ‘Affordable’ housing requires that no more than 30 per cent of gross income is spent on rent. 

(Source: ‘Affordable Lettings by LGA Dec Qtr 2014’  [http://www.dhs.vic.gov.au/about-the-department/documents-and-

resources/research,-data-and-statistics/rental-reports-2014]) 
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Figure 28 - Proportion of households with rental payments of $300 per week or more, urban centres in Hume 

Region, 2011 Census 

 

 

Figure 29 - Percentage of Rental Housing that is affordable, 2004-2014 (Dec Qtr) 

 

(Source: ‘Affordable Lettings by LGA Dec Qtr 2014’  [http://www.dhs.vic.gov.au/about-the-department/documents-and-

resources/research,-data-and-statistics/rental-reports-2014]) 
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Table 34 - Median rents, March Qtr 2015, LGAs in Hume Region  

 FLATS HOUSES 

 1 bed 2 bed 3 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 

Alpine (S) - $200  - $210  $270  $350  

Benalla (RC) $150  $180  $248  $225  $257  $285  

Greater Shepparton (C) $160  $210  $310  $220  $270  $340  

Indigo (S) - $220  - $255  $280  $325  

Mansfield (S) - $218  - $290  $280  $365  

Mitchell (S) - $250  $280  $220  $290  $330  

Moira (S) $118  $210  $265  $200  $263  $350  

Murrindindi (S) - $243  - $220  $260  $330  

Strathbogie (S) $200  $200  - $220  $255  $320  

Towong (S) - - - - $230  - 

Wangaratta (RC) $140  $203  - $235  $280  $305  

Wodonga (RC) $168  $210  $320  $265  $300  $380  

        

Hume Region $150  $210  $280  $225  $280  $345  

 (Source: DHS Rental Report, March 2015) 

PRIVATE/PUBLIC RENTAL 

The highest proportions of private rental housing, at the 2011 census, were located in Alpine, Indigo and Towong 

shires. The supply of public housing, as share of total rental stock, was greatest in Wodonga (RC), Benalla (RC), 

Wangaratta (RC) and Greater Shepparton (C). 

Table 35 - Landlord type, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census  

LGA Rented: Private 

Rented: State or 
territory 
housing 

authority 

Rented: Other 

        

Alpine (S) 83.4% 6.9% 9.7% 

Benalla (RC) 72.7% 19.2% 8.2% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 77.9% 15.7% 6.3% 

Indigo (S) 82.5% 8.7% 8.8% 

Mansfield (S) 78.5% 9.3% 12.2% 

Mitchell (S) 80.6% 13.7% 5.7% 

Moira (S) 78.4% 12.3% 9.2% 

Murrindindi (S) 81.2% 10.0% 8.8% 

Strathbogie (S) 80.0% 7.1% 13.0% 

Towong (S) 82.7% 5.4% 11.9% 

Wangaratta (RC) 75.4% 17.1% 7.5% 

Wodonga (RC) 75.8% 21.1% 3.1% 

    

Hume region 78.1% 14.9% 7.0% 
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Figure 30 - Landlord type, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census  

 

HOUSING TYPE 

At the 2011 Census, the majority of dwellings in all LGAs were detached dwellings. Alternative dwellings types are 

most common in Greater Shepparton (C) and Wodonga (RC), with Murrindindi (S) and Towong (S) having very few 

options for people seeking an alternative housing type. 

Table 36 - Dwelling Type, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census  

LGA 
Detached 
House 

Semi-
detached Flat/Unit 

Non-
Structural Total 

Detached 
House 

Semi-
detached Flat/Unit 

Non-
Structural 

              

Alpine (S) 6198 251 331 82 6862 90% 4% 5% 1% 

Benalla (RC) 5799 368 384 57 6608 88% 6% 6% 1% 
Greater Shepparton 
(C) 21509 893 2312 477 25191 85% 4% 9% 2% 
Indigo (S) 6086 164 240 90 6580 92% 2% 4% 1% 

Mansfield (S) 5081 253 79 72 5485 93% 5% 1% 1% 

Mitchell (S) 12506 545 583 178 13812 91% 4% 4% 1% 

Moira (S) 11513 465 909 280 13167 87% 4% 7% 2% 
Murrindindi (S) 6733 89 91 289 7202 93% 1% 1% 4% 

Strathbogie (S) 4532 58 346 82 5018 90% 1% 7% 2% 

Towong (S) 2891 51 47 28 3017 96% 2% 2% 1% 

Wangaratta (RC) 10844 446 956 137 12383 88% 4% 8% 1% 
Wodonga (RC) 12023 1208 1393 94 14718 82% 8% 9% 1% 

              

Hume Region 105715 4791 7671 1866 120043 88% 4% 6% 2% 

          

NOTE - data are by location on census night not Place of Residence     
Non-Structural dwellings include caravans and tents. These may be holiday accommodation not permanent residences. 
 
 

Within the Hume region, Baranduda had no dwellings types other than detached houses, at the 2011 census. There 

were also relatively low numbers of semi-detached dwellings and flats or apartments in Alexandra, Corryong, Mt 

Beauty-Tawonga South and Yea, but given their small size this is not unexpected, However, Cobram and Seymour are 

larger urban centres than these but still have few housing choices other than detached dwellings. 

Not surprisingly the largest housing type options were available in Wodonga and Shepparton, with Bright, Benalla, 

Mansfield, Numurkah, Wangaratta and Yarrawonga also reasonably well supplied. 
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Table 37 - Dwelling Type, urban centres in Hume Region, 2011 Census  

UCL 
Detached 
House 

Semi-
detached Flat/Unit 

Non-
Structural Total 

Detached 
House 

Semi-
detached Flat/Unit 

Non-
Structural 

Albury - 
Wodonga 
(Wodonga Part) 10828 1192 1388 80 13488 80% 9% 10% 1% 
Alexandra 1047 51 31 23 1152 91% 4% 3% 2% 
Baranduda 548 0 0 0 548 100% 0% 0% 0% 
Beechworth 1217 38 83 29 1367 89% 3% 6% 2% 
Benalla 3786 369 367 31 4553 83% 8% 8% 1% 
Bright 1128 144 100 15 1387 81% 10% 7% 1% 
Cobram 2122 60 235 43 2460 86% 2% 10% 2% 
Corryong 562 0 27 3 592 95% 0% 5% 1% 
Euroa 1266 0 168 14 1448 87% 0% 12% 1% 
Mansfield 1197 208 55 25 1485 81% 14% 4% 2% 
Mount Beauty - 
Tawonga South 1031 14 45 15 1105 93% 1% 4% 1% 
Myrtleford 1147 45 96 16 1304 88% 3% 7% 1% 
Nagambie 701 43 48 30 822 85% 5% 6% 4% 
Nathalia 607 4 65 26 702 86% 1% 9% 4% 
Numurkah 1497 92 200 21 1810 83% 5% 11% 1% 
Seymour 2374 95 230 35 2734 87% 3% 8% 1% 
Shepparton - 
Mooroopna 14845 824 2124 224 18017 82% 5% 12% 1% 
Tatura 1400 51 168 11 1630 86% 3% 10% 1% 
Wangaratta 6682 424 909 59 8074 83% 5% 11% 1% 
Yarrawonga - 
Mulwala 
(Yarrawonga 
Part) 2543 276 375 87 3281 78% 8% 11% 3% 
Yea 527 23 19 34 603 87% 4% 3% 6% 

 

ALTERNATIVE HOUSING 

At the 2011 Census, almost two thirds of the occupied Caravans/Cabins/Houseboats recorded in the Hume Region 

contained usual residents rather than visitors and tourists. That is, the occupants of these dwellings on Census night 

reported that the caravan was their usual dwelling. The highest proportion of caravans that housed usual residents 

was in Greater Shepparton (C) with 79%, followed by Strathbogie (S) with 73%. While the majority of people living in 

caravans lived alone, there were over 300 vans with 2 or more usual residents. 52 of these were in Moira (S). 

 

Table 38 - Caravans/Cabins/Houseboats housing Usual Residents, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census  

LGA Number of caravans & 
cabins 

% Caravans housing 
Usual Residents 

Number of Caravans 
with 2 or more Usual 
Residents 

    

Alpine (S) 65 46% 13 

Benalla (RC) 39 62% 10 

Greater Shepparton (C) 445 79% 129 

Indigo (S) 62 59% 10 

Mansfield (S) 44 29% 3 

Mitchell (S) 133 62% 15 

Moira (S) 253 61% 52 

Murrindindi (S) 207 66% 39 

Strathbogie (S) 63 73% 9 

Towong (S) 25 76% 7 

Wangaratta (RC) 109 52% 20 
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Wodonga (RC) 77 58% 12 

     

Hume Region 1522 65% 319 

 

 

Among the urban centres in the region, Yea (79%), Alexandra (78%) and Tatura (73%) recorded the highest 

proportions of caravans occupied by usual residents. There were over 200 vans housing usual residents in Shepparton-

Mooroopna, of which more than a quarter had two or more residents. Note that in some UCLs the number of 

occupied caravans recorded at the 2011 census is too small to be reliable. 

 

Table 39 - Caravans/Cabins/Houseboats housing Usual Residents, UCLs in Hume Region, 2011 Census  

UCL 
Number of caravans 
& cabins 

% Caravans housing 
Usual Residents 

Number of 
Caravans with 2 or 
more Usual 
Residents 

    
Albury - Wodonga 
(Wodonga Part) 63 58% 7 
Alexandra 23 78% 4 
Baranduda 0 0% 0 
Beechworth 14 62% 4 
Benalla 31 53% 8 
Bright 15 57% 0 
Cobram 43 55% 10 
Corryong 3 100% 0 
Euroa 14 36% 0 
Mansfield 22 59% 4 
Mount Beauty - Tawonga 
South 10 40% 0 
Myrtleford 11 79% 4 
Nagambie 26 100% 7 
Nathalia 26 56% 4 
Numurkah 21 57% 0 
Seymour 31 57% 0 

Shepparton - Mooroopna 204 69% 54 
Tatura 11 73% 4 
Wangaratta 56 50% 8 
Yarrawonga - Mulwala 
(Yarrawonga Part) 81 66% 16 
Yea 34 79% 7 

 

OVERCROWDING 

The ABS uses a quite complex definition of overcrowding, compatible with the Canadian National Occupancy Standard 

(CNOS), in its assessment of the extent of homelessness. Application of this definition requires information about the 

relationship, age and sex of the residents as well as numbers of residents and numbers of bedrooms in the dwelling. It 

was not possible to obtain these data for LGAs in the Hume Region, so the table below only provides an indicator of 

possible overcrowding. The data presented here, from the 2011 census, show the proportion of dwellings of 1 or more 

bedrooms that housed residents who numbered two or more than the number of bedrooms. For example this would 

include two bedroom dwellings with four or more residents, three bedroom dwellings with 5 or more residents and so 

on. Dwellings with no bedrooms have been excluded from this analysis as the majority of these are caravans, the 

occupancy of which is discussed in the previous section. The dwellings counted in this measure are not necessarily 

overcrowded – for example, it would be quite reasonable to have a two bedroom dwelling containing four residents if 

the household comprised a couple and two young children, or two older children (aged under 18) of the same sex. 

Consequently the data provide only an indicator of potential overcrowding. 
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The average value of this indicator across the Hume Region is 19.1%. There are low proportions of dwellings 

containing high resident numbers in Alpine (S), Benalla (RC) and Mansfield (S). Greater Shepparton (C), Indigo (S), 

Mitchell (S), Moira (S) and Towong (S) all had a proportion higher than the region average. 

