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Introduction
About the authors and the Melbourne Institute
The authors of this submission are economists from the Melbourne Institute: Applied Economic &
Social Research at The University of Melbourne. The Melbourne Institute is Australia’s pre-eminent
economic and social policy research institution. Renowned for developing longitudinal research tools
and using data to build an evidence base for reform, the Institute has been powering effective change
for more than 50 years.
The authors have extensive experience undertaking research on complex social issues. They have
developed special expertise on homelessness in Australia by:





conducting the Journeys Home Survey: A Longitudinal Study of Factors Affecting Housing
Stability;
utilising the Journeys Home Survey and other data to investigate the trajectory of Australians into
and out of homelessness and the causes and consequences of homelessness;
Evaluating the Journeys to Social Inclusion program, an intensive support program to assist the
long-term homeless people; and
building, consulting with, and contributing to an international network of experts on
homelessness.

They have also published more than 15 articles in academic journals of international standing and 14
research reports using the Journeys Home Survey data; organised two conferences and a policy
forum aimed at translating research and drawing policy conclusions; and produced syntheses and
reviews of international research. This response to the inquiry draws on this body of knowledge to
address the key ‘talking’ points of the Legal and Social Issues Committee (‘the Committee’): the
changing scale and nature of homelessness in Victoria (point 1); the factors impacting on
homelessness (point 2); and the policies and practices which have a bearing on delivering services to
the homeless (point 3).
We appreciate the opportunity to provide this submission to the Parliament of Victoria. The views
expressed herein are those of the authors and are not intended to represent the views of Melbourne
Institute: Applied Economic & Social Research.

Summary of key points and recommendations



Between 2006 and 2016 the rate of homelessness in Victoria increased by 19%, from 35
homeless persons per 10,000 of the population in 2006, to 42 homeless persons per 10,000
population in 2016.
Social, economic and policy factors contribute to homelessness to differing degrees:
- Entries into homelessness are higher when housing markets are tight and labour markets
weak.
- Public housing is a strong protective factor against homelessness.
- Substance abuse increases the first entries into homelessness for young males, but the
effects are small to insignificant for some other groups and situations.
- The release from incarceration increases the likelihood of homelessness six months postrelease and for a further 12 months.
- Family breakdown has a very large impact on first entries into homelessness.
- Violence impacts both men’s and women’s entries into homelessness.
- People with diagnosed mental health conditions have relative low rates of entry into
homelessness.
- Loss of employment does not increase homelessness in the ensuing six months.
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Important considerations when developing policies and practices in relation to the homeless
include:
- Developing prevention policies which reduce entry and address shocks.
- Reducing vulnerabilities and addressing co-occurring conditions.
- Hastening exits via Housing First policies.
- Coordinating services to address complexity.
- Leveraging homeless people’s strengths and respecting their dignity.
- On-going evaluation and refinement of homelessness reduction programs.
- Developing positive policies that provide help and incentives.

Journeys Home: A Longitudinal Study of Factors Affecting Housing Stability
The Journeys Home Survey has made a major contribution to understanding homelessness in
Australia during the past nine years. It is a national, longitudinal, interviewer-administered survey of
1,682 disadvantaged Australians, and was conducted from 2011 to 2014. At the time of the initial
survey interviews, all survey respondents were current or recent income-support recipients who had
either been administratively flagged by Centrelink staff as being homeless or at risk of homelessness,
or had been statistically identified as being vulnerable to homelessness. The survey asked people
about their housing arrangements and homelessness, economic circumstances, physical and mental
health condition, family and childhood background, social and demographic situation, substance use,
exposure to violence and some other conditions in six waves of interviews that were each
approximately six months apart. Most respondents also agreed to let their survey responses be linked
to administrative records on income support from Centrelink.
The Journeys Home Survey was designed in response to a new federal Labor government policy on
homelessness in 2008 called The Road Home. The government commissioned the Melbourne
Institute to design and implement a new longitudinal survey which, still today, remains a completely
unique data source and underpins an extensive international body of research into the factors
affecting homelessness.
Four specific features make the Journeys Home Survey unique.


It examines all types of homelessness. Australia defines homelessness broadly to include not
only those sleeping rough and living in emergency or crisis accommodation, but also housing
situations that are unstable or culturally inappropriate. Some of these additional situations include
staying with relatives or friends temporarily and having no alternative, staying in a caravan park
or a boarding house, and staying in overcrowded accommodation. The Journeys Home Survey
allows for very deep analysis by capturing all these types of homelessness.



