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Low-income working families and the Families Package 

Purpose of the report 
1 This report provides further information on a group of low-income working families 

who may be disadvantaged in the Families Package, relative to what they would have 
received under the previous Government’s Budget 2017 changes (CAB-17-MIN-0516 
refers). It provides further estimates of the number of people in this situation, 
estimated from the Ministry of Social Development’s administrative data, and 
provides options to compensate this group if desired. 

Executive summary 
2 The distributional analysis in the Families Package Cabinet paper (CAB-17-MIN-0516 

refers) identified a group of low-income working families who may be relatively 
disadvantaged by the Families Package when compared to what they would have 
received under the previous Government’s Budget 2017 changes (i.e. are slightly less 
better off).  

3 These families are relatively disadvantaged, compared to the Budget 2017 package, 
because of the loss of the tax cuts combined with interactions between the 
Accommodation Supplement and the Family Tax Credit. The analysis in the Cabinet 
paper was not able to provide a robust estimate of this group, due to sample size 
limitations. 

4 It is important to note that none of the families in this group are financially 
disadvantaged compared to their actual incomes (comparing 31 March 2018 with 1 
July 2018), because the Budget 2017 changes were only to be effective from 1 April 
2018, and will not come into force. All families in this group are estimated to be 
better off by around $51 per week on average under the Families Package, compared 
to their incomes on 31 March 2018. 

5 Further analysis, using the Ministry of Social Development (MSD)’s administrative 
data, shows that there are around 5,000 families in this group, and they are 
relatively disadvantaged by around $1.40 per week on average, compared to the 
Budget 2017 changes. All are families with children who do not receive a main 
benefit, have a family income below around $35,500 per year with one earner on at 
least around $20,000 per year, and receive the Accommodation Supplement.  

6 It is also possible that some of these families will benefit from the increase to the 
minimum wage on 1 April 2018. This increase is not captured in this analysis. 
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7 As they will receive more money than currently when the Families Package is 
implemented, this group is not currently covered by the transitional assistance 
payment, as they are not financially disadvantaged compared to their actual incomes. 

8 The interaction between the Family Tax Credit and the Accommodation Supplement 
payments (through the Accommodation Supplement’s ‘entry threshold’) is part of the 
intended design of the system. It links peoples’ incomes with their contributions to 
housing costs and reflects that people are expected to contribute a minimum 
proportion of their income to their housing costs before they are eligible for extra 
financial support. 

9 For these reasons, officials do not recommend compensating this group of low-
income families who are only relatively financially disadvantaged compared to the 
Budget 2017 changes, and not their current incomes. This is because the interactions 
causing this are an intended part of the system, these losses are small and 
theoretical, and this group of families are generally substantially better off in terms of 
their actual incomes by around $51 per week on average. 

10 In addition, the proposed options for any compensation to this group are complex, 
costly and difficult to implement by 1 July 2018. 

11 If compensation is desired, the transitional assistance payment could be extended to 
cover this group’s relative losses compared to the Budget 2017 changes. MSD will 
need to do a considerable amount of further work to be able to identify this group 
accurately, including further development of its model, as this would not be possible 
with current functionality. With these developments, MSD should be able to identify 
this group with reasonable accuracy, though there is still a risk that a larger number 
of families will need to be compensated in order to cover all potential families.  

12 The challenges associated with this are inherent to a payment that seeks to 
compensate people for annual average loss, based on a single weeks’ income. Given 
the complexity associated with identifying this group, it is also important to note that 
it may not be possible to pay people on 1 July 2018. Greater accuracy may be 
possible if the compensation payment is able to be paid a short time (i.e. a few 
weeks) after this.  

13 There was also insufficient time to estimate the operational costs associated with this 
option. The direct cost of compensating families for their relative loss, compared to 
the Budget 2017 changes, is around $0.400 million in 2018/19. However, the further 
work required to identify this group accurately is likely to increase the overall cost 
materially. 