Table 40 - Proportion of dwellings (excluding zero bedroom dwellings) where residents outnumbered bedrooms by 

two or more, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census  

 

LGA  

Alpine (S) 14.2% 

Benalla (RC) 12.5% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 22.8% 

Indigo (S) 22.0% 

Mansfield (S) 13.5% 

Mitchell (S) 21.2% 

Moira (S) 20.2% 

Murrindindi (S) 21.0% 

Strathbogie (S) 16.7% 

Towong (S) 20.0% 

Wangaratta (RC) 17.3% 

Wodonga (RC) 15.4% 

  

Hume Region 19.1% 

 

 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

The Hume Region contained almost equal numbers of households in three types at the 2011 census: couples with 

children, couples without children, and lone persons. However, this distribution varied between the individual LGAs 

and Urban centres of the region. In Mitchell (S), the predominant household type in 2011 was couples with children, 

consistent with its younger age profile. By contrast, Towong (S) had a relatively high proportion of couples without 

children. Above average proportions of single parent families were located in Wodonga (RC), Greater Shepparton (C), 

Mitchell (S) and Benalla (S). According to projections released by the Department of Transport, Planning and Local 

Infrastructure in May 2014, the number of households in Mitchell (S) is projected to more than double by 2031, but 

couples with children will remain the most prevalent household type. In Wodonga (RC) and Greater Shepparton (C), 

the majority of household growth will be in lone persons and couples without children. Under these projections, the 

number of couples with children will actually fall in Alpine (S), Indigo (S), Towong (S) and Wangaratta (RC) over the 

next two decades. Note however that projections at this level of detail for an extended time frame do contain 

considerable uncertainty.  
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Table 41 - Households by Type, LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 

Couple 
family 
with 
children 

Couple 
family 
without 
children 

One-
parent 
family 

Other 
family 

Group 
household 

Lone 
person Other 

All 
Household 
Types 

         

Alpine (S) 1196 1596 387 25 110 1424 410 5148 

Benalla (RC) 1320 1776 598 36 136 1677 148 5691 

Greater 
Shepparton (C) 6765 5848 2641 192 663 5707 994 22810 

Indigo (S) 1732 1821 527 30 117 1385 224 5836 

Mansfield (S) 718 1008 261 19 75 899 178 3158 

Mitchell (S) 4297 3140 1475 97 278 2522 616 12425 

Moira (S) 2879 3490 1006 90 257 3021 572 11315 

Murrindindi (S) 1390 1674 415 28 129 1402 324 5362 

Strathbogie (S) 859 1348 351 22 87 1183 218 4068 

Towong (S) 616 833 174 14 30 658 56 2381 
Wangaratta 
(RC) 2949 3082 1125 91 238 3150 310 10945 

Wodonga (RC) 4008 3438 1778 120 479 3401 404 13628 

Hume Region 28729 29054 10738 764 2599 26429 4454 102767 

 

Table 42 - Households by Type (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

LGA 

Couple 
family with 
children 

Couple 
family 
without 
children 

One-parent 
family 

Group 
household 

Lone 
person Other 

       
Alpine (S) 23% 31% 8% 2% 28% 8% 
Benalla (RC) 23% 31% 11% 2% 29% 3% 
Greater 
Shepparton (C) 30% 26% 12% 3% 25% 4% 
Indigo (S) 30% 31% 9% 2% 24% 4% 
Mansfield (S) 23% 32% 8% 2% 28% 6% 
Mitchell (S) 35% 25% 12% 2% 20% 5% 
Moira (S) 25% 31% 9% 2% 27% 5% 
Murrindindi (S) 26% 31% 8% 2% 26% 6% 
Strathbogie (S) 21% 33% 9% 2% 29% 5% 
Towong (S) 26% 35% 7% 1% 28% 2% 
Wangaratta (RC) 27% 28% 10% 2% 29% 3% 
Wodonga (RC) 29% 25% 13% 4% 25% 3% 
Hume Region 28% 28% 10% 3% 26% 4% 
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Figure 31 - Households by Type (%), LGAs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

 

 

Table 43 - Projected Change in Households by Type 2011-2031, LGAs in Hume Region (DTPLI 2014)  

LGA 

Couple 
family 
with 
children 

Couple 
family 
without 
children 

One-
parent 
family 

Other 
family 

Group 
household 

Lone 
Person 

All 
Household 
Types 

% change 
2011-
2031 

         

Alpine (S) -136 284 -11 7 17 329 490 9% 

Benalla (RC) -63 340 -1 4 13 390 684 11% 

Greater Shepparton (C) 1581 2534 718 72 212 2611 7729 32% 

Indigo (S) -118 524 40 16 22 570 1054 17% 

Mansfield (S) 80 334 63 14 35 440 967 29% 

Mitchell (S) 6635 5068 2390 159 441 4557 19249 149% 

Moira (S) 167 949 123 24 38 1048 2348 20% 

Murrindindi (S) 262 784 152 12 43 799 2053 36% 

Strathbogie (S) 37 258 45 6 10 374 729 17% 

Towong (S) -40 48 1 1 6 118 135 5% 

Wangaratta (RC) -84 667 64 17 24 856 1544 13% 

Wodonga (RC) 1570 2024 790 64 237 2242 6927 48% 

Hume Region 9890 13813 4375 395 1100 14335 43908 41% 

% change 2011-2031 32% 43% 37% 44% 36% 48% 41%  

(Source: Victoria in Future 2014) 
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Figure 32 - Current and Projected Households 2011, 2021 & 2031, LGAs in Hume Region (DTPLI 2014) 

 

 

More than half of Baranduda’s households in 2011 comprised couples with children, in contrast to UCLs such as 

Bright, Corryong, Euroa, Mt Beauty-Tawonga South and Nathalia, where they accounted for less than 20% of 

household types. Corryong, Nathalia, Numurkah and Yea  all contained a relatively high proportion (more than 

one third) of lone person households in 2011, while Seymour and Wodonga were home to a higher proportion of 

single parents. It is notable that, unlike in Wodonga, Seymour had few housing options other than detached dwellings 

(see above). At the 2011 census, only 35% of Seymour’s households included children, but 87% of dwellings were 

detached houses.  

 

Table 44 - Households by Type, UCLs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

UCL 

Couple 
family 
with 
children 

Couple 
family 
without 
children 

One-
parent 
family 

Other 
family 

Group 
household 

Lone 
person Other 

All 
Household 
Types 

         
Albury - 
Wodonga 
(Wodonga Part) 3464 3122 1696 116 454 3267 363 12482 
Alexandra 233 299 89 9 27 315 24 996 
Baranduda 281 136 58 0 10 34 6 525 
Beechworth 237 350 148 10 35 350 69 1199 
Benalla 830 1123 481 26 102 1328 104 3994 
Bright 182 322 75 4 22 291 93 989 
Cobram 510 619 245 24 70 637 91 2196 
Corryong 90 140 36 5 7 194 13 485 
Euroa 232 363 132 9 21 429 53 1239 
Mansfield 289 316 149 17 40 428 35 1274 
Mount Beauty - 
Tawonga South 147 216 66 6 17 234 78 764 
Myrtleford 251 348 116 3 31 368 26 1143 
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Nagambie 138 174 69 4 19 241 27 672 
Nathalia 120 176 61 6 20 222 12 617 
Numurkah 364 437 168 6 36 543 63 1617 
Seymour 494 584 373 24 97 807 149 2528 
Shepparton - 
Mooroopna 4530 3936 2104 137 530 4387 794 16418 
Tatura 384 431 149 15 37 404 43 1463 
Wangaratta 1772 1790 861 69 191 2376 212 7271 
Yarrawonga - 
Mulwala 
(Yarrawonga 
Part) 581 921 251 24 44 790 234 2845 
Yea 101 116 49 4 11 196 20 497 

 

 

Table 45 - Households by Type (%), UCLs in Hume Region, 2011 Census 

UCL 

Couple 
family with 
children 

Couple 
family 
without 
children 

One-parent 
family 

Group 
household 

Lone 
person Other 

       
Albury - Wodonga 
(Wodonga Part) 28% 25% 14% 4% 26% 3% 

Alexandra 23% 30% 9% 3% 32% 2% 

Baranduda 54% 26% 11% 2% 6% 1% 

Beechworth 20% 29% 12% 3% 29% 6% 

Benalla 21% 28% 12% 3% 33% 3% 

Bright 18% 33% 8% 2% 29% 9% 

Cobram 23% 28% 11% 3% 29% 4% 

Corryong 19% 29% 7% 1% 40% 3% 

Euroa 19% 29% 11% 2% 35% 4% 

Mansfield 23% 25% 12% 3% 34% 3% 
Mount Beauty - Tawonga 
South 19% 28% 9% 2% 31% 10% 

Myrtleford 22% 30% 10% 3% 32% 2% 

Nagambie 21% 26% 10% 3% 36% 4% 

Nathalia 19% 29% 10% 3% 36% 2% 

Numurkah 23% 27% 10% 2% 34% 4% 

Seymour 20% 23% 15% 4% 32% 6% 

Shepparton - Mooroopna 28% 24% 13% 3% 27% 5% 

Tatura 26% 29% 10% 3% 28% 3% 

Wangaratta 24% 25% 12% 3% 33% 3% 
Yarrawonga - Mulwala 
(Yarrawonga Part) 20% 32% 9% 2% 28% 8% 

Yea 20% 23% 10% 2% 39% 4% 
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SOCIOECONOMIC DISADVANTAGE 

The most widely used measure of socioeconomic disadvantage in Australia is the Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas 

(SEIFA) Index of Relative Socioeconomic Disadvantage (IRSD) produced by the ABS. The scores for LGAs in Hume 

region at the 2011 census are set out below. Several maps, drawn at the most detailed data level possible have also 

been provided. In these maps, the darker the colour the greater the relative disadvantage. The lowest IRSD scores in 

the region were found in the LGAs of Greater Shepparton (C), Moira (S) and Benalla (RC). These are some of the most 

disadvantaged LGAs in Victoria. The maps illustrate that the degree of disadvantage varies considerably within 

regions, which is why detailed maps have been presented for the areas around Wodonga, Shepparton and 

Wangaratta. 

 

Table 46 - Relative socioeconomic disadvantage for LGAs in the Hume Region (SEIFA IRSD 2011) 

LGA 
IRSD   Ranking within Australia   

Ranking within 
Victoria 

  Score   Rank Decile Percentile   Rank Decile 

         

Alpine (S) 987  324 6 58  35 5 

Benalla (RC) 957  209 4 37  16 2 

Greater Shepparton (C) 952  188 4 34  13 2 

Indigo (S) 1010  411 8 73  53 7 

Mansfield (S) 1012  418 8 74  54 7 

Mitchell (S) 996  368 7 66  43 6 

Moira (S) 952  191 4 34  15 2 

Murrindindi (S) 997  375 7 67  45 6 

Strathbogie (S) 970  257 5 46  23 3 

Towong (S) 996  366 7 65  42 6 

Wangaratta (RC) 981  299 6 53  30 4 

Wodonga (RC) 975  270 5 48  26 4 
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Figure 33 -Relative socioeconomic disadvantage across the Hume Region (SEIFA IRSD 2011) 

 

 

Figure 34 - Relative socioeconomic disadvantage in the Wodonga area (SEIFA IRSD 2011) 
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Figure 35 - Relative socioeconomic disadvantage in the Shepparton area (SEIFA IRSD 201 

 

 

 

Figure 36 Relative socioeconomic disadvantage in the Wangaratta area (SEIFA IRSD 2011)
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3 – Service Delivery Data 

 

The following tables and figures present the service delivery data obtained for all participating SHS 

organisations from 2012-14. The data are first presented based on ‘support periods’, followed by data based 

on identifiable individual clients. Both sets of data are important as they demonstrate different aspects of the 

demands for homelessness and housing services. Support period data give a clearer indication of the total 

volume and complexity of demand on services as this details clients who have multiple support periods in the 

reporting timeframe. This may include support from more than one organization. Individual client data give a 

clearer indication of demographic characteristics as well as housing and support needs of individual clients.   

 

Table 47 – Support period overview 

 

 2012 2013 2014 3 year period 

Length of support period*     
Average length of support period (days) 33.46 55.56 56.33 49.08 days 
Most frequent support period length (mode) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 days 
Minimum length of support period 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 days 
Maximum length of support period 323 676 948 948 days 

Total support periods with agencies 6,736 6,807 6,878 20,421 
Client status     

New clients 3,612 3,670 4,421 11,703 
Previous client 2,186 2,062 2,267 6,515 
Not sure 16 10 14 40 
Missing data 922 1,065 176 2,163 

 

* After removing support periods commenced prior to 1st January 2012 (N = 19,373). 

