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Purpose

To interpret the survey findings at a glance, identify the strongest evidence for policy
and public advocacy, reflect on what the survey reveals about older women's
housing experiences, and recommend improvements to the survey so future data
collection captures pathways into housing insecurity and homelessness more fully.



1. Executive summary — at a glance

e Housing stress is widespread: 81.9% of respondents who answered Q8 reported current or past housing
stress, defined in the survey as housing costs above 30% of household income or a significant rent increase.

e Housing costs are the dominant barrier: 84.6% of respondents to Q9 identified rental cost as a barrier;
65.8% identified rental supply shortages and 63.6% identified low or fixed income.

e Housing cost burdens are substantial: Among 470 respondents to Q10, 76.4% reported spending more
than 30% of household income on housing, including 26.8% spending more than 60%.

¢ Insecurity is not synonymous with rough sleeping: 52.7% of respondents to Q7 said they had moved

without having a secure/safe place to go. This is important evidence of forms of housing insecurity that may

sit outside conventional images of homelessness.

e Social housing access appears difficult: Only 22.6% of respondents to Q22 said they were registered for

public/social housing. Among the 97 respondents who reported a waiting-list duration, 42.3% had been

waiting five years or more and 15.5% more than ten years.

¢ Income and retirement security matter: 45.7% of respondents to Q11 selected fixed income support as
their income source. In Q15, 36.3% of respondents selected 'No superannuation' and in Q16, 26.7% of

respondents not yet retired selected 'No superannuation'.

e The survey shows a preference for secure, independent housing: Long-term tenure (78.7%), privacy
(73.9%), air conditioning/heating (73.7%), low energy use (67.1%), vehicle parking (67.9%) and ability to
personalise the space (66.3%) were among the most selected home features.

e There is interest in alternative models — but information is needed: For shared equity, 34.6% said yes and
39.9% needed more information. For part-share independent living with shared amenities, 36.4% said yes

and 45.5% needed more information.

e The survey has a strong constituency for further engagement: 70.9% of those answering Q38 indicated

interest in learning more about the Housing Older Women Movement.

2. Who responded?

Measure
Survey responses

Age

Gender

Location

Result
603 records overall; question
denominators vary

93.2% were aged 51+; 42.4% were
61-70

97.5% female

62.7% Queensland; 57.9%
metropolitan; 40.7% regional; 2.2%
remote

Interpretation

The usable denominator is different
for almost every question, so
percentages should always be
reported with n.

The sample is strongly concentrated
in the intended older-women cohort,
although 7.0% were under 50.

The findings are predominantly
about women, but the survey did
receive responses from men, non-
binary respondents and others.

The survey has a substantial
Queensland and regional
component, but it should not be
treated as representative of
Queensland or Australia.



3. The strongest findings

3.1 Housing stress and affordability

The clearest finding is the scale of housing stress. Q8 recorded 440 'Yes' responses (81.9% of 537 respondents).
Q10 adds a more concrete measure: among 470 respondents, 233 (49.6%) reported housing costs consuming
31-60% of gross household income, 93 (19.8%) reported 61-80%, and 33 (7.0%) reported more than 80%. Taken
together, 359 of 470 respondents (76.4%) were above the 30% threshold.

For advocacy, this is potentially more compelling than presenting homelessness as a binary state. The results
show a continuum: high housing costs, insecure tenure, forced moves, inadequate supply, low income and
difficulty accessing social housing can precede a more visible episode of homelessness.

3.2 The barriers are structural rather than simply personal

Among 462 respondents answering Q9, the leading barriers were rental cost (84.6%), rental supply shortages
(65.8%), low or fixed income (63.6%), limited public/social/community housing availability (47.4%), location
(385.1%) and suitability/access to public/social/community housing (32.3%). The pattern points strongly toward
an interaction between market conditions, income adequacy and the supply/design of affordable housing.

