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O V E R V I E W

Executive Summary

In its 2026–27 Federal Budget and the legislation that followed, the Albanese Government enacted the 

most  significant  overhaul  of  Australia's  property  and investment  tax  settings  in  a  generation:  the 

winding back of negative gearing on established homes, the replacement of the fifty-per-cent capital 

gains tax discount with cost-base indexation and a minimum tax, a new tax on large superannuation 

balances, an abrupt ban on borrowing to buy residential property inside self-managed super funds, and 

the extension of anti-money-laundering obligations to the entire real estate profession. These arrive 

alongside payday superannuation and a higher minimum wage — a stacking of cost, compliance and risk 

on private housing capital.  The stated purpose is to improve affordability and redirect investment 

toward new supply.

This ebook examines whether the reforms are likely to achieve that goal. Drawing on official budget 

documentation,  tax-authority  guidance,  market  data  from  the  major  property  research  houses, 

construction-sector indicators and published economic modelling, it reaches a measured but pointed 

conclusion: the reforms are more likely to redistribute risk than to reduce prices, and the group most 

exposed to their unintended consequences is the very cohort the policy claims to protect — renters 

and marginal first-home buyers.

The central findings are:

1  The affordability dividend is small.  The most-cited independent modelling puts the maximum 

house-price reduction at one to two per cent — too little to materially shorten a first-home-buyer's 

savings timeline.

2  The rental risk is large. With national vacancy near record lows and rents having outrun wages 

roughly two-and-a-half to one over five years, cooling investor demand without a matching lift in 

supply points toward higher rents, not lower. The Government's own modelling concedes rents will 

rise; independent industry modelling projects that increase compounding to roughly five times the 

Government's estimate by the end of the decade.

3  The supply engine is failing, and the modelling is contested. New-dwelling completions are running 

well below the National Housing Accord's target, higher-density approvals are contracting, and 

builder distress is rising. Where the Treasury projects the reforms will add homes, joint modelling 

by the peak builder, developer and agent bodies projects a net loss of supply — undermining the 

"redirect capital to new builds" premise on which the whole package depends.

4  The politics are turbulent but misread. The Prime Minister is unpopular, the governing party trails 

on the primary vote, and detailed seat modelling shows the main opposition party collapsing while 

One Nation rises toward official-opposition status. Yet under preferential voting the Government 

remains favoured to form government in 2028. The real question is not whether it wins, but whether 
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it holds a majority or is forced into minority — an outcome that could push housing policy further 

rather than reverse it.

The paper closes with the honest counter-case — the legitimate arguments in the reforms' favour — and a 

set of strategic implications for investors navigating the transition. It is written in the spirit of genuine 

advisory: to question the options in front of investors, not to campaign for or against any government.
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C H A P T E R  0 1

Introduction: The Australian Housing 
Paradox

Australia enters the second half of the 2020s with a housing market that is simultaneously too expensive 

to buy into and too scarce to rent in. Home ownership has drifted out of reach for a generation of  

younger Australians, while renters face the tightest market and the most stretched affordability on 

record. Housing is, by common consensus, one of the nation's defining economic and social challenges.

Into this environment the Federal Government has introduced a tax-led response built on a single 

proposition: that the tax advantages historically enjoyed by property investors — principally negative 

gearing and the capital gains tax discount — distort capital toward existing housing, inflate prices, and 

disadvantage first-home buyers. Remove or narrow those advantages, the logic runs, and capital will 

flow instead toward new construction, easing both the affordability and the supply problems at once.

It is an elegant theory. This paper tests it against the evidence and finds it wanting — not because the 

diagnosis of a distorted market is wrong, but because the prescription operates on the demand side of a 

problem that is overwhelmingly a supply-side one, and does so at a moment when the supply engine is 

least able to respond.

There is also a compounding dimension that any single-policy analysis misses. The property reforms do 

not arrive in isolation. They land alongside a broader cluster of measures taking effect across 2026 and 

2027 — payday superannuation, a higher minimum wage, the twelve-per-cent super guarantee, tighter 

tax rules on trusts and large super balances, the new anti-money-laundering compliance regime, and 

the  abrupt  closure  of  borrowing  inside  self-managed  funds.  Individually,  several  are  defensible. 

Collectively, they represent a stacking of cost, compliance and risk on the private capital that supplies 

most of Australia's rental housing, at the same time as investor incentives are being withdrawn and the 

political rhetoric casts landlords as the problem. It is the cumulative weight, not any one measure, that 

poses the greatest risk to housing supply.

A necessary word on method and tone. This is an analytical document, not a political one. Where the 

reforms create genuine risk, the paper says so plainly. Where the criticism of the reforms is overstated 

or unsupported, it says that too. Investors are best served by an honest reckoning with the options in 

front of them, and that is the standard to which this paper holds itself.
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C H A P T E R  0 2

The Reform Package: What Changed, and 
When

Much of the public confusion around these reforms stems from timing. The measures were announced 

on Budget night, 12 May 2026, but they commence on different dates spread across three financial years. 

Precision here is not pedantry; it determines who is affected, when, and how.

MEASURE LEGISLATIVE STATUS COMMENCEMENT

Division 296 superannuation 
tax

Passed March 2026 1 July 2026

AML/CTF Tranche 2 (real 
estate)

Legislated 2024 1 July 2026

Personal income tax reduction 
(16% → 15%)

Legislated 1 July 2026

Payday super (SG paid each 
payday)

Assented Nov 2025 1 July 2026

SMSF ban on new residential-
property borrowing (LRBA)

Assented 26 Jun 2026 10 August 2026

Foreign-buyer ban on 
established dwellings 
(extended)

Extended to 30 June 2029

Negative gearing limited to 
new builds

Announced May 2026 1 July 2027

CGT discount replaced by 
indexation + minimum tax

Announced May 2026 1 July 2027

Minimum tax on discretionary 
trusts

Announced May 2026 1 July 2028

The critical point for market participants is that although the negative gearing and capital gains changes 

do not take legal effect until 1 July 2027, their economic effect began on Budget night. Investment 

decisions,  lending  assessments  and  pricing  expectations  respond  to  announced  policy,  not  to 

commencement dates. The market began repricing in May 2026.

2.1 Negative gearing
From 1 July 2027, net rental losses on established residential property acquired after 7:30pm on 12 May 

2026 may no longer be deducted against salary, wages or other non-property income. Such losses may be 
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offset only against residential rental income or future capital gains on residential property, with any 

excess carried forward to future years.

Three exemptions preserve the policy's stated intent of channelling capital toward supply. First, eligible 

new builds remain fully negatively geared and retain the fifty-per-cent capital gains discount. Second, 

property held at Budget night — including contracts entered into before that time but settling later — is 

grandfathered indefinitely under the existing rules until sale. Third,  superannuation funds, widely 

held trusts, build-to-rent developments and investors supporting government housing programs are 

excluded. The Government's justification rests on the observation that the large majority of investor 

lending  —  around  eighty-three  per  cent  in  2025  —  flowed  to  existing  dwellings  rather  than  new 

construction.

2.2 Capital gains tax
From 1 July 2027, the fifty-per-cent capital gains tax discount that has applied since 1999 is replaced, for 

individuals,  trusts  and  partnerships,  by  cost-base  indexation  combined  with  a  thirty-per-cent 

minimum tax on real gains. This is the most far-reaching change to the CGT regime in more than two 

decades, and it reaches across asset classes, not property alone.