 

Table – 48 Demographic Characteristics of Support periods 

 

 Number Percentage 

Age in years 
  

Age range  92 - 
Mean  31.67 - 
Standard deviation 14.59 - 

Gender   
Male 7,957 39.0 
Female 12,464 61.0 

Indigenous status   
Aboriginal 2,296 11.2 
Torres Strait Islander 73 0.4 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 48 0.2 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 16,062 78.7 
Don’t know 20 0.1 
Not applicable 573 2.8 
Missing 1,349 6.6 

Family Composition   
Lone person 5,772 28.3 
One parent with child(ren) 5,334 26.1 
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Couple with child(ren) 1,989 9.7 
Couple without child(ren) 1,252 6.1 
Other family 1,601 7.8 
Group 1,029 5.0 
Don’t know 310 1.5 
Missing 3,134 15.3 

Child Status   
Children (17 and under) 2,458 12.0 
Adults (18 and older) 17,022 83.4 
Missing 941 4.6 

 

 

Table 49 - Employment and Education 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Employment 
  

Labour force status   
Employed 1,362 6.7 
Unemployed 5,817 28.5 
Not in the labour force 7,641 37.4 
Don’t know 527 2.6 
Not applicable 1,342 6.6 
Missing 3,732 18.3 

Employment status   
Full-time 261 1.3 
Part-time 1,028 1028 
Don’t know 551 2.7 
Not applicable 14,846 72.7 
Missing 3,735 18.3 

Education   
Student or trainee when presenting 1,681 8.2 
Not a student or trainee when presenting 13,869 67.9 
Don’t know 817 4.0 
Missing 4,054 19.9 

Enrolled in when presenting   
Preschool 57 0.3 
Primary school 285 1.4 
Secondary school student 505 2.5 
University student 75 0.4 
Vocational education and training 431 2.1 
Other education or training 330 1.6 
Don’t know 858 4.2 
Not applicable 14,043 68.8 
Missing 3,837 18.8 

School enrolment when presenting   
Enrolled and attending 875 4.3 
Enrolled but not always attending 160 0.8 
Enrolled in school but not attending 55 0.3 
Enrolled in school but waiting to commence 67 0.3 
Home schooled 13 0.1 
Neither enrolled nor homeschooled 16 0.1 
Don’t know 691 3.4 
Not applicable 14,407 70.5 
Missing 4,317 20.3 
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Table 50 - Income Source at Time of Presenting 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 3,715 18.2 

Parenting payment 4,055 19.9 

Disability support pension (Centrelink) 2,720 13.3 

Youth allowance 1,475 7.2 

Age pension 320 1.6 

Austudy/ABSTUDY 58 0.3 

Disability pension (DVA) 126 0.6 

Service pension (DVA) 5 <0.1 

War widow(er’s) pension 5 <0.1 

Sickness allowance 34 0.2 

Carer allowance 84 0.4 

Carer payment 211 1.0 

Other government pension or allowance 94 0.5 

Employee income 784 3.8 

Unincorporated business income 9 <0.1 

Other income NEC 74 0.4 

Nil income 2,258 11.1 

Don’t know 586 2.9 

Missing 3,808 18.6 

 

 

Table 51 - Mental Health 

 
Number Percentage 

Mental health status 
  

Prior mental health diagnosis 3,766 18.4 
No prior mental health diagnosis 4,583 22.4 
Don’t know 4,481 21.9 
Not applicable 2,799 13.7 
Missing 4,792 23.5 

Length of time MH services received   
Currently receiving services 1,986 9.7 
Received services in the last 12 months 728 3.6 
Received services more than 12 months 307 1.5 
Received services- no time frame reported 274 1.3 
No services ever received 1,142 5.6 
Don’t know 4,632 22.7 
Not applicable 6,413 31.4 
Missing 4,939 24.2 
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Table 52 - Incarceration Experience 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Adult correctional facility 1,031 5.0 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional 
centre 

64 0.3 

Immigration detention centre 3 <0.1 

 

Table 53 - Child protection arrangements when presenting 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Residential care 96 0.5 

Family group home 12 0.1 
Relative(s)/kin who are reimbursed 24 0.1 

Foster care 11 0.1 

Other home based care (reimbursed) 3 <0.1 
Relative(s)/kin who are not reimbursed 16 0.1 

Independent living 67 0.3 

Other living arrangements 32 0.2 
Parents 258 1.4 

Don’t know 302 1.6 
Not applicable 17,659 86.5 

Missing 1,941 9.5 

 

Table 54 - Location 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Location prior to support (by LGA)   
Alpine 190 0.9 

Benalla 699 3.4 

Mansfield 90 0.4 

Wangaratta 1,502 7.4 

Shepparton 5,207 25.5 

Strathbogie 140 0.7 

Moira 802 3.9 

Mitchell 1,986 9.7 

Murrindindi 252 1.2 

Indigo 95 0.5 

Wodonga 3,104 15.2 

Towong 74 0.4 

Missing 5,170 25.3 

Outside of Hume region 1,110 5.4 

Location of last permanent address (by LGA)   

Alpine 204 1.0 
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Benalla 682 3.3 

Mansfield 91 0.4 

Wangaratta 1,207 5.9 

Shepparton 4,649 22.8 

Strathbogie 140 0.7 

Moira 788 3.9 

Mitchell 1,739 8.5 

Murrindindi 255 1.2 

Indigo 79 0.4 

Wodonga 2,721 13.3 

Towong 78 0.4 

Missing 5,420 26.5 

Outside of Hume region 2,368 11.6 

 

 

Table 55 - Country of birth and time since arrival 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Time since arrival   
Five years or less since arrival 228 32.9 
More than five years since arrival 464 67.1 
Total 692 100.0 

Country of Birth   
Adélie Land (France) 1 <0.1 
Afghanistan 60 0.3 
Albania 5 <0.1 
Argentina 2 <0.1 
Australia 17587 86.1 
Australian External Territories, nec 5 <0.1 
Bangladesh 3 <0.1 
Bhutan 2 <0.1 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 7 <0.1 
Brazil 3 <0.1 
Burundi 9 <0.1 
Central African Republic 3 <0.1 
Chile 3 <0.1 
China (excludes SARs and Taiwan) 9 <0.1 
Colombia 3 <0.1 
Congo 1 <0.1 
Congo, Democratic Republic of 23 0.1 
Congo, Republic of 32 0.2 
Croatia 3 <0.1 
Cyprus 1 <0.1 
Dont know 4 <0.1 
El Salvador 1 <0.1 
England 84 0.4 
Fiji 22 0.1 
Finland 4 <0.1 
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) 7 <0.1 
France 6 <0.1 
Germany 11 0.1 
Germany, Federal Republic of 3 <0.1 
Ghana 2 <0.1 
Greece 9 <0.1 
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Guyana 1 <0.1 
Hungary 2 <0.1 
India 37 0.2 
Iran 15 0.1 
Iraq 71 0.3 
Ireland 6 <0.1 
Italy 16 0.1 
Japan 4 <0.1 
Kenya 7 <0.1 
Kiribati 1 <0.1 
Korea, Republic of (South) 1 <0.1 
Kuwait 8 <0.1 
Laos 2 <0.1 
Lebanon 23 0.1 
Malaysia 17 0.1 
Mauritius 1 <0.1 
Mexico 1 <0.1 
Morocco 6 <0.1 
Nauru 1 <0.1 
Nepal 3 <0.1 
Netherlands 14 0.1 
New Zealand 167 0.8 
Nigeria 3 <0.1 
Norfolk Island 2 <0.1 
Norway 1 <0.1 
Not Applicable 573 2.8 
Pakistan 8 <0.1 
Papua New Guinea 13 0.1 
Peru 2 <0.1 
Philippines 41 0.2 
Poland 10 <0.1 
Portugal 1 <0.1 
Romania 3 <0.1 
Russian Federation 2 <0.1 
Samoa 28 0.1 
Saudi Arabia 1 <0.1 
Scotland 16 0.1 
Serbia 4 <0.1 
Sierra Leone 2 <0.1 
Singapore 2 <0.1 
Slovakia 1 <0.1 
Solomon Islands 3 <0.1 
Somalia 8 <0.1 
South Africa 13 0.1 
South Sudan 7 <0.1 
Spain 1 <0.1 
Sri Lanka 5 <0.1 
Sudan 45 0.2 
Switzerland 2 <0.1 
Syria 9 <0.1 
Taiwan 1 <0.1 
Tanzania 5 <0.1 
Thailand 9 <0.1 
Tonga 4 <0.1 
Turkey 41 0.2 
Uganda 1 <0.1 
Ukraine 4 <0.1 
United Arab Emirates 1 <0.1 
United States of America 9 <0.1 
Vietnam 29 0.1 
Wales 1 <0.1 
Zimbabwe 8 <0.1 
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Table 56 - Referral source 

 

 
2012 2013 2014 3 year  

Specialist homelessness agency/outreach worker 782 1,011 1,311 3,104 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 52 61 140 253 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 152 183 135 470 
Child protection agency 82 60 101 243 
Family and child support agency 67 72 97 236 
Hospital 25 39 34 98 
Mental health service 79 63 59 201 
Disability support service 11 11 8 30 
Drug and alcohol service 22 23 17 62 
Aged care service 3 3 3 9 
Social housing 68 43 37 148 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 9 13 6 28 
Adult correctional facility 198 323 336 857 
Legal unit (including legal aid) 4 5 7 16 
School/other education institution 40 41 40 121 
Police 85 90 240 415 
Courts 11 8 17 36 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support service 3 4 4 11 
Other agency (government or non-government) 1,205 1,047 1120 3,372 
Family and/or friends 394 488 474 1,356 
Other 344 440 537 1,321 
No formal referral 2,048 1651 1909 5,608 
Don’t know 45 28 64 137 
Missing 1,007 1,100 182 2,289 

 

Table 57 – Reasons for seeking assistance (all reasons and main presenting reasons) 

 

 
2012 2013 2014 3 year  

Reasons for seeking assistance (All reasons) 
    

Financial difficulties 1,929 2,556 2,959 7,444 
Housing affordability stress 505 880 1,112 2,497 
Housing crisis 1,062 1,382 2,001 4,445 
Inadequate or inappropriate dwelling conditions 1,749 1,656 1,792 5,197 
Previous accommodation ended 1,045 857 1,006 2,908 
Time out from family/other situation 631 522 586 1,739 
Relationship/family breakdown 1,147 1,080 1,227 3,454 
Sexual abuse 34 43 57 134 
Domestic and family violence 800 843 1,465 3,108 
Non-family violence 115 83 85 283 
Mental health issues 484 681 807 1,972 
Medical issues 413 456 449 1,318 
Problematic drug or substance use 202 212 222 636 
Problematic alcohol use 101 85 91 277 
Employment difficulties 149 255 214 618 
Unemployment 340 450 473 1,263 
Problematic gambling 7 15 11 33 
Transition from custodial arrangements 152 342 303 797 
Transition from foster care and child safety residential placements 27 24 15 66 
Transition from other care arrangements 39 24 49 112 
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Discrimination including racial and sexual 28 10 7 45 
Itinerant 117 60 111 288 
Unable to return home due to environmental reasons 81 51 65 197 
Disengagement with school or other education and training 123 104 78 305 
Lack of family and/or community support 691 512 519 1,722 
Other 497 299 278 1,074 
Don’t know 88 24 19 1,311 

Main presenting reason     
Financial difficulties 883 1,199 1,356 3,438 
Housing affordability stress 183 242 273 698 
Housing crisis 606 872 1,267 2,745 
Inadequate or inappropriate dwelling conditions 1,224 981 978 3,183 
Previous accommodation ended 375 290 400 1,065 
Time out from family/other situation 174 107 114 395 
Relationship/family breakdown 357 363 387 1,107 
Sexual abuse 4 4 10 18 
Domestic and family violence 508 552 1,073 2,133 
Non-family violence 43 30 32 105 
Mental health issues 83 103 113 299 
Medical issues 74 74 51 199 
Problematic drug or substance use 32 42 29 103 
Problematic alcohol use 9 7 4 20 
Employment difficulties 11 6 4 21 
Unemployment 15 18 21 54 
Problematic gambling 3 4 2 9 
Transition from custodial arrangements 133 324 267 724 
Transition from foster care and child safety residential placements 8 9 13 30 
Transition from other care arrangements 12 10 27 49 
Discrimination including racial and sexual 4 1 1 6 
Itinerant 41 24 29 94 
Unable to return home due to environmental reasons 9 12 11 32 
Disengagement with school or other education and training 6 10 5 21 
Lack of family and/or community support 73 67 47 187 
Other 322 178 135 635 
Don’t know 55 24 19 98 
Missing 1,489 1,254 210 2,953 

Reason for closing     
Client referred to another specialist  578 836 746 2,160 
Client referred to a mainstream agency 125 132 212 469 
Client’s immediate needs met/case management goals achieved 3,127 2,647 2,599 8,373 
Maximum service period reached 297 244 235 776 
Services withdrawn from client and no referral made 83 116 76 275 
Client no longer requested assistance 954 1,318 1,467 3,739 
Client did not turn up 337 292 300 929 
Lost contact with client 806 709 665 2,180 
Client institutionalized 10 4 6 20 
Client incarcerated 19 20 51 90 
Client died 1 2 2 5 
Other 265 369 393 1,027 
Don’t know 61 43 47 151 
Missing 73 75 79 227 
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Table 58 - Housing and Homelessness 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Homelessness status (previous month) 
  

Sleeping rough or in non-conventional accommodation 1,669 8.2 
Short term or emergency accommodation, due to lack of options 4,453 21.8 
Not homeless 9,720 47.6 
Missing or don’t know 4,579 22.4 

Homelessness status (previous 12 months)   
Sleeping rough or in non-conventional accommodation 1,741 8.5 
Short term or emergency accommodation, due to lack of options 4,794 23.5 
Not homeless 9,139 44.8 
Missing or don’t know 4,747 23.2 