3.3 Housing insecurity is often hidden

Q7 is especially important for reframing the issue. Of 539 respondents, 284 (52.7%) reported having had to move
without a secure or safe place to go. Meanwhile, Q17 records only small proportions in visibly homeless
situations such as rough sleeping, cars, tents or caravans. This contrast suggests that a survey relying only on 'Are
you homeless?' would miss a large part of the lived experience captured here.

3.4 Social housing: waiting, uncertainty and possible access barriers

Only 103 of 456 respondents (22.6%) said they were registered for public/social housing. Among the 97
respondents who answered the waiting-time question, 35 had waited 1-5 years, 27 had waited 5-10 years and 15
had waited more than 10 years. Thus, 42.3% of those answering Q23 had been waiting at least five years.

Q24 also identifies an information/access issue: among 374 respondents not on the register, 171 (45.7%) were
unsure whether they were eligible. This is an important survey finding in its own right, because 'not on the register'
does not necessarily mean 'does not need social housing'.

3.5 Retirement and financial security

The survey raises a strong intergenerational and life-course issue. Q11 shows fixed income support as the most
selected income source (45.7% of 497 respondents). Q15 records 120 respondents (36.3% of 331) selecting 'No
superannuation'. Q16 records 92 respondents (26.7% of 344) selecting 'No superannuation' when asked about
expected retirement funds.

These figures should be presented cautiously because the wording and routing of Q15/Q16 are not sufficiently
clear to establish how many respondents were actually retired or yet to retire. Nevertheless, the results justify
much stronger future questioning about retirement income, lifetime unpaid caring, relationship breakdown,
interrupted employment and housing tenure at retirement.



4. Findings particularly suited to government lobbying and media

The following are the most communicable findings. They are presented as survey findings, not as population
estimates. Any media release should state the sample size and self-selection clearly.

Potential headline
statistic

More than 8 in 10 reported
housing stress
More than 3in 4 were paying
over 30% of income on
housing
More than half had moved
without a secure/safe place
to go
Rental cost was the leading
barrier
Almost two-thirds identified
low/fixed income as a
barrier
42% of social-housing wait-
list respondents had waited
5+ years
Nearly half of non-registered
respondents were unsure
about eligibility
71% expressed interest in
the movement

Respondents
no.

440/537
359/470

284/539

391/462

294/462

42/97

171/374

229/323

81.9%

76.4%

52.7%

84.6%

63.6%

42.3%

45.7%

70.9%

%

Why it matters

Shows the scale of affordability pressure in the
respondent group.

Provides a simple affordability measure with a
recognised threshold.

Strongly illustrates hidden/precarious
homelessness pathways.

Connects housing insecurity directly to
affordability.

Supports discussion of income adequacy
alongside housing supply.

A strong service-access and waiting-time finding,
with an explicit denominator.

Raises a practical question about navigation,
eligibility information and outreach.

Demonstrates potential for community
mobilisation, but not prevalence of public
opinion.

Suggested advocacy framing: 'The survey shows a continuum of housing insecurity among older women,

namely

e unaffordable rents

e |low or fixed incomes

e forced moves

e long waits for social housing

e uncertainty about eligibility

These insecurities can all occur before a woman becomes visibly homeless. This provides a more defensible

framing than claiming the survey only measures the prevalence of homelessness among older women nationally.

5. What the survey says about the kind of housing women want

The survey does not simply document problems. It contains useful design evidence about desired solutions. Q30

shows particularly strong demand for long-term tenure (78.7%), privacy (73.9%), heating/cooling (73.7%), vehicle
parking (67.9%), low energy use (67.1%), ability to personalise the home (66.3%), private garden space (64.6%)
and proximity to services/activities (58.7%).

Q31 suggests that independent living remains important, while some respondents are open to community-
oriented models. Q32 shows strong interest in communal gardens (75.2%), indoor recreation space (56.6%) and

shared laundry/kitchen or dining facilities (about 48% each) among those answering that question.



