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INSTITUTE

HOW MANY HOUSING INVESTORS PAY MORE TAX UNDER THE REFORMS?

Elyse Dwyer and Nicholas Garvin

Summary

This note estimates how many housing investors will pay more tax under the recent reforms, using data on rental income
and capital gains for 920 000 individual housing investments held over 2008-25. The reforms change capital gains tax
(CGT) in two ways - replacement of the 50% discount with an inflation deduction, and imposition of a minimum 30% CGT
rate - and change rental income tax by delaying the deductibility of negative gearing losses.

We estimate that, given the 2008-25 market conditions, taxes rise for about half of investors. Other results include:

» Negatively geared investors experience a rise in rental income tax in present value terms. The reforms delay rental
income loss deductions until the investment is sold, and the rise in tax mostly reflects that earlier cashflows have
higher present values than later ones of the same nominal value.

e The reforms lower CGT for the majority of investors. Most past capital gains have been below the threshold at which
the 50% discount is more favourable. The CGT changes move taxes more than the negative gearing changes.

« Investors with high leverage, or with close to zero other income (e.g. retirees), are the most likely to pay more tax.

« Relative to the 50% CGT discount, the inflation deduction lowers tax for low realised capital gains, and lifts it for high
realised capital gains by more. This is a more equitable system and also means that:
a. government tax revenue rises substantially, because the higher tax revenue on high-return investments more than
offsets the lower revenue on low-return investments; and

b. the reforms make housing investments less risky for investors; that is, the variance of after-tax returns declines.

e Garvin and Nolan (2026) show that the pre-reform tax system incentivises investors to excessively leverage. Here we
show that the post-reform system produces similar incentives, but for different reasons. To be leverage neutral, the
post-reform system requires a different type of change to the tax deductibility of interest costs.

We also discuss why investors may be worse or better off than the headline result of approximately half-half suggests.
Nonetheless, our estimates of the impact on investors are softer than what might be expected from commentary around
the reforms.

Introduction

Australia’s recent tax reforms are the most significant changes to housing taxes this century, with a stated aim of levelling the
playing field for first home buyers. Since they were announced, investor borrowing has slowed and national housing prices
have declined about 3% from their peak (RBA, 2026; Cotality, 2026), although monetary policy has also tightened. Some are
predicting that the overall effect of the reforms on national prices will be declines of 3-10% (e.g. Saunders, 2026; Lenaghan,
2026).

These predictions are premised on taxes rising for housing investors. However, nothing about the reforms - which mostly
change when tax is paid, and swap one type of CGT deduction for another - guarantees that investors will pay more. Some
will pay less, and there’s little understanding of how many.

For example, the switch from the 50% CGT discount to the inflation deduction raises taxes only for some investors - those
with nominal capital gains that exceed roughly double cumulative CPI inflation (see Brennan et al., 2026). The reform effects
therefore depend on how many investments make gains above this threshold. Estimating this requires information on the
distribution of returns, which is difficult without microdata on individual investments.

We compile microdata on 920 000 housing investments held over 2008-25, and apply simulations of the pre and post reform
tax systems, to estimate how many investments would have paid more tax had the reforms been in place under the 2008-
25 market conditions. This uses e61’s Property Investment Microdata Simulator (PIMS). PIMS incorporates data on realised
purchase prices, sale prices, and rental income from PropTrack, combined with aggregated ATO data on maintenance costs



and other income, and public data on mortgage rates and inflation. This gives a breakdown of every investment’s after-tax
return into capital gains, rental income, maintenance and interest costs, capital gains tax (CGT) and rental income tax.

Sections 1 and 2 of this note give an overview of the tax reforms and of PIMS. Readers could alternatively skip to sections 3
onward, which present the results.

1. An overview of the housing tax changes

The tax reforms include three main changes for housing investors, related to how negative gearing is taxed, how the CGT
discount is calculated, and the introduction of a minimum 30% CGT rate. The following information is based on our read of
the legislation and supporting documents, and should not be relied on for personal tax-related decisions.

Investors that make a net rental income loss (i.e. are negatively geared) can no longer deduct it from other taxable income.
Instead, these losses are carried forward to offset against positive net rental income in subsequent years. If subsequent net
rental income is too low to use up all carried losses, the remainder is deducted from taxable capital gains upon sale. This
affects the timing of when investors can deduct net rental income losses, but not the overall nominal value of deductions.
These changes do not apply to investments bought before the budget announcement on 12 May.

Replacement of the 50% CGT discount with an inflation deduction. The new deduction means that investors pay tax on gains
only from their real housing price growth (i.e. price growth beyond CPI inflation). The deduction is based on an inflation
allowance calculation, equal to the cumulative rate of CPI inflation between purchase and sale, multiplied by the cost base
(primarily the purchase price). If an investment makes a nominal capital gain that exceeds this allowance, the CGT deduction
is the allowance. If an investment makes a nominal gain that is positive but less than the allowance, the investment’s taxable
gain is zero (i.e. the deduction equals the nominal gain). If the nominal gain is negative, the deduction is zero.

Investors will pay a minimum 30% tax rate on taxable capital gains, after carried rental income losses and the inflation
deduction have been deducted. Investors earning $45 000 or more of other taxable income already pay at least 30% CGT, so
the minimum does not affect them.

These three changes are not required for investments in newly built housing. This note focuses on the existing housing
market, given that the reforms are designed to have minimal impact on newly built housing.

2. How PIMS simulates taxes

The property investment microdata simulator (PIMS) uses data covering all residential sales in Australia, and about 75% of
new-tenant rents, from July 2007 to June 2025. PIMS requires as an input a ‘scenario’: which tax system to simulate, and
the loan-to-valuation ratio (LVR) and other taxable income (henceforth ‘labour income’) assumed for all investments. By
combining the scenario with the data, it simulates the distribution of before- and after-tax returns for 920 752 individual
housing investments. The steps are:

i. Calculate capital gains from a purchase and subsequent sale of the same dwelling.
ii. Calculate rental income streams by extending the microdata on new-tenant rents with ABS rent inflation data.

iii. Calibrate non-interest costs, like maintenance, as proportions of purchase prices and rental income, based on aggregated
ATO data from investor tax returns.

iv. Calculate interest costs by combining the LVR scenario with purchase prices and aggregated RBA mortgage rate data.
Steps i to iv give before-tax returns.

v. (alculate taxes by combining the tax-system and labour-income scenarios with before-tax returns.

In some cases we present results from a single scenario, typically using the median LVR of 70% and labour income of $90 000.2
In others, we run many scenarios and take a weighted average of the results, to better represent the true distribution of investor

1 For each run of PIMS, all investments are assumed to be associated with the same LVR and labour income. Instead of this, we could assume that LVRs and
labour incomes relate in assumed ways to the variables we observe, such as price level and location. This would be more complex and here we opt for the
transparency of simplicity.