14 Other options were considered, but discounted due to cost and feasibility. These 
were:  

• Increasing the Family Tax Credit further 

• Grand-parenting Accommodation Supplement payment rates for families with 
children on 30 June 2018, and 

• Moving the definition of the entry threshold of the Accommodation Supplement 
into regulations as part of the Families Package legislative changes, requiring 
further work to then re-define the entry threshold to remove the impact of 
Family Tax Credit increases. 

15 The decisions sought in this paper are needed on Tuesday 5 December, in order for 
any changes to be made in time, and to be able to inform the communications for the 
Families Package. 
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Recommended actions 

It is recommended that you: 

1 note that the Families Package Cabinet paper (CAB-17-MIN-0516 refers) identified a 
group of low-income working families who may be relatively disadvantaged by the 
Families Package, compared to the Budget 2017 changes; 

 
2 note that these families are relatively disadvantaged, compared to the Budget 2017 

changes, because of the loss of the tax cuts combined with interactions between the 
Accommodation Supplement and the Family Tax Credit; 

 
3 note that these families gain an average of $51 per week from the Families Package 

changes, comparing their actual incomes on 31 March 2018 to 1 July 2018; 
 
4 note that estimates using the Ministry of Social Development’s administrative data 

suggest that there are around 5,000 families in this group, and they are relatively 
financially disadvantaged by around $1.40 per week on average, compared to the 
Budget 2017 changes that will not come into effect; 

 
5 note that, as these families are not financially disadvantaged compared to their 

actual income they are not currently covered by the transitional assistance payment; 
 
6 note that the interaction between the Family Tax Credit and the Accommodation 

Supplement, through the definition of the entry threshold, is part of the intended 
design of the system to ensure that people contribute a minimum proportion of their 
income to their housing costs before they are eligible for extra support; 

 
7 agree to: 
 
EITHER  

7.1 not compensate these families (Officials’ recommended option);  
 
Minister of Finance                                         Minister for Social Development  

  
 Agree / Disagree                                                             Agree / Disagree 

OR 
7.2 extend the transitional assistance payment to compensate these families for 

their relative losses compared to the Budget 2017 changes; 

 
Minister of Finance                                        Minister for Social Development  

 
Agree / Disagree                                                            Agree / Disagree 

 
8 note that the following options were also considered, but were discounted due to 

cost and feasibility: 

8.1 increasing the Family Tax Credit further 
8.2 grand-parenting Accommodation Supplement payment rates for families with 

children on 30 June 2018, and 
8.3 moving the definition of the entry threshold of the Accommodation Supplement 

into regulations as part of the Families Package legislative changes; 
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9 note that decisions sought in this paper are required to be made on Tuesday 5 
December, in order for changes to be made in time and to be able to inform the 
communications for the Families Package; 
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Background 
16 The Families Package is a suite of changes aimed at increasing incomes for families 

with children and reducing child poverty. The Families Package is expected to benefit 
around 335,000 families with children by $34 more per week than the previous 
Government’s Budget 2017 changes.  

17 The distributional analysis in the Families Package Cabinet paper (CAB-17-MIN-0516 
refers) also identified a small group of low-income working families who may be 
relatively disadvantaged by the Families Package when compared to what they would 
have received under the previous Government’s Budget 2017 changes.  

18 These families are relatively disadvantaged, compared to the Budget 2017 package, 
as a result of the loss of the tax cuts and interactions between the Accommodation 
Supplement and the Family Tax Credit. However, they are not financially 
disadvantaged compared to their actual incomes. The analysis in the Cabinet paper 
was not able provide a robust analysis of this group, due to sample size limitations. 

Further analysis of relatively disadvantaged families 
19 The distributional analysis in the Cabinet paper is from Treasury’s micro-simulation 

model of the tax and welfare system (TAWA). This model is based on the Household 
Economic Survey (HES), a survey run by Statistics New Zealand. The HES has a 
sample size of around 3,500 households. Modelling based on the HES uses weights to 
turn this sample into an estimated New Zealand population (of around 1.8 million 
households).  