It includes people who are not homeless. The Journeys Home Survey includes respondents
who are not homeless at the time of the survey but are vulnerable to homelessness, such as
those who are facing housing instability or have experienced homelessness in the past. This
allows researchers to compare people who are homeless with people who are not to identify the
predictors and consequences of homelessness.



It involves six interviews over three years. The Journeys Home Survey is ‘longitudinal’,
meaning that the same respondents were surveyed over time in repeated interviews. This aspect
of the survey has allowed us to examine people’s transitions in and out of homelessness, the
characteristics of people prior to their homeless spells, and the conditions they experience
following a spell of homelessness or being housed.



It includes extensive information on respondent characteristics and risk factors. The
Journeys Home Survey asked respondents about many other characteristics in addition to their
housing experience. For example, it includes questions on their past and current situation in
regard to violence, substance use, incarceration and mental health, thereby providing
opportunities for quantitative research that investigates the relationships between those
characteristics.
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The combination of these four features was completely novel when the survey was initiated in 2010
and still has not been successfully replicated elsewhere. Further details on the survey are available in
Wooden et al. (2012).
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1. The changing scale and nature of homelessness across
Victoria
Homelessness in Australia and Victoria has increased significantly. The Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABS, 2016) reports that, across the country, the number of homeless people increased by
30% between the 2001 Census and the 2016 Census, from 89,728 to 116,427.

1.1.

19% increase in Victoria in a decade

In Victoria, as in the rest of Australia, homelessness has increased during the past decade. As we
show in Table 1, the rate of homelessness increased by 19% from 35 homeless persons per 10,000
of the population in 2006, to 42 homeless persons per 10,000 population in 2016. Nearly all of this
increase occurred between 2006 and 2011, with the rate of homelessness in Victoria remaining
constant between 2011 and 2016. Victoria has the fourth highest homelessness rate in the country
after the Northern Territory, New South Wales and Queensland. In addition to the homeless count,
the ABS Census 2016 reports a rate of 33 per 10,000 persons marginally housed and potentially at
risk of homelessness in Victoria.

1.2.

What has changed?

One of the major changes in the nature of homelessness in Victoria between 2006 and 2016 was the
big increase in the proportion of persons living in severely crowded dwellings; this rose from 7 per
10,000 persons in 2006 to 15 per 10,000 persons in 2016. Other categories of homelessness have
not changed very much.
Another notable change is the rise in the homelessness rates of young adults between 2006 and
2016: from 65 to 89 per 10,000 persons aged 19–24 years old; and from 49 to 62 per 10,000 persons
aged 25–34 years old.

1.3.

The duration and recurrence of homelessness in Australia

The figures above describe rates of homelessness at specific points in time. For some people,
homelessness may be brief. For others, it may represent a lengthy period which undermines both
economic and social well-being. Based on Journeys Home Survey data, the median duration of a
homeless episode is about 4.5 months, while 20% of homeless episodes last longer than 12 months.
Homelessness is also highly recurrent. Among Journeys Home Survey respondents who were
homeless at the initial interview, 65% had multiple episodes of homelessness prior to the survey and
39% had spent a total of four years or more without a decent place to live.

1.4.

Experience of homelessness in the Australian population

About 13% of Australians aged 18 and over have experienced homelessness during their lifetime,
among which 59% have experienced sleeping rough (Chamberlain and Johnson, 2015). Lifetime
experiences of homelessness are characterised by gender differences, with fewer women having ever
experienced homelessness (11% of women versus 15% of men); and with women experiencing
homelessness for a shorter total time than men (45% of women who have experienced homelessness
were homeless for less than four weeks compared with just 25% of men).
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Table 1. 2006, 2011 and 2016 Single-night Census of Homeless People in Victoria
2006
Number

All homeless individuals

17,410

Rate per
10,000 people

Number

2011
Rate per
10,000 people

Number

2016
Rate per
10,000 people

35.3

22,306

41.7

24,817

41.9

Accommodation type
Persons living in improvised dwellings, tents, or sleeping out
Persons in supported accommodation for the homeless