Dwelling when presenting   
House/townhouse 12,310 60.3 
Caravan 634 3.1 
Tent 225 1.1 
Cabin 134 0.7 
Improvised building/dwelling 146 0.7 
No dwelling/street/park/in the open 409 2.0 
Motor vehicle 324 1.6 
Boarding/rooming house 156 0.8 
Emergency accommodation 585 2.9 
Hotel/motel/bed and breakfast 349 1.7 
Hospital (excluding psychiatric) 29 0.1 
Psychiatric hospital/unit 43 0.2 
Disability support 9 <0.1 
Rehabilitation 31 0.2 
Adult correctional facility 761 3.7 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 4 <0.1 
Boarding school/residential college 1 <0.1 
Other 258 1.3 
Don’t know 261 1.3 
Missing 3,752 18.4 

Conditions of occupancy when presenting   
Leased tenure- nominated on lease 6,242 30.6 
Lease in place- not nominated on lease 737 3.6 
Couch surfer 1,613 7.9 
Boarder 1,900 9.3 
Living with relative fee free 1,562 7.6 
Other 1,384 6.8 
Don’t know 839 4.1 
Not applicable 2,189 10.7 
Missing 3,955 19.4 

Tenure when presenting   
Renter- private housing 4,619 22.6 
Renter- public housing 1,539 7.5 
Renter- community housing 183 0.9 
Renter- transitional housing 685 3.4 
Renter- caravan park 518 2.5 
Renter- boarding/rooming house 392 1.9 
Renter- emergency accommodation/night shelter/women’s refuge/youth shelter where 
rent is charged 

312 1.5 

Other renter 434 2.1 
Rent free- private housing 656 3.2 
Rent free- public housing 115 0.6 
Rent free- community housing 10 <0.1 
Rent free- transitional housing 54 0.3 
Rent free- caravan park 11 0.1 
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Rent free- boarding/rooming house 99 0.5 
Rent free- emergency accommodation/night shelter/women’s refuge/youth shelter where 
rent is charged 

264 1.3 

Other rent free 460 2.3 
Owner- shared equity or rent/buy scheme 11 0.1 
Owner- being purchased/with mortgage 150 0.7 
Owner- fully owned 36 0.2 
Other tenure not elsewhere specified 110 0.5 
No tenure 4,962 24.3 
Don’t know 823 4.0 
Missing 3,978 19.5 

Time since last permanent address   
Less than 1 week ago 5,061 24.8 
1 week to 1 month ago 1,823 8.9 
More than 1 month to 6 months ago 2,227 10.9 
More than 6 months to one year ago 960 4.7 
More than 1 year to 5 years ago 232 4.5 
Don’t know 1,534 1.1 
Not applicable 3,765 7.5 
Missing 3,906 19.1 

 

Figure 37 – Total client contacts recorded 2012-2014 
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Figure 38 – Number of clients provided with accommodation, by accommodation type 2012-14 

 

 

Figure 39 – Number of bed nights provided, by accommodation type 2012-14 
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Figure 40 – Age range (support periods)  

 

 

Figure 41 – Year of arrival 
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Figure 42 – Children receiving support (as proportion of all clients receiving support) 

 

 

Figure 43 – Living arrangements 
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Figure 44 – Main income source 

 

Figure 45 – Time since last permanent address 
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Individual Client Data 

To identify individual client data, a unique ID was created by combining alpha codes with DOB and gender. 

DOB information was missing for 309 cases. Using this protocol, there were 12,158 unique ID’s (individual 

clients).  

A total of 6,736 support periods were provided to 4,943 individual clients in 2012; with 6,807 support periods 

being provided to 4,942 individual clients in 2013 and 6,878 support periods being provided to 4,871 clients in 

2014. 

4,322 individuals accessed more than one support period. Of those individuals who accessed multiple support 

periods, the majority (55.8%) accessed two support periods (refer Table 1). Of those individuals accessing 

multiple support periods the majority were assisted by only one agency (2,837 people; 65.6%). However, 1,332 

people (30.8%) were assisted by two agencies, 147 people (3.4%) by three agencies, 5 people (0.1%) by four 

agencies and 1 person (< 0.1%) by five agencies.  

The average length of support periods for individual clients was 50.2 days (standard deviation 70.5 days) 

 

Table 58 - Number of Support Periods per Client for the Three Year Period 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Support periods per client   

 1 7,836 64.5 

2 2,411 19.8 

3 955 7.9 

4 455 3.7 

5 241 2.0 

6 121 1.0 

7 65 .5 

8 32 .3 

9 18 .1 

10 9 .1 

11 6 .0 

12 6 .0 

14 1 .0 

16 2 .0 

Total 12158 100.0 
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Table 59 - Frequency of Number of Support Periods Provided to Individual Clients by Year 

 

 2012 2013 2014 

Support periods per client N % N % N % 

1 3,723 75.3 3,659 74.0 3,527 72.4 
2 835 16.9 885 17.9 910 18.7 
3 253 5.1 272 5.5 277 5.7 
4 99 2.0 89 1.8 113 2.3 
5 21 0.4 28 0.6 29 0.6 
6 8 0.2 4 < 0.1 9 0.2 
7 1 < 0.1 1 < 0.1 2 < 0.1 
8 2 < 0.1 1 < 0.1 2 < 0.1 
9 -  3 < 0.1 1 < 0.1 
10 -  - - 1 < 0.1 
11 -  - - - - 
12 1 < 0.1 - - - - 
Total 4943 100 4942 100 4871 100 

 

Table 60 - Demographic Characteristics of Individuals at First Support Period 

 

 Number Percentage 

Age in years at first support period 
  

Age range  0-92 - 
Mean  32.09 - 
Mode 18 - 
Median 31  

Gender   
Male 5,317 43.7 
Female 6,841 56.3 

Indigenous status   
Aboriginal 1,210 10.9 
Torres Strait Islander 45 0.4 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 33 0.3 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 9,766 88.3 

Family Composition at first support period   
Lone person 3,578 37.6 
One parent with child(ren) 2,760 29.0 
Couple with child(ren) 968 10.2 
Couple without child(ren) 655 6.9 
Other family 970 10.2 
Group 574 6.0 

Child Status at first support period   
Children (17 and under) 1,729 14.9 
Adults (18 and older) 9,870 85.1 
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Table 61 - Employment and Education at First Support Period 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Employment 
  

Labour force status at first support period   

Employed 886 10.6 

Unemployed 3,249 38.7 

Not in the labour force 4,250 50.7 

Employment status at first support period   

Full-time 193 23.2 

Part-time 639 76.8 

Education   

Student or trainee when presenting 1,091 11.3 

Not a student or trainee when presenting 7,963 88.7 

Enrolled in when presenting   

Preschool 41 4.0 

Primary school 205 20.2 

Secondary school student 320 31.6 

University student 51 5.0 

Vocational education and training 228 22.5 

Other education or training 169 16.7 

School enrolment when presenting   

Enrolled and attending 555 75.6 

Enrolled but not always attending 100 13.6 

Enrolled in school but not attending 36 4.9 

Enrolled in school but waiting to commence 31 4.2 

Home schooled 3 0.4 

Neither enrolled nor homeschooled 9 1.2 

 

Table 62 - Income Source at Time of Presenting at First Support Period 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 2,091 22.5 
Parenting payment 1,976 21.3 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 1,552 16.7 
Youth allowance 724 7.8 
Age pension 253 2.7 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 37 0.4 
Disability pension (DVA) 77 0.8 
Service pension (DVA) 4 <0.1 
War widow(er’s) pension 4 <0.1 
Sickness allowance 22 0.2 
Carer allowance 50 0.5 
Carer payment 136 1.5 
Other government pension or allowance 60 0.6 
Employee income 552 5.9 
Unincorporated business income 8 <0.1 
Other income NEC 50 0.5 
Nil income 1,700 18.3 
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Table 63 - Mental Health at First Support Period 

 
Number Percentage 

Mental health status 
  

Prior mental health diagnosis 1,791 40.1 
No prior mental health diagnosis 2,676 59.9 

Length of time mental health services received   

Currently receiving services 959 44.1 
Received services in the last 12 months 312 14.3 

Received services more than 12 months 151 6.9 

Received services- no time frame reported 115 5.3 
No services ever received 640 29.4 

Mental health indicators   
Agency worker 201 10.5 

Health professional 577 30.1 

Non-government agency 27 1.4 
Family, friends, carers 49 2.6 

Self-identified 1,020 53.1 

Other 46 2.4 

 

 

Table 64 - Incarceration Experience 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Adult correctional facility 749 6.2 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 28 0.2 
Immigration detention centre 3 <0.1 

 

 

Table 65 - Child protection arrangements at first support period 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Residential care 46 12.4 
Family group home 8 2.2 
Relative(s)/kin who are reimbursed 16 4.3 
Foster care 8 2.2 
Other home based care (reimbursed) 2 0.5 
Relative(s)/kin who are not reimbursed 10 2.7 
Independent living 38 10.3 
Other living arrangements 19 5.2 
Parents 221 60.1 
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Table 66 – Location by LGA 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Location prior to support (by LGA) at first support period   
Alpine 127 1.5 
Benalla 439 5.0 
Mansfield 58 0.7 
Wangaratta 914 10.5 
Shepparton 2847 32.7 
Strathbogie 85 1.0 
Moira 463 5.3 
Mitchell 1088 12.5 
Murrindindi 163 1.9 
Indigo 59 0.7 
Wodonga 1674 19.2 
Towong 50 0.6 
Outside of Hume region 749 8.6 

 
Location of last permanent address (by LGA) at first support 
period 

  

Alpine 131 1.5 
Benalla 422 4.9 
Mansfield 59 0.7 
Wangaratta 694 8.1 
Shepparton 2,420 28.2 
Strathbogie 91 1.1 
Moira 451 5.3 
Mitchell 917 10.7 
Murrindindi 165 1.9 
Indigo 49 0.6 
Wodonga 1453 16.9 
Towong 50 0.6 
Outside of Hume region 1674 19.5 

 

 

Table 67 - Country of Birth and Time Since Arrival at First Support Period 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Time since arrival at first support period   
Five years or less since arrival 141 29.4 
More than five years since arrival 338 70.6 
Total 479 100.0 

Country of Birth   
Adélie Land (France) 1 <0.1 
Afghanistan 45 0.4 
Albania 4 <0.1 
Argentina 2 <0.1 
Australia 10443 93.4 
Australian External Territories, nec 5 <0.1 
Bangladesh 2 <0.1 
Bhutan 2 <0.1 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 6 <0.1 
Brazil 1 <0.1 
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Burundi 6 <0.1 
Central African Republic 2 <0.1 
Chile 3 <0.1 
China (excludes SARs and Taiwan) 4 <0.1 
Colombia 1 <0.1 
Congo 1 <0.1 
Congo, Democratic Republic of 12 0.1 
Congo, Republic of 24 0.2 
Croatia 3 <0.1 
Cyprus 1 <0.1 
El Salvador 1 <0.1 
England 56 0.5 
Fiji 15 0.1 
Finland 3 <0.1 
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) 4 <0.1 
France 5 <0.1 
Germany 8 <0.1 
Germany, Federal Republic of 1 <0.1 
Ghana 2 <0.1 
Greece 7 <0.1 
Guyana 1 <0.1 
Hungary 1 <0.1 
India 26 0.2 
Iran 15 0.1 
Iraq 62 0.6 
Ireland 4 <0.1 
Italy 8 <0.1 
Japan 2 <0.1 
Kenya 5 <0.1 
Kiribati 1 <0.1 
Korea, Republic of (South) 1 <0.1 
Kuwait 8 <0.1 
Laos 1 <0.1 
Lebanon 17 0.2 
Malaysia 13 0.1 
Mauritius 1 <0.1 
Mexico 1 <0.1 
Morocco 3 <0.1 
Nauru 1 <0.1 
Nepal 2 <0.1 
Netherlands 10 0.1 
New Zealand 107 1.0 
Nigeria 2 <0.1 
Norfolk Island 1 <0.1 
Norway 1 <0.1 
Pakistan 4 <0.1 
Papua New Guinea 8 <0.1 
Peru 1 <0.1 
Philippines 26 0.2 
Poland 6 <0.1 
Portugal 1 <0.1 
Romania 3 <0.1 
Russian Federation 1 <0.1 
Samoa 19 0.2 
Saudi Arabia 1 <0.1 
Scotland 9 <0.1 
Serbia 4 <0.1 
Sierra Leone 1 <0.1 
Singapore 1 <0.1 
Slovakia 1 <0.1 
Solomon Islands 2 <0.1 
Somalia 4 <0.1 
South Africa 7 <0.1 
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South Sudan 4 <0.1 
Spain 1 <0.1 
Sri Lanka 5 <0.1 
Sudan 30 0.3 
Switzerland 1 <0.1 
Syria 6 <0.1 
Taiwan 1 <0.1 
Tanzania 5 <0.1 
Thailand 5 <0.1 
Tonga 4 <0.1 
Turkey 22 0.2 
Uganda 1 <0.1 
Ukraine 3 <0.1 
United Arab Emirates 1 <0.1 
United States of America 6 <0.1 
Vietnam 23 0.2 
Wales 1 <0.1 
Zimbabwe 3 <0.1 

