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Background to the Report  

The South Australian Housing Authority (SAHA) engaged The 
Australian Alliance for Social Enterprise in late 2019 to 
undertake a mapping exercise of specialist homelessness 

services funded through the National Housing and 
Homelessness Agreement (NHHA).   

This report provides a "snapshot in time" of the system for the 
2018-19 financial year.  The services considered include $67.5 

million of services provided under the NHHA by mainly by 
non-government agencies delivered through 86 contracts and 
a further 5 service providers funded through other sources.   

This mapping exercise involves two components. The first is a 
quantitative, data-based analysis, undertaken in conjunction 
with SAHA, which compares the delivery of services in South 
Australia to other jurisdictions and also compares service 

delivery across different regions and client cohorts within 
South Australia.  The second is a qualitative assessment which 
included interviews with SAHA staff and sector consultation 
sessions undertaken with the Homelessness Strategic Group 

and the other homelessness sector groups.    

The report identifies issues and highlights areas which would 
benefit from more in-depth critical analysis.     

 
H2H DATA SUMMARY 2018-19 
 

 DV 
Specific Youth ATSI Generic 

All 
Groups 

Unique clients 6,302 3,190 800 13,723 21,242 

Unique clients (%) 30% 15% 4% 65% 100% 

Support periods 7,492 3,903 892 16,490 26,764 

Service instances 118,045 107,765 10,557 208,393 444,760 

Expenditure (2018-
19 $, notional 
‘000) $15,795 $20,465 $1,920 $27,481 $67,574 

Expenditure per 
client  $2,510 $6,420 $2,400 $2,000 $3,180 

Expenditure per 
service instance  $134 $190 $182 $132 $152 

% of clients 
provided 
accommodation 18.9% 23.9% 11.0% 15.2% 18.8% 

% of requested 
service instances 
not provided 
(unmet need) 1.7% 2.1% 1.7% 4.8% 3.2% 

% homeless at 
entry  18% 54% 30% 50% 41% 

% homeless at exit  10% 19% 14% 14% 13% 

 

 
1 AIHW, Specialist homelessness services 2017–18 Supplementary tables – 
National, Supplementary Tables SA 

All data from H2H.  Expenditure figures are notional and rounded.  Homeless 
% is at closed periods of support.  Full explanations and limitations in 
methodology appendix. 

Homelessness in SA and a comparison of services 
against other states 

South Australia’s historic performance in preventing 
homelessness is slightly above national averages.  Between 
2001 and 2016, South Australia’s homelessness rate slightly 

decreased and South Australia improved from having the fifth 
lowest rate of homelessness in Australia to the third lowest 
rate.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While SA’s historic performance is close to national averages 
in most measurable elements, there are areas of concern.   

The expenditure tracked through the Productivity 
Commission’s Report on Government Services indicates a per 
client cost increase from $2,823 to $3,474 between 2013-14 

to 2017-18 in South Australia.  The cost per client in SA rate in 
2017-18 was above the national average of $3,174.  Not all 
jurisdictions have experienced cost increases over this period. 
There was also a reduction in the number of clients seen.    

Statistics also show South Australia provides considerably less 
preventative care than the national average.  46.6% of 
services in South Australia were preventative compared to 
60.1% nationally.1  If left unaddressed, these trends could 

result in a worsening of SA’s homeless rate when measured at 
the next national census in 2021.   
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2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19

Actual 47.867 53.912 56.527 63.734 73.554 62.159 65.238 68.807 70.366 72.341

Inflation 47.867 57.64
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RECURRENT COST PER CLIENT ACCESSING 
HOMELESSNESS SERVICES, 2017-18 DOLLARS

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

Funding environment and provision of service 

The recurrent funding has increased over the last decade in both real and inflation adjusted terms. However, up until 2013-14 the 
recurrent funding was supplemented with small capital funding injections.  When the capital funding is combined with the 

recurrent funding there was a small decrease in overall funding through NHHA between 2013-14 and 18-19.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

Cost per service  

The graph below shows the cost of delivery services per client adjusted to 2017-18 dollars using the General Government Final 

Consumption Expenditure (GGFCE) chain price deflator (2017-18=100).  