The shared-equity questions are particularly useful for further exploration. In Q33, 74.6% either expressed
interest or wanted more information. In Q34, 81.8% either said yes or needed more information about part-share
independent living with shared amenities. This should not be interpreted as 75-82% of all respondents wanting
these models; the denominators are much smaller because many skipped these questions.

6. Qualitative findings — what the open-ended responses add

The open-ended questions substantially deepen the quantitative findings. They show that housing insecurity is
experienced not simply as a problem of having or not having a home, but as a set of choices and compromises
involving affordability, tenure, safety, privacy, location, accessibility, community, caring responsibilities and the
ability to age in place.

The themes below are drawn from thematic reading of Q20, Q21, Q36 and Q37. They are qualitative themes,
rather than statistically quantified frequencies. Any final report on this survey’s responses should therefore avoid
claiming that a particular percentage of respondents expressed each theme unless a formal coding exercise is
subsequently completed.

6.1 Q20 — What women like about their current home

Q20 (427 answered) reveals what women are trying to protect when they seek secure housing. Responses
repeatedly value location and proximity to family, friends, work, medical services, shops and transport; safety,
security and stability; a sense of community alongside privacy and independence; affordability; quiet and
connection with nature; gardens and outdoor space; suitable size and layout; accessibility; and the ability to keep
pets.

Some responses also communicate relief at simply having somewhere to live, even where the home is imperfect.
This matters because it suggests that “appropriate housing” should not be defined only by price or physical
shelter. A housing response can fail if it is affordable, but removes access to relationships, services, transport,
privacy, pets, outdoor space or a sense of belonging.

6.2 Q21 — What women do not like about their current home

Q21 (425 answered) provides a useful counterpoint. The responses identify tenure insecurity and the possibility
of forced moves; rent and other housing costs; poor maintenance and housing quality; difficulty asserting rights;
accessibility and ageing-in-place problems; transport and location barriers; lack of privacy or autonomy; safety
concerns; social isolation; climate and energy vulnerability; restrictions around pets or outdoor space; and the
difficulty of finding a genuinely affordable alternative when downsizing.

A recurring pattern is the “better than homelessness” trade-off: some women appear to tolerate poor or
unsuitable conditions because the alternative is perceived as less safe or less secure. This is an important
indicator of hidden housing insecurity.

6.3 Q20 + Q21 — the central contrast: what women have versus what they need

Read together, Q20 and Q21 suggest a useful advocacy frame: older women are not necessarily asking simply for
“aroof”. They are seeking housing that is affordable and secure while retaining autonomy, privacy, relationships,
location, accessibility, safety and ordinary aspects of home life. The gap between these two questions can be
used to show the difference between nominal housing and suitable, sustainable housing. It also cautions against
assuming that cheaper or smaller housing is automatically an adequate solution.



6.4 Q28 — what a typical day at home looks like

Q28 (371 answered) adds an important lived-experience layer that is different from asking whether a home is
affordable, secure or physically suitable. The question asks respondents to describe what they actually do at
home: work, care, host people, spend time outdoors, listen to music, craft, garden and live with pets. The
responses show that “home” is an active setting for paid and unpaid work, relationships, care, recreation,
identity and community participation—not simply a place where people sleep.

Several recurring patterns are evident. Respondents describe working or studying from home; caring for children,
older parents or people with disability; preparing meals and managing household tasks; gardening and growing
food; walking and caring for pets; undertaking craft and creative activities; exercising; and having family or friends
visit or stay. Other responses describe volunteering, community groups, church or gardening clubs, talking with
neighbours and maintaining social contact by phone. These activities help explain why housing size, outdoor
space, privacy, location and accessibility matter in practical terms.

Q28 also reveals variation in how much connection or activity occurs at home. Some respondents describe
homes as places of hospitality, family connection and community participation, while others report very limited
visitors or social contact. This suggests that the home can simultaneously be a site of autonomy and a site where
isolation becomes more visible. The qualitative evidence therefore supports a more nuanced understanding of
“community”: proximity to other people does not automatically create connection, and some respondents value
the ability to participate socially while retaining private space.