 

 

Table 68 – Reasons for seeking assistance (first support period) 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Reasons for seeking assistance (client can choose multiple) at first 
support period 

  

Financial difficulties 4,210 17.9 
Housing affordability stress 1,352 5.7 
Housing crisis 2,452 10.4 
Inadequate or inappropriate dwelling conditions 3,037 12.9 
Previous accommodation ended 1,702 7.2 
Time out from family/other situation 1,065 4.5 
Relationship/family breakdown 1,978 8.4 
Sexual abuse 66 0.3 
Domestic and family violence 1,632 6.9 
Non-family violence 165 0.7 
Mental health issues 974 4.1 
Medical issues 749 3.2 
Problematic drug or substance use 315 1.3 
Problematic alcohol use 145 0.6 
Employment difficulties 326 1.4 
Unemployment 700 3.0 
Problematic gambling 17 0.1 
Transition from custodial arrangements 624 2.6 
Transition from foster care and child safety residential 
placements 

40 0.2 

Transition from other care arrangements 67 0.3 
Discrimination including racial and sexual 26 0.1 
Itinerant 147 0.6 
Unable to return home due to environmental reasons 102 0.4 
Disengagement with school or other education and training 144 0.6 
Lack of family and/or community support 944 4.0 
Other 590 2.5 

Main presenting reason at first support period   
Financial difficulties 2,036 20.0 
Housing affordability stress 377 3.7 
Housing crisis 1,533 15.1 
Inadequate or inappropriate dwelling conditions 1,857 18.3 
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Previous accommodation ended 610 6.0 
Time out from family/other situation 274 2.7 
Relationship/family breakdown 655 6.4 
Sexual abuse 9 <0.1 
Domestic and family violence 1,139 11.2 
Non-family violence 69 0.7 
Mental health issues 156 1.5 
Medical issues 137 1.3 
Problematic drug or substance use 60 0.6 
Problematic alcohol use 11 0.1 
Employment difficulties 13 0.1 
Unemployment 30 0.3 
Problematic gambling 5 <0.1 
Transition from custodial arrangements 581 5.7 
Transition from foster care and child safety residential 
placements 

16 0.2 

Transition from other care arrangements 35 0.3 
Discrimination including racial and sexual 4 <0.1 
Itinerant 47 0.5 
Unable to return home due to environmental reasons 16 0.2 
Disengagement with school or other education and training 16 0.2 
Lack of family and/or community support 90 0.9 
Other 393 3.9 

Reason for closing at first support period   
Client referred to another specialist  1,267 10.6 
Client referred to a mainstream agency 268 2.2 
Client’s immediate needs met/case management goals achieved 5,158 43.1 
Maximum service period reached 320 2.7 
Services withdrawn from client and no referral made 155 1.3 
Client no longer requested assistance 2,360 19.7 
Client did not turn up 531 4.4 
Lost contact with client 1,293 10.8 
Client institutionalized 13 0.1 
Client incarcerated 63 0.5 
Client died 3 <0.1 
Other 546 4.6 

 

 

Table 69 - Housing and Homelessness (first support period) 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Homelessness status (previous month) at first support period 
  

Sleeping rough or in non-conventional accommodation 922 10.1 
Short term or emergency accommodation, due to lack of options 2,389 26.3 
Not homeless 5,782 63.6 

Homelessness status (previous 12 months) at first support period   
Sleeping rough or in non-conventional accommodation 925 10.3 
Short term or emergency accommodation, due to lack of options 2,426 26.9 
Not homeless 5,669 62.8 

Dwelling at first Support Period   
House/townhouse/flat 7,097 74.4 
Caravan 380 4.0 
Tent 133 1.4 
Cabin 77 0.8 
Improvised building/dwelling 82 0.9 
No dwelling/street/park/in the open 225 2.4 
Motor vehicle 203 2.1 
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Boarding/rooming house 71 0.7 
Emergency accommodation 265 2.8 
Hotel/motel/bed and breakfast 186 1.9 
Hospital (excluding psychiatric) 19 0.2 
Psychiatric hospital/unit 26 0.3 
Disability support 4 <0.1 
Rehabilitation 20 0.2 
Adult correctional facility 603 6.3 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 3 <0.1 
Other 147 1.5 

Conditions of occupancy at first support period   
Leased tenure - nominated on lease 3,325 43.6 
Lease in place - not nominated on lease 451 5.9 
Couch surfer 876 11.5 
Boarder 1,138 14.9 
Living with relative fee free 1,037 13.6 
Other 800 10.5 

Tenure at first support period   
Renter - private housing 2747 46.4 
Renter - public housing 796 13.4 
Renter - community housing 101 1.7 
Renter - transitional housing 192 3.2 
Renter - caravan park 293 4.9 
Renter - boarding/rooming house 198 3.3 
Renter - emergency accommodation/night shelter/women's refuge/youth shelter where 
rent is charged 

146 
2.5 

Other renter 255 4.3 
Rent free - private housing 428 7.2 
Rent free - public housing 60 1.0 
Rent free - community housing 4 <0.1 
Rent free- transitional housing 25 0.4 
Rent free - caravan park 5 <0.1 
Rent free - boarding/rooming house 53 0.9 
Rent free - emergency accommodation/night shelter/women's refuge/youth shelter where 
rent is not charged 

131 
2.2 

Other rent free 275 4.6 
Owner - shared equity or rent/buy scheme 10 0.2 
Owner - being purchased/with mortgage 113 1.9 
Owner - fully owned 27 0.5 
Other tenure type not elsewhere specified 61 1.0 

Time since last permanent address at first support period   
Less than 1 week ago 3.017 47.3 
1 week to 1 month ago 1,108 17.4 
More than 1 month to 6 months ago 1,193 18.7 
More than 6 months to one year ago 454 7.1 
More than 1 year to 5 years ago 470 7.4 
More than 5 years ago 142 2.2 
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Table 70 - Number of Local Government Areas reported as address last week for clients accessing multiple 

support periods. 

 

 
N % 

LGAs per client   
1 2,179 50.4 

2 1,865 43.2 
3 248 5.7 

4 26 0.6 
5 3 0.1 

6 1 <0.1 
Total 4,322 100 

 

Table 71 - Number of main presenting reasons reported for clients accessing multiple support periods 

 

 
N % 

Main presenting reasons 
per client 

  

0 187 4.3 
1 1,447 33.5 
2 1,865 43.2 
3 586 13.6 
4 180 4.2 
5 44 1.0 
6 11 0.3 
7 1 <0.1 

8 1 <0.1 

Total 4322 100 
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Table 72 - Comparison of Hume region data and AIHW national, inner regional and outer regional (selected 

data) 

 Hume 2012-
2014 

AIHW 
2014-15 

AIHW 
Inner 
regional 
2014-15 

AIHW 
outer 
regional 
2014-15 

Male 43.7% 41%   

Female 56.3% 59%   

Indigenous 11.6% 23% 21% 48% 

Lone person 37.6% 29% 27% 25% 

One parent with child(ren)  29.0% 34% 37% 35% 

Homeless 36.4% 43% 42% 43% 

At risk 63.6% 57% 58% 57% 

Average length support 49 days 76 days   

Formal referral 69% 65%   

Referred by specialist homelessness agency/outreach worker 17% 12%   

Newstart  22.5% 27%   

Parenting payment 21.3% 19%   

DSP 16.7% 17%   

No income 18.3% 9%   

Employment income 5.9% 7%   

Not in labour force 50.7% 45%   

Employed 10.6% 11%   

Unemployed 38.7% 45%   

Main presenting reason: family violence 11.2% 25% 23% 25% 

Main presenting reason: housing crisis 15.1% 21% 14% 15% 

Main presenting reason: financial difficulties 20% 12% 21% 12% 

Main presenting reason: Inadequate/inappropriate dwelling 18.3% 10% 11% 15% 

 

(Source: AIHW, Specialist Homelessness Services 2014-15 http://www.aihw.gov.au/homelessness/specialist-homelessness-

services-2014-15/)  

 

Figure 46 – Number of support periods accessed for clients with multiple support periods 

 

 

 

http://www.aihw.gov.au/homelessness/specialist-homelessness-services-2014-15/
http://www.aihw.gov.au/homelessness/specialist-homelessness-services-2014-15/
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Figure 47 – Age range at first support period 

 

 

Figure 48 – Homelessness status one week prior to support 
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Figure 49 – Homelessness status 12 months prior to support 

 

 

 

Figure 50 – Time since last permanent address (at first support period) 
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Figure 51 – Childhood status (at first support period) 

 

 

 

Figure 52 – Main income source (at first support period) 
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Figure 53 – Living arrangements when presenting (at first support period)  
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4 - Analysis and Discussion 

This section presents analysis of the data contained in Parts 1-3 and discusses the main implications of this 

data on the issues of housing affordability and homelessness in the Hume region. It is important to note that 

this analysis is based on the data presented (and hence, will reflect any limitations previously acknowledged). 

While comparisons across different sources of data are complicated, they do enable the identification of broad 

patterns and needs. Most importantly for the purposes of this report, they enable analysis of issues within the 

Hume region as a whole, as well as within particular LGA’s. 

 

Demographic factors 

As demonstrated in Part 2, the Hume region is experiencing overall population growth and this is projected to 

continue into the future. While all LGA’s are predicted to increase their populations, growth is not consistent 

across LGA’s. Relatively minor growth is predicted in the majority of LGA’s (Alpine, Benalla, Wangaratta, 

Strathbogie, Moira, Indigo and Towong), with moderate growth in four others (Mansfield, Shepparton, 

Murrindindi and Wodonga). The most significant growth is predicted for Mitchell, with urban spill from 

Melbourne’s fringes partly responsible for this increase. If this predicted growth is realised, Mitchell will 

replace Shepparton as the most populous LGA in Hume by 2031. Clearly such rapid growth will present 

significant challenges relating to affordable housing in the future. 

As for Australia overall, the population in Hume is expected to age, with some LGA’s (Alpine, Benalla, Moira, 

Strathbogie and Towong) expected to experience this ageing to a greater extent than others. Within Hume, 

Strathbogie stands out as the LGA with the highest proportion of the population aged 65 and over (26%). In 

contrast, the higher growth areas of Wodonga, Mitchell and Shepparton each have substantial proportions of 

their populations aged 15-34. Again, the different needs of these age cohorts are likely to present distinct 

challenges with regards to affordable housing into the future.  

Shepparton also has the most culturally diverse population in Hume, with the highest proportion of Indigenous 

people (3.6% of total population) and recent migrants (3.2%). Indigenous people are also over-represented in 

service delivery data. Despite representing only 1.8% of the total population in Hume, Indigenous people 

accounted for 11.6% of individual clients accessing services, and 11.8% of support periods. The particular 

housing needs of Indigenous people and recent migrants (including people from refugee backgrounds) need to 

be recognised and addressed. For example, both groups are more likely than the majority population to 

require dwellings with more than the standard three bedrooms. Larger households also present particular 

challenges with regard to accessing crisis or short-medium term accommodation. While such challenges are 

recognised by governments and service providers, responses and options continue to be limited.  

The other key demographic shift of significance to this report is the growing proportion of single person and 

lone parent households. This was also demonstrated in the service delivery data in Part 3. While this shift 

toward smaller household units is not uniform across all LGA’s, it was identified in Part 2 that single person 

households are projected to increase by 48% across Hume by 2014. This and other changes in household type 

will require more diverse and flexible forms of housing than are currently provided, both in terms of private 

and public/social housing. Failure to respond to these changes will lead to both increased demand and further 

difficulties in appropriately matching households to appropriate and available housing stock. 