2 The scenarios use five different levels of labour income, representing the mid point of each tax bracket, or $0 and $200 000 for the bottom and top brackets.
See Appendix A.4 and Figure A.2.



characteristics. In these cases, the weights are based on information from RBA and ATO on the distributions of LVRs and labour
incomes across investors.

PIMS incorporates several other assumptions, detailed in Appendices A.1 to A.4. Notably, the reforms make investors more
likely to experience a negative taxable capital gain. These can be used as deductions against another current or future
positive capital gains, but the investor will typically be uncertain about when this could happen.®> For a fair pre and post
reform comparison, we assume that investors value these deductions 25% less than immediately used deductions, owing to
the uncertainty. This 25% haircut is estimated using survival modelling on ATO tax data on durations between investor capital
gains realisations (Appendix A.3).

Appendix A.5 discusses some limitations of the method. Three important ones are:

¢ We do not model behavioural responses. The reforms will directly affect after-tax returns, which will indirectly affect the
prices and rents that landlords are willing to pay and accept. The equilibrium price and rent responses that result are likely
to partially compensate investors for the change, but not to undo or reverse whether tax rises or falls. These equilibrium
responses will also affect the housing supply reaction, which will also feed back into the equilibrium responses.

* The PIMS investment sample is censored, because it does not capture investments bought before the sample start or sold
after the sample end. For example, of investments bought in 2015, those sold within 10 years are captured but those held
for longer are not. The censoring means that the distribution of holding lengths in PIMS (illustrated in Figure A.4) would
be shorter than the true distribution.

¢ This note uses market conditions over 2008-25 to estimate future outcomes. The actual reform effects on the housing
market will in part depend on how the tax changes interact with investor expectations about future conditions. If interest
rates do not decline as much, then future capital gains will likely be smaller, and the reforms may benefit investors more
than we estimate. Alternatively, if inflation is lower, the CGT deductions will be smaller, and the reforms may benefit
investors less than we estimate.

3. How many investments pay more tax?

The headline estimate is that 47% of investments pay the same or less tax under the reforms (Table 1). This result combines
the effects of the changes to rental income tax (i.e. negative gearing), the CGT discount, and the minimum CGT rate. Taxes
rise from the rental income tax changes — 49% of investments pay more tax and 22% pay the same tax. However, taxes fall
from the changes to CGT - 54% pay less tax and 4% pay the same tax. In an exercise that tests robustness to the censored
PIMS sample, the share of investors that pay more tax overall drops to 51% (Appendix A.5).

Table 1: Proportion of investments paying more or less tax

More Same Less

Total tax 53% 4% 43%
Rental income tax 49%  22% 28%
Capital gains tax 42% 4%  54%

*Rounded to integers. Based on a weighted average of results
from many PIMS simulations with different scenarios for LVRs and
labour incomes.

4. Which types of investors pay more tax?

The reforms affect investors differently depending on their LVR and labour income. To shed light on how, this section discusses
results from each of the individuals scenarios that section 3 averages across.

4.1 Rental income tax effects by investor LVRs and labour incomes

The changes to rental income tax lift tax for the majority of investments associated with high leverage and high labour
income (Figure 1A). Investments associated with low leverage are mostly unaffected by the change, because their low debt

3 This differs from deductions arising from rental income losses, which in most cases investors can use against the capital gain of the same investment.



and interest costs make them unlikely to be negatively geared. As leverage rises, so does the likelihood of being negatively
geared, and so does the proportion of investments experiencing a rise in rental income tax.

Investments associated with lower labour incomes are less likely to have a rental income tax rise than others. Even at 90%
LVR, only 55% of investments associated with labour income of $30 000 pay more tax. This is because the reforms lower
taxes for some negatively geared investments associated with labour incomes below the top tax bracket. The reforms make
rental income losses deductible against capital gains rather against labour income, and CGT is often paid at a higher tax rate
than labour income tax. That is, the size of the capital gain can push the investor into a higher tax bracket, so tax deductions
against capital gains can be more valuable than tax deductions against labour income.

Figure 1

Proportion of investors with higher tax under the reforms
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* Each point represents results from a single scenario. The panel A $0k line sits at zero. The panel B lines for $90k, $160k and $200k overlap.

4.2 CGT effects by investor LVRs and labour incomes

The CGT reforms benefit the majority of investments in each labour-income category except those on zero income (Figure
1B).* An inflation deduction benefits an investment more than a 50% CGT discount if the rate of capital gain is below roughly
double the inflation rate (see Brennan et al., 2026). As discussed further in the next section, the majority of investments
associated with positive labour income benefit from the CGT reform because they are below this threshold. For investments
associated with zero labour income, the minimum 30% CGT rate tends to bind and cause a higher CGT obligation. However,
the proportion of these investments that pay higher CGT is still only 51%. The remainder do not pay more because if the
capital gain is negative, no CGT is due, and if it is high enough, the 30% minimum does not bind because the investment
shifts into a higher marginal tax rate.

4.3 The combination of the rental income tax and CGT changes

In combination, the changes to rental income tax and CGT mean that the investments that fare worst are those associated
with zero labour income — who are likely to be retirees — or with high leverage (Figure 1C). The next section explains the
mechanisms behind these patterns.

4 The effects of the CGT changes do not vary with LVRs, because none of the variables that determine the capital gain or its tax rate are affected by interest
costs.



5. How much do taxes change?

The previous analysis assesses how many investments pay more or less tax. This section discusses the size of the tax changes
and why they change the way they do. We focus on a single representative scenario - investors with $90 000 labour income
and 70% LVR - to clearly represent the mechanisms at play. Figure 2 plots the full estimated distributions of tax payments
under the pre- and post-reform systems for this scenario.

To convert tax quantities into tax rates, we measure overall tax on the investment as a real annualised proportion of the
purchase price.” This measures the contribution to the real annual return on investment (real ROI). For example, if the before-
tax real ROl was 3% and the overall tax rate on real investment income worked out to be 20%, total tax on this investment
is reported as 0.6 percentage points. This approach also allows like-for-like tax comparisons across investments that vary
widely in timing, holding lengths and purchase prices.

For context, PIMS estimates a median before-tax real ROl of 1.9% for investors with 70% LVRs.

5.1 The rental income tax reforms

The changes to negative gearing have a small effect on tax compared to the changes to the CGT discount (Figure 2, panels
A versus B). The median rental income tax bill rises by 0.03 percentage points (ppts) of real ROI, which is not visible in the
median lines (Figure 2A), and remains negative. The distribution shift shows that large deductions become less common and
small deductions become more common.

Figure 2

Real tax distributions under both tax systems
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* Assumes 70% LVR, $90k other income, future deduction haircut of 25%, and cashflows discounted at 10 year government bond rate. Net rental
income losses that are realised as CGT deductions under the reforms are factored in rental income tax rather than CGT.