Transitional mechanics soften the immediate impact. Assets held at 30 June 2027 are treated as sold and 

reacquired at market value on 1 July 2027; gains accrued before that date retain the old discount, and 

gains after it use the new regime. Every future disposal therefore involves a split calculation. Two 

features are of particular note for wealth strategy: the main residence exemption is unchanged, and the 

capital gains tax discount applying to superannuation funds is, at this stage, unchanged.

2.3 The superannuation dimension: Division 296
Operative from 1 July 2026, the Division 296 measure imposes an additional fifteen per cent tax on the 

earnings attributable to an individual's total superannuation balance above three million dollars, and an 

additional twenty-five per cent on the portion above ten million. Two features that had drawn intense 

industry criticism in the original proposal were removed before the legislation passed: the tax now 

applies to realised earnings only, not unrealised capital gains, and both thresholds are now indexed 

to inflation, containing the bracket-creep concern. Self-managed funds receive a one-off, all-or-nothing, 

irreversible cost-base reset election at 30 June 2026. First assessments follow the 2026–27 year.

2.4 The superannuation borrowing ban: the end of residential LRBAs
The most abrupt of all the changes, and the one least anticipated by the market, arrived not in the Budget 

but as the price of its passage. To secure the Greens' Senate support for the negative gearing and capital 

gains package, the Government agreed on 23 June 2026 to a Greens amendment banning self-managed 

superannuation  funds  from  entering  new  limited  recourse  borrowing  arrangements  (LRBAs)  to 

acquire residential property. The measure was legislated within days, received Royal Assent on 26 June 

2026, and commences on 10 August 2026 — forty-five days later.
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The significance is hard to overstate. The LRBA exception, introduced in 2007, is the mechanism that has 

allowed an SMSF to borrow to buy property. From 10 August 2026 that door closes for residential real 

estate.  The  rules  are  precise:  existing  LRBAs  are  fully  grandfathered,  refinancing  of  existing 

arrangements is permitted, and any acquisition where contracts are exchanged before commencement 

is protected even if it settles afterward. Borrowing to acquire  business real property — commercial 

premises used wholly in a business — is unaffected, as is any unleveraged residential purchase inside a 

fund. Notably, the ban is broader than the negative gearing changes: it does not spare new builds, so an 

SMSF cannot borrow to buy even a brand-new residential dwelling.

The Government characterised the change as narrow — the Treasurer noted SMSF borrowing represents 

well under one per cent of residential lending, with a budget impact of only around fifty million dollars — 

and pointed to longstanding regulatory concern dating to the 2014 Murray Financial System Inquiry. The 

SMSF sector's response was sharply critical: the peak professional body objected that a structural change 

of this magnitude was legislated through a late-stage amendment, without consultation or an evidence-

based review, after repeated government assurances that superannuation settings were stable. For the 

roughly eight to ten thousand funds already holding geared residential property, nothing changes. For 

anyone who had planned to use this strategy, a decades-old pathway to property inside super has been 

shut with barely six weeks' notice.

2.5 The compliance dimension: AML/CTF Tranche 2
Also operative from 1 July 2026, the long-delayed "Tranche 2" anti-money-laundering reforms bring real 

estate agents, buyer's agents, developers who sell  directly, conveyancers, lawyers and accountants 

within the regulated population as reporting entities to the financial intelligence agency. Obligations 

include enrolment,  customer due diligence,  beneficial-ownership and source-of-funds verification, 

suspicious-matter reporting, seven-year record-keeping and staff training. The reforms close a long-

acknowledged gap — property has been recognised domestically and internationally as a high-risk 

laundering channel — but they impose meaningful new cost and process on every transaction.

2.6 The wider stack: supporting demand and supply measures
The package does not end with tax and compliance. Alongside it sit several supporting measures that 

shape the same market. The temporary ban on foreign purchases of established dwellings — in place 

since  April  2025  —  has  been  extended  by  more  than  two  years,  to  30  June  2029,  with  expanded 

compliance funding. The measure is politically popular, but its housing-supply benefit is marginal, 

since foreign buyers were already a small share of established-dwelling transactions; it does, however, 

remove a demand source for the new-build and build-to-rent product the Government simultaneously 

says it wants more of. Other supporting elements include a modest expansion of the shared-equity Help 

to Buy scheme, continued build-to-rent concessions, and a Local Infrastructure Fund for enabling 

works. None of these alters the central dynamic: the weight of the package falls on private residential 

investors, and the supporting measures are too small to offset it.
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C H A P T E R  0 3

How Tax Policy Moves Property Markets: A 
Framework

Before examining outcomes, it  is worth being explicit about the mechanisms through which these 

changes transmit into the market. Four channels matter.

Borrowing  capacity. Lenders  incorporate  the  tax  benefits  of  negative  gearing  into  serviceability 

assessments. When those benefits narrow, the borrowing power of affected investors falls — by an 

estimated twenty to thirty per cent for some — which lowers the price they can pay.

Investor participation and composition. Higher after-tax holding costs reduce the number of investors 

willing to enter,  and shift the survivors toward different assets:  new builds,  higher-yielding stock, 

commercial property, or equities.

Supply response. The policy's success depends entirely on capital redirecting toward new construction 

quickly enough to offset reduced demand for established stock. If  construction cannot respond — 

because of cost, feasibility or capacity constraints — the demand reduction is not replaced by new 

supply.

Rental market pass-through. Where investor demand falls in a market already short of rental housing, 

the binding constraint is availability, not price. Fewer investors means fewer rentals, and in a supply-

constrained market that pressure is transmitted to tenants as higher rents.

The remainder of this paper follows these channels through the residential, rental and construction 

markets in turn.
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C H A P T E R  0 4

Impact Analysis I: The Residential Property 
Market

The evidence suggests the reforms will reshape investor behaviour considerably while delivering only a 

marginal price benefit to owner-occupiers.

On price, the most frequently cited independent modelling — from the Grattan Institute — estimates a 

maximum reduction in house prices of one to two per cent. A shift of that magnitude is unlikely to  

meaningfully shorten the time a first-home buyer needs to accumulate a deposit. The headline promise 

of the policy, in other words, is modest even on sympathetic assumptions.

On behaviour, the effects are more substantial. Reduced borrowing capacity pushes affected investors 

toward lower price points.  In cash-flow terms,  the Commonwealth Bank estimated that  removing 

negative gearing on an established property is equivalent to roughly a 90-to-155-basis-point increase in 

an investor's mortgage rate — a material lift in the annual cost of holding, concentrated on exactly the 

highly  geared,  lower-yielding  investors  the  concession  previously  supported.  Because  most  such 

investors cannot afford new construction at prevailing build costs, the practical consequence is that 

many redirect not toward new supply but toward cheaper established dwellings — placing them in more 

direct competition with first-home buyers rather than less. This is a genuine and under-appreciated 

tension in the policy design: a measure intended to clear the field for first-home buyers may, at the 

affordable end of the market,  intensify the competition they face.  The bank expects new investor 

lending to fall sharply through 2026, to around half its late-2025 volume.

The market was, in any case, already softening before the reforms take effect. National dwelling values 

recorded no growth in May 2026 — the first stall of the cycle — with the two largest capitals, Sydney and 

Melbourne, slipping below their late-2025 peaks. Market analysts attribute part of this softness directly 

to the Budget, noting the reaction has been faster than expected. Having cut its 2026 dwelling-price 

growth  forecast  from  five  per  cent  to  three  per  cent  after  the  Budget,  the  Commonwealth  Bank 

downgraded again in June to broadly flat prices for the year, citing tax changes layered on higher rates  

and weaker sentiment; it estimates prices will ultimately settle around three per cent below where they 

otherwise would have been. A demand-side policy is thus landing on a market that was already turning, 

raising  the  prospect  of  a  sharper  correction  in  turnover  and  values  than  the  Government's  own 

modelling contemplates.