 

Homelessness, risk of homelessness, and service delivery 

The data provided by participating Specialist Homelessness Services in Part 3 clearly indicates that there is a 

significant issue with regards to homelessness and risk of homelessness within the Hume region. Individuals 

accessing services are most likely to be female (56%), aged 26-35 (23%), presenting alone (38%) and 

experiencing financial difficulties as the primary cause of seeking assistance (20%). 
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Overall, data indicates that while the number of individual clients and support periods has remained relatively 

stable between 2012 and 2014, the number of actual contacts with these clients has increased each year 

(51636 in 2012; 61766 in 2013 and 73470 in 2014). This increase may be due to a range of factors including; 

more thorough data collection (ie increased proficiency with SHIP data platform); increased service 

coordination (ie influenced by the Opening Doors initiative); more comprehensive service delivery (ie more 

thorough assessment, intervention and follow up); or more complex client presentations (ie clients with more 

complex issues requiring multiple contacts to meet needs). A combination of these factors is perhaps most 

likely, but regardless of the causes, the consequences are most certainly felt in increased demands and 

pressures on existing service providers. It should be noted that the aim of this report has not been to analyse 

the ‘performance’ of organisations (either collectively or individually), but rather to identify and quantify 

demonstrated service delivery as a measure of demand and need within the region.   

Missing data continues to be a problem, despite improvements from 2012 to 2014. The amount of missing 

data is evident in Part 3, and makes up a significant proportion of total data in several categories. The extent 

and nature of missing data, though inevitable to some degree given the nature of service delivery and the 

circumstances in which some clients present to services, nevertheless limits ability to undertake more 

thorough analysis and planning regarding homelessness in the region. Further improvements in this area are 

needed in order for organisations to draw from a more complete evidence base. 

What is clear from the available data is that single adults and lone-parent families make up the bulk of people 

accessing homelessness services in Hume region. Lone person households were the dominant household type 

in all LGA’s except for Wodonga, Moira, Mitchell and Indigo. Lone parent families were the main household 

type in these four LGA’s, and the remaining eight LGA’s each recorded this group as the second most 

prominent. A key challenge presented by lone-person households relates to the lack of housing suitable and 

affordable to this group in Hume. As identified in Parts 1 and 2, there is distinct lack of both private rental and 

public/social housing stock catering to this population group. Single people on low incomes face significant 

difficulty in accessing affordable private rental housing (particularly given the lack of 1br rental dwellings in 

Hume), and they also compete for the small number of one bedroom public/social housing dwellings. As such, 

both the demographic and service delivery data clearly identify this as a priority need for additional affordable 

housing provision.  

Young people are also a key client group, with the 18-20 and 21-25 year old age groups the next most 

prominent after adults. While the region is relatively well served by youth-focussed housing/homelessness 

services, the impacts of experiencing homelessness and housing insecurity should not be underestimated. 

With a significant proportion of young people not in education or employment, the potential consequences for 

future wellbeing are significant. Such impacts are well established in research on youth homelessness (see 

Johnson & Chamberlain, 2014 for example).  

The proportions of individuals recorded as homeless (36.4%) and at risk of homelessness (63.6%) demonstrate 

that services are providing effective ‘early intervention’ rather than only responding to crisis situations. 

However the percentages should be treated somewhat cautiously due to the amount of missing data and the 

likelihood of underreporting and inconsistency in determining homelessness. This is perhaps an area for 

further investigation. Data also indicates a significant proportion of clients accessing services have been 

homeless for less than one week. This should be seen as a strength within the region, indicating that services 

are accessible and often able to respond to presentations of homelessness early. The high proportion of formal 

referrals (69%) also points to the level of integration between SHS and mainstream services.  

The main reasons identified for seeking assistance point to the prevalence of financial difficulties (20%) 

coupled with inadequate or inappropriate dwelling conditions (18.3%). The next most commonly cited reasons 

were housing crisis (15.1%), family violence (11.2%) and relationship/family breakdown (6.4%). These results 

differ somewhat from the national data provided by the AIHW (see table 72), with financial difficulties and 

inadequate/inappropriate dwellings more prevalent in Hume, while housing crisis and family violence are 

more prevalent across Australia as a whole. This result in some way supports arguments regarding 

unaffordability and unsuitability of housing in the region, however other factors should also be considered, 

including the consistency and accuracy in which such data collection takes place. Further analysis of this is 
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beyond the scope of this report, however it is something that may lend itself to future investigations by the 

HRHN. 

The relatively low identification of family violence in the data is particularly surprising and should be treated 

with caution.  AIHW data consistently identifies family violence as the leading single cause of homelessness 

(based on main presenting reasons identified by people accessing services) in Australia. In this study, only 

Moira recorded family violence as the leading main reason for clients seeking assistance. Further, the Hume 

region has been demonstrated to have relatively high rates of reported family violence compared to many 

other parts of Victoria (Victoria Police, 2015). While limitations in the data collection (as identified previously) 

will have contributed to this result, other possible reasons should also be explored further. For example, the 

prevalence of ‘generalist’ entry points (and the high proportion of clients first presenting to ‘generalist’ entry 

points) within the region may mean that some situations of family violence are not being disclosed or 

identified upon initial assessment and are thus under-reported.  

Service delivery data also demonstrates that a significant proportion of people with origins outside Hume are 

accessing homelessness services within the region. In the three year period, 749 individual clients (8.6%) 

indicated that they were located outside of Hume in the week prior to accessing services, while 1674 (19.5%) 

indicated that their last permanent address was outside the region. This was the second most common 

location of last permanent address after Shepparton (28.2%) and more than Wodonga (16.9%). While it is 

likely that a proportion of people in this category have prior origins in Hume (for example, young people who 

grew up in the region, moved to other areas and established housing, and then returned to Hume), and 

transience has long been associated with homelessness, this is still a large proportion of people. Clients from 

outside Hume were more likely to be female (63%) and experiencing homelessness immediately prior to 

support (49%), with ‘housing crisis’, ‘inappropriate housing’ and ‘family violence’ the three main presenting 

reasons reported. Movement of people into Hume region clearly adds to demand for both services and 

housing, and the contributors to this movement require further investigation.  

  

Need for affordable housing in Hume Region 

From the data presented in this report, it is possible to identify relative housing need within the region. By 

combining demographic data (particularly population size and projected growth), information on private rental 

affordability and distribution of public/social housing, and service delivery data, a picture of relative 

need/demand emerges. It should be noted that the method used by DHHS to identify rental affordability 

within LGA’s does not account for the actual availability of affordable properties (ie affordable properties 

often end up occupied by higher income households). As discussed in Part 1, this means that the actual access 

to affordable housing within LGA’s is likely to be diminished in comparison to the DHHS data. Indeed, as 

demonstrated by Hulse et al (2014) the problems facing low income households in the private rental market 

are due to a combination of affordability (proportion of rental stock with rents notionally affordable to low 

income households) and availability (distribution, access, competition etc). Nevertheless, this rental 

affordability index can still be considered an appropriate measure for the purposes of identifying relative 

need/demand within Hume (particularly given the lack of alternative data available at the LGA level), as all 

LGA’s are likely to experience proportionately tight private rental markets. 

It should also be noted that need/demand as presented and discussed below is comparative within Hume 

region only, based on the data analysed. As such, the identification of some LGA’s as ‘low need’ does not mean 

that housing and homelessness issues should not be of concern or do not require renewed responses. Rather, 

more effective responses need to be developed for the region as a whole, and targeted responses are required 

for each LGA based on their particular circumstances and future projections. The identification of relative 

demand/need is intended to inform further discussions and efforts within the HRHN about planning and 

service delivery. 

Tables 73 - 75 detail the data that has been combined and analysed to develop the measures of relative 

demand/need discussed below. 
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Table 73 – Population growth, rental affordability and homelessness by LGA 

LGA Projected pop growth DHHS Rental affordability 
index 

Adjusted homelessness % 

Alpine 0.3 85.2 1.0% 

Benalla 0.4 86.4 3.2% 

Mansfield 1.2 54.8 0.7% 

Wangaratta 0.6 77.4 3.4% 

Shepparton 1.2 70.5 4.6% 

Strathbogie 0.6 46.4 0.9% 

Moira 0.6 81.0 1.6% 

Mitchell 4.8 74.2 3.0% 

Murrindindi 1.2 60.9 1.2% 

Indigo 0.6 72.6 0.4% 

Wodonga 1.8 58.9 4.6% 

Towong 0.1 94.7 0.8% 

Notes: [rental affordability: higher score = more affordable rental, therefore lower need. Adjusted homeless = no. 

homeless/at risk (as calculated over 3 years from agency data) / population] 

 

Table 74 – Proportion of social housing dwellings adjusted for population 

LGA Population 2012 Social housing dwellings 
2014 

People per social 
housing dwelling 

Alpine 12138 98 124 

Benalla 13729 344 40 

Mansfield 8067 77 105 

Wangaratta 27236 627 43 

Shepparton 62352 1584 39 

Strathbogie 9660 83 116 

Moira 28675 432 66 

Mitchell 36244 495 73 

Murrindindi 13434 89 151 

Indigo 15377 129 119 

Wodonga 36626 1317 28 

 

Table 75 – Proportion of social housing dwellings per household on waiting list 

LGA Social housing dwellings Households on waitlist Proportion social hosing 
dwellings/ per waiting 
household 

Mitchell* 495 198 2.5 

Shepparton 1584 573 2.8 

Benalla 344 134 2.6 

Wodonga 1317 452 2.9 

Wangaratta 627 234 2.7 

*based on properties in Mitchell LGA and waitlist in Seymour DHHS management region 
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High need/demand: Wodonga, Shepparton and Mitchell 

 Wodonga and Shepparton have established high need that is likely to persist or worsen given 

population growth projections. Despite having the highest proportions of social housing in Hume, 

both LGA’s experience significant demand for additional housing and high rates of homelessness. 

Wodonga also has particular issues with rental affordability which may exacerbate given its 

moderate population growth. While Shepparton is growing more slowly and has comparatively 

more affordable private rental, it is the most diverse LGA in the region which presents particular 

challenges. Indigenous and migrant/refugee populations are prominent within the community 

and have specific housing needs which need to be addressed 

 Mitchell has comparatively moderate need currently, but projected high population growth 

makes it a high priority for further affordable housing development and service delivery. 

Currently, more than half of the population in private rental are paying over $200 per week in 

rent. Population ‘spill’ into Mitchell is also likely to put further pressure on housing, particularly in 

the southern part of the region.  

Moderate need/demand: Wangaratta, Benalla, Murrindindi, Mansfield, Indigo and Strathbogie 

 Wangaratta and Benalla experience moderate rates of homelessness, and moderate demand for 

social housing. Rental affordability is deteriorating in Wangaratta. Future population growth 

means these issues are likely to continue 

 Murrindindi has deteriorating rental affordability and proportionally, the poorest access to social 

housing in Hume. Moderate population growth will likely see these issues further deteriorate.  

 Mansfield has a low population, but this is projected to increase at a moderate rate. This growth 

could put further strain on a private rental market with significant affordability problems, and 

create greater need for social housing. 

 Strathbogie and Indigo have deteriorating rental affordability and poor access to social housing. 

Moderate population growth in both LGA’s is likely to see the housing situation worsen. 

Low need/demand: Alpine, Moira and Towong 

 Compared to other LGA’s in the region, Alpine, Moira and Towong fair better in terms of 

affordable housing and homelessness. However, Alpine has poor access to social housing, and 

Moira’s population growth and incidences of homelessness may put increasing pressure on the 

rental market and increase demand for available social housing. High rates of population ageing 

in these LGA’s will also present a challenge into the future. 

  

Implications for policy, planning and service delivery 

Consistent with the discussions and evidence presented throughout this report, the available data clearly 

points to the need for an enhanced focus on affordable housing and homelessness throughout the Hume 

region. While housing and homelessness services do well to manage growing demand, their ability to 

adequately address issues of housing affordability and homelessness are diminished in a context of policy 

uncertainty, resource constraints and geographical variations in need and access.  

The predicted demographic changes, combined with the demonstrated inability of the private market to 

deliver secure and affordable housing to low income households, mean that the current situation is set to 

deteriorate further if current arrangements and responses remain in place. While housing issues in the Hume 

region may not attract the same media attention as do Sydney and Melbourne’s property markets, they 

nevertheless remain significant, reflecting similar needs in other non-metropolitan regions of Australia. The 

important links between adequate housing and employment, education, health and well-being outcomes 
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should be recognised and responded to by policy makers at all levels of government (MacLennan, Ong & 

Wood, 2015). Service providers and networks such as the HRHN have an equally critical role in ensuring that 

the housing needs of non-metropolitan communities are squarely on the agendas of governments at all levels, 

and that they take steps to ensure that their current and future services are delivered in the most effective 

manner possible.   
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5 – Recommendations 

Based on the evidence and discussion presented within this report, the following recommendations are made. 

These recommendations focus predominantly on areas considered within the reasonable scope of the HRHN 

and its members.   