5 Specifically, we convert all nominal cash flows to June 2025 dollars using national CPI inflation, then measure (real) taxes and returns as the annualised
percentage of the purchase price. Denoting by x the inflation adjusted dollar value of the tax or return component, by p the inflation adjusted purchase price,
and by h the years between purchase and sale, this is (1 + x/p)// - 1. An alternative would be to measure tax rates relative to equity invested rather than to
the size of the investment. This might be more appropriate if we could observe investors’ equity, but since we cannot, it would make the results particularly
sensitive to the scenario assumption we make for LVR, which would feed into the denominator for all measures of return on equity.



This small tax rise for investors with negative tax bills is because there is no change to whether investors can tax deduct
rental income losses, just a delay in when those deductions are permitted. This delay has two costs for investors. First,
taxes paid earlier are inherently more costly, because cash in hand earlier can be invested and earn a return. The modelling
assumes this opportunity cost equals the yield on 10 year government bonds. Second, some of these deductions become CGT
deductions, and some of those capital gains are negative, in which case those deductions are still not realisable upon sale.
These deductions have the 25% value haircut applied that is discussed in section 2.

5.2 The CGT reforms

The changes to CGT noticeably lower most CGT payments (Figure 2B). The median CGT payment declines 0.21 ppts. The main
reason is that most capital gains are below the threshold that makes the 50% discount more favourable.

Post reform, CGT spikes at zero. This reflects how the reforms apply inflation indexing differently to positive and negative
returns. Specifically, these zero-CGT investments have before-tax capital gains that are nominally positive but negative in
real terms (i.e. below inflation). All these investments receive a partial inflation deduction equal to their nominal gain, and
therefore have a CGT bill of zero. Pre reform, these investments pay a small positive amount of CGT, so the reform lowers
their CGT.

The reforms also fatten the tails of the CGT distribution, shifting CGT to above or below the middle range of -0.2% to 2%.
Of those inside this middle range pre reform, the majority have their CGT reduced, mostly moving to zero as just discussed.
The tails of the distribution fatten because inflation indexing is a more equitable system. Investments with low returns or
losses pay less tax — and shift to the left tail - and investments with high returns pay more tax - and shift to the right tail
(discussed in Brennan et al., 2026).

5.3 The importance of the size of the investor’s capital gain

This equity property is best illustrated by the relationship between the CGT obligation and the size of the capital gain, and
how that changes under the reforms. Pre reform, the 50% CGT discount was a constant proportion of the capital gain, so the
total value of the discount was increasing linearly with the gain (Figure 3A).6 Post reform, the inflation deduction is the same
for all investments with positive real capital gains regardless of the size of their gain (it equals cumulative inflation), and the
same for all investments with negative nominal gains (it equals zero), so the deduction is horizontal above and below these
thresholds. In the interval between, the deduction moves up with the gain, because these investors receive a deduction equal
to their gain. Investments in this interval represent the zero-CGT spike in Figure 2B.

The capital gain threshold above which the inflation deduction becomes less favourable than the 50% discount is near 3%
per annum (Figure 3A). The CGT changes are more consequential for investors than the negative gearing changes (Figure 2),
so this threshold is also where the reforms generally mean more versus less tax for investors (Figure 3B). Below this capital
gain threshold, investments tend to have a negative change in tax.

5.4 The CGT reforms may offset effects of the negative gearing reforms

Inthe 2008-25 sample, the investments with low rental income also had relatively low capital gains. If this positive correlation
is a persistent market characteristic, investments made worse off by the negative gearing changes, due to their negative rental
income, will be made better off by the CGT changes, due to their low capital gains. The simulation results show that of the
investments that lose 1 bp or more from the changes to negative gearing, the clear majority experience a much larger benefit
from the CGT changes (Figure A.5).

Also, as discussed above, the removal of the 50% CGT discount means that some investments benefit from the rental income
tax reforms. That is, the reforms mean that rental income losses are deducted against CGT, and without the discount, the CGT
rate upon realisation is often higher than the tax rate on labour income. This can make the deductions against capital gains
more valuable than deductions against labour income.

6 PIMS treats the 50% CGT discount as symmetric for negative values, because they would become offsets against future capital gains that also receive a
50% discount.



Figure 3

Tax changes by the size of the capital gain
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* The y-axis is measured in annualised real % of purchase price. Each y-axis value is the median simulated outcome across all investments with
that capital gain (rounding gains into 20 bp buckets). Assumed LVR of 70% and labour income of $90k. The shaded bar shows the 25th to 75th
percentiles of capital gains.

6. Estimated effects on risk, leverage incentives and tax revenue

6.1 The reduction in investor risk

The reforms reduce investment risk, gauged both by the variance in after-tax returns across investments, and the proportion
of investments with a negative after-tax return. For an investor with 70% LVR and $90 000 labour income, the standard
deviation of before-tax ROl is 6.39 ppts. Pre reform, the after tax standard deviation is 5.07 ppts, and post reform it is 4.38
ppts (Table A.4).” The reforms also reduce the proportion of investments that have after-tax real returns that are negative,
from 33.7% to 32.6%. This reduction in risk is because post reform, CGT is more aligned with the size of the capital gain,
which brings large positive and negative returns both closer to the centre of the distribution.

All else equal, this risk reduction increases the attractiveness of housing to investors that aim to maximise some balance
between risk and returns. It is also likely to reduce the default risk for banks lending to housing investors.

6.2 Incentives for leverage

Garvin and Nolan (2026) show that the pre-reform tax system incentivises investors to excessively leverage. Here we apply
the same method and show that the post-reform system induces similar incentives.

The method uses the concept of the ‘economic profitability’ of an investment, which is whether the returns justify the funding
costs. We measure economic profitability as the rate of return on investment, excluding interest costs, minus the mortgage
rate.® This measures the return to expanding the investment by taking on an extra unit of debt, which would generate

7 This also assumes a haircut on the value of future deductions of 25%, and discounting at CPI inflation. The reforms reduce risk regardless of the scenario
for LVR and labour income - see Table A.4.

8 This is equivalent to calculating ROI for an investment with an assumed LVR of 1, which equates the debt level with the purchase price, and therefore
applies interest costs to the same base as the other components of ROI.



costs proportional to the mortgage rate, and gains proportional to the rate of return. In other words, economic profitability
measures the investor’s marginal return to leverage. If a tax system Llifts marginal returns to leverage, it incentivises leverage.

One manifestation of such a tax system is that investments that are not economically profitable before tax become economi-
cally profitable after tax. By this measure, the post-reform and pre-reform tax systems both incentivise leverage to a similar
degree (Table 2). For investors with labour income of $200 000, both systems flip 5.2% of all investments, and for investors
with $90 000 labour income, the post-reform system flips 3.4% of investments and the pre-reform systems flips 3.0% of invest-
ments. Neither system incentivises leverage for investors with no labour income (but the pre-reform system disincentivises
it).2 Appendix A.6.1 provides another measure of the tax effects on economic profitability and finds similar results.