20 Analysis based on the HES can identify impacts for large groups within the 
population, but the sample size limits the ability to produce robust estimates of 
impacts on smaller groups (because these groups are based on too few families in 
the HES sample to be reliable). 

21 The analysis in the Cabinet paper identified a group of low-income families who may 
be relatively financially disadvantaged, compared to Budget 2017 changes, because 
of the loss of the tax cuts combined with of the interaction between the 
Accommodation Supplement and the Family Tax Credit. Because all of the families in 
this group are receiving the Accommodation Supplement, MSD’s administrative data 
can be used to look at this group in more detail. 

22 MSD’s modelling is based solely on our administrative data. This means that MSD 
cannot produce estimates of population-level impacts, as we can only see people who 
receive assistance from us. However, within our client population, MSD’s modelling 
can do more detailed analysis as it contains all recipients and is not a sample1. 

There are around 5,000 low-income working families who may be financially 
disadvantaged relative to the Budget 2017 changes by around $1.40 per week 
23 MSD’s administrative data identifies around 5,000 non-beneficiary recipients of the 

Accommodation Supplement, who may be financially disadvantaged relative to the 
Budget 2017 changes, by around $1.40 per week on average. This relative 
disadvantage is driven by the loss of the tax cuts and the interaction of the 
Accommodation Supplement with the Family Tax Credit increases.  

24 All are families with children who do not receive a main benefit, have a family income 
below around $683 per week (around $35,500 per year) with one earner on at least 
$385 per week (around $20,000 per year), and receive the Accommodation 

                                           

 

1 Note that there is on-going work to improve both Treasury and MSD’s modelling capability, 
including exploring the extent to which administrative data can supplement or replace survey data 
in TAWA to improve the analysis.  

 
[1]
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Supplement. They need to have one earner on at least $20,000 per year in order to 
have gained most of the increase in the bottom income tax threshold. 

25 This group are all low-income working families who, on average: 

• Would have gained around $11 a week from the tax cuts 

• Will gain around $11 a week more from the increases in the Family Tax Credit as 
part of the Families Package 

o However, these relative gains from the Family Tax Credit are partially off-
set by an increase in the amount that Accommodation Supplement 
recipients must contribute to their housing costs (the ‘entry threshold’ for 
Accommodation Supplement), as this rises by more than it would have 
under the Budget 2017 changes, and 

• This means that their overall Accommodation Supplement payment falls by 
around $1.75 per week on average2.  

26 Overall, the combined impact of the loss of the tax cuts and the interactions between 
the Accommodation Supplement and the Family Tax Credit mean that around 5,000 
families are relatively financially disadvantaged by around $1.40 a week on average, 
compared to the Budget 2017 changes. The maximum amount of relative financial 
disadvantage is around $3 per week. 

These families, however, gain an average of around $51 per week compared to 
their actual incomes 
27 It is important to note that none of these families are actually financially 

disadvantaged compared to their incomes on 31 March 2018. Comparing 31 March to 
1 July 2018, these families are around $51 better off per week on average, as they 
benefit from the changes to Working for Families tax credits (including increases to 
the Family Tax Credit (FTC)) and the Accommodation Supplement (AS) increases. 

28 Table 1 below summarises the impacts on the relative and actual financial positions 
of these families: 

Table 1: Relative and actual average differences in weekly income for low-
income working families receiving the Accommodation Supplement 

Change in weekly income  Tax cuts FTC AS Total 

Compared to Budget 2017 -$10.76 +$11.09 -$1.753 -$1.42 

31 March to 1 July 2018, 
actual incomes 

$0 +$41.54 +$9.49 +$51.03 

 

                                           

 

2 This is because the calculation of the entry threshold of the Accommodation Supplement is linked 
to benefit rates and to the Family Tax Credit (eldest child rate for 0-15 year olds). For renters 
and boarders, the entry threshold is set at 25% of the relevant benefit rate, and includes 25% 
of the Family Tax Credit rate (eldest child, 0-15) for families with children. Given that this rate 
of the Family Tax Credit is increasing by more than in the Budget 2017 changes, the entry 
threshold for the Accommodation Supplement also increases by more than it would have under 
the previous changes, and means that this group of families receive a lower amount of 
Accommodation Supplement. 

