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From the  
Manager

“The HAC has 
continued to operate 
during the periods 
of lockdown and 
with the imposed 
COVID-19 restrictions 
of 2020, with minimal 
disruptions.” 

On behalf of the Housing 
Appeals Committee (HAC), 
I am pleased to provide this 
year’s Annual Overview report 
for 2019/2020. This year’s 
report will focus on the key 
statistical findings and how 
these compare with the previous 
years. In particular, this year 
we have delved further into 
our client demographics, 
looking at the predominant 
appeal type issues for different 
demographic groups, by age, 
cultural identity, household types 
and geographic locations. The 
report also highlights the HAC’s 
key performance measures 
and core business activities for 
2019/2020. 

Whilst there were no surprises 
in some areas in the data for 
the year, there have been 
some changes in other key 
reported areas. For instance, 
the unprecedented events of 
COVID-19 half way through this 
year, are likely to have resulted in 
the reduced number of appeals 
with 487 applications received 
at the HAC compared to last 
year’s 505. However despite this 
reduction, we heard 360 appeals 
which is on par with the previous 
years. The most common appeal 
type heard at the HAC for 
2019/2020 was Recognition as a 
Tenant (RaaT). This is a change 
from the previous years, which 
consistently showed Priority 
Housing as the most prevalent 
appeal type heard over the last 
five years. A detailed analysis 
of this year’s data results, is 
discussed in the body of the 
report under Key Statistics.

Another interesting finding 
comes from a historical analysis 
of the HAC hearing decisions 
that reveal an increasing trend 
over the last five years, where 
the HAC has agreed with 
the Housing Provider. This 
trend suggests that there is 
an increased clarity amongst 
housing staff, when applying 
their own procedures and 
policies in their decision making. 
On the other hand, the HAC 
has continued to receive high 
approval rate for decisions 
recommended for either change 
in full or part change. This 
year, 36% of appeals heard 
were recommended for a 
change of decisions, with 99% 
approval rate from Housing 
Providers supporting the HAC 
recommendations.

There have been some changes 
in our Committee Members 
for this year. In January 
2020, we said goodbye to 
our longstanding Presiding 
Chair Claudia Kennedy, who 
commenced as a Committee 
Member in 2013 before taking 
the role as a Presiding Chair 
in 2014. On behalf of the HAC, 
I want to thank Claudia for 
her years of commitment and 
dedication and wish her all the 
best in her future endeavours. 

I would also like to congratulate 
our existing Committee Member 
Catherine White, who has been 
successful in her appointment 
as our newest Presiding Chair. 
Catherine brings to this role her 
invaluable skills and knowledge 
of the various housing policies 
relating to social housing 
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disputes, and an understanding 
of the complex issues facing 
social housing clients.

I am also pleased to announce 
that the HAC now has two 
Aboriginal Committee Members, 
as a result of an external 
recruitment. Up to this point, 
Blanch Lake, a Weilwan woman 
of the Wiradjuri Nation, has 
been our only Aboriginal 
Member in recent years to sit in 
for all appeals from Aboriginal 
housing clients. In response to 
the steady growth of appeals 
from Aboriginal clients, I 
am pleased to welcome our 
additional Aboriginal Member 
Arabella Douglas who joined 
the Committee in October 2019. 
Arabella is a Minyunbul woman 
of the Yugemebeh Bundjalung 
Nation and she brings to 
the Committee, her wealth 
of experience in Aboriginal 
Housing, and an understanding 
of the issues faced by Aboriginal 
clients in NSW. 

As our newest Members in 
their respective roles, a short 
biography for both Catherine 
and Arabella that outlines 
their extensive and valuable 
experiences, is featured towards 
the end of this report.

This year, the HAC has continued 
to operate during the periods of 
lockdown and with the imposed 
COVID-19 restrictions of 2020 
with minimal disruptions.  
I want to thank and congratulate 
the Secretariat staff and the 
Committee for responding with 
efficiency and flexibility during 
these times. Our Secretariat staff 
quickly adopted to working from 
home and working remotely, 
with little impact to the services 
we provide to our clients. 

To safeguard the safety of our 
staff and clients, the HAC has 
also closed our office doors 
until further notice. However, 
we continued to receive appeals 
by email, postal services and 
online submissions. We have also 
implemented telephone hearings 
for all of our appeals. Telephone 
hearings were typically offered 

to regional clients, but since 
March 2020 have been offered 
to all clients in both metropolitan 
and regional locations. This 
mode of service delivery has 
proven to be quite successful 
and convenient for our clients.

Finally, whilst the team is 
working remotely, we have 
continued to hold online regular 
Secretariat meetings, Chairs’ 
meetings and our internal 
Committee Members’ training 
days to stay connected with 
each other, and to ensure that 
we continue to deliver high 
quality services to our clients.

The Year Ahead

The HAC is looking forward next 
year to resuming a number of 
initiatives that have been put on 
hold as a result of COVID-19 at 
the latter half of this year, and 
also to implement new ways of 
providing services to our clients.

Whilst face to face hearings will 
resume once COVID restrictions 
are fully lifted, we are however 
keen to continue to offer 
telephone hearings to our clients 
in the metropolitan regions as 
well as to our regional clients. 
This will particularly assist and 
provide flexibility to those who 
may have difficulties in attending 
their Hearing day at the office 
for various reasons, such as 
childcare issues, and for the 
elderly and less mobile clients. 
We are also looking at different 

ways to enhance our client 
experience during a hearing, and 
will be exploring the option of 
teleconferencing.

A focus for next year will 
be to resume the HAC’s 
stakeholder engagement plan, 
such as providing training and 
presentation events to both DCJ 
Housing staff and community 
Housing Providers. In particular, 
the HAC will be exploring 
different modes of delivering 
training, including online training 
packages.

For the year ahead, the 
Secretariat staff is committed 
to maintain their high level 
of support to the HAC 
Members and also in providing 
exceptional customer service 
to our clients. The Committee 
will continue to maintain 
professional development 
through their participation 
in relevant conferences and 
skills development training 
days. In addition, the HAC will 
continue to work with DCJ, 
AHO, Community Housing 
Providers and Housing Pathways, 
and Aboriginal Community 
Housing Providers, to report and 
provide feedback on policy and 
procedural issues that impacts 
on the social housing sector.

 Catherine Walton  
Manager
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Timeframes

Hearing timeframes

The HAC aims to hear appeals 
within 28 days from the receipt 
of appeal application. For 
this year 2019/20, the median 
number of days between 
receipts of appeal to hearing 
schedule was 17 days, with the 
average timeframe being 15 
days. This is an outstanding 
result for clients, with their 
appeals heard in an efficient and 
timely manner.