Perhaps the most telling market signal comes from within the banking sector itself. The Commonwealth 

Bank's own commercial-property research has begun advising that the end of residential  negative 

gearing is prompting a shift it describes as a "once in a generation" reallocation of investor capital — out 

of housing and into commercial property, where negative gearing still applies and yields are higher. 
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When a major lender is openly counselling clients to move capital away from the residential rental 

market the policy is meant to rebalance, it is a candid admission that the reform will redirect capital 

rather than expand affordable supply.

A final structural uncertainty concerns the definition of an "eligible new build," which at the time of 

writing remains to be set by ministerial instrument. Investors are being asked to commit capital toward 

new supply before the boundary of the concession is defined — a form of regulatory uncertainty that 

itself discourages the very investment the policy seeks to encourage.
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C H A P T E R  0 5

Impact Analysis II: The Rental Market

This is where the reforms carry their greatest risk, and where the historical record is most cautionary.

The starting point is a rental market already in acute shortage. National vacancy sat around 1.5 to 1.6 per 

cent through mid-2026 on one major measure, and closer to one per cent on another — against a pre-

pandemic decade average of  roughly 3.3 per cent.  Several  capitals,  including Perth,  Adelaide and 

Darwin, recorded sub-one-per-cent vacancy. A rate below one per cent is conventionally classed as acute 

shortage.

Rents have been rising far faster than incomes. Advertised rents grew in the order of five-and-a-half to 

six per cent over the year to early 2026, and over five years rents rose roughly forty-three to forty-four per 

cent while wages rose around seventeen-and-a-half per cent — a divergence of about two-and-a-half to 

one. Rental affordability, measured as the share of income committed to rent, reached a record high 

near a third of pre-tax income.

Into this market the reforms introduce a reduction in investor demand. In a market with healthy 

vacancy, that might modestly ease prices. In a market with sub-two-per-cent vacancy and no offsetting 

new  supply,  the  binding  constraint  is  the  number  of  available  rentals  —  and  reducing  investor 

participation reduces that number. The common rebuttal — that when an investor sells to an owner-

occupier, a renter and a rental leave the market together, netting to zero — holds only if every displaced 

tenant can immediately buy. Most cannot: deposit and credit constraints mean the tenant who is sold out 

from under a landlord typically re-enters the rental pool, which now holds one fewer property. An 

investor exit converts one rental into none while the displaced household competes for what remains. 

That is a supply shock, not a wash.

The magnitude of the rental effect is the subject of a sharp and revealing dispute. The Government's own 

modelling puts the rent increase at around two dollars per week for a household on the median rent, and 

the Commonwealth Bank's analysis described that figure as broadly in line with its own. But a joint 

modelling exercise commissioned by Master Builders Australia, the Property Council of Australia and 

the Real Estate Institute of Australia reached a very different conclusion over time: while the near-term 

impact is around three dollars per week, that figure is projected to rise to roughly nine dollars per week 

by 2029–30 — five times the Government's terminal estimate — as the supply effect compounds. On a 

typical tenancy that is an increase of several hundred dollars a year within a few years. The two-dollar 

headline, in other words, is a first-year national average that flatters a policy whose rental cost is  

designed to grow.

Demographic  pressure  compounds the risk.  Net  overseas  migration has  moderated from its  post-

pandemic peak of around 538,000 in 2022–23 to roughly 306,000 in 2024–25, but the Budget papers project 
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a further 1.22 million arrivals over the five years to 2029–30 — well above the long-run historical average. 

Most new arrivals begin as renters. Adding sustained demand to a market whose supply of rentals is  

being structurally discouraged is the core of the concern.

The historical  precedent  is  instructive,  if  contested.  When negative  gearing was  last  quarantined, 

between 1985 and 1987, industry data cited in the current debate records substantial rent increases in the 

major capitals over the following two years before the policy was reversed. Comparable reforms in New 

Zealand and the United Kingdom saw house prices  barely  move while  rents  rose,  and both were 

subsequently wound back. These precedents do not prove that history will repeat — the 1980s episode in 

particular is confounded by the interest-rate environment of the time — but they establish rising rents as 

the central risk, not a fringe concern.

The design of the policy implicitly concedes the point. Existing investors were grandfathered specifically 

to avoid a mass sell-off that would disrupt rental supply. That protection freezes the current rental stock 

in place, but it does nothing to attract the new rental supply a tightening market requires. The reforms 

thus protect the incumbent rental base while discouraging its expansion — a combination unlikely to 

relieve tenants.

Two further pressures compound the risk. First, the federal tax changes do not land in a regulatory 

vacuum: across 2025 and 2026, states have progressively banned no-grounds evictions, limited rent 

increases to once a year, outlawed rent bidding and tightened minimum standards. Each of these tenant 

protections is individually reasonable, but stacked on top of a tax regime that simultaneously makes 

residential property less rewarding to hold, the combined weight raises the odds that marginal landlords 

simply exit the asset class rather than absorb both higher compliance costs and lower after-tax returns. 

Second, the Government's institutional answer — build-to-rent — is nowhere near the scale required to 

replace retreating private landlords. Against roughly 2.4 million investor-owned dwellings in the private 

rental market, even generous national build-to-rent pipelines measure in the tens of thousands of units, 

concentrated in a handful of inner-metro locations that do little for suburban or regional renters. The 

substitution the policy relies upon does not exist at the scale the problem demands.
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C H A P T E R  0 6

Impact Analysis III: Construction and 
Housing Supply

The reforms rest on an assumption that capital, redirected from established housing, will flow into new 

construction. The supply data suggest this engine is already faltering.

New-dwelling completions in the first year of the National Housing Accord reached roughly 174,000 — 

some twenty-seven per cent below the 240,000 annual run-rate the target requires. The National Housing 

Supply and Affordability Council now projects a shortfall of around 262,000 dwellings across the five-

year Accord period, with no state or territory on track to meet its share; industry bodies project a larger 

gap by 2030.

The composition of what is being approved is unfavourable. Higher-density approvals — the apartments 

and units that dense capital-city markets most need — fell around a quarter in early 2026, and on a per-

capita basis total approvals are running well below the levels of a decade ago. Approvals, in any case, are 

only the first step; not all approved projects reach completion, and the pipeline thins further at each 

stage.

There is a specific, and under-appreciated, mechanism by which the tax reforms threaten that density 

pipeline directly. Apartment development finance in Australia is structurally reliant on pre-sale investor 

commitments: before a bank will fund construction, a project typically must achieve a threshold level of 

pre-sales — often enough to cover a large share of the construction debt — and investors buying off-the-

plan have historically supplied the bulk of them. Even though new builds retain negative gearing, the 

broader chilling effect on investor sentiment matters. If appetite for off-the-plan product cools, pre-sale 

rates can fall below the covenants banks require, and projects stall before a shovel hits the ground. In 

this way a demand-side tax change aimed at established housing can choke off the financing of exactly 

the  medium-  and  higher-density  supply  the  Government  says  it  wants  more  of.  The  new-build 

exemption is of limited use if the buyers who make new builds financeable have retreated.