 
3 This is less than 25% of the Family Tax Credit increase because of rounding (the Accommodation 

Supplement entry thresholds are rounded to the nearest dollar and payments are rounded up to a 
dollar). 
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29 More information about these 5,000 families, including their incomes and the 
distribution of impacts, is provided in the Appendix. 

The interactions with the Accommodation Supplement entry threshold are 
designed to link peoples’ incomes with their contributions to housing costs 
30 The entry threshold for the Accommodation Supplement is linked to benefit rates (for 

all recipients) and the Family Tax Credit rate (eldest child, 0-15) for families with 
children. This link between the entry threshold, benefit rates and the Family Tax 
Credit means that any changes to benefit rates and the Family Tax Credit rate flow 
through to Accommodation Supplement payments. This is the intended design of the 
system, where people are expected to contribute a minimum proportion of their 
income to their housing costs before they are eligible for extra financial support. 

31 For example, benefit rates are increased annually on 1 April each year as part of the 
Annual General Adjustment. People receiving both a main benefit and 
Accommodation Supplement are generally better off overall as the increase in their 
benefit payment is only partially off-set by the associated increase in the entry 
threshold for Accommodation Supplement, and their Accommodation Supplement 
payment may fall slightly4, but their benefit rate increase will be greater than this so 
they will be better off overall. 

32 However, for recipients of Accommodation Supplement who do not receive a main 
benefit, and do not receive the maximum Accommodation Supplement payment, the 
increase in the entry threshold means that their Accommodation Supplement 
payment will fall or rise slightly5. Some families may be financially disadvantaged by 
a small amount per week.  

33 Given that this is an intended consequence of the design of the system, no 
compensation is currently provided for this group. This also reflects an implicit 
assumption that the incomes of those in work are likely to increase each year, so 
families are unlikely to be worse off overall after any wage increases are taken into 
account. 

Options for compensation 

Officials do not recommend compensating this group for relative losses 
34 Officials do not recommend compensating this group of low-income families who are 

only relatively financially disadvantaged compared to the Budget 2017 changes, and 
not current incomes. This is because the interactions causing this are an intended 
part of the system, these losses are small and theoretical and this group of families 
are generally substantially better off in terms of their actual incomes by around $51 
per week on average. 

35 In addition, the proposed options for compensation are complex, costly and difficult 
to implement by 1 July 2018. 

 

 

                                           

 

4 If they are receiving the Accommodation Supplement maximum payment, their payment is unlikely 
to fall. 

5 Whether or not their payment falls is a result of the interactions between the increase in the entry 
threshold (which decreases their Accommodation Supplement payment) and the increase in the 
income threshold above which the Accommodation Supplement abates (which increases their 
Accommodation Supplement payment). Both of these interactions are driven by the increase in 
the benefit rate. The abatement threshold for non-beneficiaries is uses the relevant Jobseeker 
Support rate of benefit. 
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If compensation is desired, the transitional assistance fund could be extended to 
cover this group’s relative losses compared to Budget 2017 changes 
36 Ministers agreed to establish a welfare programme to provide transitional assistance 

to those financially disadvantaged, or those who receive a reduced rate of Childcare 
Assistance, as a result of the Families Package. The transitional assistance payment 
ensures that no families will be disadvantaged due to the interdependency and 
complexity of the tax and transfer system (CAB-17-MIN-0516 refers).  