Appeal decision completed

On average, for non-accelerated 
matters, HAC decisions are made 
within 14 days of the hearing 
date. The median number of 
days for a decision was five days, 
with the average of eight days. 
For accelerated matters that 
are considered urgent, because 
the client’s tenancy is placed 
at risk, decisions are expedited 
and made within two to five 
days after the hearing. The HAC 
has continued to achieve this 
performance target to provide 
timely outcomes to social 
housing clients.

Continuous improvement 
in service delivery

This year we have focused 
on enhancing our internal 
processes to further improve 
the quality of service that we 
provide to HAC clients. This 
has included reviewing how we 
triage applications, ensuring 
we maintain timely processing 

of applications and focusing 
on accurate assessment of 
applications before it proceeds 
to a HAC hearing. We have 
also improved our internal case 
briefs that go to the Committee 
prior to hearings, which outlines 
the appeal background and 
includes relevant information 
and documentation pertaining 
to the appeal. We have also 
reviewed how we respond to 
general enquiries, and have 
made changes to our internal 
database to improve how we 
record information. These 
internal enhancements have 
resulted in a more efficient 
response to appeals and better 
customer service provided to our 
HAC clients.

Promoting policy and 
procedural improvement

The HAC has continued its role 
on providing feedback and 
comments on systemic and 
policy issues to the housing 
sector, for both public (DCJ) 
and community Housing 
Providers. Where necessary, 
feedback is provided at the 
conclusion of a HAC hearing 
regarding any procedural or 
policy issues found. In addition, 
despite the restrictions imposed 
due to COVID-19, the HAC 
has continued our recurrent 
quarterly meetings with DCJ 
Housing Statewide Services 
through online meetings. These 
meetings provide an opportunity 
to discuss systemic policy issues 
and an opportunity for the HAC 
to provide feedback on new 
policy developments. The HAC 

has also worked directly on 
requests for policy comment and 
feedback arising out of appeal 
cases heard at the HAC.

Maintain strong and 
professional HAC 
Memberships

Each year our Committee 
Members take turns at attending 
relevant conferences held by 
the Council of Australasian 
Tribunals (COAT). These 
conferences further builds on 
the Committee’s expertise and 
capabilities in high level reviews 
and decision making. The 
Committee also attends relevant 
conferences relating to housing 
and homelessness to maintain 
current knowledge in this sector. 
These conferences however 
were impacted by the events 
of COVID-19, with conferences 
being cancelled. For this year, 
one Member completed the 
COAT online member induction 
program, and three Members 
attended a NSW COAT 
conference held in Sydney prior 
to the COVID lockdown. 

To provide ongoing skills 
development opportunities, 
the HAC has continued to 
deliver internal Members 
training by online platforms. 
The training focused on topics 
regarding the appeal review, and 
understanding of policy around a 
specific appeal type.

Key Performance 
Outcomes
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Our purpose and role

The purpose, role and 
jurisdiction of the HAC, is 
defined within the NSW Housing 
Appeals Committee Charter. We 
offer free independent second 
tier appeals to social housing 
tenants and applicants of 
Department of Communities and 
Justice (DCJ), and registered 
Community Housing Providers 
(CHP) managing social housing 
in NSW, including Aboriginal 
Community Housing Providers 
(ACHP).1 

1 The HAC service is open to 
applicants and tenants of 
registered CHPs and ACHPs, 
who are registered under the 
National Regulatory System for 
Community Housing (NRSCH), 
or providers who are registered 
under the Aboriginal Housing 
Office’s Provider Assessment and 
Registration System (PARS) and/or 
are preparing to transition into the 
NRSCH.

About us

The HAC is an independent body 
that reviews the decisions made 
by Housing Providers. Matters 
are reviewed on the merits 
and are assessed against the 
Housing Provider’s own relevant 
policy criteria to decide whether 
the decision which is being 
challenged, was the correct 
and preferable decision. At the 
conclusion of our HAC review, we 
will provide a recommendation 
that either agrees with the 
Housing Provider or recommend 
a change of decision in either full 
or in part. The HAC operates as 
independent of social Housing 
Providers, and our outcomes 
are not subject to the influence, 
control or direction of any 
social Housing Providers. Any 
identified policy or procedural 
issues found during our 
review will be shared with the 
Housing Provider to promote 
continuous improvement of 
service delivery. The HAC also 
attends regular meetings with 

DCJ Housing Statewide Services, 
DCJ Community Housing and 
Pathways, and DCJ Housing 
Services, as well as with the 
Aboriginal Housing Office (AHO) 
to share common appeal issues.

Who are we?

The HAC comprises of 
independent Committee 
Members who are appointed by 
Cabinet, on the recommendation 
of the Minister, Families, 
Communities and Disability 
Services. There are 14 
Committee Members, including 
four Presiding Chairs who 
lead the Hearing proceedings 
and in consultation with the 
sitting Members and are also 
the decision makers. The 
role of the Committee is to 
provide an external review of 
the appealable social housing 
dispute matters that come to 
the HAC. Our Members come 
from a variety of professional 
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backgrounds in legal, education, 
health, business and community 
based organisations. Members 
are also from diverse cultural 
backgrounds including from 
Culturally and Linguistically 
Diverse backgrounds (CALD), 
and we have two Aboriginal 
Members in the team who in 
addition to other appeals, also 
sit in all appeals received from 
Aboriginal clients.

The Committee are supported by 
a Secretariat team, who provide 
administrative and operational 
support and are the first point 
of contact for users of the HAC 
services. 

What matters can come  
to the HAC?

The NSW Social Housing 
External Appeals Policy 
Framework outlines the 
principles that underpins the 
external appeals mechanism. 
Under this framework, it is the 
Government’s expectation that 
social housing applicants or 
tenants are able to lodge an 
external appeal where they 
believe an incorrect decision 
has been made by a Housing 
Provider. As Housing Providers 
may have different internal 
policies affecting appeal 
decisions and processes, 
individual providers will outline 
what decisions are appealable in 
their internal policies.