Beneath  stable  top-line  figures,  builder  financial  distress  is  climbing,  with  insolvency  trackers 

describing a fresh wave of collapses through 2026 and industry commentary pointing to subcontractor 

payment chains under visible strain. Credit-bureau data pointed to a sharp rise in construction tax-debt 

default disclosures and an increase in business exits year-on-year during early 2026. Each builder that 

exits removes capacity from an already-strained industry. The cash-flow squeeze is being tightened at 

both ends: from 1 July 2026, payday superannuation requires employers to remit the twelve-per-cent 

super guarantee within days of each pay run rather than quarterly, removing a working-capital buffer 

that many labour-intensive building and subcontracting businesses had relied upon, and coinciding 

with  a  higher  minimum  wage.  For  thin-margin  trades  already  exposed  to  insolvency  risk,  the 
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compression of the super-payment cycle is a real, if under-discussed, pressure. Compounding all of this, 

the geopolitical shock of the 2026 Middle East conflict drove up fuel, freight and material costs, the 

central bank lifted the cash rate to around 4.35 per cent amid renewed inflation, and investor mortgage 

rates well above prevailing rental yields left new-build feasibility — particularly for apartments — deeply 

challenged.

The central claim of the whole strategy — that redirecting capital toward new builds will lift supply — is 

directly contested by the industry it depends on. Treasury forecasts that the housing measures will 

produce a net increase of around 30,000 dwellings over ten years, equivalent to roughly 12,000 over the 

first four. A joint modelling exercise by Master Builders Australia, the Property Council of Australia and 

the Real Estate Institute of Australia reached the opposite conclusion: over the four years to 2029–30, the 

combined effect of the negative gearing and capital gains changes alongside the infrastructure fund 

produces a net reduction in new supply of more than 8,700 dwellings, with the tax measures alone 

cutting dwelling starts by around 14,000, together with a loss of construction jobs and national output. 

When the three peak bodies representing builders, developers and agents model the same policy as the 

Treasury and arrive at a supply loss where the Treasury projects a gain, the burden of proof sits heavily 

on the Government.

The policy's supply-side answer is modest against this backdrop: an enabling-infrastructure fund that 

delivers roads, water and power rather than dwellings, and over a decade rather than immediately. The 

core contradiction is stark. A policy that suppresses demand for established housing in order to redirect 

capital toward new construction is being implemented at precisely the moment when new construction 

is least able to absorb it.
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C H A P T E R  0 7

Weighing the Evidence: The Honest Counter-
Case

Intellectual honesty requires setting out the arguments in the reforms' favour, several of which are 

strong.

The most controversial elements were moderated. The superannuation measure was amended before 

passage to exclude unrealised gains and to index its thresholds — responsive changes that undercut the 

"reckless tax grab" characterisation. Overstating the super tax's severity is a factual error.

Existing investors are genuinely protected. Grandfathering is real and permanent for property held at 

Budget night. The narrative of a landlord exodus is weak precisely because the policy was designed to 

prevent one.

The family home and superannuation's CGT position are untouched. The main residence exemption is 

unchanged, and the capital gains tax discount for super funds is, at this stage, preserved. Claims that the 

reforms attack the family home or retirement savings are not supported by the legislation.

The structural driver is supply and population, not tax. Elevated net overseas migration and a decade 

of undersupply are doing far more to rents and prices than negative-gearing settings. The strongest 

honest position is not that the reforms caused the housing crisis — they plainly did not — but that they are 

unlikely to solve it and may worsen it at the margin.

Historical analogies are imperfect. The 1980s negative-gearing episode is small, dated and confounded 

by other factors. It should be treated as a risk signal, not a settled proof of causation.

The credible critique of these reforms is therefore not that they are radical or confiscatory, but that they 

are the wrong instrument for the problem: a demand-side tax adjustment applied to a supply-side crisis, 

promising a small affordability gain against a material rental risk. That is a defensible professional 

position. The overreaching version — that the package will crash the market or single-handedly cause 

the rental crisis — is not.
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Political Economy and the 2028 Electoral 
Outlook

If  the  reforms carry  the  risks  this  paper  describes,  a  natural  question follows:  will  they  cost  the 

Government office? The picture is more turbulent than a single answer allows, and it rewards careful 

reading.

The Government entered this term from an exceptionally strong position, having won the 2025 election 

in a landslide — 94 of the 150 House seats, the most ever won by a single party in Australia, on a two-

party-preferred  vote  of  55.22  per  cent,  the  highest  since  1975.  That  result  leaves  it  a  substantial 

parliamentary buffer. Through 2026, however, that position has eroded sharply. The Prime Minister's 

personal standing has been deeply negative — disapproval reaching around sixty per cent at its mid-year 

low — and the Treasurer's ratings have tracked similarly. The governing party's primary vote has fallen 

into the high twenties. Polling on the Budget's individual measures found them broadly unpopular, with 

the proposed minimum tax on discretionary trusts the most heavily rejected of all.

Most striking is the collapse and realignment of the opposition. The principal conservative party's 

primary vote has sunk to historic lows near eighteen per cent — effectively third-party territory — while 

One Nation has surged to lead the primary vote outright, at times around thirty per cent, ahead of both 

Labor and the Coalition. The realignment has been dramatic and public: a former Nationals leader quit 

his party in late 2025 and joined One Nation, becoming its first member of the House; the Nationals 

briefly walked out of the Coalition agreement before reuniting with the Liberals in February 2026; the 

Liberal leadership changed hands that same month when the incumbent was replaced by the current 

Opposition Leader; and One Nation went on to capture the departing leader's own regional seat at a by-

election — a seat the conservative side had held for decades. Detailed seat modelling published by 

DemosAU in June 2026, based on tens of thousands of simulations, projected Labor winning roughly 71 

to 81 of the 150 House seats, One Nation 54 to 63, and the Coalition reduced to between four and eleven — 

which would make One Nation the official opposition and inflict on the Liberal and National parties their 

worst result in modern history.

Yet the same modelling contains the decisive qualification. Its authors concluded that Labor remains the 

most likely party to form government — as a majority or, failing that, a minority — and that One Nation 

would fall short of governing even with Coalition support. The reason is structural: under Australia's 

preferential  voting  system,  a  fractured  right  transfers  its  preferences  in  a  way  that  sustains  the 

incumbent's two-party position, and every major pollster kept Labor ahead on that measure through 

2026. The demographic base reinforces the effect, with younger voters favouring the governing side 

heavily while the opposition parties lead only among older cohorts.
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The honest reading for 2028 is therefore not that the Government is cruising, nor that it is doomed, but 

that the contest has shifted from "will Labor win?" to "will Labor hold a majority, or be forced into 

minority government in a parliament where One Nation is the largest opposition bloc?" The reforms 

sharpen  this  risk.  They  damage  the  Government  most  in  outer-metropolitan,  mortgage-belt  and 

investor-heavy electorates, and the timing is unhelpful: the negative gearing and capital gains changes 

commence in July 2027, so their real-world effects — softer investor activity, and above all a rental 

market under visible strain — will be landing in the year before voters go to the polls. A rental crisis that 

the Government is seen to own going into the campaign is the single development most capable of 

converting a reduced majority into a minority, or worse.

Several caveats temper the drama. One Nation's surge may have peaked, and the party's historical 

difficulty in retaining large parliamentary teams is well documented; much of its support appears tied to 

its current leader, and polling suggests Labor's position improves markedly in her absence. Two years is 

a long time, and the geopolitical inflation shock of the Middle East conflict cuts against the Government 

as much as its own housing policy does. But the central caution stands: observers should resist equating 

the  Government's  genuine  unpopularity  with  imminent  defeat.  Under  the  Australian  system,  an 

unpopular government facing a divided opposition can lose the argument and still keep the keys.
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Strategic Implications for Investors

For investors and their advisers, the transition creates both risk and opportunity. Several implications 

follow directly from the analysis.