For housing design and policy, Q28 suggests that suitability should be understood in relation to daily life. A
dwelling may need to accommodate working from home, caring responsibilities, hobbies, pets, guests,
gardening, support workers or changing mobility. The responses also suggest that caring and unpaid work can
shape housing needs even where it is not captured as a formal household composition category. Future surveys
could therefore ask directly about the activities a home needs to support and whether the current dwelling
enables or constrains them.

Q28 should be read alongside Q20 and Q21. Q20 identifies valued features such as location, security, space,
gardens, pets and community; Q21 identifies constraints and losses; Q28 shows what those features mean in
everyday practice. Together, they provide a stronger account of the relationship between housing and quality of
daily life.

6.5 Q36 — ageing in place

Q36 (294 answered) describes the conditions respondents associate with being able to remain at home as they
age. Themes include independence and autonomy; physical and personal safety; connection to family and
community; access to in-home support; the ability to modify the dwelling as needs change; accessibility and
transport; privacy; long-term tenure; affordability of maintenance and support; pets, gardens and outdoor space;
and, for some respondents, small-scale community or co-housing arrangements that provide connection without
requiring loss of private living space. These responses reinforce a key point: ageing in place is not simply about
remaining in the same address. It depends on whether the home can remain safe, accessible, affordable and
socially connected over time.

6.6 Q37 — “Tell a politician one thing...”

Q37 (317 answered) is especially valuable for advocacy because respondents were asked to articulate the
change they considered most important. The responses cluster around several solution areas: affordable rents
and stronger rental assistance; increased public, social and community housing; longer and more secure tenure;
housing designed specifically for older single women; smaller but genuinely liveable self-contained homes; co-



housing, cooperative housing, women’s communities and “village” models; shared equity, co-ownership and
rent-to-buy approaches; assistance with downsizing; accessible housing and transport; recognition of the
financial effects of unpaid caring; stronger pathways out of domestic and family violence; and earlier responses
to hidden homelessness. Many respondents also emphasise that they want to be listened to and involved in
designing solutions.

A few direct quote highlights:

"Control the reckless cost of rental and not use renters as the source of income for paying off an investment
asset. Rent is a necessity for too many for many different reasons. Appraisal decisions are made often by
individuals with vested interests (owners, working people with property who have the power to collusively decide

[

ie bankers, investors, property developers, valuers) what is 'appropriate’.

“l want politicians to use ideas that work in other countries, such as the Irish government allowing people to offer
a room in their house for rent and earn up to 14,000 Euros tax free, or existing models in Australia that offer
affordable co-housing or match people up to share homes. The answers are out there and many people are living
in houses that are too large for them - but they don't have the incentives to retrofit, share or downsize.”

“Make it easier and more affordable to build and live in tiny homes.”

“Housing should not be used as investment it is an essential element.”

6.7 Q37 as a “problem - lived consequence -» proposed response” evidence source
For lobbying and submissions, Q37 can be organised without presenting the respondents’ policy proposals as
established solutions. A useful structure is:

(1) the problem women describe;
(2) the lived consequence; and
(3) the response respondents say they would like considered.

For example: unaffordable rents > fear of losing housing or inability to move safely - respondents mention rent
assistance, affordable housing supply and longer-term tenure; conventional housing not fitting older women’s
circumstances > unsuitable choices or forced trade-offs > respondents mention smaller self-contained
dwellings, co-housing, cooperatives and other models; insufficient retirement resources - difficulty sustaining
rent or entering ownership > respondents mention shared equity, affordable loans, income support and
downsizing assistance.

These are respondent-generated options, not recommendations or findings of policy effectiveness.

6.8 A recurring principle: independence with connection

Across Q20, Q21, Q28, Q36 and Q37, there is a notable tension between two needs that should not be treated as
opposites: independence and connection. Many responses value private space, autonomy and control, while
also wanting neighbours, community, family proximity, shared gardens or communal facilities.