Table 2: Tax reform effects on leverage incentives

Assumed labour income $200 000 $90 000 $0
Tax system Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Profitable before and after tax (%) 594 594 594 595 583 595
Losses before and after tax (%) 352 352 374 371 405 405
Tax turned loss into profit (%) 53 53 31 34 00 00
Tax turned profit into loss (%) 01 00 00 00 12 00

*Assumes 25% haircut on future deduction values. Cash flows discounted at the inflation rate.

The pre-reform tax system incentivises leverage because the 50% CGT discount creates an asymmetry between the tax paid
on capital gains and the tax deductions on interest costs. The post-reform system removes this asymmetry but introduces a
different kind. When an investor expands their investment with debt, they get a higher inflation deduction (which is tied to the
purchase price), with no corresponding increase in any tax on the debt side related to interest costs. Appendix A.6.2 provides
some simple algebra to convey this intuition. As discussed in Garvin and Nolan (2026), to be leverage neutral, inflation
indexing of CGT needs to be accompanied by indexing on the debt side. Specifically, only interest costs beyond inflation -
specifically, beyond what inflation devalues the outstanding mortgage debt by - should be deductible from tax.10

6.3 Tax revenue

PIMS estimates that tax revenue rises 44%, based on the weighted average of scenarios used in section 3. The large rise is
partly because revenue is coming off a low base, given that pre-reform, tax revenue from net rental income is heavily negative.
From 2017 onward, we estimate tax revenue to rise by about $700 million each year.11

Treasury FOI documents estimate revenue to rise $1-2 billion per year over the first few years, with a gap that continues
to increase by around $500 million each year after (Treasury, 2026). These could be considered in the same ballpark as
our estimates for a few reasons: our estimates are missing some investments due to sample censoring (see footnote 11);
our analysis is limited to investments in housing; and the effect of the reforms on revenue will be increasing in housing
prices (relative to CPI), which are likely to be higher in future than they were in our 2017-25 sample. Our percentage-change
estimates are less susceptible to the censoring and price-level issues than our dollar estimates - because we compare pre
and post reform revenue on the same sample - which presents the overall conclusion that revenue is likely to noticeably
rise.12

The extra tax paid by high-return investments more than offsets the lower tax paid by low-return investments, which is why
revenue rises substantially despite only around half of investments paying more tax (Table 1). This is a corollary of the point

9 Under both tax systems, the leverage incentive is increasing in income because of the tax progressivity. That is, when tax rates are higher, there is more
difference between the before-and after-tax returns, and therefore more potential for taxes to change the economic profitability.

10 It may seem odd that Figure 1C indicates that the reform effect on taxes is more positive for investors with higher leverage, which is due to the changes
to negative gearing. The results in Table 2 account for this negative gearing effect, but it is offset by factors not visible in Figure 1. Specifically, Figure 1
does not reveal tax rates relative to equity invested.

11 Estimates of annual revenue require focusing on the second half of the sample due to the censored nature of the PIMS sample (see Figure A.4). That
is, the sample only contains investments bought from mid 2007, so capital gains are not observed for any investments bought before that. The estimates
of CGT revenue will improve throughout the sample as the ratio of the capital gains observed (bought after mid 2007) to capital gains unobserved (bought
before mid 2007) gets relatively low. These estimates discount all cashflows by CPI inflation.

12 Still, our estimates likely biased up from the true revenue effects, because the PIMS does not factor in how market prices and rents are likely to adjust to
the reforms (see Section 2 on behavioural responses). As the market adjusts to the new tax system, market prices and rents are likely change in a way that
partially offsets the tax effects in terms of after-tax returns. While this is unlikely to change whether a given investor’s tax rises or falls, which is the focus
of most of this note, it is likely to affect how much the tax rises or falls by, which is key to the overall effects on revenue.



made in Section 5.3 and Figure 3. The PIMS revenue estimates show that the rise in revenue is completely from investments
in the top 20% of investments by performance. For the other 80% of investments, the reforms are close to revenue neutral.
This relationship also demonstrates that the reforms will make revenue more dependent on housing price growth. Much of
the rise in revenue will come from investments that are held across high price-growth years.

/. Reform effects beyond the simulation results

The analysis above misses two types of potential impacts on investors. The first is because the simulations assume a constant
level of labour income throughout each investment. This does not capture investors that retire just before realising the
capital gain, which could be a tax minimising strategy under the pre-reform system. Australian Government (2026) shows that
over FYs 2010-23, investor marginal tax rates tend to drop in the year of capital gain realisation (in Chart 4.11), consistent
with investors engaging in this behaviour. Its prevalence is difficult to quantify, but it likely means our overall results are
understating how much taxes rise under the reforms.

The second is that the changes to negative gearing will likely reduce the ability of some investors - those that are liquidity
constrained - to leverage up into new investments, because the changes delay their cashflows. This does not affect the
accuracy of the results above, which estimate how taxes change for a given investment, but has implications for how the
reforms affect which investors can access which investments.

7.1 Retirement and the 30% minimum CGT rate

The Government has justified the 30% minimum CGT rate as to reduce the incentive for people to delay capital gains until
their marginal tax rate drops (Chalmers, 2026), which happens upon retirement. Under the pre-reform system, negatively
geared investors could potentially claim deductions for rental income losses at a high marginal tax rate, then retire, then
realise their capital gain at a tax rate of zero. Post reforms, these investors pay at least 30% on taxable gains.

The results above do not capture such investments. This would require assumptions not just about how many investors
are on different income levels, but also how those income levels vary throughout the investment holding, which would
overcomplicate the simulations. Here we illustrate how the reforms affect investors in that situation, without quantifying
how much of the investor population they comprise.

In Figure 4 we consider a typical investor - investment length of seven years, labour income of $90 000, and an LVR of 70%
- who retires in the final year of the investment to realise the capital gain, when their labour income drops to zero. The
figure plots taxes paid in each year of the investment, averaging across all seven-year investments in the PIMS sample. The
incentive to time investments this way can be gauged by comparing the horizontal dashed lines, which measure overall tax
paid, between continually employed investors in panel A and retiring investors in panel B.

First, consider the tax timing of a continually employed investor (Figure 4A), which represents the results in earlier sections.
Post reform, each investor’s tax on rental income cannot be negative until the year of the sale, which makes the average tax
paid across investments positive until the penultimate holding year.!> The reform lifts overall tax paid by about 30 basis
points of real annualised ROI. This average overstates the change for the median investor, because it puts more weight on
high-return investments that have the largest tax changes (discussed in Sections 5.3 and 6.3).

Under the pre-reform tax system, the tax benefit of realising the capital gain upon retirement is 20 basis points of ROl per
year (the drop in the pre-reform dashed line in Figure 4). In contrast, post reform, the retiring investor pays 5 basis points
more. This rise in overall tax is driven by CGT (evident from the sell years in Figure 4), for investors that have negative taxable
gains. Negative taxable gains are worth less to a retiring investor, because they are less likely to pay tax on positive gains in
future, due to their income tax rate of zero. They therefore have less tax-deduction value than an investor that will be paying
more income tax in future.