1. Further data collection at regional and LGA level is required. The HRHN should consider developing a 

research strategy that would enable priority issues (including but not limited to those identified in this 

report) to be identified and consideration given to the best available means to undertake different 

forms of useful research. The continued development of a sound evidence base will assist the HRHN 

and member organisations to achieve their mission 

2. Further improvement in data collection processes should be made a priority for all member 

organisations. While reducing, the volume of missing data is substantial and limits efforts to more 

accurately and comprehensively identify needs and emerging trends, as well as opportunities to 

demonstrate the achievements of service providers. Consideration needs to be given to possible ways 

of achieving this (including staff training, data monitoring, data sharing etc)  

3. The relationship between family violence and homelessness/risk of homelessness needs to be further 

investigated within the region. The reporting/recording of family violence as a cause of homelessness 

within the region is inconsistent with national and state reporting (AIHW), and with the reported 

prevalence of this crime across Hume. It is considered unlikely that family violence is not a major 

contributor to homelessness in Hume, and as such, this issue warrants further investigation by the 

HRHN 

4. Similarly, the factors contributing to the proportionally large number of people from locations outside 

Hume accessing homelessness services within the region needs to be explored further. This is 

particularly important given the growth predications for the region, and the existing pressures on the 

service system.  

5. There is a demonstrated need for more housing suitable (including both crisis/short term and 

medium/longer term) for single person households within Hume as a whole, but particularly in 

population centres that are currently undersupplied relative to other LGA’s. Both Wodonga and 

Mitchell currently have minimal single person housing and high demand, while Shepparton and 

Wangaratta continue to demonstrate high demand despite having better access to affordable 1br 

properties. Other LGA’s would also benefit from increased stock, though relative demand in such 

regions should be considered further.   

6. Careful consideration needs to be given to the future development and location of social/affordable 

housing within the region. While current policy and funding allocations are likely to limit possible 

increases in supply, there are opportunities for targeted stock developments. The data in this report 

should assist in identifying specific needs or gaps (including locations and particular population 

groups) for which considered responses can be reasonably developed. Opportunities in less populous 

or ‘lower needs’ LGA’s and townships should also be explored, as targeted social housing 

developments (particularly in the absence of public housing investment in such areas) may assist in 

meeting the affordable housing needs of particular population groups (for example, ageing 

populations). 

7. The above also points to the need for a comprehensive affordable housing and homelessness strategy 

to be developed for the Hume region. Ideally this would be in partnership with governments at all 

levels and their representatives, given their responsibilities in this area. Such a strategy would 

potentially increase opportunity for collective efforts aimed at addressing the identified issues within 

the region. This could include medium and long-term planning objectives (ie aimed at increasing 

overall supply and availability of affordable housing), as well as more targeted and tailored 

interventions (for example, housing for singles or crisis accommodation). Consideration could also be 

given to further enhancements in service coordination and delivery throughout the region.  
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8. Given their importance to the broader issues of housing affordability, The HRHN should increase 

lobbying efforts aimed at Commonwealth, State and Local government representatives. Such efforts 

should draw actively on the available evidence base to more convincingly articulate issues, needs, 

responsibilities and opportunities. Future research should also be directed at enhancing the evidence 

base for this purpose. More effective engagement with Local governments should be a particular 

priority, given their closeness to communities and increasing interest in participating in efforts aimed 

at improving access to affordable housing.  

9. The HRHN should increase efforts to engage the communities of Hume (both through the media and 

suitable public forums) in order to enhance recognition and understanding of housing and 

homelessness issues at the local, state and national level. Such efforts, while often difficult to 

measure in terms of tangible impact, are nevertheless important in ensuring that these issues become 

more prominent on the public agenda and that citizens are more actively engaged in efforts to 

address them.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



105 
 

6 - LGA Profiles 

 
Alpine Shire 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 164 - 
Number of support periods 190 - 
Client status   

New client 151 79.5 
Existing client 32 16.8 
Not sure 1 0.5 
Missing 6 3.2 

Average length of support period 45.82 days - 

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 5 2.6 
Torres Strait Islander -  
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander -  
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 178 93.7 
Don’t know -  
Not applicable 1 0.5 
Missing 6 3.2 

 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist homelessness agency/outreach worker 36 18.9 
Telephone/crisis referral agency - - 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 3 1.6 
Child protection agency 5 2.6 
Family and child support agency 3 1.6 
Hospital - - 
Mental health service 3 1.6 
Disability support service - - 
Drug and alcohol service - - 
Aged care service - - 
Social housing 3 1.6 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre - - 
Adult correctional facility - - 
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Legal unit (including legal aid) - - 
School/other education institution   
Police 5 2.6 
Courts - - 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

1 0.5 

Other agency (government or non-government) 27 14.2 
Family and/or friends 22 11.6 
Other 15 7.9 
No formal referral 64 33.7 
Don’t know - - 
Missing 3 1.6 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 43 22.6 
Parenting payment 37 19.5 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 30 15.8 
Youth allowance 11 5.8 
Age pension 5 2.6 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 2 1.1 
Disability pension (DVA) 3 1.6 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance 2 1.1 
Carer allowance 2 1.1 
Carer payment 5 2.6 
Other government pension or allowance 1 0.5 
Employee income 11 5.8 
Unincorporated business income 2 1.1 
Other income NEC 2 1.1 
Nil income 24 12.6 
Don’t know 7 3.7 
Missing 5 2.6 

 



107 
 

 

 

 

 



108 
 

 

 

 

 

 



109 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



110 
 

Benalla Shire 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 555 - 
Number of support periods 699 - 
Client status   

New client 444 63.5 
Existing client 234 33.5 
Not sure 1 0.1 
Missing 20 2.9 

Average length of support period 50.56 days - 

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 49 7.0 
Torres Strait Islander 2 0.3 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander - - 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 620 88.7 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable 2 0.3 
Missing 26 3.7 

 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist homelessness agency/outreach worker 122 17.5 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 7 1.0 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 33 4.7 
Child protection agency 5 0.7 
Family and child support agency 19 2.7 
Hospital 5 0.7 
Mental health service 11 1.6 
Disability support service - - 
Drug and alcohol service 1 0.1 
Aged care service 2 0.3 
Social housing 4 0.6 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 2 0.3 
Adult correctional facility 2 0.3 
Legal unit (including legal aid) - - 
School/other education institution 6 0.9 
Police 26 3.7 
Courts - - 
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Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 

Other agency (government or non-government) 147 21.0 
Family and/or friends 31 4.4 
Other 67 9.6 
No formal referral 179 25.6 
Don’t know 6 0.9 
Missing 24 3.4 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 157 22.5 
Parenting payment 160 22.9 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 126 18.0 
Youth allowance 108 15.5 
Age pension 13 1.9 
Austudy/ABSTUDY - - 
Disability pension (DVA) 1 0.1 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance 2 0.3 
Carer allowance 2 0.3 
Carer payment 11 1.6 
Other government pension or allowance 1 0.1 
Employee income 38 5.4 
Unincorporated business income - - 
Other income NEC 1 0.1 
Nil income 47 6.7 
Don’t know 19 2.7 
Missing 13 1.9 
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Indigo 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 74 - 
Number of support periods 95 - 
Client status   

New client 69 72.6 
Existing client 24 25.3 
Not sure - - 
Missing 2 2.1 

Average length of support period 46.89 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 10 10.5 
Torres Strait Islander - - 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander - - 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 79 83.2 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable - - 
Missing 6 6.3 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 19 20.0 
Telephone/crisis referral agency - - 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 1 1.1 
Child protection agency - - 
Family and child support agency 3 3.2 
Hospital 1 1.1 
Mental health service - - 
Disability support service - - 
Drug and alcohol service 2 2.1 
Aged care service - - 
Social housing - - 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre - - 
Adult correctional facility - - 
Legal unit (including legal aid) 1 1.1 
School/other education institution 1 1.1 
Police 1 1.1 
Courts - - 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 11 11.6 
Family and/or friends 14 14.7 
Other 7 7.4 
No formal referral 31 32.6 
Don't know 1 1.1 
Missing 2 2.1 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 26 27.4 
Parenting payment 26 27.4 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 16 16.8 
Youth allowance 4 4.2 
Age pension 1 1.1 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 1 1.1 
Disability pension (DVA) - - 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance - - 
Carer allowance - - 
Carer payment 2 2.1 
Other government pension or allowance - - 
Employee income 4 4.2 
Unincorporated business income - - 
Other income NEC 1 1.1 
Nil income 13 13.7 
Don’t know 1 1.1 
Missing 2 2.1 
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Mansfield Shire 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 64  
Number of support periods 90  
Client status   

New client 58 64.4 
Existing client 30 33.3 
Not sure -  
Missing 2 2.2 

Average length of support period 45.82 days - 

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 1 1.1 
Torres Strait Islander 1 1.1 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 1 1.1 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 81 90.0 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable - - 
Missing 6 6.7 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist homelessness agency/outreach worker 11 12.2 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 1 1.1 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 1 1.1 
Child protection agency - - 
Family and child support agency 1 1.1 
Hospital 2 2.2 
Mental health service 2 2.2 
Disability support service - - 
Drug and alcohol service - - 
Aged care service - - 
Social housing - - 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre - - 
Adult correctional facility - - 
Legal unit (including legal aid) - - 
School/other education institution - - 
Police 2 2.2 
Courts - - 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 30 33.3 
Family and/or friends 1 1.1 
Other 7 7.8 
No formal referral 29 32.2 
Don’t know 2 2.2 
Missing 1 1.1 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 19 2.1 
Parenting payment 29 32.2 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 20 22.2 
Youth allowance 3 3.3 
Age pension 2 2.2 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 1 1.1 
Disability pension (DVA) 3 3.3 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance 1 1.1 
Carer allowance - - 
Carer payment 2 2.2 
Other government pension or allowance - - 
Employee income 4 4.4 
Unincorporated business income 1 1.1 
Other income NEC - - 
Nil income 3 3.3 
Don’t know 2 2.2 
Missing - - 
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Mitchell Shire 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 1,236 - 
Number of support periods 1,986 - 
Client status   

New client 1,089 54.8 
Existing client 877 44.2 
Not sure - - 
Missing 20 1.0 

Average length of support period 43.88 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 88 4.4 
Torres Strait Islander 4 0.2 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 4 0.2 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 1,791 90.2 
Don’t know 2 <0.1 
Not applicable 64 3.2 
Missing 33 1.7 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 242 12.2 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 13 0.7 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 19 1.0 
Child protection agency 6 0.3 
Family and child support agency 12 0.6 
Hospital 7 0.4 
Mental health service 14 0.7 
Disability support service 3 0.2 
Drug and alcohol service 7 0.4 
Aged care service - - 
Social housing 2 <0.1 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre - - 
Adult correctional facility 2 <0.1 
Legal unit (including legal aid) 2 <0.1 
School/other education institution 7 0.4 
Police 17 0.9 
Courts 3 0.2 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 645 32.5 
Family and/or friends 178 9.0 
Other 59 3.0 
No formal referral 714 36.0 
Don't know 23 1.2 
Missing 11 0.6 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 575 29.0 
Parenting payment 564 28.4 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 382 19.2 
Youth allowance 146 7.4 
Age pension 48 2.4 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 6 0.3 
Disability pension (DVA) 10 0.5 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance 4 0.2 
Carer allowance 6 0.3 
Carer payment 35 1.8 
Other government pension or allowance 12 0.6 
Employee income 68 3.4 
Unincorporated business income - - 
Other income NEC 5 0.3 
Nil income 85 4.3 
Don’t know 22 1.1 
Missing 18 0.9 
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Moira Shire 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 609 - 
Number of support periods 802 - 
Client status   

New client 567 70.7 
Existing client 219 27.3 
Not sure - - 
Missing 16 2.0 

Average length of support period 59.97 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 55 6.9 
Torres Strait Islander - - 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 1 <0.1 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 711 88.7 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable 17 2.1 
Missing 18 2.2 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 245 30.5 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 14 1.7 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 30 3.7 
Child protection agency 8 1.0 
Family and child support agency 7 0.9 
Hospital 7 0.9 
Mental health service 7 0.9 
Disability support service 2 0.2 
Drug and alcohol service - - 
Aged care service 1 <0.1 
Social housing 11 1.4 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre - - 
Adult correctional facility 1 <0.1 
Legal unit (including legal aid) 1 <0.1 
School/other education institution 5 0.6 
Police 22 2.7 
Courts 1 <0.1 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 141 17.6 
Family and/or friends 35 4.4 
Other 57 7.1 
No formal referral 192 23.9 
Don't know 2 0.2 
Missing 13 1.6 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 180 22.4 
Parenting payment 199 24.8 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 140 17.5 
Youth allowance 40 5.0 
Age pension 33 4.1 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 1 <0.1 
Disability pension (DVA) 4 0.5 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension 1 <0.1 
Sickness allowance 1 <0.1 
Carer allowance 5 0.6 
Carer payment 16 2.0 
Other government pension or allowance 4 0.5 
Employee income 34 4.2 
Unincorporated business income 2 0.2 
Other income NEC 5 0.6 
Nil income 101 12.6 
Don’t know 18 2.2 
Missing 18 2.2 
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Murrindindi Shire 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 180 - 
Number of support periods 252 - 
Client status   