The HAC can hear appeals 
on a range of decisions. For 
example, most social housing 
policy that determine eligibility 
or level of entitlement for a 
specific product or service, can 
be appealed to the HAC. We 
can also hear appeals about 
certain affordable housing 
decisions made by registered 
providers, such as decisions 
about entitlement, rent setting 
and ongoing eligibility. For more 
information about the scope of 
decisions that can be appealed 
at the HAC, visit our website at 
www.hac.nsw.gov.au
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Key Statistics  
2019-20

2. Housing  
Provider Type

92.5%
DCJ Housing 

7.5%
From community  
housing clients

1. Appeals activity

487
Appeals received

360
Appeals heard

127 
Ineligible appeals

3. Diversity  
of clients 
(who appealed  
to the HAC?)

10%
From Aboriginal  
clients

46%
From clients with 
a culturally and 
linguistically diverse 
background

4. Common appeal 
types 
(why clients 
appealed?)

33% 
Recognition as a Tenant

26%
Priority Housing

9%
Transfer

8%
Rental Subsidy 

5. Appeal Outcome 
(what the HAC 
recommended?)

36% 
HAC recommended for 
full or part change in 
decision

99%
HAC recommendation 
approved in full or in part 
by Housing Providers
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1. Appeals received

An overview of key statistics 
for 2019/20 shows the HAC’s 
activity for the year. This year 
the HAC received a reduced 
number of appeals with a total 
of 487 applications, compared 
to 505 of last year. This decrease 
in number is most likely due 
to the unprecedented event 
of COVID-19. During the social 
health and financial crisis, 
people are tending to stay put 
in the security of their current 
accommodation. Moreover, there 
have been various government 
and housing initiatives to assist 
people to remain in their homes, 
during these difficult times.

2. Appeals that did not 
proceed to a Hearing

Out of the 487 appeals received 
in this financial year, 127 were 
deemed ineligible. As shown 
in Table 1, “Internal Review 
Required” has continued to 
be the most common reason 
for appeal applications not 
proceeding to a hearing. This is 
when a client submits a second 
tier appeal application at the 
HAC, before a first tier review of 
a decision has been conducted 
by the Housing Provider. In 
these instances, the HAC will 
refer the client back to the 
Housing Provider. Consistent 
with previous years, “Not an 
Appealable Issue” remains as the 
second most common reason 
for an appeal to not proceed 
at the HAC. This reason for 
ineligibility has increased from 
19% in 2018/19 to 24% this year, 

COUNT PERCENTAGE

CLOSED – no contact 1 1%

Ineligible – Client Consent* 1 1%

Internal Review Required 71 56%

Not an Appealable Issue 30 24%

Out of Timeframe 9 7%

Resolved Pre-hearing 8 6%

Withdrawn at Client Request 7 6%

Total 127 100%

* Ineligible – Client Consent, refers to accelerated appeals referred to the  
HAC by a Housing Provider that is missing the client’s consent for an 
independent review.

Table 1. Ineligible Appeals that didn’t proceed to hearing 

Key Statistics  
2019-20

which may indicate a need for 
the HAC to engage more with 
the social housing sector staff to 
enhance better understanding 
when referring clients to the 
HAC. Common examples of this 
type of ineligible applications 
received at the HAC include 
complaints, maintenance issues 
and Orders already made 
through NCAT (NSW Civil and 
Administrative Tribunal).

3. Appeals heard

Out of the 487 appeal 
applications received, there were 
360 second tier applications that 
proceeded to a HAC hearing. 
This includes appeals heard for 
clients of both DCJ Housing 
(public housing) and Community 
Housing Providers. DCJ Housing 
clients (92.5%) remain the main 
users of the HAC services. This 
includes clients from the DCJ 

Housing Contact Centre (HCC). 
The key statistics shown in 
points 2 to 5, refer to the appeals 
heard at the HAC for 2019/20. 

This year, there was a slight 
increase of applications heard 
from Aboriginal clients (10%), 
compared to last year (9%). 
Similarly, there was also a small 
increase of appeals heard from 
clients of community Housing 
Providers with 7.5%, compared 
to last year’s 6%. The transfer 
of around 14,000 DCJ Housing 
tenancy management to 
community Housing Providers, 
through the Social Housing 
Management Transfer Program, 
may see a future increase of 
appeals received from the 
community housing sector as 
their housing stock increases.
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The majority of appeals heard at 
the HAC have continued to come 
from clients with Culturally and 
Linguistically Diverse (CALD) 
backgrounds. In this financial 
year, 166 appeals out of the 360 
appeals heard by the HAC, that 
is 46%, were from CALD clients. 
This number has not varied too 
greatly from the previous years, 
which has shown the percentage 
of CALD clients ranging 
from 45% to 52%. A detailed 
examination of the diversity of 
clients is discussed in section 7.1 
in the report. 

The key statistics list the four 
most common appeal types 
heard at the HAC for 2019/20, 
which were Recognition as a 
Tenant (RaaT) with 33%, Priority 
Housing (PH) at 26%, Transfer 
with 9%, and Rental Subsidy with 
8%. This trend is not dissimilar to 
the previous years, with Priority 
Housing showing consistently as 
the most common appeal type 
over a five year period, followed 
by RaaT matters as the second 
most common appeal type heard 
at the HAC. Other appeal types 
that have shown in the top four 
most common appeal types over 
the last 5 years, include appeals 
relating to Transfer, Offers of 
Accommodation, Rental Subsidy 
and Housing Eligibility. A closer 
examination of the types of 
appeals heard for this year is 
discussed in section 6.

3.1 Historical analysis

A historical analysis of the total 
number of applications received 
and appeals heard, versus appeal 
decisions made at the HAC 
over the last 5 years, is shown 
in Chart 1. The red line shows 
the total number of applications 
received, with the blue line 
showing the total number of 
applications that proceeded to a 
HAC hearing for each year. The 
blue line represents the trend of 
the number of appeal decisions 
made over the last 5 years. 

As shown in Chart 1, the number 
of appeals received at the 
HAC fluctuates each year. The 

HAC receives between 450 to 
500 appeals per year, with the 
exception of 2017/18 when this 
peaked to a total number of 
549 HAC applications. For the 
2016/17 financial year, there were 
336 appeals heard, however the 
trend for the total number of 
HAC hearings conducted each 
year is relatively consistent. The 
HAC hears approximately 360 to 
381 appeals a year. In the current 
financial year, the HAC heard 
360 appeals despite the reduced 
number of applications received 
due to the pandemic.

The HAC can hear appeals 
with one or multiple appeal 
types or dispute issues. For 
instance, an appeal can be 
about two decisions made by a 
Housing Provider regarding the 
client’s Housing Eligibility and 
Priority Housing, and therefore 
both decisions are under the 
independent review of the 
HAC as one appeal. The HAC 
will therefore make two appeal 
decisions on this one appeal 
hearing. The capacity of the 
HAC to hear multi-issue appeals 

is reflected in the purple line 
in Chart 1, which shows that 
the decisions made are greater 
in number than the appeals 
heard. This trend reflects the 
multifaceted housing needs of 
clients, and the complex nature 
of the social housing sector. 