These results show how the 30% minimum CGT rate removes the incentive to time gains with retirement, as gauged by
average tax rates. Still, this average change is driven by the minority of zero-labour-income investments. Investments with
negative taxable gains are not subject to the minimum, because they have no gains to pay tax on. Some of these are only

13 Pre reform, net rental income is more likely to be negative in the earlier years for two reasons: mortgage rates are on average higher in the first half of
the PIMS sample; and rental income tends to rise throughout the investment due to rent inflation, while interest costs (for any given mortgage rate) do not.



Figure 4

Tax payment timing and retirement
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negative because of the changes to negative gearing, because past rental income losses are now subtracted before calculating
whether there is a positive capital gain to tax. Investments with high gains are also not affected by the minimum, because
their gains push them into a higher tax bracket, and they pay more than 30% CGT anyway.

PIMS shows how many investments fall in each of these categories, in the scenario of 70% LVR and no labour income. After
incorporating carried rental losses, 47% of the sample have negative taxable gains, and 18% have gains high enough that the
CGT rate exceeds 30%. The remaining 34% have their CGT lifted by the minimum 30% rate, which drive the overall increase
in tax in Figure 4B. Investors with zero labour income upon retirement could therefore reasonably perceive a one in three
chance that the minimum CGT rate will affect them.

7.2 Liquidity constrained investors

The changes to rental income tax are likely to reduce the number of investments that some investors can fund. This is
because some lenders, when assessing a potential borrower’s income, factor in the annual tax deductions arising from net
rental income losses. This only affects investors that borrow to the limit of their assessed loan serviceability, or in other words,
that are liquidity constrained by their income. It is unclear how many investors are in this position. Some would not borrow
the maximum allowable, and some would be constrained by their deposit rather than their servicing capacity. Past analysis
finds that investor mortgage holders tend to be more liquid than owner occupier mortgage holders (La Cava and Wang, 2021;
Michielsen, 2026).

The affected investors will have less demand for investment properties, despite their after-tax returns not being directly
affected. The implications for the housing market are difficult to gauge. Housing prices are sometimes modelled as the
present value of expected future returns, which are unchanged by some investors dropping out. In other words, if prices fell
when these investors dropped out, other investors with more liquidity would arbitrage the lower prices, and offset some or
all of the initial reduction in demand. The impact on prices therefore depends on whether liquidity constrained investors are
widespread enough in the market that they cannot be replaced.
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8. Conclusion

This note aims to use microdata to better understand how the tax reforms will affect housing investors. The summary lays
out the key results, including that only a bit over half of investors are estimated to pay more tax under the reforms. There are
various reasons why the true effects will likely differ from the estimates, including that PIMS does not capture behavioural
responses, that future returns - which are a key determinant of the tax reform effects - will differ from past returns, and
that the simulations include various approximations. Nonetheless, the estimates are arguably a substantial step forward from
existing analysis, because they incorporate rich distributional information that is fundamental to how the reforms will work.

The impact on housing prices that is justified by the reforms is unclear, although PIMS may be well placed to inform on this
as a next step. The size of an investment’s capital gain, which is the main determinant of whether the reforms will lift or
lower its tax, is inherently unpredictable when buying the investment and assessing willingness to pay. If investors heavily
weight downside outcomes and risk in their assessment, the reforms potentially justify a rise in housing prices. Alternatively, if
investors put more weight on best-case outcomes, the reforms potentially justify a substantial fall. Nonetheless, the strongest
determinant may be how investors believe they will be affected, whether those beliefs are well justified or not.
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APPENDIX esl

INSTITUTE

A.1. The Property investment Microdata Simulation model (PIMS)

PIMS extends the methods used in Brennan et al. (2026) and Garvin and Nolan (2026). PIMS combines microdata on (i) all
housing transactions in Australia throughout FYs 2008-25; and (ii) rents at the start of tenancies, for about 75% of all tenancies
throughout 2008-25. Linking these at the dwelling level produces before-tax capital gains and rental income data on 900 000
individual housing investments that were bought from mid 2007 and sold by mid 2025.

Below we describe how the before-tax investment-level returns are formed. To calculate tax and after-tax returns, we simulate
a tax system based on how the tax rules dictate the tax amount for a given profile of income and capital gains.

Capital gains. Capital gains come from two consecutive transactions of the same dwelling, being the purchase and sale prices
for a given owner. We assume that sales incur costs (e.g. agent commissions) of 2.5% of the sale price. This is based on
state-level information from Duncan (2025), and then weighting states by population and factoring in the reported marketing
costs.

Rental income. The rents data report rents only at the start of tenancies. To convert these into rental income streams between
purchase and sale, we assume that rents change once per year for each ongoing tenant. For each dwelling, the assumed rent
changes are based on interpolation between rent levels observed in the data, and, for rents before the first or after the last
observed value, on state-level ABS rent inflation data. Each time a tenant changes, the landlord is assumed to incur a cost of
1.4 weeks rent, which represents a fee to the agent of one week rent, and a two-day vacancy based on median vacancies in
the data used in La Cava et al. (2025). We assume that landlords pay an ongoing commission to a managing agent of 5.6% of
the rent. The combination of these two costs amounts to 6.6% of gross rental income each year, which aligns with microdata
on landlords’ agency costs reported in their ATO rental property schedules (see section A.2).

Maintenance costs. As well as agency costs, we assume that investors incur maintenance costs, such as repairs, council
rates and strata levies, that are initially equal to 1.58% of the purchase price, and then grow annually at CPI inflation. This
calibration makes median maintenance costs equal to 33.5% of gross rental income, which which aligns with microdata on
landlords’ agency costs reported in their ATO rental property schedules (see section A.2).

Mortgage interest. We do not observe investors’ mortgage debt, so to quantify a flow of interest costs for each investor, we
combine assumptions about investors’ LVR with RBA data on mortgage rates. From statistical table F5, we use the discounted
standard variable mortgage rates for investors from banks back to August 2015, and for owner occupiers prior to that, when
there are no reported rates for investors. Prior to 2015, when macroprudential policy targeted at investors was introduced,
banks tended to charge similar rates to investors and owner occupiers (see Garvin et al., 2021, Figure 1). For simplicity, we
assume that all investors have interest-only loans, which means the LVRs can be interpreted as the average LVR over the life
of the loan (based on the initial purchase price). It would be straightforward to replace this with principal and interest loans,
in which case the LVR scenario would be interpreted as the LVR for only new investments.

In each run of the model, we assume a flat LVR across all investments. Some results are formed as weighted averages across
various scenarios. To form the weights, we use the distribution of investor LVRs in Graph 4 of Kent (2017), putting equal
weight on interest-only and principal-and-interest investors (see Figure ??). Section A.4 provides more detail.