New client 167 66.3 
Existing client 82 32.5 
Not sure - - 
Missing 3 1.2 

Average length of support period 32.26 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 9 3.6 
Torres Strait Islander 4 1.6 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander - 0.2 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 236 93.7 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable 2 0.8 
Missing 1 0.4 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 39 15.5 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 4 1.6 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 2 0.8 
Child protection agency - - 
Family and child support agency 4 1.6 
Hospital 2 0.8 
Mental health service 1 0.4 
Disability support service 1 0.4 
Drug and alcohol service - - 
Aged care service - - 
Social housing 1 0.4 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre - - 
Adult correctional facility - - 
Legal unit (including legal aid) - - 
School/other education institution 1 0.4 
Police 2 0.8 
Courts - - 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 98 38.9 
Family and/or friends 29 11.5 
Other 8 3.2 
No formal referral 59 23.4 
Don't know - - 
Missing 1 0.4 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 64 25.4 
Parenting payment 76 30.2 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 52 20.6 
Youth allowance 14 5.6 
Age pension 15 6.0 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 1 0.4 
Disability pension (DVA) 1 0.4 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension 1 0.4 
Sickness allowance - - 
Carer allowance 1 0.4 
Carer payment 1 0.4 
Other government pension or allowance - - 
Employee income 11 4.4 
Unincorporated business income - - 
Other income NEC 2 0.8 
Nil income 5 2.0 
Don’t know 4 1.6 
Missing 4 1.6 
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Greater Shepparton 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 3,333 - 
Number of support periods 5,207 - 
Client status   

New client 3372 64.8 
Existing client 1773 34.1 
Not sure 7 0.1 
Missing 55 1.1 

Average length of support period 48.27 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 905 17.4 
Torres Strait Islander 20 0.4 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 10 0.2 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 3,718 71.4 
Don’t know 13 0.2 
Not applicable 427 8.2 
Missing 114 2.2 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 772 14.8 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 94 1.8 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 193 3.7 
Child protection agency 55 1.1 
Family and child support agency 87 1.7 
Hospital 16 0.3 
Mental health service 56 1.1 
Disability support service 7 0.1 
Drug and alcohol service 30 0.6 
Aged care service 4 0.1 
Social housing 27 0.5 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 10 0.2 
Adult correctional facility 387 7.4 
Legal unit (including legal aid) 9 0.2 
School/other education institution 50 1.0 
Police 145 2.8 
Courts 19 0.4 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

6 0.1 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 993 19.1 
Family and/or friends 399 7.7 
Other 342 6.6 
No formal referral 1,400 26.9 
Don't know 27 0.5 
Missing 79 1.5 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 968 18.6 
Parenting payment 1,247 23.9 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 901 17.3 
Youth allowance 509 9.8 
Age pension 59 1.1 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 23 0.4 
Disability pension (DVA) 26 0.5 
Service pension (DVA) 1 <0.1 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance 15 0.3 
Carer allowance 21 0.4 
Carer payment 52 0.1 
Other government pension or allowance 30 0.6 
Employee income 265 5.1 
Unincorporated business income 5 0.1 
Other income NEC 31 0.6 
Nil income 750 16.2 
Don’t know 203 3.9 
Missing 101 1.9 
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Strathbogie Shire 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 110 - 
Number of support periods 140 - 
Client status   

New client 86 61.4 
Existing client 53 37.9 
Not sure - - 
Missing 1 0.7 

Average length of support period 44.38 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 6 4.3 
Torres Strait Islander - - 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander - - 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 130 92.9 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable 3 2.1 
Missing 1 0.7 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 19 13.6 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 4 2.9 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 1 0.7 
Child protection agency 1 0.7 
Family and child support agency - - 
Hospital 1 0.7 
Mental health service 1 0.7 
Disability support service - - 
Drug and alcohol service - - 
Aged care service - - 
Social housing - - 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre - - 
Adult correctional facility 1 0.7 
Legal unit (including legal aid) - - 
School/other education institution - - 
Police 1 0.7 
Courts - - 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 41 29.3 
Family and/or friends 10 7.1 
Other 7 5.0 
No formal referral 51 36.4 
Don't know 2 1.4 
Missing - - 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 40 28.6 
Parenting payment 29 20.7 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 33 23.6 
Youth allowance 7 5.0 
Age pension 5 3.6 
Austudy/ABSTUDY - - 
Disability pension (DVA) 1 0.7 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance 1 0.7 
Carer allowance 1 0.7 
Carer payment 2 1.4 
Other government pension or allowance 2 1.4 
Employee income 10 7.1 
Unincorporated business income - - 
Other income NEC 2 1.4 
Nil income 3 2.1 
Don’t know 3 2.1 
Missing 3 2.1 
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Towong Shire 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 66 - 
Number of support periods 74 - 
Client status   

New client 62 83.8 
Existing client 11 14.9 
Not sure - - 
Missing 1 1.4 

Average length of support period 32.40 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 5 6.8 
Torres Strait Islander - - 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander - - 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 69 93.2 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable - - 
Missing - - 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 13 17.6 
Telephone/crisis referral agency - - 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 1 1.4 
Child protection agency 2 2.7 
Family and child support agency 1 1.4 
Hospital - - 
Mental health service 1 1.4 
Disability support service - - 
Drug and alcohol service - - 
Aged care service - - 
Social housing - - 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre - - 
Adult correctional facility - - 
Legal unit (including legal aid) - - 
School/other education institution - - 
Police 3 4.1 
Courts 1 1.4 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 6 8.1 
Family and/or friends 4 5.4 
Other 9 12.2 
No formal referral 32 43.2 
Don't know 1 1.4 
Missing - - 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 12 16.2 
Parenting payment 18 24.3 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 18 24.3 
Youth allowance 2 2.7 
Age pension 4 5.4 
Austudy/ABSTUDY - - 
Disability pension (DVA) 1 1.4 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance - - 
Carer allowance - - 
Carer payment - - 
Other government pension or allowance 1 1.4 
Employee income 3 4.1 
Unincorporated business income - - 
Other income NEC - - 
Nil income 11 14.9 
Don’t know 3 4.1 
Missing 1 1.4 
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Wangaratta Shire 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 1,133  
Number of support periods 1,502  
Client status   

New client 868 57.8 
Existing client 606 40.3 
Not sure - - 
Missing 28 1.9 

Average length of support period 59.04 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 96 6.4 
Torres Strait Islander 5 0.3 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 9 0.6 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 1,358 90.4 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable 5 0.3 
Missing 29 1.9 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist homelessness agency/outreach worker 243 16.2 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 10 0.7 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 41 2.7 
Child protection agency 24 1.6 
Family and child support agency 9 0.6 
Hospital 13 0.9 
Mental health service 24 1.6 
Disability support service 1 0.1 
Drug and alcohol service 2 0.1 
Aged care service 1 0.1 
Social housing 16 1.1 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 3 0.2 
Adult correctional facility 233 15.5 
Legal unit (including legal aid) - - 
School/other education institution 10 0.7 
Police 34 2.3 
Courts 2 0.1 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

1 0.1 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 169 11.3 
Family and/or friends 56 3.7 
Other 122 8.1 
No formal referral 456 30.4 
Don’t know 4 0.3 
Missing 28 1.9 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 323 21.5 
Parenting payment 273 18.2 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 229 15.2 
Youth allowance 141 9.4 
Age pension 33 2.2 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 2 0.1 
Disability pension (DVA) 21 1.4 
Service pension (DVA) 1 <0.1 
War widow(er’s) pension 1 <0.1 
Sickness allowance 4 0.3 
Carer allowance 11 0.7 
Carer payment 16 1.1 
Other government pension or allowance 7 0.5 
Employee income 79 5.3 
Unincorporated business income - - 
Other income NEC 8 0.5 
Nil income 243 16.2 
Don’t know 45 3.0 
Missing 65 4.3 
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City of Wodonga 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 2,017 - 
Number of support periods 3104 - 
Client status   

New client 1,984 63.9 
Existing client 1,033 33.3 
Not sure 8 0.3 
Missing 79 2.5 

Average length of support period 57.84 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 337 10.9 
Torres Strait Islander 17 0.5 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 8 0.3 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 2,605 87.7 
Don’t know - - 
Not applicable 5 0.2 
Missing 132 4.3 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified this LGA as their place of residence in the week prior to commencing any recorded support period. This includes 

individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 742 23.9 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 11 0.4 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 30 1.0 
Child protection agency 48 1.5 
Family and child support agency 40 1.3 
Hospital 12 0.4 
Mental health service 24 0.8 
Disability support service 9 0.3 
Drug and alcohol service 2 <0.1 
Aged care service 1 <0.1 
Social housing 41 1.3 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 4 <0.1 
Adult correctional facility 10 0.3 
Legal unit (including legal aid) 1 <0.1 
School/other education institution 20 0.7 
Police 39 1.3 
Courts 2 <0.1 
Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

2 <0.1 
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Other agency (government or non-government) 328 10.6 
Family and/or friends 303 9.8 
Other 361 11.6 
No formal referral 991 31.9 
Don't know 15 0.5 
Missing 68 2.2 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 682 22.0 
Parenting payment 734 23.6 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 340 11.0 
Youth allowance 258 8.3 
Age pension 44 1.4 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 14 0.5 
Disability pension (DVA) 28 0.9 
Service pension (DVA) 3 <0.1 
War widow(er’s) pension 1 <0.1 
Sickness allowance 4 <0.1 
Carer allowance 25 0.8 
Carer payment 36 1.2 
Other government pension or allowance 18 0.6 
Employee income 159 5.1 
Unincorporated business income - - 
Other income NEC 8 0.3 
Nil income 525 16.9 
Don’t know 134 4.3 
Missing 91 2.9 
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Outside Hume 

 

Table 1. Delivery/Demand 

 
Number Percentage 

Number of individual clients* 987 - 
Number of support periods 1,110 - 
Client status   

New client 787 70.9 
Existing client 303 27.3 
Not sure 3 0.3 
Missing 17 1.5 

Average length of support period 41.62 days  

 

Table 2. Indigenous Status 

 
Number Percentage 

Aboriginal 148 13.3 
Torres Strait Islander 4 0.4 
Both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 3 0.3 
Neither Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 857 77.2 
Don’t know 5 0.5 
Not applicable 47 4.2 
Missing 46 4.1 

*number of individual clients in this table counts all identifiable individuals in the three year reporting period who 

identified an LGA outside of Hume as their place of residence as in the week prior to commencing any recorded support 

period. This includes individuals with multiple support periods who may have also indicated residence in other LGA’s during 

the period 2012-14.  

 

Table 3. Referral Source 

 
Number Percentage 

Specialist Homelessness Agency/outreach worker 147 13.2 
Telephone/crisis referral agency 36 3.2 
Centrelink or employment service case worker 21 1.9 
Child protection agency 21 1.9 
Family and child support agency 11 1.0 
Hospital 12 1.1 
Mental health service 9 0.8 
Disability support service 2 0.2 
Drug and alcohol service 5 0.5 
Aged care service - - 
Social housing 7 0.6 
Youth/juvenile justice correctional centre 3 0.3 
Adult correctional facility 26 2.3 
Legal unit (including legal aid) - - 
School/other education institution 5 0.5 
Police 29 2.6 
Courts 1 0.1 
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Immigration department or asylum seeker/refugee support 
service 

- - 

Other agency (government or non-government) 206 18.6 
Family and/or friends 95 8.6 
Other 70 6.3 
No formal referral 370 33.3 
Don't know 8 0.7 
Missing 26 2.3 

 

Table 4. Main Source of Income When Presenting. 

 
Number Percentage 

Newstart allowance 235 21.2 
Parenting payment 269 24.4 
Disability support pension (Centrelink) 189 17.0 
Youth allowance 97 8.7 
Age pension 17 1.5 
Austudy/ABSTUDY 5 0.5 
Disability pension (DVA) 13 1.2 
Service pension (DVA) - - 
War widow(er’s) pension - - 
Sickness allowance 1 <0.1 
Carer allowance 17 1.5 
Carer payment 17 1.5 
Other government pension or allowance 9 0.8 
Employee income 31 2.8 
Unincorporated business income 1 <0.1 
Other income NEC 7 0.6 
Nil income 150 13.5 
Don’t know 38 3.4 
Missing 27 2.4 
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