786

1.6

1,090

2.0

1,123

1.9

6,929

14.0

7,840

14.6

7,157

12.1

Persons staying temporarily with other households

3,227

6.5

3,323

6.2

3,091

5.2

Persons living in boarding houses

3,050

6.2

3,933

7.3

4,406

7.4

Persons in other temporary lodgings

73

0.1

95

0.2

108

0.2

3,345

6.8

6,022

11.2

8,930

15.1

Under 12

2,940

39.1

3,627

45.3

3,372

38.4

12–18

1,824

39.0

2,232

47.1

2,010

41.8

Persons living in 'severely' crowded dwellings
Age groups (years)

19–24

2,627

64.8

3,692

82.9

4,360

88.9

25–34

3,337

49.2

4,412

58.0

5,502

61.9

35–44

2,592

35.0

3,144

40.6

3,387

42.0

45–54

1,993

29.3

2,519

34.7

2,876

36.9

55–64

1,153

21.6

1,571

25.7

1,818

26.8

65–74

540

15.6

741

18.4

980

19.2

405

12.3

371

10.3

518

12.5

75 and over
Source: ABS Census of Population and Housing: Estimating Homelessness, 2016
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2. Social, economic and policy factors that impact on
homelessness
During the past 10 years research into homelessness has made a huge leap forward in terms of
understanding the complex factors that impact on homelessness. Homelessness often coincides with a
range of negative characteristics such as substance abuse, family and domestic violence, incarceration, poor
physical and mental health and unemployment. But in order to design effective programs to reduce
homelessness it is necessary to identify the causes of homelessness, not just what coincides with it;
resolving the latter will not necessarily reduce homelessness and there may be other reasons why these
aspects and homelessness coincide. For example, it could be that homelessness itself drives these negative
characteristics, or that other factors and events make people more prone to both homelessness and these
behaviours (for example, certain personality traits such as risk-taking or adverse childhood experiences such
as sexual violence). Therefore, understanding the causal pathway to homelessness is an essential step
towards efficient policy action.
Another relevant consideration when describing the factors which impact on homelessness is the distinction
between those that cause entries into homelessness, and those that hinder exits from homelessness. People
become homeless because of adverse events or behaviours that reduce their economic and social
resources to extremely low levels. Once someone is homeless, help is often needed for them to obtain
housing. Thus, exits from homelessness are likely to be the result of an interaction between external help or
service provision and an individual’s personal risk factors. Distinguishing the pathways of entry to and exit
from homelessness can provide a better understanding of service needs.
Our research using the Journeys Home Survey data has investigated a number of factors that are commonly
cited as causes of homelessness and has made significant progress in clarifying whether they do indeed
have an impact and for what groups. The results from this research provide important new insights into the
factors affecting homelessness. We report below on the evidence, distinguishing between: structural factors
that are beyond the control of the individual; factors that relate to individual behaviours; and shocks which
are sudden changes that precipitate homelessness (given structural and individual factors).

2.1.

Structural factors

Entries into homelessness are higher in tight housing markets and weak labour markets
There are many structural factors in people’s environments which affect their capacity to find and maintain
housing. The housing and labour markets are of particular importance, since they determine supply of places
in which to live at given prices and provide the resources with which to pay rent or a mortgage.
Johnson et al (2019) show that the situation in housing and labour markets is strongly related to entries into
homelessness, but not exits from homelessness. When rents and unemployment rates are high, people are
more likely to enter homelessness.
The importance of these factors varies and some vulnerable population groups are more sensitive to the
housing and labour markets than others. For instance, substance abusers do not appear to be sensitive to
these factors and they are equally likely to enter homelessness regardless of where they live. In contrast,
indigenous Australians and former prison inmates are only at a higher risk of becoming homeless if they live
in areas lacking affordable housing and/or employment opportunities. This result may be explained by
discrimination against such groups, which is more likely to be present in a tight housing market and/or weak
labour market.

Social housing is a strong protective factor against homelessness
The supply of social housing can also be critical to reducing the risk of entering homelessness by providing a
secure, long-term housing option for those at the ‘bottom’ of the housing market. Social housing protects
residents against sudden reductions in income as the rent charged corresponds to a maximum percentage
of their income (25% for public housing and 25% or 30% for community housing depending on providers).
However, Johnson et al. (2019) find that, while public housing is a strong protective factor against homeless
entry, community housing does not offer the same level of protection. Weaker security of tenure in
community housing may be an explanation as providers are more dependent on rent revenue and therefore
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less tolerant of rental arrears and less likely to keep the housing for tenants during a temporary absence (for
example, short-term incarceration).