Labour income. The marginal tax rate paid on returns depends on investors’ other income, referred to here as labour income
for simplicity. Like the approach for LVRs, each scenario assumes that all investors have the same labour income. For some
results, we take a weighted average of the individual scenario results, weighted based on population data for the income
distribution of investors. Section A.4 provides more detail on this distribution.

Present-value adjustments for discounting cashflows. These adjustments are primarily made for two reasons: to make cash-
flows within the same investment comparable (e.g. early rental income versus the capital gain upon sale); and to make
investments held at different points in time comparable. We use a combination of the 10-year government bond yield and
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the CPI inflation rate. Specifically, we discount cashflows within the same investment using the 10-year bond rate, adjusting
values to the sale date. This permits a comparison of the same investment across different tax systems, where the tax systems
affect the cashflow timing. When aggregating across investments, we discount using CPI inflation from the sale date. In some
cases, it makes more sense to not use the bond rate and instead to discount all cashflows at CPI inflation. This includes the
analysis of leverage incentives, tax revenue, and retirement.

Haircuts on the value of future deductions. If an investor makes a capital loss, the tax rules permit using the negative income
as an offset only against other capital gains, either in the same year or later (both pre and post reforms). This potential
delay in receiving the deduction would lower its value to the investor, who would prefer the certainty and timing benefit of
realising it straight away. The reforms change the likelihood of investors receiving future deductions, so whether an investor
is better off or not can depend on how much the potential delay lowers the value. We apply a ‘haircut’ assumption that future
deductions are worth some percentage less than if they were realised straight away. Our baseline assumption is 25%, based
on modelling from ATO microdata on housing investors (see Appendix A.3).

A.2. Datalab data sources

We use PLIDA data to measure several variables used for calibrating PIMS. They come from the main individual tax returns
and rental property schedules, and pool financial years 2000-23. The population is restricted to individual taxpayers / trusts
who lodge a rental property schedule; this excludes rental income earned through companies and self-managed super funds,
which is reported through different administrative channels. The measured variables are:

Time from negative to positive taxable gains. We identify the sale of a housing investment that has a negative taxable gain
as when: i) the investor stops reporting rental payments on a specific property in the ATO’s rental property schedule (the
final year of reported payments is considered the sale year); and ii) the investor reported zero gross capital gains on their
personal tax returns in the year of sale and the year after (to account for lags between rental payment cessation and sale). We
then measure the time until that investor reports a positive taxable gain, which implies that the stock of accumulated capital
losses has been offset.

Investor income. For each identified sale, we calculate the taxpayer’s total taxable income in the sale-identifying year, net
of the capital gain attributable to that sale (which we refer to as labour income). This isolates the investor’s non-capital
income separately from the one-off gain on the property itself. Each sales event is then assigned to one of six bins based
on the 2025 personal income tax thresholds ($0 or less; $0-$18,200; $18,200-%$45,000; $45,000-$135,000; $135,000-
$190,000; $190,000+). Non-capital income is converted to constant June-2025 dollars via CPI before binning against the
2025 thresholds, consistent with how dollar values are deflated elsewhere in this note .

Investment maintenance costs. These use the entire rental property schedule, where each taxpayer-property-year observation
reports gross rental income and itemised deductions. We exclude mortgage interest, and group the remaining deductions
into two categories: property management and agent commissions; and all others, such as repairs, strata fees, council rates,
etc.

Negatively geared investors. This measures the proportion of all investors that report a negative net rental income in a given
year in their rental property schedule.

A.3. The survival model of haircuts on future deductions

Appendix A.1 notes that we apply a 25% haircut on the value of future deductions that arise from negative capital gains.
Appendix A.2 describes the data source for how we estimate this. The data tell us how long investors took in the past to use
up all the deductions arising from negative taxable capital gains on housing investments. This section details the modelling
that estimates the 25% value.

We use a simple Kaplan-Meier survival model to estimate the duration between when an investor realises a negative taxable
gain (the 'sale’) and when they use up all the associated deductions (the ‘event’). The survival model helps with the fact that
for some negative gains, particularly late in the sample, we do not observe the duration because the deductions are still not
fully used at the end of the sample. Once we estimate the average duration, we apply discount rates to convert this into a
present value ratio at the time of the negative gain.
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Let T; denote the duration in years between sale and event for investment i. The survival function 5(¢) is the probability that
the event has not occurred t years after the sale.

S(t) = Pr(T; > ¢t)

For each investment, we observe

Yi = min(T;, C)),

where §; = 1{T; < (;} indicates whether the event is observed. Denote the total number of sales observed as N. The number
of taxpayers whose duration exceeds t; is

N
n/- = Z 1{Y, > tj}
=1

The number who have experienced their event before ¢; is

N
di=> 1{Y;=t, 6;=1}.
i=1
The estimated conditional probability of a duration exceeding ¢; given it was observed to not exceed t; - 1 is

1 -hey=1- %
(j)_ I’Tj’

where E(tj) = d;/n; is the discrete-time hazard of the event.

The Kaplan-Meier estimator of the survival function is therefore

§(t)=H(1-Z{).

G<t !

The implied probability that the event first occurs in year t is

~

De=Pr(T=1=S(-1) - S

Under independent censoring, the Kaplan—Meier estimator consistently estimates the underlying distribution of durations.

The results are in Figure A.1. For example, about half of the deductions have been fully used up after 15 years. We assume
that years beyond 15 have a further annual probability of 1.7% of realising an offsetting capital gain. This is the annual
probability at Year 20, which means we linearly extrapolate the cumulative survival curve until the cumulative probability is
1.

To convert these into a present value, we assume that deductions are uniformly distributed throughout the duration.

If other taxable gains that the deductions are used against are lumpy, this may underestimate the haircut, because the only
time that we know a taxable gain occurs for sure is at the end of the duration.

On the other hand, we do not observe in these data whether investors made further losses on other investments (like shares
or other property investments) after this loss was made. Because we only observe positive gains that fully offset the stock of
all losses, we may be overestimating the time taken to realise a positive gain that offsets only the property investment. This
may in turn, overestimate the haircut.
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Figure A.1

Full realisation of capital loss offsets
Cumulative probability of full realisation after a loss-making

sale
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* Event and sample definitions follow the underlying analysis.
Sources: ATO administrative data; e61 analysis

Table A.1: Haircut estimates

Realised uniformly Realised at end

Discount rate Present value Haircut Presentvalue Haircut

2% 0.851 14.9% 0.740 26.0%
3% 0.793 20.7% 0.651 34.9%
4% 0.743 257% 0.579 42.1%
5% 0.699 30.1% 0.520 48.0%

We cannot quantify these sources of bias, but they work in opposite directions, so fir simplicity we assume they offset each
other.

The results are in Table A.1. For context, over the FY 2008-25 PIMS sample, the 10 year government bond yield averaged 3.5%
and the CPI inflation rate averaged 2.7%. We assume a 25% haircut, which represents the bond yield discount rate, adjusted
upward a little to be conservative (which lifts estimates of post-reform taxes).