37 The payment will compensate those financially disadvantaged due to actual 
decreases in incomes for families before and after the implementation of the Families 
Package. Compensating this financially disadvantaged group with transitional 
financial assistance is standard practice for tax and transfer packages. This 
recognises that many people who receive financial assistance are on relatively low 
incomes, and even small decreases in income can be material to them. 

38 Governments have varied the detailed design, such as the length of time that the 
transitional assistance lasts for, and the threshold over which people are 
compensated, but the overall approach has been similar6. Extending this approach to 
people who are not actually financially disadvantaged, but are relatively 
disadvantaged compared to a Package that never came into effect, could set a 
precedent for transitional assistance.  

39 The parameters of the payment agreed by Ministers do not currently provide for 
assistance to those disadvantaged relative to the previous Budget 2017 changes. If 
Ministers wish to compensate this group, the proposed welfare programme could 
extend to include this group. This option would ensure that all families in this group 
receive at least the same level of assistance than what they would have received 
under the previous Budget 2017 settings on 1 July 2018.  

The transitional assistance payment for this group is complicated by the split 
implementation dates of the Families Package 
40 The payments causing the interactions are being implemented on different dates, 

with the Accommodation Supplement changes coming into force on 1 April 2018, and 
the Family Tax Credit rate increase on 1 July 2018. Therefore, compensating this 
group for the overall impact of the Package is only possible on 1 July 2018 when all 
components have been implemented.  

41 This split implementation means that these families will not experience the overall 
impact at the same time.  

• Those receiving the Accommodation Supplement maximum payment will benefit 
on 1 April 2018, however this group are then receiving less than the new (much 
higher) Accommodation Supplement maximum payments 

o Then on 1 July 2018, they will benefit again from the Family Tax Credit 
changes (by an average of around $41.50 per week) 

o Now that they are no longer receiving the maximum Accommodation 
Supplement payment, their Accommodation Supplement payment is likely 
to fall by around $2 or $3 per week, and 

o They will receive this potential transitional assistance payment. 

• Those not receiving the maximum Accommodation Supplement payment will 
experience a small rise or fall in their Accommodation Supplement payment on 1 

                                           

 

6 The previous Government’s transitional assistance was to last for two years from the date of 
implementation, or until the person experienced a change in circumstances. This assistance was 
also limited to those families who were losing more than $3 per week, which was estimated to be 
around 200. Around 3,000 recipients were expected to be financially disadvantaged by less than 
$3 per week. 
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April 2018 as a result of the Annual General Adjustment of benefit rates 
(described above) - any families who are actually financially disadvantaged by a 
small amount are not compensated  

o Then on 1 July 2018, they will benefit from the Family Tax Credit increase 
(on average by around $41.50 per week) 

o Their Accommodation Supplement payment is likely to fall by around $2 or 
$3 per week, and 

o They will receive this potential transitional assistance payment. 

Further work will be required in order to able to accurately identify this group in 
order to compensate them 
42 MSD will need to do a considerable amount of further work to be able to identify this 

group accurately, including further development of its model as this would not be 
possible with current functionality. With these developments MSD should be able to 
identify this group with reasonable accuracy, though there is still a risk that a larger 
number of families will need to be compensated in order to cover all potential 
families. 

43 This uncertainty is driven by the difference in assessment periods for assistance from 
MSD (mostly weekly) and IR (annual), and the fact that MSD only pays this group of 
families the Accommodation Supplement. MSD’s modelling can estimate these 
families’ entitlement to tax credits, but they will be receiving the tax credits from IR. 
MSD will estimate their entitlements based on their weekly income, however tax 
credits are paid on an annual basis, so MSD’s estimate will not necessarily reflect 
their annual entitlement.  