The grandfathering window is strategically significant. Property held at Budget night retains existing 

treatment permanently. The distinction between established stock acquired before and after that date is 

now one of the most important variables in an accumulation-phase strategy.

The tax framework now favours new supply and, for suitable clients, commercial property. Eligible 

new residential builds retain both negative gearing and the fifty-per-cent capital gains discount, while 

commercial property is unaffected by the negative-gearing changes and, on the analysis of at least one 

major lender, is where displaced residential capital is most likely to flow. Strategies oriented toward land 

and new supply align with the new settings — though the commercial pivot carries a steeper learning 

curve, higher entry costs and a different risk profile, and is not a matter of simply redirecting residential 

capital into the nearest available asset.

Purpose-built specialist housing sits on the favourable side of the line. Because most purpose-built 

specialist disability accommodation and comparable new-supply product qualifies as new-build stock, it 

retains negative gearing eligibility and the choice between the fifty-per-cent discount and the new 

indexation  regime  —  a  genuine  relative  advantage  over  established-dwelling  investment  as  those 

settings deteriorate. The caveat is that this is a relative advantage, not immunity: the broader chilling of 

investor sentiment can still thin the pool of capital willing to enter complex, unfamiliar asset classes, 

and sector-specific pricing risk (for example, ongoing scheme cost-control in the disability-housing 

market) must be modelled on its own terms rather than assumed stable.

Yield  discipline  supersedes  tax-driven  acquisition. In  a  world  of  restricted  negative  gearing  on 

established homes, cash-flow-positive assets become the premium. The practice of acquiring poor-

quality stock chiefly for its tax deductions is no longer viable.

Superannuation strategies near the threshold require modelling now. The Division 296 cost-base reset 

election is irreversible and all-or-nothing, and must be made in the first year. Because superannuation 

retains its capital gains discount and remains a highly tax-effective structure, the strategic question is 

not whether to use super but what to hold within it.

The SMSF residential borrowing window is closing on a hard deadline. From 10 August 2026, no self-

managed fund can enter a new limited recourse borrowing arrangement to buy residential property — 

new or established. Any trustee for whom a geared residential purchase inside super is part of the plan 

must exchange contracts before that date to be protected; settlement can follow. After it,  the only 

remaining leveraged real-property route inside super is business real property, and the only remaining 
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residential route is an unleveraged purchase. Existing arrangements are safe and may be refinanced, but 

the strategy itself is being closed to new entrants with minimal notice — the clearest example in the 

whole package of a long-standing pathway disappearing on a fixed date.

Compliance is now a live operating cost. Any professional or entity selling property directly must meet 

the new anti-money-laundering obligations from 1 July 2026. This is a fixed feature of the transaction 

environment, not an optional one.

The  durable  investment  thesis  is  the  rental  shortage  itself. Sub-two-per-cent  vacancy,  rents 

outrunning  wages,  and  a  supply  pipeline  losing  ground  constitute  a  structural  imbalance. 

Uncomfortably, that imbalance is durable in part because the policy settings are not resolving the supply 

problem — which is precisely why disciplined, well-located rental investment retains its long-term 

rationale.
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How the Reset Reshapes Four Investor 
Profiles

The reforms do not fall evenly. Four broad investor profiles emerge from the new settings, each facing a 

different mix of exposure and opportunity.

INVESTOR PROFILE TAX POSITION AFTER THE 
RESET LIKELY RESPONSE

Existing investors holding pre-
Budget-night property

Fifty-per-cent CGT discount and 
full negative gearing 
grandfathered on past holdings

Inclined to hold rather than 
sell, to preserve legacy 
concessions and avoid the new 
regime on replacement assets

New investors buying 
established dwellings

No offset of rental losses against 
salary or other non-property 
income; indexed CGT with the 
thirty-per-cent floor from July 
2027

Tilt toward higher-yield, lower-
vacancy markets; more 
conservative gearing; a likely 
fall in first-time "mum-and-dad" 
entrants

New-build, build-to-rent and 
institutional capital

Retains full negative gearing 
and the choice of CGT 
treatment on eligible new 
dwellings

Increased appetite for scale 
projects, build-to-rent and 
specialist stock such as 
purpose-built disability 
accommodation

Trust and SMSF structures

Facing the proposed trust 
minimum tax and the LRBA 
borrowing ban, but SMSF 
income and capital-gains tax 
settings are otherwise 
unchanged

Movement toward unlevered or 
lightly geared SMSF holdings 
and away from trust-based 
income streaming

The first two rows describe a market bifurcating by acquisition date, already addressed in Chapter 9. The 

second two deserve closer attention, because they point toward where capital is likely to concentrate 

once the reset is fully in effect — and because the fourth profile, superannuation, turns out to be treated 

more gently by the reforms than the headline package suggests. The next three chapters examine that 

profile in detail.
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SMSF Property Under the Reset

Read the package as a whole and an asymmetry emerges that the political debate has largely missed: the 

core tax settings governing property held inside a self-managed superannuation fund are essentially 

untouched by the 2026 reset. The LRBA borrowing ban (Section 2.4) closes the door on new leveraged 

entry from 10 August 2026, and Division 296 (Section 2.3) reaches high-balance members. But for a fund 

that  already  holds  property,  or  that  acquires  it  without  borrowing,  the  income  and  capital-gains 

treatment inside super is the same after the reset as before it.

Rental income inside an SMSF continues to be taxed at fifteen per cent in accumulation phase and at zero 

per cent once the fund is in full pension phase, subject to the transfer balance cap and Division 296.  

Capital gains on assets held longer than twelve months continue to receive the one-third discount 

available to superannuation funds — an effective ten per cent in accumulation,  falling to zero on 

pension-phase assets within the relevant caps. None of this changes on 1 July 2027.

Compare that with the personal-name position after the reset: individuals lose the fifty-per-cent CGT 

discount in favour of indexation and a thirty-per-cent minimum, and lose the ability to offset rental 

losses on newly acquired established property against salary or other income. The gap between the two 

ownership environments, already present before 2026, widens materially. Superannuation was already 

the more concessional structure for a long-term property hold; after the reset it becomes markedly more 

so, because personal ownership loses ground that superannuation does not.

The negative gearing quarantine also does not reach SMSFs. Rental losses inside a fund continue to be 

carried forward at the fund level to offset future fund income, exactly as before, and the fixed unit trusts 

commonly  used  alongside  SMSF  structures  remain  outside  the  quarantine  that  now  applies  to 

individuals and most other trusts. A geared or negatively-positioned property acquired inside super — 

where borrowing remains possible, before 10 August 2026, or where the purchase is unleveraged after 

that date — sits in a materially better tax position than the same asset bought in personal name.

This is worth stating plainly as one of the reset's more significant unintended consequences: a package 

framed  around  redirecting  investor  capital  toward  new  supply  and  away  from  tax-advantaged 

established-property investment leaves superannuation — arguably the single most tax-advantaged 

property structure available to Australian investors — almost entirely outside its reach. Investors who 

can still gear into property before the August deadline, or who can fund an unleveraged purchase inside 

an existing fund afterward, retain access to a concessional environment that personal ownership no 

longer offers. The practical implication is not that SMSF property becomes risk-free; sole-purpose, 

diversification, liquidity and in-house-asset tests still apply, and the fund must remain capable of paying 

a pension. It is that the relative attractiveness of superannuation as a property-holding structure has 
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increased, at exactly the moment the Government's rhetoric has been most focused on winding back 

property tax concessions generally.
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SMSF Versus Personal Ownership

The comparison below sets out the two ownership environments as they stand after the 2026 reset, for a 

residential property purchased after 12 May 2026.