A.4. Distributions of LVR and labour income

To estimate the proportion of investors paying more tax, and the change in government revenue, we run various scenarios
of different LVRs and labour incomes, and take a weighted average of the results. The weights are in Figure A.2. Scenarios
assume that labour income is either $0k, $30k, $90k, $160k or $200k, which are approximately the midpoints of the current
tax brackets. The weights come from PLIDA data, accessed via ABS Datalab, described in section A.2.

In Figure A.2A, for example, the 80% LVR represents LVRs in both the 75-80 and 80-85 buckets in Kent, 2017. The distribution
in Figure A.2A implies a median LVR of 0.7. This is point-in-time data from an internal RBA dataset, taken a bit more than half
way into our PIMS sample. We use this rather than lending data from APRA, for which reporting begins in 2019.

To gauge the appropriateness of using this LVR distribution, we run PIMS on different LVR assumptions, and from each obtain
the annual implied proportion of negatively geared investors (which does not depend on the assumed labour income). We
then compare this annual time series of proportions to the true data on these proportions, obtained from PLIDA as discussed
in section A.2. The PIMS implied ratios are likely to be less accurate at the sample ends, due to the sample censoring issue
discussed in section ??.
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Figure A.2

Population distributions of investor characteristics

A. LVR distribution B. Labour income distribution
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* LVRs are from Graph 4 in Kent (2017). Labour incomes are from investor tax return data from PLIDA.

Figure A.3 plots the results from this comparison. The comparison indicates that an appropriate LVR assumption for the
median investor in PIMS would sit between 60% and 70%, which is a little below the median implied by the distribution we
use. This may suggest that our estimates could overstate the tax increase for investors from the negative gearing reforms.
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Figure A.3

Share of negatively geared investments
Actual (black) vs share implied by PIMS
%
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* Sample truncated to 2010-23 to reduce censoring effects.

A.5. Limitations of the method

There are several additional reasons why this analysis could misrepresent the true tax effects, by either overstating or under-
standing how many investors experience a tax rise.

The headline results weight scenarios by the univariate population distributions of incomes and LVRs, because data on the
joint distribution are not available. This method implicitly assumes that income and leverage are uncorrelated with each
other, and with other investment-level variables that determine the tax impact, such as the size of the capital gain. For
example, this assumes that low-LVR investors are equally spread across income levels. If low-LVR investors were more likely
to be on zero income than other income levels, the analysis would likely understate how much the reforms increase taxes
(see Figure 1).

The PIMS investment sample is censored, because it does not capture investments bought before the sample start or sold
after the sample end. For example, of investments bought in 2010, those sold in 2024 are captured but those sold in 2026 are
missed. This censoring means that the distribution of holding lengths in PIMS (illustrated in Figure A.4) would be shorter than
the true distribution. If longer-held investments were systematically affected differently by the reforms, the results would be
biased.

To gauge this bias, we repeat the headline analysis in Table 1, but limit the sample of returns to those least likely to be affected
by censoring. Specifically, we include only investments bought in the first year or sold in the last year of the sample. In this
subsample, only investments held for longer than 17 years will be excluded. The proportion of investors paying more tax
under the reforms drops to 51.4% (Table A.2), compared to the headline result of 53.2%. This suggests that sample censoring
is more likely to mean that our results overstate how many investors pay more tax under the reforms.
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Table A.2: Proportion of investors
paying more tax (%) in the
limited-censoring subsample

More Same Less

Total tax 51 4 45
Rental income tax 56 18 26
Capital gains tax 37 4 60

*The subsample includes only investments bought in
the first year of the sample or sold in the last year.

A.6. Leverage incentives

A.6.1 An alternative method for estimating leverage incentives

The quantification of leverage incentives used in section 6.2 is intuitive, but focuses on investments that have returns close
to zero, and therefore have propensity to be flipped between positive and negative by the tax.

Another quantification, which is less intuitive but broader, is to estimate how much the tax shifts economic profitability up or
down across the full distribution of returns. To assess this, we run the following regression on the sample of all investments

r?=a+6><rf-’+s,-.

Here, rf’ is after-tax economic profitability of investment /, and rf’ is before tax. This parallels the capital asset pricing model
(CAPM) approach to measuring excess returns in other financial markets. The intercept (alpha) measures whether returns
exceed some benchmark, and the slope (beta) measures the return sensitivity to the benchmark.

The results are qualitatively similar to section 6.2. For labour incomes of $200 000 and $90 000, both tax systems shift
economic profitability upward by similar amounts, represented by the positive « estimates (Table A.3). This method suggests
that both systems disincentivise leverage for investors with no labour income, which is another form of leverage non-neutrality.
The 3 estimates are lower post reform than pre reform, consistent with the result in section 6.1 that the reforms lower
investment risk.

Table A.3: Tax reform effects on leverage incentives

Assumed labour income $200 000 $90 000 $0

Tax system Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
a 0.0082 0.0080 0.0054 0.0055 -0.0029 -0.0036
Ié] 0.6438 0.5196 0.7257 0.6091 0.9397 0.8717

*Each column reports coefficients from a regression of after-tax ROl on before-tax ROI. « is the intercept
and S is the coefficient on before-tax ROIl. Assumes 25% haircut on future deduction values. Cash flows
discounted at the inflation rate.

A.6.2 An algebraic illustration of the pre and post reform leverage incentives

To see the pre and post reform leverage incentives in a stylised example, define the following algebraic terms:

e risrental income net of investment maintenance costs, as a proportion of the purchase price.
e cis income from capital gains net of associated costs (e.g. agent commissions, etc), as a proportion of the purchase price.
« | is the mortgage interest rate.

As defined above, the before-tax economic profitability (EP), or marginal return to leverage, is

EPP =r+c-i.
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Consider an investor with a constant marginal tax rate throughout time (e.g. always in the top tax bracket), and denote the
marginal tax rate as 7. In a hypothetical system with the same marginal rate applied to capital gains, rental income and
interest costs, the after-tax EP is

EP}’IM =(1-7)(r+c-.

Such a tax system cannot flip economic profitability between positive and negative, because the after-tax EP is just the before-
tax EP multiplied by a positive constant (1 - 7). This makes the system leverage neutral. This system is quite close to the
pre-reform tax system, except for the 50% CGT discount. The pre-reform system therefore also has a positive term equal to
half the capital gains tax paid under the flat system:

EPSe=(1-7)(r+c-i)+ 057c .
| S — N

neutral asymmetry

The capital gain is in most cases positive, which means that EPJ‘JZat can be negative while EPg,e is positive because of positivity
of 0.5 x 7 x ¢. The fact that there is no counteracting term applied to r - i is the asymmetry discussed in section 6.2, which
generates the leverage incentive.