2.2.

Individual factors

Substance abuse increases the first entries into homelessness for young males, but the effects are
small to insignificant for some other groups and situations.
Substance abuse is very often thought to be one of the, if not the, main causes of homelessness. For
example, in a 2006 general public survey conducted by Hanover Welfare Services, 91% of respondents
indicated that drug addiction is the main cause of homelessness. In contrast, when people who are, or who
have been, homeless were questioned in the Journeys Home Survey, only 10% said that substance abuse
was the reason they first became homeless.
The rate of substance abuse is higher among the homeless than the housed population, and the rate of
homelessness is higher among substance abusers than among non-users (Greene et al., 1997; Johnson
and Chamberlain, 2008). Meanwhile the abused substances are innately addictive and associated with
negative experiences such as poor mental health and incarceration. Homelessness and substance abuse
are both issues of concern to the general community, but given that substance abuse sometimes precedes
homelessness, but at other times follows it, the direction of causality is unclear (Johnson & Chamberlain,
2008).
Research using the Journeys Home Survey data confirms that a substantial proportion of the homeless
population have substance abuse issues, but it challenges the view that substance abuse is the main cause
of homelessness. Substance abuse increases the first entries into homelessness for young males, but the
effects are small to insignificant for some other groups and situations
In investigating whether initial drug-use behaviours impact the probability of becoming homeless for the first
time, McVicar et al. (2019) found that only the daily use of cannabis increases the risk of becoming
homeless, and only for young men. They find no additional effects for hard drugs (such as cocaine,
methamphetamine) for either gender.
McVicar et al. (2015) analyse the effect of substance abuse beyond the onset of homelessness. Their results
suggest that once respondents have been homeless – and almost all of the Journeys Home Survey sample
had experienced homelessness prior to the survey – changes in the use of cannabis and the use of hard
drugs over time have little effect on changes in respondents’ homelessness status; this is true even for the
regular use of those substances. The consumption of alcohol at risky levels (three or more standard drinks
daily) is found to increase the risk of homelessness, but only for men.
Distinguishing between the effects of substance abuse on entries into and exits from homelessness,
Johnson et al. (2019) find that drug users who used either cannabis or hard drugs regularly were more likely
to enter homelessness. The likelihood of becoming homeless is also elevated as the amount of alcohol
consumption increases. However, substance abuse does not affect a person’s chance of exiting
homelessness, which can be a result of homeless service provision; substance abuse in general does not
preclude the access to housing through homeless services in Australia.

The negative impact of incarceration on homelessness occurs from six months post-release and for
a further 12 months
Incarceration is commonly considered to be another cause of homelessness and indeed people who
experience incarceration also experience homelessness at higher rates (see Baldry et al., 2006). But again,
in order to design good policies and identify where current programs are lacking, it is important to understand
whether it is actually the incarceration and release that leads to the homelessness.
Moschion and Johnson (2019) find that incarceration does lead to homelessness, but this is not immediate
upon release but rather occurs from six months after release. For the first six months post-release most exprisoners appear to receive adequate support, whether from their families or from the government. Results
suggest, however, that the following twelve months are also critical and are currently under-supported,
leading to homelessness.

Inquiry into homelessness in Victoria
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2.3.

Shocks

Family breakdown has a very large impact on first entries into homelessness
For families experiencing financial constraints and struggling to pay rent, family breakdown can be the shock
that precipitates the onset of homelessness. People who have experienced homelessness point to
“relationship/family breakdown or conflict” as the main cause of their first experience of homelessness, cited
by 62% of Journeys Home Survey respondents (three times more than the next most-cited answer).
Moschion and van Ours (2019) study the effect of parental separation on youth homelessness and their
findings match what the respondents say: family breakdown matters. If the separation happens before a
child is 12 years old, the risk of becoming homeless increases dramatically for both boys and girls. If the
separation happens after the child is 12, the risk of homelessness only increases for boys.
To put the results into perspective, compared with the effect of substance abuse shown by McVicar et al
(2019), parental separation has a much larger effect on homelessness than regular substance abuse – it is
on average six times as large (twice as large for men and ten times larger for women).