DIMENSION
PERSONAL NAME 
(ESTABLISHED RESIDENTIAL, 
POST-12 MAY 2026)

SMSF (COMPLYING FUND)

Negative gearing

Rental losses quarantined from 
1 July 2027; offset only against 
other residential rental income 
or gains, excess carried forward

Full deductibility retained 
inside the fund; losses offset 
other fund income taxed at 
15%, not personal salary

CGT regime

Fifty-per-cent discount 
removed; cost-base indexation 
plus a 30% minimum tax on real 
gains from 1 July 2027

Unchanged: one-third discount 
on assets held over 12 months 
(effective 10% in accumulation); 
0% on pension-phase assets 
within caps

Tax on rental profit
Taxed at the investor's marginal 
rate, up to 47% including the 
Medicare levy

Taxed at 15% in accumulation; 
can be tax-free on pension-
phase assets within transfer 
balance and Division 296 limits

Access to funds
Full personal access to income 
and sale proceeds, subject to tax

Retained in the fund until a 
condition of release is met

Leverage environment
Standard lending; after-tax 
returns on geared established 
property are thinner post-reset

LRBA borrowing closes to new 
arrangements from 10 August 
2026; existing arrangements 
grandfathered and may be 
refinanced

Setup and running costs
Minimal beyond conveyancing, 
tax return and advisory fees

Fund establishment, corporate 
trustee, annual accounts, audit 
and advice — typically $1,500–
$3,500-plus per year

Regulatory complexity
Standard individual tax and 
landlord obligations

Sole-purpose test, in-house 
asset limits, arm's-length 
dealing rules, LRBA conditions, 
Division 296 for high balances

Strategic fit
Better suited to shorter-horizon, 
flexible or value-add strategies

Best suited to long-term, 
retirement-aligned holds where 
concessional tax can compound 
through to pension phase
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The picture that emerges is not that SMSFs have been made more attractive in absolute terms — the 

LRBA ban is a genuine and abrupt constraint — but that they have become more attractive relative to  

personal ownership, because personal ownership has lost ground that superannuation has not. For a 

client  already  weighing  structure,  that  relative  shift  is  now  a  live  input  into  the  decision,  not  a 

background consideration.
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Mitigating the Thirty Per Cent Floor

The new CGT minimum cannot be avoided outright for gains held in personal name, but the point of 

exposure can be managed by choosing more deliberately where future growth is generated and how it is 

realised.

The main residence exemption is untouched by the reset and remains the only avenue for an individual 

to build unlimited capital growth entirely free of tax. Directing more of a household's wealth-building 

activity into the home — through upgrades, extensions or an eventual move to a higher-value principal 

residence — shifts growth into the one bucket the reforms do not touch. The existing six-year absence 

rule, which can preserve the exemption on a former home for a period while it is rented, remains 

available on the same terms as before.

Because the thirty-per-cent floor applies to individuals, trusts and most partnerships, structures taxed 

differently retain a relative advantage. Superannuation is the clearest case, for the reasons set out in 

Chapter 11: capital gains inside a fund are taxed at an effective ten per cent in accumulation and can fall 

to zero in pension phase, against thirty per cent as the personal floor. For business or development-style 

investments, a company structure — taxed at a flat rate in the mid-twenties to thirty per cent, with 

franking credits available on eventual dividends — can also compare favourably to a large, one-off 

personal capital gain, though it introduces its own compliance and access considerations.

Beyond structure, the reset changes the relative appeal of income against growth. A large, crystallised 

capital gain is now taxed more heavily than before; a steady income stream, whether rental yield or 

franked dividends, is not. Investors with a genuine choice between a lower-yielding, higher-growth 

asset  and a  higher-yielding,  moderate-growth one should  weigh that  trade-off with  the  new floor 

explicitly in mind, and diversified holdings — spreading gains across assets and financial years rather 

than concentrating them — reduce the risk of a single large disposal landing entirely inside the new 

regime.

Finally, the ordinary mechanics of capital gains management remain available and now carry more 

weight than before: staggering disposals across financial years to avoid stacking gains into a single 

assessment, ensuring the cost base properly captures every eligible acquisition and improvement cost, 

and using capital losses deliberately where they exist to offset gains realised in the same period. None of 

these strategies eliminates the thirty-per-cent floor. Together, they determine how much of an investor's 

future growth is exposed to it.
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Structure Beyond SMSF: Trusts, Land Tax 
and Borrowing Capacity

Chapters  11  through 13 examined superannuation in detail  because the reset  changed its  relative 

position most. But SMSF is one of three ownership structures available to a property investor, not the 

only one, and the other two — personal name and trust — carry their own mechanics that the reset has 

left largely untouched. A complete picture of "what structure should hold this asset" needs all three on 

the table together, along with two practical constraints that sit underneath the tax question: land tax, and 

borrowing capacity.

Trusts: flexibility with a cost attached
A discretionary, or family, trust gives its trustee discretion over which beneficiaries receive a property's 

income and capital gains in a given year — a genuine advantage for a family whose members sit on 

different marginal tax rates, since income can be directed toward the lowest-taxed member each year. A 

unit trust trades that flexibility for certainty: ownership is divided into fixed, transferable units, which 

suits co-investment between parties who want a defined share rather than a trustee's discretion.

Both structures share a weakness that predates the 2026 reset and is easy to overlook: a trust's losses are 

trapped inside it. Unlike a negatively geared property in personal name, a loss made inside a trust cannot 

be distributed to beneficiaries and offset against their personal income — it can only be carried forward 

inside the trust itself, to be used against the trust's own future income or the eventual capital gain on 

sale. A negatively geared property inside a discretionary trust has always deferred its tax benefit rather 

than delivering it  annually,  and after  the reset  this  trust-level  quarantine sits  alongside the  same 

negative-gearing quarantine now applied to individuals, compounding rather than avoiding it. Trusts 

also received no carve-out from the CGT reset in Chapter 2 — they lose the fifty-per-cent discount on the 

same terms and the same date as individuals, a position they already shared before the reform and 

continue to share after it. And borrowing is generally harder to arrange: many lenders require personal 

guarantees from the trustee or appointor,  and discount or exclude trust  distribution income from 

serviceability assessment without several years of distribution history — meaning the structure's legal 

complexity does not, in practice, remove the borrowing decision from the individual behind it.

Land tax: the state-by-state penalty conventional wisdom misses
Land tax treatment of trust-held property is not uniform across Australia, and the gap between using a 

trust and holding in personal name ranges from severe to nonexistent depending on the state.
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STATE INDIVIDUAL TAX-FREE 
THRESHOLD TRUST TREATMENT

Victoria $50,000

Lower threshold of $25,000 for 
trust-held land, plus a 4% 
absentee-owner surcharge 
where applicable

New South Wales ~$1,075,000

No threshold at all for a 
discretionary trust — taxed from 
the first dollar of land value at a 
flat rate

Queensland $600,000
Lower threshold of $350,000 for 
trust or company-held land

South Australia ~$833,000
Lower threshold of $25,000 for 
trust-held land

Western Australia $300,000
No distinction — trusts assessed 
on the same threshold as 
individuals

Tasmania $125,000
No distinction — trusts assessed 
on the same threshold as 
individuals

New South Wales is the sharpest case in the table, not a mild one. A discretionary trust there pays land 

tax from the first dollar of value, with no threshold whatsoever — making it, by some margin, the most 

expensive of the six states for that specific structure, even though NSW's individual-ownership threshold 

is the most generous of the six. Western Australia and Tasmania sit at the opposite end, with no trust 

penalty at all. The practical conclusion is that a trust's income-splitting flexibility is close to free in two 

states and can be genuinely expensive in the other four — which makes the land-tax position a first-order 

input into the structure decision, not a footnote to be modelled after the fact.