44 These challenges are inherent to a payment that seeks to compensate people for 
annual average loss, based on a single weeks’ income. The only way to avoid this 
would be to pay people at the end of the tax year (31 March 2019), but the delay in 
the timing of the compensation payment is unlikely to be acceptable. Given the 
complexity associated with identifying this group, it may not be possible to pay 
people on 1 July 2018. Greater accuracy may be possible if the compensation 
payment is able to be paid a short time (a few weeks) after this. 

45 The cost of paying each family their estimated relative loss (average of around $1.40 
per week) is estimated to be around $0.400 million. Note that this costing assumes 
that MSD can identify this group accurately. As discussed above, initial work suggests 
that this is likely to be possible but further work will need to be done to improve 
current modelling. There was insufficient time to estimate the operational costs 
associated with this option, but the further work required is likely to increase the 
overall cost materially. 

46 Officials do not recommend providing assistance for this group via the transitional 
assistance payment because: 

• The payment is designed to compensate those actually financially disadvantaged 
before and after the implementation of the Families Package 

• It is a short-term payment designed to transition those financially disadvantaged 
onto their ‘new’ level of assistance post implementation of the Package 

• Extending this approach to people who are not actually financially 
disadvantaged, but are relatively disadvantaged compared to a Package that 
never came into effect, could set a precedent for transitional assistance 

• A considerable amount of further work is required to be able to identify this 
group accurately 

• There are significant challenges associated with compensating families for a 
relative loss of in their annual income based on a single weeks’ income/point in 
time (1 July 2018) 
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• It will be very challenging for frontline staff to communicate the reasons for the 
transitional assistance payment, and 

• We have had insufficient time to estimate the operational costs and it is possible 
that the administration costs associated with paying this assistance would 
outweigh the benefit to clients. 

Other options were considered, but discounted due to cost and feasibility 
47 The options were:  

• Increasing the Family Tax Credit further 

• Grand-parenting Accommodation Supplement payment rates for families with 
children on 30 June 2018, and 

• Moving the definition of the entry threshold of the Accommodation Supplement 
into regulations as part of the Families Package legislative changes, requiring 
further work to then de-couple the definition of the entry threshold from the 
Family Tax Credit. 

48 These options are discussed below. 

Increasing the Family Tax Credit further 

49 It would be possible to prevent all of these families from being relatively financially 
disadvantaged compared to the Budget 2017 changes by increasing the Family Tax 
Credit rate (for eldest children) by a further $3 per week. This would have a ball-park 
fiscal cost of $45 to $60 million per year. Note that this increase would apply to all 
families with children eligible for this payment, not just the 5,000 affected. 

50 While it would be possible to implement this, officials do not recommend this option 
given the scale of the fiscal costs required to compensate a small group of people for 
theoretical losses. 

Grand-parenting Accommodation Supplement rates 

51 Another option considered was to grand-parent rates of Accommodation Supplement 
for relatively financially disadvantaged families, to maintain the rate of 
Accommodation Supplement they were receiving on 30 June 2018. This means 
affected families with children will not receive a reduced rate of Accommodation 
Supplement on 1 July 2018, but instead continue to receive the same amount they 
were receiving before they were affected by the increase in the entry threshold 
amount. 

52 Officials do not recommend grand-parenting Accommodation Supplement rates for 
affected families with children because: 

• While this option may be implemented in time for 1 July 2018, it would be 
challenging and would risk the successful implementation of other aspects of the 
Families Package 

• Depending on the detailed design, it may affect the ability to automatically apply 
future annual general adjustment changes to benefit rates and threshold   

• It is administratively complex and confusing for frontline staff to administer 

• The concept of grand-parenting is generally used to prevent clients from being 
actually financially disadvantaged (i.e. not used to compensate theoretical 
losses), and 

• It will be difficult to identify this group accurately with the information that MSD 
holds, and will face the same challenges as described in the transitional 
assistance approach earlier in this Report. 

53 Grand-parenting the Accommodation Supplement rates for this population is 
estimated to cost approximately $0.500 million per year in direct costs. There was 
insufficient time to estimate the operational costs associated with grand-parenting, 
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and these would be likely to materially increase this cost given the complexity of the 
administration.  