3.2 Timeframes

The HAC aims to hear appeals 
within 28 days from the receipt 
of the appeal application. For 
this year 2019/20, the median 
number of days between 
receipts of appeal to hearing 
schedule was 17.19 days, with 
the average timeframe being 
15 days. On average, for non-
accelerated matters, the HAC 
decisions are made within 14 
days of the hearing date. The 
median number of days for 
a decision was 5 days, with 
the average of 8.4 days. For 
accelerated matters that are 
considered urgent, such as when 
the client’s tenancy is placed at 
risk, decisions are expedited and 
made within 2-5 days after the 
hearing.

Chart 1. Number of Appeals Received and Appeal Decisions 2015 – 2020
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4. Appeal decisions

Table 2 shows the number 
of different appeal decisions 
by provider type. Overall the 
percentages for the different 
appeal decisions for this year, 
remain relatively the same as last 
year. 

4.1 HAC recommendation  
for change of decision

The key statistics shows that 
out of the 360 appeals heard 
for this year, approximately 
36% were recommended. This 
includes recommendations for 
both a full and part change 
of decision by the Housing 
Provider. A breakdown of HAC 
recommendations is shown in 
Table 2.

When the HAC makes a 
recommendation for a change 
of decision either in full or in 
part, the HAC is required to 
provide reason/s that justify 
the recommendations made. 
The HAC decision can be 
based on one or more of the 
following reasons listed in Table 
3. New information provided, or 
additional information available 
since the original decision was 
made by the Housing Provider, 
continues to be the most 
common reason for a change 
of decision recommendation. 
This could be due to a number 
of reasons, including the client 
had not provided the necessary 
evidence for their application 
to the Housing Provider, or 
that following the review, the 
client had sought the required 
documentations for their second 
tier application at the HAC. As 
the HAC is independent of the 
Housing Providers, some clients 
feel more comfortable to share 
information with the HAC than 
with their Housing Provider. 
During the hearings, the HAC may 
uncover flaws in interpretation of 
policy or application of procedure. 
These matters are reported to 
the relevant Housing Providers 
to assist in the continuous 
improvement in the quality of 
their service to the clients.

HAC DECISION

DCJ 

HOUSING 

SERVICES*

%
COMMUNITY 

HOUSING
%

Declined 210 63% 16 59%

Recommended 113 34% 11 41%

Recommended part change 
decision

7 2% 0 0%

Withdrawn Post-Hearing 3 1% 0 0%

Total Appeals heard 333 100% 27 100%

* DCJ Housing Services includes appeals received from DCJ Housing Contact 
Centre (HCC) and tenancies managed by Aboriginal Housing Office (AHO). 
Community Housing includes appeals received from Aboriginal Community 
Housing Providers (ACHP).

RECOMMENDATION REASON
NO OF 

APPEALS

Inadequate consideration was given to the available 
information when the original decision was made

56

New information has been provided or additional information 
is available since the original decision

66

The procedure used to reach the original decision was not 
fair or reasonable

9

The original decision involved a poor interpretation of the 
Housing Provider's policy

10

The original decision was made contrary to the Housing 
Provider's policy

7

The original decision was based on incorrect information 7

Table 2. HAC decision following the hearing

Table 3. Reason for recommending a change of decision
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Provider did not support the 
HAC recommendation. In these 
instances, it is typically because 
the client’s circumstances 
had changed since the HAC 
recommendation was made, and 
therefore the recommendation 
no longer met the needs of the 
client, or that the client had 
gained full time employment 
and no longer needed housing 
assistance, or that the client had 
secured private rental assistance.

4.2 HAC decision to affirm 
the original decision 

As with previous years, the 
number of declined matters, 
where the HAC agrees with 
the Housing Provider, is on the 
increase. This year the number 
of declined decisions were 
63%, compared to 61% declined 
matters in 2018/19. A historical 
look at HAC declined matters 
over the last five years, as shown 
in Table 4, illustrates a growing 
trend in the number of matters 
over the years, where the HAC 
has agreed with the Housing 
Providers. This suggests that 
there is an increasing clarity in 
the applications of procedures 
and policies by Housing Providers 
in their decision making. 

5. Final appeal outcomes

Following an independent 
review, the HAC 
recommendations are forwarded 
to the Housing Provider for 
their considerations and final 
decisions. The NSW Social 
Housing External Appeals 
Policy Framework sets out the 
expectations that by principle, 
a Housing Provider will accept 
and implement the Committee’s 
recommendation. Where a 
HAC recommendation is not 
supported, the Housing Provider 
must demonstrate that the 
recommendation is not practical 
or feasible to implement, or 
where broader risks associated 
with a particular case take 
precedence.

As shown in the key statistics for 
this year, out of the 360 appeals 
heard, 36% were recommended 
for full or part change in 
decision. Table 5 shows that 
the HAC has continued to 
receive high approval rates from 
Housing Providers. For this year, 
out of the 36% recommended 
decisions, 99% were approved 
and supported by the Housing 
Providers. The HAC received 
only one declined final outcome 
for this year, where the Housing 

YEAR DCJ HOUSING COMMUNITY HOUSING

2015/16 45% 42%

2016/17 51% 37%

2017/18 58% 44%

2018/19 61% 55%

2019/20 63% 59%

DCJ CHP TOTAL %

Approved 119 11 130 99%

Part Approved 0 0 0 0%

Declined 1 0 1 1%

Total: 120 11 131 100%

Table 3. Reason for recommending a change of decision

Table 5. Final outcome by Housing Providers to recommendation
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In Focus

6. Appeal types  
– why clients appealed?

A closer look at the numbers and 
percentages of all appeal types 
received at the HAC for this 
financial year, 2019/20, by DCJ 
Housing and Community Housing 
Providers are presented in Table 
6 and illustrated in Chart 2.

As mentioned earlier, the 
majority of appeals heard 
at the HAC continues to be 
applications received from DCJ 
Housing tenants and applicants 
(including HCC), with a total 
of 333 applications heard 
this year, compared to a total 
of 27 applications heard for 
Community Housing clients. 
In regard to the appeal types 
being disputed, there is a 
clear distinction in the appeals 
between DCJ Housing clients 
and clients of Community 
Housing Providers. The most 
common appeal types for DCJ 
Housing clients for 2019/20 
were RaaT (117), Priority Housing 
(93), and Transfer (26). For 
Community Housing clients, the 
prevalent issues were Rental 
Subsidy (8), Transfer (6), and 
Absence from Dwelling (2), 
Additional Occupant (2) and 
Housing Eligibility (2).