The cost of delivery per client in South Australia has steadily increased in the last 5 years to 2017 -18 and at $3,474 are above the 
national average of $3,174.  This is a trend replicated in Victoria, Queensland and the ACT. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Total National Partnerships Agreements on Homelessness Funding 

Year                      

 Recurrent  45.55 51.29 53.88 57.82 60.05 62.16 65.24 68.81 70.37 72.34 

 Capital 2.32 2.62 2.65 5.92 13.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total  47 .87 53 .91 56 .53 63 .74 73 .55 62 .16 65 .24 68 .81 70 .37 72 .34 

Source SAHA Finance           
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NEW CLIENTS V. REPEAT CLIENTS 

No. of Support Periods Provided: For New Clients

No. of Support Periods Provided: Repeat Clients

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

No. of Clients Supported 23904 22832 22541 22401 21402

No. of Support Periods Provided: 30880 29508 29058 28764 26873
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The increase in costs in part reflects the impact of collective employment agreement, the Equal Remuneration Order (ERO) where 
sector wages have been scheduled to increase by 25% over 8 years from 1/12/12.  All jurisdictions have had salary increases and 
there was no reason was identified as to why South Australian service provision should be more expensive than national averages 
per client.  The increasing cost of services suggests that the current system is offering diminishing efficiency and a wholescale,  

renewed open and transparent approach to market for services should be considered.   The increasing cost per service has likely 
contributed to the reduction in the number of clients and support periods provided.  

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Source Productivity Commission, Report on Government Services 2019 

 

In addition, the number of support periods for new clients is also reducing whilst support periods for repeat clients is incr easing.  
New clients peaked in 2013-14 which coincides with the year of peak funding and it is reasonable to expect that more clients will 
be drawn to services when a higher level of funding means more clients are likely to receive assistance.   Nonetheless, a trend 
where services are concentrating on repeat clients does indicate that the services are not meeting their objectives of p lacing 

people in permanent homes.   
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There are four cohorts of service delivery:  Domestic Violence, 
Youth, ATSI and Generic.   

An analysis of services provided in South Australia identified 
that "Generic Services" are the most cost-effective.  Generic 

Services see the most clients, deal with the second highest 
rate of homelessness at presentation and have the highest 
success in moving clients from being homeless to not being 

homeless.  Generic Services are also the cheapest per client.   

Generic Services clients present with above average Disability, 
Mental Health Issue, Alcohol and Drug Issues as measured by 
H2H.    

The main gateway service which is included in Generic 

Services receives a lot more calls than the other Gateways.  

Gateway services are only a referral service and therefore the 

cost of accommodation is picked up elsewhere.  The provision 

of accommodation is lower for Generic Services too which 

would reduce overall costs.  These factors alone do not fully 

explain the difference in cost.   

The report has identified this apparent efficiency but 

understanding the reasons for this would require further 

investigation and the apparent efficiency would need to be 

measured against the benefits that arise from different 

services serving different cohorts. This report is not 

advocating one-size fits all services, but there might be some 

merit in single agencies avoiding specialisation and providing a 

greater number of services through generic or mainstream 

platforms.   

Youth Services are the most expensive but do deal with the 

highest number of homeless at entry clients and provide the 
most accommodation services.   

ATSI specific services only account for 4% of all services and 
under 3% of all expenditure, yet in 2017-18 Indigenous people 

account for 27% of all homelessness clients.   All 
homelessness services should be culturally sensitive and 
attuned to the needs of Indigenous clients.   

DV services are included in homelessness statistics but face 
different challenges so the value of comparison is limited.   
There was some discussion during the consultations of the 
best way to manage DV services in a homelessness setting.   

A detailed geographical and cohort examination found that 
the current distribution of resources by region is equitable. 
There were no major misalignments of funding in relationship 

to client numbers and service outputs nor were there any 
major disparities, duplication or areas of over or under-
funding.  Variations were explained by valid operational 
considerations such as a higher level of client complexity or a 

higher level of accommodation services. 
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Flexibility 

Concerns were raised throughout the consultations around the lack of flexibility in using the available housing which leads to 
under-utilised housing stock.  The case presented numerous times was of a single person living in a three-bedroom house.  The 

available data supports the view that existing stock is under-utilised.  Nationally, South Australia has the highest under-utilisation 
rates, defined by having houses with un-used bedrooms.      
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
The situation is only marginally better in community housing but is at least it is improving.   