This suggests that future housing questions should distinguish between sharing a dwelling and living in a
community. The survey already points toward this distinction through Q31-Q34, and the qualitative responses
provide the lived-experience explanation for it.



6.9 Implications for the survey
The qualitative responses indicate that the next survey could capture pathways and trade-offs, not just current
housing status. In particular, it could ask the following for example:

what happened before insecurity?

what respondents did to avoid homelessness?

what they sacrificed to retain housing?

what would make a dwelling sustainable as they age?

how caring, family separation or violence affected housing?

S0 Q0 T W

which forms of housing support or alternative tenure women have considered?

Open-ended questions should be deliberately placed after concise structured questions, so that the survey
produces both comparable data and lived-experience evidence.

6.10 Recommended qualitative coding framework for future reporting
For a more defensible second-stage analysis, code responses against a common framework:

e affordability;

e tenure/security;

e housing quality/maintenance;

o safety;

e accessibility/ageing;

e daily life and home-based activity;
e caring and unpaid work;

e social connection/isolation;

e location/transport;

e privacy/autonomy;

e family/community connection;

e pets/outdoor space;

e energy/climate;

e caringresponsibilities;

e relationship breakdown or family violence;
e homelessness/hidden homelessness;
e service navigation;

e discrimination;

e desired housing model;

e policy response;

e emotional/lived impact.

A response can receive multiple codes. This would allow the Movement to report both illustrative quotations and
the number or proportion of respondents mentioning each theme, while preserving the richness of the original
responses.

6.11 How this changes the advocacy story

The quantitative results establish scale: high housing stress, high housing-cost burdens, widespread barriers and
substantial experiences of insecure moves. Q28 adds the everyday-Llife dimension: it shows what housing
enables or constrains in relation to work, caring, social connection, hobbies, pets and outdoor activity. The
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qualitative results explain the mechanism and human consequences: women may remain in unsuitable housing
because alternatives are unaffordable or unsafe; they value security without giving up privacy and autonomy; and
they want housing that can adapt to ageing while maintaining community and family connection. Together, the
two forms of evidence support a stronger narrative of prevention: identify housing insecurity earlier, understand
the circumstances that precipitate it, and measure whether available housing is actually suitable and sustainable
rather than merely occupied.

7. What is not included in the survey?

The survey has substantial strengths, particularly its attention to housing design and lived experience. However, it
is much stronger at asking 'what housing do you want?' and 'what housing barriers exist?' than at reconstructing
the pathway by which an older woman becomes housing insecure.

e Pathway into insecurity: What happened in the 6-24 months before housing became insecure? Include
relationship breakdown, rent increase, eviction, landlord sale, mortgage stress, loss of employment,
retirement, caring responsibilities, bereavement, illness/disability, family conflict and disaster.

e Homelessness definitions: Ask separately about sleeping rough, couch surfing, temporary stays with
family/friends, living in a car/van, emergency accommodation, staying in an unsafe relationship because
there is nowhere safe to go, and being at imminent risk of eviction.

e Duration and recurrence: How long has the current insecurity lasted? Has it happened before? How many
moves have occurred in the past five years?

e Housing tenure and security: Ask tenure, lease length, rent review frequency, notice periods, landlord/agent
issues and whether the respondent believes they can remain for the next 12 months.

o Affordability after essentials: Housing cost alone can hide hardship. Ask what remains after housing for
food, utilities, transport, medication/health costs, insurance and debt.

e Debt and financial shocks: Ask about rent arrears, mortgage arrears, utility disconnection, credit-
card/personal debt and unexpected expenses.

e Domestic and family violence: Use a sensitive optional question about whether violence, coercive control
or safety concerns have affected housing decisions. Provide a safe skip option and support information.

e Caring and unpaid work: Q13 and Q14 ask whether respondents care or volunteer, but do not clearly
capture the economic impact. Ask hours, duration, whether caring reduced paid work, and whether caring
affects housing location or affordability.