HCC CHP
DCJ 

HOUSING
TOTAL %

Absence from dwelling 2 5 7 2%

Additional Occupant 2 2 0.6%

Affordable Housing 1 1 0.3%

ASB Strike One 1 1 0.3%

Former tenancy debt 1 1 3 1%

Housing Register 1 1 2 0.6%

Housing Register Eligibility 1 2 16 19 5%

Locational Need 1 1 0.3%

Offers of Accommodation 1 23 24 7%

Priority Housing 7 86 93 26%

Private Rental Subsidy 5 5 1%

Property Modifications 1 2 3 0.8%

RAAT 117 117 33%

Rental Subsidy 8 20 28 8%

Rentstart 1 1 0.3%

Section 145 6 6 2%

Section 149 1 2 3 1%

Start Safely Subsidy 7 7 2%

Succession of Tenancy 1 1 0.3%

Tenure Category 3 3 1%

Transfer 6 26 33 9%

Total 8 27 325 360 100%

Percentage 2% 7.5% 90.5% 100%

Table 6. Appeal types by Public Housing and Community Housing  
– number and percentage
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Chart 2. Comparison of appeal types by DCJ Housing and Community Housing Providers (CHP)
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6.1 Community Housing 
Providers (CHP)

The HAC has seen a gradual 
increase (albeit small increments) 
in appeals heard from 
community housing clients over 
the last three years; from 5.25% 
in 2017/18, to 6% in 2018/19 and 
this year at 7.5% appeals heard. 
Again, this slight upward trend 
may be attributed to the transfer 
of 14,000 social (public) housing 
tenancies over to Community 
Housing Providers, under the 
NSW Social Housing Transfer 
Management Program that 
commenced in October 2018 and 
was completed in 2019. It is likely 
that with the increased stock 
of social housing transferred 
over to Community Housing 
Providers, that the HAC may see 
further increase of appeals from 
community housing clients in  
the future.

Consistent with previous years, 
Rental Subsidy matters continue 
to dominate as the most common 
appeal type heard for community 
housing tenants and applicants, 
indicating the complex nature 
of these matters not just for 
community Housing Providers 
but also for DCJ. Likewise, 
appeals regarding Transfer have 
continuously been in the top three 
prevalent appeal types over the 
last five years. This year it ranks 
second most common appeal type 
from community housing clients. 
Absence from dwelling, Additional 
Occupant and Housing Register 
Eligibility appeals, share third 
place as most prevalent appeals 
heard this year for community 
housing clients.

6.2 DCJ Housing  
(Public Housing)

During the last five years, Priority 
Housing has dominated as the 
most common appeal type for 
DCJ clients, with Recognition as 
a Tenant (RaaT) as the second 
most common appeal type. 
However, this year RaaT (117) 
is the most prevalent appeal 
type followed by Priority 
Housing (86). The decrease 
in the number of applications 
received and heard for priority 
housing, may be in part due 
to the unprecedented events 
of the COVID-19 pandemic in 
2020, and the response by 
the Commonwealth and NSW 
Governments which provided a 
range of economic and housing 
initiatives designed to support 
people during these times. 
Social Housing Providers worked 
closely with non-government 
agencies in response to 
increased demand for services 
for the most vulnerable 
clients, such as those requiring 
emergency accommodation, 
people requiring longer-
term housing, those at risk 
of homelessness, and people 
escaping domestic and family 
violence.

Priority Housing (86) and 
Transfer (26) matters, came as 
second and third most common 
appeals heard for this year. These 
appeal types, along with Offers 
of Accommodation, Housing 
Register Eligibility and Rental 
Subsidy, tend to alternate being 
in the top three prevalent appeals 
heard at the HAC in the last five 
years from DCJ Housing clients.

6.2.1 Where DCJ clients who 
appealed at the HAC are located 

Table 7 shows an overview of the 
number of appeals heard at the 
HAC from DCJ Housing clients. 
Reflective of the Sydney area 
as the region with the greatest 
density of public housing, 
the majority of appeals heard 
continues to be received from 
clients in Metropolitan Sydney. 
This has gradually increased over 
the last three years, from 72.6% 
in 2017/18, and 80% in 2018/19 to 
83% this year. 

On the other hand, there was a 
significant drop in appeals heard 
from DCJ clients from Regional 
NSW with 48%, down from 57% 
of last year. The decrease in the 
number of appeals heard for 
regional NSW for this year, could 
again be attributed to COVID-19 
with people tending to stay put 
in their current accommodations 
during these times of 
uncertainty. This significant drop 
in applications from regional 
NSW, added to the overall 
reduction of the HAC appeals 
received for this year which was 
487 applications, compared to 
505 in 2018/19.

The number of appeals heard 
at the HAC from clients who 
have their applications dealt 
with through the Housing 
Contact Centre (HCC), has only 
slightly decreased this year (2%) 
compared to last year (3%). 

NSW REGION NUMBER %

Metropolitan Sydney 277 83%

Regional NSW 48 14%

Housing Contact Centre 8 2%

Total: 120 11

Table 7. Number and percentage of appeals heard from DCJ Housing clients, by NSW region
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Consistent with previous years, 
most of the appeals from 
regional NSW originated from 
the Hunter and New England 
district, whilst the majority of 
appeals heard from Metropolitan 
Sydney originated from Western 
Sydney and Nepean Blue 
Mountains district. The number 
of appeals heard for this district 
has gradually increased over 
the years, from 82 appeals 
heard in 2015/16, to 122 appeals 
heard last year, and this year it 
has increased to 277 adding to 
this year’s slight 3% increase of 
appeals heard for DCJ Housing 
clients from Metropolitan 
Sydney. 

The three most prevalent appeal 
types heard for clients from 
regional NSW were, Recognition 
as a Tenant (20), Priority Housing 
(6), and Rental Subsidy (5). For 
clients in Metropolitan Sydney, 
the most common appeal types 
heard were, Recognition as a 
Tenant (97), Priority Housing 
(80), and Transfer (25). These 
results reveal that both regional 
and metropolitan clients face 
similar social housing dispute 
matters. 

The HCC deals with initial 
Housing applications from clients 
across NSW, and the types of 
appeals received at the HAC 
from HCC clients are therefore 
typically in relation to Housing 
Register Eligibility and Priority 
Housing.

Diagram 1. Appeals heard from DCJ Housing clients, by DCJ Districts 

Murrumbidgee
Far West &

Western NSW
10

Mid North Coast, 
Northern NSW 
& New england 

Districts
4

Illawarra 
Shoalhaven & 

Southern NSW 
Districts

9

Hunter & Central 
Coast Districts

25

Western  
Sydney & 

Nepean Blue 
Mountains 

Districts

104

South Western 

Sydney District

95

Sydney, South 
Eastern Sydney & 
Northern Sydney 

Districts 
78

18Housing Appeals Committee Annual Overview 2019-20



7. Client demographics 
 – who appealed at  
the HAC?

The majority of appeals heard at 
the HAC has continued to come 
from clients with Culturally and 
Linguistically Diverse (CALD) 
backgrounds. For this year the 
HAC heard 166 appeals (46%) 
from CALD clients out of the 
360 appeals heard, whilst 
Aboriginal clients remain a small 
percentage of users of the HAC 
services, with 10% (37) appeals 
heard for this year – only a 1% 
increase from last year.

