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* People leaving larger cities to non-metropolitan areas (aspect of
counterurbanisation or population turnaround processes)

« Sydney: every year for 30 years, net internal migration loss to other parts of
NSW and Australia

» Other capital cities have had net gains through internal migration, especially
the sunbelt capitals — Brisbane and Perth

e Low-income households are a feature of the outflow

 Some suggest that people are ‘forced out’ of Sydney (especially) by inflated
housing prices and by the number of immigrants (nexus)

« Social polarisation from economic restructuring may also be a factor
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To test the assumption that the bias towards lower income earners
In the internal migration outflows from Sydney and Adelaide
means:

1. Housing affordability key driver of outflow

2. Net loss In welfare results
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« Analysis of DFaCS’ Longitudinal Data Set of ‘movers’ from metro to
non-metro postcodes and vice versa for all States and Territories

« Self-administered, mailback questionnaires to 7000 movers from

Sydney and Adelaide to non-metro NSW and SA in a one year
period

— Stratified by DFaCS income support recipient type
— 4,900 Sydney and 2,100 Adelaide
— 23% overall response rate (1496 responses) (one shot mail-out)



Metro to Non-Metro Moves by I-S

Recipients over a 1 Year Period

Income Support
Payment Type

Unemployed

Unemployed Youth

Single Parents

Disabled

Aged Pension

Totals

ACT

96

16

112

52

78

354

NSW

4,866

1,000

3,336

2,866

4,060

16,128

NT

700

122

252

166

86

1326

QLD

5,030

1,422

3,075

2,525

2,341

14,393

SA

1,864

485

1,201

1,131

999

5,680

TAS

680

233

356

294

195

1,758
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VIC

4,805

1,009

3,134

2,729

3,566

15,243

WA

3,039

811

1,903

1,369

1,531

8,653



Net Moves of I-S Recipients to > il

Non-Metro Areas over a 1 Year AHURI
I Australian Housirg
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ACT NSW NT QLD SA TAS VIC WA
Unemployed -60 855 181 438 -287 31 366 53
Youth Unemployed -31 126 15 13 -232 5 -164 -19
Single Parents 10 676 26 331 -136 -38 308 116
Disabled -17 805 -1 483 139 -64 693 243
Aged Pension 9 2,128 19 816 62 -41 1,236 452

Totals -89 4,590 240 2,081 -454 -107 2,439 845



| mmigration, Net Internal Migration and

House Prices. Sydney,Melbourne,
Brisbane and Perth, 1980-1999
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Income Support Type

State

ENSW [OSA m Unemployed

O Youth Unemployed

cender @ Disabled

@ Sole Parents
33%

B Male 0O Female m Aged

21%

67%
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O Location of housing for work
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* Housing affordability the single major relocation
factor but lifestyle factors very influential too.

* Primary negatives are reduced access to
commercial and government services and jobs.

 Marked increase in overall lifestyle and place
satisfaction, housing affordability and quality.

* Net welfare markedly higher for most with
unemployed and retirees outliers on low and
high ends of spectrum respectively.

30
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 Likelihood of return to metropolis very low

cf LDS pattern - either most in-movers to city are
long term residents of non-metro, or else survey
respondents have not had time to adjust to local
realities

« NSW/SA contrasts consistent with presumptions
about relative significance of housing costs
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