e Health, disability and accessibility: Ask whether health/disability affects housing needs, ability to work,
ability to maintain a home, stairs/accessibility, and proximity to health services. Avoid unnecessary medical
detail.

e Transport and digital access: Ask whether lack of a car, public transport, internet or digital literacy creates
barriers to housing applications, inspections, services or employment.

e Discrimination: Ask whether age, gender, disability, family status, pets, income source, Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander identity, ethnicity, sexuality or other factors have affected access to housing. Make
optional and inclusive.

e Housing preferences vs trade-offs: Ask respondents to rank what they would sacrifice if necessary:
location, size, privacy, garden, parking, pets, community space, accessibility, tenure length, etc.

e Solutions and willingness: Ask which policy responses respondents would support: more social housing,
rent assistance, longer leases, build-to-rent, shared equity, cooperative housing, community housing,
portable housing assistance, downsizing support, or other models.
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Service navigation: Ask where respondents sought help, whether they knew where to go, what happened,
whether they were turned away, and what would have made it easier.

8. Specific survey-question improvements

The following changes would make the next survey more useful for policy evidence while reducing ambiguity and

respondent burden.

Use clear routing and denominators: Q15 and Q16 should be separate routed questions: first establish
'retired / not retired / semi-retired’, then ask the relevant superannuation question. Every published result
should show n.

Replace broad yes/no housing questions with a housing-security ladder: Use a sequence from secure
owner/renter through rent stress, insecure/short-term arrangement, forced move, couch surfing/temporary
accommodation, imminent eviction and homelessness.

Add a 12-month timeframe: Ask what has happened in the past 12 months and what respondents expectin
the next 12 months. This makes the data more actionable.

Add a direct 'risk of losing current home' question: For example: '"How worried are you that you will have to
leave your current home in the next 12 months?' with a 5-point response scale and 'prefer not to say'.
Separate experience from opinion: For example, distinguish 'l have experienced long waiting times' from 'l
believe social housing should be expanded'. This strengthens the evidentiary value.

Add open-ended questions strategically: Rather than many open boxes, use 3-5 high-value prompts: 'What
happened?', 'What would have prevented it?', 'What does a safe home mean to you?', 'What would you tell
government?', and 'What should housing providers understand?'

Ask about trade-offs: A forced-choice or ranking question can reveal whether women prioritise affordability,
security, location, privacy, accessibility, community and tenure.

Include a question on what women do to avoid homelessness: Examples: move in with family, move
further away, take in a housemate, reduce food/health spending, return to work, borrow money, stay in an
unsafe relationship, sleep in a car, or use temporary accommodation.

Improve demographic usefulness without over-collecting sensitive data: Age bands, household
composition, tenure, income band, caring status, disability/accessibility needs, Aboriginal/Torres Strait
Islander identity and broad geography can be valuable if collected respectfully and optionally.

9. A proposed core set of new open-ended questions

1.

w N

N o ok

If you have experienced housing insecurity, what was happening in your life when it began?

What is the biggest thing that makes it difficult for you to secure or keep suitable housing?

Have you ever stayed somewhere, or remained in a housing situation, because you could not see a safer or
more affordable alternative? If you would like, please tell us about this.

What does a genuinely safe, secure and affordable home mean to you at this stage of your life?

What would have prevented your housing situation from becoming difficult or insecure?

If you could change one government policy or housing service, what would you change?

What do housing providers, governments or the community most misunderstand about older women's
housing needs?

Is there anything about your housing experience that this survey has not asked about that you think we should
understand?