Borrowing capacity: the structure that finances the next purchase
Lending is not neutral across structures, and the gap compounds with everything above. Personal name 

carries the widest lender panel, the most competitive rates, and the simplest serviceability assessment, 

since income and expenses are assessed directly against the applicant. Trust borrowing generally still 

rests on the personal serviceability of the trustee or appointor in practice — lenders require guarantees 

— while  adding  legal  and structural  complexity  without  removing  the  underlying  dependency on 

personal capacity. SMSF lending, for the narrower set of situations where it remains available after the 

LRBA ban, draws on a smaller panel of specialist lenders, typically at higher rates and lower loan-to-

value ratios, with serviceability assessed against the fund's own income rather than the member's.

For an investor planning more than one purchase, this is not a one-off comparison but a sequencing 

question. A personal-name purchase preserves the widest range of options for what comes next; a trust 
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or SMSF purchase can achieve a tax or asset-protection goal, but at the cost of narrowing what the 

following purchase can look like. The structure chosen for the first property is, in effect, a decision about 

the second one as well.

A worked comparison
The mechanics above are easier to see in a concrete example than in the abstract. Take an established 

house purchased for $750,000, generating $550 a week in gross rent ($28,600 a year), against annual 

holding costs of roughly $9,000 and an interest-only loan of $600,000 at an illustrative 6.5 per cent 

($39,000 a year in interest). The unlevered cash position is a loss of roughly $19,400 a year, before 

considering tax, regardless of structure.

Held in personal name after 12 May 2026, that loss is quarantined from 1 July 2027: it can no longer 

reduce salary  tax,  but  carries  forward to  offset  either  a  future  profitable  year  on this  or  another 

residential property, or the eventual capital gain on sale. The cash shortfall must still be funded from the 

investor's own pocket in real time; only the timing of the tax benefit has changed.

Held in an  SMSF with a grandfathered LRBA or a pre-10-August-2026 exchange, the same loss is 

assessed inside the fund's own fifteen-per-cent tax environment rather than the member's marginal rate, 

and on eventual sale the fund retains its full one-third CGT discount — now a comparatively larger 

advantage than it was before the reset, for the reasons set out in Chapter 11.

Held as a new SMSF purchase after 10 August 2026 with no qualifying carve-out, the fund cannot gear 

the property at all. If it can fund the purchase in cash, it retains the concessional tax and asset-protection 

profile, but the return depends entirely on unleveraged yield and growth, with none of the amplification 

a loan would otherwise provide — the direct, practical cost of the borrowing ban for a fund that does not 

already hold a qualifying arrangement.

The  same  $750,000  house,  in  other  words,  is  three  genuinely  different  investment  propositions 

depending on structure and on when the structure decision was made relative to the two hard 2026 

legislative dates. That is the underlying case for treating ownership structure as a first-order question, 

decided before a suburb is chosen, rather than a tax detail settled after the fact.
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Conclusion

Australia's 2026 property tax reforms represent a serious attempt to address a genuine and pressing 

problem. Their diagnosis — that the tax system has tilted investment toward existing housing — is not 

without merit. But diagnosis is not treatment, and the treatment on offer is mismatched to the disease. A 

demand-side tax adjustment, promising a one-to-two-per-cent price effect, has been applied to a market 

whose  defining  feature  is  a  decade-long,  worsening  shortage  of  supply,  at  a  moment  when  the 

construction sector is least able to respond and the rental market is already in acute distress.

The  most  probable  outcome  is  not  the  affordability  breakthrough  the  policy  promises  but  a 

redistribution of risk: toward renters through tighter supply and higher rents, toward marginal first-

home  buyers  competing  with  displaced  investors  for  cheaper  established  stock,  and  toward  a 

construction industry asked to build its way out of a shortfall it is currently losing. The reforms did not 

cause the housing crisis, and they will not resolve it; the fair conclusion is that they add risk to an already 

fragile market while delivering a modest benefit at best.

For investors, the lesson is neither panic nor complacency but discipline: understand the transition, 

respect the grandfathering window, favour yield and quality over tax-driven speculation, model the 

superannuation implications carefully, and hold to the fundamentals of supply, demand and location 

that have always underpinned sound property investment. The settings have changed. The principles 

have not.
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Outlook: The 2028 Election and the Prospect 
of Reversal

For an investor with a multi-decade horizon, the durability of a tax regime matters as much as its 

content. Two questions decide whether these reforms become a permanent feature of the Australian 

landscape or a passing one: whether the Government is returned at the next federal election — which 

must be held on or before 20 May 2028 — and, if it is not, whether an incoming government would, or 

realistically could, unwind them. This closing section addresses each in turn.

16.1 The odds of a Labor victory in 2028
Section 8 set out the paradox in detail: a government trailing on the primary vote, led by an unpopular  

Prime Minister, that nonetheless remains favoured to govern because the opposition is fractured. Two 

distinct odds follow from this, and conflating them is the most common analytical error in the current 

debate.

The first is the probability that the Government is returned to office in some form — as a majority or a  

minority.  On  the  evidence  as  it  stands,  including  seat  modelling  that  is  otherwise  dire  for  the 

Government, this remains the most likely outcome; a reasonable estimate places it around two chances 

in three. Preferential voting and a divided right do most of the work here, and the projections that show 

One Nation surging and the Coalition collapsing still leave Labor best placed to command the floor of the 

House.

The second is the probability that the Government retains a majority in its own right. This is genuinely 

uncertain — closer to a coin toss than a safe bet — and it is the number that should command an  

investor's attention. A Labor government dependent on the Greens or crossbench independents to 

govern would face a very different negotiating environment, potentially one in which housing and tax 

policy is pushed further, not wound back.

Translating this into a single figure requires humility, because polling two years from an election is a  

weak predictor. But the shape of the risk is clear: the Government's hold on office is more secure than its 

hold on a majority. The variables that would move both estimates are identifiable — a consolidation of 

the right's  vote through disciplined preferencing,  the trajectory of  interest  rates and cost-of-living 

pressure, and, most relevant to this paper, whether the negative gearing and capital gains changes that 

commence in July  2027 are seen to  land badly in the ten months before the campaign.  A visibly 

worsening rental market in early 2028 is the single development most capable of turning a reduced 

majority into a minority.
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A reasonable scenario weighting on the evidence available today — offered as an analytical estimate 

rather than a forecast — is as follows:

2028 OUTCOME INDICATIVE PROBABILITY

Labor returned with a majority ~45%

Labor returned in minority (reliant on Greens / 
crossbench)

~30%

Coalition- or right-led government ~20%

Other / highly fragmented outcome ~5%

The reading that follows is that Labor is more likely than not to remain in government (roughly three 

chances in four across the two Labor scenarios), but that a clean majority is closer to a coin toss. The 

most consequential line in the table for property investors is the second: a Labor government dependent 

on the Greens is the scenario in which housing and tax policy is most likely to be pushed further — the 

Greens' price for the SMSF borrowing ban in June 2026 is a live demonstration of exactly that dynamic.