7.1 Clients from Culturally 
and Linguistically Diverse 
(CALD) Backgrounds

Among the 166 appeals from 
CALD clients, 86 appellants 
(52%) required the assistance of 
language interpreting services. 
These were for 18 different 
languages, with the top four 
sourced language groups from 
Arabic (44), Assyrian Neo-Aramaic 
(5), Persian (5) and Dari (4).

Out of the 166 appeals, seven 
CALD appellants were from 
Community Housing Providers, 

with four clients requiring an 
interpreting language services. 
The languages required were 
Arabic (for two appeal matters) 
and Turkish (two appeals). 
As expected, the majority of 
appeals came from the CALD 
clients of DCJ Housing, and 
mostly from the South Western 
Sydney, Western Sydney and 
Sydney, South Eastern Sydney 
and North Sydney (SSESNS) 
districts, which are areas in 
Sydney with high numbers of 
refugee, migrant and ethnic 
communities.

South Western Sydney district 
made up for approximately 
40% (66) of the appeals heard 
from CALD clients. Language 
interpreting services were 
required for 42 of these 
appellants, with the top three 
languages required being Arabic 
(30), Assyrian Neo-Aramaic (5) 
and Vietnamese (4). Western 
Sydney Nepean Blue Mountains 
was the second largest district 
for CALD clients, with 28.31% 
(47) appeals heard. The top 
three languages required for 21 
of these appellants were, Arabic 
(6), Persian (5), and Dari (4). 
This district was followed by 
SSESNS district, with 22.29% 

(37) of appeals heard for CALD 
clients. Language interpreting 
services were required for 15 
appellants, with Arabic (4) as 
the most sourced language to 
assist the client during their HAC 
hearing, followed equally by 
Mandarin Chinese (2), Cantonese 
Hong Kong (2), Russian (2), and 
Serbian (2).

7.2 Aboriginal Clients

There were 37 appeals heard 
from Aboriginal clients, two of 
which were from community 
Housing Providers and the 
remaining 35 appellants 
were from DCJ Housing. The 
majority of Aboriginal DCJ 
Housing clients were from the 
Western Sydney and Nepean 
Blue Mountains districts, with 
12 appeals heard. The HAC also 
heard appeals from Aboriginal 
clients in the following districts: 
Hunter and Central Coast district 
(7), Murrumbidgee, Far West 
and Western NSW (6), South 
Western Sydney (6), and South 
Eastern Sydney and North 
Sydney (4).

Recognition as a Tenant (RaaT) 
(19) was the most common type 
of appeal heard for Aboriginal 
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clients, followed by Rental 
Subsidy (5), and Housing 
Register Eligibility (4). Other 
appeal issues heard at the HAC 
for Aboriginal clients, included 
Offers of Accommodation (2), 
Priority Housing (2), Transfer (2), 
Former Tenancy Debt (1), Section 
145 (1), and Tenure Category (1).

The majority of appeals heard 
for Aboriginal clients, were from 
18-35 year old age group (13 ), 
and from 46-55 year old clients 
(10). This was followed equally 
by 36-45 (7) and 56-65 year old 
age groups (7 ). There were no 

Chart 3. Percentage of appeals by Age

NSW REGION NUMBER

18-35 
RaaT (18), Housing Register Eligibility (4), Offers of Accommodation (3), Rental Subsidy 
(3)

36-45 RaaT (35), Transfer (5), Rental Subsidy (4)

46-55 RaaT (38), Priority Housing (18), Rental Subsidy (9), Housing Register Eligibility (9)

56-65 Priority Housing (34), RaaT (16), Transfer (13)

66+
Priority Housing (22), RaaT/Succession of Tenancy* (11), Transfer (8), Offers of 
Accommodation (8)

* Recognition as a Tenant (RaaT) is a DCJ appeal, and Succession of Tenancy is an appeal of the same appeal type termed in 
Community Housing Providers (CHP).

Table 8. Common appeal types for each age group

appeals received from over 65 
year old Aboriginal clients. For 
all age groups with the exception 
of the 56-65 year olds, RaaT was 
the most common appeal type. 
Whereas for 56-65 year old age 
group, Rental Subsidy was the 
leading appeal issue.

7.3 Appeals heard by  
age group

Chart 3 displays the percentage 
of all appeals heard at the HAC 
by age groups. Consistent with 
the last 5 years, the 46-55 year 
old age group continues to be 

the biggest users of the HAC 
service with 28% appeals heard 
for this year. Similarly, the HAC 
continues to receive only a small 
number of appeals from the 18-
35 year olds and over 66 year 
old age groups. 

The most common appeal types 
for each age group is shown in 
Table 8. Recognition as a Tenant 
(RaaT) is the most prevalent 
appeals for 18 to 55 year olds, 
whereas Priority Housing is the 
most common appeals heard at 
the HAC for 56 to over 66 year 
old clients.
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Client age 36-45

 
Client age 46-55

 
Client age 56-65

 
Client age 66 and over
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20%
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Chart 4. Percentage of appeals from different household types
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7.4 Appeals heard by 
different household types

The percentage of appeals 
from different household types 
is presented in Chart 4 below, 
which have remained relatively 
the same for the last 5 years. 
Single appellants (52%) remain 
as the largest group to utilise 
the HAC service, which typically 
make up over 50% of the appeals 
heard at the HAC. They are 
followed by single parents (21%), 
then couples with children (12%), 
couples (7%), and appellant and 
other (not a couple) making up 
the smallest group to appeal at 
the HAC. 

Table 9 shows the top three 
common appeal types for 
each household. Recognition 
as a Tenant (RaaT) for DCJ 
Housing clients and Succession 
as a Tenant for Community 
Housing clients, which are the 
same appeal type, are the most 
prevalent appeals heard for 
single appellants, single parents 
and for appellant and other 
(includes appellant and carer). 
Priority Housing was the most 
common appeal type heard for 
couples (appellant and spouse), 
and couples with children.

HOUSEHOLD TYPE APPEAL TYPES

Single RaaT/Succession of Tenancy* (69), Priority Housing (35), Transfer (23)

Single parent RaaT (22), Priority Housing (18), Rental Subsidy (12)

Couple with children Priority Housing (21), RaaT (9), Housing Register Eligibility (3)

Couple (appellant & 
spouse)

Priority Housing (13), Offers of Accommodation (4), RaaT (4)

Appellant and other RaaT (14), Priority Housing (4), Rental Subsidy (3)

* Recognition as a Tenant (RaaT) is a DCJ appeal, and Succession of Tenancy is an appeal of the same appeal type termed in 
Community Housing Providers (CHP).