12



10. Recommended reporting strategy

e 1-page 'At a glance' briefing: Use 5-7 headline numbers, a short methodology box and 3 respondent
voices/anonymous quotations from open-ended responses.

e Policy briefing: Organise around prevention: income security > affordable supply - tenure security > social
housing access » specialist support > alternative ownership/community models.

e Mediarelease: Lead with one high-denominator finding, preferably 81.9% housing stress or 76.4% spending
over 30% of income, followed by the 52.7% unsafe/unsure move finding.

e Data dashboard: Show results by age band, geography, tenure and income where sample sizes permit.
Always show n and suppress very small cells.

e Lived-experience report: Treat Q20, Q21, Q28, Q36 and Q37 as a linked qualitative evidence set. Use Q20 to
show what women value and are trying to preserve; Q21 to show the compromises and risks they experience;
Q36 to describe what sustainable ageing in place requires; and Q37 to map problems to respondent-
proposed policy responses. Use a small number of carefully anonymised quotations, selected to illustrate
themes rather than to imply prevalence. Where possible, complete formal coding before publishing theme
counts.

e Government submission: Pair the survey with external national/state evidence rather than using the survey
alone to estimate prevalence. This will make the advocacy case more robust.

11. Methodological cautions

e This appears to be a self-selected survey rather than a probability sample. It should therefore not be
described as representative of all older women, Queensland women or Australian women.

e Question denominators vary substantially. For example, Q8 had 537 responses, Q10 had 470, Q23 had 97
and Q38 had 323. Percentages should never be quoted without the relevant n.

e Some questions allow multiple selections, so percentages should not be added together.

e Several questions have substantial non-response. Skipping may itself be meaningful, but it cannot
automatically be interpreted as a 'No'.

e Q15/Q16 need clearer routing and wording before their superannuation results are used as a strong
quantitative claim.

e The 2023 survey predates current 2025-26 housing and homelessness conditions. It is best used as lived-
experience evidence and a baseline, supplemented with current administrative and population data.

12. External context for advocacy

Current Australian evidence provides useful context for the survey. AHURI reported in March 2026 that women’s
homelessness increased from 49,017 in the 2016 Census to 53,974 in 2021, while also noting that older women's
homelessness can be undercounted because women may avoid rough sleeping and may not access specialist
homelessness services. AHURI also reports that by 2031 an estimated 440,000 older households may be unable
to find or afford suitable housing.

AIHW reported that specialist homelessness services assisted around 31,700 older clients aged 55+ in 2024-25,
including around 12,200 who were already experiencing homelessness when they first presented. These
population-level data should be used alongside the survey rather than replaced by it.
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13. Overall reflection

Taken together, the survey depicts housing insecurity as a process, rather than a single event. The strongest
quantitative signals are high housing stress and housing-cost burdens, while Q20, Q21, Q36 and Q37 show how
that process is lived: through uncertainty about tenure, trade-offs between affordability and suitability, concerns
about safety and accessibility, and a desire for secure housing that preserves autonomy and connection.

The qualitative material also makes clear that respondents do not describe one single preferred housing model.
Some prioritise living alone and private space; others are open to small communities, shared amenities, co-
housing or cooperative arrangements, provided independence is retained. The report should therefore present
diversity of preference as a finding rather than assume a single model for older women.

The survey also points towards a constructive policy conversation. Respondents express a strong desire for long-
term tenure, privacy, comfort, affordability and independence, while a meaningful proportion are interested in
community, shared-equity and collaborative housing models. Importantly, many respondents selected 'need to
know more', which suggests that future engagement should test models with women rather than assuming that a
particular housing model is wanted.

For the next stage, the most valuable shift could be from a broad descriptive survey to a mixed-methods evidence
program: repeat a shorter quantitative survey, add targeted open-ended questions, conduct small facilitated
listening groups with women at different points on the housing-security spectrum, and combine those findings
with current AIHW/ABS/AHURI and state housing data. That would produce evidence capable of supporting both
policy submissions and human-interest media stories without overstating what the 2023 survey can prove.
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Appendix A — Qualitative evidence and reporting notes

Q20: 427 answered. Q21: 425 answered. Q36: 294 answered. Q37: 317 answered. The qualitative findings in
Section 6 are thematic observations from the supplied responses, not frequency estimates. Direct quotations for
publication should be selected only after checking anonymity and removing identifying details. Where responses
contain allegations about governments, landlords, housing providers or particular projects, those statements
should be presented as respondents’ experiences or claims unless independently verified.
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