16.2 The opposition is united on this issue, if on little else
On most questions the Australian right is divided; on these reforms it is not. The Opposition Leader has 

publicly committed to repealing the negative gearing changes. The Coalition has declared it will fight the 

measures through the Parliament, with its Treasury spokesman promising to use maximum procedural 

leverage to slow or block them. The main minor party of the right opposed the capital gains changes 

outright, voted against the package in the Senate, and has campaigned aggressively on the theme that 

the Government broke an explicit election promise not to touch these settings — a charge that is factually 

grounded and therefore politically durable.

This matters for two reasons. It keeps reversal permanently on the political agenda rather than allowing 

the reforms to settle into bipartisan acceptance. And it means that a change of government — or even a 

shift in the balance of power in the Senate — would bring to office parties formally committed to 

unwinding at least part of the package. The intent to reverse is real, not hypothetical.

16.3 Why reversal is harder than the rhetoric suggests
Political will is a necessary but not a sufficient condition. Even a right-of-centre government would face 

substantial obstacles to a clean reversal.

First, grandfathering blunts the urgency. Because every investor who held property at Budget night is 

protected indefinitely, the cohort actually disadvantaged by the reforms is limited to new buyers, and it 

shrinks in relative terms over time. The political pressure to reverse is therefore likely to fade rather 

than build.

PROPERTY SCORECARD  ·  UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES 34



Second, the capital gains reset is difficult to unwind. The deeming of all assets as sold and reacquired at 

market value on 1 July 2027 creates a clean break in the tax history of every asset. Reversing that after it 

has taken effect would create a fresh set of winners and losers and its own retrospectivity problems.

Third, the revenue is embedded. The measures sit in the budget's forward estimates; repeal requires 

either replacement revenue or a larger deficit, a cost any incoming government would weigh carefully.

Fourth, the Senate is not guaranteed. A fragmented right that wins government may still  lack the 

numbers  to  legislate  repeal  without  negotiation,  and the  right's  own parties  do  not  agree  on the 

alternative — one favours a straightforward restoration, another a modified version limited to a set 

number of properties per person.

Fifth, reversing tax settings every electoral cycle itself corrodes the investment certainty that opponents 

of the reforms claim to defend — an irony that tempers the appetite for wholesale change.

16.4 The realistic scenarios
Weighing these forces, three scenarios frame the outlook:

—  Base case — Government returned, reforms entrenched (most likely). The changes become the 

settled landscape and investors adapt. This is the single most probable path.

—  Change of government, partial reversal (plausible). Negative gearing on established homes — the 

simplest and most popular element to unwind, and the one least entangled with revenue and asset-

history complexity — is restored prospectively, while the capital gains reset and the superannuation 

tax largely survive because they are harder and costlier to reverse.

—  Change of government, full reversal (least likely). This requires the right to win decisively, secure 

the Senate, and expend significant political and fiscal capital unwinding an already-operational 

regime — a demanding combination.

16.5 The investor's conclusion
Two practical implications follow. First, no investment strategy should be built on the expectation of 

reversal. Grandfathering rewards acting within the current rules now, not waiting for a repeal that may 

never come and, even if it comes, may arrive in partial form years later. Second, the elements differ 

sharply in their durability: negative gearing on established homes is the most reversible, while the 

capital gains reset and the Division 296 superannuation tax should be treated as effectively permanent 

regardless of who governs. The prudent planning assumption is that the core of this package is here to  

stay — because the Government would keep it by conviction, and a successor would find full repeal far  

harder than the campaign rhetoric implies.
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About PROPERTY SCORECARD 
This guide was prepared by PROPERTY SCORECARD. Here is what we do, and the 

one rule the whole business is built around. 

 

T H E  O N E  L I N E  

We make our money from the report, not the transaction. We are paid the same whether the 

verdict on a property is proceed or avoid, and that indifference to the outcome is the entire 

product. 

 

What we do 
PROPERTY SCORECARD exists to take the conflict of interest out of property due diligence. 

We are independent of any sales channel. No agent, developer, or commission sits behind 

our verdict, so we have nothing to protect except being right. We turn scattered, hard-to-

reach data into a single defensible call on a specific property: whether the price is supported, 

whether the fundamentals stack up, and what risks a buyer cannot easily see for themselves. 

The three voices in a purchase 
When someone buys a property they hear three voices, and it is worth being honest about 

whose side each one is on. 

The selling agent acts for the vendor. The legal duty, the commission, and the next listing all 

point the same way: a sale, at the top of what the buyer will pay. The information the agent 

holds is usually genuine, but it reaches the buyer selectively. What helps the sale gets told. 

What does not gets left out, and silence is not a lie, so the buyer never learns what was 

withheld. 

The buyer's own research is the most compromised voice of all. By the time most people are 

researching a property, they have already decided they want it. The research stops being a 

test and becomes a search for permission. Supporting data gets noticed; contradicting data 

gets explained away. 

PROPERTY SCORECARD is the only voice in the room with no stake in whether the buyer 

proceeds. We have never seen the kitchen, so we cannot fall for the property. We can test the 

case instead of defending it. 

What you are actually buying 
Put plainly, you are paying for someone to try to talk you out of it: rigorously, with evidence, 

and with no reason to flinch. Every other voice has a reason to keep the deal alive. We are 

built to find the reason a purchase should not proceed and to state that reason even when it 

is unwelcome. If the property survives the test, you proceed with earned confidence rather 

than borrowed enthusiasm. If it does not, you have avoided the most expensive mistake in 

the process. 

The second thing you get is calibration. We are the repeat player on your side. We have read 

the comparable sales the agent did not volunteer, we know what a normal vendor discount 



looks like in that market, and we apply the same institutional method to a single purchase 

that you will make only a few times in your life. 

How the call is made 
A verdict is only worth trusting if the method behind it is sound. Five disciplines hold ours 

together. 

• Evidence is graded, not pooled. A verified sale outranks an unverified one, and an 

automated estimate is only ever a cross-check, never the anchor. 

• Verdicts are capped, not averaged. A weak reading on any one measure caps the 

result. A fail is never blended up into a pass on the strength of a good growth story. 

• One report, one verdict. The same conclusion runs from the front page to the last, 

word for word. 

• Bias is surfaced, not buried. We ask what the data is hiding, and we keep the 

inconvenient evidence in the report rather than quietly dropping it. 

• Every claim is sourced, every inference flagged. Where something is inferred 

rather than verified, we label it and state how to confirm it. 

And we never fabricate or estimate silently. A polished but invented figure is worse than no 

figure, because it buys false confidence. Where there is a gap, we flag it rather than fill it. 

The cost of getting it wrong 
A full report is a small fraction of one per cent of a typical purchase price. A calibration error, 

overpaying by a couple of per cent because agent pressure could not be weighed or because 

optimism filled a data gap, runs to many multiples of that. Property is a low-frequency, high-

consequence, hard-to-reverse decision. That is exactly the kind of decision where an 

indifferent second opinion is most worth having, and exactly the kind people most often 

make on emotion and pressure. 

Where we stop 
We are deliberate about our lane, because staying in it is what keeps us independent. We 

render a verdict on the property and the numbers. We do not give financial, tax, legal, or 

credit advice, and we do not carry your full financial picture. Serviceability, ownership 

structure, tax position, and portfolio fit sit with you and your licensed advisers. We sharpen 

the call. We do not replace your judgment or your professionals, and we will never imply that 

we do. 

 

Research first. Then invest. 

Before you commit to a property, get an independent PROPERTY SCORECARD report: a 

read on the price, the fundamentals, and the risks of a specific property, from the one voice 

with no stake in whether you buy. 

 

 