Table 9. Common appeal types for each household

21Housing Appeals Committee Annual Overview 2019-20



22Housing Appeals Committee Annual Overview 2019-20



Although Michael has 
affordability, he has a number of 
substantial barriers to resolving 
his housing need in the private 
rental market. His own medical 
conditions would impact on 
his ability to find alternative 
accommodation for his family. 
Michael also has demands on his 
time due to the responsibilities 
of looking after his children 
who have serious psychiatric 
disabilities. 

DCJ supported the HAC 
recommendation and granted 
Michael, Recognition as a Tenant, 
enabling Michael and his children 
to remain in their family home.

Michael appealed this decision 
under the first tier appeal, but 
it was subsequently declined. 
DCJ had determined that there 
were no barriers or medical 
conditions that would impact on 
his ability to resolve his housing 
need in the private rental market. 
Michael was not interviewed for 
his appeal. 

Michael was granted 6 months 
provisional lease that will end 
in a couple of months’ time. 
The matter was referred to the 
Housing Appeals Committee 
(HAC) as an accelerated appeal.

During his HAC appeal 
hearing, Michael informed the 
Committee that he is under 
a doctor’s care for various 
medical conditions that prevent 
him from working. The matter 
was adjourned for Michael to 
provide additional information. 
Michael provided numerous 
medical documentations which 
showed that he suffers from 
both physical injuries and mental 
health issues. In addition, both 
his children are undergoing 
psychiatric interventions for 
behavioural issues and severe 
psychiatric illness related to 
trauma they experienced as a 
result of physical abuse and 
witnessing chronic domestic 
violence. 

The Committee recommended 
that Michael’s income would 
make him eligible for social 
housing. In addition, in light 
of significant new medical 
evidence provided concerning 
Michael’s medical barriers and 
the disabilities and needs of his 
children, he was deemed eligible 
for Recognition as a Tenant. 

Case Study 1:
Recognition as a Tenant 
– Michael

Michael is 42 years old and lives 
in a four-bedroom cottage with 
his 15 year old son Ben, and 
13 year old daughter Melanie. 
Michael’s father, George was the 
tenant and had passed away 6 
months earlier. He had been the 
tenant of the property for 19 
years, and Michael had been an 
approved additional occupant 
for 6 years. Michael receives 
Newstart and family payments, 
but he is not on the Social 
Housing Register.

Michael moved in with his father 
6 years ago when his relationship 
with the children’s mother broke 
down. He gained custody of 
his children 3 years ago in the 
Family Court, because they had 
suffered abuse by their mother 
and her partner.

After his father passed away, 
Michael applied for Recognition 
as a Tenant. This was declined by 
the Department of Communities 
and Justice (DCJ) Housing, as it 
was found that he had no urgent 
need for housing and could 
resolve his own housing need in 
the private rental market. 

“The Committee 
recommended that 
Michael’s income 
would make him 
eligible for social 
housing. In addition, 
in light of significant 
new medical evidence 
provided about 
Michael’s medical 
barriers, and about 
the disabilities and 
needs of his children, 
that he is eligible 
for Recognition as a 
Tenant.”
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The Committee concluded 
that there was no evidence to 
persuade them that Jessica 
had exhausted her options to 
resolve her own housing need 
in the private rental market, 
and concluded that the original 
decision should be confirmed, 
Jessica is not eligible for Priority 
Housing.

housing. The review partly 
confirmed the original decision. 
It was recognised that although 
Jessica and her daughter were 
currently living with family in 
stable accommodation, she 
demonstrated an urgent need 
for housing since it was deemed 
unsuitable due to overcrowding. 
DCJ Housing however confirmed 
their decision that Jessica was 
ineligible for Priority Housing, 
as she had not demonstrated 
an inability to resolve her own 
housing need in the private 
rental market. Following this 
review, Jessica submitted a 
second tier appeal at the HAC.

The Committee spoke with 
Jessica in a telephone hearing 
and reviewed the evidence in 
file. The Committee found that 
according to the DCJ Housing 
policy on Priority Housing 
eligibility, Jessica has a private 
rental affordability of $346 per 
week. They found no evidence 
to suggest that Jessica is making 
any regular weekly rent payment 
whilst she is living with her 
parents. Furthermore, there was 
no evidence to suggest that 
Jessica had made any attempts 
to resolve her TICA listing which, 
as Jessica is aware, is causing a 
barrier for her to access future 
private rentals. 

The Committee advised 
that Jessica must take 
responsibility for repaying 
the outstanding debt so her 
name can be removed from the 
TICA database, and strongly 
encouraged Jessica to approach 
her local Tenant Advisory 
Service for advice on resolving 
her TICA database listing.

Case Study 2:
Priority Housing  
– Jessica

Jessica is a 27 year old single 
mother of a five year old daughter. 
They are currently living with 
her parents and her 18 year old 
younger brother in a 2 bedroom 
apartment. Jessica is listed 
on TICA database (a national 
Tenancy Database) for unpaid 
rent arrears from a previous 
private rental tenancy. This is 
preventing her from accessing a 
new rental property. The amount 
outstanding is about $650.

Jessica lodged an application 
for Housing Assistance with 
DCJ Housing. The Department 
determined that she was eligible 
for inclusion on the general 
Housing Register for social 
housing; however concluded 
that she was ineligible for 
Priority Housing because she 
had not demonstrated that 
she was in urgent need of 
housing assistance, nor has she 
demonstrated her inability to 
resolve her own housing need in 
the private rental market. 

Jessica lodged a first tier appeal, 
requesting the Department 
review her need for priority 

“The Committee 
concluded that there 
was no evidence to 
persuade them that 
Jessica had exhausted 
her options to resolve 
her own housing need 
in the private rental 
market, and concluded 
that the original 
decision should be 
confirmed, Jessica is 
not eligible for Priority 
Housing.”
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conditions, which was not taken 
into consideration.

The Committee concluded 
that trauma is known to cause 
great stress, pain and fear, and 
negatively impact on people’s 
health and everyday functioning. 
Leanne’s medical conditions 
have a significant impact on 
her ability to cope, and her 
perception of safety and its 
negative impact on her mental 
and physical health are sufficient 
grounds for a Transfer. The 
Committee recommended that 
Leanne be transferred to a small, 
over 55 complex where there is 
minimal risk of her perceiving 
neighbours to be a threat to her 
personal safety.