Violence impacts both men’s and women’s entries into homelessness
Another event that coincides with homelessness is violence. Literature suggests that people who become
homeless are more likely to have experienced violence and abuse before becoming homeless and again
while they are homeless. But is this the reason they find themselves without a home?
A thorough analysis of the Journeys Home Survey data provides a nuanced and maybe unexpected result:
an experience of violence matters more for men than women. More specifically, Diette and Ribar (2015)
found that experience of physical violence unambiguously contributed to homelessness for men, but a more
nuanced pattern exists for women. Women were more likely to transition into homelessness if they
experienced violence while housed, but were also more likely to transition into housing if they experienced
violence while homeless. This result is possibly explained by domestic violence housing programs
supporting women through those difficult transitions. For men, violence as a cause of homelessness should
be more present in the policy debate.

Diagnosis of mental health conditions reduces entries into homelessness
The association between mental health and homelessness is also very well documented in the literature.
Interestingly, Johnson et al (2019) find that people diagnosed with mental health conditions have a lower
probability of becoming homeless than other vulnerable people. Diagnosis may signal medical treatment and
targeting of support services that help secure their housing status and this emphasises the crucial role that
Australia’s universal health services can play in the prevention of homelessness. At the same time, those
with undiagnosed mental health problems may have a higher risk of experiencing homelessness.

Losing one’s employment does not increase homelessness in the following six months
Financial resources are a pre-requisite for obtaining and maintaining secure accommodation. The loss of
employment is therefore often considered as a cause for homelessness. Findings reported in Wooden and
Chigavazira (2014) suggest that loss of employment does not increase the risk of homelessness in the
ensuing six months. As suggested above, the safety net provided by families and government support may
alleviate (at least in the short-run) the negative consequences of unemployment on the risk of
homelessness.

2.4.

What the above suggests

The evidence presented above highlights some key considerations for future research and the design of
well-targeted policy programs.


There is a need for evidence-based research to go beyond pre-conceived ideas about
homelessness
People’s experiences of homelessness are much more complex and nuanced than suggested by the
broad associations observed with potential causes (substance abuse, incarceration, family breakdown,
violence, mental health unemployment). For example, research drawing on Journeys Home Survey data
suggests the role of substance abuse is tenuous while family breakdown is an important cause of
homelessness in disadvantaged families. High-quality, evidence-based research can help ensure the
design of cost-effective policies that target the right populations and offer the right support.

Inquiry into homelessness in Victoria
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The causes of homelessness for men and women differ and policy interventions need to allow
for this
Overall, women have different experiences of homelessness than men: their rate of homelessness
tends to be lower, the duration of homelessness shorter and they are less likely to ‘sleep rough’ than
men. The evidence from the Journeys Home Survey also confirms other evidence showing that
trajectories into homelessness for men and women differ, with different roles played by incarceration
and physical violence in particular. This suggests that efficient, cost-effective policy programs will need
to consider gender difference.



People who have experienced homelessness or are at risk of homelessness have an
understanding of their trajectories
The voices of people with an experience of homelessness are challenging the myths surrounding
homelessness (for example, around substance use) and can assist the design of more targeted and
effective policies. Indeed, evidence from the Journeys Home Survey shows the critical role of private
information (such as subjective assessments of the possibility of losing housing, which would not be
known by or reliably reported to housing officials) in improving predictions of homelessness compared
with those made using public information only (O’Flaherty et al., 2018b).
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3. Policies and practices for delivering services to the
homeless
Research on homelessness points to a number of policy responses that are important to consider.

3.1.

Prevention to reduce entry and address shocks

Because entry into homelessness is often triggered by sudden unexpected crises, timely and responsive
assistance to help people weather those events can be very helpful. These can include temporary cash
payments, housing repairs, legal services or other aid that helps ‘housed people’ remain housed. Evans,
Sullivan, and Wallskog (2016) found that prevention payments for rent and security deposits not only
reduced the entrance of vulnerable families into shelters but were also cost-effective. The Australian
evidence on the protective role of public housing is consistent with this and suggests that extending financial
assistance to residents of community housing and beyond would help those facing adverse events avoid
homelessness. Another approach is to expand the eligibility and accessibility of homelessness assistance to
people who are at risk of losing housing, that is, beyond those who have already become homeless.
Increasing general awareness of available programs and improving referral processes would facilitate
people’s access to services at critical times. Finally, extending services to youths and adults who leave
institutional care, especially prison incarceration, beyond the initial release period could decrease entries into
homelessness in the longer run (Moschion and Johnson, 2019).