54 An amendment to the Social Security Act 1964 would need to be included in the 
Families Package Omnibus Bill. 

Moving the definition of the entry threshold of the Accommodation Supplement 
into regulations as part of the Families Package legislative changes 

55 The definition of the entry threshold for Accommodation Supplement (including the 
link to main benefits and the Family Tax Credit) is currently in primary legislation. 
Moving this definition into regulations (without changing it – a ‘lift and shift’) is 
consistent with the changes proposed in the current version of the Social Security 
Legislation Rewrite Bill.  

56 Officials’ judgement is that it would be possible to ‘lift and shift’ the existing definition 
from primary legislation into regulations as part of the Families Package legislative 
changes. However, there is insufficient time to change the definition at the same time 
(to break the link between the entry threshold and the increase in the Family Tax 
Credit on 1 July 2018), as this is a significant change to current policy, and would 
need further substantive policy advice in order to inform how exactly the entry 
threshold definition should change.  

57 This would mean that further advice on changing the definition would need to be 
provided early in the new year, and would then require an Order in Council to be 
passed to update this new definition of the entry threshold into regulations. Changing 
the definition of the entry threshold would necessitate potentially significant changes 
to MSD’s IT systems that would be unlikely to be able to be delivered in time for 1 
July 2018, without risking the successful implementation of the rest of the Families 
Package. 

58 Changing the definition of the entry threshold to exclude the increase in the Family 
Tax Credit on 1 July 2018 (and not the whole payment), would have on-going fiscal 
costs of around $16 million per year (over the forecast period) and it would apply to 
all Accommodation Supplement recipients. Note that this is a preliminary estimate of 
the fiscal cost, and there was insufficient time to estimate the operational costs 
associated with this change. 

59 Alternatively, longer-term work could be done on de-coupling Accommodation 
Supplement entry thresholds from the Family Tax Credit, as part of any broader work 
you may wish to undertake reviewing Accommodation Supplement and/or other 
housing subsidies. 

Next steps 
60 The decisions sought in this paper are needed on Tuesday 5 December, in order for 

any changes to be made in time, and to be able to inform the communications for the 
Families Package. 

61 A Cabinet paper, alongside the draft Families Package Omnibus Bill, will be lodged on 
Thursday 7 December for Cabinet consideration on Monday 11 December. 
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Appendix 

Further analysis of low-income working families  
62 MSD’s administrative data identifies around 5,000 non-beneficiary recipients of 

Accommodation Supplement, who may be financially disadvantaged relative to the 
Budget 2017 changes, by around $1.40 per week on average. All are families with 
children who do not receive a main benefit, have a family income below around $683 
per week (around $35,500 per year), and receive the Accommodation Supplement.  

63 The following tables7 provide further analysis of the incomes of this group, the 
distribution of their relative financial disadvantage compared to the Budget 2017 
changes, and the distribution of their actual gains. 

Table 2: Annual family income of the 5,000 families 

Income band Clients 

$20,000 - $25,000 450 

$25,000 - $30,000 290 

$30,000 - $35,000 4,050 

$35,000 - $40,000 200 

Table 3: Distribution of relative financial disadvantage for the 5,000 families, 
compared to Budget 2017 

Relative loss Clients 

Less than $1 1,510 

$1 - $2 3,370 

$2 - $3 100 

Table 4: Distribution of actual financial gains for the 5,000 families 

Gain Clients Gain Clients 

$0.01 to $10 160 $60 - $70 380 

$10 - $20 1,050 $70 - $80 440 

$20 - $30 320 $80 - $90 220 

$30 - $40 290 $90 - $100 250 

$40 - $50 1,140 $100 or more 380 

50 - $60 360   

 

                                           

 

7 Client numbers may not add to 5,000 due to rounding. Client numbers are rounded to the nearest 
10. 