The Community Housing 
Provider agreed with the 
Committee’s recommendation, 
and approved Leanne for Priority 
Transfer.

that there is a lot of noise at 
the property both from the 
environment and neighbours, 
which affects her sleep. Leanne 
added that rubbish is dumped 
outside her unit, strangers 
regularly knock on her door, 
and she is asked for money, all 
of which makes her fearful and 
anxious. According to Leanne, 
she is extremely stressed and this 
is worsening. She is now drinking 
more to help her cope and is 
scared to go outside of her home. 
Leanne told the Committee 
that she had concerns about 
the suitability of the property 
at the time of the offer, but 
was told that she had to accept 
the property as she would not 
receive any other offers.

The Committee reviewed the 
evidence on file and considered 
the support letters and medical 
reports from various community 
and medical services. It 
was found that Leanne has 
depression with anxiety, and 
has been diagnosed with 
alcohol dependence along with 
alcoholic brain damage leading 
to dementia. Her conditions are 
long term and have a severe 
impact on her wellbeing, and her 
psychological issues affect her 
ability to cope.

The Committee found that 
although Leanne has not 
demonstrated that she is at 
risk of serious and ongoing 
harassment and therefore is 
not eligible for a Transfer on 
these grounds, she is eligible for 
Transfer on medical grounds. 
There was evidence available 
to the Community Housing 
provider about Leanne’s medical 

Case Study 3:
Transfer – Leanne

Leanne is 64 years old and for 
the past year has been living 
in a 1 bedroom unit managed 
by a Community Housing 
Provider. Leanne requested for 
a transfer as she feels unsafe 
in her property and is living in 
fear following an assault and 
harassment from her neighbours. 
She provided supporting 
documents with her application, 
including medical assessments 
and letters. Her application for 
a transfer was not approved on 
the grounds that she had not 
demonstrated that her current 
property no longer meets her 
housing need. A first tier review 
confirmed this decision and 
Leanne applied for a second tier 
appeal at the HAC.

During the HAC hearing, Leanne 
told the Committee that she 
perceives a real threat to her 
safety where she is currently 
living, as she has been assaulted 
and harassed by her neighbours 
who are much younger, taller 
and stronger than her. Leanne 
did not report this to police 
as she is fearful of retaliation. 
She also told the Committee 

“The Committee found 
that although Leanne 
has not demonstrated 
that she is at risk of 
serious and ongoing 
harassment and 
therefore is not eligible 
for a transfer on these 
grounds, she is eligible 
for transfer on medical 
grounds.”
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Our Staff and  
Committee Members

The HAC Secretariat team and 
the Committee are committed 
to provide and uphold high 
professional standards in our 
service delivery. We take pride 
in ensuring that we maintain our 
credibility and professionalism 
as an independent appeals 
mechanism for social housing 
clients in NSW.

This year 2019/2020, we 
welcome Catherine White as 
she steps into her new role 

as a Presiding Chair at the 
HAC. Catherine has been a 
Committee Member since 2014. 
Catherine brings invaluable skills 
and knowledge to her role as 
Presiding Chair with her years 
of experience as a Committee 
Member at the HAC and from 
her roles and involvement in 
community based organisations, 
complaints and investigation, 
homelessness and the housing 
sector. 

To meet with the steady 
demands of appeals, especially 
appeals received from Aboriginal 
clients in 2019/2020, the HAC 
recruited for an additional 
Aboriginal Member to join the 
Committee, and we are pleased 
to welcome Arabella Douglas 
to the team. Arabella brings 
a wealth of knowledge in law, 
Aboriginal housing and a deep 
understanding of issues faced by 
Aboriginal housing clients.
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Catherine Walton 
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Claudia Kennedy*

Julie Hourigan Ruse

Susan Fenwick

Committee Members 

Committee Members

Arabella Douglas 

Blanch Lake 

Julie Walding

Kanagasabai Vasan

Kerryn Boland

Kristie Walker

Maria Linkenbagh

Mark Groom

Qingsheng Zhou

Shane Brown

Secretariat Staff 

Emilly Walters

January Bartels

Jenny Rowe

Kerri Hill

Mary-Jane Carzano

Siniua Sua

Sukanya Gangulee

* After six years of service at the HAC 
as Presiding Chair, Claudia Kennedy 
left the HAC in January 2020.

CATHERINE WHITE 
Presiding Chair

Highest qualifications: Bachelor 
of Social Science (Welfare), 
Diploma of Business, Diploma 
of Management, Diploma of 
Business Administration, Cert IV 
Training and Assessment 

Catherine White is a current 
HAC Presiding Chairperson 
and a consultant specialising 
in organisational management, 
professional supervision, 
program scoping, project 
management review, quality 
assurance, policy development, 
complaint investigation/
management and grant writing. 
Previous roles include Executive 
Officer at Women’s Activities 
and Self Help (WASH) House 
and Family Worker Training and 
Development, Child Protection 
Caseworker (FACS), TAFE 
teacher and Senior Client Service 
Officer Specialist (Department 
of Housing). Catherine has 
also been a Board member of 
a number of NGO’s in Western 
Sydney and has expertise in 
women’s health, domestic 
violence, child protection issues 
and homelessness.

ARABELLA DOUGLAS 
Committee Member

(Yugemebeh Bundjalung 
Nation Aboriginal)

Highest qualifications: Bachelor 
of Laws, Bachelor of Arts, 
Bachelor of Business Honours 
(First Class), Admitted NSW 
Supreme Court + High Court of 
Australia, Graduate Australian 
Institute Company Directors, 
currently completing a PhD 
Griffith Business School, Griffith 
University.

Arabella Douglas is a Traditional 
Owner Minyunbul woman of the 
Yugemebeh Bundjalung Nations 
(Northern NSW and South 
East Queensland). Arabella is 
a current HAC member and 
consults privately to corporates 
and business. Previous roles 
include solicitor in areas of 
Environment and Planning Law 
and Criminal Law, working for 
the NSW State Government as 
Regional Director Family and 
Community Services AHO, and 
in the private sector, and CEO. 
Arabella is a highly competent 
company director having over 
10 years’ experience in NFP 
and Trust entities, in the areas 
of Native Title and Housing 
throughout Australia. Arabella 
is completing a PhD thesis in 
behavioural economics focussed 
on social impact investment, 
unconscious bias and socialised 
risk and reward. 
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FREECALL 1800 629 794

OFFICE 8.30am — 4.30pm

HOURS Monday — Friday

ADDRESS Offices: 5-6 Ground Floor  
1-17 Elsie Street,  
BURWOOD NSW 2134 

Postal: PO Box 1030 Westfield  
BURWOOD NSW 2134

PHONE (02) 8741 2555

FAX (02) 8741 2566

EMAIL hac@facs.nsw.gov.au

WEBSITE www.hac.nsw.gov.au
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