Under the post-reform system, investors receive a deduction from capital gains based on the inflation rate between purchase
and sale. Denote this component as a proportion of the purchase price as 7. After-tax economic profitability is the before-tax
term minus the total tax paid:

E'DZOSZ'=\r+C_i,_T(r+(C_7T)_i)=(1_7-)(r+c_i)+ N

before tax tax neutral asymmetry

Similar to the pre-reform system, the CGT deduction generates a typically positive component (77) that shifts the economic
profitability upward from the pre-tax profitability. This is why the pre and post reform tax systems incentivise leverage to
similar degrees,

A.7. Additional charts and analysis

Table A.4: Investment risk pre and post reform

Scenario Return standard deviation Proportion negative (%)
LVR (%) Income ($000s) Beforetax Pre Post Change Pre Post Change
50 0 6.18 578 523 -0.55 29.3 288 -0.5
50 90 6.18 500 425 -0.75 312 298 -14
50 200 6.18 461 379 -082 32,6 303 -2.3
70 0 6.39 599 548 -0.51 344 337 -0.7
70 90 6.39 507 438 -0.69 337 326 -1.1
70 200 6.39 464 386 -0.77 337 320 -1.7
90 0 6.63 6.23 577 -046 393 383 -1.0
90 90 6.63 515 454 -0.61 36.2 356 -0.6
90 200 6.63 467 396 -070 347 341 -0.6

*Assumes a haircut on future deduction values of 25%, and discounts cashflows at CPI inflation. Return standard
deviation refers to ROl measured in %.
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Figure A.4

Distribution of investment tenures
By purchase year (colour)

Count
A. All in PIMS sample B. Bought by mid 2008 or sold after mid 2024
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0 L ey
5 10 15 5 10 15
Years

* Colours represent 2-year buckets, e.g. pink is purchases in FYs 2008-9. Counts are the number of investments in PIMS with that tenure,
measured by months. Panel B represents a sample where the only censoring is that investments over 18 year length are missed.

Figure A.5

Increases in CGT versus rental income tax

Median and interquartile range of change in CGT, with sample share underneath
Change in CGT (ppt)
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Change in rental income tax (ppt, 1 bp buckets)

* Tax changes measured as real annualised % of purchase price. Assumes 70% LVR and $90k labour income.
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A.8. Data disclaimers

A.8.1 ATO data

The results of these studies are based, in part, on data supplied to the ABS under the Taxation Administration Act 1953, A
New Tax System (Australian Business Number) Act 1999, Australian Border Force Act 2015, Social Security (Administration)
Act 1999, A New Tax System (Family Assistance) (Administration) Act 1999, Paid Parental Leave Act 2010 and/or the Student
Assistance Act 1973. Such data may only used for the purpose of administering the Census and Statistics Act 1905 or perfor-
mance of functions of the ABS as set out in section 6 of the Australian Bureau of Statistics Act 1975. No individual information
collected under the Census and Statistics Act 1905 is provided back to custodians for administrative or regulatory purposes.
Any discussion of data limitations or weaknesses is in the context of using the data for statistical purposes and is not related
to the ability of the data to support the Australian Taxation Office, Australian Business Register, Department of Social Services
and/or Department of Home Affairs’ core operational requirements.

Legislative requirements to ensure privacy and secrecy of these data have been followed. For access to PLIDA and/or BLADE
data under Section 16A of the ABS Act 1975 or enabled by section 15 of the Census and Statistics (Information Release and
Access) Determination 2018, source data are de-identified and so data about specific individuals has not been viewed in
conducting this analysis. In accordance with the Census and Statistics Act 1905, results have been treated where necessary
to ensure that they are not likely to enable identification of a particular person or organisation.

A.8.2 PropTrack data

The following disclaimers regard the transaction and rents data used throughout the analysis.

State Disclaimer

Victoria The State of Victoria owns the copyright in the Property Sales Data and reproduction
of that data in any way without the consent of the State of Victoria will constitute a
breach of the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth). The State of Victoria does not warrant the
accuracy or completeness of the Property Sales Data and any person using or relying
upon such information does so on the basis that the State of Victoria accepts no
responsibility or liability whatsoever for any errors, faults, defects or omissions in the
information supplied.

New South Wales Property sales information © Crown in right of NSW through the Valuer General 2020.
Australian Capital The Territory Data is the property of the Australian Capital Territory. No part of it may
Territory in any form or by any means (electronic, mechanical, microcopying, photocopying,

recording or otherwise) be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system or transmitted
without prior written permission. Enquiries should be directed to Manager, Customer
Services, Environment and Planning Directorate, GPO Box 158 CANBERRA ACT 2601.

Queensland Based on or contains data provided by the State of Queensland (Department of
Natural Resources and Mines) 2022. In consideration of the State permitting use of
this data you acknowledge and agree that the State gives no warranty in relation to
the data (including accuracy, reliability, completeness, currency or suitability) and
accepts no liability including without limitation, liability in negligence for any loss,
damage or cost (including consequential damage) relating to any use of the data.
Data must not be used for direct marketing or be used in breach of the privacy laws.

Northern Territory Based on information provided under licence by the Department of Lands and
Planning, Northern Territory of Australia.
Western Australia Information contained within this product includes location information data licensed

from Western Australian Land Information Authority (WALIA) trading as Landgate.
Copyright in that location information data remains with WALIA. WALIA does not
warrant the accuracy or completeness of the location information data or its
suitability for any particular purposes.
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State

Disclaimer

South Australia

Copyright in this information belongs to the South Australian Government and the
South Australian Government does not accept any responsibility for the accuracy or
completeness of the information or its suitability for any purpose.

WARNING

The information contained in this dataset is extracted from records of land status and
cadastral boundary definition held by the Government of the State of South Australia
(the “State”). The information is not represented to be accurate, current, complete or
suitable for any purpose, at any time of its supply by the State and may have changed
since that date of supply by the State.

The software by which the information is provided is not represented to be error free.
No responsibility is accepted by the State for any reliance placed by any persons upon
the information or the software by which it is provided. Persons acquiring or using
the information and its associated software must exercise their independent
judgement in doing so.

COPYRIGHT

Copyright in the information remains with the Crown in right of the State of South
Australia. The information is reproduced under licence from the Crown.

PRIVACY

The information contained in this dataset must not be used for the purposes of
compiling contact lists, whether personalised or not.

Tasmania

COPYRIGHT STATEMENT & DISCLAIMER

This product incorporates data the copyright ownership of which is vested in the
Crown in Right of Tasmania. The data has been used in the product with the
permission of the Crown in Right of Tasmania.

The Crown in Right of Tasmania and its employees and agents:

(a) give no warranty regarding the data’s accuracy, completeness, currency or
suitability for any particular purpose; and

(b) do not accept liability howsoever arising, including but not limited to negligence,
for any loss resulting from the use of or reliance upon the data.

Base data with the LIST © Crown in Right of Tasmania
www.thelist.tas.gov.au
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