3.2.

Reducing vulnerabilities and addressing co-occurring conditions

Government policy must address the conditions that make people vulnerable to homelessness as well as
those that occur during homelessness. Policies which address vulnerabilities are indirect in the sense that
they focus on conditions and circumstances other than homelessness, but they are nonetheless important
because they reduce vulnerabilities and ameliorate outcomes. Our research indicates that policies that
address the effects of family break-up (Moschion and van Ours, 2019) and violence (Diette and Ribar, 2018)
can have positive flow-on effects in reducing homelessness. Policy also needs to address the key structural
conditions such as a lack of affordable housing, limited tenant protections, inadequate social assistance, and
limited earnings and opportunities.

3.3.

Housing First to speed exits

Generalising a ‘Housing First’ approach that sees permanent housing as a fundamental need, rather than a
contingent one, would help put housing at the forefront of policy solutions aimed at alleviating homelessness.
Housing First refers to an approach developed in the United States to address long-term homelessness by
providing independent permanent housing without imposing conditions of sobriety or successful treatment of
substance abuse for eligibility. In the past ten years the ‘Street to Home’, ‘Common Ground’, and ‘Journey to
Social Inclusion’ programs have followed a similar approach in Australia. The Australian evidence base for
the impact of these programs is still in the making. However, the results to date align with evidence from
overseas in suggesting that these policies improve housing outcomes without causing other behavioural
changes, particularly in regard substance use. With adequate support services, drug users can be housed.
(Johnson, Parkinson, and Parsell 2012; Johnson et al., 2014; Kertesz and Johnson, 2017).

3.4.

Coordination of services to address complexity

Effective policies require the coordination of services. The causes and circumstances of homelessness are
complex, and the needs of people who are homeless or at risk of homelessness often cut across many
agency boundaries. These various forms of complexity raise the need for coordination, including an
overarching strategy for addressing homelessness and seamless cooperation across different programs,
government departments and service organisations.
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3.5.

Leveraging homeless people’s strengths and respecting their dignity

Policy should recognise homeless people’s capabilities and respect their dignity. Services and opportunities
that are made available to housed people should be available and accessible to homeless people as well.
Housed or homeless, people should be able to benefit from cash assistance, food assistance, medical
services and employment supports. In addition, there is evidence that people’s private knowledge about their
risk of homelessness and understanding of trajectories into it could help in identifying the services that are
more relevant to their individual circumstances, and thus in the development of innovative frameworks to
improve service delivery overall and target housing programs more efficiently (O’Flaherty et al., 2018a;
O’Flaherty et al., 2018b).

3.6.

On-going evaluation and refinement of homelessness reduction programs

The complexity of the homelessness issue means that the individual’s responses to services are likely to
differ. There is no one type fits all program. Knowing what works, for whom it works and in what situations it
works will improve service delivery and efficiency in the allocation of resources. The government increasingly
recognises the importance of evidence-based policy and encourages (or demands in some cases) service
providers to conduct such evaluation. However, due to limited resources, lack of expertise in evaluation, and
difficulty in obtaining information from non-participants, service providers often assess program impacts
without a proper comparison group. These estimates of program impacts need to be read with caution and
are not a suitable basis for the determination of resource allocation. It is also important to evaluate outcomes
beyond the end of programs. Recurrences of homelessness following the ending of programs may indicate
that the programs do not successfully address the fundamental problems. As with service delivery,
evaluation requires co-ordination among government departments, service providers and evaluation experts
in order to set up a quality evaluation framework and conduct on-going evaluation.

3.7.

Positive policies

Finally, effective policy should provide help and incentives rather than punish homeless people. Too often
communities respond to homelessness with punitive policies, such as outlawing rough sleeping or closing
parks, public buildings and other places overnight to keep homeless people from sleeping in them.
Communities have also criminalised coping behaviours of the homeless such as begging, loitering and
scavenging.
Homelessness is complex and occurs within a constellation of hardships: no single policy or intervention will
eliminate it. Nevertheless, there are many promising approaches to making a difference in reducing
homelessness and improving people’s lives. We are grateful that the Victorian government is considering
these.
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