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Source: ROGS Table 18A.32 Underutilisation in social housing at 30 June 

 
More flexibility in the use of existing houses such as enabling share-housing may provide more accommodation options.  Having 
two rooms over requirements in 26% of 32,686 public housing dwellings amounts to approximately 17,000 unoccupied rooms.  
On a similar calculation, an additional 5,000 rooms could be available in community housing.  As  

some houses will have more than 2 rooms more than the number of inhabitants, that is a minimum of unoccupied 23,000 rooms.  
There will be some limitations on how these rooms can be used in terms of the quality of the assets, the rights of the existing 
tenants and some of the difficulties of co-housing different clients.  However, a number of initiatives have been trialed in 

providing indigenous house sharing arrangements and similar initiatives could be trialed in youth services.   
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Sector consultations 

In total 60 people were engaged across 5 sessions.  Some 
people are members of more than one group so 44 unique 
individuals were consulted.  The list of participants is included 

in the full report 

The single biggest issue raised by the Homelessness Strategic 
Groups' participants was the difficulties and challenges caused 
by having short term contracts that were continually rolled 

over. 
  
Longer contracts would provide greater stability and certainty 

to the non -government sector.  Longer contracts would also 
encourage a higher level of non-government investment into 
capital infrastructure to assist in service delivery, would help 
with staff retention and morale and would facilitate a more 

collaborative environment between service providers. 
 
Prioritising the measuring of outcomes rather than service 
delivery provisions would enable more flexibility and 

innovation in service provision and could enable better 
outcomes to be achieved.   

Analysis and Key Observations  

Based on the comparative analysis of the South Australian 
Homelessness System to other jurisdictions, the high-level 
data analysis of the South Australian homelessness system 

and the sector consultations, the following points were 
observed: 
 

• The management of homelessness services in South 

Australia has been above average in terms of minimising 

homelessness compared to other Australian 

jurisdictions.   

• The distribution of funding across regions and cohorts is 

equitable and justifiable.  Areas with higher rates of 

homelessness have higher rates of service provision 

indicating funding is following need.   

• There are no obvious areas of over-servicing.  The 

differences between regions and cohorts are within 

reasonable parameters.  There are no major outliers 

which require immediate intervention.   

• Service costs per client in regional and remote areas are 

generally lower which might relate to a lower asset base 

meaning less provisions of service are accommodation 

services.   

The points above are based on analysis of spatial funding 
distribution and does not examine the nature of the service 
provided nor whether the most efficient or effective service 

was provided.   
 
Notwithstanding the above and recognising that the system 
should always strive for improved outcomes, the following 

observations are made: 

• Generic Services see the most clients, deal with the 

second highest crisis rates (offering services to those 

who are homeless at the point of service) and have the 

highest success in moving clients from being homeless to 

not being homeless. Establishing the reasons for this 

apparent greater efficiency requires further 

investigation. 

• The management of the system might also be simplified 

by having less contracts.  There are multiple contracts 

with the same organisations which might be more simply 

managed as a single contract.  

• Motel services do not presently deliver value for money 

from the perspective of the number of rooms provided.   

• There is scope to enhance uptake of specialist ATSI 

services.     

• The cost of delivery per client in South Australia has 

steadily increased in the last 5 years to 2017-18 and at 

$3,474 is above the national average of $3,174. 

• Cost pressures mean that there is a diminishing service 

level concentrated on a smaller cohort of clients. 

The key observations raised by the sector engagement  
were:  
 
• Providing longer term contracts would enable service 

improvement, particularly if based on the right type of 

contract and model.   

• Longer term contracts could encourage additional 

investment from the sector into improving its 

infrastructure.  

• There was a degree of consensus expressed during the 

consultations that moving to outcome-based measures 

would also be beneficial in the homelessness sector.  

Logically it was seen to make sense to measure the 

results of a service provision rather than simply 

measuring the provision of service per se.  However, it 

was also widely considered that it would not be possible 

to move to an entirely outcomes-based system and 

some output measures would need to also be retained 

going forward.    

• Better aligning the housing asset base to cohort need 

could improve outcomes.    

• In the longer term, consideration should be given to 

introducing a less burdensome data collection system. A 

system with an import or export capacity from other 

systems would be beneficial and could reduce 

duplication of effort in data entry. 


